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PROJECT COMMITMENTS

MITCHELL COUNTY
BRIDGE NOS. 109 & 110 ON SR 1002 (CRABTREE CREEK ROAD)
OVER CRABTREE CREEK

FEDERAL-AID PROJECT NO. BRZ-1002(9)
STATE PROJECT NO. 8.2880701
TIP NO. B-4202

In addition to the standard Nationwide Permit #23 Conditions, the General Nationwide Permit Conditions, Section
404 Only Conditions, Regional Conditions, State Consistency Conditions, NCDOT's Guidelines for Best
Management Practices for the Protection of Surface Waters, 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:

Division Construction
The NCDOT will observe a moratorium on in-water work between May 1 to July 15 to protect fish spawning.
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MITCHELL COUNTY
BRIDGE NOS. 109 & 110 ON SR 1002 (CRABTREE CREEK ROAD)
OVER CRABTREE CREEK

FEDERAL-AID PROJECT NO. BRZ-1002(9)
STATE PROJECT NO. 8.2880701
T.I.P. NO. B-4202

INTRODUCTION

The replacement of Bridge Nos. 109 & 110 located on SR 1002 (Crabtree Creek Road) over Crabtree Creek are
included in the North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) 2004-2010 Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP) and in the Federal-Aid Bridge Replacement Program (BRZ-1002(9)). The location is shown in
Figure 1.

No substantial impacts are anticipated. The project is classified as a Federal “Categorical Exclusion”.

I PURPOSE AND NEED

The NCDOT Bridge Maintenance Unit records indicate Bridge Nos. 109 & 110 have sufficiency ratings of 45.6
and 25.9, respectively, out of a possible 100 for a new structure. The bridges are considered structurally deficient
and functionally obsolete. The replacement of these inadequate structures will result in safer and more efficient
traffic operations.

Il. EXISTING CONDITIONS

Bridge Nos. 109 and 110 are located on SR 1002 (Crabtree Creek Road) in rural Mitchell County. Refer to Figure
1 for the project location and Figures 2 and 3 for photos of the existing project study area.

Bridge No. 109 was constructed in 1952. The bridge is currently posted to restrict weight limits to 15 tons for
single vehicles (SV) and 18 tons for truck-tractor semi-trailers (TTST). The overall length of the single-span
structure is 41 ft. It has a clear roadway width of 19.3 ft that includes two travel lanes over the bridge. The
superstructure consists of a timber deck on I-beams. The substructure consists of abutments made of yount
masonry. The height from crown to streambed is 9 ft.

Bridge No. 110 was constructed in 1952. The bridge is currently posted to restrict weight limits to 11 tons for
single vehicles (SV) and 15 tons for truck-tractor semi-trailers (TTST). The overall length of the single-span
structure is 42 ft. It has a clear roadway width of 19.2 ft that includes two travel lanes over the bridge. The
superstructure consists of a timber deck on I-beams. The substructure consists of abutments made of yount
masonry. The height from crown to streambed is 9 ft.

SR 1002 is classified as a rural local in the Statewide Functional Classification System. The 2001 average daily
traffic volume (ADT) is estimated to be 300 vehicles per day (vpd). The percentages of truck traffic are 1 percent
TTST vehicles and 2 percent dual-tired vehicles. The projected 2025 ADT is 600 vpd.



The two-lane facility measures approximately 16 ft in width and has 2 ft grassed shoulders on each side of the
roadway in the vicinity of the bridges. The horizontal alignment of SR 1002 is poor adjacent to the bridges. There
are numerous curves on either side of the bridges. The vertical alignment is generally flat within the project study
area. There is no posted speed limit in the immediate vicinity of the bridges. Therefore, the statutory speed limit
is 55 miles per hour (mph). Existing right-of-way is approximately 60 ft in width.

There are aerial electrical and telephone services in the vicinity of the bridges. There are no utilities attached to
either bridge. Utility impacts are expected to be minimal.

This section of SR 1002 i§ not part of a designated bicycle route nor is it listed in the Transportation Improvement
Program as needing incidental bicycle accommodations. There is no indication that an unusual number of
bicyclists use this roadway.

Land use within the projec_;t area is a mixture of undeveloped land, rural residential properties, and forest land.
There is a large commercial gem mining operation at the intersection of SR 1002 and SR 1100 about one mile
south of the project.

According to Mitchell County school officials, two buses cross these bridges in the moming and three buses cross
them in the afternoon for a total of five trips per day.

Crash records maintained by the NCDOT indicate there have been no crashes reported in the vicinity of Bridge
Nos. 109 and 110 during a recent three year period.

il ALTERNATIVES

A. Project Description

Based upon the preliminary hydraulic reports, the proposed replacement structures for Bridge Nos. 109 and 110
will consist of a 75 ft bridge and an 80 ft bridge, respectively. The structures will provide two 11 ft travel lanes
with 3 ft of lateral clearance on each side of the bridge.

The length and opening size of the proposed structures 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.

The roadway approaches will provide two 11 ft travel lanes with 5 ft grassed shoulders. The grade will be
approximately the same as the existing roadway. The design speed will vary for each alternative.

B. Build Alternatives :
Two (2) build alternatives studied for replacing the existing bridges are described below:

Alternative A

Alternative A consists of replacing the bridges in-place with new bridges. During construction, traffic will be
maintained by on-site detours east of the existing bridges. The total length of roadway approach work for this
alternative is approximately 760 ft. Refer to Figures 4 thru 6 for illustration of this alternative.



The on-site detours will be located 30 to 50 ft east of the proposed bridges. The temporary structures will consist
of two 84 inch CMP’s for Bridge No. 110 and three 84 inch CMP’s for Bridge No. 109. The detour roadway
approaches for Bridge No. 110 will provide one 14 ft signalized travel lane and 3 ft wide shoulders on each side.
The detour roadway approaches for Bridge No. 109 will provide two 9 ft travel lanes and 3 ft wide shoulders on
each side. The length of the temporary detours will be approximately 260 ft for Bridge No. 110 and 428 ft for
Bridge No 109.

Alternative B

Alternative B consists of replacing the bridges with new bridges on new alignment east of SR 1002. During
construction, the existing bridges will be used to maintain traffic. The total length of roadway approach work for
this alternative is approximately 1665 ft. Refer to Figures 7 and 8 for illustration of the alternative.

Alternative B was not selected as the preferred alternative because of the higher environmental impacts
associated with the new location alignment.

C. Alternatives Eliminated From Further Consideration
The “Do-Nothing” alternative will eventually necessitate closure of the bridges due to their poor condition. This is
not desirable due to the traffic service provided by SR 1002.

Investigation of the existing structures by the NCDOT Bridge Maintenance Unit indicates that rehabilitation of the
old bridges is not feasible due to their deteriorated condition.

D. Preferred Alternative (Alternative A)
Alternative A consists of replacing the bridges in-place with new bridges. Alternative A was selected as the
preferred because it has the least environmental impacts and the lowest construction costs.

The Division Engineer concurs with Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative.
E. Anticipated Design Exception

The speed limit is not posted on SR 1002; therefore, a statutory speed limit of 55 mph applies. Due to the
existing road conditions a design exception will be required for the horizontal alignment for Alternative A.



IV. ESTIMATED COSTS
The estimated costs for each alternative, based on current dollars, are shown below:

Table 1
Estimated Project Costs
Alternative A (Preferred) Alternative B
Structure Removal (existing) $16,400 $16,400
Structure Proposed $347,200 $347,200
Detour Structure and Approaches $166,618 $0
Roadway Approaches $87,477 $470,766
Miscellaneous and Mobilization $169,305 $266,634
Engineering and Contingencies $113,000 $199,000
Right-of-Way/Easement and Utilities $92,000 $113,000
Total Project Cost $992,000 $1,300,000

The estimated cost of the project, as shown in the 2004-2010 NCDOT Transportation Improvement Program is
$760,000 including $100,000 spent in prior years, $60,000 for right-of-way and $600,000 for construction.

V. NATURAL RESOURCES

Natural resources within the project study area were evaluated to provide: 1) an assessment of existing
vegetation, wildlife, protected species, streams, wetlands, and water quality; 2) an evaluation of probable impacts
resulting from construction; and 3) a preliminary determination of permit needs.

A.  Methodology
Research was conducted prior to the field investigations. Published resource information pertaining to the project
area was collected and reviewed. Resources utilized in this preliminary investigation of the project area include:

e U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Celo and Little Switzerland 7.5-minute quadrangle maps.

e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) map for Celo and Little
Switzerland 7.5-minute quadrangles.

e North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) aerial photographs of the project study area
(Scale: 1:1200 scale).

e U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resource Conservation Service (formerly the Soil Conservation
Service) provisional Soil Survey of Mitchell County, North Carolina (unpublished).

e U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Water Discharges and RCRA Map accessed via EPA's
EnviroMapper Program (September 2001).

Water research information was obtained from publications of the North Carolina Department of Environment,
and Natural Resources (NCDENR, 2000a, 2000b, 2001). Information concerning the occurrence of federal and
state protected species in the project study area was obtained from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service list of
protected and candidate species (March 3, 2001) and from the North Carolina Natural Heritage Program



(NCNHP) database of rare species and unique habitats (NCNHP, 2001). NCNHP files were reviewed for
documented occurrences of state and federally listed species. USFWS Recovery Plans for federal listed species
were reviewed, where applicable.

A field investigation of natural resources within the project study area was conducted on July 25, 2001. Water
resources were identified and categorized, and their physical characteristics were documented while in the field.
Plant communities and their associated wildlife were also identified and documented. The Classification of
Natural Communities of North Carolina, Third Approximation (Schafale and Weakley, 1990) was used to classify
plant communities, where possible. Plant taxonomy was based primarily upon the Manual of the Vascular Flora
of the Carolinas (Radford, et al., 1968). Animal taxonomy was based primarily upon Amphibians and Reptiles of
the Carolinas and Virginia (Martof, et al., 1980), Freshwater Fishes of the Carolinas, Virginia, Maryland, and
Delaware (Rohde, et al., 1994), Birds of the Carolinas (Potter, et al., 1980), and Mammals of the Carolinas,
Virginia, and Maryland (Webster, et al., 1985).

Approximate boundaries of major vegetation communities were mapped while in the field utilizing aerial
photography of the project study area. Wildlife identification involved active searching of known or suspected
species, incidental visual observations, incidental auditory indicators (such as birdsong and other sounds), and
secondary indicators of species presence or site utilization (such as scat, tracks, and burrows). Predictions
regarding wildlife community composition were supplemented utilizing a general qualitative habitat assessment
based on existing vegetation communities and aquatic habitat.

Wetlands subject to regulation by the Corps of Engineers under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section
10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 were identified and delineated according to methods prescribed in the
1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (Technical Report Y-87-1) and the Corps’ March 6, 1992
guidance document titled Clarification and Interpretation of the 1987 Manual. Values of wetlands delineated were
assessed utilizing the Guidance for Rating the Values of Wetlands in North Carolina (NCDEHNR, 1995). Wetland
types were classified based on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater
Habitats of the United States (Cowardin, et al., 1979). Wetland boundaries were surveyed and recorded in the
field using Global Positioning Satellite (GPS) survey methods.

B. Physiography and Soils

Mitchell County lies in the Blue Ridge (Southern Appalachian) Mountains Physiographic Province of western
North Carolina. The county encompasses 220 square miles and is primarily rural. The county ranges in
elevation from approximately 1,900 ft mean sea level (msl) where the Nolichucky River flows into Tennessee to
over 5,800 ft in the Roan Mountain area msl. Elevations within the project study area range from approximately
2,940 to 3,000 ft msl, with the stream bed near the bridge lying at approximately 2,940 ft msl.

The portion of Mitchell County within the project study area (NRCS map panels I-11) has been mapped by NRCS
under the current provisional soil survey. Official soil series descriptions were also obtained by the NRCS
(USDA: http://www.statlab.iastate.edu/soils/osd). A brief description of soil types mapped by NRCS and/or
observed during field investigation is as follows:

e Sandy cobbly fluvaquents along the stream bed (unmapped by NRCS but observed during field
investigation).




C.

C.1.

Bandana sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes, occasionally flooded. This soil unit consists of very deep,
somewhat poorly drained sandy loams that are found on floodplains of small streams in the Southern
Appalachian Mountains. The A horizon of Bandana sandy loams typically consists of up to 8.0 inches of
yellowish brown (10YRS5/4) dry, friable, slightly acidic sandy loam. Permeability is moderately rapid and
runoff is negligible to very low. Bandana sandy loams underlie the East Fork Big Crabtree Creek
floodplain in the northern portion of the project study area. This soil is classified as non-hydric (USDA,
1996).

Dellwood-Reddies complex, 0 to 3 percent slopes, occasionally flooded. This map unit is comprised of
50 to 60 percent Dellwood soils and 40 to 50 percent Reddies soils. These soils are moderately well-
drained and occur on floodplains. The surface layer typically consists of a thick, dark colored, loamy to
sandy layer. Permeability is moderately rapid in the surface layer and rapid in the subsoil. The seasonal
high water table ranges from 2.0 to 4.0 ft below the surface. These soils underlie the East Fork Big
Crabtree Creek floodplain in the southern portion of the project study area. These soils are classified as
non-hydric (USDA, 1996).

Saunook-Thunder complex, 15 to 30 percent slopes, stony. This map unit is comprised of 50 to 60
percent Saunook soils and 40 to 50 percent Thunder soils. These soils are very deep and well-drained
and occur on benches, fans, and toe slopes in coves. The surface layer is typically a thick, dark loamy
layer. Numerous stones are scattered across the surface, especially along drainageways. Permeability
is moderate in Saunook soils and is moderate to moderately rapid in Thunder soils. The seasonal high
water table is greater than 6.0 ft below the surface. Seeps and springs are common. These soils
underlie moderately sloping land surfaces west of the East Fork Big Crabtree Creek floodplain in the
southwestern portion of the project study area. These soils are classified as non-hydric (USDA, 1996).

Chandler-Micaville complex, 30 to 50 percent slopes, stony. This map unit is comprised of Chandler
loams and Micaville sandy loams. These soils are very deep and somewhat excessively drained. They
occur on upland ridges and side slopes. The surface layer is loamy and numerous stones are scattered
across the surface. Permeability is moderately rapid. The seasonal high water table is greater than 6.0 ft
below the surface. These soils underlie moderately to steeply sloping land surfaces east of the East Fork
Big Crabtree Creek floodplain in the southeastern portion of the project study area. These soils are
classified as non-hydric (USDA, 1996).

Water Resources

Waters Impacted

A perennial stream, Crabtree Creek, comprises the single water resource within the project study area. Crabtree
Creek is located within the Nolichucky River subbasin of the French Broad River Drainage Basin. The French
Broad River Basin is the ninth largest watershed in North Carolina, encompassing 2,842 square miles. Crabtree
Creek is approximately 15 ft wide within the project study area. The average stream depth observed at the time
of the field investigation was 0.5 to 2.5 ft. The field investigation occurred during a rain event and, as a result,
surface waters were turbid. Water levels appeared to be slightly above the ordinarily high water level at the time
of the field investigation. -

(@)



C.2. Waters Resource Characteristics

The substrate of Crabtree Creek in the project study area is comprised of sediments ranging in size from sand to
boulders. The stream within the project study area is relatively straight and exhibits a relatively simple trapezoidal
cross-section. No sand bars or channel meanders were observed.

The stream banks are confined by vertical retaining walls beneath and adjacent to the existing bridge. A portion
of the left stream bank upstream of the bridge has been armored with riprap to protect the road embankment.
The left stream bank downstream of the bridge is well vegetated with a 40 to 60 ft wide zone of healthy trees,
shrubs, and grass with good root systems. The left stream bank upstream of the bridge parallels the right-of-way
of SR 1002 and, as a result, is less densely vegetated. The right stream bank throughout the project study area
is vegetated with a zone of few small trees and shrubs that is less than 20 ft wide and which appears generally
healthy. The stream banks are comprised of unconsolidated poorly sorted sediments of alluvial and colluvial
origin, with several intervening riprap segments.

Under the federal system for cataloging drainage basins, the drainage basin containing the project study area is
designated as USGS hydrologic unit 06010108 (the Nolichucky River drainage basin). Under the North Carolina
DWQ system for cataloging drainage basins, the drainage basin containing the project study area is designated
as Subbasin 04-03-06 (the North and South Toe Rivers and Nolichucky River subbasin). Crabtree Creek has
been assigned Stream Index Number 7-2-48-2.

Crabtree Creek has been assigned a best usage classification of C Tr. The C designation indicates waters that
are protected for secondary recreation, fishing, wildlife, fish and aquatic life propagation and survival, agriculture,
and other uses found suitable for Class “C” waters. Secondary recreation is any activity involving human body
contact with water on an infrequent or incidental basis. The surface water classification Tr is a supplemental
classification intended to protect freshwaters for natural trout propagation and survival of stocked trout. As stated
in the standards, this designation affects wastewater quality but not the type of discharges, and there are no
watershed development restrictions except stream buffer zone requirements of the North Carolina Division of
Land Resources.

No surface waters classified as High Quality Water (HQW), Water Supplies (WS-l or WS-l), or Outstanding
Resource Waters (ORW) occur within 0.6 mile of the project study area.

Crabtree Creek does not appear on the Department of Environment and Natural Resources 303d list of waters
not meeting water quality standards or which have impaired uses.

One method used by DWQ to monitor water quality is through long-term monitoring of macroinvertebrates. There
are no benthic monitoring stations on Crabtree Creek within the project study area.

Discharges that enter surface waters through a pipe, ditch or other well-defined point of discharge are broadly
referred to as "point sources”. No registered point source discharges are located within the Crabtree Creek
watershed or the project study area (EPA, 2001).

C.3. Anticipated Impacts to Water Resources
Impacts to water resources in the project study area are likely to result from activities associated with project
construction. Activities likely to result in impacts consist of clearing and grubbing along stream banks, removal of



riparian canopy, instream construction, use of fertilizers and pesticides as part of revegetation operations, and
installation of pavement. The following impacts to surface water resources are likely to result from the
aforementioned construction activities:
o Short-term increases in sedimentation and siltation downstream of the crossing associated with
increased erosion potential in the project study area during and immediately following construction.
o Short-term changes in incident light levels and turbidity due to increased sedimentation rates and
vegetation removal.
e Short-term alteration of water levels and flows due to interruptions and/or additions of surface water and
groundwater during construction.
o Short-term increases in nutrient loading during construction via runoff from temporarily exposed land
surfaces.
e A short-term increase in the potential for the release of toxic compounds (such as petroleum products)
from construction equipment and other vehicles. ‘
e Changes in and possible destabilization of water temperature regimes due to removal of vegetation
within or overhanging the watercourse.
¢ Increased concentrations of pollutants typically associated within roadway runoff.

To minimize potential impacts to water resources in and downstream of the project study area, NCDOT's Best
Management Practices for the Protection of Surface Waters (NCDOT, 1997) will be strictly enforced during the
construction phase of the project. Impacts will be minimized to the fullest degree practicable by limiting instream
activities and by revegetating stream banks immediately following the completion of grading.

C.4. Impacts Related to Bridge Demolition and Removal

In order to protect the water quality and aquatic life in the area affected by this project, the NCDOT and all
contractors will follow appropriate guidelines for bridge demolition and removal. These guidelines are presented
in three NCDOT documents entitied: Pre-Construction Guidelines for Bridge Demolition and Removal, Policy:
Bridge Demolition and Removal in Water of the United States, and Best Management Practices for Bridge
Demolition and Removal.

The superstructure for Bridge Nos. 109 and 110 are composed of a timber deck on steel |-beams. The
substructure is composed of yount masonry abutments. Neither the superstructure nor the substructure will
create any temporary fill in the creek. However, the removal of the substructure may create some disturbance of
the streambed. If removal of the substructure will create disturbance in the streambed, a turbidity curtain should
be used due to sediment concerns.

The North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC) requests a moratorium on in-water work between
May 1 and July 15 to prevent off-site sedimentation from impacting fish eggs and fry downstream of the site.
Because a moratorium applies and Crabtree Creek has been assigned a best usage classification of C Tr, this
project falls under Case 2 (allowing no in-water work during moratorium periods) of the Best Management
Practices for Bridge Demolition and Removal.



D. Biotic Resources

Living systems described in the following sections include communities of associated plants and animals
observed within the project study area. These descriptions refer to the flora and fauna in each community and
the relationship of these biotic components. Biotic resources assessed as part of this investigation include
discernable terrestrial and aquatic communities. The composition and distribution of biotic communities within the
project study area are a function of topography, soils, hydrology, and past and present land uses.

Terrestrial systems are discussed primarily from the perspective of dominant plant communities and are classified
in accordance with the Classification of Natural Communities of North Carolina: Third Approximation (Schafale
and Weakley, 1990) where applicable. Representative animal species likely to inhabit or utilize biotic
communities of the project study area (based on published range distributions) are also discussed. Species
observed during field investigation are listed.

D.1.  Plant Communities
Boundaries between contiguous biotic communities are gradational in certain portions of the project study area,
making boundaries sometimes difficult to delineate. Five discernable terrestrial communities are located within
the project study area. Of these communities, four have been altered to the extent that they cannot be classified
as a natural vegetation community under the Classification of Natural Communities of North Carolina. These
altered communities consist of. (1) altered right-of-way communities, (2) landscaped areas, (3) fallow
. pastureland, and (4) cropland. The remaining community within the project study area retains enough of its
natural characteristics to be classified under the Classification of Natural Communities of North Carolina. This
natural community consists of Piedmont/Mountain Bottomland Forest. In addition to the aforementioned
terrestrial components, the aquatic community associated with East Fork Big Crabtree Creek was assessed
within the project study area.

Altered Right-of-Way Communities -- These communities are located along the right-of-way bordering on SR
1002. Vegetation within these areas has been maintained in an early succession through mechanical and
possibly chemical vegetation management practices.

No mature woody were observed at the time of site investigation within altered rights-of-way of the project study
area; however, saplings and seedlings observed include red maple (Acer rubrum), tulip tree (Liriodendron
tulipifera), black cherry (Prunus serotina), black locust (Robinia pseudo-acacia), witch-hazel (Hamamelis
virginiana), mountain laurel (Kalmia latifolia), yellow buckeye (Aesculus flava), river birch (Betula nigra), tag alder
(Alnus serrulata), flowering dogwood (Cornus florida), southern arrowwood (Viburnum dentatum), and multiflora
rose (Rosa multiflora). Dominant herbaceous species observed at the time of site investigation include orange
jewelweed (Impatiens capensis), red clover (Trifolium pratense), Queen Anne’s lace (Daucus carota), jack-in-the-
pulpit (Arisaema triphyllum), creeping grass (Microsteguim vimineum), common plantain (Plantago major), turk’s
cap lily (Lilium superbum), Christmas fem (Polystichum acrostichoides), Curtis’ goldenrod (Solidago curtisii), joint
head (Arthraxon hispidus), goldenrod (Solidago sp.), thimbleweed (Anemone riparia), bee balm (Monarda
didyma), ginseng (Panax quinquefolium), wood sorrel (Oxalis sp.), and Joe-pye-weed (Eupatorium fistulosum).
Dominant vine species observed at the time of site investigation include tick-trefoil (Desmodium nudifiorum),
poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans), Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica), common greenbrier (Smilax
rotundifolia), trumpet creeper (Campsis radicans), and riverside grape (Vitis riparia).



Landscaped Areas -- This community consists of cleared, landscaped, and vegetatively managed areas around
several nearby residential dwellings.

Dominant plant species observed at the time of site investigation include assorted cultivars, crab grass (Digitaria
sanguinalis), common plantain (Plantago major), white clover (Trifolium repens), dandelion (Taraxacum
officinale), common chickweed (Stellaria media), and unidentified grasses (Poaceae).

Fallow Pastureland -- This community is dominated by pioneer and opportunistic plant species and is located in
the northern portion of the project study area. The slopes within this community are gently sloping to nearly level.
The successional nature of the vegetation community suggests that the area was cleared of native vegetation
and that the vegetation has been managed for several or more growing seasons.

No mature trees or shrubs have yet become established within the fallow pastureland. Dominant woody species
observed at the time of site investigation include witch-hazel (Hamamelis virginiana), mountain laurel (Kalmia
latifolia), yellow buckeye (Aesculus flava), river birch (Betula nigra), tag alder (Alnus serrulata), flowering
dogwood (Cornus florida), and multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora). Dominant herbaceous species observed at the
time of site investigation include jewelweed (Impatiens capensis), red clover (Trifolium pratense), Queen Anne’s
lace (Daucus carota), jack-in-the-pulpit (Arisaema triphyllum), creeping grass (Microsteguim vimineum), common
plantain (Plantago major), Christmas fern (Polystichum acrostichoides), Curtis’ goldenrod (Solidago curtisi), joint
head (Arthraxon hispidus), goldenrod (Solidago sp.), thimbleweed (Anemone riparia), bee balm (Monarda
didyma), ginseng (Panax quinquefolium), wood sorrel (Oxalis sp.), Joe-pye-weed (Eupatorium fistulosum), and
unidentified grasses (Poaceae). Dominant vine species observed at the time of site investigation include tick-
trefoil (Desmodium nudiflorum), poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans), Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica),
common greenbrier (Smilax rotundifolia), trumpet creeper (Campsis radicans), riverside grape (Vitis riparia), and
Virginia creeper (Parthenocissus quinquefolia).

Cropland -- This community consists of recently cultivated cropland located in the northernmost portion of the
project area. This community is located on gently sloping land surfaces adjacent to SR 1002 and the
Piedmont/Mountain Bottomland Forest, which separates the cropland from Crabtree Creek.

Piedmont/Mountain Bottomland Forest -- This community type occurs along the banks of East Fork Big
Crabtree Creek in all quadrants of the project study area. The Piedmont/Mountain Bottomland Forest occurs
upon a nearly level to gently sloping floodplain terrace perched approximately 3.5 to 4.5 ft above the stream bed.
The terrace is largely underlain by moderately well-drained fluvaquents exhibiting relatively high chromas but,
where poorly drained conditions prevail, hydric soil inclusions are observed.

Dominant tree species observed within the Piedmont/Mountain Bottomland Forest at the time of site investigation
include red maple (Acer rubrum), sycamore (Platanus occidentalis), black gum (Nyssa sylvatica), tulip tree
(Liriodendron tulipifera), Fraser magnolia (Magnolia fraseri), black cherry (Prunus serotina), black locust (Robinia
pseudo-acacia), green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), eastern hemlock (Tsuga canadensis), and white pine
(Pinus strobus). Dominant sapling and shrub species observed at the time of site investigation include witch-
hazel (Hamamelis virginiana), mountain laurel (Kalmia latifolia), yellow buckeye saplings (Aesculus flava), river
birch (Betula nigra), tag alder (Alnus serrulata), flowering dogwood (Cornus florida), southern arrowwood
(Viburnum dentatum), and multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora). Dominant herbaceous species observed at the time
of site investigation include orange jewelweed (Impatiens capensis), red clover (Trifolium pratense), Queen

10



Anne’s lace (Daucus carota), jack-in-the-pulpit (Arisaema triphyllum), creeping grass (Microsteguim vimineum),
common plantain (Plantago major), New York fern (Thelypteris noveboracensis), turks cap lily (Lilium superbum),
Christmas fern (Polystichum acrostichoides), Curtis’ goldenrod (Solidago curtisii), joint head (Arthraxon hispidus),
goldenrod (Solidago sp.), thimbleweed (Anemone riparia), bee balm (Monarda didyma), ginseng (Panax
quinquefolium), wood sorrel (Oxalis sp.), and Joe-pye-weed (Eupatorium fistulosum). Dominant vine species
observed at the time of site investigation include tick-trefoil (Desmodium nudiflorum), poison ivy (Toxicodendron
radicans), Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica), common greenbrier (Smilax rotundifolia), trumpet creeper
(Campsis radicans), riverside grape (Vitis riparia), and Virginia creeper (Parthenocissus quinquefolia).

D.2.  Wildlife

All of the communities within the project study area have been significantly altered or affected by man’s activities.
Due to forest tract fragmentation common to the project region, species that require large contiguous tracts of
forests are not likely to utilize the site on a normal basis. Certain opportunistic wildlife species, such as white-
tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), woodchuck (Marmota monax), and eastern cottontail rabbit (Sylvilagus
floridanus) can be expected to periodically utilize edge habitat present within the project study area. Due to the
relatively small size of the project study area and the fact that many wildlife species are capable of moving
between and/or utilizing adjoining communities, no distinct terrestrial wildlife habitat can be assigned to any one
terrestrial plant community within the project study area.

No mammals were observed in the project study area at the time of field investigation. Although not observed,
mammals common to the project region which can be expected to periodically utilize habitat of the project study
area include: Virginia opossum (Didelphis virginiana), shrews and moles (Insectivora), beaver (Castor
canadensis), gray squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), eastern harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys humulis), white-footed
mouse (Peromyscus leucopus), golden mouse (Ochrotomys nuttalli), hispid cotton rat (Sigmodon hispidus),
eastern woodrat (Neotoma floridana), meadow vole (Microtus pennsylvanicus), woodland vole (Microtus
pinetorum), muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus), black rat (Rattus rattus), Norway rat (Rattus norvegicus), house mouse
(Mus musculus), meadow jumping mouse (Zapus hudsonius), woodland jumping mouse (Napaeozapus insignis),
raccoon (Procyon lotor), red fox (Vulpes vulpes), black bear (Ursus americanus), long-tailed weasel (Mustela
frenata), eastern spotted skunk (Spilogale putorius), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), and bobcat (Felis rufus).

The open fields and shrub stands on the project study area provide suitable forage areas for a variety of birds. A
wide variety of resident and migratory songbirds can be expected to periodically utilize habitat present in the
project study area. The open fields on and near the project study area provide probable hunting grounds for birds
of prey, such as hawks and owls. '

No reptiles or amphibians were observed in the project study area at the time of field investigation. A variety of
reptile and amphibian species may use the communities located in the project study area. These animals include
the rat snake (Elaphe obsoleta), eastern box turtle (Terrapene carolina), five-lined skink (Eumeces fasciatus),
two-lined salamander (Eurycea bislineata), pickerel frog (Rana palustris), and American toad (Bufo americanus).

D.3.  Aquatic Communities

No aquatic or water-dependent vertebrates were observed within the project study area at the time of field
investigation. Aquatic or water-dependent invertebrates observed within the project study area at the time of field
investigation include crayfish (Cambaridae), gilled snails (Pleuroceridae), mayfly larva (Heptageniidae), aquatic
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beetle larvae (Psephenidae), case-making caddisfly larvae (Trichoptera), net-spinning caddisfly larvae
(Hydropsychidae), and water striders (Gerridag).

D.4.  Anticipated Impacts to Biotic Communities

D.4.a. Terrestrial Communities Impacts

Potential impacts to plant communities are estimated based on the approximate area of each plant community
present within both the proposed right-of-way and the temporary construction limits of any on-site detour or
easement that falls outside the estimated permanent right-of-way limit. A summary of potential plant community
impacts is presented in Table 2. All plant community impacts are based on aerial photograph base mapping. A
portion of the permanent plant community impact amount will consist of proposed right-of-way for the road after
the bridge replacement is complete. Impervious surface and open water areas are not included in this analysis.

Table 2
Potential Impacts to Plant Communities

POTENTIAL IMPACTS
PLANT acres

COMMUNITY ALT A (Preferred) ALTB

- Impacts Temp. Impacts* Impacts
Altered Right-of-Way Communities _ 0.00 0.00 0.00
Landscaped Areas 0.00 0.38 0.38
Fallow Pastureland 0.00 0.16 0.41
Cropland 0.00 0.25 0.06
Piedmont/Mountain Bottomland Forest 0.00 1.46 2.27
Total (acre) 0.00 2.25 3.12
TOTAL FORALT (acre) . 2.25 3.12

* Note: Temporary construction impacts are based on the portion of the impacts that fall outside the estimated
right-of-way limit or impacts of temporary on-site detours.

The highest amount of permanent plant community impacts result from Alternative B, which calls for bridge
replacement on new location. The plant community with the largest amount of potential permanent and
temporary impacts for all proposed alternatives is the Piedmont/Mountain Bottomland Forest community.

D.4.b. Aquatic Communities Impacts

The replacement of Bridge Nos. 109 and 110 over Crabtree Creek will result in certain unavoidable impacts to the
aquatic community. Probable impacts will be associated with the physical disturbance of the benthic habitat and
water column disturbances resulting from changes in water quantity and quality. Significant disturbance of
stream segments can have an adverse effect on aquatic community composition by reducing species diversity
and the overall quality of aquatic habitats. Physical alterations to aquatic habitats can result in the following
impacts to aquatic communities:

e Inhibition of plant growth.
e Resuspension of organic detritus and removal of aquatic vegetation that can lead fo increased nutrient
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loading. Nutrient loading can, in turn, lead to algal blooms and ensuing depletion of dissolved oxygen
levels.

e Increases in suspended and settleable solids that can, in turn, lead to clogging of feeding structures of

filter-feeding organisms and the gills of fish.

Loss of benthic macroinvertebrates through increased scouring and sediment loading.

Loss of fish shelter through removal of overhanging stream banks and snags.

Increases in seasonal water temperatures resulting from removal of riparian canopy.

Burial of benthic organisms and associated habitat.

Unavoidable impacts to aquatic communities within and immediately downstream of the project area will
be minimized to the fullest degree practicable through strict adherence to NCDOT’s Best Management Practices
for the Protection of Surface Waters (NCDOT, 1997) and other applicable guidelines pertaining to best
management practices. Means to minimize impacts will include (1) utilizing construction methods that will limit
instream activities as much as practicable, (2) restoring the stream bed as needed, and (3) revegetating stream
banks immediately following the completion of grading.

E. Special Topics

E.1.  “Waters of the United States”: Jurisdictional Issues

Surface waters within the embankments of the Crabtree Creek are subject to jurisdictional consideration under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act as “Waters of the United States” (33 CFR 328.3). Wetlands subject to review
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344) are defined by the presence of three primary criteria:
hydric soils, hydrophytic vegetation, and evidence of hydrology within 12 inches of the soil surface for a portion
(12.5 percent) of the growing season (DOA 1987). No wetlands have been mapped within the project study area
under the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) program.

The surface waters within Crabtree Creek exhibit characteristics of a permanently flooded, upper perennial,
riverine habitat with an unconsolidated bottom (R3UBH). Crabtree Creek is a jurisdictional surface water.

E.2.  Anticipated Impacts to Waters of the United States

Temporary and permanent impacts to surface waters and wetlands are estimated based on the amount of each
jurisdictional area within the project limits. Temporary impacts include those impacts that will result from
temporary construction activities outside of permanent right-of-way and/or those associated with temporary on-
site detours. Temporary impact areas will be restored to their original condition after the project has been
completed. Permanent impacts are those areas that will be in the construction limits and/or the right-of-way of
the new structure and approaches. Portions of those areas that are considered temporary impact areas often
end up being within the final right-of-way. Potential wetland and surface water impacts are included in Table 3.



Table 3
Anticipated Impacts to Surface Waters

JURISDICTIONAL AREAS ALT A (Preferred) ALTB
Impacts Temp. Impacts* Impacts
Perennial Stream Channel Impacts ft 0.0 100 0.0
TOTAL FOR ALT ft 100 0.0

*Note: Temporary construction impacts are based on the portion of the impacts not included in the construction
limits for the permanent structure.

No jurisdictional wetlands were found within the project study area. The preferred alternative, Alternative A, may
temporarily impact 100 ft of perennial stream channel while the detour structures are in place.

E.2. Permits

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act - In accordance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344),
a permit is required from the USACE for projects of this type for the discharge of dredge or fill material in “Waters
of the United States.” The USACE issues two types of permits for these activities. A general permit may be
issued on a nationwide or regional basis for a category, or categories, of activities when: those activities are
substantially similar in nature and cause only minimal individual or cumulative environmental impacts, or when the
general permit would result in avoiding unnecessary duplication of regulatory control exercised by another
Federal, state, or local agency provided that the environmental consequences of the action are individually and
cumulatively minimal. If a general permit is not appropriate for a particular activity, then an individual permit must
be utilized. Individual permits are authorized on a case-by-case evaluation of a specific project involving the
proposed discharges.

Itis anticipated that this project will fall under Nationwide Permit 23, which is a type of general permit. Nationwide
Permit 23 is relevant to approved Categorical Exclusions. This permit authorizes any activities, work, and
discharges undertaken, assisted, authorized, regulated, funded, or financed, in whole or in part, by another
federal agency and that the activity is “categorically excluded” from environmental documentation because it is
included within a category of actions which neither individually nor cumulatively have a significant effect on the
environment. Activities authorized under nationwide permits must satisfy all terms and conditions of the particular
permit. However, final permit decisions are left to the discretionary authority of the USACE. Since the proposed
project is located in a designated “Trout” county, the authorization of a nationwide permit by the USACE is
conditioned upon the concurrence of the NCWRC.

Section 401 Water Quality Certification - A 401 Water Quality Certification, administered through the DWQ, will
also be required. This certification is issued for any activity which may result in a discharge into waters for which
a federal permit is required. According to the DWQ, one condition of the permit is that the appropriate sediment
and erosion control practices must be utilized to prevent exceedences of the appropriate turbidity water quality
standard.

Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) - The proposed project is located in the Tennessee Valley Authority’s (TVA)

Land Management District. A permit pursuant to Section 26a of the TVA Act is also required for all construction
or development involving streams or floodplains in the Tennessee River drainage basin.
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E.3. Mitigation

The USACE has adopted, through the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), a wetland mitigation policy which
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, specifically wetlands.
Mitigation of wetland 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). Each of these
three aspects (avoidance, minimization, and compensatory mitigation) must be considered sequentially.

Avoidance - Mitigation by avoidance examines appropriate and practicable measures for averting impact to
waters of the United States. A 1990 Memorandum of Agreement between the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) and the USACE, states that in determining appropriate and practicable measures to offset unavoidable
impacts; such measures should be appropriate to the scope and degree of those impacts and practicable in
terms of cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project purposes.

The project purpose necessitates traversing Crabtree Creek; therefore, totally avoiding surface water impacts is
impossible.

Minimization — Minimization of adverse impact to waters of the United States includes examination of
appropriate and practicable measures to reduce such impacts. Implementation of these steps will be required
through project modifications and permit conditions. Adverse impacts are typically minimized by decreasing the
proposed project footprint through reduction of median widths, right-of-way widths, and/or fill slopes.

Other practical mechanisms to minimize impacts to waters of the United States include strict enforcement of
sedimentation control BMPs for protection of surface waters during the entire life of the project; reduction of
clearing and grubbing activity; reduction/elimination of direct discharge into streams; reduction of runoff velocity;
reestablishment of vegetation on exposed areas, with judicious pesticide and herbicide management;
minimization of instream activity; and litter/debris control.

No measures are proposed for this project because there are no jurisdictional wetlands within the project study
area.

Compensatory Mitigation — Compensatory mitigation, including restoration, creation and enhancement of
waters of the United States, is typically not considered unless anticipated impacts to waters of the United States
have been avoided and minimized to the maximum extent practicable. Further, it is recognized that “no net loss
of wetlands” may not be achievable in every permit action. Therefore, compensatory mitigation is required for
unavoidable adverse impacts which remain after all appropriate and practicable minimization measures have
been required.

Compensatory mitigation is not expected to be required for this project. A final determination regarding mitigation
requirements rest with the USACE.
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F. Protected Species

F.1.  Federally Protected Species

Species with the federal classification of Endangered (E) or Threatened (T), Proposed Endangered (PE), and
Proposed Threatened (PT) are protected under provisions of Section 7 and Section 9 of the Endangered Species
Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). Table 4 lists the federal protected species for Mitchell
County (USFWS list dated February 24, 2003):

Table 4
Federally Protected Species Listed for Mitchell County

Common Name Scientific Name Status  [Biological Conclusion
Carolina Northern Flying Squirrel Glaucomys sabrinus coloratus E No Effect
Indiana Bat Myotis sodalist E No Effect
Appalachian Elktoe Alasmidonta raveneliana E No Effect
Spruce—Fir Moss Spider Microhexura montivaga E No Effect
Spreading Avens Geum radiatum E No Effect
Heller's Blazing Star Liatris helleri T No Effect
Blue Ridge Goldenrod Solidago spithamaea T No Effect
Virginia Spiraea Spiraea virginiana T No Effect
Rock Gnome Lichen Gymnoderma lineare E No Effect

Endangered - any native or once-native species in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range.
Threatened - any native or once-native species which is likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable
future throughout all or a significant portion of its range.

Carolina Northern Flying Squirrel - The northern flying squirrel is a small nocturnal gliding mammal some 10 to
12 inches in total length and 3 to 5 ounces in weight. It possesses a long, broad, flattened tail (80 percent of
head and body length), prominent eyes, and dense, silky fur. The broad tail and folds of skin between the wrist
and ankle form the aerodynamic surface used for gliding. Adults are gray with a brownish, tan, or reddish wash
on the back, and grayish white or buffy white ventrally. Juveniles have uniform dark, slate-gray backs, and off-
white undersides. The northern flying squirrel can be distinguished from the southem flying squirrel by its larger
size, the gray base of its ventral hairs as opposed to a white base in the southern species; the relatively longer
upper tooth row; and the short, stout baculum (penis bone) of the males.

According to Professor Peter D. Weigl of Wake Forest University (1977, and pers. comm., March 2, 1984), the
northern flying squirrel occurs primarily in the ecotone, or vegetation transition zone, between the coniferous and
northern hardwood forests. Both forest types are used in the search for food, while the hardwood areas are
needed for nesting sites. Because of the flying squirrel's small size, the climatic severity of its habitat, and the
abundance of avian and mammalian predators, nesting sites represent critical resources. During the cooler
months, squirrels commonly occupy tree cavities and woodpecker holes (Jackson, 1961; Baker, 1983), but may
also construct and use leaf nests - especially in the summer (Weigl and Osgood, 1974). The interior of both
types of nests is lined with lichens, moss, or finely chewed bark. Preliminary results from a study presently
underway in West Virginia indicate that these squirrels sometimes enter burrows in the ground, although the
extent of their use is not yet known (Urban, pers. comm.).
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The North Carolina Natural Heritage Program’s database of rare species and unique habitats was reviewed in
September of 2001. No populations of the species have been recorded in the project vicinity. The project study
area was investigated on July 27, 2001. No individual organisms, populations, or suitable habitat were observed
within the project study area.

BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: NO EFFECT

Indiana Bat - The Indiana bat is a medium-sized myotis, closely resembling the little brown bay (Myotis
lucifugus), but differing in coloration. Its fur is a dull grayfish chestnut rather than bronze, with the basal portion of
the hairs of the back dull lead colored. This bat's underparts are pinkish to cinnamon and its hind feet smaller
and more delicate than in M. lucifugus. The calcar (heel of the foot) is strongly keeled.

Little is known of this bat's diet beyond the fact that it consists of insects. Females and juveniles forage in the
airspace near the foliage of riparian and floodplain trees. Males forage the densely wooded area at tree top
height (LaVal et al., 1976, 1977).

This bat has a definite breeding period that usually occurs during the first ten days of October. Mating takes
place at night on the ceilings of large rooms near cave entrances. Limited mating may also occur in the spring
before the hibernating colonies disperse.

Hibernating colonies disperse in late March and most of the bats migrate to more northern habitat for the
summer. However, some males remain in the hibernating area during this period and form active bands, which
wander from cave to cave.

Limited observations indicate that birth and development occur in very small, widely scattered colonies consisting
of 25 or so females and their young. Birth usually takes place during June with each female bearing a single
offspring. About 25 to 37 days are required for development to the flying stage and the beginning of independent
feeding.

Migration to the wintering caves usually begins in August. Fat reserves depleted during migration are replenished
largely during the month of September. Feeding continues at a diminishing rate until by late November the
population has entered a definite state of hibernation.

The hibernating bats characteristically form large, tight, compact clusters. Each individual hangs by its feet from
the ceiling. Every eight to ten days hibernating individuals awaken to spend an hour or more flying about or to
join a small cluster of active bats elsewhere in the cave before returning to hibernation.

Limestone caves are used for winter hibernation. The preferred caves have a temperature averaging 37 to 43
degrees Fahrenheit in midwinter, and a relative humidity averaging 87 percent. Summer records are rather
scarce. A few individuals have been found under bridges and in old buildings, and several maternity colonies
have been found under loose bark and in the hollows of trees. Summer foraging by females and juveniles is
limited to riparian and floodplain areas. Creeks are apparently not used if riparian trees have been removed.
Males forage over floodplain ridges and hillside forests and usually roost in caves. Foraging areas average 11.2
acres per animal in midsummer.



The North Carolina Natural Heritage Program’s database of rare species and unique habitats was reviewed in
September of 2001. No populations of the species have been recorded in the project vicinity. The project study
area was investigated on July 25, 2001. No individual organisms, populations, or suitable habitat were observed
within the project study area. The USFWS has determined that a survey for Myotis sodalist is not required.

BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: NO EFFECT

Appalachian Elktoe - The Appalachian elktoe has a thin, but not fragile, kidney-shaped shell, reaching up to
about 3.2 inches in length, 1.4 inches in height, and 1.0 inch in width (Clarke, 1981). Juveniles generally have a
yellowish-brown periostracum (outer shell surface) while the periostracum of the adults is usually dark brown to
greenish-black in color. Although rays are prominent on some shells, particularly in the posterior portion of the
shell, many individuals have only obscure greenish rays. The shell nacre (inside shell surface) is shiny, often
white to bluish-white, changing to a salmon, pinkish, or brownish color in the central and beak cavity portions of
the shell; some specimens may be marked with irregular brownish blotches (adapted from Clarke, 1981). A
detailed description of the species' shell, with illustrations, is contained in Clarke (1981). Ortmann (1921)
discussed soft parts.

The species has been reported from relatively shallow, medium-sized creeks and rivers with cool, clean, well-
oxygenated, moderate- to fast-flowing water. The species is most often found in riffles, runs, and shallow flowing
pools with stable, relatively silt-free, coarse sand and gravel substrate associated with cobble, boulders, and/or
bedrock. Stability of the substrate appears to be critical to the Appalachian elktoe, and the species is seldom
found in stream reaches with accumulations of silt or shifting sand, gravel, or cobble. Individuals that have been
encountered in these areas are believed to have been scoured out of upstream areas during periods of heavy
rain, and have not been found on subsequent surveys (C. McGrath, personal communication, 1996; J.A. Fridell,
personal observation, 1995, 1996, 1999).

The North Carolina Natural Heritage Program’s database of rare species and unique habitats was reviewed in
September of 2001. No populations of the species have been recorded in the project vicinity; however,
populations have been reported in the South Toe River Basin. Suitable habitat for the species was observed
within portions of the project study area during the initial field investigation. The project study area was visited on
August 19, 2002 by NCDOT biologists for habitat evaluation. Crabtree Creek is a high gradient stream which is
not typical habitat of the Appalachian elktoe. A mussel survey at this project is not required.

BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: NO EFFECT

Spruce-fir Moss Spider - The spruce-fir moss spider was originally described by Crosby and Bishop (1925)
based on collections made from a mountain peak in western North Carolina in 1923 (Coyle 1981). Itis one of the
smallest members of the primitive suborder of spiders that are often popularly referred to as "tarantulas" (Harp
1991, 1992). Adults of this species measure only 0.10 to 0.15 of an inch (about the size of a BB) (Coyle 1981).
Coloration of the spruce-fir moss spider ranges from light brown to yellow-brown to a darker reddish brown, and
there are no markings on its abdomen (Harp, 1991, 1992). The most reliable field identification characteristics for
the spruce-fir moss spider are chelicerae that project forward well beyond the anterior edge of the carapace, a
pair of very long posterior spinnerets, and the presence of a second pair of book lungs, which appear as light
patches posterior to the genital furrow (Harp, 1992).
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The spruce-fir moss spider is known only from Fraser fir and red spruce forest communities of the highest
elevations of the southern Appalachian Mountains in western North Carolina and eastern Tennessee (Coyle,
1981, 1997, 1999; Harp, 1991, 1992). The typical habitat of this spider is found in damp, but well drained, moss
mats growing on rock outcrops and boulders in well-shaded situations within these forests (Coyle, 1981, 1997,
1999; Harp, 1992). The moss mats cannot be too dry (the species is very sensitive to desiccation) or too wet
(large drops of water can also pose a threat to the spider). The spider constructs tube-shaped webs in the
interface between the moss mat and rock surface. There is no record of prey having been found in the webs of
the spruce-fir moss spider, nor has the species been observed taking prey in the wild, but the abundant
springtails (collembolans) in the moss mats provide the most likely source of food for the spider (Coyle, 1981,
Harp, 1992).

The North Carolina Natural Heritage Program’s database of rare species and unique habitats was reviewed in
September of 2001. No populations of the species have been recorded in the project vicinity. The project study
area was investigated on July 27, 2001. No individual organisms, populations, or suitable habitat were observed
within the project study area. Elevations within the project study area range from approximately 2,940 to 3,000 ft.
All known populations occur at elevations at and above 5,400 ft in elevation.

BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: NO EFFECT

Spreading Avens - Spreading avens is a perennial herb. Spreading avens is topped with an indefinite cyme of
large, bright yellow flowers. Its leaves are mostly basal with large terminal lobes and small laterals, and they
arise from horizontal rhizomes. Plant stems grow 7.9 to 19.7 inches tall. Flowering occurs from June through
September, and the fruits (achenes) are produced from August through October.

The species inhabits high elevation cliffs, outcrops, and steep slopes that are exposed to full sun. The adjacent
spruce/fir forests are dominated by red spruce (Picea rubens) and a federal candidate species, Fraser fir (Abies
fraseri). Heller's blazing star (Liatris helleri) and/or Blue Ridge goldenrod (Solidago spithamaea), both federally-
listed as threatened species, are also present at some sites. The substrate at all the population sites is
composed of various igneous, metamorphic, and metasedimentary rocks (Massey, et al., 1980; Morgan, 1980;
Kral, 1983; Department of the Interior, 1990).

The North Carolina Natural Heritage Program’s database of rare species and unique habitats was reviewed in
September of 2001. No populations of the species have been recorded in the project vicinity. The project study
area was investigated on July 27, 2001. No individual organisms, populations, or suitable habitat were observed
within the project study area. Elevations within the project study area range from 2,850 to 2,880 ft msl. These
elevations are below the range of 4,200 to 6,300 ft for known populations.

BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: NO EFFECT

Heller’s Blazing Star - Heller's blazing star is a perennial herb that has one or more erect or arching stems
arising from a tuft of narrow pale green basal leaves. Its stems reach up to 1.3 ft in height and are topped by a
showy spike of lavender flowers, which are 2.8 to 7.9 inches long (Porter, 1891). Its flowering season lasts from
July through September, and its fruits are present from September through October (Kral, 1983; Radford et al.,
1964). This plant is differentiated from other similar high altitude Liatris species by a much shorter pappus, ciliate
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petioles, intemally pilose corolla tubes, and a lower, stockier habit (Cronquist, 1980; Gaiser, 1946). Work is being
conducted on populations in two locations, which may result in their being reclassified as a new taxon (Sutter, in
preparation). If so, these plants will remain protected under the Endangered Species Act.

The plant exists on high elevation ledges of rock outcrops in shallow, acid soils, which are exposed to full
sunlight.

The North Carolina Natural Heritage Program'’s database of rare species and unique habitats was reviewed in
September of 2001. No populations of the species have been recorded in the project vicinity. The project study
area was investigated on July 25, 2001. No individual organisms, populations, or suitable habitat were observed
within the project study area. Elevations within the project study area range from approximately 2,940 to 3,000 ft
msl. These elevations are below the range of 3,500 to 6,000 ft for known populations. Consequently, the
biological conclusion for Liatris helleri is “No Effect”.

BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: NO EFFECT

Blue Ridge Goldenrod - An erect perennial herb with stems 4 to 16 inches tall arising from a short, stout
rhizome. The yellow flowers are borne in heads arranged into a corymbiform inflorescence. Flowering occurs
during July and August.

Blue Ridge goldenrod habitat is found at elevations above 4,600 ft. The plant is considered an early pioneer
species and is found growing in full sun in the crevices of granite outcrops.

The North Carolina Natural Heritage Program’s database of rare species and unique habitats was reviewed in
September of 2001. No populations of the species have been recorded in the project vicinity. The project study
area was investigated on July 25, 2001. No individual organisms, populations, or suitable habitat were observed
within the project study area. Elevations within the project study area range from approximately 2,940 to 3,000 ft
msl. Blue Ridge goldenrod habitat is found at elevations above 4,600 ft. Consequently, the biological conclusion
for Solidago spithamaea is “No Effect”.

BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: NO EFFECT

Virginia Spiraea - Virginia spiraea bears cream-colored flowers on branched and flat-topped axles. This shrubby
plant grows from 2.0 to 10.0 ft tall and has arching, upright stems. Its alternative leaves are of different sizes and
shapes. Spiraea spreads clonally and forms dense clumps, which spread in rock crevices and around boulders.
Flowering occurs in June and July.

Virginia spiraea is unique because it occurs along rocky, flood-scoured riverbanks in gorges or canyons.
Although it is an unusual requirement, flood scouring is essential to this plant's survival because it eliminates
taller woody competitors and creates riverwash deposits and early successional habitats. These conditions are
apparently essential for this plant's colonization of new sites (Rawinski, 1988). Spiraea is found in thickets.
Common woody vine associates include fox grape; summer grape; riverbank grape; winter grape; graybark or
pigeon grape; possum grape; sand grape; and muscadine or scuppernong. Other plant associates include royal
fern, yellow ironweed or wing-stem; ninebark; smooth alder or brookside alder; silky cornel or kinnikinnik: and
shrubby yellow root (Parkin, U.S. Fish and Wildlife, personal communication, 1990). The bedrock surrounding
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spiraea habitat is primarily sandstone and soils are acidic and moist. Spiraea grows best in full sun, but it can
tolerate some shade (Technical Bulletin, 1990). One population in West Virginia inhabits a disturbed wetland
habitat near a road (Rawinski, 1988).

The North Carolina Natural Heritage Program’s database of rare species and unique habitats was reviewed in
September of 2001. No populations of the species have been recorded in the project vicinity. The project study
area was investigated on July 27, 2001 and June 12, 2003. No individual organisms, populations, or suitable
habitat were observed within the project study area.

BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: NO EFFECT

Rock Gnome Lichen - Rock gnome lichen is a squamulose lichen in the reindeer moss family. This species is
the only member of its genus occurring in North America. It occurs in rather dense colonies of narrow straps
(squamules). The only similar lichens are the squamulose lichens of the genus Cladonia. Rock gnome lichen
has terminal portions of the strap like individual lobes that are blue-gray on the upper surface and generally
shiny-white on the lower surface; near the base they grade to black (unlike squmulose Cladonia, which are never
blackened toward the base). The squamules are about 0.04 inch across near the tip, tapering to the blackened
base, sparingly and subdichotomously branched, and generally about 0.4 to 0.8 inch long, although they can vary
somewhat in length, depending upon environmental factors.

The squamules are nearly parallel to the rock surface, but the tips curl away from the rock, approaching or
reaching a perpendicular orientation to the rock surface. The fruiting bodies (apothecia) are borne at the tips of
the squamules and are black (contrasting to the brown or red apothecia of Cladonia species). The apothecia are
borne singly or in clusters, usually at the tips of the squamules but occasionally along the sides; these have been
found from July through September. The apothecia are either sessile or borne on short podetia 0.04 to 0.08 inch
with most being much smaller. The apothecia are cylindrical in shape and radial in symmetry. The primary
means of propagation of this lichen appears to be asexual, with colonies spreading clonally.

Rock gnome lichen occurs only in areas of high humidity, either at high elevations, where it is frequently bathed in
fog, or in deep river gorges at lower elevations. It is primarily limited to vertical rock faces where seepage water
from forest soils above the cliffs flows at (and only at) very wet times. Most populations occur above an elevation
of 5,000 ft.

The North Carolina Natural Heritage Program'’s database of rare species and unique habitats was reviewed in
September of 2001. No populations of the species have been recorded in the project vicinity. The project study
area was investigated on July 27, 2001. No individual organisms, populations, or suitable habitat were observed
within the project study area. Elevations within the project study area range from 2,850 to 2,880 ft msl. Most
known populations are above 5,000 ft.

BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: NO EFFECT

F.2.  Federal Species of Concern

Federal Species of Concern (FSC) are not afforded federal protection under the Endangered Species Act and are
not subject to any of the provisions included in Section 7 until they are formally proposed or listed as Threatened
or Endangered. In addition to the federal program, organisms that are listed as Endangered (E), Threatened (T},
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or Special Concern (SC) by the North Carolina Natural Heritage Program (NCNHP) on its list of Rare Plants and
Animal Species are afforded state protection under the N.C. State Endangered Species Act and the N.C. Plant
Protection and Conservation Act of 1979. Table 5 lists Federal Species of Concern for Mitchell County, the state
status of these species, and the potential for suitable habitat in the project study area. The NCNHP database
shows no occurrences of FSC within 0.6 mile of the project study area as of January 2001.
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Federal Species of Concern (FSC) for Mitchell County

Table 5

Common Name Scientific Name Potential State
Habitat Status
Allegheny Woodrat Neotoma magister No SC
Appalachian Cottontail Sylvilagus obscurus Yes
Blotched Chub Erimystax insignis Yes SR
Southern Appalachian Saw-whet Owl Aegolius acadicus No SC
Olive-sided Flycatcher Contopus borealis No SC
Sharphead Darter Etheostoma acuticeps Yes T
Southern Appalachian Red Crossbill Loxia curvirostra No SR
S. Appalachian Black-capped Ckickadee | Parus atricapullus practicus Yes SC
S. Appalachian Yellow-bellied Sapsucker | Sphyrapicus varius appalaciensis Yes SR
Olive Darter Percina squamata Yes SC
Roan Supercoil Paravitrea varidens Yes T
Diana Fritillary Butterfly Speyeria diana Yes SR
Fraser Fir Abies fraseri No
Roan's False Goat's Beard Astilbe crenatiloba Yes C
Mountain Bittercress Cardamine clematitis No SR
Piratebush Buckleya distichophylla Yes E
Roan Sedge Carex roanensis Yes C
Tall Larkspur Delphinium exaltatum No E-SC
Glade spurge Euphorbia purpurea Yes C
Bent Avens Geum geniculatum Yes T
Butternut Juglans cinerea Yes
Gray's Lily Lilium grayi No T-SC
Canby's Mountain Lover (=cliff green) Paxistima canbyi No
A Liverwort Plagiochila sullivantii var. sullivantii No C
A Liverwort Sphenolobopsis pearsonii No PE

Endangered (E) — any native or once-native species in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range.
Threatened (T) - any native or once-native species which is likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable
future throughout all or a significant portion of its range.
Special Concern (SC) - any species which requires monitoring but which may be collected and sold under specific reguiations.
Candidate(C) - a species for which USUSFWS has enough information on file to support propesals for listing as endangered

or threatened.

Significantly Rare(SR) — species which are very rare, generally with 1-20 populations in the state, and generally reduced in

numbers by habitat destruction.

Proposed Endangered (PE) — a species which has been formally proposed for listing as endangered, but has not yet completed

the legally mandated listing process.




F.3.  Summary of Anticipated Impacts
The proposed project is not anticipated to impact any threatened or endangered species.

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, implemented by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's Regulations for Compliance with
Section 106, codified at 36 CFR Part 800. Section 106 requires Federal agencies to take into account the effect
of their undertakings (federally funded, licensed, or permitted) on properties listed in or eligible for inclusion in the
National Register of Historic Places and to afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation a reasonable
opportunity to comment on such undertakings. This project has been coordinated with the North Carolina State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) in accordance with the Advisory Council's regulations and FHWA
procedures. ‘

B.  Historic Architecture

A field survey of the Area of Potential Effect (APE) was conducted on November 13, 2002. All structures within
the APE were photographed, and later reviewed by the State Historic Preservation Office (HPO). In a
. concurrence form dated March 18, 2003, the SHPO concurred that there are no historic architectural resources
either listed in 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 SHPO, in a memorandum dated January 29, 2002, recommended that “no archaeological investigation be
conducted in connection with this project.” A copy of the SHPO memorandum is included in the Appendix.

VIl.  ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

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

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

Replacement of Bridge Nos. 109 and 110 will not have an adverse effect on the quality of the human or natural
environment with the use of the current North Carolina Department of Transportation standards and
specifications.

The project is not in conflict with any plan, existing land use, or zoning regulation. No change in land use is
expected to result from the 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.
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No adverse effect on public facilities or services is expected. The project is not expected to adversely affect
social, economic, or religious opportunities in the area.

In compliance with Executive Order 12898 (Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low Income Populations) the project would not disproportionately impact any minority or low-
income populations.

The studied route does not contain any bicycle accommodations, nor is it a designated bicycle route; therefore,
no bicycle accommodations have been included as part of this project.

This project has been coordinated with the United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources
Conservation Service. The Farmland Protection Policy Act requires all federal agencies or their representatives
to consider the potential impact to prime farmland for all land acquisition and construction projects. The proposed
project involves replacing the bridges in their existing locations; therefore, no impacts to prime or locally important
farmland are anticipated.

No publicly owned parks or recreational facilities, wildlife and waterfow! refuges, or historic sites of national, state
or local significance in the immediate vicinity of the project will be impacted.

The proposed project will not require right-of-way acquisition or easement from any land protected under Section
4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966.

No adverse effects to air quality are anticipated from this project. This project is an air quality “neutral” project, so
it is not required to be included in the regional emissions analysis and a project level CO analysis is not required.
Since the project is located in an attainment area, 40 CFR Part 51 is not applicable. If vegetation or wood debris
is disposed of by open burning, it shall be done in accordance with applicable local laws and regulations of the
North Carolina State Implementation Plan (SIP) for air quality in compliance with 15 NCAC 2D.0520 and 1990
Clean Air Act Amendments and the National Environmental Policy Act. This evaluation completes the
assessment requirements for air quality, and no additional reports are required.

Ambient noise levels may increase during the construction of this project; however this increase will be only
temporary and usually confined to daylight hours. There should be no notable change in traffic volumes after this
project is complete. Therefore, this project will have no adverse effect on existing noise levels. Noise receptors in
the project area will not be impacted by this project. This evaluation completes the assessment requirements for
highway noise set forth in 23 CFR Part 772. No additional reports are required.

The NCDOT Geotechnical Unit determined that no underground storage tanks or areas of other contamination
were present at or near the project study area.

Mitchell County is a participant in the Federal Flood Insurance Regular Program. The project is not located within
an Approximate or Detailed Study Area. Since the proposed structures will be similar in waterway opening size, it
is not anticipated that they will have any significant adverse impact on the existing floodplain and floodway. The
approximate 100-year floodplain in the project study area is shown in Figure 9.

Geotechnical borings for the bridge foundation will be necessary.



Based on the above discussion, it is concluded that no substantial adverse environmental impacts will result from
the replacement of Bridge Nos. 109 and 110.

Viil.  PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Due to the isolated nature of this bridge replacement project, no formal public involvement program was initiated.
Efforts were undertaken early in the planning process to contact local officials to involve them in the project
development with a scoping letter.

IX. ~ AGENCY COMMENTS

Agency comments are summarized below. Letters from the commenting agencies are included in the appendix.

North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC): Potential for fish spawning moratorium for May 1
through July 15 to prevent off-site sedimentation from impacting fish eggs and fry downstream of the site.

Response: The NCDOT will observe a moratorium on in-water work between May 1 to July 15 to protect
fish spawning.
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AN R et

US Fish and Wildlife Service
160 Zillicoa Street
Asheville, NC 28801
Phone 828-258-3939 Ext 237, Fax 828-238-3330

MEMO FOR: william T. Goodwin, P.E. DATE: June 27, 2002

FROM: Marella Buncick

SUBJECT: Review of NCDOT 2005 Bridge Program

] have completed initial review of the approximately 70 proposed bridge replacements for
NCDOT Divisions 9-14 for the year 2005. 1 would like to commend NCDOT for
obtaining the natural resource information up front and allowing the agencies to review
the proposals and provide comments so early in the process. It wasa large volume of
work for everyone involved but I feel that the input will be much more meaningful at this

early planning stage.

Attached is a spreadsheet with specific comments for each project reviewed. All of the
projects have been assigned a Green, Yellow, or Red ranking depending on the resources
affected and the need for future consultation. As you will note, the majority of the
projects received a Yellow ranking. This is due in large part to the fact that there are
unresolved issues related to listed species. Many of these projects likely will become
Green projects after further field review. However, obligations under Section 7 of the
Act must be reconsidered if: (1) new information reveals impacts of this identified action
that may affect listed species or critical habitat in a manner not previously considered, (2)
actions are subsequently modified in a manner that was not considered in this review, or
(3) anew species is listed or critical habitat is determined that may be affected by the

identified action.

I also have general comments regarding the process and reports. My general comments
follow.

Report Content and Organization

1. The reports would be more easily handled if they were not spiral or otherwise
bound.

2. Maps need to be much better. Without a significant landmark-- highway, larger

town, other feature — it sometimes took a long time to figure out the location of

the project within a county.

The reports were organized somewhat similarly, but more consistency would aid

in the review process. Perhaps a table that has the significant features ---stream

width, depth, DWQ class, etc.--also would help.

(V8]



4. For listed species,it often was difficult to .tell'whétller field surveys had been
conducted or whether the information was limitedto a database search.
In the future, I would appreciate having the Rosgen stream classification included

as part of the information.

wn

Listed Species Surveys

Projects currently ranked as Yellow will need to be reviewed in the future after the stated
issues are resolved. For those reports with unresolved issues related to listed species, |
would recommend that NCDOT wait until closer to implementation time to conduct final
surveys. In general, after three to five years we need updated information regarding the
project and listed species. Additionally, when aquatic species are involved (particularly
mussels) several surveys may be required to adequately determine presence or absence. .

The three projects receiving a Red ranking will need to be followed very closely.to
determine future consultation requirements. These include B-4287 (actually 2 bridge
replacements), B-4286, and B-4282. These projects were ranked as Red because of the
significance of the number of listed resources potentially affected and the river (either
main stem or tributary} involved.

I would encourage NCDOT to require consultants to at least assess habitat for the bog
turtle. While the bog turtle technically does not require Section 7 consultation, it is a
species of concern and NCDOT is actively managing mitigation sites or parts of sites for
this species. Additionally, the Wildlife Resources Commission considers this animal rare
in NC and participates actively in surveys and conservation efforts on its behalf.

Bridge Design and Construction Practices

I am assuming that FWS comments/recommendations in the past regarding bridge design,
demolition, and construction practices will be folded into each of these projects. Since
NCDOT 1s also working on a BMP manual that covers these practices, I think it would be
redundant to state them again. However, if any questions arise, please let me know. [
would like to emphasize that we prefer off-site detours wherever possible, to minimize

effects to resources.

Each of these projects has been assigned a log number. Please refer to these numbers in
future requests regarding the subject projects. Thank you again for the opportunity to
provide these comments. If you have questions, please let me know.
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and Natural Resources
Division of Water Quality

Michael Easley, Governor N C D EN R

State of North Carolina W
Department of Environment

i ecret
Bill ROS.S, S eary NORTH CAROUNA DEPARTMENT OF
Alan Klimek, Director ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES
June 18, 2002

Memorandum To:  William T. Goodwin, Jr., PE, Unit Head
Bridge Replacement Planning Unit
Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch

Throilgh: John Domey~*
1 f Watér Quality, 401 Unit

From: Robert Ridings A W
NC Division of Water Quality, 404 Unit

Subject: Review of Natural Systems Technical Reports for bridge
replacement projects scheduled for construction in CFY 2005:
“Yellow Light” Projects: B-4037, B-4076, B-4116, B4016,
B-4052, B-4015, B-4013, B-4012, B-4011, B-4202, B-4199,
B-4196, B-4195, B-4322, B-4317, B-4316, B-4285, & B-4023.

On all projects, use of proper sediment and erosion control will be needed. Sediment and erosion
control measures should not be placed in wetlands. Sediment should be removed from any water
pumped from behind a cofferdam before the water is returned to the stream. Sedimentation and
Erosion Control Guidelines for Sensitive Watersheds (15A NCAC 4B .0024) must be
implemented prior to any ground-disturbing activities to minimize impacts to downstream
-aquatic resources. Temporary or permanent herbaceous vegetation must be planted on all bare
soil within 10 days of ground-disturbing activities to provide long term erosion control.

This office would prefer bridges to be replaced with new bridges. However if the bridge must be
replaced by a culvert and 150 linear feet or more of stream is impacted, a stream mitigation plan
will be needed prior to the issuance of a 401 Water Quality Certification. While the NCDWQ
realizes that this may not always be practical, it should be noted that for projects requiring
mitigation, appropriate mitigation plans will be required prior to issuance of a 401 Water Quality

Certification.

Any proposed culverts shall be installed in such a manner that the original stream profile 1s not
altered (i.e. the depth of the channel must not be reduced by a widening of the streambed).
Existing stream dimensions are to be maintained above and below locations of culvert

extensions.

Wetlands/401 Unit 2321 Crabtree Blvd. Suite 250 Raleigh, North Carolina 27604
elephone 919-733-1786 FAX # 733-6893



For permitting, any project that falls under the Corps of Engineers’ Nationwide Permits 23 or 33
do not require written concurrence by the NC Division of Water Quality. Notification and
courtesy copies of materials sent to the Corps, including mitigation plans, are required. For
projects that fall under the Corps of Engineers Nationwide Permit 14 or Regional General Bridge
Permit 31, the formal 401 application process will be required including appropriate fees and
mitigation pians.

Do not use any machinery in the stream channels unless absolutely necessary. Additionally,
vegetation should not be removed from the stream bank unless it is absolutely necessary.
NCDOT should especially avoid removing large trees and undercut banks. If large, undercut
trees must be removed, then the trunks should be cut and the stumps and root systems left in
place to minimize damage to streamn banks.

Use of rnip-rap for bank stabilization must be minimized; rather, native vegetation should be
planted when practical. If necessary, rip-rap must be limited to the stream bank below the high
water mark, and vegetation must be used for stabilization above high water.

Rules regarding stormwater as described in (15A NCAC 2b.0216 (3) (G)) shall be followed for
these projects. These activities shall minimize built-upon surface area, divert runoff away from
surface waters and maximize utilization of BMPs. Existing vegetated buffers shall not be mowed
in order to allow it to be most effectively utilized for storm water sheet flow.

Special Note on projects B-4037 and B-4076: these waters are classified as 303(d) waters.
Special measures for sediment control will be needed.

Also note that projects B-4037, B-4052, B-4015,B-4013, B-4012, B-4011, B-4202, B-4196,
B-4322, B-4317, and B-4316 occur in Trout waters. Any trout-specific conditions that would be
determined by the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission, to protect the egg and fry
stages of trout from sedimentation during construction, would be required on any 401
certifications.

Streams classified as “+” signify a stream draining into another stream that is ORW or HQW.
Projects that occur in “+” streams are: B-4016, B-4012, B-4011, and B-4317.

Thank you for requesting our input at this time. The DOT is reminded that issuance of a 401
Water Quality Certification requires that appropriate measures be instituted to ensure that water
quality standards are met and designated uses are not degraded or lost.
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& North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission <}

512 N. Salisbury Street, Raleigh, North Carolina 27604-1188, 919-733-3391
Charles R. Fullwood, Executive Director

TO: William T. Goodwin, Jr., PE, Unit Head
Bridge Replacement & Environmental Analysis Branch

FROM: Ron Linville, Habitat Conservation Coordi r
Habitat Conservation Program gL

DATE: May 7, 2002

SUBJECT: NCDOT Bridge Replacements:
Mitchell County — Bridge No. 110, SR1002, East Fork Crabtree Creek, B-4202
Burke County — Bridge No. 175, SR1901, White Oak Creek, B-4046 :

Biologists with the N. C. Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC) have reviewed the
information provided and have the following preliminary comments on the subject project. Our
comments are provided in accordance with provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act
(42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(c)) and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16
U.S.C. 661-667d).

Our standard recommendations for bridge replacement projects of this scope are as
follows:

1. We generally prefer spanning structures. Spanning structures usually do not require
work within the stream and do not require stream channel realignment. The horizontal
and vertical clearances provided by bridges allows for human and wildlife passage
beneath the structure, does not block fish passage, and does not block navigation by
canoeists and boaters.

2. Bridge deck drains should not discharge directly into the stream.
3. Live concrete should not be allowed to contact the water in or entering into the stream.

4. If possible, bridge supports (bents) should not be placed in the stream.
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10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

. If temporary access roads or detours are constructed, they should be removed back to

original ground elevations immediately upon the completion of the project. Disturbed
areas should be seeded or mulched to stabilize the soil and native tree species should
be planted with a spacing of not more than 10°x10’. If possible, when using temporary
structures the area should be cleared but not grubbed. Clearing the area with chain
saws, mowers, bush-hogs, or other mechanized equipment and leaving the stumps and
root mat intact, allows the area to revegetate naturally and minimizes disturbed soil.

. A clear bank (riprap free) area of at least 10 feet should remain on each side of the

steam underneath the bridge.

_ In trout waters, the N.C. Wildlife Resources Commission reviews all U.S. Army

Corps of Engineers nationwide and general ‘404’ permits. We have the option of
requesting additional measures to protect trout and trout habitat and we can
recommend that the project require an individual ‘404’ permit.

_ In streams that contain threatened or endangered species, NCDOT biologist Mr. Tim

Savidge should be notified. Special measures to protect these sensitive species may be
required. NCDOT should also contact the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for
information on requirements of the Endangered Species Act as it relates to the project,

" In streams that are used by anadromous fish, the NCDOT official policy entitled

«Gtream Crossing Guidelines for Anadromous Fish Passage (May 12, 1997)” should
be followed.

In areas with significant fisheries for sunfish, seasonal exclusions may also be
recommended.

Sedimentation and erosion control measures sufficient to protect aquatic resources
must be implemented prior to any ground disturbing activities. Structures should be
maintained regularly, especially following rainfall events.

Temporary or permanent herbaceous vegetation should be planted on all bare soil
within 15 days of ground disturbing activities to provide long-term erosion control.

All work in or adjacent to stream waters should be conducted in a dry work area.
Sandbags, rock berms, cofferdams, or other diversion structures should be used
where possible to prevent excavation in flowing water.

Heavy equipment should be operated from the bank rather than in stream channels in
order to minimize sedimentation and reduce the likelihood of introducing other
pollutants into streams.

Only clean, sediment-free rock should be used as temporary fill (causeways), and
should be removed without excessive disturbance of the natural stream bottom when
construction is completed.

During subsurface investigations, equipment should be inspected daily and
maintained to prevent contamination of surface waters from leaking fuels, lubricants,
hydraulic fluids, or other toxic materials.

If corrugated metal pipe arches, reinforced concrete pipes, or concrete box culverts are

used:
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1. The culvert must be designed to allow for aquatic life and fish passage. Generally, the
culvert or pipe invert should be buried at least 1 foot below the natural streambed
(measured from the natural thalweg depth). If multiple barrels are required, barrels
other than the base flow barrel(s) should be placed on or near stream bankfull or
floodplain bench elevation (similar to Lyonsfield design). These should be
reconnected to floodplain benches as appropriate. This may be accomplished by
utilizing sills on the upstream and downstream ends to restrict or divert flow to the
base flow barrel(s). Silled barrels should be filled with sediment so as not to cause
noxious or mosquito breeding conditions. Sufficient water depth should be provided
in the base flow barrel(s) during low flows to accommodate fish movement. If
culverts are longer than 40-50 linear feet, alternating or notched baffles should be
installed in a manner that mimics existing stream pattern. This should enhance
aquatic life passage: 1) by depositing sediments in the barrel, 2) by maintaining
channel depth and flow regimes, and 3) by providing resting places for fish and other
aquatic organisms. In essence, base flow barrel(s) should provide a continuum of
water depth and channel width without substantial modifications of velocity.

2. If multiple pipes or cells are used, at least one pipe or box should be designed to
remain dry during normal flows to allow for wildlife passage.

3. Culverts or pipes should be situated along the existing channel alignment whenever
possible to avoid channel realignment. Widening the stream channel must be avoided.
Stream channel widening at the inlet or outlet end of structures typically decreases
water velocity causing sediment deposition that requires increased maintenance and

disrupts aquatic life passage.

4. Riprap should not be placed in the active thalweg channel or placed in the streambed
in a manner that precludes aquatic life passage. Bioengineering boulders or structures
should be professionally designed, sized, and installed.

In most cases, we prefer the replacement of the existing structure at the same location
with road closure. If road closure is not feasible, a temporary detour should be designed and
located to avoid wetland impacts, minimize the need for clearing and to avoid destabilizing
stream banks. If the structure will be on a new alignment, the old structure should be removed
and the approach fills removed from the 100-year floodplain. Approach fills should be removed
down to the natural ground elevation. The area should be stabilized with grass and planted with
native tree species. If the area reclaimed was previously wetlands, NCDOT should restore the
area to wetlands. If successful, the site may be utilized as mitigation for the subject project or

other projects in the watershed.
Project specific comments:

1. Mitchell County — Bridge No. 110, SR1002, East Fork Crabtree Creek, B-4202
YELLOW LIGHT. Warmwater fishery, Tributary to Henry River, Listed species?
Sunfish and rock bass are important species. Potential for fish spawning moratorium for
May 1 through July 15 to prevent off-site sedimentation from impacting fish eggs and fry

downstream of the site.



Bridge Memo 4 May 7, 2002

2. Burke County — Bridge No. 175, SR1901, White Oak Creek, B-4046
YELLOW LIGHT. Warmwater fishery, Tributary to Jacobs Fork River, Listed species?
Sunfish and rock bass are important species. Potential for fish spawning moratorium for
May 1 through July 15 to prevent off-site sedimentation from impacting fish eggs and fry
downstream of the site.

NCDOT should routinely minimize adverse impacts to fish and wildlife resources in the
vicinity of bridge replacements. Restoring previously disturbed floodplain benches should
narrow and deepen streams previously widened and shallowed during initial bridge installation.
NCDOT should install and maintain sedimentation control measures throughout the life of the
project and prevent wet concrete from contacting water in or entering into these streams.
Replacement of bridges with spanning structures of some type, as opposed to pipe or box
culverts, is recommended in most cases. Spanning structures allow wildlife passage along
streambanks and reduce habitat fragmentation.

If you need further assistance or information on NCWRC concerns regarding bridge
replacements, please contact me at (336) 769-9453. Thank you for the opportunity to review and
comment on these projects. '

Cc: David Cox, WRC



Federal Aid # BRZ-1002(9) TIP #B-4202 County: Mitchell

CONCURRENCE FORM FOR PROPERTIES NOT ELIGIBLE FOR
THE NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES

Project Description: Replace Bridge No. 110 on SR 1002 over Crabtree Creek
On 03/18/03. representatives of the
E{ North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT)

OJ Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
[B/ North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office (HPO)

] Other

Reviewed the subject project at

] Scoping meeting
E]/ Historic architectural resources photograph review session/consultation

M Other
All parties present agreed
] There are no properties over {ifty years old within the project’s arca of potentiai cffects.

There are no properties less than Gy vears old which are considered to meet Criteria Consideration Gow ithin tie
I A
project’s area of potential effects.

L’Q/ There are properties over fifiv vears old within the project’s Area of Potential I fTects (APE), but based on the
historical information availuble and the photographs of each property. the property identified as
i—10 : is considered not eligible for the National

Register and vo further evabaation of i pecessary. :
'\/ Thoe s qee e Mationad Beeioer-diaed oo e Disted properties s il tie project s aren ol potening ofo

Lg/ All properties greater than 50 years of age located in the APE have been considered at this consultation, and bused
upon the above concurrence, all compliance for historic architecture with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act and GS 121-12(a) has been completed for this project.

/ T L R A R Ve rodeUh (R L e T e i

M ouu P oo 3182003
Representati}, NCBDOT Date

JM#/%/ o 3/3’/03

Representative, HPOU Date
State Historic Preservation Officer Date '

If a survey report is prepared, a final copy of this form and the attached list will be included.
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achve
North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources
State Historic Preservation Office
David L. S. Brook. Administrator
Michael F. Easley, Governor Division of Historical Resources
Lisbeth C. Evans, Sccretary David J. Olson, Director
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MEMORANDUNM
TO: Wililam D. Gilmore, Manager
NCDOT, Division of Highways
FROM David Brook Aot i voed
: avi roo / e ‘r‘P

SUBJECT:  Replace Bridge 110 on SR 1002 over Crabtree Creek, Replace Brndge 109 oa SR 1002 over

Crabuee Greek; TID B-4202, Mitchell County, ER 02-8525

Thank vou for vour letter of September 25, 2001, regarding the above project.

There are no known archaeological sites within the project area. Based on our knowledge of the area, iis
unlikely thar any archaeological resources that may be eligible for conclusion in the National Register of
Historic Places will be affected by the project. We, therefore, recommend that no archaeological
investigation be conducted in connection with this project.

We have conducted a search of our maps and files and did not locate any structures of histonical or
architectural importance within the general area of the project. However, a survey of the area of potential
effect has never been done. An architectural historian for the Department of Transportation should
inventory and evaluate this property and any others, that are fifty years old or older and located within the

area of potental effect.

The abovq comments are made puréuant to Section 106 of the National Historc Preservation Act and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations for Compliance with Secton 106 codified at 36

CFR Part 800.

Thank you for vour cooperation and consideration. [f you have questons concerning the above comment,
contact Renee Gledhill-Earley, environmental review coordinator, at 919/733-4763. In all furure
communicaton concerning this project, please cite the above-referenced tracking number.

cc: Mary Pope Furr, NCDOT ™

Matt Wilkerson, NCDOT
.
Location Malling Address Telephone/Fax s
Administration 507 N. Blount St, Raieigh, NC 4617 Mait Service Cenier. Raleigh 27699-4617 (919) 7334763 0133~865?
Restoration 515 N. Blount St Raicigh . NC 4613 Mail Service Center. Raicigh 276994613 (919} 7336547 ¢715480!
Survey & Planning 515 N. Blount St, Raleigh, NC 4618 Mail Service Center, Ralcigh 27699-4618 (0191 7334763 715480
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North Carolina Department of Transportation
PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTATION FORM

LD. No, B-4202
L GENERAL INFORMATION
a. Consultation Phase: Construction
b. Project Description Mitchell County, Bridges Number 109 & 110 on SR 1002

over East Fork Big Crabiree Creek

c. State Project: 8. 2880701

' Federal Project: BRZ-1002 ()

d. Document Type: CE June 23, 2004
Date

II. REFERENCE: Categorical Exclusion approved June 25, 2004.

The following memorandum provides information to assist in the preparation of a FHWA Right
of Way Consultation for the proposed project. It addresses water resources and federally

protected species potentially impacted by the project and serves to update the referenced
Categorical Exclusion (CE),

. CHANGES IN PROPOSED ACTION AND ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES

DESIGN CHANGES

After the document was finished it was discovered that a design change would be
necessary for bridge No. 110 to make the bridge more perpendicular to the stream. The
NRTR was reviewed with the proposed changes and it was determined that the revised
slope limits would not result in prohibited impacts to the natural or human environments.

WATER RESOURCES

Water resource classifications have not changed since the CE was completed. However,
the CE erroneously refers to East Fork Big Crabtree Creek as simply Crabtree Creek.
East Fork Big Crabiree Creek [Index # 7-2-48-2), is classified as "C Tr” by the North
Carolina Division of Water Quality NCDWQ) and is located in the French Broad River
Basin, Subbasin 04-03-06 of Hydrological Cataloguing Unit 06010108, Neither High
Quality Waters (HQW), Water Supplies (WS-I; undeveloped watersheds or WS-II:

Construction Consultation — B-42(2
September 2007
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predominately undeveloped watersheds), nor Outstanding Resource Waters (ORW) occur
within 1.0 mile of project study area. East Fork Big Crabiree Creek is not designated as a
North Carolina Natural or Scenic River, or as a national Wild and Scenic River. East
Fork Big Crabtree Creek is not listed as a 2006 303(d) impaired water nor are any listed
within one mile of the project area. A 2004 letter from the North Carolina Wildlife
Resource Commission (NCWRC) listed no trout moratoriums for this project.

PROTECTED SPECIES

Plants and animals with federal classifications of Endangered (E), Threatened (T), Proposed
Endangered (PE), Proposed Threatened (PT), are protected under provisions of Section 7 and
Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. As of May 10, 2007, the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) lists eleven federally protected species for Mitchell
County (Tzble 1). A description of the species and biological conclusion is provided in the
referenced CE document. As noted in the CE document, the Biological Conclusion for each
gpecies is “No Effect”, due to lack of suitable habitat. The Bog Turtle and Roan Mountain Bluet
were added to the Mitchell County list since the publication of the CE document. The biological
conclusion for both is “No Effect” due to lack of suitable habitat.

Table 1. Federally protected species of Mitphell County.

. o o | Federal | Habitat | Biological
Scientific Name | Common Name ; Status Conclusion
V.  Clemmps muhienbergii | Bog Turtle T(8/A) | No | NotRequired
Glaucomys sabrinus Carolina northern flying E No No Effect
coloratus squirrel
Myotis sodalis Indiana bat E No No Effect
Alasmidonta raveneliana Appelachian elktoe E No No Effect
Microhexura montivaga Spruce-fir mogs spider E No No Effect
Geum radiatum Spreading avens E No | No Effect
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