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Appendix C – Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation   
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NORTH CAROLINA DIVISION 
FINAL NATIONWIDE SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION AND APPROVAL 

FOR FEDERALLY-AIDED HIGHWAY PROJECTS 
THAT NECESSITATE THE USE OF HISTORIC BRIDGES 

 
F. A. Project No. BRSTP-50(10)    
W.B.S. No.  40233.1.1 
TIP No.    B-4929 

 
Description: 
 
Bridge No. 16 was previously determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places as 
part of the NCDOT’s 1995 Historic Bridge Inventory Report as an early and intact example of a 
riveted Warren through truss, swing span bridge.  Although moved from Sunset Beach to its 
current location in 1954, Pender County Bridge No. 16 remains in operable condition and retains 
c. 1930 gearing and mechanical systems.  The historic boundary for the bridge includes the 254-
foot long Warren through truss, operator’s house, and concrete tee beam approach spans.   
 
                                                                              
1. Is the bridge to be replaced or                    
 rehabilitated with Federal funds?                               X    
 
2. Does the project require the use of  
 a historic bridge structure which is  
 on or eligible for listing on the X  
 National Register of Historic Places? 
   
3. Is the bridge a National Historic  
 Landmark?     X 
 
4. Has agreement been reached among the  
 FHWA, the State Historic Preservation  
 Officer (SHPO), and the Advisory Council   
 on Historic Preservation (ACHP) through              
 procedures pursuant to Section 106 of the          
 National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)?   
 
 
ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND FOUND NOT TO BE FEASIBLE AND PRUDENT 
 
The following alternatives were evaluated and found 
not to be feasible and prudent:                                                                  
  
1. Do nothing                                           
    
 Does the "do nothing" alternative:   
 
 (a)  correct the problem situation that  
      caused the bridge to be considered        X 
      deficient? 
   
 (b)  pose serious and unacceptable safety  
      hazards?  X 
2.   Build a new structure at a different                 

Yes        No 

Yes        No 

*

* Further coordination to address Section 106 will be initiated after the LEDPA/Preferred Alternative is selected. 
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 location without affecting the historic              
 integrity of the structure.                   
 
 (a) The following reasons were reviewed: 
       (circle, as appropriate) 
 
     (i)  The present bridge has already 
           been located at the only feasible 
           and prudent site 
 
 and/or (ii)  Adverse social, environmental, 
          or economic impacts were noted 
 
 and/or  (iii)   Cost and engineering difficulties 
          reach extraordinary magnitude 
 
 and/or   (iv)   The existing bridge cannot be 
          preserved due to the extent of 
          rehabilitation, because no 
          responsible party will maintain 
          and preserve the historic bridge, 
          or the permitting authority 
          requires removal or demolition. 
 
3. Rehabilitate the historic bridge without             
 affecting the historic integrity of the              
 structure.                                    
 
 (a)  The following reasons were reviewed: 
      (circle, as appropriate) 
 
      (i)   The bridge is so structurally 
           deficient that it cannot be 
           rehabilitated to meet the 
           acceptable load requirements 
           and meet National Register 
           criteria 
 
and/or    (ii)    The bridge is seriously 
           deficient geometrically and 
           cannot be widened to meet the 
           required capacity and meet 
           National Register criteria 
 
MINIMIZATION OF HARM 
    
1. The project includes all possible planning X 
 to minimize harm. 
 
2. Measures to minimize harm include the 
 following:  (circle, as appropriate) 
 

a.  For bridges that are to be rehabilitated, the historic integrity of the 
bridge is preserved to the greatest extent possible, consistent with 
unavoidable transportation needs, safety, and load requirements. 

Yes        No 
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b.  For bridges that are to be rehabilitated to the point that the  

historic integrity is affected or that are to be removed or 
demolished, the FHWA ensures that, in accordance with 

 the Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) standards, or 
other suitable means developed through consultation, fully 
adequate records are made of the bridge. 

 
c.    For bridges that are to be replaced, the existing bridge is made 

available for an alternative use, provided a responsible party 
agrees to maintain and preserve the bridge. 

 
d.    For bridges that are adversely affected, agreement among the 

SHPO, ACHP, and FHWA is reached through the Section 
 106 process of the NHPA on measures to minimize harm and 

those measures are incorporated into the project. 
 
3. Specific measures to minimize harm are 
 discussed below: 
 

Currently, NCDOT is investigating options reuse of the existing swing span at a different 
location.  Resulting information on these options will be included in subsequent 
documentation. 
 

COORDINATION 
 
The proposed project has been coordinated with the following (attach correspondence): 
 

NCDOT met with SHPO’s representative on April 5, 2011, and concluded that all seven 
Detailed Study Alternatives would result in an “adverse effect” because the existing 
Bridge No. 16 would be removed.  This concurrence form is attached. 
 
Upon selection of the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) 
\Preferred Alternative, FHWA will initiate Adverse Effects Process and identify further 
minimization efforts, which will be included in the Section 106 Memorandum of 
Agreement.  This coordination will involve the following agencies: 
 
 a.  State Historic Preservation Officer   
 b.  Advisory Council on Historic Preservation   
 c.  Local/State/Federal Agencies   
 d.  US Coast Guard  (for bridges requiring bridge permits)           

 
SUMMARY AND APPROVAL 
 
The project meets all criteria included in the programmatic 4(f) evaluation approved on July 5, 
1983. 
 
All required alternatives have been evaluated and the findings made are clearly applicable to this 
project. 
 
There are no feasible and prudent alternatives to the use of the historic bridge.  The project 
includes all possible planning to minimize harm, and there are assurances that the measures to 
minimize harm will be incorporated in the project. 
 
All appropriate coordination has been successfully completed. 
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Approved: 
 
 
 
 Date              Manager, Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch 
 
 
 
 
 
 Date              Division Administrator, FHWA 
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(Soundside Park Impacts Coordination) 
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Meeting Notes 
Memorandum 

 
RS&H Architects-Engineers-Planners, Inc.

 
Meeting Date: 
 

August 17, 2011   

Subject: 
 

B‐4929 – Soundside Park Impacts 
 

Location: 
 

Town Hall, Surf City 

Attendees: 
 

Town of Surf City: 
Zander Guy, Mayor 
Michael Moore, Town Manager 
Todd Rademacher, Planner 
 
RS&H: 
Chad Critcher 
Ken Herring 
Radha Krishna Swayampakala 

NCDOT: 
Charles Cox, PDEA 
Michele James, PDEA 
Tony Houser, Roadway Design Unit 
Lee Moore, Roadway Design Unit 
Allen Pope, Division 3 
 
FHWA: 
Ron Lucas 

 

Meeting Purpose: The purpose of the meeting was to discuss impacts to Soundside Park and determine 
whether these impacts are considered as adverse or de minimis. 

Introductions:  Michele James opened the meeting and invited introductions from attendees.  Michele 
then explained  the purpose of  the meeting and  introduced Chad Critcher with  the consultant  firm of 
RS&H. 

Presentation: Chad Critcher presented the PowerPoint presentation with the following outline: 

• History of Study Alternatives 
• Detailed Study Alternatives Carried Forward for Additional Study 
• Temporary and Permanent impacts to Soundside Park 
• Definition of Section 4(f) and de minimis  

Note: A copy of the PowerPoint presentation is attached with these meeting notes.  

The following is a summary of the items discussed in the meeting: 

 With Alternatives 6 and 7, the temporary detour bridge will allow  for access to the Soundside 
Park near the same location as the existing access. 

 Alternatives  6  and  7  would  have  significant  utility  impacts  as  the  large  transmission  poles 
located  adjacent  to  the  Intracoastal  Waterway  would  need  to  be  moved  twice  during  the 
construction  period  (move  once  into  the  park  area  to  accommodate  temporary  construction 
efforts and move back to the original location after construction is complete). 

 With Alternative 6 and 7,  the picnic area and amphitheater  in  the Soundside Park along with 
Bumble Bee Market would be  impacted by  the  temporary detour bridge.    The detour bridge 
would also result in travel pattern changes to a few businesses and residences in the area. 
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 Even though the detour alignment  is temporary,  impacts to facilities such as the amphitheater 
would be severe enough to render the Soundside Park unusable during construction.  It should 
be noted  that any  facilities  impacted by  the  temporary detour bridge would be restored once 
the permanent bridge is open to traffic. 

 Based on  the  information provided by  the NCDOT Project Team  so  far,  the Town officials  felt 
that  the  temporary  detour  bridge  impacts  to  Soundside  Park  would  be  more  adverse  and 
thereby could not be considered as de minimis impacts. 

 FHWA  came  to  this meeting  to  seek  input  from  the  Surf  City  Town  officials  and  determine 
whether the impacts should be considered as adverse or not.  Based on the input from the Surf 
City Town officials and NCDOT Project Team, FHWA considers that Alternatives 6 and 7 would 
result in temporary adverse impact to Soundside Park.  Therefore, these alternatives would have 
a 4(f) use. 

 Alternative 17 would have a minor/non‐adverse impact to a small unusable portion of the Park, 
which would be considered as a de‐minimis impact. 

 Alternative 17 would provide a good view of the business district and proper signage could be 
provided to help attract people to these businesses. 

 FHWA also stated that if Alternative 17 wasn’t considered de minimis, and Alternatives 6 and 7 
result in adverse temporary impacts to 4(f) usage, the Project Team, by law, will be required to 
choose another feasible and prudent alternative (such as Alternatives 4, 5, 5R or 11, which avoid 
impacts to the Soundside Park). 

 Construction of  the new bridge, whether moveable or high‐level  fixed bridge, would  take 2‐3 
years. 

 The Town officials felt that of the seven Detailed Study Alternatives, Alternatives 6, 7 and 17 are 
considered as the only feasible alternatives.  Alternative 6 does not appear to be desirable due 
to  low‐level  clearance  and number of  required openings per  day.   Alternative  17  appears  to 
result  in  lower  impacts to businesses; where as Alternatives 6 and 7 appear to result  in higher 
impacts along Roland Avenue (both during and after the construction period). 

 Subject to input to be received from public, Town believes that Alternatives 6 and 7 would cause 
an adverse impact to the Soundside Park and Alternative 17 would cause a minor impact. 

 In  the  preliminary  design  plans,  it  appears  that  Alternative  17  could  potentially  impact  the 
wastewater pump station on the island side.  Town requests the Project Team to avoid impacts 
to the wastewater pump station. 

 NCDOT and Town officials discussed  that  several area business owners  contacted  the Project 
Team members  outside  the  Citizens  Informational Workshops  with  questions  regarding  the 
study alternatives and associated impacts.  NCDOT plans to hold a Business Forum with business 
owners to further discuss project impacts and/or possible mitigation measures. 

 The  Town  will  identify  affected  property  owners  in  the  area  and  provide  their  contact 
information  to NCDOT.    Todd Rademacher,  town  planner will  be  the  contact  person  for  this 
effort. 
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 FHWA  indicates that some monies to fund other  improvements  in the study area as mitigation 
for the park impacts might be available. 

 The new bridge will have a standard railing along the bridge.  

 The  Town  believes  that  the  NCDOT  Project  Team  has  done  a  great  job with  informing  the 
community since the project initiation. 

 Based on the current TIP, right‐of‐way acquisition is expected to start in 2014. 
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Appendix E ‐ NRCS‐CPA‐106 Form (Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form)  

   



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Natural Resources Conservation Service

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency)

1. Name of Project

2. Type of Project

PART II (To be completed by NRCS)

3. Date of Land Evaluation Request

5. Federal Agency Involved

6. County and State

1. Date Request Received by NRCS

YES                NO  

4.
Sheet 1 of

NRCS-CPA-106
(Rev. 1-91)

2.  Person Completing Form

4.  Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size

7.  Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA

Acres: %

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

6.  Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction

Acres: %

3.  Does the corridor contain prime, unique statewide or local important farmland?
     (If no, the FPPA does not apply - Do not complete additional parts of this form).

5.  Major Crop(s)

8.  Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 9.  Name of Local Site Assessment System 10.  Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS

Alternative Corridor For Segment
Corridor A            Corridor B              Corridor C            Corridor D

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency)

A.  Total Acres To Be Converted Directly

B.  Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services

C.  Total Acres In Corridor

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information

 A.  Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland

B.  Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland

C.  Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted

D.  Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value

PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information Criterion Relative 
value of Farmland to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points)
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c))

1.  Area in Nonurban Use

2.  Perimeter in Nonurban Use

3.  Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed

4.  Protection Provided By State And Local Government

5.  Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average

6.  Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland

Maximum
Points

15
10

20

20
10

25
57.  Availablility Of Farm Support Services

8.  On-Farm Investments

9.  Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services

10.  Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use

20

25

10

160TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100

Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site
assessment) 160

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260

1.  Corridor Selected: 2.  Total Acres of Farmlands to be
     Converted by Project:

5.  Reason For Selection:

Signature of Person Completing this Part:

3. Date Of Selection: 4.  Was A Local Site Assessment Used?

YES                 NO

DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor

hariharv
Text Box
Alternative 4


hariharv
Text Box
Alternative 5


hariharv
Text Box
Alternative 5R


hariharv
Text Box
Alternative 11
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Appendix F – Relocation Reports  

   



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

North Carolina Department of Transportation
RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

x E.I.S.  CORRIDOR   DESIGN  
 

WBS ELEMENT: 40233.1.1 COUNTY Pender Alternate 4 of      Alternate
T.I.P. NO.: B-4929   
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: Replacement of Bridge 16 over the Intracoastal Waterway 
  

ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL 

Type of          
Displacees Owners Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP 
Residential 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4
Businesses 3 2 5 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE 
Farms 0 0 0 0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent 
Non-Profit 0 0 0 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0 0-20M 1 $ 0-150 0

ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40M 0 150-250 0 20-40M 8 150-250 0
Yes No Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70M 0 250-400 0 40-70M 33 250-400 15

 X 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100M 0 400-600 0 70-100M 68 400-600 25
 X 2. Will schools or churches be affected by  100 UP 4 600 UP 0 100 UP 620 600 UP 50
   displacement? TOTAL 4 0  730 76
X  3. Will business services still be available  REMARKS (Respond by Number) 
   after project?  
X  4. Will any business be displaced?  If so, 3. There is an ample supply of similar type businesses available 
   indicate size, type, estimated number of  
   employees, minorities, etc. 4.Thomas Seafood Produce - SM - 6-8 employees 
 X 5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage?     Starfish Gift Shop - SM - 2-4 employees 
  6. Source for available housing (list).    Linda's Family Affair - SM - 2-4 employees 
 X 7. Will additional housing programs be 

needed? 
  Topics Design Computer Repair - SM - 4-6 employees 

X  8. Should Last Resort Housing be considered?   The Harbor Thrift Store - SM - 2-4 employees 
 X 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. 6. Realtors, MLS, news papers, private market   
   families? 8. As required by law 
 X 10. Will public housing be needed for project? 11. Pender County Section 8 
X  11. Is public housing available? 12. There is an ample and active real estate market. 
X  12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing 14. Same as Number 6 above. 
   housing available during relocation period?  
 X 13. Will there be a problem of housing within  
   financial means?  
X  14. Are suitable business sites available (list  
   source).  
  15. Number months estimated to complete  
  RELOCATION? 12-18 months   
 
 

 
 6/26/11   6/30/11 

      
Right of Way Agent 

 Date  Relocation Coordinator  Date 

FRM15-E    
    



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

North Carolina Department of Transportation
RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

x E.I.S.  CORRIDOR   DESIGN  
 

WBS ELEMENT: 40233.1.1 COUNTY Pender Alternate 5 of      Alternate
T.I.P. NO.: B-4929   
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: Replacement of Bridge 16 over the Intracoastal Waterway 
  

ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL 

Type of          
Displacees Owners Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP 
Residential 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
Businesses 3 1 4 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE 
Farms 0 0 0 0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent 
Non-Profit 0 0 0 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0 0-20M 1 $ 0-150 0

ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40M 0 150-250 0 20-40M 8 150-250 0
Yes No Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70M 0 250-400 0 40-70M 33 250-400 15

 X 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100M 0 400-600 0 70-100M 68 400-600 25
 X 2. Will schools or churches be affected by  100 UP 2 600 UP 0 100 UP 620 600 UP 50
   displacement? TOTAL 2 0  730 76
X  3. Will business services still be available  REMARKS (Respond by Number) 
   after project?  
X  4. Will any business be displaced?  If so, 3. There is an ample supply of similar type businesses available 
   indicate size, type, estimated number of 4.Thomas Seafood Produce - SM - 6-8 employees 
   employees, minorities, etc.     Starfish Gift Shop - SM - 2-4 employees 
 X 5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage?   Mainsail Bar & Restaurant - SM - 12-15 employees 
  6. Source for available housing (list).   Just Baked Bakery - SM - 2-4 employees 
 X 7. Will additional housing programs be 

needed? 
6. Realtors, MLS, news papers, private market   

X  8. Should Last Resort Housing be considered? 8. As required by law 
 X 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. 11. Pender County Section 8 
   families? 12. There is an ample and active real estate market. 
 X 10. Will public housing be needed for project? 14. Same as Number 6 above. 
X  11. Is public housing available?  
X  12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing  
   housing available during relocation period?  
 X 13. Will there be a problem of housing within  
   financial means?  
X  14. Are suitable business sites available (list  
   source).  
  15. Number months estimated to complete  
  RELOCATION? 12-18 months   
 
 

 
 6/26/11   6/30/11 

      
Right of Way Agent 

 Date  Relocation Coordinator  Date 

FRM15-E    
    



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

North Carolina Department of Transportation
RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

x E.I.S.  CORRIDOR   DESIGN  
 

WBS ELEMENT: 40233.1.1 COUNTY Pender Alternate 5R of      Alternate
T.I.P. NO.: B-4929   
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: Replacement of Bridge 16 over the Intracoastal Waterway 

ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL 

Type of          
Displacees Owners Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP 
Residential 3 10 13 0 0 0 0 5 8
Businesses 6 1 7 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE 
Farms 0 0 0 0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent 
Non-Profit 0 0 0 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0 0-20M 1 $ 0-150 0

ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40M 0 150-250 0 20-40M 8 150-250 0
Yes No Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70M 0 250-400 0 40-70M 33 250-400 15

 X 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100M 0 400-600 0 70-100M 68 400-600 25
 X 2. Will schools or churches be affected by  100 UP 3 600 UP 10 100 UP 620 600 UP 50
   displacement? TOTAL 3 10  730 76
X  3. Will business services still be available  REMARKS (Respond by Number) 
   after project? 3. There is an ample supply of similar type businesses available 
X  4. Will any business be displaced?  If so, 4.Thomas Seafood Produce - SM - 6-8 employees 
   indicate size, type, estimated number of     Starfish Gift Shop - SM - 2-4 employees 
   employees, minorities, etc.     Cheri's Restaurant - SM - 8-10 employees 

   Surf City Seafood Market - SM - 8-10 employees 
    Blackbeard's Campground Office - SM - 4-6 employees    
   Mainsail Bar & Restaurant - SM - 12-15 employees 

 X 5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage?   Just Baked Bakery - SM - 2-4 employees 
  6. Source for available housing (list). 6. Realtors, MLS, news papers, private market   
 X 7. Will additional housing programs be 

needed? 
8. As required by law 

X  8. Should Last Resort Housing be considered? 11. Pender County Section 8 
 X 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. 12. There is an ample and active real estate market. 
   families? 14. Same as Number 6 above. 
 X 10. Will public housing be needed for project? NOTE: 10 tenants are mobile homes in Blackbeard's  

             Campground.  Appear to be seasonal occupants. 
X  11. Is public housing available?  
X  12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing  
   housing available during relocation period?  
 X 13. Will there be a problem of housing within  
   financial means?  
X  14. Are suitable business sites available (list  
   source).  
  15. Number months estimated to complete  
  RELOCATION? 12-18 months   

 
 6/26/11   6/30/11 

      
Right of Way Agent 

 Date  Relocation Coordinator  Date 

    



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

North Carolina Department of Transportation
RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

x E.I.S.  CORRIDOR   DESIGN  
 

WBS ELEMENT: 40233.1.1 COUNTY Pender Alternate 6 of      Alternate
T.I.P. NO.: B-4929   
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: Replacement of Bridge 16 over the Intracoastal Waterway 
  

ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL 

Type of          
Displacees Owners Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP 
Residential 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Businesses 1 0 1 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE 
Farms 0 0 0 0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent 
Non-Profit 0 0 0 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0 0-20M 1 $ 0-150 0

ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40M 0 150-250 0 20-40M 8 150-250 0
Yes No Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70M 0 250-400 0 40-70M 33 250-400 15

 X 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100M 0 400-600 0 70-100M 68 400-600 25
 X 2. Will schools or churches be affected by  100 UP 0 600 UP 0 100 UP 620 600 UP 50
   displacement? TOTAL 0 0  730 76
X  3. Will business services still be available  REMARKS (Respond by Number) 
   after project?  
X  4. Will any business be displaced?  If so, 3. There is an ample supply of similar type businesses available 
   indicate size, type, estimated number of 4.Bumble Bee Market Gift Shop - SM - 4-6 employees 
   employees, minorities, etc. 6. Realtors, MLS, news papers, private market   
 X 5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage? 8. As required by law 
  6. Source for available housing (list). 11. Pender County Section 8 
 X 7. Will additional housing programs be 

needed? 
12. There is an ample and active real estate market. 

X  8. Should Last Resort Housing be considered? 14. Same as Number 6 above. 
 X 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc.  
   families?  
 X 10. Will public housing be needed for project?  
X  11. Is public housing available?  
X  12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing  
   housing available during relocation period?  
 X 13. Will there be a problem of housing within  
   financial means?  
X  14. Are suitable business sites available (list  
   source).  
  15. Number months estimated to complete  
  RELOCATION? 12-18 months   
 
 

 
 6/26/11   6/30/11 

      
Right of Way Agent 

 Date  Relocation Coordinator  Date 

FRM15-E    
    



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

North Carolina Department of Transportation
RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

x E.I.S.  CORRIDOR   DESIGN  
 

WBS ELEMENT: 40233.1.1 COUNTY Pender Alternate 7 of      Alternate
T.I.P. NO.: B-4929   
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: Replacement of Bridge 16 over the Intracoastal Waterway 
  

ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL 

Type of          
Displacees Owners Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP 
Residential 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Businesses 3 0 3 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE 
Farms 0 0 0 0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent 
Non-Profit 0 0 0 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0 0-20M 1 $ 0-150 0

ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40M 0 150-250 0 20-40M 8 150-250 0
Yes No Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70M 0 250-400 0 40-70M 33 250-400 15

 X 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100M 0 400-600 0 70-100M 68 400-600 25
 X 2. Will schools or churches be affected by  100 UP 0 600 UP 0 100 UP 620 600 UP 50
   displacement? TOTAL 0 0  730 76
X  3. Will business services still be available  REMARKS (Respond by Number) 
   after project?  
X  4. Will any business be displaced?  If so, 3. There is an ample supply of similar type businesses available 
   indicate size, type, estimated number of 4.Bumble Bee Market Gift Shop - SM - 4-6 employees 

   Max's Pizza - SM - 10-12 employees 
   Century 21 Action Realty - SM - 12-15 employees 

   employees, minorities, etc. 6. Realtors, MLS, news papers, private market   
 X 5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage? 8. As required by law 
  6. Source for available housing (list). 11. Pender County Section 8 
 X 7. Will additional housing programs be 

needed? 
12. There is an ample and active real estate market. 

X  8. Should Last Resort Housing be considered? 14. Same as Number 6 above. 
 X 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc.  
   families?  
 X 10. Will public housing be needed for project?  
X  11. Is public housing available?  
X  12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing  
   housing available during relocation period?  
 X 13. Will there be a problem of housing within  
   financial means?  
X  14. Are suitable business sites available (list  
   source).  
  15. Number months estimated to complete  
  RELOCATION? 12-18 months   
 

 
 6/26/11    6/30/11 

      
Right of Way Agent 

 Date  Relocation Coordinator  Date 

    



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

North Carolina Department of Transportation
RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

x E.I.S.  CORRIDOR   DESIGN  
 

WBS ELEMENT: 40233.1.1 COUNTY Pender Alternate 11 of      Alternate
T.I.P. NO.: B-4929   
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: Replacement of Bridge 16 over the Intracoastal Waterway 
  

ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL 

Type of          
Displacees Owners Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP 
Residential 3 1 4 0 0 0 0 1 3
Businesses 1 0 1 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE 
Farms 0 0 0 0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent 
Non-Profit 0 0 0 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0 0-20M 1 $ 0-150 0

ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40M 0 150-250 0 20-40M 8 150-250 0
Yes No Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70M 2 250-400 0 40-70M 33 250-400 15

 X 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100M 0 400-600 1 70-100M 68 400-600 25
 X 2. Will schools or churches be affected by  100 UP 1 600 UP 0 100 UP 620 600 UP 50
   displacement? TOTAL 3 1  730 76
X  3. Will business services still be available  REMARKS (Respond by Number) 
   after project?  
X  4. Will any business be displaced?  If so, 3. There is an ample supply of similar type businesses available 
   indicate size, type, estimated number of 4.Large warehouse - SM - 6-8 employees 
   employees, minorities, etc. 6. Realtors, MLS, news papers, private market   
 X 5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage? 8. As required by law 
  6. Source for available housing (list). 11. Pender County Section 8 
 X 7. Will additional housing programs be 

needed? 
12. There is an ample and active real estate market. 

X  8. Should Last Resort Housing be considered? 14. Same as Number 6 above. 
 X 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc.  
   families?  
 X 10. Will public housing be needed for project?  
X  11. Is public housing available?  
X  12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing  
   housing available during relocation period?  
 X 13. Will there be a problem of housing within  
   financial means?  
X  14. Are suitable business sites available (list  
   source).  
  15. Number months estimated to complete  
  RELOCATION? 12-18 months   
 
 

 
 6/26/11    6/30/11 

      
Right of Way Agent 

 Date  Relocation Coordinator  Date 
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EIS    R E L O C A T I O N     R E P O R T 

North Carolina Department of Transportation
RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

x E.I.S.  CORRIDOR   DESIGN  
 

WBS ELEMENT: 40233.1.1 COUNTY Pender Alternate 17 of      Alternate
T.I.P. NO.: B-4929   
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: Replacement of Bridge 16 over the Intracoastal Waterway 
  

ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL 

Type of          
Displacees Owners Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP 
Residential 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Businesses 0 3 3 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE 
Farms 0 0 0 0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent 
Non-Profit 0 0 0 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0 0-20M 1 $ 0-150 0

ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40M 0 150-250 0 20-40M 8 150-250 0
Yes No Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70M 0 250-400 0 40-70M 33 250-400 15

 X 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100M 1 400-600 0 70-100M 68 400-600 25
 X 2. Will schools or churches be affected by  100 UP 0 600 UP 0 100 UP 620 600 UP 50
   displacement? TOTAL 1 0  730 76
X  3. Will business services still be available  REMARKS (Respond by Number) 
   after project?  
X  4. Will any business be displaced?  If so, 3. There is an ample supply of similar type businesses available 
   indicate size, type, estimated number of 4.Crabby Mikes Restaurant - SM - 12-15 employees 

   Mystic Treasures Jewelry - SM - 2-4 employees 
  Topsail Art Gallery - SM - 2-4 employees 

   employees, minorities, etc. 6. Realtors, MLS, news papers, private market   
 X 5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage? 8. As required by law 
  6. Source for available housing (list). 11. Pender County Section 8 
 X 7. Will additional housing programs be 

needed? 
12. There is an ample and active real estate market. 

X  8. Should Last Resort Housing be considered? 14. Same as Number 6 above. 
 X 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc.  
   families?  
 X 10. Will public housing be needed for project?  
X  11. Is public housing available?  
X  12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing  
   housing available during relocation period?  
 X 13. Will there be a problem of housing within  
   financial means?  
X  14. Are suitable business sites available (list  
   source).  
  15. Number months estimated to complete  
  RELOCATION? 12-18 months   
 

 
 6/26/11   6/30/11 

      
Right of Way Agent 

 Date  Relocation Coordinator  Date 
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Appendix G – Artistic Renderings of Detailed Study Alternatives 
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Project Overview
The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) proposes to build 
a new bridge to replace the existing swing bridge over the Intracoastal Water-
way on NC 50/210 in Surf City. This is one of two bridges providing access to  
Topsail Island.  

Purpose and Need of the Project
The existing bridge is a steel truss swing span bridge that was built in the 1950’s  
and is due for replacement.  The new bridge will address the existing needs  
as follows:

Provide a connecting structure between the mainland and the island with sufficient •	
capacity allowing for emergency access, hurricane evacuation, and acceptable 
travel times.

Improve the structural capacity of the bridge.•	

Provide consistency with State/Local land use and transportation plans.•	

Your Input is Essential
The NCDOT will hold a Citizens Informational Workshop on Thursday, June 25, 2009 
between the hours of 2:30 PM and 7:30 PM at the Surf City Community Center, 
located at 201 Community Center Drive, Surf City, 28445.  The workshop will be 
informal. Citizens may drop in anytime during the workshop hours.  In accordance 
with the Americans with Disabilities Act, NCDOT will provide auxiliary aids and ser-
vices for disabled persons who wish to participate in the workshop.  Persons requiring 
special services are requested to call 1-877-392-5996 as early as possible so that 
arrangements can be made.

The purpose of this workshop will be to  
listen to the community’s issues, con-
cerns, ideas and comments concerning  
the project and to introduce the NCDOT 
project team.  

continued on page 2

Connecting people and places in North Carolina – safely and efficiently, with accountability and environmental sensitivity.

Topsail Island 
Bridge Replacement Project
TIP No. B-4929

Issue 1 | June 2009
TOPSAIL ISLAND BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PROJECT TEAM 
8008 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 410 
Charlotte, NC  28226

Project Schedule
June 25, 2009•	    
Citizens Informational 
Workshop #1 – Project 
Information

Spring 2010•	  
Citizens Informational 
Workshop #2 –  
Project Alternatives 
Evaluation

Fall 2010•	  
Environmental Assess-
ment Complete

Spring 2011•	  
Project Public Hearing

Summer 2011•	  
Selection of  
Recommended  
Alternative

Fall 2011•	  
Finding of No  
Significant Impact 
(FONSI) Complete

2013•	  
Right-of-Way  
Acquisition Begins

2015•	  
Construction Begins

When:	 Thursday, June 25, 2009 from 2:30 PM – 7:30 PM   
Where:	 Surf City Community Center  
	 201 Community Center Drive 
	 Surf City, NC  28445

Maps denoting the proposed project area will be displayed and NCDOT 
representatives will be available to receive comments, discuss the 
project, and answer questions.  Citizens may drop in anytime during 
the workshop hours.

First Citizens Informational Workshop

CONTACT US

email: topsailislandbridge@rsandh.com 
website: http://www.ncdot.gov/projects/TopsailIslandBridge/ 

Thursday, June 25, 2009
2:30 PM – 7:30 PM
Surf City Community Center 
201 Community Center Drive 
Surf City, NC  28445

CITIZENS INFORMATIONAL 
WORKSHOP ANNOUNCEMENT

Toll-Free Project Hotline: 1-877-392-5996
Written comments and questions are welcomed and may be mailed or emailed to:

Topsail Island Bridge Replacement Project Team 
8008 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 410 

Charlotte, NC 28226



continued from page 1

Your answers to the following questions and others 
will help the NCDOT team as they move forward with 
project development.

How often do you travel over the bridge (via auto-•	
mobile), or under/through the bridge (via boat)?

How does the bridge support your community or •	
business?

If the bridge were closed short-term or long-term, •	
how would this impact you?

How are you affected by delays due to the opening •	
of the draw bridge?

Do you use the bridge at North Topsail to avoid •	
delays at Surf City?

Do you think a high span bridge similar to the •	
bridge at North Topsail is appropriate for the ex-
isting bridge replacement?  How about a bascule 
bridge (draw bridge)?

Should the new bridge accommodate pedestrians •	
and bicyclists?

Do you have specific issues or ideas that  •	
you would like to share concerning the bridge re-
placement?

Now is the time for you to talk with the planners and 
engineers responsible for the proposed replacement 
of the bridge you use every day.  We encourage you 
to bring your responses to the questions above to the 
workshop and we will have comment cards available 
for your use.  Comments may be left at the workshop, 
mailed in, posted on the project website, or recorded 
on the project toll free number.

After the meeting, the project team will categorize 
the comments received to determine the community’s 
highest concerns, preferences, and ideas.  These items 
will be analyzed to determine how best to implement 
into the design process.  Results from this analysis 
will be included at the next community workshop  
to be scheduled once design alternatives have  
been prepared.

Topsail Island Bridge Replacement Project

Page 2 http://www.ncdot.gov/projects/TopsailIslandBridge/ 
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The Project Development Process
The Topsail Island Bridge Replacement project devel-
opment, environmental studies, and engineering will 
be conducted in accordance with the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act (NEPA).  NEPA is a federal law 
enacted in 1970 that requires the Federal Government 
to consider the environmental impacts of, and alterna-
tives to, major proposed actions in its decision-making 
processes. The act is the basic national charter for 
the protection of the environment.  Under NEPA, an 
environmental document is required for any projects 
that receive federal funds.

As a part of this process, the project team will prepare 
several studies to evaluate the direct or indirect poten-
tial project impacts in the study area.  The project 
study area will include the entire Topsail Island includ-
ing the towns of Topsail Beach, Surf City and North 
Topsail Beach and the mainland portion of Surf City 
between the Intracoastal Waterway and US 17. 

Over the next few months, you can expect to see dif-
ferent project team members visit the area. You may 
notice biologists, environmental scientists, engineers, 
planners, surveyors, and architectural historians sur-
veying the area.  Each has a different field of expertise 
that provides information the project team needs to 
develop an effective project as well as minimize the 
impacts to the community and environment.  

Team members may snap photographs, take measure-
ments, or mark important locations.  However, these 
markers are only surveying and documentation guides 
and they do not necessarily indicate that your property 
will be impacted by the project. 

As representatives of the State of North Carolina, we 
strive to treat you and your land, home or business with 
respect and courtesy.  NCDOT kindly asks that you allow 
our staff on your property to conduct the necessary 
studies. If the highest standards of customer service 
are not observed, please contact the project team  
at 1-877-392-5996.

Project Location



TOPSAIL ISLAND BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PROJECT TEAM
8008 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 410

Charlotte, NC 28226

Project Overview and Public Outreach Efforts
The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) proposes to build a new 
bridge to replace the existing swing bridge over the Intracoastal Waterway on NC 50/210 
in Surf City.  This newsletter provides an update on this public outreach process.  

A series of Public Offi cials Meetings were held on June 24-25, 2009 with Topsail Beach, 
Surf City, and North Topsail Beach community representatives.  The fi rst Citizens’ 
Informational Workshop (CIW #1) was held on June 25, 2009 at the Surf City Community 
Center.

The workshop was an informal open house with over 350 citizens in attendance.  The 
attendees were fi rst shown a video that provided an overview of the study bridge, 
potential bridge types, and the project schedule. They also had an opportunity to interact 
with Project Team members, ask questions, share ideas, draw new bridge alignments 
on aerial mapping, and complete comment cards.  A summary of public comments is 
shown on page 2.

Coordination with Environmental Agencies
The feedback obtained from the CIW #1 was presented at the fi rst public agency Merger 
meeting.  The Merger process consists of a series of meetings devoted to streamlining 
the project development and permitting processes, agreed to by the US Army Corps of 
Engineers, NC Department of Environment and Natural Resources (Division of Water 
Quality, and Wildlife Resources Commission), Federal Highway Administration, and 
NCDOT and supported by other stakeholder agencies and local units of government. To 
this effect, the Merger process provides a forum for appropriate agency representatives to 
discuss and reach consensus on ways to facilitate and satisfy regulatory requirements. 

The fi rst Merger meeting was held on August 20, 2009.  The intent of this meeting was to 
agree on the project’s Purpose and Need and Study Area.  The environmental agencies 
agreed on the following:

Need for Proposed Action – Structurally defi cient, functionally obsolete bridge 

Purpose of Proposed Action – Improve bridge safety and functionality

Design Study Area – This was developed based on feasible alternatives suggested 
during CIW #1 and developed by the Project Team.  This study area is shown in Figure 1 
on page 3 of this newsletter.

A bridge is structurally defi cient when it has elements that need to be monitored and/or 
repaired to maintain its structural integrity.  It does not mean that the bridge is unsafe.  A 
bridge is functionally obsolete when its layout no longer meets current design standards 
for width shoulders, and rails.

Project Schedule

• June 25, 2009
CIW #1 – Project 
Information

• Fall 2010
CIW #2 – Evaluation of 
Alternatives

• Fall 2011
Environmental 
Assessment Complete

 Corridor Public Hearing 

• Spring 2012
Selection of Preferred 
Alternative

• Summer 2012
Finding of No Signifi cant 
Impact (FONSI) Complete

• Fall 2012
Design Public Hearing

• 2013*
Right-of-Way Acquisition 
Begins

• 2015*
Construction Begins

* Based on 2009-2015 NCDOT 
Transportation Improvement 
Program, which will be updated 
in summer 2010.

Continued public involvement and participation is a very important part of the project development process.  The Project 
Team will continue to provide frequent project updates as major milestones are reached.  Citizens are encouraged to 
stay involved and obtain project information from any of the following sources:

• Access the project web site at: http://www.ncdot.gov/projects/TopsailIslandBridge.  All of the material presented 
at the CIW #1 is available on this website.

• Add your name to the project mailing list to receive future project correspondence.

• Contact the Project Team members to provide input or ask any questions via the Toll-Free Project Hotline at

1-877-392-5996
• Mail or email your comments and questions to:
   Topsail Island Bridge Replacement Project Team

  8008 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 410, Charlotte, NC  28226
  email:  topsailislandbridge@rsandh.com

What’s Next?

Topsail Island
Bridge Replacement Project
TIP No. B-4929

Issue 2 / March 2010

Be Informed...Be Involved

The next step in the project development process is to prepare alternatives.  Each alternative will be evaluated based 
on environmental impacts, costs and how well they meet the purpose and need.  Results from the designs and 
comparisons will be presented to the public at the next Citizens’ Informational Workshop scheduled for Fall 2010. 

Connecting people and places in North Carolina – safely and effi ciently, with accountability and environmental sensitivity 



The following are some of the 
additional comments, ideas, 
or concerns collected from 
the workshop attendees:

General Ideas

Have public meetings on • 
Saturday to allow more 
people to attend.

Form a steering committee • 
of local citizens.

Speed up the process.• 

Speak to affected landown-• 
ers on a more personal 
one-on-one basis.

Citizens’ Concerns

Need to have access • 
to the island during 
construction.

What will happen to the • 
park by the bridge?

Avoiding disruption to • 
property and business 
owners should be a major 
priority.

The closing of the bridge • 
for boat traffi c has a hor-
rible affect on traffi c fl ow.

Design Suggestions

New bridge should have • 
four-lanes and should 
refl ect the scenic 
community of Surf City.

High-rise is the best • 
economical choice.  With-
out a high-rise bridge, 
congestion will only get worse.

Bascule bridge is the answer.• 

Repair existing bridge. Minimize long-term impact • 
to property and business owners and maintain 
Surf City’s character.

Build a third bridge at the south end of island.• 

Adapt the design of the Ocean Isle Beach bridge • 
to fi t Topsail.

A draw bridge at a higher elevation would allow for • 
fewer bridge openings.

Replace the swing bridge with a new swing bridge.• 

Provide a bridge that safely allows for • 
walkers and bike riders.

Topsail Island Bridge Replacement Project

Page 2 http://www.ncdot.gov/projects/TopsailIslandBridge/
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Project Location and Study AreaAt CIW#1, a total of 170 comment cards were collected at the workshop along with 
over 100 phone calls, emails, or written correspondence.  These comments have 
been categorized and tallied to provide an overall picture of the responses and 
citizens’ preferences, as shown below:

1 - 2 47%
3 - 4 20%
> 4 33%
No Response 1%

2) How does the bridge support your community or business? (164 responses)
Significant 65%
Insignificant 20%
No Response 16%

Significant 60%
Insignificant 29%
Short Term is ok 6%
Winter is ok 3%
No Response 3%

Significant 34%
Insignificant/plan around bridge openings 63%
No Response 2%

5) Do you use the bridge at North Topsail to avoid delays at Surf City? (159 responses)
Yes 16%
No 84%
No Response 1%

4

25
133
1

10
5
6

60
110

4) How are you affected by delays due to the opening of the swing bridge? (174 responses)

1) How often do you travel over the bridge (via automobile), or under/through the bridge (via boat)? 
(160 responses)

75
32
52
1

106
32
26

106
51

3) If the bridge were closed short-term or long-term, how would this impact you? (178 responses)

p

High Span 34%
No High Span 53%

Bascule 60 34%

New Swing 18 10%

Maintain Existing Swing 12 7%

Mid-level Bascule 1 <1%

Parallel 1 <1%

Tunnel 3 2%

No Preference 9%
No Response 4%

7) Should the new bridge accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists? (158 responses)
Yes 92%
No 8%

16
7

60
95

6) Do you think a high span bridge similar to the bridge at North Topsail is appropriate for the 
existing bridge replacement?  How about a bascule bridge? (178 responses)

145
13

Topsail Island
Bridge Replacement Project

Replacement of NC 50/210 Bridge (No. 16)
Over Intracoastal Waterway

T.I.P. No: B-4929

WBS: 40233.1.1

Division: 3

Figure 1:
Study Area

March 2010



TOPSAIL ISLAND BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PROJECT TEAM
8008 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 410

Charlotte, NC 28226

We are Re-Visiting Your Community

The North Carolina Department of 
Transportation (NCDOT) will hold the Citizens 
Informational Workshop #2 (CIW #2) on 
Thursday, October 21, 2010 to provide 
an update on the Topsail Island Bridge 
Replacement Project.  The workshop will be 
informal, with NCDOT Project Team members 
available to discuss the project. Citizens may 
drop in at anytime during the workshop hours.

Project Update

NCDOT proposes to replace the existing swing bridge over the Intracoastal 
Waterway on NC 50/210 in Surf City, as this bridge has been determined to 
be structurally de� cient, and functionally obsolete.  A bridge is structurally 
de� cient when it has elements that need to be monitored and/or repaired to 
maintain its structural integrity. It does not mean that the bridge is unsafe. A 
bridge is functionally obsolete when its layout no longer meets current design 
standards for width of shoulders and rails.

Based on citizens’ feedback at the previous workshop, held on June 25, 2009, 
eighteen alternatives were developed to replace the existing bridge and to 
potentially realign the approaching NC 50/210 roadway. 

Preliminary screening for environmental impacts was prepared for all the 
alternatives.  The Project Team eliminated four alternatives from further study 
based on unacceptable environmental impacts.  Alternatives eliminated include 
Alternatives 1, 8, 9, and 12.  The remaining  fourteen alternatives are shown on 
Page 2 of this newsletter.  It should be noted that some of these fourteen study 
alternatives follow the same alignment, however they differ in elevation and 
type of replacement structure. For example, Alternative 5 is a high-level � xed 
bridge, where as Alternative 5A is  a mid-level movable bridge.

Project Schedule

• June 25, 2009 
CIW #1 – Project 
Information

• October 21, 2010
CIW #2 – Corridor 
Alternatives Evaluation 

• Fall 2011 
Environmental 
Assessment Document 
Complete

• Fall 2011
CIW #3 – Preliminary 
Design Alternatives 
Evaluation 

• Spring 2012 
Selection of Preferred 
Alternative

• Fall 2012 
Anticipated Finding of 
No Signi� cant Impact 
(FONSI) Document 
Complete

• Fall 2012 
Design Public Hearing

• 2014
Right-of-Way 
Acquisition Begins

• 2016
Construction Begins

Citizens Informational Workshop #2

Topsail Island
Bridge Replacement Project
TIP No. B-4929

Issue 3 / October 2010

Contact Us

WHERE: Surf City Community Center
 201 Community Center Drive, Surf City, NC  28445

WHEN: Thursday October 21, 2010 from 3:00 PM to 7:00 PM
The NCDOT Project Team members will be available to present large 
maps and renderings as well as impact comparisons and relative costs 
for the 14 study alternatives.  Citizens may drop in anytime during the 
workshop hours. 

All the information presented at the workshop will be posted on the 
project website immediately after the workshop.  If you cannot attend 
the meeting in person, please check the project website to review the 
material and provide your feedback.  

Connecting people and places in North Carolina – safely and ef� ciently, with accountability and environmental sensitivity 

October 21, 2010

Citizens Informational 
Workshop #2

3:00 PM - 7:00 PM

Surf City Community Center
201 Community Center Drive

Surf City, NC  28445

 Toll-Free Project Hotline:  1-877-392-5996
Written comments and questions are welcomed any time and may be mailed or emailed to:

   Topsail Island Bridge Replacement Project Team
  8008 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 410, Charlotte, NC  28226

 email:  topsailislandbridge@rsandh.com
 website: http://www.ncdot.gov/projects/TopsailIslandBridge

0
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9,600 copies of this public document were printed at a cost of $5,500, or .57¢ each.



Based on similarity and proximity, the Project Team has divided the fourteen study alternatives into three 
groups as follows: Northern Alternatives Group, Central Alternatives Group, and Southern Alternatives Group.

• The Northern Alternatives Group includes four alternatives, located between 500 feet and 2,000 feet 
north of the existing bridge.  Under each northern alternative, the existing bridge would be replaced 
with a high-level � xed bridge; having waterway clearance of 65 feet. 

• The Central Alternatives Group includes four alternatives, located within 500 feet north or south 
of the existing bridge.  Under each central alternative, the existing bridge would be replaced with a 
movable bridge.  Alternatives 5A, 7, and 10A are mid-level movable bridges with a waterway clearance 
of 30 feet. Alternative 6 is a low-level movable bridge with a waterway clearance of 15 feet, which is 
the same as the existing bridge.

• The Southern Alternatives Group includes six alternatives, located between 500 feet and 2,500 feet 
south of the existing bridge.  Under each southern alternative, the existing bridge would be replaced 
with a high-level � xed bridge; having waterway clearance of 65 feet.

Topsail Island Bridge Replacement Project
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Study Alternatives

What’s Next?

Your input (along with potential environmental impacts and costs) associated with each alternative 
will be used by the Project Team as they continue narrowing the number of alternatives.  Results of 
the detailed study of the remaining alternatives will be presented at the next Citizens Informational 
Workshop #3 tentatively scheduled for the Fall of 2011.

Now that alternatives have been developed, we need your continued input on narrowing the number 
of alternatives for further study. Following are a few sample questions we would like you to think about 
prior to arriving at the workshop on October 21st:

• Do you have property that will be directly impacted by one of the alternatives?  If so, which alternative? 
What is the address of this property and how are you currently using the property (residential, 
business, vacation)? 

• Do you prefer the bridge to be replaced to the north, south, or near the existing location?

• What is your preferred alternative in EACH of the three groups (Northern, Central, and Southern 
Group)?

• What are the reasons for choosing your preferred alternatives?

• Are there any other bridge alternatives that are not shown on the maps that you feel should be 
considered?  

• Do you have other issues or ideas that you would like to share concerning the replacement of the bridge?

• What makes this community important to you?

Questions for the Community

Northern Alternatives GroupNorthern Alternatives Group
(High-Level Fixed Bridge Alternatives)(High-Level Fixed Bridge Alternatives)

Central Alternatives GroupCentral Alternatives Group
(Movable Bridge Alternatives)(Movable Bridge Alternatives)

Southern Alternatives GroupSouthern Alternatives Group
(High-Level Fixed Bridge Alternatives)(High-Level Fixed Bridge Alternatives)



Topsail Island Bridge Replacement Project Team
8008 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 410
Charlotte, NC 28226

Project Overview and Public Outreach Efforts
The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) proposes to build a new 
bridge to replace the existing swing bridge over the Intracoastal Waterway on NC 50/210 
in Surf City.  This newsletter is an update on the project status and NCDOT’s public 
outreach process.

The Project Team held the second Citizens Informational Workshop (CIW #2) on October 
21, 2010 at the Surf City Community Center.  Similar to the first workshop held on June 
25, 2009, the CIW #2 was an informal open house with over 300 citizens in attendance.  
Public officials from Topsail Beach, Surf City, and North Topsail Beach were also in 
attendance. The attendees were first shown a presentation that provided an overview of 
the project schedule as well as the 16 study alternatives, which were developed based 
on citizens’ feedback at the previous workshop.  Following the presentation, citizens 
viewed maps of the alternatives with corresponding artistic renderings.  NCDOT Project 
Team members were available to answer questions and listen to citizens comments.  
Citizens were also encouraged to complete comment card questionnaires.

Results from the Public Outreach Effort
A summary of the citizens’ comments provided during or subsequent to CIW #2 are shown 
on page 2.  Based on citizens’ comments and coordination with reviewing agencies, the 
Project Team has subsequently developed two additional study alternatives.  The two 
study alternatives are Alternative 5R and Alternative 17.

Alternative 5R: Alternative 5R is very similar to Alternative 5 and is a high-level fixed 
bridge alternative; however, the revised alignment shifts slightly toward the south, allowing 
vessel access to the Beach House Marina to be maintained.  Previously, Alternative 5 did 
not allow for the marina access, resulting in substantial business operations impacts.

Alternative 17: Alternative 17 combines design elements from Alternative 10 and 
Alternative 13. This high-level fixed bridge alternative was shifted slightly south to 
minimize impacts to Soundside Park.

Both Alternative 5R and Alternative 17 are included in the maps shown on page 3.

Environmental Planning Process Update
Alternative designs as well as comments received from CIW #2 were presented to the 
federal, state, and local environmental agencies at a meeting held on December 21, 2010.  
Agencies were provided an opportunity to question the potential impacts associated 
with each alternative. Based on the information obtained to date, the reviewing agencies 
and Project Team agreed to eliminate several alternatives, narrowing the alternatives to 
be carried forward to only the seven listed below (also shown on page 3):

•	 Northern Group:  Alternatives 4, 5, and 5R (high-level fixed bridges)

•	 Central Group:  Alternatives 6 and 7 (low/mid-level moveable bridges)

•	 Southern Group:  Alternatives 11 and 17 (high-level fixed bridges)

Project Schedule
•	June 25, 2009

CIW #1 – Project  
Information

•	October 21, 2010 
CIW #2 – Corridor  
Alternatives Evaluation

•	Fall 2011
Environmental  
Assessment Document 
Complete

	 Corridor Public Hearing

•	Spring 2012
Selection of Preferred 
Alternative

•	Fall 2012
Anticipated Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) 
Document Complete

	 Design Public Hearing

•	2014
Right-of-Way Acquisition 
Begins

•	2016
Construction Begins

Continued public involvement and participation is a very important part of the project development process.  The Project 
Team will continue to provide frequent project updates as major milestones are reached.  Citizens are encouraged to 
stay involved and obtain project information from any of the following sources:

•	 Access the project web site at: http://www.ncdot.gov/projects/TopsailIslandBridge 
All of the material presented at the CIW #2 is available on this web site.

•	 Add your name to the project mailing list to receive future project correspondence.

•	 Contact the Project Team members to provide input or ask any questions via the Toll-Free Project Hotline at

1-877-392-5996
•	 Mail or email your comments and questions to:
			   Topsail Island Bridge Replacement Project Team

		  8008 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 410, Charlotte, NC  28226

		  email: 	 topsailislandbridge@rsandh.com

What’s Next?

Topsail Island
Bridge Replacement Project
TIP No. B-4929

Issue 4 / April 2011

Be Informed... Be Involved

The next step in the project development process is to prepare preliminary roadway designs for each alternative.  With 
these design plans, the Project Team will start to develop cost estimates and determine the environmental impacts for 
each alternative.  The results of this work will be included in the Environmental Assessment (EA) document scheduled 
for completion around Fall 2011.  Upon completion of this EA, the Project Team will make the EA available for public 
review and also hold a Corridor Public Hearing to present these findings to the public for comments.

Connecting people and places in North Carolina – safely and efficiently, with accountability and environmental sensitivity 9,800 copies of this public document were printed at a cost of $5,500 at .56 cents each.
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At CIW #2, citizens indicated that their preferences were based on reducing impacts associated with each alternative. 
Listed impacts of concern included:

•	 Disruption of business operations and effects on the local economy
•	 Property acquisition and access
•	 Vehicle and vessel safety and operations
•	 Emergency response times
•	 Bridge visibility and aesthetics
•	 Pedestrian and bicycle accessibility 
•	 Future island development and growth

Surf City Island 46%
Surf City Mainland 24%
Topsail Beach 12%
North Topsail Beach 8%
Hampstead 5%
Other 6%

Permanent Resident 71%
Seasonal Resident 22%
Other 7%

a. Yes 66%
b. No 34%

Residential 73%
Business 12%
Vacation 11%
Other 4%

128
21
20
7

48
14

129
67

2) Your relationship with the Island: (214 responses)

3) Do you have property that will be directly impacted by one of the alternatives? (196 responses)

1) Where do you live? (216 responses)

25

12

152

10

52
100

17

4) What is your property's use ? (176 responses)

Page 1 of 2

Detailed Study AlternativesSummary of Community Feedback 
At CIW #2, a total of 220 comment cards were received during or subsequent to the workshop. These comments have 
been categorized and tallied to provide an overall picture of the responses and citizens’ preferences, as shown below:

Northern Group (182 responses) Central Group (199 responses) Southern Group (201 responses)

5) What is your preferred alternative in EACH of the three groups?

Page 2 of 2

None
11%

Alt 2
15%

Alt 3
15%

Alt 4
18%

Alt 5
41%

None
13%

Alt 5A
12%

Alt 6
13%

Alt 7
45%

Alt 10A
17%

None
12%

Alt 10
43%

Alt 15
6%

Alt 11
16%

Alt 16
6%

Alt 14
3% Alt 13

14%

Northern Alternatives Group
(High-Level Fixed Bridge Alternatives)

Central Alternatives Group
(Moveable Bridge Alternatives)

Southern Alternatives Group
(High-Level Fixed Bridge Alternatives)

Note:  In order to avoid impacts, alternative alignments shown above may be adjusted as more detailed designs are developed.
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Meeting Notes 
Memorandum 

 
RS&H Architects-Engineers-Planners, Inc. 

Architectural, Engineering, Planning and Environmental Services

 
 
Meeting Date: 
 

NCDOT/RS&H Project Team 

August 20, 2009 

Subject: 
 

NEPA/404 Merger Team Concurrence Point 1 Meeting for Topsail Island Bridge 
Replacement Project TIP Project No. B‐4929 
 

Location: 
 

Board Room, NCDOT Highway Building 
 

Attendees: 
 

Agencies: 
Brad Shaver, US Army Corps of Engineers 
Kim Garvey, US Army Corps of Engineers 
Tom Steffens, US Army Corps of Engineers 
Teresa Russell, US Army Corps of Engineers 
Christopher Militscher, US EPA 
Kathy Matthews, EPA 
Ron Lucas, FHWA 
Travis Wilson, Wildlife Resources Commission  
David Wainwright, DWQ 
Gary Jordan, Fish and Wildlife Service 
Steve Sollod, Division of Coastal Management 
Renee Gledhill‐Earley, DCR‐SHPO 
 
Via Conference Call: 
Rich Carpenter,  Division of Marine Fisheries 
 
Consultants: 
Chad Critcher, RS&H 
Radha Krishna Swayampakala, RS&H 

NCDOT: 
Don Idol, Bridge Management 
Missy Pair, PDEA 
Rob Hanson, PDEA 
Charles Cox, PDEA 
Michele James, PDEA 
Drew Joyner, HEU 
Ed Lewis, HEU 
Herman Huang, HEU 
Thomas Stoddard, TIP 
Development 
Allen Pope, Division 3 
Mason Herndon, Division 3 
Mark Staley, Roadside 
Environmental 
Lonnie Brooks, Structure Design  
Ray Moore, Structure Design  
Judy Joines, Right‐of‐way 
Don Eggert, Cape Fear RPO 
Tony Houser, Roadway Design 
Tyler Stanton, NEU 

   
Bill Brazier, US Coast Guard, and Ron Sechler, National Marine Fisheries Service were 
unable to attend the meeting. 

 
 

A NEPA/404 Merger Team meeting  for  the subject project was held on August 20, 2009  in  the Board 
Room  of  the  NCDOT  Highway  Building.    The  purpose  of  this meeting  was  to  reach  agreement  on 
Concurrence Point 1 ‐ Purpose and Need/Study Area defined. 

 

Introductions: 

Mr.  Brad  Shaver  opened  the  meeting  and  invited  introductions  from  attendees.   Mr.  Sharer  then 
explained the purpose of the meeting and  introduced Michele James  ‐ NCDOT PDEA Project Manager.  
Ms.  James welcomed  the attendees,  requested all  the attendees  to  sign  in and  introduced Mr. Chad 
Critcher with the consultant firm of RS&H. 
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Presentation: 

Mr. Chad Critcher offered a Concurrence Point 1 packet to the attendees that did not already have one.  
Mr. Critcher then presented the PowerPoint presentation of the proposed project’s Purpose and Need 
and Study Area Defined.  Following is the presentation outline: 

• Project Vicinity and Description 

• Project History 

• Study Area and Communities 

• Purpose & Need Community Outreach 

• Agency Comments 

• Need for Proposed Action 

• Purpose of Proposed Action 

• Project Schedule and Funding  
•  

A copy of the PowerPoint presentation is attached with these meeting notes. 
 

Questions and Comments: 

A question and answer session followed the presentation.  Comments and answers are shown below: 
 

Christopher Militscher asked  if the NCDOT Project Team has any  information on the current and future 

projected AADT on the Topsail Island Bridge? 

Chad Critcher responded that the based on the existing data, the 2008 AADT  is approximately 
12,000 vehicles per day (vpd) and the 2035 projected AADT is 26,000 vpd. 

Christopher Militscher asked  if  the  island  is mostly built out, what  causes  the projected  traffic on  the 

Topsail Island Bridge to double in the next 25 years? 

Charles Cox responded that the island portion of Surf City is mostly built out.  However, Surf City 
is  growing  more  on  the  mainland  side  towards  US  Highway  17.    Several  residential  and 
commercial developments are planned on  the mainland portion of Surf City and most of  the 
government  facilities  are  located  on  the  island  portion  of  the  town.    As  a  result, 
residents/visitors of  this area would commute more between  the  island and mainland via  the 
study bridge, which is expected to add a lot more traffic. 

Christopher Militscher  inquired whether a two‐lane bridge be sufficient to accommodate 26,000 vpd  in 

year 2035?  He also asked whether this traffic demand warrant more lanes on the bridge? 

Charles Cox and Chad Critcher answered  that a movable bridge with 26,000 vpd may  require 
more than two lanes.  Currently, the capacity of the bridge is limited by bridge openings to allow 
boats.  These openings are causing delays to road traffic and thereby worsening the traffic flow 
conditions  in  the  study  area.   A  fixed  span bridge would have more  capacity  compared  to  a 
movable  bridge.    As  a  part  of  the  design  process,  NCDOT  will  perform  a  detailed  traffic 
operations analysis which will determine the capacity needs for the proposed new bridge. 

However, providing additional capacity is not a Purpose of Proposed Action NCDOT is presenting 
to the Merger Team. 
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Christopher Militscher asked why did the presentation indicate that bridge capacity is a problem? 

Allen  Pope  responded  that  the  presentation  was  referring  to  load  carrying  capacity  of  the 
bridge.  Currently, the posted allowable load on the bridge is 14 tons for single vehicles and 19 
tons for tractor trailers. 

Christopher Militscher questioned whether  the 19  tons  load  limit  caused any  issues? He also asked  if 

there is any information about the number of trucks crossing this bridge every day? 

Don  Idol, Allen Pope and Chad Critcher said that the 19 tons  load  limit  is causing  issues.   They 
also  said  that generally,  fully  loaded  single vehicle and  tractor  trailer would weigh 42 and 45 
tons respectively.   According to the current standards new bridges are designed to carry these 
loads – 42 tons for single vehicles and 45 tons for tractor trailers.  Over the years,   the Topsail 
Island Bridge’s structural capacity has deteriorated to 14 tons for single vehicles and 19 tons for 
tractor trailers. 

At this point, the NCDOT Project Team does not have any specific information on the number of 
trucks  on  the  Topsail  Island  Bridge.    During  field  visits,  the  NCDOT  Project  Team members 
observed several  trucks carrying higher  than restricted  load  limits across  the bridge every day 
causing a dangerous situation. 

Christopher Militscher and Charles Cox mentioned  that they do not expect higher truck  traffic 
during the peak periods (summer time) across the bridge. 

Renee Gledhill‐Early said that the needs should be clearly stated in the Merger Team Meeting Agreement 

(Concurrence Form). 

Charles Cox and Chad Critcher responded that the Needs for Proposed Action are included in the 
Concurrence Point 1 packet and they could be summarized and listed on the Concurrence Form. 

Renee Gledhill‐Early asked that as  the existing bridge  is narrow,  is widening the bridge a Need  for  the 

Proposed Action? 

Chad Critcher said that the existing Topsail Island Bridge is only 32’ wide with two 12’ lanes and 
3’  sidewalks.    This  narrow  bridge  is  a  safety  concern  for  vehicular  traffic,  bicyclists  and 
pedestrians.   The NCDOT Project Team will design the new bridge with appropriate widths for 
travel  lanes, bike  lanes, and sidewalks  to  increase  the safety conditions  for commuters across 
the bridge. 

Ron Lucas asked whether the NCDOT Project Team defined an appropriate travel width for this bridge? 

Charles Cox and Chad Critcher  responded  that  the desired width of  travel  lanes would be 12 
feet.   At  this point,  the NCDOT Project Team does not have any  information on  the proposed 
typical section.  As a part of the design process, the NCDOT Project Team will develop a typical 
section  for  the  proposed  new  bridge,  which  will  meet  the  current  AASHTO/NCDOT  design 
standards. 
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Christopher Militscher stated that  the Need  for the Proposed Action should be something simple  like – 

“bridge is structurally unsafe”. 

 Missy Pair said that the Bridge  is not “unsafe”.   NCDOT would not allow vehicular traffic on an unsafe 

bridge. 

Brad Shaver and Gary Jordan said that the Need should be as simple as “Bridge is structurally deficient”.  

All other needs shown  in the Concurrence Point 1 packet should be secondary.   The Purpose should be 

“Replace structurally deficient bridge”. 

 Christopher Militscher  said  that he had a problem with  the  second point  in  the Purpose of Proposed 

Action:  i. e. to “maintain current system  linkage between  the  island and mainland”.   This  infers  that a 

new  bridge  should  be  built  in  the  same  location  of  the  existing  bridge, which may  limit  the  possible 

alternatives for the proposed bridge.  This should be a secondary purpose. 

Subsequent to Mr. Militscher’s statement, the merger team members further discussed the Purpose and 
Need being revised as follows: 

 

The Merger Team members in attendance signed the Concurrence Form with the above revised Purpose 
and Need statement.  A copy of the signed Concurrence Form is included with these meeting notes. 

If any recipient of the meeting notes would  like to add comments or feels a comment  is erroneous or 
needs to be expanded, please feel free to contact Michele James at (919) 733‐7844 ext. 233 or by email 
at mjames@ncdot.gov. 

Copies to: 
Meeting Attendees 
Bill Brazier, USCG 
Ron Sechler, NMFS 

 
Attachments: 

Concurrence Form 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 

X:\P\1039608000\Correspondence and Communication\Agencies\Aug-2009 CP 1 Meeting Summary_10_07_09.doc 

Need for Proposed Action 

• Structurally deficient, functionally obsolete bridge 

Purpose of Proposed Action 

• Improve bridge safety and functionality 

Secondary purposes are included in the Concurrence Point 1 package discussed on August 20, 2009. 

Study Area Defined 

The study area is as shown on the attached Figure 3‐1 of the Concurrence Point 1 package. 
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Meeting Notes 
Memorandum 

 
RS&H Architects-Engineers-Planners, Inc. 

Architectural, Engineering, Planning and Environmental Services

 
 
Meeting Date: 
 

NCDOT/RS&H Project Team 

December 14, 2010 

Subject: 
 

NEPA/404 Merger Team Concurrence Point 2 Meeting for Topsail Island Bridge 
Replacement Project TIP Project No. B‐4929 
 

Location: 
 

Board Room, NCDOT Highway Building 
 

Attendees: 
 

Agencies: 
Brad Shaver, US ACE 
Christopher Militscher, US EPA 
Ron Lucas, FHWA 
Brian Wrenn, DWQ 
Steve Sollod, DCM 
Renee Gledhill‐Earley, DCR‐SHPO 
 
Via Conference Call: 
Jessi O’Neal, DMF 
 
Consultants: 
Chad Critcher, RS&H 
Ken Herring, RS&H 
Radha Krishna Swayampakala, RS&H 
Jan Anderson, JKA 

NCDOT: 
Dan Holderman, Bridge Management 
Rob Hanson, PDEA 
Charles Cox, PDEA 
Michele James, PDEA 
Herman Huang, HEU 
Lee‐Ann Billington, HEU 
Thomas Stoddard, TIP Development 
Allen Pope, Division 3 
Stonewall Mathis, Division 3 
Mark Staley, Roadside Environmental 
Lonnie Brooks, Structure Design  
Randy Henegar, Hydraulics 
Reggie Abbott, Right‐of‐way 
Don Eggert, Cape Fear RPO 
Tony Houser, Roadway Design 
Shane York, TPB 
Chris Rivenbark, NEU 
Elizabeth Lusk, NEU 
Tyler Stanton, NEU 

   

Travis Wilson  (NC Wildlife  Resources  Commission), Gary  Jordan  (US  Fish  and Wildlife 
Service), Terens Knowles  (US Coast Guard), and Ron Sechler  (National Marine Fisheries 
Service) were unable to attend the meeting. 

 
 

A NEPA/404 Merger Team meeting for the subject project was held on December 14, 2010 in the Board 
Room  of  the  NCDOT  Highway  Building.    The  purpose  of  this meeting  was  to  reach  agreement  on 
Concurrence Point 2 – Detailed Study Alternatives Carried Forward. 
 

Introductions:   Mr. Brad  Shaver opened  the meeting  and  invited  introductions  from  attendees.   Mr. 
Brad Shaver then explained the purpose of the meeting and  introduced Michele James  ‐ NCDOT PDEA 
Project Manager.   Ms. Michele  James welcomed the attendees, requested all the attendees to sign  in 
and introduced Mr. Chad Critcher with the consultant firm of RS&H. 
 

Presentation:  Mr.  Chad  Critcher  offered  additional  Concurrence  Point  2  packets  and  updated 
Alternatives Evaluation Matrix  including a Study Alternatives map to the attendees.   Mr. Chad Critcher 
then presented the PowerPoint presentation with the following outline: 

• Concurrence Point 1 Summary 
• Study Alternatives 
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• Community Outreach Summary 
• Community Feedback 
• Functional Design Alternatives Costs and Impacts Summary 
• Detailed Study Alternatives Carried Forward ‐ Project Team’s recommendations 

 

Note:  A  copy  of  the  PowerPoint  presentation,  updated  Alternatives  Evaluation  Matrix  and  Study 
Alternatives map are attached with these meeting notes.  
 
Mr.  Chad  Critcher  presented  a  total  of  16  alternatives.   These  alternatives were  divided  into  three 
groups:  northern, central and southern groups.  The northern group consisted of Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5, 
& 5R.  The central group consisted of Alternatives 5A, 6, 7, and 10A.   The southern group consisted of 
Alternatives 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17.   Mr. Chad Critcher methodically  led a presentation of  the 
costs and  impacts for each alternative beginning with the northern group.  As he  led the presentation, 
he offered  the Project Team’s  recommendation  to “carry  forward” or  to “eliminate” each alternative. 
After  the  presentation  of  the  alternatives  in  each  of  the  three  groups, Mr.  Critcher  asked  that  the 
question and answer discussion begin with the northern group alternatives, concurring on the northern 
group alternatives to carry forward first, then proceed to the other two groupings in the same manner. 
 

Questions, answers, and discussions are provided below:  
 

Northern Group Alternatives: 

Brian Wrenn inquired whether the alternatives carried forward would require any utility relocations.  He 

also  asked,  if  they  do  require, whether  that  information was  included  in  the  Alternatives  Evaluation 

Matrix prepared for this meeting. 

Chad Critcher responded that none of the study alternatives impact the large transmission poles 
on either  side of  the  Intracoastal Waterway.   Some of  the alternatives do  impact  the  smaller 
transmission poles but not to an extent for justifying an alternative be eliminated. 

Steve Sollod asked  if  the riparian wetlands shown  in  the  figures and  tables of  the CP 2 packet are  the 

same as CAMA wetlands  He also requested the NCDOT to continue their commitment to avoid impacts 

to CAMA Coastal Wetlands on this project. 

Tyler  Stanton  said  that  the  riparian wetlands  shown  in  the CP 2 packet  are not  the  same  as 
CAMA  wetlands.    NEU  will  perform  further  investigation  to  provide  the  additional  wetland 
categories.  

Christopher Militscher  questioned why Alternative  4 would  need  to  be  carried  forward  in  addition  to 

Alternatives 5 and 5R   He also commented  that  the Evaluation Matrix shows  that Alternative 4 would 

have higher property, stream, and wetland impacts. 

Charles Cox and Chad Critcher indicated that the Project Team would like to study at least one 
alternative to the south and one alternative to the north of the current bridge  location (offset 
from the Surf City Central Business District).  If Alternatives 5 and 5R encounter a fatal flaw, then 
Alternative 4 is the only option remaining in the northern group. 

Impacts  to  the  private marina  could  result  in  the  elimination  of  Alternative  5;  likewise,  the 
property  impacts along Roland Avenue may result  in  the elimination of Alternative 5R.   These 
two Alternatives (5 & 5R) also include a roundabout at the island landing.  Drainage issues may 
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present an issue to these alternatives.  The Project Team considers Alternatives 5 and 5R as one 
alternative with minor adjustments. 

Christopher  Militscher  inquired  whether  the  feedback  received  during  the  Citizens  Informational 

Workshop #2  (CIW #2) process was  from business owners or  residents   He  thought  that  the  residents 

would prefer the new bridge away from the Central Business District (CBD) to avoid congestion. 

Chad  Critcher  and  Jan Anderson  answered  that  the  feedback was  from  both  the  permanent 
residents and the business owners in the area. 

Steve  Sollod  indicated  that  in  the  figures,  Alternative  5R  appeared  to  impact  a  row  of  houses,  not 

impacted  by  Alternative  5;  however,  the  Alternatives  Evaluation Matrix  shows  the  same  number  of 

residential impacts for both the alternatives. 

Jan  Anderson  responded  that  the  houses  Steve  Sollod  is  referring  to  are  trailers  in  the 
Blackbeard’s Campground.   They are not permanent houses,  instead they are vacation houses 
for seasonal residents. 

Steve Sollod said that Alternative 5R would  impact the water access of several properties along Roland 

Avenue.   He also asked  if  there was any  thought  to providing water access under  the new bridge, or 

developing the area near the bridge with water access. 

Chad Critcher, Jan Anderson, and Allen Pope indicated that the water access on the back side of 
the properties along Roland Avenue  is private access.   The  Soundside Park has a public boat 
access, remaining unchanged under Alternative 5R.   Some redevelopment options exist  in this 
area, either under the bridge or near the current bridge (to be removed under Alternative 5R) 
and the details of this redevelopment would need to be explored as the project moves forward. 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Charles Cox and Chad Critcher asked the Merger Team if they were in concurrence with carrying forward 
Alternatives 4, 5, and 5R  into Detailed Design and eliminating Alternatives 2 and 3.   The Merger Team 
verbally agreed with no further discussion. 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

Central Group Alternatives: 

Renee Gledhill‐Early indicated that the existing bridge was eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places.   She inquired as to if the Project Team had considered any options to improve and keep 
the existing bridge. 

At Chad Critcher’s  request, Don Holderman provided  the  following  summary of  the  rehabilitation 
alternative: 

• The  State  Bridge  Management  Unit  (SBMU)  estimated  that  the  suggested  repair/ 
rehabilitation work would cost approximately $13.5 million. 

• This repair/rehabilitation option will extend the life of the bridge by approximately 25 years. 

• Even after  the  repair/rehabilitation,  this bridge will  still be “functionally obsolete” and be 
classified as “fracture critical” due to the swing span being a truss. 
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• The suggested repair/rehabilitation option will  increase the sufficiency rating of this bridge 
to approximately 28. 

• It should be noted that the FHWA requires the bridge sufficiency rating be  improved to at 
least 80 in order to qualify for the Federal Highway Bridge Program funds, the funds NCDOT 
normally utilizes for this type work. 

• The suggested repair/rehabilitation work will necessitate the bridge being out of service for 
approximately nine months.  This would require constructing a detour bridge, which would 
cost an additional $10‐12 million. 

• In summary, the SBMU does not recommend this option. 

Chad Critcher and Ron  Lucas added  that even with  these  improvements,  the  rehabilitated bridge 
would not meet the Purpose and Need of this project.  

Renee Gledhill‐Early asked if there was significant support for the rehab option from the community. 

Chad Critcher, Jan Anderson and Don Eggert responded that the Project Team received feedback 
with support for another moveable bridge but not specifically a rehab option. 

Christopher Militscher  questioned why Alternative  9 was  eliminated  before  presenting  to  the Merger 

Team. 

Chad Critcher explained that Alternative 9 was a high‐level fixed bridge option, which resulted in 
significant  impacts  to  the  Soundside  Park  property.    The  FHWA  would  not  consider  these 
impacts as de minimis Section 4(f) impacts.  Tony Houser added that this alternative would result 
in significant access issues for Soundside Park and other businesses along Roland Avenue. 

Steve Sallod stated that the Department of Coastal Management would not support Alternative 9, as  it 

would result in significant impacts to the coastal wetlands. 

Christopher Militscher indicated that the Alternatives Evaluation Matrix shows Alternative 10A with less 

than 0.1 acres of  impact to the park property.   He asked why this alternative was recommended to be 

eliminated. 

Chad Critcher and Ron Lucas indicated that the FHWA would not consider this alternative as a de 
minimis Section 4(f) impact.  This alternative would divide the park into two parts, resulting in a 
significant visual impact. 

Brad  Shaver  and  Renee Gledhill‐Early  inquired whether  there would  be  enough  vertical  clearance  to 

accommodate the vehicular traffic under the bridge  in the park.     Brad Shaver also added that there  is 

not much usage under the bridge in this area of the park. 

Chad Critcher indicated that the vehicular traffic can travel under the bridge; however it would 
be NCDOT’s right‐of‐way and therefore is not preferred.  Ron Lucas visited the park and spoke to 
people in the area before concluding that Alternative 10A would not be a de minimis Section 4(f) 
impact.  Initially, the Project Team was unsure, but after further investigation, the Project Team 
recommends dropping this alternative. 

Christopher Militscher  stated  that  the Project Team will need  to maintain documentation on why  the 

Alternatives 1, 8, 9 and 12 were eliminated early in the process. 
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Renee Gledhill‐Early asked why the Project Team  is recommending to carry forward Alternatives 5 and 

5R, but drop 5A. 

Chad Critcher explained that Alternative 5A received low support from the community as it is a 
moveable option away  from  the existing bridge.   The  feedback  received by  the Project Team 
indicated  that  for  a moveable bridge option,  the  community preferred  in‐place  replacement.  
Charles Cox added that Alternative 5A would also cause impacts to the channel connecting the 
Intracoastal Waterway to the private marina. 

Dan Holderman stated that Alternatives 6 and 7 would require a temporary detour bridge.   He 
also  added  that  the NCDOT does not prefer  any usage of  the  right‐of‐way under  the bridge, 
whether  it  is  for parking, pedestrian  traffic or vehicular  traffic.   He  is also not  in  favor of any 
alternatives going through the park. 

Charles Cox  stated  that  the Project  Team would  like  to  carry  forward  at  least one moveable 
bridge and one high‐level fixed bridge alternatives  into detailed design.   Based on the detailed 
design and associated  impacts,  these alternatives will be evaluated at Concurrence Points 2A 
and 3. 

Christopher Militscher inquired which alternative received the Town of Surf City’s support. 

Chad  Critcher  responded  that  the  Town  of  Surf  City  approved  a  resolution  supporting 
Alternative 7 as the preferred alternative for the study location. 

Christopher Militscher said that he is in favor of carrying Alternatives 6 and 7 forward for detailed design. 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Charles Cox and Chad Critcher asked the Merger Team if they were in concurrence with carrying forward 
Alternatives 6, and 7  into Detailed Design and eliminating Alternatives 5A and 10A.   The Merger Team 
verbally agreed with no further discussion. 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

Southern Group Alternatives: 

Christopher Militscher questioned why Alternative 10 would need to be eliminated. 

Ron Lucas responded that this alternative would cause impacts to the Soundside Park and would 
become a Section 4(f) impact.  Under Alternative 10, the Soundside Park will be divided into two 
parts.  Carrying this alternative forward would be a waste of effort. 

Brad Shaver said that he understands the Section 4(f) impact; however, he does not understand carrying 

Alternative 17 forward, which would result in more wetland impacts than Alternative 10.   

Chad Critcher explained that the wetland impact shown for Alternative 17 for the most part are 
a result of the modifications to the Roland Avenue tie‐in on the mainland side.   This tie‐in was 
shown differently  in Alternatives 10 and 17.   During  the preliminary design,  the Project Team 
will evaluate these tie‐ins and minimize the impacts as much as possible.  Ron Lucas added that 
the FHWA will also review Alternative 17 closer as the project moves forward. 
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Steve Sollod asked how Alternative 17 would impact the park property. 

Chad Critcher responded that Alternative 17 would span across the park on the backside, which 
is an unusable section of the park. 

Renee Gledhill‐Early inquired how the bridge would be accessed for routine maintenance and inspection 

activities. 

Allen Pope answered that  in situations  like this, the routine activities are usually performed  in 
“Top‐Down” approach.  If land access is possible, the NCDOT would need right‐of‐way to access 
the bridge. 

Brad Shaver asked whether there is a mitigation option for Section 4(f) impacts on Alternative 10. 

Ron  Lucas  responded  that  there  is a possibility but only  if we  could prove  that  there was no 
other prudent alternative which would meet the “Purpose and Need Statement”. 

Christopher Militscher  inquired as  to where  the piers would be  located under Alternative 10 near  the 

Soundside Park. 

Chad Critcher showed Alternative 10 renderings and explained the pier locations in this area.  

Rob Hanson said that  if the FHWA  is convinced that Alternative 10 would result  in Section 4(f) 
impact, the NCDOT can not legally recommend carrying this alternative forward. 

Christopher Militscher and Renee Gledhill‐Early stated that the community liked this alternative the best 

and asked if the Project Team would study this alterative more and if needed, drop at Concurrence Point 

3.  They also asked whether Alternative 17 would cause visual impacts to the park Christopher Militscher 

added that his understanding was that for the Bonner Bridge project, the Preferred Alternative resulted 

in section 4(f) impacts. 

Chad Critcher stated that Alternative 17 would impact an unusable section of the park property.  
The visual impacts caused by Alternative 17 are very minimal compared with the visual impacts 
on Alternative 10.   Charles Cox added  that even after eliminating Alternative 10, there will be 
seven alternatives for detailed study. 

Rob Hanson added that even  if the wetland  impacts caused by Alternative 17 are not reduced, 
the NCDOT would recommend Alternative 17 over Alternative 10 due to the FHWA’s ruling on 
the section 4(f)/de minimis impacts. 

Renee Gledhill‐Early asked why the Project Team eliminated Alternative 9 but not Alternative 10 earlier. 

Charles Cox  explained  that Alternative 9 had definite  section  4(f)  impacts  to  the park.   With 
respect to the impacts on Alternative 10, the Project Team was undecided until after visiting the 
site.   Upon visiting the site  in October, 2010, the FHWA determined that Alternative 10 would 
not be a de minimis Section 4(f) impact.  

Christopher Militscher  said  that  Alternative  4  had  four  business  impacts,  but  the  Project  Team  still 

carried it forward.  He wanted to whether that would be considered as a fatal flaw or not. 
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Tony Houser answered that the Project Team will minimize the impacts for Alternative 4 in the 
preliminary design. 

Renee Gledhill‐Early suggested the FHWA to prepare a memo summarizing the Section 4(f)/de minimis 

impacts associated with Alternative 10, if it is not a significant effort.  Brad Shaver requested the NCDOT 

to  further  differentiate  the  CAMA,  riparian,  and  non‐riparian wetlands  and  re‐calculate  the wetland 

impacts for these different categories for Alternatives 10 and 17. 

Ron Lucas said that the FHWA will prepare a memo.   Charles Cox added that the Project Team 
will update the wetland information as well. 

Steve Sollod inquired whether the Project Team considered connecting Alternative 11 directly to the CBD. 

Chad Critcher and Radha Krishna Swayampakala explained that the Project Team considered this 
option, however did not pursue  it as  it would result  in much  longer bridge and higher  impacts 
compared with Alternative 17. 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Charles Cox and Chad Critcher asked the Merger Team if they were in concurrence with carrying forward 
Alternatives 11, and 17 into Detailed Design and eliminating Alternatives 13, 14, 15, and 16.  The Merger 
Team verbally agreed with no further discussion. 
 

Once  the Merger Team  reviews  the FHWA’s section 4(f)/de minimis  impacts memo  for Alternative 10 
and the updated wetlands  information, a decision will be made whether to carry forward or eliminate 
Alternative 10.   The official Concurrence Point 2  form will be signed subsequent to  the Alternative 10 
review. 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

If any recipient of the meeting notes would  like to add comments or feels a comment  is erroneous or 
needs to be expanded, please feel free to contact Michele James at (919) 733‐7844 ext. 233 or by email 
at mjames@ncdot.gov. 

Comments will be received through February 15, 2011.  After such date, the meeting notes herein along 
with  subsequent  implemented  comments  will  be  considered  final  and  an  accurate  record  of  the 
Concurrence Point 2 meeting. 

Copies to: 
Meeting Attendees 
Travis Wilson, NC Wildlife Resources Commission 
Gary Jordan, US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Terens Knowles, US Coast Guard 
Ron Sechler, National Marine Fisheries Service 
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Concurrence Form 
PowerPoint Presentation 
Meeting Handouts (Updated Alternatives Evaluation Matrix and Study Alternatives map) 
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