STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

MICHAEL F. EASLEY LYNDO TIPPETT
GOVERNOR SECRETARY

April 23, 2004

Raleigh Regulatory Field Office

US Army Corps of Engineers

6508 Falls of the Neuse Road/Suite 120
Raleigh, North Carolina 27615-6814

ATTENTION: Mr. Eric Alsmeyer
Regulatory Specialist
Dear Sir:
SUBJECT: Nationwide Permit Application 23 and 33 for the proposed

replacement of Bridge No. 119 over Prong of Mud Creek in
Durham County, Division 5. Federal Project No. BRSTP-1306(4),
State Project No. 8.2352901, T.I.P. No. B-3451.

Please find enclosed three copies of the Categorical Exclusion document for the above referenced
project, along with a PCN form, project site map, permit drawings, and roadway design plan
sheets. Bridge No. 119 will be replaced on existing location with a longer bridge. The
replacement structure will be approximately 110 feet in length and will have a deck width of 42
feet. This will provide for two 12-foot travel lanes with 9-foot shoulders. During construction
traffic will be detoured along existing area roads.

PROPOSED IMPACTS

Since the replacement bridge is a spanning structure, no permanent impacts are proposed to
Mud Creek (DWQ Index No. 16-41-1-10) Class C NSW. However, the construction of the
bridge will require the use of temporary rock causeways consisting of Class I Rip Rap with 1.5:1
slopes (see permit drawing sheets 6 — 8 of 10). The resulting temporary surface water fill will be
0.003 acre. Reference elevations are available for the area of proposed placement of the rock
causeways. Impacts to jurisdictional wetlands are anticipated. Proposed impacts include
0.161 acre of permanent fill in wetlands, 0.014 acre of temporary fill in wetlands, and 0.024 acre
of mechanized clearing (Method II) in wetlands. Note: this project is located within the
Cape Fear River Basin HUC 03030002, therefore riparian buffer rules are not applicable.
MAILING ADDRESS: TELEPHONE: 919-733-3141 LOCATION:
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS FAX: 919-733-9794 TRANSPORTATION BUILDING

1548 MAIL SERVICE CENTER 1 SOUTH WILMINGTON STREET
RALEIGH NC 27699-1548 WEBSITE: WWW.NCDOT.ORG RALEIGH, NC



BRIDGE DEMOLITION

The superstructure of Bridge No. 119 consists of fifteen lines of steel I-beams with a timber deck,
and an asphalt wearing surface. The substructure consists of timber caps and piles. Best
Management Practices for Bridge Demolition and Removal will be followed to avoid any
temporary fill from entering Waters of the United States.

RESTORATION PLAN

The project schedule calls for a let date of September 21, 2004 with an estimated date of
availability of approximately 41 days later. It is expected that the contractor will choose to start
construction of the rock causeways shortly after that date. The temporary surface water fill
resulting from the construction of the causeways will probably be in place for less than twelve
(12) months. After the temporary causeways are no longer needed, the contractor will use
excavating equipment to remove all material within jurisdictional areas. All material will become
the property of the contractor. The contractor will be required to submit a reclamation plan for
removal of and disposal of all material off-site.

FEDERALLY-PROTECTED SPECIES

As of January 29, 2003 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) lists three federally
protected species for Durham County: bald eagle, smooth coneflower, and Michaux’s sumac.
No species have been added to or deleted from this list since the completion of the Categorical
exclusion document where descriptions and biological conclusions of “No Effect” were given
for each species. A re-survey of the project site was conducted by NCDOT biologists on
July 31, 2002 and no listed specimens were observed (see attached August 2002 re-survey
memo). The biological conclusions for these species remain valid.

MITIGATION OPTIONS

The Corps of Engineers has adopted, through the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), a
wetland mitigation policy that embraces the concept of “no net loss of wetlands” and sequencing.
The purpose of this policy is to restore and maintain the chemical, biological, and physical
integrity of the Waters of the United States. Mitigation of wetland and surface water impacts has
been defined by the CEQ to include: avoiding impacts, minimizing impacts, rectifying impacts,
reducing impacts over time and compensating for impacts (40 CFR 1508.20). Executive Order
11990 (Protection of Wetlands) and Department of Transportation Order 5660.1A (Preservation
of the Nations Wetlands), emphasize protection of the functions and values provided by
wetlands. These directives require that new construction in wetlands be avoided as much as
possible and that all practicable measures are taken to minimize or mitigate impacts to wetlands.

AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION: The NCDOT is committed to incorporating all
reasonable and practicable design features to avoid and minimize jurisdictional impacts, and to




provide full compensatory mitigation of all remaining, unavoidable jurisdictional impacts.
Avoidance measures were taken during the planning and NEPA compliance stages; minimization
measures were incorporated as part of the project design.

Jurisdictional impacts were minimized and avoided by proposing to replace
Bridge No. 119 with a bridge. Also this bridge will be replaced on existing
alignment. During construction the road will be closed and an off-site detour
will be used instead using an onsite detour.

COMPENSATION: The primary emphasis of the compensatory mitigation is to reestablish a
condition that would have existed if the project were not built. As previously stated, mitigation
is limited to reasonable expenditures and practicable considerations related to highway operation.
Mitigation is generally accomplished through a combination of methods designed to replace
wetland functions and values lost as a result of construction of the project. These methods consist
of creation of new wetlands from uplands, borrow pits, and other non-wetland areas; restoration
of wetlands; and enhancement of existing wetlands. Where such options may not be available, or
when existing wetlands and wetland-surface water complexes are considered to be important
resources worthy of preservation, consideration is given to preservation as at least one
component of a compensatory mitigation proposal.

FHWA STEP DOWN COMPLIANCE: All compensatory mitigation must be in
compliance with 23 CFR Part 777.9, “Mitigation of Impacts” that describes the actions that
should be followed to qualify for Federal-aid highway funding. This process is known as the
FHWA “Step Down” procedures:

1. Consideration must be given to mitigation within the right-of-way and should include
the enhancement of existing wetlands and the creation of new wetlands in the highway
median, borrow pit areas, interchange areas and along the roadside.

2.  Where mitigation within the right-of-way does not fully offset wetland losses,
compensatory mitigation may be conducted outside the right-of-way including
enhancement, creation, and preservation.

Based upon the agreements stipulated in the “Memorandum of Agreement Among the North
Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources, the North Carolina Department of
Transportation, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Wilmington District” (MOA), it is
understood that the North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources
Ecosystem Enhancement Program (EEP), will assume responsibility for satisfying the federal
Clean Water Act compensatory mitigation requirements for NCDOT projects that are listed in
Exhibit 1 of the subject MOA during the EEP transition period which ends on June 30, 2005.

Since the subject project is listed in Exhibit 1, the necessary compensatory mitigation to offset
unavoidable impacts to waters that are jurisdictional under the federal Clean Water Act will be
provided by the EEP. The offsetting mitigation will derive from an inventory of assets already in
existence within the same 8-digit cataloguing unit. The Department has avoided and minimized
impacts to jurisdictional resources to the greatest extent possible as described above.



The remaining, unavoidable impacts to 0.199 acre of jurisdictional wetlands will be offset by
compensatory mitigation provided by the EEP program.

REGULATORY APPROVALS

It is anticipated that the construction of causeway will be authorized under Section
404 Nationwide Permit 33. We are, therefore, requesting the issuance of a Nationwide Permit 33
for these activities. All other aspects of this project are being processed by the Federal Highway
Administration as a “Categorical Exclusion” in accordance with 23 CFR § 771.115(b). The
NCDOT requests that these activities be authorized by a Nationwide Permit 23 (FR number 10,
pages 2020-2095; January 15, 2002). We anticipate 401 General Certifications numbers
3403 and 3366 will apply to this project. In accordance with 15A NCAC 2H .0501(a) we are
providing two copies of this application to the North Carolina Department of Environment and
Natural Resources, Division of Water Quality, for their records.

Thank you for your assistance with this project. If you have any questions or need additional

information please call Ms. Heather-Mentague at (919) 715-1456.
Cacla. Drgrwy
Sincerely,

—
[}

é)/\/ Gregory J. Thorpe, Ph.D.
Environmental Management Director, PDEA

w/attachment
Mr. John Dorney, Division of Water Quality
Mr. Travis Wilson, NCWRC
Mr. Gary Jordan, USFWS
Mr. Greg Perfetti, P.E., Structure Design
w/o attachment
Mr. David Franklin, USACE, Wilmington
Mr. Jay Bennett, P.E., Roadway Design
Mr. Omar Sultan, Programming and TIP
Ms. Debbie Barbour, P.E., Highway Design
Mr. David Chang, P.E., Hydraulics
Mr. Mark Staley, Roadside Environmental
Mr. Jon Nance, P.E., Division 5 Engineer
Mr. Chris Murray, Division 5 DEO
Ms. Stacy Harris, P.E., PD&EA Engineer



STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

MICHAEL F. EASLEY LYNDO TIPPETT
GOVERNOR SECRETARY

August 6, 2002

MEMORANDUM TO: Stacy B. Harris, P.E., Unit Head
Consultant Engineer Unit

FROM: Heather W. Montague, Natural Systems Specialist #NM
Office of the Natural Environment

SUBJECT: Protected Species Re-Survey for the proposed
replacement of Bridge No. 119 on SR 1306 over a
prong of Mud Creek, Durham County. Federal-Aid
Project No. BRSTP-1306(4), State Project No.
8.2352901; TIP No. B-3451.

This memo serves to document a protected species survey for TIP project No. B-3451.
On July 31, 2002; NCDOT biologist Heather Montague and Alexis Baker surveyed the
project area for the presence of smooth coneflower (Echinacea laevigata) and Michaux’s
sumac (Rhus michauxii). A plant by plant survey was conducted in all areas along the
project alignment containing potential habitat for these species and no specimens were
found. Additionally, a review of the Natural Heritage Program database (last updated on
May 5, 2002) revealed no known occurrences of smooth coneflower or Michaux’s sumac
within 1.0 mile (1.6 km) of the project study area. Therefore, the biological conclusions
of ‘No Effect’ remain valid for these species.

cc: File: B-3451

MAILING ADDRESS: TELEPHONE: 919-733-3141 ) LOCATION:
NC DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION FAX: 919-733-9794 TRANSPORTATION BUILDING
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 1 SOUTH WILMINGTON STREET

1548 MAIL SERVICE CENTER WEBSITE: WWW.NCDOT.ORG RALEIGH NC
RALEIGH NC 27699-1548



Office Use Ollly: Form Version May 2002

USACE Action ID No. DWQ No.

(If any particular item is not applicable to this project, please enter "Not Applicable" or "N/A".)
L Processing

1. Check all of the approval(s) requested for this project:
X] Section 404 Permit []  Riparian or Watershed Buffer Rules
[] Section 10 Permit [] Isolated Wetland Permit from DWQ
[ ] 401 Water Quality Certification

2. Nationwide, Regional or General Permit Number(s) Requested:_ NW 23 and 33

3. If this notification is solely a courtesy copy because written approval for the 401 Certification
is not required, check here: [X]

4. If payment into the North Carolina Wetlands Restoration Program (NCWRP) is proposed for
mitigation of impacts (verify availability with NCWRP prior to submittal of PCN), complete
section VIII and check here: [ ]

5. If your project is located in any of North Carolina's twenty coastal counties (listed on page
4), and the project is within a North Carolina Division of Coastal Management Area of
Environmental Concern (see the top of page 2 for further details), check here: [ ]

IL. Applicant Information
1. Owner/Applicant Information
Name: NCDOT Project Development & Environmental Analysis Branch
Mailing Address: North Carolina Department of Transportation
Project Dev & Environmental Analysis Branch
Attention: Gregory J. Thorpe, Ph.D.
1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548
Telephone Number: (919) 733-3141 Fax Number: (919) 733-9747
E-mail Address:

2. Agent/Consultant Information (A signed and dated copy of the Agent Authorization letter
must be attached if the Agent has signatory authority for the owner/applicant.)
Name:
Company Affiliation:
Mailing Address:

Telephone Number: Fax Number:
E-mail Address:
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III.

Project Information

Attach a vicinity map clearly showing the location of the property with respect to local
landmarks such as towns, rivers, and roads. Also provide a detailed site plan showing property
boundaries and development plans in relation to surrounding properties. Both the vicinity map
and site plan must include a scale and north arrow. The specific footprints of all buildings,
impervious surfaces, or other facilities must be included. If possible, the maps and plans should
include the appropriate USGS Topographic Quad Map and NRCS Soil Survey with the property
boundaries outlined. Plan drawings, or other maps may be included at the applicant's discretion,
so long as the property is clearly defined. For administrative and distribution purposes, the
USACE requires information to be submitted on sheets no larger than 11 by 17-inch format;
however, DWQ may accept paperwork of any sizez DWQ prefers full-size construction
drawings rather than a sequential sheet version of the full-size plans. If full-size plans are
reduced to a small scale such that the final version is illegible, the applicant will be informed that
the project has been placed on hold until decipherable maps are provided.

1. Name of project:_Bridge 119 over Mud Creek on SR 1306

2. T.I.P. Project Number or State Project Number (NCDOT Only):__B-3541

3. Property Identification Number (Tax PIN):_ N/A

4. Location
County:__Durham Nearest Town:__Durham
Subdivision name (include phase/lot number):
Directions to site (include road numbers, landmarks, etc.):_from I-40 WB take exit 270

(15-501) north towards Durham. Stay with 15 BYP-501 BUS. Take the Cornwallis Road
Exit, head West- away from town, then make a right onto Erwin Road (SR 1306).

5. Site coordinates, if available (UTM or Lat/Long):__ 35° 59' 48"N, 78° 58' 16"W
(Note — If project is linear, such as a road or utility line, attach a sheet that separately lists the
coordinates for each crossing of a distinct waterbody.)

6. Property size (acres):__approximately 1.6 acres within fill limits

7. Nearest body of water (stream/river/sound/ocean/lake):__Mud Creek

8. River Basin:_Cape Fear
(Note — this must be one of North Carolina's seventeen designated major river basins. The
River Basin map is available at http://h20.enr.state.nc.us/admin/maps/.)
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IV.

9. Describe the existing conditions on the site and general land use in the vicinity of the project
at the time of this application:__Existing land uses include maintained and forested
communities. The area has a mixture of residential and woodland landuse. SR 1306

(Erwin Road) runs through the project with Bridge No. 119 serving residential uses

10. Describe the overall project in detail, including the type of equipment to be used:
Bridge No. 119 will be replaced on existing location with a new bridge using heavy duty

construction equipment.

11. Explain the purpose of the proposed work:
To replace inadequate bridge.

Prior Project History

If jurisdictional determinations and/or permits have been requested and/or obtained for this
project (including all prior phases of the same subdivision) in the past, please explain. Include
the USACE Action ID Number, DWQ Project Number, application date, and date permits and
certifications were issued or withdrawn. Provide photocopies of previously issued permits,
certifications or other useful information. Describe previously approved wetland, stream and
buffer impacts, along with associated mitigation (where applicable). If this is a NCDOT project,
list and describe permits issued for prior segments of the same T.I.P. project, along with
construction schedules.
N/A

Future Project Plans

Are any future permit requests anticipated for this project? If so, describe the anticipated work,
and provide justification for the exclusion of this work from the current application.
N/A

Proposed Impacts to Waters of the United States/Waters of the State

It is the applicant's (or agent's) responsibility to determine, delineate and map all impacts to
wetlands, open water, and stream channels associated with the project. The applicant must also
provide justification for these impacts in Section VII below. All proposed impacts, permanent
and temporary, must be listed herein, and must be clearly identifiable on an accompanying site
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plan. All wetlands and waters, and all streams (intermittent and perennial) must be shown on a
delineation map, whether or not impacts are proposed to these systems. Wetland and stream
evaluation and delineation forms should be included as appropriate. Photographs may be
included at the applicant's discretion. If this proposed impact is strictly for wetland or stream
mitigation, list and describe the impact in Section VIII below. If additional space is needed for
listing or description, please attach a separate sheet.

1. Provide a written description of the proposed impacts:__temporary surface water fill will
result from the use of rock causeways.

2. Individually list wetland impacts below:

Wetland Impact Area of Located within Distance to Nearest
Site Number Type of Impact* | Impact | 100-year Floodplain** . Type of Wetland***
. Stream (linear feet)
(indicate on map) (acres) (yes/no)
Site 1 Perm fill 0.161 yes Adj. to Mud Creek | Bald Cypress Swamp
Site 1 Temp fill 0.014 yes Adj. to Mud Creek | Bald Cypress Swamp
Site 1 Mech clearing 0.024 yes Adj. to Mud Creek | Bald Cypress Swamp

*  List each impact separately and identify temporary impacts. Impacts include, but are not limited to: mechanized clearing, grading, fill,
excavation, flooding, ditching/drainage, etc. For dams, separately list impacts due to both structure and flooding.

**  100-Year floodplains are identified through the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps
(FIRM), or FEMA-approved local floodplain maps. Maps are available through the FEMA Map Service Center at 1-800-358-9616, or
online at http://www.fema.gov.

**+* List a wetland type that best describes wetland to be impacted (e.g., freshwater/saltwater marsh, forested wetland, beaver pond,
Carolina Bay, bog, etc.) Indicate if wetland is isolated (determination of isolation to be made by USACE only).

List the total acreage (estimated) of all existing wetlands on the property:_ 0.4 ac

Total area of wetland impact proposed:

0.199 ac

3. Individually list all intermittent and perennial stream impacts below:

Stream Impact Length of Average Width Perennial or
Site Number Type of Impact* Impact Stream Name** of Stream Intermittent?
(indicate on map) (linear feet) Before Impact (please specify)
temp causeways rip-rap 0.003 Mud Creek 20 ft perennial

*  List each impact separately and identify temporary impacts. Impacts include, but are not limited to: culverts and associated rip-rap,
dams (separately list impacts due to both structure and flooding), relocation (include linear feet before and after, and net loss/gain),
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stabilization activities (cement wall, rip-rap, crib wall, gabions, etc.), excavation, ditching/straightening, etc. If stream relocation is
proposed, plans and profiles showing the linear footprint for both the original and relocated streams must be included.

**  Stream names can be found on USGS topographic maps. If a stream has no name, list as UT (unnamed tributary) to the nearest
downstream named stream into which it flows. USGS maps are available through the USGS at 1-800-358-9616, or online at
www.usgs.gov. Several internet sites also allow direct download and printing of USGS maps (e.g., www.topozone.com,
Wwww.mapquest.com, etc.).

Cumulative impacts (linear distance in feet) to all streams on site:__0.003 acre

4. Individually list all open water impacts (including lakes, ponds, estuaries, sounds, Atlantic

Ocean and any other water of the U.S.) below:

Open Water Impact Area of Type of Waterbody
Site Number Type of Impact* Impact Nal(?;:f ‘lz:a;g:)o dy (lake, pond, estuary, sound,
(indicate on map) (acres) PP bay, ocean, etc.)
N/A N/A N/A N/A

*  List each impact separately and identify temporary impacts. Impacts include, but are not limited to: fill, excavation, dredging,
flooding, drainage, bulkheads, etc.

VIL

5. Pond Creation

If construction of a pond is proposed, associated wetland and stream impacts should be
included above in the wetland and stream impact sections. Also, the proposed pond should
be described here and illustrated on any maps included with this application.

Pond to be created in (check all that apply): [ ] uplands [] stream [] wetlands
Describe the method of construction (e.g., dam/embankment, excavation, installation of
draw-down valve or spillway, etc.):_ N/A

Proposed use or purpose of pond (e.g., livestock watering, irrigation, aesthetic, trout pond,
local stormwater requirement, etc.):_ N/A

Size of watershed draining to pond:_ N/A Expected pond surface area:_ N/A

Impact Justification (Avoidance and Minimization)

Specifically describe measures taken to avoid the proposed impacts. It may be useful to provide
information related to site constraints such as topography, building ordinances, accessibility, and
financial viability of the project. The applicant may attach drawings of alternative, lower-impact
site layouts, and explain why these design options were not feasible. Also discuss how impacts
were minimized once the desired site plan was developed. If applicable, discuss construction
techniques to be followed during construction to reduce impacts.

Jurisdictional impacts were minimized and avoided by proposing to replace Bridge No. 119 with
a bridge. Also this bridge will be replaced on existing alignment. During construction the road
will be closed and an off-site detour will be used instead using an onsite detour.
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VIII. Mitigation

DWQ - In accordance with 15A NCAC 2H .0500, mitigation may be required by the NC
Division of Water Quality for projects involving greater than or equal to one acre of impacts to
freshwater wetlands or greater than or equal to 150 linear feet of total impacts to perennial
streams.

USACE - In accordance with the Final Notice of Issuance and Modification of Nationwide
Permits, published in the Federal Register on March 9, 2000, mitigation will be required when
necessary to ensure that adverse effects to the aquatic environment are minimal. Factors
including size and type of proposed impact and function and relative value of the impacted
aquatic resource will be considered in determining acceptability of appropriate and practicable
mitigation as proposed. Examples of mitigation that may be appropriate and practicable include,
but are not limited to: reducing the size of the project; establishing and maintaining wetland
and/or upland vegetated buffers to protect open waters such as streams; and replacing losses of
aquatic resource functions and values by creating, restoring, enhancing, or preserving similar
functions and values, preferable in the same watershed.

If mitigation is required for this project, a copy of the mitigation plan must be attached in order
for USACE or DWQ to consider the application complete for processing. Any application
lacking a required mitigation plan or NCWRP concurrence shall be placed on hold as
incomplete. An applicant may also choose to review the current guidelines for stream restoration
in DWQ’s Draft Technical Guide for Stream Work in North Carolina, available at

http://h20.enr.state.nc.us/ncwetlands/strmgide.html.

1. Provide a brief description of the proposed mitigation plan. The description should provide
as much information as possible, including, but not limited to: site location (attach directions
and/or map, if offsite), affected stream and river basin, type and amount (acreage/linear feet)
of mitigation proposed (restoration, enhancement, creation, or preservation), a plan view,
preservation mechanism (e.g., deed restrictions, conservation easement, etc.), and a
description of the current site conditions and proposed method of construction. Please attach
a separate sheet if more space is needed.

Ecosystem Enhancement Program (EEP)

2. Mitigation may also be made by payment into the North Carolina Wetlands Restoration
Program (NCWRP). Please note it is the applicant’s responsibility to contact the NCWRP at
(919) 733-5208 to determine availability and to request written approval of mitigation prior
to submittal of a PCN. For additional information regarding the application process for the
NCWRP, check the NCWRP website at http://h20.enr.state.nc.us/wrp/index.htm. If use of
the NCWRP is proposed, please check the appropriate box on page three and provide the
following information:

Amount of stream mitigation requested (linear feet):_ N/A

Amount of buffer mitigation requested (square feet):_ N/A

Amount of Riparian wetland mitigation requested (acres):_N/A
Amount of Non-riparian wetland mitigation requested (acres):_ N/A
Amount of Coastal wetland mitigation requested (acres):_ N/A
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IX.

Environmental Documentation (required by DWQ)

Does the project involve an expenditure of public (federal/state) funds or the use of public
(federal/state) land?

Yes [X] No []

If yes, does the project require preparation of an environmental document pursuant to the

requirements of the National or North Carolina Environmental Policy Act (NEPA/SEPA)?

Note: If you are not sure whether a NEPA/SEPA document is required, call the SEPA

coordinator at (919) 733-5083 to review current thresholds for environmental documentation.
Yes [X No []

If yes, has the document review been finalized by the State Clearinghouse? If so, please attach a
copy of the NEPA or SEPA final approval letter.

Yes [X No []
Proposed Impacts on Riparian and Watershed Buffers (required by DWQ)

It is the applicant's (or agent's) responsibility to determine, delineate and map all impacts to
required state and local buffers associated with the project. The applicant must also provide
justification for these impacts in Section VII above. All proposed impacts must be listed herein,
and must be clearly identifiable on the accompanying site plan. All buffers must be shown on a
map, whether or not impacts are proposed to the buffers. Correspondence from the DWQ
Regional Office may be included as appropriate. Photographs may also be included at the
applicant's discretion.

Will the project impact protected riparian buffers identified within 15SA NCAC 2B .0233

(Neuse), 15A NCAC 2B .0259 (Tar-Pamlico), 15A NCAC 2B .0250 (Randleman Rules and

Water Supply Buffer Requirements), or other (please identify )?
Yes [] No [X If you answered “yes”, provide the following information:

Identify the square feet and acreage of impact to each zone of the riparian buffers. If buffer
mitigation is required calculate the required amount of mitigation by applying the buffer
multipliers.

Zone* (sqlli:gaa‘t:':e 9 Multiplier l\l'}ft?;;:fcﬁl
1 3
2 1.5
Total

*  Zone 1 extends out 30 feet perpendicular from near bank of channel; Zone 2 extends an
additional 20 feet from the edge of Zone 1.

If buffer mitigation is required, please discuss what type of mitigation is proposed (i.e., Donation
of Property, Conservation Easement, Riparian Buffer Restoration / Enhancement, Preservation or
Payment into the Riparian Buffer Restoration Fund). Please attach all appropriate information as
identified within 15A NCAC 2B .0242 or .0260.

N/A
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XIIL.

XTII.

XIV.

Stormwater (required by DWQ)

Describe impervious acreage (both existing and proposed) versus total acreage on the site.
Discuss stormwater controls proposed in order to protect surface waters and wetlands
downstream from the property.

The guidelines for the NCDOT’s “Best Management Practices for the Protection of Sensitive
Watersheds” will be followed. These include minimizing the project footprint and diverting
stormwater away from surface water supply waters as much as possible. Provisions to preclude
contamination by toxic substances during the construction interval will also be strictly enforced

Sewage Disposal (required by DWQ)

Clearly detail the ultimate treatment methods and disposition (non-discharge or discharge) of
wastewater generated from the proposed project, or available capacity of the subject facility.
N/A

Violations (required by DWQ)

Is this site in violation of DWQ Wetland Rules (15A NCAC 2H .0500) or any Buffer Rules?
Yes [ ] No X

Is this an after-the-fact permit application?
Yes [] No X

Other Circumstances (Optional):

It is the applicant's responsibility to submit the application sufficiently in advance of desired
construction dates to allow processing time for these permits. However, an applicant may
choose to list constraints associated with construction or sequencing that may impose limits on
work schedules (e.g., draw-down schedules for lakes, dates associated with Endangered and
Threatened Species, accessibility problems, or other issues outside of the applicant's control).

L2 ghd foy

Aﬂplicant/Agent's Signature ' Date
(Agent's signature is valid only if an authorization letter from the applicant is provided.)
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PROPERTY OWNERS

NAMES AND ADDRESSES

PARCEL NO. NAMES ADDRESSES
438-0I-001-50 DUKE UNIVERSITY ATTN: JUDD EDERBERN
402 OREGON STREET
DURHAM, NC 27705
442-01-002

CHARLES B. GRIFFIN 3912 ERWIN ROAD
DURHAM, CN 27705

NCDOT

DIVISION OF HIGHWAYS
DURHAM COUNTY
PROJECT: 8.2352901 (B-3451)
BRIDGE NO.73
OVER MUD CREEK
ON SR 1306

SHEET 9 OF 10 5723703
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DURHAM COUNTY
SR 1306 (LEMUR LANE)

BRIDGE NO. 119 OVER PRONG OF MUD CREEK
FEDERAL-AID PROJECT NO. BRSTP-1306(4)
STATE PROJECT NO. 8.2352901
T.I.P.NO. B-3451

CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
AND
NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DIVISION OF HIGHWAYS

APPROVED:
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Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch,
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- PROJECT COMMITMENTS

Durham County
SR 1306 (Lemur Lane)

Bridge No. 119 Over Prong Of Mud Creek
Federal-Aid Project No. BRSTP-1306(4)
State Project No. 8.2352901
T.LP. No. B-3451

In addition to the standard Nationwide Permit No.23 Conditions, the General Nationwide
Permit Conditions, Section 404 Only Conditions, Regional Conditions, State Consistency
Conditions, NCDOT’s Guidelines for Best Management Practices for Bridge Demolition
and Removal, General Certification Conditions, and Section 401 Conditions of
Certification, the following special commitments have been agreed to by NCDOT:

Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch, Roadway Design, Structure
Design, Roadside Environmental, and Division Engineer

A 15-foot (4.6-meter) dry land passage on each side of Prong of Mud Creek, with
sufficient headroom for wildlife movement will be provided.

Categorical Exclusion Green Sheet
August, 2001 Page 1



Durham County
SR 1306 (Lemur Lane)

Bridge No. 119 Over Prong Of Mud Creek
Federal-Aid Project No. BRSTP-1306(4)
State Project No. 8.2352901
T.I.P. No. B-3451

INTRODUCTION: Bridge No. 119 is included in the 2002-2008 North Carolina Department of
Transportation (NCDOT) Transportation Improvement Program (T.LP.) and in the Federal-Aid
Bridge Replacement Program. The location is shown in Figure 1. No substantial environmental
impacts are anticipated. The project is classified as a Federal “Categorical Exclusion”.

I. PURPOSE AND NEED

The NCDOT Bridge Maintenance Unit records indicate the bridge has a sufficiency rating of 12.2
out of a possible 100 for a new structure. The bridge is considered functionally obsolete and
structurally deficient. The replacement of this inadequate structure will result in safer and more
efficient traffic operations.

II. EXISTING CONDITIONS

Bridge No. 119 is located on SR 1306 (Lemur Lane) in Durham County, approximately 0.3 miles
(0.48 kilometers) east of SR 1308, near the western city limits of Durham. Lemur Lane is classified
as an Urban Minor Arterial. Land use in the project area is primarily suburban residential. Much of
the land surrounding Bridge No. 119 is part of Duke University Forest. Lemur Lane is a two-lane
facility that currently serves local traffic and commuters between Durham and Chapel Hill.

The existing bridge was constructed in 1951. It consists of two 25-foot (7.6-meter) spans, for a total
structure length of 50 feet (15.2 meters). The bridge has a clear roadway width of 24.5 feet (7.5
meters). The superstructure consists fifteen lines of steel I-beams with a timber deck, and an asphalt
wearing surface. The substructure consists of timber caps and piles. The steel I-beams are painted
with aluminum over red lead paint. The bridge has a posted weight limit of 24 tons (24.3 metric
tons) for single vehicle (SV) and 30 tons (30.5 metric tons) for truck-tractor semi trailer (TTST).

The approach roadway has two 10-foot (3-meter) travel lanes with a clear roadway width of 20 feet
(6 meters). The posted speed limit is 45 miles per hour (mph) {70 kilometers per hour (kmh)}.

The surrounding area consists of woodlands and swamp. However, there is a middle school
approximately 600 feet (0.18 km) east of Bridge No. 119. Overhead power and telephone lines are
located upstream of the bridge. There are no utilities attached to the bridge. It is anticipated that the
utility impacts will be minimal.

The 2001 estimated average daily traffic (ADT) volume is 13,400 vehicles per day (vpd). The
projected ADT is 23,500 vpd by the design year 2025. The design hourly volume (DHV) and
directional distribution (DIR) of traffic for the design year is 65% DHV and 12% DIR. The
percentages of truck traffic are 3% DUALS and 1% TTST



SR 1306 is not part of a designated bicycle route nor is it listed in the TIP as needing incidental
bicycle accommodations.

No accidents were reported in the vicinity of Bridge No. 119 during the period from January 1, 1995
to December 31, 1997.

Four school buses cross Bridge No. 119 twice per day, for a total of eight trips.
III. ALTERNATIVES

A. Project Description

Based on the preliminary hydraulics report the proposed replacement structure for Bridge No. 119
will be a bridge approximately 85 feet (25.9 meters) in length. The new bridge will have a deck
width of 40 feet (12.0 meters). This will provide for two 12-foot (3.6-meter) travel lanes with 8-foot
(2.4-meter) shoulders. The length and opening size of the proposed structure may increase or
decrease as necessary to accommodate peak flows as determined, by a more detailed hydraulic
analysis to be performed during the final design phase of the project. Mud Creek is considered to be
a vital wildlife movement corridor. A 15-foot (4.6-meter) wide bare earth passage will be provided
along the banks of the Prong of Mud Creek.

The proposed approach roadway will consist of two 12-foot (3.6 meter) travel lanes and 8-foot (2.4-
meter) shoulders, including 4-foot (1.2 meter) paved shoulders (See Figure 4). The proposed grade
will be approximately the same as the existing roadway.

The 8-foot paved shoulder on the new structure and the 4-foot (1.2-meter) paved shoulders on the
approach roadway will adequately provided for any future desi gnated bicycle route.

B. Reasonable and Feasible Alternatives

Three alternatives were considered reasonable and feasible for this bridge replacement. A
description is provided below.

Alternative A (Preferred) consists of replacin g the bridge in-place with a new bridge

(See Figure 2). The roadway approach from the west is approximately 160 feet (48.8 meters) and the
roadway approach from the east is approximately 155 feet (47.2 meters). Traffic will be detoured
off-site during construction along the following route, SR 1308 (Cornwallis Road), US 15/501, and
NC 751 (Academy Road) (See Figure 1).

Alternative B replaces the bridge in-place with a new bridge (See Figure 2A). The roadway
approaches from the east and west are approximately 280 feet (85.3 meters) in length. An on-site
detour will be utilized to route traffic flow during construction. The on-site detour will be a
temporary bridge approximately 60 feet (18.3 meters) in length located south of the existing bridge.
Alternative B was not selected as the preferred alternative due to the impacts to the wetlands and the
plantation of bald cypress.



Alternative C replaces the bridge in-place as well (See Figure 2B). The roadway approaches from
the east and west are approximately 300 feet (91.4 meters) in length. During construction, an on-site
detour will be utilized to route traffic flow. The on-site detour will be a temporary bridge
approximately 60 feet (18.3 meters) in length located north of the existing bridge. Alternative C was
not selected as the preferred alternative due to the impacts to the wetlands and the plantation of bald
cypress.

C. Alternatives Eliminated From Further Study

Alternatives eliminated from further consideration and specific reasons for elimination are discussed
below.

Replacing the bridge on new alignment was not considered a reasonable and feasible alternative due
to the following:

0 The existing roadway currently has a straight horizontal alignment. Any attempt to realign
SR 1306 would introduce back-to-back curves,

0 The surrounding land at the NW, SW, and SE quadrants of the bridge crossing are part of the
Durham Division of the Duke Forest,

o Duke Forest is owned and operated by Duke University as an outdoor laboratory for teaching
and research projects,

0 There is a plantation of bald cypress upstream and downstream of the bridge dating back to
1933,

0 There are wetlands upstream and downstream of the bridge.

The “do-nothing’ alternative was not considered reasonable and feasible because it will eventually
necessitated the closure of the existing bridge and road.

Investigation of the existing structure by the Bridge Maintenance Unit indicated that rehabilitation of
the existing structure was not feasible due to its age and deteriorated condition.

D. Preferred Alternative

Alternative A was selected as the preferred alternative because it maintains the existing horizontal
alignment and reduces the environmental impacts by providing an off-site detour along SR 1308
Cornwallis Road), US 15-501, and NC 751 (See Figure 1).

The Division Engineer also concurs with Alternative A as the preferred alternative.



IV.  ESTIMATED COST

The estimated costs of the alternatives, based on current prices are as follows:

ALTERNATIVES
A (Preferred) B C
Structure Removal (Existing) $ 11,000 $ 11,000 $ 11,000
Structure Proposed 221,000 195,000 195,000
Temp. Structure 0 76,800 76,800
Temp. Approaches 0 70,500 100,200
Roadway Approaches 84,800 85,900 75,500
Miscellaneous and Mobilization 141,000 213,000 216,000
Engineering Contingencies 67,200 97,800 100,500
Right-of-Wa 49,000 75,000 77,000

$574,000.00 $825,000.00 $852,000.00

The estimated cost of the project as shown in the NCDOT’s 2002-2008 Transportation Improvement
Program is $600,000, including $40,000 for right-of-way and $480,000 for construction.

V. NATURAL RESOURCES

A. Methodology

Materials and research data in support of this investigation have been derived from a number of
sources including applicable U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic mapping (Southwest
Durham, NC 7.5 minute quadrangle), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetlands
Inventory (NWI) mapping (Southwest Durham, NC 7.5 minute quadrangle), USFWS Endangered,
Threatened, and Candidate Species and Federal Species of Concern in North Carolina (February 26,
2001), United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service (USDA-
NRCS) soils mapping (USDA 1971), and recent aerial photography.

Bridge No. 119 was visited on September 7, 2000. The study corridor was walked and visually
surveyed for substantial features. For purposes of field surveys, the study corridor was assumed to
be approximately 400 feet (121.9 meters) in length for Alternative A and 600 feet (182.9 meters) in
length for Alternative B. The corridor width was 150 feet (45.7 meters) to each side of centerline on
both alternatives to ensure proper coverage. Impact calculations are based on 60-foot (18.3-meter)
right-of-way widths. Actual impacts will be limited to construction limits and are expected to be
less than those shown for right-of-way. Special concerns evaluated in the field include 1) potential
habitats for protected species and 2) wetlands and water quality protection in Prong of Mud Creek.

Plant community descriptions are based on a classification system utilized by the North Carolina
Natural Heritage Program (NHP) (Schafale and Weakley 1990). NHP records documenting
presence of federal- or state-listed species were consulted before commencing the field investigation.
When appropriate, community classifications were modified to better reflect field observations.
Vascular plant names follow nomenclature found in Radford et al. (1968). Jurisdictional areas were




evaluated using the three-parameter approach following U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE)
delineation guidelines (DOA 1987). Jurisdictional areas were characterized according to a
classification scheme established by Cowardin e al. (1979). Aquatic and terrestrial wildlife habitat
requirements and distributions were determined by supportive literature (Martof et al. 1980; Webster
et al. 1985; Menhinick 1991; Hamel 1992; Palmer and Braswell 1995; Potter et al. 1980; Rohde et
al. 1994). Water quality information for area streams and tributaries was derived from available
sources (DWQ 1997, 2000). Quantitative sampling was not undertaken to support existing data.

B. Physiography and Soils

The study corridor is underlain by rocks of the Triassic Basin within the Piedmont physiographic
province of North Carolina (Division of Land Resources 1985). Topography of the area is
characterized as rolling with some steep areas along major streams. The study corridor is located in,
and adjacent to, the floodplain of Prong of Mud Creek. Elevations in the study corridor are
relatively level and average approximately 270 to 280 feet (82.3 to 85.3 meters) National Geodetic
Vertical Datum (USGS Southwest Durham quadrangle).

Soil mapping units within the study corridor are Chewacla and Wehadkee, Creedmoor, and White
Store series (SCS 1971). The Chewacla (Fluvaquentic Dystrocrepts) and Wehadkee (Fluvaquentic
Dystrocrepts) soils mapping unit is approximately 60 percent Chewacla soil and 35 percent
Wehadkee soil. This mapping unit includes somewhat poorly drained soils on flood plains and
occurs as long, level areas parallel to major streams and rivers and is mapped adjacent to Prong of
Mud Creek. Chewacla soils are considered to be non-hydric in Durham County, but often contain
inclusions of Wehadkee soils which are considered to be hydric (NRCS 1996).

The Creedmoor series (Aquic Hapludults) consists of gently sloping to moderately steep, moderately
well-drained soils with slow permeability. This series typically occurs on rounded divides where the
difference in elevation is about 50 feet between the highest and the lowest points. Creedmoor soils
are mapped on the western side of the creek floodplain. The White Store (Vertic Hapludults) series
is moderately well-drained soils with very slow permeability. This soil typically occurs on narrow
side slopes on uplands.

The White Store (Vertic Hapludults) series is moderately well-drained soils with very slow
permeability. This soil typically occurs on narrow side slopes on uplands. The White Store series is
mapped on the eastern edge of the creek floodplain. Creedmoor and White Store series are
considered non-hydric (NRCS 1996).

C. Water Resources

1. Waters Impacted

The study corridor is located within sub-basin 03-06-05 of the Cape Fear River Basin (DWQ 2000).
This area is part of USGS Hydrologic Unit 03030002 of the Mid Atlantic/Gulf Region. The bridge
targeted for replacement spans Prong of Mud Creek with no direct involvement of additional streams
or tributaries. Prong of Mud Creek joins Mud Creek approximately 1000 feet (304.8 meters)
downstream of the study corridor. Mud Creek has been assi gned Stream Index Number 16-41-1-10



by the N.C. Division of Water Quality (DWQ 1997). The area of the drainage basin at Bridge No.
119 is 2.5 square miles (6.47 square kilometers).

2. Stream Characteristics

Prong of Mud Creek is a well-defined Piedmont stream with low flow. During recent field
investigations, water flow was slow and turbid, and water depth (beneath the bridge) was
approximately 2 feet (0.6 meters). Upstream of the bridge, Prong of Mud Creek has been
impounded by a beaver dam that releases water through many seeps into the main channel just north
of, and adjacent to, the bridge corridor. The shallow ponded water contains scattered dead tree snags
and cypress swamp borders it to the west. Downstream of the bridge, the channel is approximately
20 feet (6.1 meters) wide and 2 feet (0.2 meters) deep over a muddy substrate. The associated
floodplain extends throughout most of the study corridor and supports wetland conditions such as
hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and signs of occasional flooding. The downstream floodplain
is forested and supports mostly bald cypress swamp and some bottomland forest.

3. Best Usage Classifications and Water Quality

Classifications are assigned to waters of the State of North Carolina based on the existing or
contemplated best usage of various streams or segments of streams in the basin. A best usage
classification of C and Nutrient Sensitive Waters (NSW) has been assigned to Prong of Mud Creek
(DWQ 1997). The designation C denotes that appropriate uses include aquatic life propagation and
survival, fishing, wildlife, secondary recreation, and agriculture. Secondary recreation includes
wading, boating, and other uses not involving human body contact with waters on an organized or
frequent basis. The supplemental classification NSW refers to waters needing additional nutrient
management because they are subject to excessive growth of microscopic and macroscopic
vegetation (DWQ 1997). No designated High Quality Waters (HQW), Outstanding Resource
Waters (ORW), Water Supply I (WS-I), or Water Supply II (WS-II) waters occur within 1.0 mi (1.6
km) of the study corridor.

The Division of Water Quality (DWQ) has initiated a whole basin approach to water quality
management for the 17 river basins within the state. Water quality for the proposed study corridor is
summarized in the Cape Fear River water quality plan (DWQ 2000). Prong of Mud Creek has not
been sampled and not rated for its support status. The Cape Fear sub-basin supports two major
point-source dischargers and seven minor dischargers. Total permitted flow for the major
dischargers is 26 million gallons per day (MGD) while total permitted flow for the minor dischargers
is 0.3 MGD(1.1 million liters) (DWQ 2000). No discharges are in Prong of Mud Creek.

4. Anticipated Impacts to Water Resources

Proposed project alternatives include bridging Prong of Mud Creek to maintain the current water
quality, aquatic habitat, and flow regime. Temporary construction impacts due to erosion and
sedimentation will be minimized through implementation of a stringent erosion control schedule and
the use of best management practices. The contractor will follow contract specifications pertaining to
erosion control measures as outlined in 23 CFR 650 Subpart B and Article 107-13 entitled "Control
of Erosion, Siltation, and Pollution" (NC DOT, Specifications for Roads and Structures). These



measures include: the use of dikes, berms, silt basins, and other containment measures to control
runoff; elimination of construction staging areas in floodplains and adjacent to waterways; re-
seeding of herbaceous cover on disturbed sites; management of chemicals (herbicides, pesticides, de-
icing compounds) with potential negative impacts on water quality; avoidance of direct discharges
into streams by catch basins and roadside vegetation.

The proposed bridge replacement will allow for continuation of pre-project stream flows in Prong of
Mud Creek, thereby protecting the integrity of this waterway. Long-term impacts resulting from
construction are expected to be negligible. In order to minimize impacts to water resources,
NCDOT’s Best Management Practices (BMPs) for the Protection of Surface Waters will be strictly
enforced during the entire project.

There is little potential for components of the bridge to be dropped into “waters of the United
States.” Therefore, no temporary fill is expected to result from removal of the existing bridge.
NCDOT’s Best Management Practices for Bridge Demolition and Removal (BMP-BDR) will be
applied for the removal of this bridge in addition to NCDOT’s Best Management Practices (BMPs)
for the Protection of Surface Waters. ’

D. BIOTIC RESOURCES

1. Plant Communities

Four distinct plant communities were identified within the study corridor: 1) Piedmont bottomland
forest, (2) cypress swamp, (3) scrub-shrub assemblage, and 4) roadside/disturbed land. These plant
communities are described below.

Piedmont Bottomland Forest: Piedmont bottomland forest occurs on the floodplain on the
southeast side of SR 1306 (Lemur Lane), east of Prong of Mud Creek. Canopy species include
loblolly pine (Pinus taeda) and green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica). Subcanopy and shrub species
include slippery elm (Ulmus rubra), winged elm (Ulmus alata), arrowwood (Viburnum dentatum),
privet (Ligustrum sinense), tag alder (Alnus serrulata), and willow oak (Quercus phellos). Herbs
include false nettle (Boehmeria cylindrica), Japanese grass (Microstegium vimineum), and lizard’s
tail (Saururus cernuus).

Cypress Swamp: Cypress swamp occurs to the west of Prong of Mud Creek on both the north and
south side of SR 1306 (Lemur Lane). The canopy is nearly pure bald cypress (Taxodium distichum)
(with possible pond cypress [T. ascendens]). Green ash is occasional in the subcanopy, and tag alder
is found in the shrub layer. Large poison ivy vines (Toxicodendron radicans) are found on many of
the cypress trunks. Herbs include false nettle, spotted touch-me-not (Impatiens capensis), cardinal
flower (Lobelia cardinalis), and climbing hempweed (Mikania scandens).

Scrub-shrub Assemblage: This wet plant community lies on the north side of the highway,
partially under the power line and extending beyond it. Shrubs include tag alder, black willow (Salix
nigra), and elderberry (Sambucus canadensis). Herbs include soft rush (Juncus effusus), lizard’s
tail, spotted touch-me-not, Japanese grass, climbing hempweed, and dodder (Cuscuta sp.).



Roadside/Disturbed Land: Roadside/disturbed land occurs along the present roadside margins and
under the utility right-of-way. Young tree species include tree-of-heaven (Ailanthus altissima),
princess tree (Paulownia tomentosa), green ash, and persimmon (Diospyros virginiana). Blackberry
(Rubus sp.), multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora), ragweeds (Ambrosia trifida, A. artemesiifolia),
goldenrods (Solidago spp.), and grasses (Setaria spp, Paspalum spp) are also present.

2. Plant Communities within the Study Corridor

Plant community impacts are estimated based on the amount of each plant community present within
the projected 60-foot (18.3-meter) right-of-way of each alternative (actual impacts within

construction limits will be less). A summary of potential plant community impacts, both permanent
and temporary, is presented below:

ESTIMATED AREA
(acres/hectares)
PLANT COMMUNITY
Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C

Permanent Temporary Permanent Temporary Permanent
predmont Bottomland 0.03/0.01 0.13/0.05 0.05/0.02 0.13/0.05 0.05/0.02
Cypress Swamp 0.04/0.01 0.28/0.11 0.06/0.02 0.28/0.11 0.06/0.02
Scrub-shrub Assemblage 0.07/0.03 0.11/0.04 0.11/0.04
Roadside/Disturbed Land 0.18/0.07 0.09/0.04 0.28/0.11 0.09/0.04 0.28/0.11

0.32/0.12 0.50/0.20 0.50/0.20 0.50/0.20 0.50/0.20

Permanent impacts to the plant communities resulting from bridge replacement in Alternative A are
generally restricted to narrow strips adjacent to the existing bridge and roadway approach segments.
Very little area of the other plant communities are anticipated to be impacted by this alternative.
Roadside/disturbed land constitutes approximately 56 percent of the total impacts and the other
natural communities approximately 44 percent.

Alternatives B and C call for onsite detours with a temporary bridge located downstream of the
present structure and upstream of the present structure. These alternatives will require encroachment
into cypress swamp and Piedmont bottomland forest producing temporary impacts to these two
communities constituting approximately 82 percent of the total plant communities. These impacts
are substantially larger than those for Alternative A.

From an ecological perspective, impacts of upgrading existing road facilities are minimal. No new
fragmentation of plant communities will be created, as the project will result only in alteration of
community boundaries. Much of the alignment is currently bounded by a maintained right-of-way
and utility line. Alternatives B and C have higher temporary and permanent impacts partially due to

the longer alignments. However, upon completion of roadway improvements, the temporary detours
will be removed and natural communities will be restored.

Roadside-forest edges typically serve as vectors for invasive species encroachment into adjacent
natural communities. An example of an undesirable invasive species utilizing roadsides is kudzu




(Pueraria lobata). The establishment of a hardy groundcover on road shoulders as soon as
practicable will limit the availability of construction areas to invasive and undesirable plants.

3. Wildlife
a. Terrestrial

Signs of three mammals; racoon (Procyon lotor), white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), and
beaver (Castor canadensis) were observed within the study corridor. Other mammal species
documented as occurring in the cypress swamp area include muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus) and river
otter (Lutra canadensis) (NHP 1995). Other likely common mammals may include meadow vole
(Microtus pennsylvanicus), white-footed mouse (Peromyscus leucopus), short-tailed shrew (Blarina
brevicauda), and little brown bat (Myotis lucifugus).

Few birds were observed in the corridor during the field investigation. However, many species
would be expected to use this wetland habitat, especially during the breeding season. Some
documented species (NHP 1995) include Canada goose (Branta canadensis), belted kingfisher
(Ceryle alcyon), downy woodpecker (Picoides pubescens), blue jay (Cyanocitta cristata), indigo
bunting (Passerina cyanea), prothonotary warbler (Protonotaria citrea), and northern parula (Parula
americana). Avian species expected to occur within bottomland forest habitat of the study corridor
are red-eyed vireo (Vireo olivaceus), barred owl (Strix varia), and Acadian flycatcher (Empidonax
virescens).

No terrestrial reptiles were observed in the study corridor, but black racer (Coluber constrictor) has
been documented (NHP 1995). Other herptile species expected to occur in terrestrial areas of the
study corridor are eastern box turtle (Terrapene carolina), eastern garter snake (Thamnophis
sirtalis), rough green snake (Opheodrys aestivus), and American toad (Bufo americanus).

b. Aquatic

Limited surveys resulted in documentation of two amphibian species, green frog (Rana clamitans)
and cricket frog (Acris crepitans), and one reptile species, eastern mud turtle (Kinosternon
subrubrum). Several other species of frog are known from the area (NHP 1995)

Prong of Mud Creek provides suitable habitat for snapping turtle (Chelydra serpentina), northern
water snake (Nerodia sipedon), eastern newt (Notophthalmus viridescens), northern dusky
salamander (Desmognathus fuscus), and several frog species.

No sampling was undertaken in Prong of Mud Creek to determine fishery potential. Visual surveys
of Prong of Mud Creek revealed presence of small fish and crayfish. Fish species which may be
present in the Prong of Mud Creek are bluehead chub (Nocomis leptocephalus), tessellated darter
(Etheostoma olmstedi), golden shiner (Notemigonus crysoleucas) and margined madtom (Noturus
insignis).



c. Anticipated Impacts to Wildlife

Due to the limited extent of infringement on natural communities, the proposed bridge replacement
will not result in substantial loss or displacement of animal populations. No substantial habitat
fragmentation is expected since most improvements will be restricted to existing roadside margins.
Construction noise and associated disturbances will have short-term impacts on avifauna and
migratory wildlife movement patterns, although long-term impacts are expected to be negligible.
Potential down-stream impacts to aquatic habitat will be avoided by bridging the systems to maintain
regular flow and stream integrity. Short-term impacts associated with turbidity and suspended
sediments will affect benthic populations. Temporary impacts to downstream habitat from increased
sediment during construction will be minimized by the implementation of stringent erosion control
measures.

E. SPECIAL TOPICS

1. Waters of the United States

Surface waters within the embankments of Prong of Mud Creek are subject to Jurisdictional
consideration under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act as "waters of the United States" (33 CFR
section 328.3). Field investigations indicate that Prong of Mud Creek is a perennial stream system
characterized as lower perennial with an unconsolidated bottom of mud.

Wetlands adjacent to Prong of Mud Creek are subject to jurisdictional consideration under Section
404 of the Clean Water Act as "waters of the United States" (33 CFR section 328.3). These areas are
defined by the presence of three primary criteria: hydric soils, hydrophytic vegetation, and evidence
of hydrology at or near the surface for a portion (12.5 percent) of the growing season (DOA 1987).
Field investigations indicate wetlands occur within the 300-foot (91.4-meter) study corridor in Prong
of Mud Creek floodplain north and south of the bridge. NWI mapping indicates that areas adjacent
to Prong of Mud Creek exhibit characteristics of a palustrine, broad-leaved, deciduous forest system
that is seasonally flooded (PFO1C) (Cowardin ef al. 1979). The site visit verified this description for
the area south of the roadway and east of the creek, whereas the area south of the roadway and west
of the creek is vegetated by cypress, a needle-leaved deciduous species. The area on the north side
of the road beyond the maintained area is a wet scrub-shrub assemblage. A conspicuous beaver
impoundment lies to the north of the roadway and east of the creek, but it is just beyond the corridor
right-of-way.
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The potentially affected area (acres/hectares) and length (feet/meters) of jurisdictional stream and
wetland areas located within the Alternative 60-foot (18.3 meter) right-of-ways are shown as
follows:

JURISDICTIONAL AREA WITHIN
Bridge No. 119 RIGHT-OF-WAY
Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C
Jurisdictional Type Permanent Permanent Permanent
Stream Linear Distance (ft/m) 60/18.3 106/32.3 102/31.1
Stream Area (ac/ha) 0.03/0.01 0.06/0.02 0.05/0.02
Wetland Area (ac/ha) 0.14/0.06 0.37/0.15 0.41/0.17

Potential creek impacts associated with construction activities include bridging of Prong of Mud
Creek. No impacts other than shading are expected as a result of construction activities.

Jurisdictional wetlands within the study corridor occur in the floodplain of Prong of Mud Creek at
the base of moderate slopes, and are present on both sides of Prong of Mud Creek on both the north
and south side of the bridge. These wetlands satisfy the three-parameter approach outlined by the
COE (DOA 1987). Vegetated wetlands south of the roadway are dominated by a canopy of bald
cypress and green ash and support herbs such as lizard’s tail and false nettle. These plants are
growing in Chewacla and Wehadkee soils which exhibit values, chromas, and mottles characteristic
of hydric soils. Evidence of wetland hydrology includes surface drainage patterns, oxidized root
channels, and water-stained leaves. Vegetated wetlands north of the roadway are dominated by
willow, tag alder, soft rush, climbing hempweed, and spotted touch-me-not. These plants are
growing in Chewacla and Wehadkee soils which exhibit values, chromas, and mottles characteristic
of hydric soils. Evidence of wetland hydrology includes surface drainage patterns, oxidized root
channels, and water-stained leaves.

Jurisdictional wetlands (0.14 ac / 0.06 ha) occur within the proposed right-of-way of Alternative A.
More extensive wetlands are present within Alternatives B and C right-of-way due to the onsite
detours and incursion into the cypress swamp and bottomland hardwoods. Any impacts associated
with the temporary detours will be considered permanent impacts. Temporary detours will be
replanted with native vegetation.

There is little potential that components of the existing bridge may be dropped into “Waters of the
United States” during construction. Therefore, no temporary fill is expected to result from bridge
removal. This project can be classified as Case 3, where there are no special restrictions other than
those outlined in Best Management Practices for Protection of Surface Waters.

2. Permits

This project is being processed as a Categorical Exclusion (CE) under Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) guidelines. Nationwide Permit (NWP) No.23 (61 FR 65874, 65916;
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December 13, 1996) has been issued by the US Army Corps of Engineers (COE) for CEs due to
expected minimal impact. DWQ has issued a General 401 Water Quality Certification for NWP
No.23. However, use of this permit will require written notice to DWQ. In the event that NWP
No.23 will not suffice, minor impacts attributed to bridging and associated approach improvements
are expected to qualify under General Bridge Permit 031 issued by the Wilmington COE District.
Notification to the Wilmington COE office is required if this general permit is utilized.

3. Mitigation

Compensatory mitigation is not proposed for this project due to the limited nature of project impacts.
However, utilization of NCDOT’s BMPs is recommended in an effort to minimize impacts.
Temporary impacts to floodplains associated with the construction activities could be mitigated by
replanting disturbed areas with native wetland species and removal of temporary fill material upon
project completion. Fill or alteration of area streams may require compensatory mitigation in
accordance with 15 NCAC 2H .0506(h). A final determination regarding mitigation rests with the
COE.

F. Protected Species

1. Federal Protected Species

Species with the federal classification of Endangered or Threatened, officially proposed for such
listing, or Threatened due to Similarity of Appearance are protected under the Endangered Species
Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). The term “Endangered species” is defined
as “any species which is in danger of extinction throughout all or a substantial portion of its range”,
and the term “Threatened species” is defined as “any species which is likely to become an
Endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout all or a substantial portion of its range”
(16 U.S.C. 1532). The term “Threatened due to Similarity of Appearance” is defined as a species,
which is not “Endangered”, or “Threatened”, but “closely resembles an Endangered or Threatened
species” (16 U.S.C. 1532).

The following federal-protected species are listed for Durham County (March 22, 2001 FWS list):

Common Name Scientific Name Status
Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus Threatened

Smooth coneflower Echinacea laevigata Endangered

Michaux’s sumac Rhus michauxii Endangered

Bald Eagle - The bald eagle is a large raptor with a wingspan greater than 6.0 feet (1.8 meters).
Adult bald eagles are dark brown with a white head and tail. Immature eagles are brown with
whitish mottling on the tail, belly, and wing linings. Bald eagles typically feed on fish but may also
take birds and small mammals. In the Carolinas, nesting season extends from December through
May (Potter ez al. 1980). Bald eagles typically nest in tall, living trees in a conspicuous location
near open water. Eagles forage over large bodies of water and utilize adjacent trees for perching
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(Hamel 1992). Disturbance activities within a primary zone extending 750 to 1500 feet (228.6 to
457.2 meters) from a nest tree are considered to result in unacceptable conditions for eagles (FWS
1987). The FWS recommends avoiding disturbance activities, including construction and tree-
cutting within this primary zone. Within a secondary zone, extending from the primary zone
boundary out to a distance of 1.0 mi (1.6 km) from a nest tree, construction and land-clearing
activities should be restricted to the non-nesting period. The FWS also recommends avoiding
alteration of natural shorelines where bald eagles forage, and avoiding substantial land-clearing
activities within 1500 feet (457.2 meters) of known roosting sites.

Site plant communities are 1) Piedmont bottomland forest, 2) cypress swamp, 3)scrub-shrub
assemblage, and 4) roadside/disturbed land. A beaver impoundment exists within the study corridor,
but outside of the right-of-way. Larger trees in the cypress Swamp may potentially provide suitable
nesting habitat for this species. However, NHP records do not document the occurrence of bald
eagles within 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of the study corridor, and no nests or eagles were observed in the study
corridor during the site visit.

BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: The study corridor contains potential suitable feeding, nesting,
and roosting habitat for bald eagle, and the entire cypress swamp potential roosting and nesting
habitat. NHP records have no documentation of bald eagle within 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of the project
corridor, or in the cypress swamp. Based on NHP records, observations conducted during field
investigations, and best professional judgement, this project will not affect bald eagle. NO

EFFECT

Smooth coneflower - This species is a stiffly erect, rarely branched perennial that grows up to 5.0
feet (1.5 meters) tall. Basal and stem leaves are large, glabrous, lanceolate to narrowly ovate blades
reaching 3 inches (in) (7.6 centimeters [cm]) in length. This coneflower blooms from late May to
July, producing solitary heads of small purplish disk flowers with long drooping pink to purplish ray
flowers (Kral 1983). This species occurs on calcareous, basic, or circumneutral soils on roadsides,
clearcuts, or power line right-of-ways where there is abundant 1i ght and little herbaceous competition
(Gaddy 1991). Fire-maintained woodlands also appear to provide potential habitat for the
coneflower.

The study corridor supports narrow areas of early successional roadside/disturbed land suitable for
smooth coneflower. The maintained shoulder on the north side of the road drops abruptly into wet
scrub-shrub assemblage. On the south side of the road, the maintained area drops abruptly into
cypress swamp or Piedmont bottomland forest. Habitat for this species in the project corridor is
practically nonexistent. Observations during the site visit on September 7, 2000, during the
coneflower’s fruiting period, revealed no smooth coneflower.

BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: Smooth coneflower occurs in cleared areas with abundant light
and little competition from herbaceous vegetation. Very small portions of this project occur in areas,
which contain regularly maintained roadside/disturbed land. NHP files have no documentation of
this species within 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of the project corridor, and the species was not observed during
an on-site investigation conducted on September 7, 2000. NO EFFECT
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Michaux’s Sumac - Michaux’s sumac is a densely pubescent, deciduous, rhizomatous shrub, usually
less than 2.0 feet (0.6 meters) high. The alternative, compound leaves consist of 9 to 13 hairy,
round-based, toothed leaflets borne on a hairy rachis that may be slightly winged (Radford et al
1968). Small male and female flowers are produced during June on separate plants; female flowers
are produced on terminal, erect clusters followed by small, hairy, red fruits (drupes) in August and
September. Michaux’s sumac tends to grow in disturbed areas where competition is reduced by
periodic fire or other disturbances, and may grow along roadside margins or utility right-of ways. In
the Piedmont, Michaux’s sumac appears to prefer clay soil derived from mafic rocks or sandy soil
derived from granite; in the Sandhills, it prefers loamy swales (Weakley 1993). Michaux’s sumac
ranges from south Virginia through Georgia in the inner Coastal Plain and lower Piedmont.

The study corridor supports narrow areas of early successional, roadside/disturbed land suitable for
Michaux’s sumac. Beyond the maintained edge on the north side of the road, the roadside drops
abruptly into wet scrub-shrub assemblage. On the south side, the roadside drops- abruptly into
Cypress swamp or bottomland forest. Habitat for Michaux’s sumac is practically nonexistent in the
Bridge No. 119 corridor. Observations during the site visit on September 7, 2000, during the
sumac’s fruiting period, revealed no Michaux’s sumac.

BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: Michaux’s sumac occurs in disturbed areas where competition is
reduced by periodic fire or other disturbances. Very small portions of this project occur in areas
which contain roadside/disturbed and early-successional vegetation. NHP files have no
documentation of this species within 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of the project corridor, and the species was not
observed during the site visit on September 7, 2000. NO EFFECT

Federal Species of Concern - The March 22, 2001 FWS list also includes a category of species
designated as "Federal species of concern" (FSC) for Durham County:

Potential
Common Name Scientific Name Habitat State Status**
Carolina darter Etheostoma collis lepidinion Yes SC
Pinewoods shiner Lythrurus matutinus No SR
Atlantic pigtoe Fusconaia masoni No T (PE)
Septima’s clubtail Gomphus septima* No SR
Yellow lampmussel Lampsilis cariosa No T (PE)
Green floater Lasmigona subviridus No E
Panhandle pebblesnail Somotogyrus virginicus No SR
Tall larkspur Delphinium exaltatum No E-SC
Butternut Juglans cinerea* No W5
Sweet pinesap Monotropsis odorata No C
A liverwort Plagiochila columbiana* No W2
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*Historic populations not seen since 1979

**Based on listings by Amoroso(1999) and LeGrand and Hall (1999): E = Endangered; T =
Threatened; SC = Special concern; SR = Significantly rare; C = Candidate; PE = Proposed
Endangered; W2 =NC Watch List rare, but taxonomically questionable; W5 = NC Plant Watch List
rare because of severe decline.

The FSC designation provides no federal protection under the ESA for the species listed. NHP files
have no documentation of FSC species within the study corridor or within 1.0 mi. (1.6 km) of the
study corridor.

2. State Protected Species

Plant and animal species which are on the North Carolina state list as Endangered (E), Threatened
(T), Special Concern (SC), Candidate (O), Significantly Rare (SR), or Proposed (P) (Amoroso 1999,
LeGrand and Hall 1999) receive limited protection under the North Carolina Endangered Species
Act (G.S. 113-331 et seq.) and the North Carolina Plant Protection Act of 1979 (G.S. 106-202 et
seq.). NHP records indicate several C or SC plants in oak/hickory forest approximately 0.6 mi (1.0
km) north of Bridge No. 119. None of these will be affected by this project.

G. Identified Priority Area (IPA)

SR 1306 (Lemur Lane) and Bridge No. 119 pass through a bald cypress swamp, which is designated
an IPA of local significance by the NHP. This is not a naturally occurring stand of cypress but was
planted in the 1930’s as part of a project to determine how well species of trees from other parts of
North Carolina would grow in the Piedmont. Part of the "swampy" nature of this site is also due to
the creation of one of more dikes that run through this site (it was probably flooded only seasonally
before creation of these structures) (NHP 1995). Hydrology within the site has been augmented by
beaver colonization, and the site now provides habitat for several species of marsh and swamp
animals. Among the most important are prothonotary warbler (Protonotaria citrea), dion skipper
(Euphyes dion) - a regionally rare butterfly species, and river otter (Lutra canadensis). Most of the
cypress is owned by the Durham Division of the Duke Forest. The cypress swamp functions as a
refuge and wildlife corridor connecting wildlife habitats located further downstream in the New
Hope floodplain (NHP 1995). The North Carolina Natural Heritage Program has identified Mud
Creek as a vital wildlife movement corridor. Therefore the North Carolina Department of
Environment and Natural Resources recommends that a bridge be used instead of a culvert and that a
15-foot wide bare earth passage be left on both sides of the stream banks for wildlife movement.
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VI.  Cultural Resources

A. Compliance Guidelines

This project is subject to compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966, as amended, and with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations for
Compliance Section 106, codified at 36 CFR Part 800. Section 106 requires that for federally
funded, licensed, or permitted projects having an effect on properties listed in or eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation be given the
opportunity to comment.

B. Historic Architecture

A field survey of the Area of Potential Effects (APE) was conducted on March 1, 2000. All
structures within the APE were photographed, and later reviewed by the North Carolina State
Historic Preservation Office (HPO). In a concurrence form dated March 27, 2000 the HPO
concurred that there are no historic architectural resources either listed or eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places within the APE. A copy of the concurrence form is included in
the Appendix.

C. Archaeology

The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), in a letter dated June 28, 2000 stated, “We have
conducted a review of the project and are aware of no properties of architectural, historic, or
archaeological significance which would be affected by the project. Therefore, we have no comment
on the project as currently proposed.” A copy of the SHPO letter is included in the Appendix.

VII. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The project is expected to have an overall positive impact. Replacement of an inadequate bridge
will result in safer traffic operations.

The project is a Federal “Categorical Exclusion” due to its limited scope and lack of significant
environmental consequences.

The bridge replacement will not have an adverse effect on the quality of the human or natural
environment with the use of current NCDOT standards and specifications.

The project is not in conflict with any plan, existing land use, or zoning regulation. No significant
change in land use is expected to result from construction of the project.

No adverse impact on families or communities is anticipated. Right of way acquisition will be
limited. No relocatees are expected with implementation of the proposed alternative.

In compliance with Executive Order 12898 (Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low Income Populations) a review was conducted to determine whether
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minority or low-income populations were receiving disproportionately high and adverse human
health or environmental impacts as a result of this project. The investigation determined the project
would not disproportionately impact any minority or low-income populations.

No adverse effect on public facilities or services is anticipated. The project is not expected to
adversely affect social, economic, or religious opportunities in the area.

There are no publicly owned recreational facilities, or wildlife and waterfowl refuges of national,
state, or local significance in the vicinity of the project.

The Farmland Protection Policy Act requires all federal agencies or their representatives to consider
the potential impacts to prime and important farmland soils by all land acquisition and construction
projects. Prime and important farmland soils are defined by the Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS). Since there are no prime or important farmlands in the immediate vicinity of the
proposed bridge the Farmland Protection Policy does not apply.

This project is located in Durham County, which is within the Raleigh-Durham nonattainment area
for ozone (Os3) and carbon monoxide (CO) as defined by the EPA. The 1990 Clean Air Act
Amendments (CAAA) designated these areas as “moderate” nonattainment areas for O3 and CO.
However due to improved monitoring data, these areas were redesignated as “maintenance “ for O,
on June 17, 1994, and “maintenance for CO on September 18, 1995. Section 176(c) of the CAAA
requires that transportation plans, programs, and projects conform to the intent of the state air quality
implementation plan (SIP). The current SIP does not contain any transportation control measures for
Durham County. The Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro 2025 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP)
and the 2000-2006 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) has been determined
to conform to the intent of the SIP. The USDOT air quality conformity of the LRTP was February
29, 2000 and the USDOT air quality conformity on the MTIP was February 29, 2000. The current
conformity determination is consistent with the final conformity rule found in 40 CFR Parts 51 and
93. There have been no significant changes in the project’s design concept or scope, as used in the
conformity analyses.

The traffic volumes will not increase or decrease because of this project. There are no receptors
located in the immediate project area.  The project’s impact on noise and air quality will not be
significant.

Noise levels could increase during construction but will be temporary. If vegetation is disposed of
by burning, all burning shall be done in accordance with applicable local laws and regulations of the
North Carolina SIP for air quality in compliance with 15 NCAC 2D.0520. This evaluation
completes the assessment requirements for highway traffic noise (23 CFR Part 772) and for air
quality (1990 CAAA and NEPA) and no additional reports are required.

An examination of records at the North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources,
Division of Water Quality, Groundwater Section and the North Carolina Department of Human
Resources, Solid Waste Management Section revealed no hazardous waste sites, no regulated or
unregulated landfills, or dump sites in the project area.
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Durham County is a participant in the National Flood Insurance Regular Program. The project site
on Prong of Mud Creek is included in a detailed Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FE.M.A)) flood study. Attached is a copy of the Flood Insurance Rate Map, Figure 5, on which are
shown the approximate limits of the 100-year flood plain in the vicinity of the project.

On the basis of the above discussion, it is concluded that no significant adverse environmental
effects will result from implementation of the project.

VIII. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Efforts were undertaken early in the planning process to contact local officials to involve them in the
project development with scoping letters. A newsletter was also mailed to local residents explaining
the planning process and the selected Alternative.

IX. AGENCY

The North Carolina Natural Heritage Program has identified New Hope Creek and its tributaries,
including Mud Creek, to be vital wildlife movement corridors. In an effort to maintain these
corridors a 15-foot bare earth passage will be provide along both stream banks.

The City of Durham Transportation Division requested that bike lanes be provided for this project.
SR 1306 is not a designated bicycle route, however the 8-foot paved shoulders on the new structure
and the 4-foot paved shoulders on the approach roadway will provide adequate accommodation for
bicycle traffic.

Duke University asked that there be discussion of the fate of the beaver dam on the upstream side of

the existing bridge. The bridge will be replaced at the existing location using an off-site detour. All
efforts will be made to avoid any impact to the beaver dam.
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