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PROJECT	COMMITMENTS	
US 17 Business/NC 37 (North Church Street) 

From South of the Perquimans River Bridge to NC 37 

Including the Replacement of Bridge No. 8 

Perquimans County 

State Project 35748.1.1 

Federal-Aid Project BRNHS-0017(85) 

TIP Project R-4467 

 

NCDOT Human Environment Section 

A memorandum of agreement between FHWA and the State Historic Preservation 
Office concerning the adverse effect of the project on Bridge Number 8 will be prepared 
following selection of the preferred alternative and prior to completion of a programmatic 
Section 4(f) evaluation and the final environmental document for the project. 

 

NCDOT Project Development Section 

Since this project necessitates the use of a historic bridge and meets the criteria set 
forth in the Federal Register (July 5, 1983), it is anticipated a programmatic Section 4(f) 
evaluation can be prepared to satisfy the requirements of Section 4(f). This programmatic 
Section 4(f) evaluation will be completed following the preparation of a memorandum of 
agreement between FHWA and the State Historic Preservation Office concerning the 
adverse effect of the project on Bridge Number 8. The programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation 
will be approved prior to the completion of the final environmental document for this 
project. 

Depending on the alternative selected, commitments may be required related to 
project effects on the Hertford Historic District and the Hertford Water Works and Ice Plant.  
Any such commitments will be included in the final environmental document for the project. 

It is anticipated the project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the 
Atlantic Sturgeon. NCDOT will request concurrence on a determination of May Affect, Not 
Likely to Adversely Affect for the Atlantic sturgeon from the National Marine Fisheries 
Service when an alternative has been selected. The results of this coordination will be 
included in the final environmental document for the project. 
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NCDOT Geotechnical Unit 

NCDOT will consider vibration monitoring and a pre-construction survey of buildings near 
the proposed bridge.  A determination will be made regarding the need for vibration 
monitoring prior to the final environmental document for the project. 

NCDOT Division One Construction/Project Services Unit 

 An in-stream work moratorium of February 15 to June 30 is required in the 
Perquimans River for anadromous fish species. 

NCDOT Roadway Design Unit/Structure Management Unit 

 A raised 5.5-foot sidewalk and a 3-foot paved shoulder will be provided on the west 
side of the proposed bridge over the Perquimans River. 

 For Alternatives B 15-Foot Swing Span and D-Mod 33-Foot Fixed, the existing 
sidewalk on the east side of Church Street will be terminated at Newby Street to encourage 
pedestrians to cross to the west side before the bridge. 
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SUMMARY	

A. Type	of	Action	

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared for the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) in accordance with the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 23,  
Part 771 for the purpose of evaluating the potential impacts of a proposed transportation 
improvement project.  

B. Description	of	Action	

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) proposes to replace Bridge 
Number 8 over the Perquimans River and the existing causeway between the bridge and  
NC 37. The bridge and causeway carry US 17 Business/NC 37 over the Perquimans River, 
connecting Hertford and Winfall in Perquimans County. The proposed project is included in 
the NCDOT 2012-2018 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) as Project  
R-4467 and is programmed for right-of-way acquisition beginning in Fiscal Year (FY) 2016 
and construction in FY 2018 in the draft 2013-2023 NCDOT Program and Resource Plan. 
Figure 1 shows the project vicinity map. 

The purpose of the proposed project is to provide a direct, reliable route between Hertford 
and Winfall. The causeway and bridge both show significant deterioration and present 
ongoing maintenance problems, jeopardizing the ability to provide reliable direct 
connectivity from downtown Hertford to Winfall. Replacing the bridge with a new structure 
will provide more reliable connectivity. This link provides a vital tie between the two 
communities and is important for sustaining the economic vitality of both towns, 
maintaining community cohesion, providing a school bus route within Perquimans County, 
and providing direct access for residents without a vehicle to travel between Hertford and 
Winfall. 

Differential settling of the road subgrade due to poor soils under the road has caused 
substantial damage to US 17 Business/NC 37 between NC 37 and Bridge Number 8 (known 
locally as the S-bridge). Various repairs have been implemented on different sections, 
including cast-in-place concrete slabs on poured-in-place concrete piles, steel plates welded 
onto steel piles, and many asphalt leveling buildups. Traffic volumes are expected to 
continue to grow in the future, increasing the stress on this facility’s pavement and subgrade.  

Bridge Number 8 is an S-shaped swing-span bridge built in 1929 that is deteriorating due to 
the age of the superstructure and substructure components. The existing bridge has a 
sufficiency rating of 1 out of a possible 100 as of December 2011. In addition, mechanical 
parts required to keep the swing-span operational are difficult and expensive to obtain. 
Repairs often require custom-made parts.  
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C. Alternatives	Considered	

Six conceptual alignments (A, B, C, D, E, and F) and five bridge types (fixed span at three 
different heights, bascule, and swing-span) were initially considered for the project. The No 
Build alternative was also studied.  

Nine options were presented to the public at a Citizens Informational Workshop in April 
2010. In October 2010, five alternatives were selected for detailed study. These alternatives 
were presented to the public at an informational workshop in June 2011.  

In October 2012, three of the detailed study alternatives were dropped from consideration 
and a new alternative was added. The three current detailed study alternatives are listed 
below. 

 Alternative B 15-Foot Swing Span – Build a new swing-span bridge with 15 feet of 
clearance on new location, and build a new low structure on the causeway. Raising the 
bridge to 15 feet would allow approximately 75% of boats currently using the channel to 
cross without opening the bridge.  

 Alternative D-Mod 33-Foot Fixed – Replace the bridge and causeway with a new 
fixed-span bridge with 33 feet of clearance. The new structure would be located east of 
the existing bridge and causeway. 

 Alterative E 33-Foot Fixed – Replace the bridge and causeway with a new fixed span 
bridge with 33 feet of clearance. The new structure would be located west of the existing 
bridge and causeway. 

The current detailed study alternatives are shown on Figure 2. 

D. Summary	of	Environmental	Effects	

Table S1 below presents a summary of the environmental effects of the current detailed 
study alternatives. 
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Table S1 –Impacts of Current Study Alternatives 

Topic 
Alternative 

B 15-Foot Swing Span D-Mod 33-Foot Fixed E 33-Foot Fixed 
Relocations         Residential 1 1 0 
                            Business 0 0 1 
                            Total  1 1 1 
Minority/Low-Income 
Populations – 
Disproportionate Impacts* 

None None Yes 

Historic Properties  
(Adverse Effect) 

1 (S-bridge) 1 (S-bridge) 1 (S-bridge) 

Community Facilities 
Impacted 

0 0 0 

Section 4(f) Impacts 
S-bridge and Hertford 

Historic District 
S-bridge and Hertford 

Historic District 
S-bridge 

Traffic Noise (# of receptors 
impacted) 

24 24 16 

Prime Farmland (Acres) N/A** N/A** N/A** 
Forested Acres 0.1 acre < 0.1 acre < 0.1 acre 
Wetlands (Acres) 0.07 acre 0.07 acre 0.07 acre 
Streams (Feet) 0 0 0 
Floodplains (Acres) 0 0 0 
Submerged Aquatic Veg. 
(SAV) habitat 

0.12 acre 0.12 acre 
Alt E 15’ – 0.77 acre 
Alt E 33’ – 0.58 acre 

SAV (presence) None None None 
Federally-Protected Species No Effect No Effect No Effect 
Length (Miles) 0.82 miles 0.62 miles 1.01 miles 
Cost Estimate (in millions)    

Construction Cost $31.0 $18.0 $26.1 
Right of Way Cost $0.9 $0.9 $1.1 

Utility Relocation Cost $0.0 $0.4 $0.0 
Total Cost $31.9 $19.3 $27.2 

* Impacts defined as disproportionate adverse impacts to minority or low-income populations. Alternative E has potential 
to adversely and disproportionately affect a minority and low-income community because of increased traffic past schools, 
between churches and parking areas, and between school and future athletic field. 

** Study area is in urbanized area, so NRCS CPA-106 form is not required.  

 

E. Permits	Required	

The proposed project will require a Section 9 permit from the US Coast Guard, Section 10 
and Section 404 permits from the US Army Corps of Engineers, a Section 401 Water 
Quality Certification from the NC Division of Water Quality (NCDWQ), and a CAMA 
Major Development Permit from the NC Division of Coastal Management. Coordination 
with the Regional NCDWQ office will be conducted to determine whether a State 
Stormwater Permit may be required for this project.  
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F. Coordination	

As part of the public involvement process, three Citizens Informational Workshops (CIWs), 
two small group meetings, and four local officials’ meetings were held. Public meetings 
were announced via newsletter/postcard and press releases. 

The following federal, state and local agencies were contacted regarding the proposed 
project: 

 US Army Corps of Engineers 
 US Environmental Protection Agency 
 US Fish and Wildlife Service 
 National Marine Fisheries Service 
 NC Division of Emergency Management 
 NC Division of Coastal Management 
 NC Division of Marine Fisheries 
 NC Division of Water Quality 
 NC Wildlife Resources Commission 
 State Historic Preservation Office 
 Perquimans County 
 Perquimans County Schools 
 Town of Hertford 
 Town of Winfall 

 

This project followed the NEPA/404 Merger process. 

G. Contact	Information	

Contacts for this project include: 

Mr. John F. Sullivan, III, PE 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410 
Raleigh, NC  27601 
(919) 856-4346 
 
Mr. Gregory J. Thorpe, Ph.D. 
Manager 
Project Development and Environmental Analysis Unit 
North Carolina Department of Transportation 
1548 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, NC  27699-1548 
(919) 707-6000 
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I. DESCRIPTION	OF	PROPOSED	ACTION	

A. General	Description	

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) proposes to replace Bridge 
Number 8 over the Perquimans River and the existing causeway between the bridge and  
NC 37. The bridge and causeway carry US 17 Business/NC 37 over the Perquimans River, 
connecting Hertford and Winfall in Perquimans County.  

B. Historical	Resume	and	Project	Status	

Originally, this project was listed in the NCDOT STIP as two separate projects. Project 
R-4467 was to repair the causeway, and Project B-4923 was to replace the bridge. Project 
R-4467 was first listed in the 2004-2010 NCDOT STIP with funding through the Senate Bill 
1005 grouping of projects. The projects were combined in the 2009-2015 NCDOT STIP.  

Project development studies for the repair of the causeway began in 2003. The scope of the 
study was expanded to include replacement of Bridge Number 8 in 2007. 

The proposed project is included in the NCDOT 2012-2018 State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP) as Project R-4467 and is programmed for right of way 
acquisition beginning in Fiscal Year (FY) 2016 and construction in FY 2018 in the draft 
2013-2023 NCDOT Program and Resource Plan. 

C. Cost	Estimates		

Table 1 summarizes the estimated costs for the Project R-4467 detailed study alternatives.  

Table 1 – Cost Estimate 

Item 
Estimated Cost (in millions) 

Alternative B  
15-Foot Swing Span 

Alternative D-Mod 
33-Foot Fixed 

Alternative E  
33-Foot Fixed 

Construction $31.0 $18.0 $26.1 
Right of Way $0.9 $0.9 $1.1 

Utilities $0.0 $0.4 $0.0 
Total  $31.9 $19.3 $27.2 

 

The total cost for the project included in the draft 2013-2023 Program and Resource Plan is 
$29,700,000. This includes $1,500,000 for right of way acquisition and $28,200,000 for 
construction. 
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II. PURPOSE	AND	NEED	FOR	PROPOSED	PROJECT	

A. Purpose	for	Project	

The purpose of the proposed project is to provide a direct, reliable route between the Towns 
of Hertford and Winfall. Figure 1 shows the project vicinity map. 

B. Need	for	Project		

The current bridge and causeway is experiencing substantial deterioration and ongoing 
maintenance problems, jeopardizing its ability to provide reliable direct connectivity from 
downtown Hertford to Winfall. The need for the project is demonstrated by the following 
summary of existing and projected conditions: 

Existing connection between Hertford and Winfall:  The existing causeway and bridge 
provide a connection between Hertford and Winfall along NC 37, and between Hertford and 
US 17 Bypass to the north along US 17 Business. This link provides a vital tie between 
these two communities. This connection is important for sustaining the economic vitality of 
both towns, maintaining the community cohesion that exists between the towns, and 
providing direct access for residents without a vehicle to travel between Hertford and 
Winfall.  

It is also important to the Perquimans County Schools to maintain this route for school 
buses. In a scoping letter response (September 2008), the Superintendent said that US 17 
Business/NC 37 provides the “shortest and most viable route between the four schools in 
Perquimans County.” When buses are rerouted to US 17 Bypass, it adds at least an 
additional two miles to the trip, resulting in longer rides for students and additional fuel 
costs for the school district.  

Deficiencies in the causeway: Differential settling of the road subgrade on  
US 17 Business/NC 37 between NC 37 and the S-bridge due to poor soils under the road has 
badly damaged portions of the pavement. A geotechnical survey will assess the condition of 
the material underneath the roadway during final design. There are no effective shoulders on 
this roadway section, and the existing material along the roadway is mostly unstable. Swamp 
marshes border both sides of the roadway. Traffic volumes are expected to continue to grow 
in the future, thereby increasing the stress on this facility’s pavement and subgrade.  

The causeway has been closed four times in the past five years due to differential settlement 
under the roadway. In each case, the failure resulted in the roadway collapsing, requiring the 
causeway to be closed for several weeks each time for repair. Various repair methods have 
been used, including cast-in-place concrete slabs on poured-in-place concrete piles, steel 
plates welded onto steel piles, and many asphalt leveling buildups. Substantial voids have 
been discovered underneath portions of this section of US 17 Business/NC 37. In addition, 
the eroding shoreline and road shoulder present regular maintenance issues, with several 
areas requiring riprap for strengthening. Rising water level and wave action are prevalent in 
this area. NCDOT has spent approximately $1,000,000 in the past five years on repairs of 
the causeway. Figure II-1 shows differential settling along the causeway. 
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Figure II-1 Differential settling has caused damage to the roadway in the past.  

 
Age and condition of Bridge Number 8 over the Perquimans River: Bridge Number 8 is 
an S-shaped swing-span bridge built in 1929. The bridge is deteriorating due to the age of 
the superstructure and substructure components. In addition, mechanical parts required to 
keep the swing span operational are difficult and expensive to obtain, often requiring 
custom-made parts. The bridge costs approximately $60,000 per year to maintain. The 
bridge has been temporarily shored with steel crutch bents and concrete jackets (see Figure 
II-2 below), and the tender house, substructure, superstructure, and joints have been repaired 
in the past three years. It was given a sufficiency rating of 1 out of a possible 100 in 
December 2011 based on the unshored condition. 
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Figure II-2 Steel crutch bents under existing bridge 

 

1. Description	of	Existing	Conditions	

a) Functional	Classification	
US 17 Business/NC 37 in the project area is classified as a major collector. According to the 
Statewide Functional Classification System, US 17 Business/NC 37 is designated as an 
urban collector in Hertford, changing to a rural collector north of the bridge. It is designated 
as a State Scenic Byway by the NC Department of Transportation. 

b) Physical	Description	of	Existing	Facility	

1.0 Roadway Cross-Section 

South of Bridge Number 8, within downtown Hertford, existing US 17 Business/NC 37 has 
two lanes with curb and gutter (see Figure II-3). The existing bridge has two 10-foot lanes 
with a total roadway curb-to-curb width of approximately 20 feet. The existing roadway on 
the causeway north of the bridge has two 11-foot lanes and two to five-foot grassed 
shoulders. North of the causeway, the existing roadway has two 11-foot lanes and nine-foot 
shoulders. 
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Figure II-3 Existing US 17 Business/NC 37 south of Bridge Number 8 in Hertford (looking 
north) 

 

 
Figure II-4 Existing US 17 Business/NC 37 on Bridge Number 8 (looking north) 
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Figure II-5 Existing US 17 Business/NC 37 on the causeway north of Bridge Number 8 
(looking south) 

 

2.0 Right of Way and Access Control 

Existing right of way along US 17 Business/NC 37 is approximately 50 feet wide in 
downtown Hertford. Existing right of way is 60 feet wide between Bridge Number 8 and the 
NC 37 intersection and is 100 feet wide north of the NC 37 intersection. There is no control 
of access along US 17 Business/NC 37 within the project limits.  

3.0 Speed Limit 

The posted speed limit on US 17 Business/NC 37 is 25 MPH in downtown Hertford and 
across the bridge, 35 mph on the southern portion of the causeway and 45 mph on the 
northern portion of the causeway.  

4.0 Intersections 

At the northern terminus, the intersection of US 17 Business/NC 37 and NC 37 (Winfall 
Boulevard) is stop-controlled with a stop sign on NC 37.  

Other intersections that were studied include Edenton Road Street/Grubb Street and Church 
Street/Grubb Street, both of which are signalized.  
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5.0 Structures 

Bridge Number 8 is a riveted, Warren thru truss, center-bearing swing-span bridge, built in 
1929. Curved, reinforced concrete approach spans extend on either side of the swing-span. 
The existing bridge is 640 feet in length and consists of 19 spans. It is approximately 28 feet 
wide, with a 20-foot clear roadway width and carries two travel lanes. A pedestrian walkway 
is located on the east side, with timber decking 5.2 feet in width outside the truss along the 
swing-span section and concrete decking 6.6 feet in width along the fixed ends of the bridge.  

 
Figure II-6 Existing Bridge Number 8 (looking east) 

The first nine bridge spans have very little clearance (approximately 1.5 foot) between the 
maximum high water surface elevation and the low steel elevation. The remaining interior 
spans increase in elevation until they reach the steel truss swing spans, which have 
approximately 6.5 feet of clearance (unopened) from the maximum high water surface and 
the low steel elevation.  

The bridge is deteriorating due to the age of the superstructure and substructure components. 
In addition, mechanical parts required to keep the swing span operational are difficult and 
expensive to obtain, often requiring custom-made parts. The bridge is classified as 
“structurally deficient” due to deterioration. The deck and channel/channel protection have 
been assessed an evaluation code of 5 (“fair”), and the superstructure and substructure are 
rated as 4 (“poor”). The bridge is currently posted at 19 tons for single vehicle and 24 tons 
for truck tractors with semi-trailers.  

The bridge is considered a contributing resource in the Hertford Historic District, which is 
listed on the National Register of Historic Places and is individually eligible for listing on 
the National Register of Historic Places. The bridge is one of the oldest examples of a 
Warren thru truss in the state. Only seven swing spans (pre-1962) of any kind existed in the 
state as of 2007. The ca. 1965, frame, flat-roofed operator’s house on the east side of the 
bridge replaced the original operator’s house, which sat on top of the Warren truss.  
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6.0 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 

A sidewalk is on the east side of the S-bridge, but does not extend over the causeway. South 
of the bridge, sidewalks exist on both sides of Church Street (US 17 Business/NC 37), 
Grubb Street, and Dobbs Street and on the west side of Edenton Road Street.  

No roadways in the study area have on-street bicycle facilities. Two state bicycle routes pass 
through northern Perquimans County, but none are located in the study area.  

7.0 Water Transportation 

The Perquimans River provides recreational activities for boaters in and through this area. 
The Town of Winfall has a public kayak ramp on the Perquimans River west of the 
S-bridge. The Town of Hertford has three public docks in Missing Mill Park and a public 
boat ramp at the Municipal Park. The Hertford boat ramp is only one of two ramps in the 
County large enough to handle boats larger than a canoe or kayak (the other is 18 miles 
away in New Hope). The boat ramp is heavily used by recreational and commercial 
fishermen. The only other public boat ramp in Perquimans County west of Winfall is in the 
town of Belvidere, which has a small ramp that can accommodate canoes and kayaks. 
Several private docks are on both sides of the river.  

The swing-span bridge is opened for recreational and commercial boats, Coast Guard 
operations, and bridge inspections. Annual bridge data from 2006-2008 indicates the bridge 
was opened as few as four times in February 2006 and as many as 94 times in July 2007. 
During those three years, the majority of boats passing through the S-bridge were T-tops 
(approximately 55%), cruisers (20%), and sailboats (10%). The remaining 15% were a 
variety of pleasure and Coast Guard or inspection vessels. It is unknown how many boats 
using the S-bridge are docked locally and how many are visiting. The railroad bridge, 
located approximately 1.3 miles upstream of the S-bridge has a height of 6 feet, which limits 
continuing passage along the Perquimans River for some boats.  

8.0 Utilities 

Numerous natural gas lines serve the downtown area of the Town of Herford. These lines 
are located along Grubb Street and Church Street.  

Telephone and fiber optic cables exist on the north side of Grubb Street near the railroad and 
Edenton Road Street. Telephone cable is also present along both sides of Winfall Boulevard.  

Power lines owned by the Town of Hertford are located along the east and west sides of 
Church Street from the intersection with Grubb Street to the S-bridge. This area has above-
ground wires carried on poles supplying power to the signalized intersections, streetlights, 
and nearby homes and businesses. The power lines run along the north and south sides of 
West Grubb Street to the Chesapeake & Albemarle railroad crossing. Electrical power is 
supplied to the decorative lights on Bridge Number 8 through the use of below deck cables. 
The decorative lights on Church Street are serviced underground, while the street lights on 
Church Street at Phelps Street are serviced above ground.  
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Several sanitary sewer lines and associated manholes owned by the Town of Hertford are 
located within the study area. Most sanitary sewer lines cross from east to west or north to 
south directly underneath the roadways.  

c) School	Bus	Usage	
The S-bridge and causeway provide the shortest and most viable route for school buses 
serving the four schools in Perquimans County. Since there is only one high school and one 
middle school in the county, buses cross the river several times a day.  

d) Traffic	Carrying	Capacity	

1.0 Existing Traffic Volumes 

In the year 2008, approximately 7,200 vehicles per day traveled on US 17 Business/NC 37 
from north of Grubb Street to NC 37. Existing traffic volumes in the project area are shown 
on Figure 3A. 

2.0 Existing Levels of Service 

Level of service (LOS), as defined in the Highway Capacity Manual 2010 (HCM), ranges 
from A to F and indicates progressively worse delay conditions.  

In the year 2008, the portion of existing US 17 Business/NC 37 from north of Grubb Street 
to NC 37 operated at level of service C. 

Table 2 displays the LOS thresholds for signalized intersection delay values. 

Table 2 – LOS Criteria for Signalized Intersections 

Level	of	Service	(LOS)	
Control	Delay	per	Vehicle
(seconds	per	vehicle)	

A ≤ 10 
B > 10-20 
C > 20-35 
D > 35-55 
E > 55-80 
F > 80 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, 2010 

Intersection analyses were performed for the two signalized intersections in the project area 
to determine LOS and delay for each study intersection under existing conditions. Table 3 
details the results of the intersection analysis for signalized intersections. The LOS and 
delay analyses do not include delays associated with the opening of the drawbridge. The 
bridge opens upon requests from boaters Monday through Friday.  
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Table 3 – Existing (2008) Intersection Levels of Service and Delay (No Build) 

Intersection 
AM Peak Hour LOS 

(Delay in seconds) 
PM Peak Hour LOS 
(Delay in seconds) 

Church Street at Grubb Street A (8.4) A (9.0) 
Edenton Road Street at Grubb Street A (7.5) A (7.2) 

 

3.0 Future Traffic Volumes 

In the year 2035, it is expected that 15,900 vehicles per day will travel US 17 Business/ 
NC 37 from north of Grubb Street to NC 37. Figure 4A presents projected future traffic 
volumes in the project area. 

4.0 Future Levels of Service 

In the year 2035, the portion of existing US 17 Business/NC 37 from north of Grubb Street 
to NC 37 is expected to operate at level of service E. 

Table 4 summarizes the projected (2035) levels of service and intersection delays for the 
primary signalized intersections with the existing roadway network.  

Table 4 – Year 2035 Projected Intersection Levels of Service and Delay (No Build) 

Intersection 
AM Peak Hour LOS 

(Delay in seconds) 
PM Peak Hour LOS 
(Delay in seconds) 

Church Street at Grubb Street C (29.8) D (45.8) 
Edenton Road Street at Grubb Street B (10.7) B (10.5) 

 

e) Accident	Data	
Crash data was reviewed for the five-year period ending October 31, 2012 for the following 
locations: 

 US 17 Business/NC 37 from Newby Street to NC 37 
 Grubb Street/Edenton Road Street intersection 
 Grubb Street/Church Street intersection 
 
There were no crashes reported at the two intersections. There were a total of seven crashes 
reported along US 17 Business/NC 37 from Newby Street to NC 37, producing a crash rate 
of 171.16 crashes per 100 million vehicle miles (MVM). This crash rate is lower than the 
North Carolina state average for similar roadways (Urban United States Route, two-lane 
Undivided) of 201.04 crashes per 100MVM (2008-2010 crash rates). All of the crashes 
occurred between the Phelps Street intersection and the south end of the bridge. None of the 
crashes involved pedestrians or cyclists. 

f) Airports	
There are no airports near the project. 
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g) Projects	in	the	Area	
No other projects are planned for the bridge and causeway, other than regular maintenance 
and repairs as needed  

2. Transportation	and	Land	Use	Plans	

a) Land	Use	Plans	
Several land use and development plans have been approved in the area. These plans all 
assume Winfall and Hertford will continue to be directly connected via the bridge and 
causeway.  

Perquimans County 2005-2006 CAMA Core Land Use Plan Update (DRAFT): For 
purposes of this analysis, the DRAFT Perquimans County 2005-2006 CAMA Core Land Use 
Plan Update will be referenced. The County’s vision includes encouraging well-engineered 
and sustainable development, a minimization of strip development, improved infrastructure, 
and development of new open spaces while preserving the rural character and natural 
environment.  

Hertford Waterfront Development and Access Plan (1989), Hertford Waterfront 
Concept Plan (2008), and Marina Development Presentation (2009): The citizens of 
Hertford have expressed a desire for better public access to the Town’s waterfront area. 
These three plans have built on each other to clarify the Town’s vision for its waterfront. 
The plans recommend amending the existing zoning ordinance to establish a new zoning 
classification called WC (Waterfront Commercial), which would encourage additional use 
of the waterfront area of Hertford while complementing the adjacent central business 
district. A specific goal is to develop a new marina between Municipal Park and Missing 
Mill Park. They also recommend a waterfront trail system to enable local residents and 
tourists to take better advantage of the land area along the waterfront. 

Historic Hertford Development Strategic Plan: The primary goal of the Historic Hertford 
Development Strategic Plan (2001) is to give direction, detail, and visual form to the 
planning that has taken place for the Town. It includes a proposal for a Visitor’s Center, 
trail, boat ramps, and overlooks to be built on the peninsula. The plan emphasizes the 
importance of a bike/walkway along the bridge to provide access to these proposed 
facilities. This plan was a 5-year vision (through 2006), but has not been updated since 
2001.   

Town of Hertford Comprehensive Pedestrian Plan: The Hertford Comprehensive 
Pedestrian Plan (2007) was developed to expand pedestrian access, improve the health of 
the community, increase connectivity, and enhance the sense of community. The plan 
recommends a connection between Hertford and Winfall along the bridge and causeway, 
listed as a long-term recommendation (more than 10 years in the future). Recommendations 
were made based on safety needs, demand, potential for connectivity, ease of construction, 
cost, and purpose. According to the plan, a greenway along the causeway would create a 
connection (walking and cycling) between Winfall and Hertford and would provide an 
additional attraction and connection for visitors. 
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b) Evacuation	Route	
The North Carolina Division of Emergency Management has identified both US 17 Bypass 
and US 17 Business/NC 37 as hurricane evacuation routes. 

C. Traffic	Operations	with	Project	

1. Traffic	Volumes	with	Project	
Figure 3A shows the 2008 average daily traffic volumes estimated for Alternatives B 15-
Foot Swing Span and D-Mod 33-Foot Fixed. Figure 3B shows the estimated 2008 traffic 
volumes for Alternative E 33-Foot Fixed.  

Figure 4A shows the projected (2035) average daily traffic volumes for Alternatives B 15-
Foot Swing Span and D-Mod 33-Foot Fixed. Figure 4B shows the projected 2035 traffic 
volumes for Alternative E 33-Foot Fixed. 

2. Levels	of	Service	with	Project	
With construction of the project, existing US 17 Business/NC 37 from north of Grubb Street 
to NC 37 will operate at level of service E in the year 2035. 

Table 5 lists the projected 2035 level of service and delay for the primary signalized 
intersections with construction of the project. For all detailed study alternatives, the 
intersection of US 17 Business/NC 37 at NC 37 is proposed to be signalized. The analysis 
included improved laneage and signal timing.  

Table 5 – Year 2035 Projected Intersection Levels of Service and Delay 

Intersection 
Alternatives B and D-Mod 

LOS (Delay in seconds) 
Alternative E  

LOS (Delay in seconds) 
AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

Church Street/Creek 
Drive at NC 37 

B (17.1) C (22.4) C (21.2) C (22.4) 

Church Street at  
Grubb Street 

D (38.2) D (37.5) B (14.2) C (25.3) 

Edenton Road Street at 
Grubb Street 

B (16.0) B (12.3) D (53.5) D (42.4) 
 

III. ALTERNATIVES	

A. No	Build	Alternative	

Typically, the No Build alternative implies no action will be taken. In this situation, since a 
no action alternative would create an unsafe situation on both the bridge and causeway, the 
No Build alternative would involve continuing to maintain and repair the bridge and 
causeway until NCDOT determined that it was no longer practical or safe to do so. At that 
time, the bridge and causeway would be closed permanently, and traffic would be shifted to 
US 17 Bypass. The No Build alternative would not meet the project purpose and need, but 
serves as a basis for comparing impacts and benefits of the build alternatives. 
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B. Preliminary	Build	Alternatives	

Six conceptual alignments (A, B, C, D, E, and F) and five bridge types (fixed span at three 
different heights, bascule, and swing-span) were considered. The conceptual alignments are 
illustrated on Figure 5.  

Following an evaluation of the potential combinations of alignments and bridge types, nine 
options (listed below) were selected for further study. Alignment B was dropped from 
consideration at this time because it was expected to have more direct impacts but not offer 
any additional benefits over Alignment A. These nine options were presented to the public at 
a Citizens Informational Workshop (CIW) in April 2010.  

 Alignment A, bascule or swing-span bridge 
 Alignment C, 15-Foot or 33-Foot fixed-span bridge 
 Alignment D, 15-Foot or 33-Foot fixed-span bridge 
 Alignment E, 15-Foot fixed-span bridge 
 Alignment F, 15-Foot or 33-Foot fixed-span bridge 

 
Following the workshop, more detailed designs were completed. Based on the new impacts 
and comments from the public, three additional options were added and several were 
eliminated. These changes were made for the following reasons. 

 Alignment A Bascule eliminated – Installing, repairing, maintaining, and inspecting 
bascule equipment in the water and under the surface would be costly and difficult and 
offers no benefits over a swing span in the same location.  

 Alignment A Rehabilitate Swing Span added – Following support by the Town of 
Hertford and citizens, an alternative was added to rehabilitate the existing swing span 
bridge rather than replace it with a new bridge.  

 Alignment C 15-Foot Fixed and Alignment C 33-Foot Fixed eliminated – Because of 
the skew and the shorter distance between the bridge and the peninsula, Alignment C 
would not offer any additional benefits over Alignment D, but would be more difficult 
for boaters to navigate.  

 Alignment D 15-Foot Fixed eliminated – Alignment D 15-Foot Fixed had the same 
impacts as Alignment D 33-Foot Fixed but limited boating traffic through the channel. 

 Alignment D 33-Foot Fixed modified – Alignment D 33-Foot Fixed was modified to 
reduce impacts on the northern terminus (“D-Mod 33-Foot Fixed”).  

 Alignment E 33-Foot Fixed added – An alternative on Alignment E was added that 
would not restrict the height of boating traffic through the channel.  

 Alignment F 15-Foot Fixed and Alignment F 33-Foot Fixed eliminated – Impacts on 
properties in the historic district were higher than with other alternatives.  

In October 2010, the following five alternatives were selected to be carried forward for 
detailed study. These alternatives were presented to the public at an informational workshop 
in June 2011: 
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 Alternative A Build New Swing Span 
 Alternative A Rehabilitate Swing Span 
 Alternative D-Mod 33-Foot Fixed 
 Alternative E 15-Foot Fixed 
 Alternative E 33-Foot Fixed 

 
In early 2012, two alternatives on Alignment B were added: 

 Alternative B Swing Span – Following detailed design of the other alternatives, 
impacts on the historic district were higher than expected. Alternative B reduces impacts 
on the historic district while maintaining a bridge type similar to the existing bridge.  

 Alternative B 15-Foot Swing Span – A bridge on Alignment B reduces impacts on the 
historic district. Raising the height of the swing span allows more boats to pass 
underneath, which reduces wear and tear on the bridge, but also retains the ability for all 
boats to pass through the channel.  

A third citizens informational workshop was held in August 2012 and the following 
alternatives were presented to the public: 

 Alternative A Build New Swing Span 
 Alternative A Rehabilitate Swing Span 
 Alternative B Swing Span 
 Alternative B 15-Foot Swing Span 
 Alternative D-Mod 33-Foot Fixed 
 Alternative E 15-Foot Fixed 
 Alternative E 33-Foot Fixed 
 
Table 6 on the following page presents the impacts of the alternatives that were initially 
studied in detail. 
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Table 6 – Impacts of Initial Detailed Study Alternatives 

Topic 
Alternative 

A* B* D-Mod E* 

Relocations         Residential 
1 (Possible from  

access loss) 
1 1 0 

                            Business 0 0 0 1 
                            Total  1 1 1 1 
Minority/Low-Income 
Populations – 
Disproportionate Impacts** 

None None None Yes 

Historic Properties  
(Adverse Effect) 

2 (S-bridge and 
Hertford Historic 

District) 
1 (S-bridge) 1 (S-bridge) 1 (S-bridge) 

Community Facilities 
Impacted 

0 0 0 0 

Section 4(f) Impacts 
S-bridge and 

Hertford Historic 
District 

S-bridge and 
Hertford 

Historic District 

S-bridge and 
Hertford 
Historic 
District 

S-bridge 

Traffic Noise (# of receptors 
impacted) 

26 24 24 16 

Prime Farmland (Acres) N/A*** N/A*** N/A*** N/A*** 
Forested Acres 0.1 acre 0.1 acre < 0.1 acre < 0.1 acre 
Wetlands (Acres) 0.1 acre 0.1 acre 0.1 acre 0.1 acre 
Streams (Feet) 0 0 0 0 
Floodplains (Acres) 0 0 0 0 
Submerged Aquatic Veg. 
(SAV) habitat 

0.5 acre 0.5 acre 0.3 acre 2.2 acre 

SAV (presence) None None None None 
Federally-Protected Species No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect 

Length (Miles) 

Alt A Rehab – 0.69 
miles 

Alt A New – 0.70 
miles 

0.82 miles 0.62 miles 1.01 miles 

Construction Cost 

A Rehab – 
$34,600,000 

A New – 
$31,300,000 

B –  
$31,300,000 

B 15’ – 
$31,000,000 

$18,000,000 

E 15’ – 
$25,200,000 

E 33’ – 
$26,100,000 

* Impacts are the same for alternatives on the same alignment unless otherwise noted. 

** Impacts defined as disproportionate adverse impacts to minority or low-income populations. Alternative E has potential 
adverse and disproportionate effect to minority and low-income community because of increased traffic past schools, 
between churches and parking areas, and between school and future athletic field. 

*** Study area is in urbanized area, so NRCS CPA-106 form is not required. 

C. Current	Study	Alternatives	

Following the August 2012 informational workshop, four of the alternatives shown at the 
workshop were dropped from consideration: 

 Alternative A Build New Swing Span – A new swing span bridge on Alignment A 
would have an Adverse Effect on the Hertford Historic District, and therefore was 
eliminated. 
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 Alternative A Rehabilitate Swing Span – Rehabilitating the existing bridge is not 
recommended for several reasons. 

o The existing bridge cannot be brought up to current design standards and still 
maintain two-way traffic on the bridge.  

o Rehabilitation would be more expensive initially and the rehabilitated bridge 
would have a shorter life than a new swing-span. A rehabilitated bridge 
would also have higher recurring maintenance costs.  

o Rehabilitating the existing bridge would have an adverse effect on the 
historical integrity of the bridge. 

o Comments received indicate a new structure which resembles the existing 
bridge would be acceptable to most of the public and the Town of Hertford.  

o Rehabilitating the existing swing span bridge would have an Adverse Effect 
on the Hertford Historic District because the bridge would have to be raised 
to reduce flooding in the central machinery. 

 Alternative B Swing Span – Alternative B Swing Span would have the same impacts as 
Alternative B 15-Foot Swing Span, but would be more expensive to maintain due to the 
higher frequency of opening the bridge.  

 Alternative E 15-Foot Fixed – Alternative E 15-Foot Fixed would have the same 
impacts as Alternative E 33-Foot Fixed but would restrict more boats from passing 
through the channel compared with the 33-foot alternative.  

The Merger Team met in October 2012 and agreed to revise the list of detailed study 
alternatives, carrying the following alternatives through this EA: 

 Alternative B 15-Foot Swing Span – Build a new swing-span bridge with 15 feet of 
clearance on new location, and build a new low structure on the causeway. Raising the 
bridge to 15 feet would allow approximately 75% of boats currently using the channel to 
cross without opening the bridge. 

 Alternative D-Mod 33-Foot Fixed – Replace the bridge and causeway with a new fixed 
span bridge with 33 feet of clearance. The new structure would be located east of the 
existing bridge and causeway. 

 Alterative E 33-Foot Fixed – Replace the bridge and causeway with a new fixed span 
bridge with 33 feet of clearance. The new structure would be located west of the existing 
bridge and causeway. 

Details of alternatives being carried forward are shown on Figure 2. More detail on the 
alternatives that were eliminated is documented in the Alternatives Development Report 
(January 2013). Impacts of the current alternatives are shown on Table 7 below. 
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Table 7 – Impacts of Current Study Alternatives 

Topic 
Alternative 

B* D-Mod E* 
Relocations         Residential 1 1 0 
                            Business 0 0 1 
                            Total  1 1 1 
Minority/Low-Income 
Populations – 
Disproportionate Impacts** 

None None Yes 

Historic Properties  
(Adverse Effect) 

1 (S-bridge) 1 (S-bridge) 1 (S-bridge) 

Community Facilities 
Impacted 

0 0 0 

Section 4(f) Impacts 
S-bridge and Hertford 

Historic District 
S-bridge and Hertford 

Historic District 
S-bridge 

Traffic Noise (# of receptors 
impacted) 

24 24 16 

Prime Farmland (Acres) N/A*** N/A*** N/A*** 
Forested Acres 0.1 acre < 0.1 acre < 0.1 acre 
Wetlands (Acres) 0.07 acre 0.07 acre 0.07 acre 
Streams (Feet) 0 0 0 
Floodplains (Acres) 0 0 0 

Submerged Aquatic Veg. 
(SAV) habitat 

0.12 acre 0.12 acre 
Alt E 15-Foot – 0.77 

acre 
Alt E 33’ – 0.58 acre 

SAV (presence) None None None 
Federally-Protected Species No Effect No Effect No Effect 
Length (Miles) 0.82 miles 0.62 miles 1.01 miles 

Construction Cost 
B - $31,300,000 

B 15’ - $31,000,000 
$18,000,000 

E 15’ - $25,200,000 
E 33’ - $26,100,000 

* Impacts are the same for alternatives on the same alignment unless otherwise noted. 

** Impacts defined as disproportionate adverse impacts to minority or low-income populations. Alternative E has potential 
adverse and disproportionate effect to minority and low-income community because of increased traffic past schools, 
between churches and parking areas, and between school and future athletic field. 

*** Study area is in urbanized area, so NRCS CPA-106 form is not required. 

IV. PROPOSED	IMPROVEMENTS	
The following improvements are part of the detailed study alternatives. The No Build 
alternative would not change or improve the existing infrastructure.  

A. Roadway	Cross‐Section	and	Alignment	

Proposed typical sections for the project are shown on Figures 6A and 6B. 

For Alternatives B 15-Foot Swing Span and D-Mod 33-Foot Fixed, Church Street will be 
widened slightly between Newby Street and the bridge to two 13-foot travel lanes, curb and 
gutter, and a 6-foot sidewalk on the west side. Currently there are sidewalks on both sides of 
Church Street to the end of the bridge; the sidewalk on the east side will end at Newby 
Street with all three detailed study alternatives. This will encourage pedestrians to cross 
Church Street to the sidewalk on the west side, which will continue north across the bridge.  
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For Alternative E 33-Foot Fixed, the new road between Grubb Street and the bridge will be 
three 12-foot lanes with curb and gutter (two through lanes and a center turn lane) on the 
north side of the Edenton Road Street/Grubb Street intersection.  

With either alternative, US 17 Business/NC 37 north of the new bridge will be a two-lane 
roadway with 12-foot lanes and 8-foot shoulders, 4-foot of which will be paved.  

B. Right	of	Way	and	Access	Control	
The right of way on Church Street and the bridge is proposed to be 50 feet, increasing to 100 
feet north of the bridge to the project terminus at NC 37. No access control is proposed. 

C. Speed	Limit	

The new speed limits will be 45 mph on the causeway north of the proposed bridge and 35 
mph on the new bridge. The speed limit on Church Street will remain posted at 25 mph.  

D. Design	Speed	

The design speed for the new facility will be 50 mph north of the bridge, 40 mph on the 
bridge, and 30 mph on Church Street. 

E. Anticipated	Design	Exceptions	

No design exceptions are anticipated for the project. 

F. Intersections	

The intersection of US 17 Business with NC 37 on the north end of the project would be 
improved as part of all three detailed study alternatives. NC 37 (Winfall Boulevard) would 
be realigned to intersect with US 17 Business at a 90 degree angle, which would improve 
stopping sight distance for vehicles traveling southbound on NC 37 toward US 17 Business. 
It is expected the NC 37/US 17 Business intersection would remain stop sign-controlled 
following construction of this project. 

As part of Alternative E, the existing intersection of Grubb Street and Edenton Road Street 
would be modified, including converting the existing northern leg from a business driveway 
to US 17 Business/NC 37. Also, the intersection of Church Street and Grubb Street would be 
restriped as part of Alternative E to accommodate an anticipated change in traffic patterns. 
The lanes will not be widened.  

G. Service	Roads	

There are no service roads proposed as a part of this project. 

H. Railroad	Crossings	

No railroads cross this project. 
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I. Structures	

Bridge Number 8 would be replaced as part of all detailed study alternatives. The new 
structure would be 35.5 feet wide, including 24 feet for two 12-foot travel lanes, a 4-foot 
shoulder, a 2-foot curb, and a 5.5-foot raised pedestrian walkway. The typical sections are 
shown in Figures 6A and 6B. Alternative B-15-Foot Swing Span would include a moveable 
bridge, and Alternatives D-Mod 33-Foot Fixed and E 33-Foot Fixed would include a fixed-
span bridge. 

The bridge lengths and alignments are listed in Table 8.  

Table 8 – Bridge Lengths and Alignments 

Alternative Length Alignment 

Alternative B 15’ Swing Span 2,690 ft
Parallel with existing bridge to the east and 

follows existing alignment of causeway 

Alternative D-Mod 33’ Fixed 2,368 ft
New location east of the existing bridge  

and causeway 

Alternative E 33’ Fixed 3,820 ft
New location west of the existing bridge 

and causeway 
  

J. Bicycle	and	Pedestrian	Facilities	

Currently there are sidewalks on both sides of Church Street to the south end of the bridge. 
For Alternatives B and D, a sidewalk would remain on the west side of Church Street. The 
sidewalk on the east side of Church Street would end at Newby Street to encourage 
pedestrians to cross to the west side before the bridge. A 5.5-foot sidewalk would be 
provided on the west side of the new bridge, terminating at the north end of the bridge. 
Bicyclists could use either the raised 5.5-foot sidewalk on the west side of the bridge or the 
4-foot paved shoulder on the east side of the bridge.  

Alternative E will include a raised 5.5-foot sidewalk on the west side of the bridge and a 4-
foot paved shoulder on the east side of the proposed bridge.  

K. Utilities	

Preliminary utility relocation information is based on the Utilities Report (June 2011). A 
utility survey and relocation design will be completed during final design.  

For Alternatives B and D-Mod, the following utility relocations will likely be necessary: 

 Natural gas lines will need temporary relocation on the east side of the Church 
Street/Grubb Street intersection. 

 Fiber optic lines on the east side of Winfall Boulevard and the north side of Creek Drive 
will need temporary relocation. 
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 Telephone lines will need temporary relocation on the south side of the Church 
Street/Grubb Street intersection. 

 The decorative lights on Bridge Number 8 will need relocation. Decorative and street 
lights along Church Street will need permanent relocation from Newby Street to Bridge 
Number 8. 

 Sanitary sewer lines on the east side of Church Street will need permanent relocation. 

For Alternative E, the following utility relocations will likely be necessary:  

 The natural gas line on the north side of the Grubb Street and US 17 Business/NC 37 
intersection will need permanent relocation. 

 Fiber optic cables will require permanent relocation on the north side of Grubb Street 
near Edenton Road Street. 

 Fiber optic cables on the east side of Winfall Boulevard and the north side of Creek 
Drive will need temporary relocation. 

 Telephone lines on the north side of the Grubb Street and US 17 Business/NC 37 
intersection will need permanent relocation. The south side of the Church Street/Grubb 
Street intersection contains telephone lines that will need to be temporarily relocated. 

 Sanitary sewer lines on the north side of the Grubb Street and US 17 Business/NC 37 
intersection will need permanent relocation. 

L. Landscaping	

No new landscaping is proposed as part of this project.  

M. Noise	Barriers	

No noise barriers are recommended as part of the detailed study alternatives.  

N. Work	Zone,	Traffic	Control,	and	Construction	Phasing	

Traffic control and construction phasing plans will be developed during final design.  

O. Waterway	Traffic	and	Channel	Design	

The fender system will be replaced as part of this project. This is not anticipated to affect the 
channel design or boat usage. Fender designs and horizontal clearances for the proposed 
structure will meet all design requirements set forth by the US Coast Guard.  

V. ENVIRONMENTAL	EFFECTS	OF	PROPOSED	ACTION	

A. Natural	Resources	

Natural resources were catalogued in the Natural Resources Technical Report (May 2010).  
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1. Biotic	Resources	

a) Terrestrial	Communities	
The study area is composed of three terrestrial communities: maintained/disturbed, riverine 
swamp forest, and bottomland hardwood forest.  

Maintained/Disturbed. Maintained/disturbed areas (60% of the study area) are impervious 
surfaces such as parking lots and roads and other areas regularly or periodically mowed, 
such as the grassy shoulders along roads, utility corridors, maintained fields, residential and 
commercial lawns and landscaping.  

Riverine Swamp Forest. The riverine swamp forest community (20% of the study area) 
occurs along the margins of the Perquimans River and is subject to inundation resulting 
from daily tidal cycles as well as storm events.  

Bottomland Hardwood Forest. The bottomland hardwood forest community (20% of the 
study area) occurs upslope of the riverine swamp forest. Within the project study area, the 
margin between upland and wetland often occurs within the bottomland hardwood forest. 

The area adjacent to the causeway, at the northern end of the existing bridge, was used by 
the Town of Hertford for many years as a landfill. This area is no longer actively used for 
dumping, however, it is highly disturbed and contains several invasive species.  

b) Aquatic	Communities	
Aquatic communities in the study area consist of one shallow, still water pond (0.25 acres), 
an unnamed tributary to the Perquimans River, and the Perquimans River itself. The 
Perquimans River has been identified by the North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries 
(NCDMF) and the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC) as an 
anadromous fish spawning area. An in-stream work moratorium of February 15 to June 30 is 
required for the Perquimans River for anadromous fish species. 

The NCDMF and NCWRC have not designated the Perquimans River or any waters within 
the study area as primary nursery areas. Turtles sunning on partially submerged logs and fish 
jumping in the river were observed during field investigations.  

c) Summary	of	Anticipated	Effects	
Terrestrial communities in the study area may be impacted by project construction as a 
result of clearing, grading, and paving of portions of the study area. Table 9 summarizes the 
anticipated impacts to each terrestrial community. No long-term impacts are anticipated to 
aquatic communities. 
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Table 9 – Impacts to Terrestrial Communities 

Community 

Impacted Area (acres) 

Alternative B  
15-Foot Swing 

Span 

Alternative D-Mod 
33-Foot Fixed 

Alternative E
33-Foot 
Fixed 

Maintained/Disturbed 3.5 3.5 4.8 
Riverine Swamp Forest 0 0 < 0.1 

Bottomland Hardwood Forest 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Total  3.6 3.6 4.9 

 

2. Waters	of	the	United	States	

a) Streams,	Rivers,	Impoundments	
Water resources in the study area (listed in Table 10) are part of the Pasquotank River 
Basin. The study area drains to the Perquimans River, which flows through the study area 
and into the Albemarle Sound which is approximately 11 miles downstream of the bridge 
(Figure 7A-C)). A jurisdictional channel (shown as SA on Figure 7C) is located parallel to 
the railroad tracks in the southwestern portion of the study area. The physical characteristics 
of these water resources are provided in Table 11. 

Table 10 – Water Resources in the Study Area 

Stream Name Map ID 
DWQ Index 

Number 
Best Usage 

Classification 
Perquimans River Perquimans River 30-6-(3) SC 

UT to Perquimans River SA 30-6-(3) SC 
 

Table 11– Physical Characteristics of Water Resources in the Study Area 

Map ID 
Bank 

Height 
(ft) 

Bankfull 
Width 

(ft) 

Water 
Depth 

(ft) 

Channel 
Substrate 

Velocity Clarity 

Perquimans 
River 

0-2 700-2000 1-40 Sand Moderate Clear 

SA 0.5 2-3 0.25-0.5 Sand Slow Clear 
 

A small pond (shown as Pond A in Figure 7b), approximately 0.25 acres, is located north of 
the Perquimans River within the project study area. This feature is not connected to a 
jurisdictional stream feature and, therefore, is not included in the above tables; however, 
Wetland L serves as a hydrological connection between this pond and the Perquimans River. 

In accordance with Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, states are required to develop a 
list of water bodies not meeting federal water quality standards or that have impaired uses. 
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The Perquimans River is not listed on the NCDWQ 2012 Final 303(d) list of impaired 
waters.  

No High Quality Waters (HQW), Water Supply Watersheds (WS-I or WS-II), or 
Outstanding Resource Waters (ORW) occur within the project study area or within one-mile 
downstream of the study area. 

The Perquimans River is currently under consideration for study as a National Wild and 
Scenic River. 

b) Wetlands	
Twelve jurisdictional wetlands were identified within the study area (Figures 7(A-C)). 
Wetland classification and quality rating data are presented in Table 12.  

Table 12 – Jurisdictional Characteristics of Wetlands in the Study Area 

Map 
ID 

NCWAM Classification 
Hydrologic 

Classification

NCDWQ 
Wetland 
Rating 

Area 
(acres) 

WA 
Riverine Swamp Forest/ 

Bottomland Hardwood Forest 
Riparian 68 4.2 

WB Riverine Swamp Forest Riparian 50 0.2 
WC Riverine Swamp Forest Riparian 50 0.8 

WD 
Riverine Swamp  Forest/ 
Bottomland Hardwood Forest 

Riparian 69 10.3 

WE Riverine Swamp Forest Riparian 50 0.05 

WF 
Riverine Swamp Forest/ 

Bottomland Hardwood Forest 
Riparian 69 17.3 

WH* Riverine Swamp Forest Riparian 62 0.4 
WI N/A - Disturbed Riparian 42 0.9 
WJ Riverine Swamp Forest Riparian 42 0.03 
WK Riverine Swamp Forest Riparian 42 0.03 

WL 
Riverine Swamp Forest/ 

Bottomland Hardwood Forest 
Riparian 68 5.1 

WM 
Riverine Swamp Forest/ 

Bottomland Hardwood Forest 
Riparian 68 2.5 

   *Wetland G was initially identified as a wetland, but was later determined not to be jurisdictional and so was removed. 

 

c) Riparian	Buffers	
This project is within the Pasquotank River Basin. No riparian buffer rules apply to this 
basin.  

d) Summary	of	Anticipated	Effects	
Most of the proposed facility will be a bridge; the only wetland impact is on the northern 
end of the project near the intersection of US 17 Business and NC 37. All three detailed 
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study alternatives would impact approximately 0.07 acre of Wetland WF. Since all of the 
alternatives have the same design on the northern end, the wetland impact is the same for all 
alternatives. There are no anticipated impacts on the streams or pond. 

e) Avoidance,	Minimization,	and	Mitigation	
The NCDOT will attempt to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands and open waters to the 
greatest extent practicable in choosing a preferred alternative and during project design. At 
this time, no final decisions have been made with regard to the location or design of the 
preferred alternative.  

The NCDOT will investigate potential on-site mitigation opportunities once a final decision 
has been rendered on the location of the preferred alternative. If on-site mitigation is not 
feasible, mitigation will be provided by the North Carolina Department of Environment and 
Natural Resources Ecosystem Enhancement Program (EEP), in accordance with the 
“Memorandum of Agreement among NCDOT and the USACE Wilmington District” (MOA, 
July 22, 2003). 

3. Federally‐Protected	Species	
As of September 22, 2012, Atlantic sturgeon is listed as endangered for Perquimans County 
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). There are no other federally protected 
species listed for Perquimans County. 

It is anticipated the project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the 
Atlantic Sturgeon.  NCDOT will request concurrence on a determination of May Affect, Not 
Likely to Adversely Affect for the Atlantic sturgeon from the National Marine Fisheries 
Service when an alternative has been selected. The results of this coordination will be 
included in the final environmental document for the project. 

North Carolina Natural Heritage Program (NCNHP) records, reviewed on November 29, 
2011, do not identify the presence of threatened and endangered species, significant natural 
communities, and/or priority natural areas within the project vicinity. Records do not show 
any elements within a one-mile radius of the project site.  

Habitat for the bald eagle primarily consists of mature forest in proximity to large bodies of 
open water for foraging. Large, dominant trees are utilized for nesting sites, typically within 
one mile of open water. Suitable habitat for bald eagle exists in the study area along the 
shoreline of the Perquimans River. No nest trees were observed during field investigations 
in February and December 2009. 

4. Soils	
Based on information contained in the 1986 United States Department of Agriculture Soil 
Survey data for Perquimans County, the soils within the project study area are composed of 
seven soil series. Table 13 summarizes the characteristics of each soil series in the project 
study area. 
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Table 13 – Soils in the Study Area 

Soil Series 
Mapping 

Unit 
Drainage Classification 

Hydric 
Status 

Altavista fine sandy loam, 0-2% AaA Moderately well drained Hydric 
Conetoe loamy sand, 0-5% CtB Well drained Hydric 

Dorovan muck Do Very poorly drained Hydric 
Dragston loamy fine sand Ds Somewhat poorly drained Hydric 

State loamy fine sand, 0-2% StA Well drained Nonhydric 
State-Urban land complex, 0-2% SuA Well drained Nonhydric 

Urban land Ur N/A Nonhydric 
 

B. Cultural	Resources	

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 as 36 CFR Part 800. 
Section 106 requires Federal agencies to take into account the effect of their undertakings 
(federally-funded, licenses, or permitted) on properties included in or eligible for inclusion 
in the National Register of Historic Places and to afford the Advisory Council a reasonable 
opportunity to comment on such undertakings. 

1. Historic	Architectural	Resources	
NCDOT architectural historians surveyed the project area in 2010. There is one historic 
district (Hertford Historic District) and two historic resources (Bridge Number 8 and 
Hertford Water Works and Ice Plant) within the Area of Potential Effects (APE), shown on 
Figure 8. The Hertford Historic District is listed on the National Register of Historic Places. 
Bridge Number 8 and the Hertford Water Works and Ice Plant were determined to be 
eligible for the National Register. Effects on historic resources are summarized in Table 14.  
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Table 14 – Historic Effects 

Property  Alternative 
Effect 

Finding 
Reasons 

Bridge No. 8  Alt B  
15’ Swing Span 

Adverse 
Effect 

Requires demolition of the historic truss 
 

Alt D-Mod  
33’ Fixed 

Adverse 
Effect 

Requires demolition of the historic truss or could be 
left in place but would be locked in the open position 
and inaccessible 

Alt E 33’ Fixed Adverse 
Effect 

Requires demolition of the historic truss 

Hertford 
Historic 
District  
 

Alt B  
15’ Swing Span 

No Adverse 
Effect 

Parallel to existing bridge; will require removal of one 
non-contributing structure in district, but provides 
access to all contributing historic houses; new ROW 
needed within district boundaries   

Alt D-Mod  
33’ Fixed 

No Adverse 
Effect with 
commitments 

Concerns about speed coming into district, but could 
be addressed with design commitments to decrease 
speed; no impacts and provides access to all 
contributing historic houses; bridge rails will be low 
parapet wall with metal rails; new ROW needed within 
district boundaries  

Alt E 33’ Fixed No Adverse 
Effect 

Changing historic traffic patterns in Town, but no 
impacts to contributing historic houses; bridge rails 
will be low parapet wall with metal rails 

Hertford 
Water Works 
and Ice Plant  

Alt B 15’ Swing 
Span or Alt D-
Mod 33’ Fixed 

No Effect No construction impacts near property boundary 

Alt E 33’ Fixed No Adverse 
Effect 

Construction adjacent to plant, but does not impact the 
boundary or the structural properties for which the site 
is eligible 

 
Rehabilitating the existing bridge (Alternative A Rehabilitate Swing Span) would also have 
an adverse effect on both the bridge and the Hertford Historic District.  The State Historic 
Preservation Office concurred with these effect findings on August 7, 2012.  Appendix A 
contains a copy of the concurrence form. 
 

A memorandum of agreement between FHWA and the State Historic Preservation 
Office concerning the adverse effect of the project on Bridge Number 8 will be prepared 
following selection of the preferred alternative and prior to completion of a programmatic 
Section 4(f) evaluation and the final environmental document for the project. 

2. Archaeological	Resources	
No known archaeological sites are within the study area. According to a letter from SHPO 
(January 12, 2007, included in Appendix A), no archaeological investigation was 
recommended as part of this project.  

C. Section	4(f)	Resources	

Section 4(f) of the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) Act of 1966, as amended, 
specifies that publicly owned land from a public park, recreation area, wildlife and 
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waterfowl refuge, and all historic sites of national, state, and local significance may be used 
for federal projects only if there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of such land 
and the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to 4(f) lands resulting from 
such use.  

Section 6009(a) of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A 
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) amended existing Section 4(f) legislation to simplify the 
processing and approval of projects that have only de minimis impacts on lands protected by 
Section 4(f). This revision provides that if a transportation use of Section 4(f) property 
results in a de minimis impact on that property, an analysis of avoidance alternatives is not 
required and the Section 4(f) evaluation process is complete. 

Three historic properties or districts within the study area are eligible for or listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places:  

 Hertford Historic District, listed on the NRHP 

 Bridge Number 8, eligible for the NRHP 

 Hertford Water Works and Ice Plant, eligible for the NRHP 

Alternatives B 15-Foot Swing Span and D-Mod 33-Foot Fixed would require the use of land 
from the National Register-listed Hertford Historic District and will require the removal of a 
house that is a noncontributing element of the Historic District. 

The State Historic Preservation Office concurred Alternatives B 15-Foot Swing Span and D-
Mod 33-Foot Fixed will have “no adverse effect” on the historic district (See concurrence 
form in Appendix A of this document).  The use of land from the historic district is therefore 
considered to have a de minimis impact under Section 6009(a) of SAFTEA-LU, as a result 
of the “no adverse effect” determination.   A Section 4(f) evaluation is not required for the 
use of land from the historic district. All of the current detailed study alternatives would 
involve the removal of existing Bridge Number 8, which has been determined to be eligible 
for the National Register of Historic Places. The State Historic Preservation Office has 
concurred that all of the current alternatives would have an “adverse effect” on Bridge 
Number 8. Because the project will have an adverse effect on the bridge, the removal of the 
bridge constitutes a Section 4(f) “use” of the historic resource. 

As discussed in Section III.A, the “Do Nothing” or No Build alternative was evaluated. The 
No Build alternative would involve continuing to maintain and repair the bridge and 
causeway until NCDOT determined that it was no longer practical or safe to do so. At that 
time, the bridge and causeway would be closed permanently, and traffic would be shifted to 
US 17 Bypass. The No Build alternative would not meet the project purpose and need. 

Leaving the bridge in place following construction of the new bridge was also considered. 
This alternative was not found to be feasible and prudent because of the long-term cost and 
potential safety concerns associated with retaining the existing bridge without rehabilitation. 
The bridge would have to be left in place in the open position to allow for navigation.  
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As discussed in Section III.C, rehabilitation of Bridge Number 8 was considered as an 
alternative for the project, but was not found to be feasible and prudent because: 

o The existing bridge cannot be brought up to current design standards and still 
maintain two-way traffic on the bridge.  

o Rehabilitation would be more expensive initially and the rehabilitated bridge 
would have a shorter life than a new swing-span. A rehabilitated bridge 
would also have higher recurring maintenance costs.  

o Rehabilitating the existing bridge would have an adverse effect on the 
historical integrity of the bridge. 

o Comments received indicate a new structure which resembles the existing 
bridge would be acceptable to most of the public and the Town of Hertford.  

o Rehabilitating the existing swing span bridge would have an Adverse Effect 
on the Hertford Historic District because the bridge would have to be raised 
to reduce flooding in the central machinery. 

Since this project necessitates the use of a historic bridge and meets the criteria set forth in 
the Federal Register (July 5, 1983), it is anticipated a programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation 
can be prepared to satisfy the requirements of Section 4(f). This programmatic Section 4(f) 
evaluation will be completed following the preparation of a memorandum of agreement 
between FHWA and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation concerning the adverse 
effect of the project on Bridge Number 8. The programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation will be 
approved prior to the completion of the final environmental document for this project. 

D. Section	6(f)	Resources	

Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 stipulates that property 
acquired or developed with the assistance of the Fund may not be converted to a use other 
than public recreation unless suitable replacement property is provided. No properties 
acquired or developed with the assistance of the Land and Water Conservation Fund exist in 
the project area. 

E. Farmland	

The Farmland Protection Policy Act requires all federal agencies or their representatives to 
consider the impact of land acquisition and construction projects on prime and important 
farmland soils. North Carolina Executive Order Number 96 requires all state agencies to 
consider the impact of land acquisition and construction projects on prime farmland soils, as 
designated by the US Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). Land planned or 
zoned for urban development is not afforded the same level of preservation as rural, 
agricultural areas. 
 
Although prime and important farmland soils are located in the project area, and the project 
will slightly affect an actively farmed field, all of the land affected by the project is either 
currently developed or is zoned for residential or urban land use and not subject to the Act. 
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No Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Forms (USDA Form AD-1006) are required for the 
project. 

F. Social	Effects	

1. Neighborhoods/Communities	
Two neighborhoods are located adjacent to the detailed study alternatives, one on Front 
Street and one on Edenton Road Street.  

There are potential impacts to the neighborhood along Front Street, visually and directly, 
with Alternatives B 15-Foot Swing Span or D-Mod 33-Foot Fixed. Both alternatives would 
require relocation of one house within the neighborhood. Alternative E 33-Foot Fixed may 
impact the neighborhood between Edenton Road Street and the waterfront by increasing 
traffic though the neighborhood.  

Indirect impacts to the communities of Hertford and Winfall are likely if the No Build 
alternative is selected (removal of the bridge and causeway), since the existing bridge and 
causeway connect the two towns and contribute to their cohesion. These impacts are 
discussed further under Indirect and Cumulative Effects. 

A short-term impact on boating traffic accessing the waterfront areas in Hertford and to the 
west may occur for all detailed study alternatives since the channel may have to be 
temporarily closed to boating traffic during construction. 

2. Relocation	of	Residences	and	Businesses	
Alternatives B 15-Foot Swing Span and D-Mod 33-Foot Fixed will require one residential 
relocation on Phelps Street. Alternative E 33-Foot Fixed will require the relocation of one 
business, the Hertford Bargain Center and Auction House.  

3. Vibrations	

At the August 2012 workshop, citizens expressed concern about damage that might result 
from vibrations of driving piles near the historic district with Alternatives A, B, and D-Mod.  

NCDOT will consider vibration monitoring and a pre-construction survey of buildings near 
the proposed bridge.  A determination will be made regarding the need for vibration 
monitoring prior to the final environmental document for the project. 

4. Minority/Low‐Income	Populations	
“Environmental justice” refers to issues related to the prevention of discrimination against 
minority and low-income communities. According to the FHWA, there are three 
fundamental environmental justice principles: 

 To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and 
environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority populations 
and low-income populations. 

 To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the 
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decision-making process. 

 To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by 
minority and low-income populations.  

The U.S. Department of Transportation Order to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations (DOT Order 5680.1 – April 15, 1997) defines 
minority groups as being African-American, Hispanic, Asian-American, American Indian, 
and Alaskan Native. The demographic study area has a higher percentage of minority 
residents than the County, primarily African-American (42.7% versus 29.2%). Within the 
demographic study area, the census blocks with the highest percentages of minority 
populations are located in west Winfall, central Hertford, and west Hertford.  

This same Order defines low-income as being persons whose median household income is at 
or below the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) poverty guidelines. The 
demographic study area has a higher percent population below the poverty level than the 
County (approximately 24% versus 18%). Central Hertford has the highest percentage of 
population below the poverty level.  

Although the percentages of minority and low-income populations are higher in the study 
area than in Perquimans County, the impacts are not anticipated to be disproportionate. The 
direct impact to these communities is expected to be minimal, and may include one business 
relocation adjacent to the minority/low-income neighborhood and changes in access through 
the neighborhood.  

A small group meeting was held on September 28, 2010 to get feedback from citizens of 
Hertford that may be affected by Alternative E. Public involvement activities for this project 
will continue to provide special consideration for minority and low-income neighborhoods 
impacted by the proposed project.  

5. Recreational	Facilities	
The only recreational facility potentially impacted by this project is the Hertford waterfront 
area, which may have temporary access restrictions for boaters during construction. All of 
the detailed study alternatives under consideration will provide at least the same amount of 
vertical clearance (33 feet) for boats as the nearby US 17 Bypass bridge. 

6. Other	Public	Facilities	and	Services	
The study area for the community impacts includes Hertford between the railroad tracks on 
the west, King Street on the south, and the Perquimans River on the north and east. It also 
includes Winfall from Smith Road on the west to Winfall Boulevard on the east.  

Two schools are within the community impact area, Perquimans Central School and 
Perquimans County Middle School. Although the other two county schools, Hertford 
Grammar School and Perquimans County High School, are not in the community impact 
area, they serve local students and provide school bus service that crosses the bridge and 
causeway. Seven churches, one library, two post offices, one community center, four 
recreational facilities, and four parks are located within the study area.  
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Hertford and Winfall maintain separate fire departments, with the jurisdictions separated by 
the Perquimans River. The departments provide mutual aid backup to one another. The 
mutual aid backup agreement will help reduce impacts to fire responses when the bridge and 
causeway is closed during construction.  

The Town of Hertford Police Department, the Town of Winfall Police Department, and the 
Perquimans County Sherriff’s Department use the bridge and causeway as a primary patrol 
route and to respond to calls. The potential closure of the bridge will increase response times 
to areas north of the river.  

These impacts also apply to Perquimans County Emergency Medical Services. When the 
EMS department has operated with the causeway closed, the resulting route along the 
Bypass increases response time, but may be manageable short-term. However, the South 
Church Street intersection with US 17 Bypass was identified as a choke point for EMS 
responders due to congestion, particularly when access to the causeway is prohibited. The 
Perquimans County EMS recently moved to Winfall, which requires the ambulances to cross 
the bridge and causeway more frequently than before since Hertford has a larger population 
than Winfall. However, the EMS Director noted that they are experimenting with alternate 
routes now in anticipation of the bridge and causeway being closed for construction, and do 
not anticipate notable delays.  

G. Economic	Effects	

The bridge and causeway are part of US 17 Business, which connects Winfall and Hertford. 
If the No Build alternative is selected (i.e., the bridge and causeway are removed), there 
likely will be a long-term impact on businesses in Hertford. The primary business district in 
Hertford is on Church Street just south of the bridge. If the bridge and causeway are closed, 
a decrease in pass-by traffic to these businesses is likely. Additional signage on US 17 
directing drivers into Hertford from Church Street or Edenton Road Street would help 
mitigate this impact. Although the detour is only five minutes long, local planners have said 
that many citizens, once on US 17 Bypass, are likely to continue further to Elizabeth City or 
Edenton rather than return to Winfall or Hertford. Many local business owners and local 
officials are concerned that permanent or lengthy construction closure of the bridge and 
causeway will have a negative effect on the Hertford downtown business district.  

Alternatives B 15-Foot Swing Span and D-Mod 33-Foot Fixed are not expected to have a 
long-term impact on businesses, although there is a potential short-term impact during 
construction. Alternative B will close the existing route for a longer period than Alternative 
D-Mod because more of the new route is on the same footprint as the existing route.  

Alternative E 33-Foot Fixed may have a minor long-term impact to businesses in Hertford 
since US 17 Business would be shifted approximately 0.5 mile to the west away from the 
Church Street business district. Additional signage along US 17 Business directing drivers to 
the business district would help mitigate this impact.  
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The effects of each alternative on businesses are discussed in more detail in the Indirect and 
Cumulative Effects Report (May 2010).  

H. Land	Use	

1. Existing	Land	Use	and	Zoning	
Zoning regulation for the study area falls under the jurisdiction of the Towns of Hertford and 
Winfall and is subject to the 1980 Perquimans County Zoning Ordinance. Land in and 
adjacent to the study area is primarily zoned residential, with areas north of the bridge 
restricted to low-density development on large lots. South of the bridge, the core of Hertford 
is zoned residential on smaller lots, with commercial areas along Church Street and adjacent 
to the railroad track. The neighborhood at the intersection of Dobbs Street and Edenton 
Road Street is zoned as transitional residential. Land uses match current zoning plans. 

2. Future	Land	Use	
According to the DRAFT Perquimans County 2005-2006 CAMA Core Land Use Plan 
Update, the majority of the study area is anticipated to remain residential with small areas of 
commercial and public/institutional uses. A thoroughfare plan was approved for the Towns 
of Hertford and Winfall in 1991.	

3. Project	Compatibility	with	Local	Plans	
Current land use and transportation plans assume US 17 Business/NC 37 is in its current 
location. Local plans that include US 17 Business/NC 37 in its current location and also 
propose bicycle and/or pedestrian accommodations across the causeway include the Historic 
Hertford Development Strategic Plan (2001) and the Town of Hertford Comprehensive 
Pedestrian Plan (2007). Alternatives B 15-Foot Swing Span and D-Mod 33-Foot Fixed are 
consistent with these plans. Alternative E 33-Foot Fixed is generally compatible with local 
plans, but is less consistent because it shifts US 17 Business/NC 37 to Edenton Road Street 
rather than Church Street.  

I. Indirect	and	Cumulative	Effects	

Indirect and cumulative effects are described in more detail in the Indirect and Cumulative 
Effects Report (May 2010). 

Minimal temporary indirect and cumulative effects are expected to occur as a result of the 
current study alternatives. No long-term indirect or cumulative effects are expected.  

Indirect and cumulative effects were considered for a 10-year time period, until 2020. This 
time period corresponds with the draft Perquimans County Coastal Area Management Act 
(CAMA) Core Land Use Plan Update 2005-2006, which includes future land use 
recommendations for a horizon year of 2020. The following subsections summarize indirect 
and cumulative project effects.  

1. Indirect	Effects	
Indirect community effects are characterized by those changes related to the proposed 
project but not directly caused by the project. No long-term indirect effects are anticipated 
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due to this project. The proposed improvements are not anticipated to induce growth. This 
project will replace the US 17 Business bridge on or near its existing location, and will not 
be adding traffic capacity. Existing development patterns are likely to continue regardless of 
the bridge replacement.  

Alternatives B 15-Foot Swing Span and D-Mod 33-Foot Fixed would have a small or no 
change in traffic patterns, access, and exposure, and would not have a notable change in 
travel time. Alternative E 33-Foot Fixed would result in change of access that would reduce 
exposure to businesses in downtown Hertford and increase travel time by approximately one 
minute (25%).  

This project would not create a new land use/transportation node. The No Build alternative, 
which would remove the bridge and causeway permanently, would have a negative impact 
on travel time, access and exposure because US 17 Business/NC 37 would no longer be 
carried through Hertford. 

2. Cumulative	Effects	
Cumulative effects represent the total anticipated direct and indirect effects resulting from 
the project, in addition to those effects by other projects in the vicinity. No long-term 
cumulative effects are expected. Minor short-term cumulative effects are anticipated on 
travel time during construction, while traffic is detoured around Hertford on US 17 Bypass.  

There are no major development projects that have recently been completed in the vicinity. 
Direct natural environmental impacts by NCDOT projects will be addressed by avoidance, 
minimization, or mitigation. All developments will be required to follow local, state, and 
federal guidelines and permitting regulations.  

J. Flood	Hazard	Evaluation	

The Perquimans River is a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) detailed study 
stream. However, in the area of the bridge, the Perquimans River is tidally influenced. 
Therefore, no FEMA flood profiles were generated through the bridge, because the flood 
levels are dominated by surge. The detailed FEMA study for the Perquimans River ends 
approximately 1.9 miles downstream of NC 37 in Belvidere at the confluence of Goodwin 
Creek. The US 17 Business/NC 37 S-bridge is approximately 6.5 miles downstream of the 
Goodwin Creek confluence. Therefore, the floodplains around the US 17 Business/NC 37 
bridge are inundated with the coastal stillwater. This project will not require any revisions to 
FEMA floodplain mapping.  

K. Traffic	Noise	Analysis	

1. Introduction	
In accordance with Title 23 Code of Federal Regulations Part 772, Procedures for 
Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise (Title 23 CFR 772) and the 
North Carolina Department of Transportation Traffic Noise Abatement Policy, each Type I 
highway project must be analyzed for predicted traffic noise impacts.  In general, Type I 
projects are proposed Federal or Federal-aid highway projects for construction of a highway 



TIP Project R-4467   
February 2013 34  Environmental Assessment 

or interchange on new location, improvements of an existing highway that substantially 
changes the horizontal or vertical alignment or increases the vehicle capacity, or projects 
that involve new construction or substantial alteration of transportation facilities such as 
weigh stations, rest stops, ride-share lots or toll plazas.   

Traffic noise impacts are determined through implementing the current Traffic Noise Model 
(TNM®) approved by the Federal Highway Administration and by following procedures 
detailed in Title 23 CFR 772 and the NCDOT Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement 
Manual.  When traffic noise impacts are predicted, examination and evaluation of alternative 
noise abatement measures must be considered for reducing or eliminating these impacts.  
Temporary and localized noise impacts will likely occur as a result of project construction 
activities.  Construction noise control measures will be incorporated into the project plans 
and specifications. 

A copy of the unabridged version of the full technical report entitled Revised Traffic Noise 
Analysis, New Roadway on Pilings to Replace Bride #19 on US 17 Business/NC 37 can be 
viewed at the NCDOT Century Center, 1000 Birch Ridge Drive, Raleigh. 

2. Traffic	Noise	Impacts	and	Noise	Contours	
The maximum number of receptors in each project alternative predicted to become impacted 
by future traffic noise is shown in the table below.  The table includes those receptors 
expected to experience traffic noise impacts by either approaching or exceeding the FHWA 
Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) or by a substantial increase in exterior noise levels as 
defined in the NCDOT Traffic Noise Abatement Policy. 

The maximum extent of the 71- and 66- dB(A) noise level contours measured from the 
center of the proposed roadway is 18 feet and 51 feet, respectively. 

The Traffic Noise Analysis also considered traffic noise impacts for the No-Build 
alternative.  If the proposed project does not occur, 40 receptors are predicted to experience 
traffic noise impacts and the future traffic noise levels will increase by approximately 2 
dBA.  Based upon research, humans barely detect noise level changes of 2-3 dBA.  A 5-dBA 
change is more readily noticeable.  Therefore, most people working and living near the 
roadway will not notice this predicted increase. 
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Table 15 – Traffic Noise Impact Summary 

Alternative Traffic  Noise Impacts
 Residential 

(NAC B) 
Churches/Schools, 
etc. (NAC C & D)  

Businesses 
(NAC E) 

Total 

No-Build 40 0 0 40 
A Rehab & 
New Swing 

Span 

26 0 0 26 

B 15’ Swing 
Span 

24 0 0 24 

D-Mod 33’ 
Fixed 

24 0 0 24 

E 15’ & 33’ 
Fixed 

16 0 0 16 

 *Per TNM®2.5 and in accordance with 23 CFR Part 772 

3. Traffic	Noise	Abatement	Measures	
Measures for reducing or eliminating the traffic noise impacts were considered for all 
impacted receptors in each alternative.  The primary noise abatement measures evaluated for 
highway projects include highway alignment changes, traffic system management measures, 
establishment of buffer zones, noise barriers and noise insulation (NAC D only).  For each 
of these measures, benefits versus allowable abatement measure quantity (reasonableness), 
engineering feasibility, effectiveness and practicability and other factors were included in 
the noise abatement considerations. 

Substantially changing the highway alignment to minimize noise impacts is not considered 
to be a viable option for this project due to engineering and/or environmental factors.  
Traffic system management measures are not considered viable for noise abatement due to 
the negative impact they would have on the capacity and level of service of the proposed 
roadway.  Costs to acquire buffer zones for impacted receptors will exceed the NCDOT base 
quantity value of $2,500 per benefited receptor, causing this abatement measure to be 
unreasonable. 

a) Noise	Barriers	
Noise barriers include two basic types: earthen berms and noise walls.  These structures act 
to diffract, absorb, and reflect highway traffic noise. 

This project will maintain uncontrolled right of way access, meaning that most noise-
sensitive land uses will have direct access connections to the proposed project, and most 
intersections will adjoin the project at grade.  The Traffic Noise Analysis for this project 
confirmed that the physical breaks in potential noise barriers that would occur due to the 
uncontrolled right of way access would prohibit any noise barrier from providing the 
minimum required traffic noise level reductions at all predicted traffic noise impacts, as 
defined by the noise abatement measure feasibility criteria of the NCDOT Traffic Noise 
Abatement Policy.   
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4. Summary	
Based on this preliminary study, traffic noise abatement is not recommended and no noise 
abatement measures are proposed.  This evaluation completes the highway traffic noise 
requirements of Title 23 CFR Part 772.  No additional noise analysis will be performed for 
this project unless warranted by a significant change in the project scope, vehicle capacity or 
alignment. 

In accordance with NCDOT Traffic Noise Abatement Policy, the Federal/State governments 
are not responsible for providing noise abatement measures for new development for which 
building permits are issued after the Date of Public Knowledge.  The Date of Public 
Knowledge of the proposed highway project will be the approval date of the final 
environmental document.  For development occurring after this date, local governing bodies 
are responsible to insure that noise compatible designs are utilized along the proposed 
facility. 

L. Air	Quality	Analysis	

1. Project	Air	Quality	Effects	
Air pollution originates from various sources. Emissions from industry and internal 
combustion engines are the most prevalent sources. The impact resulting from highway 
construction ranges from intensifying existing air pollution problems to improving the 
ambient air quality. Changing traffic patterns are a primary concern when determining the 
impact of a new highway facility or improvement of an existing highway facility. 

The Federal Clean Air Act of 1970 established the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS). These standards were established to protect the public from known or anticipated 
effects of air pollutants. The most recent amendments to the NAAQS contain criteria for 
sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter (PM), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide 
(NO2), ozone (O3), and lead (Pb).  

The primary pollutants from motor vehicles are unburned hydrocarbons, nitrous oxides, 
carbon monoxide, and particulates. Hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxides can combine in a 
complex series of reactions catalyzed by sunlight to produce photochemical oxidants such as 
ozone and NO2. Because these reactions take place over a period of several hours, 
maximum concentrations of photochemical oxidants are often found far downwind of the 
precursor sources. 

2. Attainment	Status	
Perquimans County has been determined to comply with the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards. Because the proposed project is located in an attainment area, 40 CFR Parts 51 
and 93 are not applicable. This project is not anticipated to create any adverse effects on the 
air quality of this attainment area.  

3. Mobile	Source	Air	Toxic	(MSAT)	Analysis	
Mobile source air toxics (MSATs) are a subset of the 188 air toxics defined by the Clean Air 
Act. MSATs are compounds emitted by highway vehicles and non-road equipment.  
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Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) analysis is a continuing area of research. While much 
work has been done to assess the overall health risk of air toxics, many questions remain 
unanswered. In particular, the tools and techniques for assessing project-specific health 
impacts from MSATs are limited. These limitations impede the Federal Highway 
Administration’s ability to evaluate how mobile source health risks should factor into the 
project-level decision-making under the NEPA. 

The FHWA, EPA, the Health Effects Institute, and others have funded and conducted 
research studies to try to more clearly define potential risks from MSAT emissions 
associated with highway projects. The FHWA will continue to monitor the developing 
research in this emerging field. While this research is ongoing, FHWA requires each NEPA 
document to qualitatively address MSATs and their relationship to the specific highway 
project through a tiered approach 

A complete qualitative analysis of MSAT impacts is included in the Air Quality Analysis 
technical memorandum for this project (May 2011). This report may be viewed at the 
NCDOT Century Center, 1000 Birch Ridge Drive, Raleigh. 

Incomplete or Unavailable Information for Project-Specific MSAT Health Impacts 
Analysis. In FHWA’s view, information is incomplete or unavailable to credibly predict the 
project-specific health impacts due to changes in MSAT emissions associated with a 
proposed set of highway alternatives. The outcome of such an assessment, adverse or not, 
would be influenced more by the uncertainty introduced into the process through assumption 
and speculation rather than any genuine insight into the actual health impacts directly 
attributable to MSAT exposure associated with a proposed action. 

The EPA is responsible for protecting the public health and welfare from any known or 
anticipated effect of an air pollutant. They are the lead authority for administering the Clean 
Air Act and its amendments and have specific statutory obligations with respect to 
hazardous air pollutants and MSAT. The EPA is in the continual process of assessing human 
health effects, exposures, and risks posed by air pollutants. They maintain the Integrated 
Risk Information System (IRIS), which is “a compilation of electronic reports on specific 
substances found in the environment and their potential to cause human health effects” 
(EPA, http:// www.epa.gov/ncea/iris/index.html). Each report contains assessments of non-
cancerous and cancerous effects for individual compounds and quantitative estimates of risk 
levels from lifetime oral and inhalation exposures with uncertainty spanning perhaps an 
order of magnitude. 

Other organizations are also active in the research and analyses of the human health effects 
of MSAT, including the Health Effects Institute (HEI). Among the adverse health effects 
linked to MSAT compounds at high exposures are cancer in humans in occupational 
settings; cancer in animals; and irritation to the respiratory tract, including the exacerbation 
of asthma. Less obvious is the adverse human health effects of MSAT compounds at current 
environmental concentrations (HEI, http:// pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282) or in 
the future as vehicle emissions substantially decrease (HEI, 
http://pubs.heatheffects.org/view.php?id=306). 
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The methodologies for forecasting health impacts include emissions modeling; dispersion 
modeling; exposure modeling; and then final determination of health impacts – each step in 
the process building on the model predictions obtained in the previous step. All are 
encumbered by technical shortcomings or uncertain science that prevents a more complete 
differentiation of the MSAT health impacts among a set of project alternatives. These 
difficulties are magnified for lifetime (i.e. 70 year) assessments, particularly because 
unsupportable assumptions would have to be made regarding changes in travel patterns and 
vehicle technology (which affects emissions rates) over that time frame, since such 
information is unavailable. The results produced by the EPA’s MOBILE6.2 model, the 
California EPA’s Emfac2007 model, and the EPA’s DraftMOVES2009 model in forecasting 
MSAT emissions are highly inconsistent. Indications from the development of the MOVES 
model are that MOBILE6.2 significantly underestimates diesel particulate matter (PM) 
emissions and significantly overestimates benzene emissions. 

Because of the limitations in the methodologies for forecasting health impacts described, 
any predicted difference in health impacts between alternatives is likely to be much smaller 
than the uncertainties associated with predicting the impacts. Consequently, the result of 
such assessments would not be useful to decision makers. 

4. Construction	Air	Quality	Effects	
During construction of the proposed project, all materials resulting from clearing and 
grubbing, demolition or other operations will be removed from the project, burned or 
otherwise disposed of by the Contractor. Any burning will be performed in accordance with 
applicable local laws and ordinances and regulations of the North Carolina SIP for air 
quality in compliance with 15 NCAC 2D.0520. Care will be taken to insure burning will be 
done at the greatest distance practical from dwellings and not when atmospheric conditions 
are such as to create a hazard to the public. Burning will be performed under constant 
surveillance. Also during construction, measures will be taken to reduce the dust generated 
by construction when the control of dust is necessary for the protection and comfort of 
motorists or area residents.  

M. Hazardous	Materials	

Ten sites potentially containing underground storage tanks and one auto repair facility are 
located in the study area. Five of the sites are near Alternative E along Edenton Road Street. 
The other six are located north of the Perquimans River, two on Winfall Boulevard (NC 37) 
near Creek Road (US 17 Business) and four on Creek Road. All sites are anticipated to 
present low geo-environmental impacts.  

Alternative E would require the purchase of right of way from the Harris Shopping Center. 
This property is located north of the intersection of Edenton Road Street with Grubb Street 
in Hertford. A gas station was formerly located on a part of this property. Three 
underground storage tanks and contaminated soil were removed from the site in 1989. This 
site was assigned Groundwater Incident Number 7842. The site was closed by the 
Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) in September 1989. 
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All three detailed study alternatives would require the purchase of a small amount of right of 
way in addition to temporary easements from Larry’s Drive In, located on the southeast side 
of US 17 Business/NC 37 south of the NC 37 intersection. This restaurant is operating in a 
former gas station. Four tanks have been removed from the site, and the database indicates 
that contaminated soil was removed from the tank bed and the site was closed by DENR in 
October 2009. None of the other sites are anticipated to be impacted by the detailed study 
alternatives.  

VI. COMMENTS	AND	COORDINATION	
A thorough public involvement program is part of this project and has included the 
following efforts:  

 Holding Citizens Informational Workshops, which were advertised through direct mail 
and local newspapers 

 Mailing newsletters to property owners in the project vicinity, which provided 
information on the status and decisions made through the project process  

 Attending meetings with local officials 

 Creating and updating the mailing list of community contacts to include workshop 
attendees and concerned citizens 

 Responding consistently to citizens’ requests for information 

A. Citizens	Informational	Workshops	

First Citizens Informational Workshop 

The first citizens informational workshop took place on April 6, 2010. It was held in the 
Perquimans County Recreation Department Meeting Room. Seven conceptual option maps 
for the nine alignments being studied were displayed. A narrated, 10-minute PowerPoint 
Presentation was shown on a continuous loop. There was no formal presentation. Sixty-five 
citizens signed in during the three-hour workshop, and 28 comment forms were returned.  

Comments made by citizens during the first workshop or in comments submitted following 
the workshop varied. Some citizens were opposed to Alignment E because they believed 
taking US 17 Business away from Church Street would result in negative impacts for 
businesses, while others preferred Alignment E because they believed moving US 17 
Business traffic west to Edenton Road Street would not impact businesses but would have a 
positive impact on the waterfront development plans. Many citizens were concerned about 
impacts to houses and property values of Alignments A, C, and D.  

Second Citizens Informational Workshop 

A second workshop was held June 21, 2011 at the Perquimans County Recreation 
Department. Preliminary designs and graphic renderings were displayed for the five 
alternatives being studied. There was no formal presentation. Citizens were encouraged to 
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view the maps, talk with the project team, and fill out a comment form. Sixty-four citizens 
signed in during the three-hour workshop, and 34 comment forms were returned. 

Many of the same opinions were expressed in the second workshop that were given during 
the first workshop. Designs had been refined, and impacts had been reduced for Alternatives 
A and D, which resulted in several people changing their preference from Alternative E to 
Alternative A or D.  

Third Citizens Informational Workshop 

A third workshop was held August 13, 2012 at the Perquimans County Recreation 
Department. Preliminary designs and graphic renderings were displayed for the seven 
alternatives under consideration. Kimley-Horn staff made a formal presentation, including a 
question and answer period. Seventy-six citizens signed in during the two-hour workshop, 
and 21 comment forms were returned.  

During the question and answer period following the third workshop’s presentation, citizens 
expressed many concerns about this project. These included concerns about construction 
cost, traffic delays during construction, impacts to the historic district from retaining walls in 
Alternative A Rehabilitate or Build New Swing Span, concerns about converting the bridge 
and causeway to one-way traffic in Alternative A Rehabilitate, and concern that a 33-foot 
fixed span bridge would change the appearance of the Town. There was also discussion 
about adding a decorative truss if a new swing span bridge was built.  

Summary of Comments 

Comments were collected throughout the project planning phase. After the first public 
workshop, most public support was for Alternative E because of anticipated impacts for the 
other alternatives. Through the design process, impacts were reduced and at the second 
workshop, citizens more strongly supported an alternative that uses the existing route and 
keeps traffic on Church Street. At the third workshop, citizens fairly evenly supported 
Alternative A, B, and D-Mod (3 comments supporting each). Alternative E had higher 
support than the others (12 comments), although that was likely in part because of the strong 
attendance of residents in the Church Street neighborhood. 

In addition to comment forms collected at the workshops, two petitions were also received. 
One petition had 70 signatures and supported Alternative E. The second petition had 3,988 
signatures and supported an alternative on existing alignment (either to repair the existing 
bridge, replace the bridge with a replica, or rebuild the existing connection maintaining the 
flow of traffic through downtown Hertford).  

B. Small	Group	Meetings	

Meetings were held with two small groups through the course of the project. A small group 
meeting was held on September 28, 2010 in the Hertford Grammar School. The purpose of 
this meeting was to get feedback from citizens of Hertford that may be affected by 
Alternative E. Thirteen local officials, planners, businesses owners, and citizens attended 
this meeting. The discussion covered all five of the detailed study alternatives. However, 
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most of the questions came from the attendees who did not live in the target area and 
focused on Alternative A. There was no support expressed by any of the attendees for 
Alternative E. The concerns voiced by the meeting attendees included increased traffic on 
Edenton Road Street, buses traveling to and from school, and retaining walls in the historic 
district. 

Another small group meeting was held on October 11, 2010 at the home of a local resident 
interested in preserving the bridge. Topics discussed included repairing and replacing parts 
of the bridge, the US 17 Business designation, and the various project alternatives. 

C. Local	Officials	Meetings	

The first local officials meeting was held September 10, 2007, at the Winfall Town Hall. 
The history and purpose and need of the project were presented. Topics discussed included 
potential environmental and design considerations, as well as potential design alternatives. 

A second local officials meeting was held April 6, 2010, at the Perquimans County 
Recreation Department prior to the first citizens informational workshop. Topics discussed 
included alignment and bridge type alternatives. 

A third local officials meeting was held June 21, 2011, at the Perquimans County Recreation 
Department prior to the second workshop. The purpose of this meeting was to present the 
five detailed study alternatives. 

A fourth local officials meeting was held March 20, 2012, at the Winfall Town Hall. Several 
potentially new alternatives were presented to local officials, and two alternatives were 
recommended for elimination.  

D. Public	Hearing	

A Public Hearing will be held following the distribution of this Environmental Assessment.  

E. NEPA/404	Merger	Process	

In an effort to streamline the environmental planning and permitting process, NCDOT, 
FHWA, and USACE developed an interagency agreement integrating the environmental 
screening requirements of NEPA and the USACE Section 404 permitting process. This 
process is known as the NEPA/404 Merger Process. 

The NEPA/404 Merger Process was designed to apply to new location projects and other 
projects that would likely require an individual permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act (CWA). At the beginning of each project, NCDOT initiates a screening process to 
determine the applicability of the NEPA/404 Merger Process for that project. 

Given the amount of stream and wetland impacts, the potential impact to historic resources, 
and citizen interest in the project, it was determined by NCDOT, FHWA, USACE, and 
NCDWQ that this project would follow the NEPA/404 Merger Process.  
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Concurrence Points are defining points in the Section 404/NEPA Merger Process. 
Concurrence implies that project team members and the agencies they represent agree to 
decisions made at these defining points in the project development process and in doing so 
pledge to abide by the decision made unless there is a profound changed condition. 
Concurrence is sequential and must be achieved in the proper order. The seven concurrence 
points (CP) in the Merger Process are as follows:  

 Concurrence Point 1: Purpose and Need and Study Area Defined, The foundation upon 
which justification of the project is established. 

o At the Merger meeting on August 4, 2009, the Merger Team agreed to the 
project purpose as stated in this document. 

 Concurrence Point 2: Detailed Study Alternatives Carried Forward (DSA). Alternatives 
which satisfy the purpose and need for the project. These alternatives will be studied and 
evaluated in sufficient detail to ensure good transportation and permit decision-making.  

o At the Merger meeting on October 13, 2010, the Merger Team agreed to 
carry five alternatives forward for detailed study: Alternatives A New Swing 
Span, A Rehabilitate, D-Mod 33-Foot Fixed, E 15-Foot Fixed, and E 33-Foot 
Fixed.  

o At the Merger meeting on October 18, 2012, the Merger Team agreed to 
refine the list of detailed study alternatives, and to carry forward the 
following alternatives into the EA: Alternatives B 15-Foot Swing Span, D-
Mod 33-Foot Fixed, and E 33-Foot Fixed. 

 Concurrence Point 2A: Bridging Decisions and Alignment Review. Identification of 
bridge locations and approximate lengths and a review of the preliminary alignment for 
each alternative.  

o At the Merger meeting on October 18, 2012, the Merger Team agreed to the 
following minimum bridge lengths: Alternatives B 15-Foot Swing Span – 
2,690 feet, D-Mod 33-Foot Fixed – 2,368 feet, and E 33-Foot Fixed – 3,820 
feet. 

 Concurrence Point 3: LEDPA/Preferred Alternative Selection. The alternative selected 
as the "least environmentally damaging practicable alternative" or LEDPA (NEPA 
preferred alternative), through the project development and permitting process. This 
meeting will be held after the Environmental Assessment has been signed and the public 
hearing has been held.  

 Concurrence Point 4A: Avoidance and Minimization. A detailed, interdisciplinary and 
interagency review to optimize the design and benefits of the project while reducing 
environmental impacts to both the human and natural environment. This meeting will 
take place before the final environmental document has been approved for this project.  

 Concurrence Point 4B: 30 Percent Hydraulic Review. A review of the development of 
the drainage design. This meeting will take place following approval of the final 
environmental document.  
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 Concurrence Point 4C: Permit Drawings Review. A review of the completed permit 
drawings after the hydraulic design is complete and prior to the permit application. This 
meeting will take place following approval of the final environmental document. 

Copies of the NEPA/404 merger process concurrence forms approved so far for the project 
are included in Appendix C. 

F. Agency	Coordination	

A start of study letter was mailed to agencies on February 16, 2005. This letter invited 
comments on Project R-4467 when the project consisted only of the reconstruction of the 
causeway. Comments were received from the following agencies: 

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

 National Marine Fisheries Service 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

 North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources – State Historic Preservation Office 

 Department of Environment and Natural Resources – Division of Water Quality 

 Department of Environment and Natural Resources – Division of Environmental Health 

 Department of Environment and Natural Resources – Division of Marine Fisheries 

 North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission 

 
A new start of study letter was mailed August 21, 2008 regarding the combined project of 
the road and bridge. Comments were received from the following agencies: 

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

 Department of Environment and Natural Resources – Division of Coastal Management 

 Department of Environment and Natural Resources – Division of Marine Fisheries 

 Department of Environment and Natural Resources – Division of Water Quality 

 Department of Crime Control and Public Safety – Division of Emergency Management 

 North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources – State Historic Preservation Office 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

 Perquimans County Schools 

 Hertford Town Council 
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AGENCY COMMENTS















Federal Aid #: BRNHS-0017(85) TIP#: R-4467 County: Perquimans 

CONCURRENCE FORM FOR ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS
 

Project Description: Improvements to US 17 BusinesslNC 37 from Church Street to NC 37 
including the replacement of Bridge No.8 over the Perquimans River in Hertford 

On August 7, 2012, representatives of the 

[gJ North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT)
 
[gJ Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
 
lZl North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office (HPO)
 
o Other 

Reviewed the subject project and agreed on the effects findings listed within the table on the 
reverse of this signature page . 

Signed: 

w Q_·L 2 ·5· 2013
Repr e s~~~---::"'--=~-------------------_"::"-

Date 

~C ~ 
FHWA, for the Division Administrator, or other Federal Agency Date 

2 -5-/3 
Date 



Federal Aid #: BRNHS-0017(85) TIP#: R-4467 County: Perquimans 

Property and Status Alternative Effect Finding Reasons 

Old Neck Historic District 
(NR, Criteria A&C) 

All ails Outside the APE Project limits have been modified from those surveyed in 2010 and the historic 
district no longer falls within the project APE 

Perquimans County Bridge 
No.8 (DE, Criterion C) 

AltA 
(existing) with 
rehabilitation 
of truss bridge 

Adverse Effect Requires the historic bridge to be raised and a large portion of the historic fabric 
may need to be replaced, rehab bridge only allow for one lane of traffic. 

[bridge] AltA 
(existing) with 
new swing 
span bridge 

Adverse Effect Requires demolition of the historic truss , 

[bridge] Alt B (east) 
with new 
swing span at 
5' or 15' 
clearance 

Adverse Effect Requires demolition of the historic truss . 

[bridge] Alt D-Mod 
(east) with 
fixed span at 
33' clearance 

Adverse Effect Requires demolition of the historic truss or could be left in place but would be 
locked in the open position and inaccessible. 

[bridge] Alt E (west) 
with fixed 
span at 15' or 
33' clearance 

Adverse Effect Requires demolition of the historic truss. 

Hertford Historic District 
(NR, Criteria A&C) 

Alt A 
(existing) with 
rehabilitation 
of truss bridge 

Adverse Effect Existing truss bridge would have to be raised and much historic fabric replaced, 
changes to Church Street with retain ing wa lis and guardrails and possible 
acquisition of one contributing house because lack of access, rehab bridge on Iy 
allow for one lane oftraffie, utilities may need to be moved, new ROW needed 
within district boundaries 



[district] All A 
(existing) with 
new swing 
span bridge 

Adverse Effect New truss bridge would be elevated and require changes to Church Street with 
retaining walls and guardrails and possible acquisition of one contributing house 
because lack ofaecess, rehab bridge only allow for one lane of traffic, utilities 
may need to be moved, new ROW needed within district boundaries 

[d ist rict] Alt I3 (east) 
with new 
swing span at 
5' or] 5' 
clearance 

No Adverse 
Effect 

Parallel to ex isting bridge, will require removal of one non-contributing structure 
in district but provides access to all contributing historic houses, new ROW 
needed within district boundaries 

[d istrict] Alt D-Mod 
(east) with 
fixed span at 
33' clearance 

No Adverse 
Effect with 
comm itments 

Concerns about speed coming into district, but could be addressed with design 
commitments to decrease speed, no impacts and provides access to all 
contributing historic houses, bridge rails will be low parapet wall with metal 
rails, new ROW needed within district boundaries 

[district] Alt E (west) 
with fixed 
span at 15' or 
33' clearance 

No Adverse 
Effect 

Changing historic traffic patterns in town but no impacts to contributing historic 
houses, bridge rails will be low parapet wall with metal rails 

Hertford Water Works and 
Icc Plant (DE, Criterion A) 

Alts A, B, & 
D-Mod 

No Effect No construct ion impact'> near property boundary 

[water works / icc plant] Ait E (west) 
with fixed 
span at 15' or 
33' clearance 

No Adverse 
Effect 

Construction adjacent to plant but does not impact the boundary or the 
characteristics for which the site is eligible 

Initialed: NCDOT~ FHWA 1& HPO 01a.... 
FHWA Intends to use the SHPO's concurrence as a basis for a "de minimis" finding for the following properties, pursuant to Section 4(f): 

Hertford Historic District -- All B (east) with new swing span at 5' or 15' clearance and Alt D-Mod (east) with fixed span at 33 ' clearance 



















































































	

APPENDIX B

NCDOT RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM /

RELOCATION REPORTS



EIS    R E L O C A T I O N     R E P O R T 

North Carolina Department of Transportation 
RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

 E.I.S.  CORRIDOR   DESIGN  
 

WBS: 35748.1.1 COUNTY Perquimans Alternate B – 15’ New 
Swing Span 

of 3 Alternate 

I.D. NO.: R-4467 F.A. PROJECT BRNHS-0017 (85) 
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: US 17 Business / NC 37 from Church Street to NC 37 
  

ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL 

Type of          
Displacees Owners Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP 

Residential 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0

Businesses 0 0 0 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE 

Farms 0 0 0 0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent 

Non-Profit 0 0 0 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0

ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40M 0 150-250 0 20-40M 0 150-250 0
Yes No Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70M 0 250-400 0 40-70M 1 250-400 0

 X 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100M 0 400-600 0 70-100M 5 400-600 2

 X 2. Will schools or churches be affected by  100 UP 1 600 UP 0 100 UP 14 600 UP 5

   displacement? TOTAL 1 0  20 7

X  3. Will business services still be available  REMARKS (Respond by Number) 

   after project?  

 X 4. Will any business be displaced?  If so,  

   indicate size, type, estimated number of 3.  No businesses will be affected 
   employees, minorities, etc. 6, 12, 14 – Multiple Listing Services, Newspaper, Local Realtor 

 X 5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage?  

  6. Source for available housing (list). 8 – As mandated by law. 

 X 7. Will additional housing programs be needed?  

X  8. Should Last Resort Housing be considered?  

 X 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc.  

   families?  

 X 10. Will public housing be needed for project?  

 X 11. Is public housing available?  

X  12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing  
   housing available during relocation period?  

  X 13. Will there be a problem of housing within  
   financial means?  

X  14. Are suitable business sites available (list  
   source).  
  15. Number months estimated to complete  
  RELOCATION? 6-9 months   

 

 
 12-28-12  

 

 1/2/13 

Nikki N. Woolard 
Right of Way Agent 

 Date  Relocation Coordinator  Date 

FRM15-E Revised 09-02 Original & 1 Copy: Relocation Coordinator 
 2 Copy Division Relocation File  



EIS    R E L O C A T I O N     R E P O R T 

North Carolina Department of Transportation 
RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

 E.I.S.  CORRIDOR   DESIGN  
 

WBS: 35748.1.1 COUNTY Perquimans Alternate D – 33’ Fixed 
Span 

of 3 Alternate 

I.D. NO.: R-4467 F.A. PROJECT BRNHS-0017 (85) 
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: US 17 Business / NC 37 from Church Street to NC 37 
  

ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL 

Type of          
Displacees Owners Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP 

Residential 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0

Businesses 0 0 0 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE 

Farms 0 0 0 0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent 

Non-Profit 0 0 0 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0

ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40M 0 150-250 0 20-40M 0 150-250 0
Yes No Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70M 0 250-400 0 40-70M 1 250-400 0

 X 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100M 0 400-600 0 70-100M 5 400-600 2

 X 2. Will schools or churches be affected by  100 UP 1 600 UP 0 100 UP 14 600 UP 5

   displacement? TOTAL 1 0  20 7

X  3. Will business services still be available  REMARKS (Respond by Number) 

   after project?  

 X 4. Will any business be displaced?  If so, 3.  No businesses will be affected. 

   indicate size, type, estimated number of  
   employees, minorities, etc. 6, 12, 14 – Multiple Listing Services, Newspaper, Local Realtor 

 X 5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage?  

  6. Source for available housing (list). 8 – As mandated by law. 

 X 7. Will additional housing programs be needed?  

X  8. Should Last Resort Housing be considered?  

 X 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc.  

   families?  

 X 10. Will public housing be needed for project?  

 X 11. Is public housing available?  

X  12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing  
   housing available during relocation period?  

  X 13. Will there be a problem of housing within  
   financial means?  

X  14. Are suitable business sites available (list  
   source).  
  15. Number months estimated to complete  
  RELOCATION? 6-9 months   

 

 
 12-28-12  

 

 1/2/13 

Nikki N. Woolard 
Right of Way Agent 

 Date  Relocation Coordinator  Date 

FRM15-E Revised 09-02 Original & 1 Copy: Relocation Coordinator 
 2 Copy Division Relocation File  



EIS    R E L O C A T I O N     R E P O R T 

North Carolina Department of Transportation 
RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

 E.I.S.  CORRIDOR   DESIGN  
 

WBS: 35748.1.1 COUNTY Perquimans Alternate E – 33’ Fixed 
Span 

of 3 Alternate 

I.D. NO.: R-4467 F.A. PROJECT BRNHS-0017 (85) 
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: US 17 Business / NC 37 from Church Street to NC 37 
  

ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL 

Type of          
Displacees Owners Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP 

Residential 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Businesses 1 0 1 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE 

Farms 0 0 0 0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent 

Non-Profit 0 0 0 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0

ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40M 0 150-250 0 20-40M 0 150-250 0
Yes No Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70M 0 250-400 0 40-70M 1 250-400 0

 X 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100M 0 400-600 0 70-100M 5 400-600 2

 X 2. Will schools or churches be affected by  100 UP 0 600 UP 0 100 UP 14 600 UP 5

   displacement? TOTAL 0 0  20 7

 X 3. Will business services still be available  REMARKS (Respond by Number) 

   after project?  

X  4. Will any business be displaced?  If so, 4 – Flea Market type, <10 employees 

   indicate size, type, estimated number of  
   employees, minorities, etc. 6, 12, 14 – Multiple Listing Services, Newspaper, Local Realtor 

 X 5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage?  

  6. Source for available housing (list). 8 – As mandated by law. 

 X 7. Will additional housing programs be needed?  

X  8. Should Last Resort Housing be considered?  

 X 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc.  

   families?  

 X 10. Will public housing be needed for project?  

 X 11. Is public housing available?  

X  12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing  
   housing available during relocation period?  

  X 13. Will there be a problem of housing within  
   financial means?  

X  14. Are suitable business sites available (list  
   source).  
  15. Number months estimated to complete  
  RELOCATION? 6-9 months   

 

 
 12-28-12  

 

 1/2/13 

Nikki N. Woolard 
Right of Way Agent 

 Date  Relocation Coordinator  Date 

FRM15-E Revised 09-02 Original & 1 Copy: Relocation Coordinator 
 2 Copy Division Relocation File  



APPENDIX C

NEPA/404 MERGER TEAM CONCURRENCE FORMS

	









Merger Project Team Meeting Agreement 

Concurrence Point No. 2: Detailed Study Alternatives 

Project Name/Description: Improvements to US 17 Business/NC 37 from Church Street to NC 37, 

including the replacement of Bridge No. 8 over the Perquimans River 

TJP Project No.: 

WBS No.: 

R-4467 
35748 

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) proposes to maintain a direct highway 
connection between Hertford and Winfall along or close to US 17 Business/NC 37 from the swing-span 
bridge over the Pcrquimans River to NC 37 (the causeway), a length of approximately 0.4 miles. The 
proposed action will correct or remove deteriorating pavement conditions along the causeway due to 
differential settlement beneath the roadway, and replace or rehabilitate Bridge No.8 (the S-bridge), which 
carries US 17 Business over the Perquimans River and lies immediately south of the causeway. 

The environmental document will evaluate the proposed alternatives as described in meeting information 
provided by NCDOT and agreed to by the project team at its meeting held on October I 8, 20 12. The 
alternatives marked "Add" or "Retain" in the table below will be carried forward, those marked 
"Eliminate" will not be carried forward in the environmental document. 

__ ......__~~-
--~--~-~--~-~·-» ' - ~-~ 

Alternative Action 
"-------< 

Alternative A Build New Swing Span Eliminate 

Alternative A Rehabilitate Swing Span Eliminate 

Alternative B Swing Span Eliminate 

Alternative B 15' Swing Span Add 

Alternative D Modified 33' Fixed Retain 

Alternative E 15' Fixed Eliminate 

Alternative E 33' Fixed Retain 
-~-~_., ____ ,_•>• A,~.>- ·-~••A••• .~ >••-.->» 

The project team has unconditionally concurred on this date of October 18, 2012 with alternatives to be 
can-ied forward in the environmental document as shown on the attached figure and as described above. 
This form supersedes the CP 2 form signed on October 13,2010. Concurrence Point 2 is being 
revisited in light of additional infonnation obtained from detailed environmental surveys and additional 
public involvement conducted for the project. 

USACE FHWA 

USFWS USEPA 

NCDWQ NCDOT 

NCDCR NCDCM 

NCWRC USCG 

NCDENRDMF NOAA 







Concurrence Point No. 2A: 

Project Name/Description: 

TIP Project No.: 

WBSNo.: 

Merger Project Team Meeting Agreement 

Bridging Decisions and Alignment Review 

Improvements to US 17 Business/NC 37 from Church Street to NC 37, 

including the replacement of Bridge No. 8 over the Perquimans River 

R-4467 

35748 

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) proposes to maintain a direct highway 
connection between Hertford and Winf.'lll along or close to US I 7 Business/NC 37 from the swing-span 
bridge over the Perquimans River to NC 37 (the causeway), a length of approximately 0.4 miles. The 
proposed action will correct or remove deteriorating pavement conditions along the causeway due to 
differential settlement beneath the roadway, and replace or rehabilitate Bridge No.8 (the S-bridge), which 
carries US 17 Business over the Perquimans River and lies immediately south of the causeway. 

The Project Team has concurred on this date of October 18, 20 I 2 to the bridge types and lengths for the 
detailed study alternatives listed below: 

Alternative Bridg~ Type Minimum Bridge Length (ft) 

Alternative B 1 5' Swing Span Swing span 2,690 
--------------~---------------

Fixed 2,368 

Fixed 

USACE FHWA 

USFWS USEPA 

NCDWQ NCDOT 

NCDCR NCDCM 

NCWRC USCG 

NOAA 
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