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PROCESSING FORM FOR PROGRAMMATIC CATEGORICAL EXCLUSIONS  

NON MAJOR FEDERAL ACTIONS 
 
County   Route     PIN   File Number 
Chester S-12-77     39094_BR01  12.039094.1 
 
Programmatic Type:  CE B 
 
Project Name: Proposed Bridge Replacement on S-12-77 (Hightower Road) over Fishing 
Creek in Chester County, South Carolina. 
 

Proposed Action: The South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) proposes to 
replace the existing S-12-77 (Hightower Road) bridge over Fishing Creek in Chester County, 
South Carolina (Figure 1). The scope of the project involves replacing the existing two-lane 
bridge (one lane in each direction) with a new, modern structure in the existing location on the 
current alignment. The proposed project is part of a design-build contract and funds for the 
project are reasonably expected to be available. The proposed project is included in the State 
Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP) with funding for the years 2010-2015 (STIP District 4: 
Chester County – Page 1) as an Off-System project. The existing bridge is 375 feet in length 
and 27.6 feet in width with two, 45-foot spans and 19 approach spans. The existing bridge has a 
clearance height (low chord elevation) of 28.2 feet (distance from low steel to normal water 
elevation). Preliminary engineering indicates that the new bridge would be approximately 405 
feet in length and 34 feet in width and would maintain the existing clearance height (low chord 
elevation)  (Figure 2). The new bridge would accommodate two, 11-foot travel lanes (one lane 
in each direction) with 6-foot paved shoulders on either side (Figure 3). No wetlands or 
impaired waters were identified within the Project Study Area (PSA) and impacts to the stream 
are not anticipated as the new bridge would completely span Fishing Creek. An additional 1.748 
acres of right-of-way would be required to accommodate the new bridge; however, 
displacements would not result from the proposed project (Figure 4). It is anticipated that the 
existing bridge would need to be closed for demolition and re-construction of the bridge and an 
off-site detour route (approximately 4.03 miles) would be required during this time (Figure 1). 
Replacement of the bridge in a new location with roadway realignment was considered to 
improve the geometry of the existing roadway. However, replacement of the bridge in a new 
location would require a new roadway alignment with an extension of project limits and 
additional right-of-way acquisition. The vertical and horizontal curves of the existing roadway 
meet the proposed design speed criteria for the posted speed of 35 miles per hour. In addition, 
crash data in the area adjacent to the bridge was reviewed. A total of six crashes were recorded 
between 2007 and 2010 in the vicinity of the bridge. Five of the crashes resulted in property 
damage only and one crash resulted in an injury. All six crashes were a result of the vehicle 
running off the road and all but one crash occurred when it was dark. As part of the proposed 
bridge replacement, additional reflective signage and pavement markings would be installed for 
advanced warning. Selective clearing of vegetation around the bridge would also take place as 
part of the project to improve visibility around the bridge. As a result, the replacement of the 
bridge in the existing location has been deemed the most reasonable alternative. 
 
Purpose and Need: The purpose of the proposed project is to replace a structurally deficient 
bridge. The bridge was built in 1966 and has a sufficiency rating of 43.0. Traffic studies indicate 
that the existing (2008) average daily traffic volume (ADT) is 300 vehicles per day (vpd). By 
2028, the ADT is expected to increase to 384 vpd. The aging structure is nearing the end of its 
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useful life and replacement of the bridge would increase the safety of the crossing and provide 
for long-term functionality.  
 
Findings: The project has been assessed for possible effects on the human and natural 
environment with a determination that no significant environmental impact would occur. The 
class of action and impact determination documented by this statement would qualify this 
project as a categorical exclusion under 23 CFR 771, Section 115(b). 
 
In consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), as appropriate, the project 
would not affect historic properties or archeological sites under 36 CFR 800. Concurrence from 
the SHPO and the Tribal Historic Preservation Offices (THPOs) for the Catawba Indian Nations 
and the Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians is included in Appendix A.  
 
Wetlands were not identified within the Project Study Area (PSA). The project would cross 
Fishing Creek (a jurisdictional stream); however, stream impacts are not anticipated as the 
bridge would span Fishing Creek. A Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination (JD) has been 
made concurring with the delineations (Appendix A).  
 
The proposed project is located within Zone AE of a Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) floodplain. As a result, this project would involve encroachment within floodplains. 
However, a preliminary hydraulic assessment has determined that the bridge replacement 
would meet the “No Rise” requirement (see Bridge Replacement Scoping Trip Risk Assessment 
Form in Appendix B). Therefore, under Executive Order 11988, it has been determined that no 
practicable alternative to this involvement is considered and all practicable measures to 
minimize harm have been incorporated. A coordination letter with the Chester County 
Floodplain Manager was sent on November 29, 2011 (Appendix A). 
 
The project is not expected to jeopardize the continued existence of any listed endangered or 
threatened species or destroy or adversely modify critical habitat Therefore, no further 
investigation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act is necessary (see Appendix C for 
Biological Assessment).   
 
Additionally, the proposed project would have no affect on land use, hazardous materials, 
farmlands, air quality or noise. 
 
Environmental Commitments:  
 
 

 Construction within the floodplain will be consistent with FEMA regulations (see Bridge 
Replacement Scoping Trip Risk Assessment Form in Appendix B). The bridge will be 
replaced as part of a design/build contract. If necessary, a detailed hydraulic analysis will 
be performed during the final design phase. The contractor will be required to construct 
a minimum structure length, minimum low chord and minimum channel opening. A letter 
of concurrence will be obtained from the Chester County Floodplain Manager prior to 
construction and a No-Rise Certification will also be obtained. A letter of coordination 
with the Chester County Floodplain Manager was sent November 29, 2011 (Appendix 
A). Coordination with the Floodplain Manager will continue throughout the process and 
they will be notified once the final hydraulic analysis is complete.  
 

 The acquisition and disturbance of hazardous waste will be avoided, if possible. If 
avoidance is not a viable alternative, hazardous materials will be tested and removed 
and/or treated in accordance with the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
and the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control requirements. 
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 As part of the proposed bridge replacement, additional reflective signage and pavement 
markings will be installed for advanced warning. Selective clearing of vegetation around 
the bridge will also take place as part of the project to improve visibility around the 
bridge. 
 

 
Categorical Exclusion Type B (Conditional Programmatic) 

 
 Projects of the type listed below would not automatically fall under the same programmatic 

clearance as the CE Type A.  The regulations in 23 CFR 771.117(d) list additional types of 
projects which can meet the CE criteria only after FHWA approval.  Several of these projects 
have been approved to be processed programmatically by FHWA-SC if certain conditions are 
met.  These types are listed below. 

 
 

 Check appropriate project type: 
 
 1. Safety projects including but not limited to: placement of traffic barrier; energy 

attenuators; grading of slopes or gore areas to eliminate the need for guardrail, improve 
the clear zone, improve curves, or improve sight distance/ removal of fixed objects such 
as boulders or trees; lighting; glare screens; delineators; and safety modification of 
drainage structures.  

 
 2. Pavement resurfacing, restoration, rehabilitation, and reconstruction projects including 

related shoulder and ditch work. 
 
 3. Traffic operation type projects including but not limited to: freeway surveillance and 

control systems; intersection channelization; turn lanes, acceleration or deceleration 
lanes; construction, modification or elimination of curbs, raised median dividers or 
sidewalks; and widening less than a single lane width. 

 
 4. Bridge and culvert rehabilitation work and bridge replacement at the same location. 
 
 
 
  
 To be processed as a Categorical Exclusion Type B (CEB) the following conditions must 

be met in addition to the General Criteria (as outlined in the PA between FHWA-SC and 
SCDOT).  Place a check in the appropriate box. 

       
           Yes No 
 
 1.  The acquisition of more than minor amounts of temporary or     
  permanent strips of right-of-way and the acquisition will not  
  require any residential or business displacements.  
            
 2. Use of Section 4(f) properties.        
 
 3. An adverse effect determination under Section 106 of the 
  Nation Historic Preservation Act.         
 
 4. Individual Coast Guard Permits.         
 
 5. Individual Corps of Engineer Permits, or and impact greater 
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  than three (3) acres of wetlands.        
 
  a. Wetland Impacts (acres):   
 
 6.  Impacts to planned growth or land use, or significant impacts 
  on travel patterns.          
 
 7. Work encroaching in a regulatory floodway, adversely  
  affecting the base floodplain, or potentially adversely  
  affecting a National Wild and Scenic River.      
 
 8. Changes in access control.        
 
 9. Any known or potential major hazardous waste sites within 
  the right-of-way.          
 
 If the answer is yes to any of the above criteria, a documented Categorical Exclusion 

(CE-C) must be prepared and forwarded to FHWA for approval. 
 
The above described project has been reviewed based on the information contained in the 
engineer’s Project Planning Report (PPR) and it has been determined that the project meets the 
criteria set forth in the Programmatic Categorical Exclusion Agreement signed by FHWA and 
SCDOT.  It is understood that any additions/deletions to the project may void environmentally 
processing the project as presently classified; consequently, any engineering changes must be 
brought to the attention of the SCDOT Environmental Section immediately. The project’s CE 
Classification should be shown in the remarks section on the Letter of Request for Authorization  
 
Form (PS Form 39) for right-of-way and/or construction for concurrence by FHWA.  A copy of 
this form is included in the project file and one (1) copy has been provided to FHWA. 
 
Prepared by: Stephanie Gallagher AICP, Environmental Planner  March 7, 2012  
  STV Incorporated      Date 
 
 
PPMS: Yes   No   
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Supplemental Information  
 

Acquisitions /Displacements 
 
It is anticipated that approximately 1.748 acres of new right-of-way would need to be obtained 
for the proposed bridge replacement (Figure 4). However, the proposed project would primarily 
take place within existing right-of-way and no displacements would result from the proposed 
project. 
 

Section 4(f)   
 
The proposed project would not impact publically owned parks, recreational areas, or wildlife 
refuges. Therefore, a Section 4(f) evaluation/approval is not required for this project. 
 
Section 106 - Cultural Resources (Archaeological/Historic)  

 
In accordance with 36 CFR 800.4, a cultural resource survey was conducted. A background 
historical and archival records search was conducted in August 2010. The search revealed that 
no previously identified historic architectural resources or archaeological sites are located in the 
project vicinity or within 0.5 mile of the project area. In addition, an intensive archaeological 
survey was conducted in August and September 2010. There were no archaeological resources 
or cultural materials identified during the survey. The bridge over Fishing Creek was also 
previously determined to be not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). As 
a result, the report concludes that the proposed project would not affect any cultural resources.  
 
The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Tribal Historic Preservation Offices of the 
Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians (EBCI THPO) and the Catawba Indian Nation (CIN THPO) 
have all concurred with the findings that no cultural resources would be affected by the 
proposed bridge replacement (see approved correspondence in Appendix A).  
 
Wetlands and Streams  
 
The project study area (PSA) was field reviewed on August 18, 2010 for the presence of 
jurisdictional waters of the U.S. Prior to the fieldwork, a review of the National Wetlands 
Inventory (NWI) was also conducted. The PSA reviewed was approximately 1,000 feet long, 
200 feet wide and generally centered on the S-12-77 bridge over Fishing Creek and roadway 
approaches.  
 
Potential jurisdictional waters of the U.S. identified in the project study area include Stream A 
(Fishing Creek). Fishing Creek is perennial, relatively permanent water (Perennial RPW). A 
detailed description of Fishing Creek can be found in the supporting Natural Resources 
Technical Memorandum. Wetlands were not identified within the PSA. 
 
Based on preliminary engineering, a total of approximately 212 linear feet of Fishing Creek are 
located within the PSA. The delineated jurisdictional boundaries have been verified by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), and a Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination (dated April 
27, 2011) is included in Appendix A. Based on preliminary design, impacts would not occur to 
Fishing Creek as the bridge would be designed to span the waterway. 
 
Quantitative water quality sampling within the PSA was not conducted and no waters within the 
PSA are 303(d) listed for impairment. The proposed project is not expected to have long term 
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impacts to water quality within the PSA watershed. Short-term impacts would be controlled 
though Best Management Practices (BMPs). In addition, it is anticipated that the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) limits would be offset approximately 5 feet 
from the construction limits. NPDES limits will be included on permit drawings. 
     
Floodplains  
 
The proposed project is located within Zone AE of Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) floodplain map (Panel Number 45023C0268C). Zone AE is a high risk area for flooding 
and is in the area determined to have a 1% annual chance of flooding.  
 
A preliminary hydraulic assessment was performed in March of 2012 to determine possible 
impacts to the floodplain from the proposed project (see the Bridge Replacement Scoping Trip 
Risk Assessment Form in Appendix B). The proposed project would span the waterway. As a 
result, the proposed project is not expected to increase the Base Flood Elevation on Fishing 
Creek and a No-Rise Certificate would be obtained in accordance with FEMA regulations.  A 
coordination letter to the Chester County Floodplain Manager was sent on November 29, 2011 
(Appendix A). Coordination with the Floodplain Manager will continue throughout the process 
and they will be notified once the final hydraulic analysis is complete. 
 
The level of risk analogous with the probable area of flooding and its consequences attributed to 
this encroachment is not expected to be any greater than that associated with the present 
roadway and bridge. Also, the project is not expected to have any increased potential for impact 
on those critical elements that would constitute a significant risk under 23 CFR 650A. The 
project’s construction within these floodplains would be consistent with FEMA regulations. As 
part of the design/build contract, the contractor selected will be required to construct a minimum 
structure length, minimum low chord and minimum channel opening. Once the design/build 
contract has been established, the proper hydraulic design and analysis will be performed 
according to FEMA regulations. If the detailed hydraulic analysis is deemed necessary and fails 
to verify that the proposed project would not significantly impact the floodplain, the project would 
require re-evaluation prior to proceeding with construction. 
 
Hazardous Materials   
 
The acquisition of minimal amounts of right-of-way would be required for the proposed project. 
However, the area directly adjacent to the bridge consists predominantly of undisturbed land 
with a very low potential for hazardous materials. 
 
A Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) for the proposed project was completed in 
April 2011. In general accordance with ASTM E 1527-05, Standard Practice for Environmental 
Site Assessments, the purpose of the Phase 1 ESA is to identify recognized environmental 
conditions (RECs) and historical recognized environmental conditions (HRECs). The Phase 1 
ESA included a search of standard environmental databases and a site reconnaissance. The 
subject was not listed on any environmental databases. A total of eleven (11) unmapped 
“orphan” sites within the study area were listed on environmental databases. However, these 
“orphan” sites were investigated and they are not considered environmental threats to the 
subject property based on location, groundwater flow and current regulatory status. The Phase 
1 ESA revealed no evidence of RECs on the subject property or within the specified search 
radii. As a result, impacts to hazardous materials are not expected. 
 
It is SCDOT’s practice to avoid the acquisition of underground storage tanks (USTs) and other 
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hazardous waste materials, if at all possible. If soils that appear to be contaminated with 
petroleum products were encountered during construction, the South Carolina Department of 
Health and Environmental Controls (DHEC) would be informed. If avoidance were not a viable 
alternative, tanks and other hazardous materials would be tested and removed and/or treated in 
accordance with the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and South Carolina 
DHEC requirements.  Costs necessary for clean up would be taken into consideration during the 
right-of-way appraisal and acquisition process.   
 
Threatened and Endangered Species  
 
Pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, the list of protected species known to 
occur in Chester County was reviewed, and evaluations were performed regarding the likelihood 
of the presence of each species within the project area. A search of the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) database provided existing information concerning the potential 
occurrence of threatened or endangered species within Chester County. This database 
identifies federally threatened or endangered species known to occur or to have formerly 
occurred in Chester County and are listed in Table 1. 

 
Table 1 

Chester County Endangered/Threatened Species 
Federally Protected Species Protection Status 

Common Name Scientific Name Federal State 

Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus BGEPA E 

Carolina heelsplitter Lasmigona decorata E E 

Red-cockaded woodpecker Picoides borealis E E 
Source: South Carolina Department of Natural Resources 
E = Endangered, BGEPA = Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 

 
None of the protected species were observed within the PSA during the field review. No 
potential habitat for red-cockaded woodpecker was identified within the PSA; therefore, it is 
determined that the project will have a biological conclusion of “no effect” on this species.  The 
field review did, however, reveal potential habitat for Carolina heelsplitter, as well as foraging 
habitat for the bald eagle (see Appendix C for Biological Assessment).   
 
There is no potential nesting habitat for the bald eagle within the PSA. No individuals were 
observed during the field review. Additionally, reviews of the SCHT Geographic Database of 
Rare and Endangered Species did not reveal the presence of any known individuals or 
populations of bald eagle within one mile of the PSA.  Due to the removal of the bald eagle from 
the federal threatened and endangered species list, effective August 8, 2007, the bald eagle is 
no longer protected by the Endangered Species Act. Since the USFWS no longer conducts 
consultations regarding this species, a biological conclusion regarding potential project-related 
impacts is not provided.  
 
A survey for freshwater mussels was conducted in October 2010 and a November 2010 report 
concluded that this reach of Fishing Creek is extremely poor freshwater habitat for freshwater 
mussels, and provides inappropriate habitat for the Carolina heelsplitter (Appendix C).  Based 
on the findings of the report, the project will have “no effect” on the Carolina heelsplitter. 
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Land Use  
 
The proposed project is located in a rural area, north of the town of Great Falls in Chester 
County, South Carolina. Land use in the project area is comprised of mainly undeveloped 
woodland and low density residential with some small, agricultural/farm areas. The only 
community establishment within a half-mile of the proposed project is a cemetery, located 
directly east of the project location. Chester County has designated the area for residential 
development with R-2 zoning. 
 
The project is not expected to modify existing land use or change the timing or density of 
development in the area. The project is not in conflict with any plan, existing land use, or zoning 
regulation. 
 
Farmlands 
 
The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Soil Survey indicates that the four mapped 
soils within the project area include the following. 
 

 Cecil sandy clay loam, two to six percent slopes, eroded (CnB2) 

 Pacolet sandy loam, 10 to 25 percent slopes (PaE) 

 Toccoa loam (To), and  

 Wilkes sandy loam, 15 to 40 percent slopes (WkF)  
 
According to the List of Prime and Other Important Farmlands for Chester County, CnB2 is a 
prime farmland soil and To is a prime farmland when protected from flooding (USDA NRCS, 
2011). Small, scattered farm sites can be found throughout the PSA and directly north of the 
bridge. Alternatives to replace the bridge on a new alignment would result in additional 
acquisition and increased impacts to farmland soils. The proposed project would require the 
acquisition of farmland soils (approximately 1.042 acres). However, Chester County has 
designated the area for residential development. In addition, A Farmland Assessment Form has 
been completed and is included in Appendix D. The assessment for the proposed project 
scored a 130 (below the minimum 260 points required for protection from conversion). As a 
result, the land is committed to residential development and the site is not eligible for protection 
from farmland conversion.  The proposed bridge would not result in an impact to farmland soils.  
 
Air Quality 
 
The purpose of this project is to replace a structurally deficient bridge. This project has been 

determined to generate minimal air quality impacts for Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) 
criteria pollutants and has not been linked with any special Mobile Source Air Toxins (MSAT) 

concerns. As such, this project will not result in changes in traffic volumes, vehicle mix, basic 

project location, or any other factor that would cause an increase in MSAT impacts of the project 
from that of the no-build alternative.  

 

Moreover, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulations for vehicle engines and fuels will 
cause overall MSAT emissions to decline significantly over the next several decades. Based on 

regulations now in effect, an analysis of national trends with EPA's MOBILE6.2 model forecasts 

a combined reduction of 72 percent in the total annual emission rate for the priority MSAT from 
1999 to 2050 while vehicle-miles of travel are projected to increase by 145 percent. This will 
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both reduce the background level of MSAT as well as the possibility of even minor MSAT 
emissions from this project (FHWA 2011).  
 
Noise 
 
The proposed project does not represent improvements on new location, the addition of through 
traffic lanes or significant changes in alignment. Therefore, the requirements for conducting 
noise studies under 23 CFR 772 do not apply. 
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Cross Section
1
 Stream Station

2
 

Flood Discharge 

(cfs) 

1% Annual Chance Water-Surface 

Elevation (feet NAVD 88)
3
 

Fishing Creek (continued) 

303 30,337 22,500 388.9 

308 30,837 22,500 389.5 

313 31,337 22,500 389.7 

320 31,957 22,500 389.9 

323 32,337 22,259 390.2 

328 32,837 22,259 390.6 

333 33,337 22,259 390.8 

338 33,837 22,259 391.0 

343 34,337 22,259 391.3 

348 34,837 22,259 391.6 

353 35,337 22,072 391.7 

358 35,837 22,072 391.8 

363 36,337 22,072 392.3 

371 37,096 22,072 392.7 

373 37,260 22,072 393.3 

385 38,468 22,072 393.8 

396 39,601 22,072 394.0 

398 39,847 22,072 394.0 

403 40,307 22,072 394.0 

408 40,847 22,072 394.3 

413 41,347 22,072 394.4 

419 41,847 22,072 394.5 

423 42,347 22,072 394.6 

428 42,847 22,072 394.8 

433 43,347 22,072 394.9 

438 43,824 22,072 395.0 

443 44,347 22,072 395.1 

447 44,675 22,072 395.2 

453 45,347 22,072 395.3 

458 45,847 22,072 395.4 

463 46,347 22,072 395.4 

468 46,847 22,072 395.5 

473 47,347 22,072 395.5 

478 47,847 22,072 395.6 

486 48,572 22,072 395.9 
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