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From: Douglas Parker
To: Wilmot, Kory; Draper, Susan
Cc: Leigh Lane
Subject: FW: [Outside Sender] R-2553 Kinston Bypass CP-4A Merger Meeting 06-22-2022
Date: Monday, May 22, 2023 3:09:25 PM
Attachments: R-2553 CP4A Presentation_20220616.pdf

R-2553 Kinston Bypass CP4A Merger Meeting Minutes 2022-06-22.pdf
R-2553 Service Road Bridge Type Memo_12.12.2022.pdf
R-2553_Kinston Bypass CP4A Packet_20220608_revised.pdf

 
 

From: Steffens, Thomas A CIV USARMY CESAW (USA) <Thomas.A.Steffens@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2023 7:04 AM
To: Somerville, Amanetta <Somerville.Amanetta@epa.gov>; 'gary_jordan@fws.gov'
<gary_jordan@fws.gov>; fritz.rohde@noaa.gov; Ward, Garcy <garcy.ward@ncdenr.gov>;
Brittingham, Cathy <cathy.brittingham@ncdenr.gov>; Gledhill-earley, Renee <renee.gledhill-
earley@ncdcr.gov>; beversole@eccog.org; manderson@eccog.org
Cc: Matthews, Monte K CIV USARMY CESAW (USA) <Monte.K.Matthews@usace.army.mil>; hclane
<hclane@ncdot.gov>; Douglas Parker <dparker@elrobinson.com>
Subject: [Outside Sender] R-2553 Kinston Bypass CP-4A Merger Meeting 06-22-2022
 

All,
 
Recall the June 22, 2022 CP-4A Merger meeting for the R-2553 Kinston Bypass
project.
 
Attached are the CP-4A package, CP-4A presentation slides, 22 Jun 2022
meeting minutes and the bridging justification requested by USFWS. This
package of documents gives the context of and reflects action items that were
noted in the meeting minutes and are now completed. 
 
Note the absence of a concurrence form. This is due to issues regarding
potential impacts to a Section 106 historic resource. Resolution of these issues
may result in additional avoidance and minimization measures that will possibly
require another CP-4A meeting and subsequent concurrence form.

https://us-phishalarm-ewt.proofpoint.com/EWT/v1/ETWISUBM!DxPtQnyCMHPHMZaijJlZube6gdB1QpAHfo9eBOhW9KbPyZ1xWt05vUtAp3BJMlNw-RVjBh_vttb1ATQZ82YJbQh4apHIfKuE1nTjEjZuQJRnqnAxsjhV3-jZ1mtXWB9b15VLOE4ihmjm$
mailto:dparker@elrobinson.com
mailto:kory.wilmot@aecom.com
mailto:susan.draper@aecom.com
mailto:LLane@ELRobinson.com
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Section 404/NEPA Interagency Merger 
Meeting for Concurrence Point 4A:


Avoidance and Minimization
Kinston Bypass
STIP Project No. R -2553


June 22, 2022



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

Feel free to ask questions as we move through the presentation







• Current project status
• Review improvements to designs for the LEDPA/Applicant ’s  


Pre fe rre d  Alt e rna t ive
• Re vie w avoidance  and minimiza t ion e ffort s
• S ummarize  impac t s  for t he  FEIS
• Re ach concurre nce  on avoidance  and minimiza t ion e ffort s
• Dis cus s  ne xt  s t e ps


Meeting Agenda
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Applicant ’s  Pre fe rre d  Alt e rna t ive  (LEDPA)
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• Delineation of Streams and Wetlands – October 2021
• Conducted Value Engineering Study – March 2021
• Developed and refined Preliminary Designs - September 2021 through February 2022
• Conducted initial Neuse River Waterdog Survey – April 2020
• Conducted Atlantic Pigtoe Survey – September 2021
• Conducted Carolina Madtom Survey – September 2021
• Updated Hydraulic Aspects Report – October 2021
• Developed Structure Type Study for Neuse River Crossing – May 2022
• Conducted Archaeological Survey & Evaluation – January 2022
• Section 106 Effects Meeting – March 2022
• Met with Consulting Parties – June 2022
• Location & Surveys (on -the -ground surveys of 500 ft corridor) – May 2022


Project Status
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• Relocation Reports – May 2022 
• Updated Traffic Noise Report – April 2022 
• Conducted EJ and Business Outreach – Ongoing
• Visualizations – June 2022
• Updated NRTR Report – Currently underway
• HMGP Coordination with NCEM and FEMA – Ongoing
• Community Impact Assessment – Currently underway
• Economic Impact Assessment – Currently underway
• Land Use Scenario Assessment – Currently underway
• 2D Flood Analysis – Currently underway


Project Status
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Design Refinements


6



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

After selection of the applicant’s preferred alternative, various design changes were made to the preliminary designs presented to the public in the DEIS and at the corridor public hearing in 2019. These changes were made in an effort to further reduce impacts, accommodate adjacent projects, and incorporate recommendations from the 2021 Value Engineering (VE) study to avoid and minimize impacts and reduce cost (the VE study is available for review upon request).








Design Refinements
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Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

After selection of the applicant’s preferred alternative, various design changes were made to the preliminary designs presented to the public in the DEIS and at the corridor public hearing in 2019. These changes were made in an effort to further reduce impacts, accommodate adjacent projects, and incorporate recommendations from the 2021 Value Engineering (VE) study to avoid and minimize impacts and reduce cost (the VE study is available for review upon request).








STIP No. R -2 5 5 3  US  70  Imp rove me nt s  a t  Lit t le  Ba lt imore
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Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

NCDOT created a separate highway project, STIP No. R-5813 (US 70 Highway Improvements at Little Baltimore), at the western-most extent of the limits of the Kinston Bypass project. It consists of upgrading existing US 70 to full control of access from near NC 903 to east of Jim Sutton Road (SR 1227)/Willie Measley Road (SR 1252) which would be realigned and converted to an interchange with full control of access. 
 
During environmental studies for the R-5813 project, three intersection configurations were considered: a partial cloverleaf, a tight urban diamond, and a full diamond. The full diamond interchange and partial cloverleaf configurations included accommodations inside the interchange for future loops. This would result in most of the homes and businesses within the interchange area being acquired as anything inside the interchange area would be converted to controlled access.
 
To minimize impacts to homes and businesses in the vicinity of the project, the tight urban diamond interchange alternative was selected as the recommended alternative. The tight urban diamond interchange would allow the service roads associated with the interchange to be relocated outside most of the existing homes and businesses adjacent to the interchange. A tight bridge design was incorporated that uses retaining walls to further minimize impacts. This resulted in reducing relocation impacts to businesses from 8 to 6, residential relocations from 19 to 6, and non-profit/church impacts from 2 to 0. The right-of-way reductions in this area were reduced from 70.3 acres in the DEIS to 41.0 acres.

Culvert required in this location to carry water from the stream flowing north-south beneath the proposed loop








Area 1: Foss Recycling
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Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

The original design for the project required the acquisition of right-of-way from the Foss Recycling property on the south side of existing US 70 to accommodate the service road running parallel to the project. At the request of the property owners, design changes were incorporated to minimize impacts to their property and business. The separation between the service road paralleling the project and the mainline facility was reduced by utilizing a barrier so it could be shifted closer to the new roadway. This shift reduced the amount of right-of-way required from Foss Recycling. The right-of-way reductions in this area were reduced from 6.9 acres in the DEIS to 5.2 acres.








Area 2: Foss Farm Mobile Home Park
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Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

The original design for the project included a half clover interchange east of Barwick Station Road that would have impacts to the Foss Farm Mobile Home Park (Foss Farm) on Foss Farm Road, which was identified as an environmental justice community in the DEIS. Albert Sugg Road was being realigned to the west and Barwick Station Road was being realigned to the east so the two roads would meet just west of Foss Farm. Interchange loops and a service road would traverse the community and require the acquisition of all homes in the community. 
 
The VE Study suggested a single quad connector type interchange. An alternate design to the original half clover interchange was developed in place of designing a single quad connector interchange. The alternate design is a reconfigured half clover interchange that would avoid impacting Foss Farm. The revised design flips the interchange from the east side of Albert Sugg Road to the west side of Albert Sugg Road. In addition, roundabouts were added at the end of the ramps/loops in place of signalized intersections. Albert Sugg Road retains its current alignment and Barwick Station Road is realigned farther west to meet Albert Sugg Road. The eastbound lanes of existing US 70 would be converted to a service road and the new roadway would be shifted to the north to avoid Foss Farm. Foss Farm would have access to US 70 via the service road that intersects with Foss Farm Road. The use of existing eastbound US 70 for service roads transitions back to the construction of service roads on new location south of existing US 70 near Tidewater Transit, just east of Harold Sutton Road. As a result of this change, Foss Farm is allowed to remain in place, thus reducing relocation impacts to an environmental justice community.








Area 3: Felix Harvey Parkway Interchange
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Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

The original design for the project included a signal at the intersection of Sanderson Way and the slip lane off the project for eastbound traffic, with Sanderson Way intersecting Felix Harvey Parkway with a free flow ramp.
 
The VE Study suggested a roundabout be used at the intersection of Sanderson Way and the slip lane in place of a signalized intersection and to improve traffic operations and safety. The intersection of Sanderson Way with Felix Harvey Parkway was also reconfigured to come into the Felix Harvey Parkway ramp at a signalized intersection instead of the free-flow ramp for better traffic operations and safety. Once Felix Harvey Parkway intersects with Sanderson Way it would be transitioned to a more urban arterial roadway with potentially signalized intersections (to be determined later during final design). The design changes resulted in a reduction of direct impacts to the National Register listed Dr. James M. Parrot House property (LR-0703) from 0.2 acres (as shown in the DEIS) to zero.








Area 4: Massey Toyota/Sanderson Farms Interchange
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Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

The original design for the project provided access to this area for eastbound traffic via Sanderson Way, with the next opportunity to turn around or turn back if the Sanderson Way exit was missed being after the crossing of the Neuse River. This design also limited opportunity to exit for travelers wishing to get to Business 70 and downtown Kinston. 
 
The VE Study resulted in the interchange being converted from a system interchange to a diamond interchange, allowing improved access for people travelling eastbound to exit at Business 70. This configuration would allow people to exit the project at US 70/Business 70 and get to downtown Kinston, Lowes Home Improvement, and other surrounding businesses. It would also provide better access to businesses near Massey Toyota and the industrial park. The right-of-way reductions in this area were reduced from 8.7 acres in the DEIS to 0.6 acres.








Area 5: Neuse River Bridge
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Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

The original design for the crossing of the Neuse River consisted of dual bridges. This design was used in order to match the 46-foot median width proposed for the standard roadway new location typical section. During the VE Study, it was suggested that a single bridge structure be used to narrow the crossing and minimize impacts and cost. A bridge type study was completed for the bridge to evaluate the environmental and cost benefits of using a single bridge to reduce the overall construction footprint. A single bridge structure requires a narrower footprint than a dual structure which reduces shadowing beneath the bridge. Additionally, a single substructure requires less pilings, further reducing the overall environmental impacts of the bridge.








Area 6: Collier -Loft in  Roa d
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Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

The original design relocated the tie-in point for Collier-Loftin Road onto NC 58 further north to comply with interchange control of access requirements.  Typically control of access limits are set near 1,000 feet from the ramp terminals of the interchange along the intersecting roadway.  After discussions with affected property owners and nearby businesses and churches, the control of access limit was reduced to near 750 feet and the tie point for Collier-Loftin Road was moved further south along NC 58 to align with the entrance with Grace Baptist Church.
 
Furthermore, a section of the service road that is east of NC 58, near Southwest Creek, was eliminated. This resulted in a reduction of impacts to wetlands from 5.8 acres in the DEIS to 5.4 acres.








Area 7: Business 70/US 70 Interchange
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Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

The original design for the Business 70/US 70 interchange consisted of a system interchange that provided only limited access, with the service roads separate from the interchange. 
 
The VE Study resulted in changing the interchange from a system interchange to a traditional diamond interchange with roundabout terminals and a roundabout intersection that would allow the service roads access to the system and allow travelers to get back into downtown Kinston. The right-of-way reductions in this area were reduced from 189.7 acres in the DEIS to 113.6 acres.
 








Area 8: Cobb King House


16



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

The original design in the area of the NRHP-listed Cobb King House included a service road that crossed across the front of the Cobb King House property, providing access to that parcel and the two parcels west of the Cobb King House. The service road was determined to cause an adverse effect to the historic property.
 
The VE Study resulted in a change to the service road to avoid directly impacting the historic structures. The service road was shortened to end in a cul-de-sac east of the Cobb King House property. A driveway could be used to provide access to the Cobb King House. The two parcels to the west of the Cobb King House would be land-locked and purchased as part of the right-of-way acquisition process for the project. The right-of-way reductions in this area were reduced from 4.9 acres in the DEIS to 1.9 acres.
 








Area 9: Wyse Fork Battlefield/East of Wyse Fork Fire Station
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Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

In addition to the changes made at the Business 70/US 70 interchange and the Cobb King House, other minimization efforts were made to avoid areas of archaeological interest. This included reducing the right-of way width by using a barrier-separated median between the through lanes and service road. Overall reductions in right-of-way impacts to the Wyse Fork Battlefield went from 266.9 acres in the DEIS to 186.5 acres.

The original design in the area near the Wyse Fork Fire station included a service road running along the south side of existing US 70 which would require the relocation of several homes and businesses.
 
The VE Study suggested shifting the alignment of US 70 north and allowing the existing eastbound lanes to remain in place as the service road, allowing for the reduction in impacts to most of the homes and businesses on the south side of US 70. Since the north side of US 70 is largely unoccupied additional parcel impacts would be minimal. 
 








Area 10: Dover Interchange
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Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

Following the VE Study, the interchange at Dover was revised to reduce the length of ramps to lessen impacts and reduce the overall footprint of the interchange. This reduction in ramp lengths would allow for an additional reduction in cost without impacting traffic operations or increasing environmental impacts. The right-of-way reductions in this area were reduced from 153.3 acres in the DEIS to 89.0 acres.








DEIS vs. FEIS Impacts – Cos t  Cons id e ra t ions
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Imp a c t  Typ e DEIS  Alt e rna t ive  1S B FEIS  Alt e rna t ive  1S B


Ge ne ra l


Le ngt h (mile s ) 2 1.2 2 1.1


Int e llige nt  t ra ns p o rt a t ion s ys t e m c os t  ($ ) $ 4 5 0 ,0 0 0 $ 2 ,6 0 0 ,0 0 0


Ut ilit y c os t  ($ ) $ 10 ,8 0 0 ,0 0 0  $ 17,0 9 0 ,0 0 0  
Right -o f-wa y c os t  ($ ) $ 12 3 ,710 ,0 0 0  $ 8 6 ,8 3 0 ,0 0 0  
Cons t ruc t ion c os t  ($ ) $ 2 9 2 ,8 0 0 ,0 0 0 $ 5 8 2 ,6 0 0 ,0 0 0
Mit iga t ion c os t  ($ ) $ 12 ,2 5 0 ,0 0 0  $ 2 7,0 5 0 ,0 0 0  
Total cost ($) $440,010,000 $716,170,000



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

1 Relocation numbers are preliminary and subject to change
2 GIS data was used to determine DEIS impact numbers. Ground-truthing and community outreach resulted in the identification of additional communities.
3 Updated 2020 Census data resulted in changes to minority and low-income communities.
4 Field reconnaissance identified an additional cemetery.
5 Updates to the NCNHP managed areas data now include HMGP properties.
6 Soil data layers were updated.
7 Avoidance and minimization efforts resulted in the taking of less properties and an increase in noise receptors.
8 DEIS was an estimate based on GIS/model using corridor-level design slope stakes plus 40 feet (which did not include interchange areas or y-lines). FEIS are calculated based on actual field surveys for 1,000 foot corridor and encompasses all potential ROW, interchanges, and y-lines. 








DEIS vs. FEIS Impacts – Communit y Imp a c t s
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Imp a c t  Typ e DEIS  Alt e rna t ive  1S B FEIS  Alt e rna t ive  1S B
S oc ioe c onomic  Re s ourc e s
Re s id e nt ia l (# ) 16 2 5 5
Bus ine s s  (# ) 6 7 2 5
Non-Pro fit  (# ) 0 1
To t a l (# ) 2 2 9 8 1
Communit ie s  (# ) 3 7
Environme nt a l Jus t ic e  re s id e nt ia l a re a s  (# ) 6 8
Minorit y b loc k group s  (# ) 0 0
Low inc ome  b loc k group s  (# ) 3 8
S c hoo ls  (# ) 1 1
Hos p it a ls  (# ) 0 0
Churc he s  (# ) 6 6
Fire  d e p a rt me nt s  (# ) 1 0
Eme rge nc y Me d ic a l S e rvic e s  s t a t ions  (# ) 0 0
Airp o rt s  (# ) 0 0
Pa rks  a nd  re c re a t iona l a re a s  (# ) 0 0
Ce me t e rie s  (# ) 1 2
VADs  (# ) 0 0
VADs  (a c ) 0 .0 0 .0
NCNHP ma na ge d  a re a s  (a c ) 2 .3 3 1.9
Prime  fa rmla nd  (a c ) 3 0 2 .3 3 2 8 .0
Fa rmla nd  o f s t a t e wid e  imp ort a nc e  (a c ) 2 2 5 .5 2 3 1.4
Fa rmla nd  o f uniq ue  imp ort a nc e  (a c ) 5 3 .3 3 9 .9
Ec onomic  Re s ourc e s
Annua l t o t a l ne t  be ne fit s  (q ua nt ifie d  2 0 4 0 ) $ 2 3 ,4 0 0 ,0 0 0 $ 3 7,2 0 0 ,0 0 0



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

1 Relocation numbers are preliminary and subject to change
2 GIS data was used to determine DEIS impact numbers. Ground-truthing and community outreach resulted in the identification of additional communities.
3 Updated 2020 Census data resulted in changes to minority and low-income communities.
4 Field reconnaissance identified an additional cemetery.
5 Updates to the NCNHP managed areas data now include HMGP properties.
6 Soil data layers were updated.
7 Avoidance and minimization efforts resulted in the taking of less properties and an increase in noise receptors.
8 DEIS was an estimate based on GIS/model using corridor-level design slope stakes plus 40 feet (which did not include interchange areas or y-lines). FEIS are calculated based on actual field surveys for 1,000 foot corridor and encompasses all potential ROW, interchanges, and y-lines. 








DEIS vs. FEIS Impacts – Cult ura l a nd  Phys ic a l Imp a c t s  
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Imp a c t  Typ e DEIS  Alt e rna t ive  1S B FEIS  Alt e rna t ive  1S B


Cult ura l Re s ourc e s


S e c t ion 10 6  a d ve rs e  e ffe c t s 2 2


Arc ha e o lo gic a l s it e s  – high 
p roba b ilit y (a c )


8 2 9 .3 8 3 4 .9


Arc ha e o lo gic a l s it e s  – low p roba b ilit y 
(a c ) 4 8 0 .1 1,2 6 7.6


Phys ic a l Re s ourc e s


No is e  re c e p t o rs  imp a c t e d 5 6 6 3
Ha za rd ous  ma t e ria ls  s it e s  (# ) 9 19



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

1 Relocation numbers are preliminary and subject to change
2 GIS data was used to determine DEIS impact numbers. Ground-truthing and community outreach resulted in the identification of additional communities.
3 Updated 2020 Census data resulted in changes to minority and low-income communities.
4 Field reconnaissance identified an additional cemetery.
5 Updates to the NCNHP managed areas data now include HMGP properties.
6 Soil data layers were updated.
7 Avoidance and minimization efforts resulted in the taking of less properties and an increase in noise receptors.
8 DEIS was an estimate based on GIS/model using corridor-level design slope stakes plus 40 feet (which did not include interchange areas or y-lines). FEIS are calculated based on actual field surveys for 1,000 foot corridor and encompasses all potential ROW, interchanges, and y-lines. 








DEIS vs. FEIS Impacts – Na t ura l Re s ourc e  Imp a c t s


2 2


Imp a c t  Typ e DEIS  Alt e rna t ive  1S B FEIS  Alt e rna t ive  1S B
Na t ura l Re s ourc e s


Ma int a ine d / Dis t urbe d  (a c ) 5 16 .6 6 3 8 .5


Agric ult ure  (a c ) 5 0 7.9 3 6 9 .6


Pine  Pla nt a t ion (a c ) 14 8 .5 2 6 .6
Fore s t e d  Up la nd  (a c ) 2 5 .3 14 6 .1
Pa lus t rine  We t la nd  (a c ) 9 7.4 4 2 .6
Op e n Wa t e r (a c ) 13 .7 2 .1
Total biotic resources (ac) 1,309.4 1,225.5
Stream crossings (#) 44 16
Stream length (ft) 33,112 21,842
100 -year floodplain (ac)


147.7 135.9
500 -year floodplain (ac)


130.8 109.1
Floodway (ac) 0.6 1.1
Total floodplains (ac)


278.5 246.1
Riparian wetland (ac)


41.2 40.4
Non -riparian wetland (ac)


24.2 2.2
Total wetland impacts (ac)


65.4 42.6



Presenter Notes

Presentation Notes

1 Relocation numbers are preliminary and subject to change
2 GIS data was used to determine DEIS impact numbers. Ground-truthing and community outreach resulted in the identification of additional communities.
3 Updated 2020 Census data resulted in changes to minority and low-income communities.
4 Field reconnaissance identified an additional cemetery.
5 Updates to the NCNHP managed areas data now include HMGP properties.
6 Soil data layers were updated.
7 Avoidance and minimization efforts resulted in the taking of less properties and an increase in noise receptors.
8 DEIS was an estimate based on GIS/model using corridor-level design slope stakes plus 40 feet (which did not include interchange areas or y-lines). FEIS are calculated based on actual field surveys for 1,000 foot corridor and encompasses all potential ROW, interchanges, and y-lines. 








Next Steps


2 3


A portion of the project is funded for right -of -way acquisition and 
construction in the 2020 -2029 STIP. 


• Fina l Environme nta l Impac t  S t a t e me nt  re le as e d – Winte r 20 22
• Re cord  of De c is ion is s ue d – S umme r 20 23
• Right  of way acquis it ion be gins  – 20 26
• Cons t ruc t ion be gins  – TBD


Section Right of Way Construction


A (interchange at Willie Measley Road and Jim Sutton Road) (funded through the R-
5813 project) 


2026 2028


A (Jim Sutton Road to Albert Sugg Road) Not Funded Not Funded


B (Albert Sugg Road to NC 148 / Harvey Parkway) 2029 Not Funded


C (NC 148 / Harvey Parkway to East of NC 58) 2026 Not Funded


D (East of NC 58 to Wyse Fork Road) Not Funded Not Funded


E (Wyse Fork Road to near Dover) Not Funded Not Funded







R-2 5 5 3  S e c t ions


2 4
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Minutes 


Meeting name 
R-2553 Kinston 
Bypass CP4A 
Merger Meeting 


Meeting date 
June 22, 2022 


Attendees 
Tom Steffens, USACE 
(in-person) 
Amanetta Sommerville, 
USEPA  
Garcy Ward, NCDWR  
Renee Gledhill-Earley, 
SHPO  
Cathy Brittingham, 
NCDCM  
Fritz Rohde, NOAA-
Fisheries  
Heather Lane, NCDOT 
(in-person) 
Gary Jordan, USFWS 
Travis Wilson, NCWRC 
Becca Joan Eversole, 
DERPO (in-person) 
Micajah Anderson, 
ECRPO (in-person) 
 


John Mintz, NCDCR 
Stephen Lane, 
NCDCM 
Colin Mellor, 
NCDOT(in-person) 
Hon Yeung, NCDOT 
(in-person) 
Morgan 
Weatherford, 
NCDOT 
LeiLani Paugh, 
NCDOT 
Chris Rivenbark, 
NCDOT 
Paul Atkinson, 
NCDOT 
Derrick Weaver, 
NCDOT 
Jared Gary, NCDOT 
(in-person) 
Mike Sanderson, 
NCDOT 
Cadmus Capehart, 
NCDOT (in-person) 
Hannah Headrick, 
NCDOT (in-person) 
Deanna Riffey, 
NCDOT 
Walter Roberts, E.L. 
Robinson 
Caroline Williams. 
E.L. Robinson 
Farzin Asefnia, E.L. 
Robinson 


Roland Robinson, 
E.L. Robinson  
Douglas Parker, E.L.  
Robinson  
Leigh Lane, E.L.  
Robinson  
Hari Aamidala, E.L.  
Robinson 
Dean Hatfield, E.L.  
Robinson  
Ed Edens, AECOM 
(in-person) 
Kory Wlimot, AECOM 
Drew Joyner, AECOM 
(in-person) 
Susan Westberry, 
AECOM 
Meme Buscemi, 
AECOM 
Casey Morrison, 
AECOM  
Ashley Bush Ervin, 
AECOM (in-person) 
Tom Dickinson, Three 
Oaks 
 


Time 
10:00 AM 


Location 
Virtual and 
NCDOT Century 
Center-Large 
Conference Room 


Project name 
R-2553 Kinston 
Bypass  


Prepared by 
Ashley Bush Ervin 


  


  


    


 


Ref Action Responsible 


01  Correct text on page 32 of the CP4A Merger Packet to read “Overall reductions in right-of-


way impacts to the Wyse Fork Battlefield went from 266.9 acres in the DEIS to 200.3 acres.” 


AECOM 


02  Project Team to provide a written memorandum detailing design options, cost, and 


constraints for proposed bridges at Southwest and Falling Creek. 


AECOM 


03  A CP4A Concurrence Form will be distributed and will contain a list of avoidance and 


minimization efforts associated with the project.  


 AECOM 


04  Ed Edens will verify why the ROW is extended on Figure 33 and provide a response to Tom 


Steffens 


 AECOM 


 


The purpose of the meeting was to achieve Merger Team concurrence on Concurrence Point (CP) 4A (Avoidance and 
Minimization) for the proposed Kinston Bypass Project (STIP No. R-2553). 


Tom Steffens, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), opened the meeting at 10:05 AM with introductions of meeting 
attendees.  


 







Minutes 
R-2553 Kinston Bypass CP4A Merger Meeting 


 


 
AECOM 
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Susan Westberry, AECOM, began the CP4A presentation (attached) with the following agenda:  


- Current project status 


- Review of design improvements for the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) 


- Review of avoidance and minimization efforts 


- Summarize impacts for the FEIS  


- Reach concurrence 


- Discuss next steps  


 


Current Project Status  


- Shallow Bypass Alternative (Alternative 1SB) has been chosen as the LEDPA  


- A list of updates to technical studies and other activities that have taken place since CP3 was presented (as shown 
in the attached presentation)  


 


Review of Improvements 


The areas below represent points along the corridor where design changes have been made to Alternative 1SB since the 
publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Maps of the areas can be found on pages 19 and 20 in the 
CP4A Merger Packet. The green shaded area represents the right-of-way (ROW) described in the DEIS, and the pink shaded 
area represents the ROW described in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). 


 - STIP No. R-5813 US 70 Improvements at Little Baltimore 


 - Foss Recycling 


 - Foss Farm Mobile Home Park  


 - Felix Harvey Parkway Interchange 


 - Massey Toyota/Sanderson Farms Interchange 


 - Neuse River Bridge   


 - Collier-Loftin Road 


 - Business 70/US 70 Interchange 


 - Cobb King House 


 - Wyse Fork Battlefield/East of Wyse Fork Fire Station  


 - Dover Interchange  


 


Review of Avoidance and Minimization Efforts  


Avoidance and minimization efforts at each of the improvement areas was reviewed. Narrative descriptions are provided on 
pages 21 to 31 in the CP4A Merger Packet. 


STIP No. R-5813 US 70 Improvements at Little Baltimore 


Final design is underway for the project and the project is funded through construction. A separate Environmental 
Assessment/Finding of No Significant Impact was completed for the project. Ed Edens, AECOM, explained the alternatives 
that were considered for the interchange project. The Tight Urban Diamond Interchange alternative was chosen with service 
roads designed to serve the businesses. Minimizations associated with the design changes include:   


o Reduction of impacts to businesses from 8 to 6  


o Reduction of impacts to residences from 19 to 6  
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o Reduction of impacts to churches from 2 to 1 (potentially 0 depending on final design)  


o Reduction of ROW impacts from 70.3 acres to 41.0 acres 


Foss Recycling 


The DEIS designs in this area were changed to shift the roadway north to reduce ROW impacts. Barrier separated service 
roads were also used to further reduce the required ROW. The existing fence line will be maintained. These changes reduced 
ROW impacts from 6.9 acres to 5.2 acres. 


Foss Farm Mobile Home Park 


The Foss Farm Mobile Park is an environmental justice (EJ) community. The DEIS design in this area was changed to shift 
the roadway to the north so that the existing lanes of US 70 will be the service road. The Value Engineering (VE) Study 
suggested changes to the interchange. The interchange in this area was flipped to the west to eliminate impacts to the Foss 
Farm Mobile Home Park.   


- Amanetta Somerville, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) asked if flipping the interchange is a common 
practice. E. Edens responded that it is not uncommon. The initial goal was to stay on existing for as much as 
possible, but in this area, shifting the lanes north and flipping the interchange helped save Foss Recycling, LKQ (a 
pick and pull business), and Foss Farm Mobile Home Park.  


Felix Harvey Parkway Interchange 


The DEIS design in the vicinity of this interchange was adjusted to include a roundabout on the slip road to Sanderson Way. 
This change reduced impacts to the historic Parrot House from 0.2 acres to 0 acres. 


Massey Toyota/Sanderson Farms Interchange 


The DEIS design did not provide local access at this interchange. The interchange was changed to a compressed diamond 
rather than a system interchange which reduced the overall ROW impacts from 8.7 acres to 0.6 acres. This change improved 
local access for businesses nearby. This adjustment did increase the acreage of impact at the historic Henry Loftin Herring 
Farm; however, it did not bring the roadway any closer to the structure on the farm.  


Neuse River Bridge 


The DEIS design for this bridge was a dual structure. The design has been changed to use a single structure bridge over the 
river that will span the floodway.  


- Cathy Brittingham, NC Division of Coastal Management (NCDCM) asked about moratoriums and Travis Wilson, NC 
Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC), stated that a moratorium would be enacted from February 15 to 
September 30 since the Neuse River is an Inland Primary Nursery Area at the bridge crossing location. Heather 
Lane, NC Department of Transportation (NCDOT), confirmed that these conversations would continue during the 
remainder of planning and final design.   


- C. Brittingham stated that she would want to hear discussion regarding bridge approaches. T. Steffens stated that 
they would be discussed later in the meeting.  


Collier-Loftin Road 


The DEIS design relocated the tie-in point for Collier-Loftin Road onto NC 58 farther to the north. Due to control of access 
restrictions, there were impacts to the Grace Baptist Church, the property in the northwest quadrant of the interchange, and 
Masterbrand Cabinets. One of the property owners requested the tie-in be shifted to reduce impacts to their property. This 
design change eliminated landlocking the property in the northwest quadrant and improved access to Masterbrand Cabinets 
and Grace Baptist Church. In addition, a section of service road east of NC 58 was eliminated which reduced wetland 
impacts. 


Business 70/US 70 Interchange  


This system interchange has been converted back to a traditional diamond type interchange with a roundabouts at the ramp 
terminals and service road to allow a greater level of access to the extension of Business 70 from the Kinston Bypass. This 
change improved access and reduced ROW impacts from 189.7 acres to 113.6 acres. 


- T. Steffens asked if it would be possible to pull the southernmost roundabout and service road in closer to the rest of 
the interchange. E. Edens replied that the goal is to keep traffic queuing back so that the roundabout doesn’t lose 
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function, but the traffic information is not available yet. E. Edens stated that the design team has looked at making 
further changes in this area to reduce impacts to the Wyse Fork Battlefield. H. Lane stated the Department would 
further evaluate minimization options at this interchange when the updated traffic information was available.  


- T. Steffens noted that USACE would like to see further avoidance and minimization efforts. 


H. Lane stated that the Department was committed to evaluating further minimization efforts for the service road bridge over 
Southwest Creek (as noted during the Section 106 Effects meeting held on March 24, 2022).  


Cobb King House  


The DEIS designs included a service road that extended onto the historic Cobb King House property, causing ROW impacts. 
This service road has been removed and now stops east of the property line. This change reduced ROW impacts from 4.9 
acres to 1.9 acres.  


Wyse Fork Battlefield/East of Wyse Fork Fire Station  


The original design in the DEIS maintained the existing alignment of US 70 and the service roads on the south side of US 70 
would have impacted several businesses and residences on the south side of existing US 70 east of Wyse Fork Road 
requiring relocation. The designs were modified to shift the alignment of US 70 to the north. The modifications allowed for the 
existing road to be utilized as the service road on the south side of the Kinston Bypass. ROW required from the Wyse Fork 
Battlefield was reduced from 266.9 acres to 200.3 acres. 


- Hannah Headrick noted the numbers on page 32 of the CP4A Merger Packet show a different impact number than 
Table 4 of the CP4A Merger Packet - it shows impacts as 200.3 acres instead of 186.  


o ACTION: Adjust text on page 32 of the CP4A Merger Packet to read “Overall reductions in right-of-way 
impacts to the Wyse Fork Battlefield went from 266.9 acres in the DEIS to 200.3 acres.”  


Dover Interchange 


The DEIS designs were adjusted to decrease impacts from this interchange by tightening and shifting the ramps closer to the 
diamond interchange and to reduce the interchange footprint. This resulted in a decrease in ROW impacts from 153 acres to 
89 acres. 


 


Summarize Impacts for FEIS  


- S. Westberry walked through the changes in impacts and provided explanation for impacts that have increased 
between the DEIS and FEIS. Many of the impact calculations were done using modeled data or GIS data for the 
DEIS. Since that time, field studies have been performed. 


- H.Lane noted that the FEIS Alternative 1SB costs presented are reflective of a recent estimate. The unit prices 
significantly increased since the previous estimate.  


- Increases in impacts to EJ communities and other community features have gone up due to the number of low-
income block groups changing (as a result of the more recent 2020 US Census data) and ground truthing that 
identified additional neighborhoods and cemeteries.  


 


Reach Concurrence 


A concurrence form will be sent out with the meeting minutes and additional information requested on spanning.  


 


Next steps 


- FEIS: Winter 2022/2023 


- ROD: Summer 2023 


- ROW: 2026 (Section A and Section C), Section B (2029)  


- Construction TBD  
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H. Lane noted that the STIP is currently being updated and these dates are subject to change. 


 


Questions 


T. Steffens asked if Section C is funded through ROW. It is confirmed.  


H. Lane reiterated that the NCDOT is and will continue to look at efforts to further reduce impacts to all resources. 


 


Jurisdictional Features Mapping 


T. Steffens requested to walk through the jurisdictional features maps (pages 36-58 of the CP4A Merger Packet) so that he 
can ask questions related to design and point out further design changes the USACE would like in order to minimize impacts 
to streams and wetlands. 


- Figure 11:  


o A bulb out is shown at the far west of the project, beyond where the service road ends. E. Edens stated 
that the Project Team will confirm designs in this area and make changes accordingly. 


- Figure 13:  


o T. Steffens asked if the lanes begin to shift north on this page. E. Edens confirmed.   


o T. Steffens asked about the cul-de-sacs on the services roads. E. Edens stated that it is showing where R-
5813 ends since it would be constructed first. Section B will tie in when constructed.  


- Figure 17: Falling Creek Bridge 


o T. Steffens asked if the service roads can be pulled in closer to the bridges to reduce impacts to wetlands. 


o Gary Jordan, U.S Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), asked if it would be a good time to discuss options 
for bridging. T. Steffens noted that the Project Team would come back to bridging. 


o E. Edens confirmed there are no proposed impacts to the stream mitigation site north of Sanderson Way.  


- Figure 19:  


o T. Steffens asked about mitigation for the plantings at the Parrot House. H. Lane noted that any plantings 
impacted due to construction would be replaced. 


o T. Steffens asked about the tie-in at Sanderson Way. He wanted to know if it could be straightened to 
lessen impacts to the stream. E. Edens stated that the design team tried to come as close to 90 degrees 
as possible.  


o H. Lane noted that the project team has been talking to businesses in this area and is still working with 
them to improve operations at this intersection.   


- Figure 21:   


o E. Edens confirmed that impacts were calculated using slope stakes + 40 feet. 


o T. Steffens asked if the toe of the bridge slope could be reduced since the width of the bridge has been 
reduced. E. Edens stated it can likely be pulled in at the side slopes which is currently 3:1. H. Lane 
confirmed that NCDOT will look into it.  


o It was confirmed that both sides of the bridge are armored.  


o Collin Mellor, NCDOT, stated there was a request to look at the resilience of this bridge to a 500-year storm 
event. NCDOT is not committing to that but when the 2D flood study is complete, there may be design 
changes needed. H. Lane stated the elevation differences are not yet known.   


o T. Steffens noted interest in what the slope change may be across the bridge and especially considering 
where the stormwater will go.  
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- Figure 22:  


o T. Steffens asked if the bridge could be extended to reduce impacts to wetlands. H. Lane stated that a 
boring was taken in the area to determine substrate. At this time, potentially doing rock embankment would 
be a good option in this area, but further reviews are necessary. Douglas Parker, E.L. Robinson, also noted 
that the location is an old sand pit, so its foundation is a little more stable. T. Steffens states any reductions 
would be appreciated.  


- Figure 26: 


o T. Steffens asked if the slope stakes can be mini minimized.  


- Figure 27:  


o T. Steffens requested minimization in the area through shifting the southernmost service road closer to the 
interchange and to look at ways to minimize impacts to the Wyse Fork Battlefield.   


- Figure 28: Southwest Creek  


o T. Steffens noted that within the northwest quadrant there is a cul-de-sac that ends in the middle of a 
wetland. He asked if that could be shifted west to avoid the impact. E. Edens stated that service roads 
typically end at property lines, but the design team can look at a T-type end rather than a cul-de-sac at that 
location.  


o T. Steffens requested a reduction in impacts in the area through shifting the service road bridge as far out 
of the wetlands as possible.  


- Figure 29 


o T. Steffens requested slope stake reductions, if possible, for the service road south of the Kinston Bypass.  


o Stephen Lane, NCDCM), expressed interest in discussing the service roads that traverse the Wyse Fork 
Battlefield. He stated that they seem to be duplicative, and it would benefit the project to investigate 
whether all of them are needed. H. Lane stated that the project team is looking at minimizing this 
interchange. This was previously brought up by the consulting parties during the Section 106 meetings held 
on June 15, 2022. 


- Figure 31 


o T. Steffens requested reduction of slope stakes for the service roads both south and north or to pull service 
roads in from the wetlands.  


- Figure 32 


o T. Steffens requested slope stake reductions for service roads to reduce impacts to wetlands and asked 
about access to the cell tower. E. Edens stated that access to the cell tower is off US 70 and the design 
team is looking at options to service the cell tower as the farmer would like to keep revenue from the cell 
tower. H. Lane confirmed that the project team is working through reductions to this service road and that 
further coordination with property owner will be needed.  


- Figure 33: 


o T. Steffens requested slope stake reductions for the service road and asked why the ROW is extended on 
the north side.  


o ACTION: E. Edens will verify why the ROW is extended and provide a response to T. Steffens.  


 


Bridging Options for Falling Creek and Southwest Creek 


- Gary Jordan, USFWS, asked if the channel can be spanned for both bridges as they are hot spots for the Neuse River 
waterdog. Casey Morrison, AECOM, stated that the Project Team cannot commit to anything until the hydraulic study is 
complete but will look into it.  
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Falling Creek 


- C. Morrison stated that based on what is known now a structure similar to what is existing can be built, but a single span 
bridge is not feasible. G. Jordan asked why it is not feasible as it will affect a protected species. C. Morrison stated that 
the grade would have to be increased by at least 3 feet which would further impact wetlands.  


- G. Jordan asked if there would be two bents in the water. C. Morrison replied that there would be 1 or 2 depending on 
the span. G. Jordan asked what wetland impacts would be for a single span bridge and C. Morrison responded that 
impacts would increase approximately 3,000 square feet for every foot of rise. G. Jordan stated that the increases to 
wetlands would be relatively low and asked what the extra cost might be. C Morrison stated that it would be in the 
neighborhood of $1 million (for the structure and associated mitigation). 


- G. Jordan requested that the project team provide a brief written description as to why a single span bridge would not be 
possible. 


o ACTION: Project Team to provide a written memorandum describing why a single span bridge is not an option. 


- H. Lane stated that it is hard at this stage of the project to provide details because we do not have that level of 
information as there will be further surveys. She stated that NCDOT is aware of the concerns and will minimize where 
feasible. More detail will be available once final surveys have been completed.  


- G. Jordan requested that at minimum NCDOT look into reducing the bents from 2 to 1. C. Morrison confirmed it will be 
investigated, but the final determination will depend on a survey. 


- Paul Atkinson, NCDOT, added that based on the current information it does look as though the bridge can be reduced to 
1 bent.  


- C. Brittingham asked if the NC Wetland Assessment Method is being used to look at the quality of the wetlands and 
suggested it can be used to prioritize wetlands for avoidance and minimization efforts. 


- C. Brittingham also expressed concern over the lack of information and inability to make commitments. She questioned 
why CP4A is being held at this time with missing information. H. Lane stated that CP4A needed to be done before the 
FEIS per the USACE. C. Mellor affirmed C. Brittingham’s sentiment but stated he believes the team has presented a 
good list of avoidance and minimization efforts with caveats that surveys need to be completed.  


- T. Steffens asked what C. Brittingham is looking to see in comparison to other projects or if there is an example project 
that had a more detailed design at this time. C. Brittingham stated that she has not spent as much time with this project 
as it is not in the coastal counties. Her concern is hearing requests from agencies and NCDOT stating that they are 
unable to commit to requests at this stage. T. Steffens stated that he appreciates the comment and the team will work to 
further avoid and minimize impacts throughout the life of the project.  


- G. Jordan asked if the extra $1 million is per bridge or total. C. Morrison stated that it is an estimate of the total.  


- G. Jordan stated he understands matching the elevation of new bridges to the existing bridge, but it is not unheard of to 
span the channel to avoid a species. 


 


Southwest Creek 


- T. Steffens asked if there are any specifics on this bridge or if the concerns and suggestions are the same as Falling 
Creek. G. Jordan stated that the issues are the same and asked what other options were studied.  C. Morrison stated 
that the main concern was the historic profile, so the team only considered two or three span options to keep the profile 
down. H. Lane added that from a constructability standpoint, it is easier for construction to build box beam/core slab. H. 
Lane noted it is necessary to minimize impacts to that area including the visual plane due to its proximity to a historic 
site, so the service road was moved closer to the road which removed impacts to the historic site. If we do anything to 
increase the profile, an adverse effect may be created. G. Jordan suggested adding that explanation in the memo. 


- H. Lane stated that any options considered will also take into account long term maintenance and resiliency.  
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- T. Steffens asked about constructability and the use of a temporary construction platform. H. Lane explained the use of a 
temporary platform and the impacts to streams and wetlands. C. Morrison added that the two or three span options 
would prevent this issue. G. Jordan reiterated that the information should be included in the memo. 


  


Upon no other questions, T. Steffens reviewed action items from the meeting: 


- Correct impacts to Wyse Fork Battlefield in the narrative of the CP4A Merger Packet on page 32. 


- Provide a memorandum to Gary Jordan at US Fish and Wildlife Service evaluating the types of bridges that are being 
considered for Falling Creek and Southwest Creek. The memo should include information on cost, constructability, 
impacts to other resources, and constraints. 


- Continue to further minimize impacts to all resources. 


Meeting adjourned at 12:07 


 


NOTE: Add the list of avoidance and minimization efforts done to date and what is ongoing onto the concurrence form. A draft 
of the concurrence form should go out with the minutes and bridge memo. 


 


Attachments: 


R-2553 CP4A Presentation_20220616 
R-2553_Kinston Bypass CP4A Packet_20220608_revised 
R-2553 Service Road Bridge Type Memo_12.12.2022 
R-2553 Kinston Bypass_CP4A Concurrence Form 
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To: Gary Jordan, USFWS  
cc: Tom Steffens, USACE 
 
Date: December 12, 2022 
 


  Project name: Kinston Bypass 
Project ref: R-2533 
From: Heather Lane, PE 
 


 


Memo 
 
This memo is being provided to Gary Jordan, USFWS, as a response to his request, during the CP4A meeting (June 22, 2022), 
to fully span the channel (i.e., no bents in the water) at Falling Creek and Southwest Creek with single span service road 
bridges. A follow up meeting with USFWS (Gary Jordan), NCDOT Environmental Analysis Unit (Marissa Cox, Jared Gray), and 
Environmental Policy Unit (Colin Mellor) was held September 13, 2022. At this meeting the bridging options at these two 
locations and how they affected the Biological Assessment was discussed. 


NCDOT has evaluated bridging options and determined that single span bridges are not practicable at both locations. However, 
with present channel geometries, design opportunities exist that could potentially span the channel (Falling Creek) and 
minimize the number of bents in the channel (Southwest Creek). The following information is provided as documentation for 
this conclusion.  


The following evaluation is based on current available design information utilized for the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS)/merger process which does not include final survey and hydraulic investigation information1. The geometry and structure 
type, obtained from the National Bridge Inspection Standards (NBIS) structure inspection reports for the existing mainline 
(US70) bridges, were used as a guide during this evaluation. The evaluation assumes a 3:1 slope of bridge approaches.  
Attachment 1 provides existing bridge information for reference. Estimated costs are for the structure materials and construction 
only and do not include roadway material or construction costs. 


Steel Girder Bridge 


NCDOT does not recommend steel girder bridges at these locations due to each site’s propensity to flood. Steel girders 
damaged by frequent flood events require maintenance and repair costs that substantially exceed those same costs for 
concrete. From an economic standpoint, steel girder bridges are typically only proposed in order to achieve long span lengths 
that exceed the limits of prestressed concrete girders. Structure depths increase with longer spans, thus requiring the crossing 
to have a much higher profile than box beam and cored slab bridges. The low cord elevation of the existing parallel structures 
will be matched (or exceeded if needed to allow for the design storm freeboard) at this structure. This would result in a deeper 
substructure and raise the profile grade for the service roads significantly, which would require a greater amount of fill, would 
result in a widened the proposed footprint, and increase surrounding land impacts as well as permanent and temporary wetland 
impacts. This structure would also take longer to construct and result in increased construction costs. Steel girder bridges are 
estimated to be 30% to 40% more expensive than a cored slab or box beam bridge at these locations, not including the roadway 
costs associated with raising the service road grades.  


Falling Creek  


One single span option was evaluated for Falling Creek. This bridge would have been 125’ long, with a 74” structure depth, 
and consist of prestressed concrete beams. The bridge has an estimated construction cost of $1.2 million, not including the 
increased roadway cost and associated impacts of raising the service road grade. The primary reason for concluding this option 
was not practicable is that in order to maintain a low chord at the same elevation as the existing bridge structures, a 30” 
increase in service road bridge structure profile would be required (compared to existing bridges). A higher bridge profile would 
require both a wider and longer roadway footprint. The wider footprint would result in increased surrounding land and wetland 
impacts from the additional fill. The wider and longer footprint could also result in larger right-of-way impacts to the Trinity 
United Methodist Church, located at Banks School Road.  
 
 
 


 
1 Final survey and hydraulic investigation information will be available at CP4B Preliminary Hydraulic Design Review.  
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Southwest Creek  


A single span bridge was evaluated but was not considered practicable for this location. To achieve a single span length of 
170’, structural steel girders would be required. In addition to the steel girder limitations cited above, for this location, the spans 
would have to be shipped in two pieces to the site. This would require a temporary support tower in the wetlands during 
construction. This would increase temporary wetland impacts at Southwest Creek. 
 
A two-span option was also evaluated for Southwest Creek. This bridge would be 170’ long, with a 65” structure depth, two 
spans (115’ and 55’), and consist of AASHTO Type IV girders. The span arrangement would place a bent in line with the existing 
bents to minimize potential debris buildup. The bridge has an estimated construction cost of $1.3 million. The primary reason 
for concluding this option was not practicable is the 20” increase in bridge structure profile (compared to existing bridges). The 
new bridge location is near the historic Kelly’s Mill Pond site. A structure with a raised profile would increase visual impacts to 
the historic site, jeopardizing the current ‘No Effect’ call issued by SHPO for the historic site (date). NCDOT has committed to 
SHPO to not increasing the visual impacts to the historic site by maintaining a new bridge profile similar to the exiting bridges. 
In addition, NCDOT has committed to SHPO to minimize the footprint of this structure by placing the new bridge close to the 
existing bridges. A structure with a raised profile would jeopardize this commitment. The wider footprint would also result in 
increased wetland impacts from the additional fill. 
 


Options Carried Forward for Further Evaluation  


 Falling Creek - Two-Span Bridge w/ Box Beams and Asphalt Overlay - Estimated Bridge Construction Cost $1M A 
box beam superstructure option was evaluated that would use a span arrangement to span the Falling Creek 
channel. With existing channel geometries, the upstream service road (-SR4-) would likely require a 36” box beam, 
using a 40’ – 85’ span arrangement (125’ total bridge length). The downstream service road (-SR3) would likely 
require 39” box beam, using a 35’ – 100’ span arrangement (135’ total bridge length). The total structure depths 
would be 44” and 47” respectively. These options would have structure depths no greater than 7” deeper than the 
existing mainline bridges, thus having minimal grade difference and reducing other permanent environmental 
impacts. 
 


 Southwest Creek - Option A - Two-Span Bridge w/ Box Beams and Asphalt Overlay - Construction Cost $1.2M - 
$1.3M A two-span option was evaluated having a 100’ - 70’ span arrangement (170’ total bridge length). The 
structure depth would be 47”.  This option requires a single bent in the water minimizing impacts to the channel. 
However, the bent would not align with the existing bridge bents. Hydraulic analysis would need to be performed to 
confirm this arrangement does not have negative impacts to the floodway. The structure depth for Option A would be 
approximately 2” deeper than the existing mainline bridge, thus having a minimal grade difference and no impacts to 
the historic profile.   


 
 Southwest Creek - Option B - Three-Span Bridge w/ Cored Slabs and Asphalt Overlay - Construction Cost $1.1M 


A three-span option was evaluated that would use a 50’, 70’, 50’ span arrangement (170’ total bridge length). The 
structure depth would be 32”, consistent with the existing bridges. This option provides two bents in the water in 
close alignment (within 5’) of the existing bridge bents. The proposed longer main span reduces channel impacts at 
the site.  Hydraulic analysis would need to be performed to confirm this arrangement does not have negative 
impacts to the floodway. The proposed bridge would have a structure depth approximately 2” deeper than the 
existing mainline bridge, thus having a minimal grade difference and no impacts to the historic profile.  


 
Hydraulic modeling will be required to determine final bridge openings and final designs. It is preferred to keep proposed bridge 
piers aligned with existing bridge piers and aligned to the existing channel orientation. Keeping the proposed bridge piers in 
line with and at a similar skew as the existing bridge piers reduces the potential for debris accumulation, water turbidity, and 
scour potential by creating a more laminar channel flow. This provides for greater long-term channel stability at the bridge site. 
NCDOT will continue to evaluate the following bridging options. NCDOT will commit to whichever option has the least impacts 
to the stream & wetlands, historic site, and other various resources. 
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Attachment 1: Existing US 70 Bridge Structures  


Falling Creek 
The existing structures over Falling Creek consist of 3-spans with structure depths of 38” and 40.25”. The channel width is 
approximately 67 feet.  Details are provided below. 


 Existing EB and WB bridges on US70 over Falling Creek (Bridge #’s 530027 and 530029) 
 Dual (3 span) bridges comprised of reinforced concrete deck on steel I-girders.   


Reinforced concrete end bents and interior bents supported on precast/prestressed concrete piles.   
 Span arrangement for both structures = 40.25’ – 40.00’ – 40.25’; Total Bridge Length = 121.00’ 


Bridge 530027 (built in 1968): Structure Depth = 38” (8” deck + 30” steel beam); 29” barrier rail  
 Bridge 530029 (built in 1956): Structure Depth = 40.25” (6.75” deck + 33.5” steel beam);  


27.75” bridge rail height 


 
Looking upstream at the existing Falling Creek bridges. 


 
FEMA Study Data 


 25-year design storm:  Q25 WSE = 45.4 


 
Southwest Creek 
The existing structures over Southwest Creek consist of 3-spans with structure depths of 25” and 45”, respectively. The channel 
width is approximately 118 feet.  Details are provided below.  
 
Existing EB bridge on US70 over Southwest Creek (Bridge # 530066 built in 2002) 


 Dual (3 span) bridge comprised of cored slab units.  Reinforced concrete end bents and interior bents supported on 
precast/prestressed concrete piles.   


 Span Arrangement = 56.00ft – 55.00ft – 56.00ft; Total Bridge Length = 167.00ft 
 Structure Depth = 25” (4” Asphalt Overlay + 21” Cored Slab); w/ 32” Barrier Rail 


 
US side of US 70 EBL 


 
Existing WB bridge on US70 over Southwest Creek (Bridge # 530073 built in 1968) 


 Dual (3 span) bridge comprised of steel I-girders.  Reinforced concrete end bents and interior bents supported on 
precast/prestressed concrete piles.   


 Span Arrangement = 56.00ft – 55.00ft – 56.00ft; Total Bridge Length = 167.00ft 
 Structure Depth = 45” (8.625” Deck + 36.375” steel girder); w/ 32” Open Bridge Rail 
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DS side of US 70 WBL 


 
FEMA Study Data 


 25-year design storm:  Q25 WSE = 33.6 
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NEPA/Section 404  
Concurrence Point 4A: 


Avoidance and Minimization 
 


CP 4A Meeting 
June 22, 2022 


Purpose of Meeting  
 


The purpose of today’s meeting is to achieve Merger Team concurrence on Concurrence Point (CP) 
4A (Avoidance and Minimization) for the proposed Kinston Bypass Project (STIP No. R‐2553).  
 
A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the project was published in June of 2019, and a 
Corridor Public Hearing was held on August 20, 2019. Based on the approved DEIS and comments 
received, Alternative 1SB was selected as the applicant’s preferred alternative in February of 2020. 


 


1.0 Project Description and Purpose and Need 
The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) proposes to construct an approximately 
21‐mile long project in Craven, Jones, and Lenoir Counties. The study area is shown on Figure 1. The 
project is included in the 2020‐2029 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) as the 
proposed Kinston Bypass Project (STIP Project No. R‐2553). Alternative 1SB would involve upgrading 
existing US 70 as well as constructing a portion of the roadway on new location. 
 


The need for the Kinston Bypass Project is to address traffic congestion, capacity deficiencies, and 
through‐traffic delays on US 70 between La Grange and Dover. The purpose of the project is to 
improve regional mobility, connectivity, and capacity for US 70 between La Grange and Dover in a 
manner that meets the intent of the North Carolina Strategic Transportation Corridors policy 
(previously the Strategic Highway Corridors policy).  
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2.0 Proposed Improvements 
The proposed Kinston Bypass, Alternative 1SB begins near the NC 903/US 70  interchange south of La 
Grange and would follow existing US 70 for approximately 7 miles to  just east of NC 148 (C.F. Harvey 
Parkway).  Interchanges  would  be  located  at  Willie  Measley  Road/Jim  Sutton  Road,  Albert  Sugg 
Road/Barwick Station Road, and NC 148. A new interchange east of NC 148 would provide access to the 
shallow bypass  section of Alternative 1SB, which would parallel existing US 70  to  the  south on new 
location for approximately 6.5 miles.  
 
Interchanges along the new location section of Alternative 1SB would be located at NC 11/NC 55, US 258 
(South Queen Street), and NC 58 (Trenton Highway). A new interchange east of Lenoir Community 
College would connect the shallow bypass back to existing US 70. Alternative 1SB would follow existing 
US 70 from this interchange east to the project terminus east of Dover and would upgrade US 70 to a 
full control of access highway with interchanges at Wyse Fork Road (SR 1002)/Caswell Station Road (SR 
1309) and Old US 70 (West Kornegay Street). 


3.0 Project Status and Next Steps  
Since the last correspondence with the Merger Team at CP 3, held on February 19, 2020, the 
following major milestones have occurred: 


 Delineation of Streams and Wetlands – October 2021 


 Conducted Value Engineering Study – March 2021 


 Developed and refined Preliminary Designs ‐ September 2021 through February 2022 


 Conducted initial Neuse River Waterdog Survey – April 2020 


 Conducted Atlantic Pigtoe Survey – September 2021 


 Conducted Carolina Madtom Survey – September 2021 


 Updated Hydraulic Aspects Report – October 2021 


 Developed Structure Type Study for Neuse River Crossing – May 2022 


 Conducted Archaeological Survey & Evaluation – January 2022 


 Section 106 Effects Meeting – March 2022 


 Location & Surveys (on‐the‐ground surveys of 500 ft corridor) – May 2022 


 Relocation Reports – May 2022  


 Updated Traffic Noise Report – April 2022  


 Conducted EJ and Business Outreach – November 2021 


 Visualizations – Currently underway 


 Updated NRTR Report – Currently underway 


 HMGP Coordination with NCEM and FEMA – Currently underway 


 Community Impact Assessment – Currently underway 


 Economic Impact Assessment – Currently underway 


 Land Use Scenario Assessment – Currently underway 


 2D Flood Analysis – Currently underway 
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Projected Next Steps 
 
A portion of the project is funded for right‐of‐way acquisition and construction in the 2020‐2029 STIP.  
 


 Final Environmental Impact Statement released – Winter 2022 


 Record of Decision issued – Summer 2023 


 Right of way acquisition begins – 2026 


 Construction begins – TBD 
 


The project is listed in NCDOT’s 2020‐2029 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) as Project 
Number R‐2553.  The project is divided into 5 sections (A‐E).  Per the 2020‐2029 STIP, the project 
funding is as follows:  


 


Section (see map)  Right of Way  Construction 


A (interchange at Willie Measely Road and Jim Sutton Road) (funded 
through the R‐5813 project)  


2026  2028 


A (Jim Sutton Road to Albert Sugg Road)  Not Funded  Not Funded 


B (Albert Sugg Road to NC 148 / Harvey Parkway)  2029  Not Funded 


C (NC 148 / Harvey Parkway to East of NC 58)  2026  Not Funded 


D (East of NC 58 to Wyse Fork Road)  Not Funded  Not Funded 


E (Wyse Fork Road to near Dover)  Not Funded  Not Funded 


 
The STIP is in the process of being updated, these updates could result in changes in the funding 
schedule for Kinston Bypass. The draft 2024‐2033 STIP has been released and the final 2024‐2033 STIP 
will be available in Summer 2023. 


4.0 Agenda 
This meeting is being held to: 


 Review the proposed improvements for the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable 
Alternative (LEDPA)/applicant’s preferred alternative. 


 Summarize the impacts as will be disclosed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). 


 Discuss the proposed measures to avoid and minimize the impacts of the proposed action. 


 Reach concurrence on avoidance and minimization measures for the project.  


5.0 Summary of Merger Concurrence Points to Date 
Concurrence Point 1 – The NEPA/Section 404 Merger Team defined the Purpose and Need and Study 
Area on September 14, 2010. The Purpose and Need Statement was defined as:  


 
The purpose of the Kinston Bypass project  is to  improve regional mobility, connectivity, and 
capacity for US 70 between La Grange and Dover  in a manner that meets the  intent of the 
North  Carolina  Strategic  Transportation  Corridors  policy  (previously  the  Strategic Highway 
Corridors policy). 
 
The need for the Kinston Bypass Project is to address traffic congestion, capacity deficiencies, 
and through‐traffic delays on US 70 between La Grange and Dover. 
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Concurrence Point 2 – The NEPA/Section 404 Merger Team defined 12 Detailed Study Alternatives to 
carry forward on January 16, 2014. Prior to CP 2, shifts to the general alignment of several corridors 
were made to minimize impacts to jurisdictional streams and wetlands, residences, businesses, 
community resources, and cultural resources. Additionally, the set of alternatives known as the 
‘northern bypass alternatives’ were removed from further consideration due to updated traffic forecasts 
(see DEIS Sections 2.3.2 – 2.3.4, https://xfer.services.ncdot.gov/PDEA/Web/R‐2553/draft‐eis/STIP_R‐
2553_DEIS_Part‐I.pdf) 
 
The Alternatives carried forward were:  


 Alternative 1 Upgrade Existing (1UE) 


 Alternative 1 Shallow Bypass (1SB)  


 Alternative 11 


 Alternative 12 


 Alternative 31 


 Alternative 32 


 Alternative 35 


 Alternative 36 


 Alternative 51 


 Alternative 52 


 Alternative 63 


 Alternative 65 
 
Concurrence Point 2A – The NEPA/Section 404 Merger Team completed “Bridging Decisions and 
Alignment Review” on February 20, 2014.   


 
Concurrence Point 3 – The NEPA/Section 404 Merger Team defined the Least Environmentally 
Damaging Practicable Alternative as Alternative 1SB on February 19, 2020.  


 
Concurrence Point 2A, revisited – The NEPA/Section 404 Merger Team reviewed decisions made during 
the first CP2A meeting held on February 20, 2014. CP2A revisited was held on November 10, 2021. The 
purpose of the meeting was to review updates to the project since the first CP2A meeting. During the 
first CP2A meeting, an agreement was made that CP2A would be revisited following selection of a 
LEDPA. Two action items were identified during the meeting to provide additional information to 
agencies prior to CP4A and the previous concurrence was upheld. SHPO requested that an analysis of 
need for the Southwest Creek Service Road bridge be conducted. This analysis was completed and sent 
to the Merger Team on February 4, 2022. Gary Jordan (USFWS) requested that a discussion be held 
regarding bridging details for Falling Creek and Southwest Creek since Neuse River waterdog were found 
in both locations. Coordination with USFWS in ongoing. 


6.0 Typical Sections  
The typical sections developed for the project were designed in order to avoid and minimize impacts. 
There are five proposed typical sections for Alternative 1SB: 


 A typical section without service roads (Figure 2) 


 A typical section with a service road on one side (Figure 3) 


 A typical section with a service road on both sides (Figure 4) 


 A typical section for the bridge over the Neuse River (Figure 5) 


 A typical section with barrier separated service road(s) (Figure 6)   







Figure 2:
Typical section without service road


Source: AECOM







Figure 3:
Typical section with service road on one side


Source: AECOM







Figure 4:
Typical section with service road on both sides


Source: AECOM







Figure 5:
Typical section for Neuse River bridge


Source: AECOM







Figure 6:
Typical section with barrier separated service road


Source: AECOM
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7.0 Hydraulic Structures 
Major hydraulic structures are those with a contributing drainage area requiring a conveyance greater 
than a 72‐inch pipe. Twenty‐three sites meeting that requirement were identified within the revised 
Hydraulics Analysis Report developed for the applicant’s preferred alternative in October of 2021. Table 
1 presents structures identified as potential major hydraulic structures and the recommended actions 
for the applicant’s preferred alternative. The locations of these crossings are shown on Figures 7 and 8. 
   







TABLE 1: PRELIMINARY HYDRAULIC RECOMMENDATIONS FOR MAJOR(1) CROSSINGS


DATE: 10/14/2021


PROJECT NUMBER: R‐2553 Kinston Bypass


WBS ELEMENT #:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
NAME: Kinston Bypass


EXISTING STRUCTURE MINIMUM RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE  Notes


Number, Size, Structure Type Number, Size, Structure Type


2 L 233+00 35.26694 ‐77.73161 Stream SA Unnamed None 1.72 6.5x4 box culvert
9'x8' RCBC with 
wingwalls Replace existing, 1' to be buried.


4 L 320+75 35.260997 ‐77.692803 Falling Creek Falling Creek Detailed 46.5 2‐3@40' bridges
retain existing, add 2 
bridges 3@40'‐4" Retain existing bridges, add two for aux. lanes


505 L2 N/A 35.260788 ‐77.674406 Stream SJ  Unnamed None 2.98 12'x6' RCBC 12'x8' RCBC Replace existing, 1' to be buried.


12‐4 L2 Ramp A N/A 35.266537 ‐77.674177 Stream SJ  Unnamed None 2.24 None 3@12'x11' RCBC


Minimum structure size by Q is 7.5'x7.5'; match 
up and downstream structure sizes. 1' to be 
buried.


509 Y3 68+00 35.260801 ‐77.651981 Stream SO Unnamed None 1.41 1@6'x4' RCBC 1@8'x8' RCBC Replace existing, 1' to be buried
304 L 454+50 35.258242 ‐77.651854 Stream SO Unnamed None 1.69 None 1@9'x8' RCBC New location, 1' to be buried.
307 L 607+00 35.240655 ‐77.606443 Stream SU  Unnamed None 2.08 None 1@10' x 8' RCBC New location, 1' to be buried.
308 L 620+50 35.238034 ‐77.603833 Stream SV Unnamed None 1.48 None 1@10'x7' RCBC New location, 1' to be buried.
311 Y5 28+00 35.236385 ‐77.600422 Stream SV  Unnamed None 1.43 1 24" RCP 1@8'x8' RCBC Replace existing 24" pipe, 1' to be buried.
313‐3 L 641+50 35.23453 ‐77.59836 Stream SX Unnamed None 1.09 None 1@8'x8' RCBC New location, 1' to be buried.
312‐1 A1C1Y5_RPA 26+50 35.236094 ‐77.598271 Stream SV Unnamed None 1.41 None 1@8'x8' RCBC New location, 1' to be buried.
312‐2 A1C1Y5_RPA 23+25 35.235373 ‐77.59791 Stream SV Unnamed None 1.41 None 1@8'x8' RCBC New location, 1' to be buried.


110 L 818+50 35.229658 ‐77.543182 Southwest Creek  Southwest Creek Detailed 56.1


2 bridges, Upstream 
bridge 1@56', 1@55', 
1@56'; Downstream 
bridge 3@ 52'6"


retain existing, add 1 
bridge, 1@56', 1@55', 
1@56'


Retain existing, add additional bridge for service 
road


112 L 905+00 35.21913 ‐77.517401 Mill Branch Mill Branch None 2.3 2 barrel 7'x6' RCBC
retain and extend 
2@7'x6'


Retain and extend existing (sized for 50 year 
currently)


48 L 1035+00 35.223119 ‐77.474747 Tracey Swamp Tracey Swamp Limited 5.02 3@7'x7' RCBC
retain and extend 
3@7'x7' RCBC


Retain and extend existing (sized for 50 year 
currently)


516‐2 L 1097+00 35.2187335 ‐77.454464 Stream SAN Unnamed None 0.79 1@5' RCP
Replace with 7'x7' 
RCBC Replace existing pipe, 1' to be buried.


516‐3 Y10 Ramp B N/A 35.219674 ‐77.4538 Stream SAN  Unnamed None 0.82 None Install new 7'x7' RCBC New location, 1' to be buried.
516‐4 Y10 67+75 35.219246 ‐77.452178 Gum Swamp Gum Swamp None 2.37 CM Ellipse 12'x7' 1@11'x8' RCBC Relace existing pipe, 1' to be buried.
516‐5 Y10 Ramp A N/A 35.218281 ‐77.451525 Gum Swamp Gum Swamp None 2.34 None 1@11'x8' RCBC New location, 1' to be buried.
516‐6 L 1111+50 35.216818 ‐77.450859 Gum Swamp Gum Swamp None 1.87 2@5'x7' Retain as‐is Retain existing pipe. No need to extend.
516‐8 Y10 Ramp D N/A 35.215787 ‐77.449953 Gum Swamp Gum Swamp None 1.85 None 1@10'x8' RCBC New location, 1' to be buried.
516‐9 Y10 Ramp C N/A 35.217319 ‐77.454361 Stream SAM Unnamed None 0.61 None 1@6'x7' RCBC New location, 1' to be buried.
305 L 480+00 35.254052 ‐77.63601 Neuse River Neuse River Detailed 2700 None 7115' bridge New Location


NOTES:
(1) Major Crossings ‐ conveyance greater than 72" pipe (This table should be used for Merger CP2A concurrence.)
(2) Provided in planning document


ALT ID (2) ROUTE STATION STREAM/WETLAND ID STREAM NAME
DRAINAGE 


AREA (Mi^2)
LAT


FEMA STUDY 


TYPE
LONG
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8.0 Summary of Impacts from the DEIS 
Table 2 includes a summary of the impacts for the applicant’s preferred alternative as presented in the 
DEIS. Impacts were calculated using slope stakes plus 40 feet for natural systems.  
 
Table 2. Summary of Impacts from the DEIS 


Impact Type  Alternative 1SB 


General   


Length (miles)  24.5 


Intelligent transportation system cost ($)  $450,000 


Utility cost ($)   $10,800,000  


Right‐of‐way cost ($)  $123,710,000  


Construction cost ($)  $292,800,000 


Mitigation cost ($)  $12,250,000  


Total cost ($)  $440,010,000 


Socioeconomic Resources   


Residential (#)  162 


Business (#)  67 


Non‐Profit (#)  0 


Total (#)  229 


Communities (#)  3 


Environmental Justice residential areas (#)  6 


Minority block groups (#)  0 


Low Income block groups (#)  3 


Schools (#)  1 


Hospitals (#)  0 


Churches (#)  6 


Fire departments (#)  1 


Emergency Medical Services stations (#)  0 


Airports (#)  0 


Parks and recreational areas (#)  0 


Cemeteries (#)  1 


VADs (#)  0 


VADs (ac)  0.0 


NCNHP managed areas (ac)  2.3 


Prime farmland (ac)  302.3 


Farmland of statewide importance (ac)  222.5 


Farmland of unique importance (ac)  53.3 


Economic Resources   


Annual total net benefits (quantified 2040)  $23.4 million 
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Impact Type  Alternative 1SB 


Physical Resources   


Noise receptors impacted  56 


Hazardous materials sites (#)  9 


Cultural Resources   


Section 106 adverse effects  2 


Archaeological sites ‐ high probability (ac)  829.3 


Archaeological sites ‐ low probability (ac)  480.1 


Natural Resources   


Maintained/Disturbed (ac)  516.6 


Agriculture (ac)  507.9 


Pine Plantation (ac)  148.5 


Forested Upland (ac)  25.3 


Palustrine Wetland (ac)  97.4 


Open Water (ac)  13.7 


Total biotic resources (ac)  1309.4 


Stream crossings (#)  44 


Stream length (ft)   33,112 


100‐year floodplain (ac)  147.7 


500‐year floodplain (ac)  130.8 


Total floodplains (ac)  278.5 


Floodway (ac)  0.6 


Riparian wetland  41.2 


Non‐riparian wetland  24.2 


Total wetland impacts (ac)  65.4 
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9.0 Avoidance and Minimization 
Avoidance and minimization efforts have been applied throughout the project development and 
alternative analysis process including during the identification of preliminary alternatives and selection 
of the detailed study alternatives (CP 2 and CP 2a). In selecting their preferred alternative, NCDOT 
considered impacts calculated based on the proposed preliminary design as presented in the DEIS. 
However, it was recognized that the preliminary design would continue to be refined within the 
applicant’s preferred alternative corridor through final design to address comments from environmental 
agencies and the public, and to further avoid and minimize impacts.  


9.1  Design Refinements to the Applicant’s Preferred Alternative 
After selection of the applicant’s preferred alternative, various design changes were made to the 
preliminary designs presented to the public in the DEIS and at the corridor public hearing in 2019. These 
changes were made in an effort to further reduce impacts, accommodate adjacent projects, and 
incorporate recommendations from the 2021 Value Engineering (VE) study to avoid and minimize 
impacts and reduce cost (the VE study is available for review upon request). 
 
An overview of these changes is shown on Figures 9 and 10. 
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9.1.1 STIP No. R‐5813 US 70 Improvements at Little Baltimore 
NCDOT created a separate highway project, STIP No. R‐5813 (US 70 Highway Improvements at Little 
Baltimore), at the western‐most extent of the limits of the Kinston Bypass project. It consists of 
upgrading existing US 70 to full control of access from near NC 903 to east of Jim Sutton Road (SR 
1227)/Willie Measley Road (SR 1252) which would be realigned and converted to an interchange with 
full control of access.  
 
During environmental studies for the R‐5813 project, three intersection configurations were considered: 
a partial cloverleaf, a tight urban diamond, and a full diamond. The full diamond interchange and partial 
cloverleaf configurations included accommodations inside the interchange for future loops. This would 
result in most of the homes and businesses within the interchange area being acquired as anything 
inside the interchange area would be converted to controlled access. 
 
To minimize impacts to homes and businesses in the vicinity of the project, the tight urban diamond 
interchange alternative was selected as the recommended alternative. The tight urban diamond 
interchange would allow the service roads associated with the interchange to be relocated outside most 
of the existing homes and businesses adjacent to the interchange. A tight bridge design was 
incorporated that uses retaining walls to further minimize impacts. This resulted in reducing relocation 
impacts to businesses from 8 to 6, residential relocations from 19 to 6, and non‐profit/church impacts 
from 2 to 0. The right‐of‐way reductions in this area were reduced from 70.3 acres in the DEIS to 41.0 
acres. 
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9.1.2 Foss Recycling 
The original design for the project required the acquisition of right‐of‐way from the Foss Recycling 
property on the south side of existing US 70 to accommodate the service road running parallel to the 
project. At the request of the property owners, design changes were incorporated to minimize impacts 
to their property and business. The separation between the service road paralleling the project and the 
mainline facility was reduced by utilizing a barrier so it could be shifted closer to the new roadway. This 
shift reduced the amount of right‐of‐way required from Foss Recycling. The right‐of‐way reductions in 
this area were reduced from 6.9 acres in the DEIS to 5.2 acres. 
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9.1.3 Foss Farm Mobile Home Park 
The original design for the project included a half clover interchange east of Barwick Station Road that 
would have impacts to the Foss Farm Mobile Home Park (Foss Farm) on Foss Farm Road, which was 
identified as an environmental justice community in the DEIS. Albert Sugg Road was being realigned to 
the west and Barwick Station Road was being realigned to the east so the two roads would meet just 
west of Foss Farm. Interchange loops and a service road would traverse the community and require the 
acquisition of all homes in the community.  
 
The VE Study suggested a single quad connector type interchange. An alternate design to the original 
half clover interchange was developed in place of designing a single quad connector interchange. The 
alternate design is a reconfigured half clover interchange that would avoid impacting Foss Farm. The 
revised design flips the interchange from the east side of Albert Sugg Road to the west side of Albert 
Sugg Road. In addition, roundabouts were added at the end of the ramps/loops in place of signalized 
intersections. Albert Sugg Road retains its current alignment and Barwick Station Road is realigned 
farther west to meet Albert Sugg Road. The eastbound lanes of existing US 70 would be converted to a 
service road and the new roadway would be shifted to the north to avoid Foss Farm. Foss Farm would 
have access to US 70 via the service road that intersects with Foss Farm Road. The use of existing 
eastbound US 70 for service roads transitions back to the construction of service roads on new location 
south of existing US 70 near Tidewater Transit, just east of Harold Sutton Road. As a result of this 
change, Foss Farm is allowed to remain in place, thus reducing relocation impacts to an environmental 
justice community. 
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9.1.4 Felix Harvey Parkway Interchange 
The original design for the project included a signal at the intersection of Sanderson Way and the slip 
lane off the project for eastbound traffic, with Sanderson Way intersecting Felix Harvey Parkway with a 
free flow ramp. 
 
The VE Study suggested a roundabout be used at the intersection of Sanderson Way and the slip lane in 
place of a signalized intersection and to improve traffic operations and safety. The intersection of 
Sanderson Way with Felix Harvey Parkway was also reconfigured to come into the Felix Harvey Parkway 
ramp at a signalized intersection instead of the free‐flow ramp for better traffic operations and safety. 
Once Felix Harvey Parkway intersects with Sanderson Way it would be transitioned to a more urban 
arterial roadway with potentially signalized intersections (to be determined later during final design). 
The design changes resulted in a reduction of direct impacts to the National Register listed Dr. James M. 
Parrot House property (LR‐0703) from 0.2 acres (as shown in the DEIS) to zero. 
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9.1.5 Massey Toyota/Sanderson Farms Interchange 
The original design for the project provided access to this area for eastbound traffic via Sanderson Way, 
with the next opportunity to turn around or turn back if the Sanderson Way exit was missed being after 
the crossing of the Neuse River. This design also limited opportunity to exit for travelers wishing to get 
to Business 70 and downtown Kinston.  
 
The VE Study resulted in the interchange being converted from a system interchange to a diamond 
interchange, allowing improved access for people travelling eastbound to exit at Business 70. This 
configuration would allow people to exit the project at US 70/Business 70 and get to downtown Kinston, 
Lowes Home Improvement, and other surrounding businesses. It would also provide better access to 
businesses near Massey Toyota and the industrial park. The right‐of‐way reductions in this area were 
reduced from 8.7 acres in the DEIS to 0.6 acres. 
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9.1.6 Neuse River Bridge 
The original design for the crossing of the Neuse River consisted of dual bridges. This design was used in 
order to match the 46‐foot median width proposed for the standard roadway new location typical 
section. During the VE Study, it was suggested that a single bridge structure be used to narrow the 
crossing and minimize impacts and cost. A bridge type study was completed for the bridge to evaluate 
the environmental and cost benefits of using a single bridge to reduce the overall construction footprint. 
A single bridge structure requires a narrower footprint than a dual structure which reduces shadowing 
beneath the bridge. Additionally, a single substructure requires less pilings, further reducing the overall 
environmental impacts of the bridge. 
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9.1.7 Collier‐Loftin Road 
The original design relocated the tie‐in point for Collier‐Loftin Road onto NC 58 further north to comply 
with interchange control of access requirements.  Typically control of access limits are set near 1,000 
feet from the ramp terminals of the interchange along the intersecting roadway.  After discussions with 
affected property owners and nearby businesses and churches, the control of access limit was reduced 
to near 750 feet and the tie point for Collier‐Loftin Road was moved further south along NC 58 to align 
with the entrance with Grace Baptist Church. 
 
Furthermore, a section of the service road that is east of NC 58, near Southwest Creek, was eliminated. 
This resulted in a reduction of impacts to wetlands from 5.8 acres in the DEIS to 5.4 acres. 
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9.1.8 Business 70/US 70 Interchange 
The original design for the Business 70/US 70 interchange consisted of a system interchange that 
provided only limited access, with the service roads separate from the interchange.  
 
The VE Study resulted in changing the interchange from a system interchange to a traditional diamond 
interchange with roundabout terminals and a roundabout intersection that would allow the service 
roads access to the system and allow travelers to get back into downtown Kinston. The right‐of‐way 
reductions in this area were reduced from 189.7 acres in the DEIS to 113.6 acres. 
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9.1.9 Cobb King House 
The original design in the area of the NRHP‐listed Cobb King House included a service road that crossed 
across the front of the Cobb King House property, providing access to that parcel and the two parcels 
west of the Cobb King House. The service road was determined to cause an adverse effect to the historic 
property. 


The VE Study resulted in a change to the service road to avoid directly impacting the historic structures. 
The service road was shortened to end in a cul‐de‐sac east of the Cobb King House property. A driveway 
could be used to provide access to the Cobb King House. The two parcels to the west of the Cobb King 
House would be land‐locked and purchased as part of the right‐of‐way acquisition process for the 
project. The right‐of‐way reductions in this area were reduced from 4.9 acres in the DEIS to 1.9 acres. 


9.1.10 Wyse Fork Battlefield 


In addition to the changes made at the Business 70/US 70 interchange and the Cobb King House, other 


minimization efforts were made to avoid areas of archaeological interest. This included reducing the 


width of the median by using a barrier‐separated median and pulling in the service roads closer to the 


mainline. Overall reductions in right‐of‐way impacts to the Wyse Fork Battlefield went from 266.9 acres 


in the DEIS to 200.3 acres.
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9.1.11 East of Wyse Fork Fire Station 
The original design in the area near the Wyse Fork Fire station included a service road running along the 
south side of existing US 70 which would require the relocation of several homes and businesses. 
 
The VE Study suggested shifting the alignment of US 70 north and allowing the existing eastbound lanes 
to remain in place as the service road, allowing for the reduction in impacts to most of the homes and 
businesses on the south side of US 70. Since the north side of US 70 is largely unoccupied additional 
parcel impacts would be minimal.  
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9.1.12 Dover Interchange 
Following the VE Study, the interchange at Dover was revised to reduce the length of ramps to lessen 
impacts and reduce the overall footprint of the interchange. This reduction in ramp lengths would allow 
for an additional reduction in cost without impacting traffic operations or increasing environmental 
impacts. The right‐of‐way reductions in this area were reduced from 153.3 acres in the DEIS to 89.0 
acres. 
 


 
   







 


31 
 


9.2  Human Environment 
The traffic noise report completed for the DEIS found that there were 56 noise receptors impacted. The 
updated traffic noise report completed for the FEIS found that there are now 84 noise receptors. This 
increase in noise receptors is due to the decrease in direct takes.  
 
Impacts to residences and businesses were minimized to the greatest extent possible, while still allowing 
for traffic operations. Changes to relocation impacts are shown in Table 3. 
 
Table 3. Relocation Impacts Comparison between DEIS and FEIS 
Type of Relocation DEIS Impacts FEIS Impacts 


Residential (#)  162  55 


Business (#)  67  25 


Non‐Profit (#)  0  1 


Total (#)  229  81 


 
9.2.1 Cultural Resources 
The DEIS reported that Alternative 1SB would require right of way from the following historic properties. 
Effect determinations are also listed for each of the properties below. 


 Dr James M. Parrott House – no adverse effect 


 Henry Loftin Herring Farm – no adverse effect 


 Wyse Fork Battlefield – adverse effect 


 Cobb‐King‐Humphrey House – adverse effect 
 
Following revisions to designs, a second effects meeting was held on March 24, 2022. The effects calls 
listed above remain valid. Changes in impacts between the DEIS design and revised design are reflected 
in Table 4. 
 
Additionally, NCDOT has committed to the following to further minimize impacts to cultural resources: 


 Revise roadway designs to avoid areas of archaeological interest to the extent possible 


 Include construction contract language to prevent ground disturbing activities (i.e. staging areas 
and borrow pits) within the Wyse Fork Battlefield 


 Include contractual language the contractor must adhere to avoid archaeological sites and other 
sensitive areas 


 Hold a burial treatment preconstruction meeting 


 Monitor construction for cultural resources 
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Table 4. Property takings (acres) of Historic Architectural Resources by the Applicant’s Preferred 


Alternative 


HPO Site # 
Resource Name  DEIS Alternative 


1SB 
FEIS Alternative 


1SB 


LR‐0703  Dr James M. Parrott House  0.2  0.0 


LR‐0700  Henry Loftin Herring Farm  1.8  3.91 


JN‐0603  Wyse Fork Battlefield 266.9  200.3 


LR‐1197  Cobb‐King‐Humphrey House 3.0  2.0 


1 Design changes made between the DEIS and FEIS to provide better access for travelers resulted in an overall increase in 


impacts to the property. The interchange changed to a tight urban diamond which increases the interchange area but does not 


bring the mainline of the project closer to the home. Access to the farm has not changed. 


9.3  Natural Resources 
The Kinston Bypass project was designated as a pilot project by the North Carolina Interagency Leadership 
Team, which included using GIS data as the basis for alternative development, alternative evaluation, and 
selection of the applicant’s preferred alternative. In order to meet the intent of the pilot project process, 
two ArcGIS models were used to assess potential stream and wetland impacts and land cover data was 
used to assess terrestrial community impacts prior to the publication of the DEIS.  
 
Impacts presented  in the DEIS were estimated using corridor‐level slope stake  limits plus 40  feet. The 
corridor‐level design at the time of the DEIS did not include interchange areas or y‐lines.  
  
Following  distribution  of  the  June  2019  DEIS  and  the  August  2019  corridor  public  hearings, NCDOT 
selected Alternative 1SB as the applicant’s preferred alternative for the project and streams and wetlands 
were field delineated for Alternative 1SB. Terrestrial communities were also field verified at that time. 
Therefore, the change in impacts between the DEIS and FEIS represents not only the change in design and 
addition  of  interchange  areas,  but  also  a  change  in  the  data  being  used  for  streams, wetlands,  and 
terrestrial communities. 
 
9.3.1 Terrestrial Communities 
Areas mapped as forested upland and palustrine wetland are the only remaining natural areas present 
within the study area. Since a portion of this project would involve construction on new location, 
fragmentation of these forested natural communities would be expected. Impacts to forested uplands is 
showing an increase between the DEIS and FEIS. However, as mentioned above, the methodology used 
to distinguish community types between the DEIS and now has changed. The DEIS used land cover data 
to quantify terrestrial communities. The FEIS contains communities identified during field studies. 
Wetland impacts have decreased overall. (Table 5). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 


33 
 


Table 5. Vegetative Community Impacts by the Applicant’s Preferred Alternative 


Vegetative Community 
Coverage (acres) 


DEIS Alternative 1SB  FEIS Alternative 1SB 


Maintained/Disturbed   516.6  638.5 


Agriculture  507.9  369.6 


Pine Plantation  148.5  26.6 


Forested Upland  25.3  146.1 


Palustrine Wetland   97.4  42.6 


Open Water   13.7  2.1 


Total  1,309.4  1,225.5 


 
9.3.2 Streams, Floodplains, and Wetlands 
Impacts to streams, floodplains, and wetlands were calculated within the slope stakes of the current 
preliminary design plus 40 feet. The reduction in impacts from the DEIS to the FEIS are shown below. 
This is an overall reduction of 11,270 linear feet of stream impacts and reduction of 22.8 acres of 
wetlands (Tables 6 and 7). Table 8 contains impacts by wetland type, as defined during field 
delineations. Floodplain impacts decreased for the 100‐year and 500‐year by 11.8 acres and 21.7 acres, 
respectively. Floodway impacts increased by 0.5 acre. Streams and wetlands are shown on Figure 11 to 
Figure 33. 
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Table 6. Stream and Floodplain Impacts by the Applicant’s Preferred Alternative 


Impact Type  DEIS Alternative 1SB  FEIS Alternative 1SB 


Stream crossings (#)  44  16 


Stream length (ft)   33,112  21,842 


100‐year floodplain (ac)  147.7  135.9 


500‐year floodplain (ac)  130.8  109.1 


Floodway (ac)  0.6  1.1 


Total floodplains (ac)  278.5  246.1 


 
 
Table 7. Wetland Impacts by the Applicant’s Preferred Alternative 


Impact Type  DEIS Alternative 1SB  FEIS Alternative 1SB 


Riparian wetland (ac)  41.2  40.4 


Non‐riparian wetland (ac)  24.2  2.2 


Total wetland impacts (ac)  65.4  42.6 


 
 
Table 8. Wetland Impacts by Type for the Applicant’s Preferred Alternative 


Impact Type  FEIS Alternative 1SB 


Basin wetland (ac)  0.23 


Bottomland hardwood forest (ac)  10.61 


Floodplain pool (ac)  0.68 


Headwater forest (ac)  9.97 


Riverine swamp forest (ac)  19.07 


Pine flat (ac)  1.99 


Total wetland impacts (ac)  42.55 
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9.3.3 Protected Species 
The proposed project crosses multiple stream systems in the Neuse River Basin, including the mainstem 
of the Neuse River. The Neuse River Waterdog (Necturus lewisi, NRWD) and Carolina Madtom (Noturus 
furiosus, CMT) are known to occur in Jones and Lenoir Counties, and the Atlantic Pigtoe (Fusconaia 
masoni, AP) is known to occur in Lenoir County.  As part of the federal permitting process that requires 
an evaluation of potential project‐related impacts to federally protected species, Three Oaks 
Engineering (Three Oaks) was contracted by NCDOT to conduct surveys targeting NRWD, CMT, and AP. 
 
Initial surveys were conducted in water bodies identified to contain potential habitat for target species 
within the proposed alignment in the appropriate seasons in 2020.  Survey methods included a five‐day 
trapping protocol targeting NRWD in winter, visual and electrofishing surveys for CMT and NRWD, and 
visual and tactile surveys for mussels.  From west to east, waterbodies surveyed in 2020 included Falling 
Creek, the Neuse River, Southwest Creek, Mill Creek, Tracy Swamp, Gum Swamp, and Core Creek.   The 
NRWD was the only targeted federally protected species located during these efforts being found in 
both Falling Creek and Southwest Creek in the survey reaches for the project crossings in the vicinity of 
US 70.  A total of 9 NRWD (4 in Falling Creek and 5 in Southwest Creek) were located during the 2020 
efforts.  The Falling Creek captures were the first known occurrence documented.  Mussels were found 
in Falling Creek, Neuse River, Southwest Creek, Mill Creek, and Tracey Swamp and while appropriate 
habitats were present, the AP was not found. Two NC Threatened species were found during the efforts, 
with the Eastern Lampmussel (Lampsilis radiata) being observed in the Neuse River and Southwest 
Creek and the Triangle Floater (Alasmidonta undulata) being found in the Neuse River and Falling Creek. 
Typical fish assemblages for the available habitat were documented in surveyed water bodies; however, 
the CMT was not located. 
 
To bolster survey presence/absence data and aid in the development of a population estimate for 
NRWD, repeat surveys were requested by NCDOT in 2021/2022.  Additional mussel and fish surveys 
were conducted in Falling Creek, Southwest Creek, and the Neuse River with similar results to the 2020 
surveys.   
 
Over four full trapping weeks during winter 2021/2022, 30 NRWD were captured and marked in Falling 
Creek and 18 were captured and marked in Southwest Creek.  Of these marked individuals, seven 
individuals were recaptured once (six in Falling Creek and one in Southwest Creek), and one individual 
was recaptured twice in Falling Creek. To date, the cumulative total number of NRWD captured is 57 (34 
in Falling Creek and 23 in Southwest Creek).   
 
Based on these survey efforts and results, NCDOT is recommending a Biological Conclusion of May 
Affect‐Not Likely to Adversely Affect for AP and CMT, and a Biological Conclusion of May Affect‐Likely to 
Adversely Affect for the NRWD. 
 
The likely effects to the NRWD will be assessed and fully disclosed in the Biological Assessment currently 
being prepared for the project to initiate Formal Consultation under Section 7 of the ESA of 1973, as 
amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), with the US Fish and Wildlife Service.  
 
In addition, the proposed new alignment crossing of the Neuse River, as well as the existing crossing, 
occur within designated Critical Habitat for the Atlantic Sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrhinchus). This species is 
under the jurisdiction of the National Marine Fisheries Service.  As such, the potential effects to the 
Atlantic Sturgeon and Critical Habitat have been assessed in a separate Expedited Section 7 Consultation 
Memorandum submitted on May 24, 2022. 
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Surveys for terrestrial plants and animals that could occur in the study area are scheduled to begin in 
the summer of 2022. Surveys will be done for red‐cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis), rough‐
leaved loosestrife (Lysimachia asperulaefolia), and sensitive joint‐vetch (Aeschynomene virginiana). 


10.0 Summary of Bridge Type Study 
A Bridge Project Questionnaire for the new location bridge over the Neuse River was submitted by 
NCDOT to the US Coast Guard on November 3, 2021. A bridge permit exemption was received for the 
project on February 8, 2022.  
 
A Structure Type Study was completed in April 2022 for the Neuse River crossing along Alternative 1SB. 
The purpose of the study was to evaluate different construction methodologies and associated 
permanent and temporary environmental impacts as they relate to construction of the bridge 
superstructure and substructure. The alternatives considered were influenced by three key construction 
methodologies and the option for a single bridge structure or dual bridges to cross the Neuse River.  
 
Three distinct construction methodologies were evaluated for construction of a single bridge carrying 
directional traffic separated by a double‐faced median barrier or dual bridges having completely 
independent structures. The bridge superstructure for each of these options was evaluated as a formed 
reinforced concrete deck supported on prestressed concrete I‐girders with an option for using deck 
overhangs with overhang falsework and an option without deck overhangs, thus eliminating the need 
for overhang falsework. Each superstructure alternative was also evaluated for two girder types, 
modified bulb‐tee girder and Florida I‐beam. Only Florida I‐beams were considered for a conventional 
top‐down construction method. All substructure options assumed the use of standard end bents 
founded on steel piles or prestressed concrete piles and interior pile bents founded on prestressed 
concrete piles. All bents were assumed to be aligned normal to the bridge (i.e., 90‐degree skew). 
The construction methodologies evaluated were: 


1. Conventional Bridge Construction  (C1) using  temporary work bridge methods. For  this method, a 
temporary work bridge to support construction equipment would be built adjacent to the location 
of the proposed permanent structure. The work bridge would have “fingers” extending adjacent to 
each proposed bent as required to construct the bents. Upon completion of the permanent structure, 
the work bridge would be removed. The environmental  impacts associated with this construction 
method are restricted to the location of temporary piles. This option was evaluated for two different 
span arrangements for each girder option.  


2. Conventional Top‐Down Construction (C2) with a crawler crane supported on the superstructure. For 
this  method,  bents,  girders,  and  deck  would  be  constructed  using  equipment  placed  on  the 
previously  completed  spans. This  construction method would avoid or greatly  limit  the need  for 
temporary causeways, work bridges, or other temporary structures. Span length would be controlled 
by the reach of a crawler crane capable of driving piles and setting girders.  


3. Top‐Down Construction (C3) using a gantry system. A gantry system would be capable of providing 
pile driving operations, setting girders, and screeding the concrete bridge deck. Similar to the C2, this 
construction method would avoid or greatly limit the need for temporary causeways, work bridges, 
or other temporary structures. 


The advantages and disadvantages of the three construction methods are listed in Table 9 and bridge 
span information for each method are listed in Table 10. 
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Table 9. Advantages and Disadvantages of Bridge Construction Methods 


Construction Method  Advantages  Disadvantages 


C1 – conventional bridge 
using a work bridge 


‐ Longest span length 


‐ Lowest permanent impacts 


‐ Requires work bridge 


‐ Large amount of temporary impacts 


‐ Only method with temporary impacts 
to river and wetlands 


‐ Both span arrangements place one 
bent in the river and one in the bank 


C2 – conventional top‐
down construction with 
crawler crane  ‐ No temporary impacts to river or 


wetlands 


‐ Shortest span lengths 


‐ Largest permanent impacts 


‐ Three bents in the river and two in the 
bank 


‐ Highest cost 


C3 – top‐down using a 
gantry system 


‐ No temporary impacts to river or 
wetlands 


‐ Lowest cost 


‐ Requires a lot of time pre‐
construction and/or a specialized 
project delivery system like 
design‐build 


‐ With a launching gantry system, 
all of construction can be done 
from the top of the bridge 


‐ Larger permanent construction 
footprint than conventional 
construction 


‐ A double‐girder gantry could have 
temporary impacts to the river and 
wetlands 


 
Table 10. Bridge Span Arrangement Comparison 
Construction 
Method 


C1  C2  C3 


Girder Type 
72” modified 
bulb‐tee 


72” Florida I 
beam 


36” Florida I 
beam 


72” modified 
bulb‐tee 


72” Florida I 
beam 


Max Span 
Length (ft) 


130  145  60  120  130 


Total No. of 
Spans 


57  50  120  61  57 


No. Spans in 
Tangent 
Alignment 


42  37  89  45  42 


No. Spans in 
Curved 
Alignment 


15  13  31  16  15 


 
Other construction methodologies commonly used that were not considered in the study included the 
use of temporary haul road/causeway methods and the use of modified top‐down construction. The 
environmental impacts associated with building a haul road/causeway across this length of wetlands 
would be substantial and not practical. Modified top‐down construction may be used to increase span 
lengths by constructing temporary foundations at intermediate locations allowing construction 
equipment a greater reach to construct the permanent bents spaced farther apart. However, this 
method is considered very expensive and time‐consuming in addition to having greater environmental 
impacts.  
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Although, no geotechnical information was available at the time the study was conducted, the project 
location tends to have soils classified as sandy soil (getting denser the deeper it goes). Due to the 
expected site conditions, prestressed concrete piles are the most cost‐effective deep foundation 
solution and are ideal for this location. Prestressed concrete piles are displacement‐based piles which 
are better suited for use in weak clays, gravels, and loose to medium density sands. Static or dynamic 
testing is used to confirm load carrying capacities and proper hammer performance of the piles 
installed. The reduction in time, labor, and materials to construct prestressed concrete pile foundations 
would provide for a substantial cost savings over other foundation types.  
 
For the end bents it is ideal to use steel H‐piles since they are generally more affordable and easier to 
install. For estimating purposes, it is assumed Alternative C1 would use two rows of steel H‐piles while 
Alternative C2 would use a single row of steel H‐piles. For Alternative C3, Top‐Down with gantry, the end 
bent design is controlled by the construction loading and a single row of piles is not sufficient. For 
estimating purposes, it is assumed Alternative C3 uses a single row of prestressed concrete piles at end 
bents, although final decisions will be made during the design phase.  
 
The prestressed concrete piles would be driven in place. Driven piles provide a less intrusive foundation 
and can be done with either conventional or top‐down construction. Footings were disregarded as an 
option due to the prohibitive cost of constructing and dewatering cofferdams in the wetlands and river, 
necessary to construct footings. Similarly drilled pier foundations would also require dewatering 
cofferdams and more specialized equipment that would be difficult with top‐down construction. Drilled 
pier foundations are also not ideal for wetland construction and would result in a much more expensive 
foundation when compared to driven piles. Furthermore, footings and shafts have a substantially larger 
environmental impact than pile bents. If rock or a limestone layer are encountered within the site, 
prestressed concrete piles cannot penetrate the limestone layer. In this circumstance, 36‐inch open pipe 
piles should be used instead of the prestressed concrete piles. Steel pipe piles are on average 37 percent 
more expensive than prestressed concrete piles. Therefore, prestressed concrete piles were considered 
at interior bents for all alternatives.  
 
During construction all alternatives will use a pile template to hold and lead the piles in place while 
installed. The pile template is a pile guidance frame that is typically built as a steel trestle with an 
opening at each pile location. 
 
Environmental impacts have been quantified for temporary and permanent conditions in Table 11. 
Impacts quantified do not include shadow effects from the bridge superstructure since it does not 
require compensatory mitigation. The causeway at both approaches and end bent fill are not considered 
as part of the bridge, and as such they were not investigated in the report. Impacts and costs associated 
with causeway fill required for the roadway would be the same regardless of the bridge alternative. The 
permanent bridge bent footprint plus an assumed cleared area was applied to each bent to calculate the 
permanent environmental impacts. The area of permanent impacts per bent is larger for Alternative C3 
since it was assumed that gantry bents would be larger to accommodate the gantry loads. The 
construction footprint would be equal to the sum of all the temporary approaches and permanent 
environmental impacts of the bridge. To minimize impacts, the bridge would have a closed drainage 
system over the river, meaning no stormwater from the bridge would impact the river. Having all bents 
founded on precast concrete or steel piles, eliminates impacts associated with the possibility of any 
concrete contaminating the river or wetlands. 
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Table 11. Summary of Environmental Impacts 


Design Options 


Single Bridges (X1)  Dual Bridges (X2) 


River  Buffer  River  Buffer 


Line No. 
No. 
Spans 


Span 
Length 
Ft. 


Girder 
Type 


Temp 
Impacts 
Sq. Ft. 


Perm 
Impacts 
Sq. Ft. 


Temp 
Impacts 
Sq. Ft. 


Perm 
Impacts 
Sq. Ft. 


Temp 
Impacts 
Sq. Ft. 


Perm 
Impacts 
Sq. Ft. 


Temp 
Impacts 
Sq. Ft. 


Perm 
Impacts 
Sq. Ft. 


C1.a.i.  57  130  MBT 72  8,100  5,700  476,658  153,900  8,100  6,400  522,400  172,800 


C1.a.ii.  50  145  FIB 72  8,100  5,700  457,075  133,950  8,100  6,400  444,400  150,400 


C1.b.i.  57  130  MBT 72  8,100  5,700  476,658  153,900  8,100  6,400  522,400  172,800 


C1.b.ii.  50  145  FIB 72  8,100  5,700  457,075  133,950  8,100  6,400  497,200  150,400 


C2.a.iii.  120  60  FIB 36  0  8,550  0  330,600  0  9,600  0  371,200 


C2.b.iii.  120  60  FIB 36  0  8,550  0  330,600  0  9,600  0  371,200 


C3.a.i.  61  120  MBT 72  0  6,960  0  201,840  0  8,120  0  235,480 


C3.a.ii.  61  120  FIB 72  0  6,960  0  201,840  0  8,120  0  235,480 


C3.b.i.  61  120  MBT 72  0  6,960  0  205,320  0  8,120  0  235,480 


C3.b.ii.  61  120  FIB 72  0  6,960  0  205,320  0  8,120  0  235,480 


* Impacts do not include shadow effects from bridge superstructure (663,940 sq. ft. for single bridges and 615,880 sq. ft. for dual bridges). Impacts do not include 
causeway at beginning and end of bridge and both end bents.  


Legend: 


C1 ‐ Conventional Bridge Construction 
C2 ‐ Conventional Top‐Down Construction 
C3 ‐ Top‐Down Construction Utilizing a Gantry System 


  a. ‐ Overhang with Falsework 
b. ‐ Bridge Overhang Without Falsework 


i. ‐ MBT 72 
ii. ‐ FIB 72 
iii. ‐ FIB 36 
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11.0 Summary DEIS Impacts versus FEIS Impacts 
Impacts calculated for the DEIS compared to the current designs for the applicant’s preferred alternative 
to be presented in the FEIS are shown in Table 12.  
 
Table 12. Summary of DEIS Impacts versus FEIS Impacts 


Impact Type  DEIS Alternative 1SB  FEIS Alternative 1SB 


General     


Length (miles)  21.2  21.1 


Intelligent transportation system cost ($)  $450,000  $2,600,000 


Utility cost ($)   $10,800,000   $17,090,000  


Right‐of‐way cost ($)  $123,710,000   $86,830,000  


Construction cost ($)  $292,800,000  $582,600,000 


Mitigation cost ($)  $12,250,000   $27,050,000  


Total cost ($)  $440,010,000  $716,170,000 


Socioeconomic Resources     


Residential (#)  162  551 


Business (#)  67  251 


Non‐Profit (#)  0  11 


Total (#)  229  811 


Communities (#)  3  72 


Environmental Justice residential areas (#)  6  83 


Minority block groups (#)  0  0 


Low Income block groups (#)  3  83 


Schools (#)  1  1 


Hospitals (#)  0  0 


Churches (#)  6  6 


Fire departments (#)  1  0 


Emergency Medical Services stations (#)  0  0 


Airports (#)  0  0 


Parks and recreational areas (#)  0  0 


Cemeteries (#)  1  24 


VADs (#)  0  0 


VADs (ac)  0.0  0.0 


NCNHP managed areas (ac)  2.3  31.95 


Prime farmland (ac)  302.3  328.06 


Farmland of statewide importance (ac)  222.5  231.46 


Farmland of unique importance (ac)  53.3  39.9 


Economic Resources     


Annual total net benefits (quantified 2040)  $23,400,000  $37,200,000 
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Impact Type  DEIS Alternative 1SB  FEIS Alternative 1SB 


Physical Resources     


Noise receptors impacted  56  637 


Hazardous materials sites (#)  9  19 


Cultural Resources     


Section 106 adverse effects  2  2 


Archaeological sites ‐ high probability (ac)  829.3  834.9 


Archaeological sites ‐ low probability (ac)  480.1  1,267.6 


Natural Resources8     


Maintained/Disturbed (ac)  516.6  638.5 


Agriculture (ac)  507.9  369.6 


Pine Plantation (ac)  148.5  26.6 


Forested Upland (ac)  25.3  146.1 


Palustrine Wetland (ac)  97.4  42.6 


Open Water (ac)  13.7  2.1 


Total biotic resources (ac)  1309.4  1225.5 


Stream crossings (#)  44  16 


Stream length (ft)   33,112  21,842 


100‐year floodplain (ac)  147.7  135.9 


500‐year floodplain (ac)  130.8  109.1 


Floodway (ac)  0.6  1.1 


Total floodplains (ac)  278.5  246.1 


Riparian wetland  41.2  40.4 


Non‐riparian wetland  24.2  2.2 


Total wetland impacts (ac)  65.4  42.6 


1 Relocation numbers are preliminary and subject to change 
2 GIS data was used to determine DEIS impact numbers. Ground‐truthing and community outreach resulted in the identification 


of additional communities. 
3 Updated 2020 Census data resulted in changes to minority and low‐income communities. 
4 Field reconnaissance identified an additional cemetery. 
5 Updates to the NCNHP managed areas data now include HMGP properties. 
6 Soil data layers were updated. 
7 Avoidance and minimization efforts resulted in the taking of less properties and an increase in noise receptors. 
8 DEIS was an estimate based on GIS/model using corridor‐level design slope stakes plus 40 feet (which did not include 


interchange areas or y‐lines). FEIS are calculated based on actual field surveys for 1,000 foot corridor and encompasses all 


potential ROW, interchanges, and y‐lines.  
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12.0 Summary of Recent Public and Agency Involvement 
NCDOT published the DEIS in June of 2019 and held a Corridor Public Hearing in August of 2019. Since 
that time, NCDOT and the project team have held small group meetings with businesses and EJ 
communities with potential to be affected by the project. Meetings held since August 2019 are 
summarized in Table 13. 
 
 Table 13. Summary of Small Group Meetings 


Date  Description 


10/12/2021 Small Group Meeting with owners of Foss 
Farm Mobile Home Park 


11/13/2021  Small Group Meeting with residents of 
Foss Farm Mobile Home Park 


11/09/2021 


11/15/2021 


Business Community Virtual & Open 
House Meetings (Microsoft Teams and 
NCDOT Division 2 Office) 


11/17/2021  Small Group Meeting ‐ EJ and Affected 
Community at Southwood Memorial 
Church 


12/2/2021  Small Group Meeting ‐ EJ and Affected 
Community at Kinston Community Center 


2/14/2022  Business Meeting with Electrolux 


3/17  Small Group Meeting with God’s House 
for All People 


4/19  Business Meeting with West 
Pharmaceutical 


4/19  Business Meeting with MasterBrand 


5/10  Small Group Meeting with God’s House 
for All People 


 
 
The Section 106 Effects meeting was held in March of 2022. A meeting with Consulting Parties and other 
interested stakeholders will be held on June 15, 2022. 


   







 


66 
 


13.0 Schedule 
 
Early 2023:    Final EIS 
Spring 2023:    Hold Local Officials Meeting, Pre‐Hearing Open Houses, and Design Public  


Hearing 
Late 2023:    Record of Decision 
2026:      Right‐of‐Way for Section C and R‐5813 
2028:      Construction for R‐5813 
2029:      Right‐of‐Way for Section B 
Future Years:    Construction for Sections B and C and Right‐of‐Way and Construction for  


Sections A, D, and E are currently unfunded 
 
 
 
 











 
If you have any questions/comments or need explanation of the attached,
please contact me via email.
 
v/r
 
Thomas A Steffens
Regulatory Project Manager
US Army Corps of Engineers
2407 West 5th Street
Washington, NC 27889
(910)-251-4615
 
We at the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Regulatory Branch are committed to
improving service to our customers.  We would appreciate your feedback on
how we are performing our duties.  Our automated Customer Service Survey is
located at: https://regulatory.ops.usace.army.mil/customer-service-survey/
 

blockedhttps://regulatory.ops.usace.army.mil/customer-service-survey/

