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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Highway Administration

HISTORIC BRIDGES; PROGRAMMATIC SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION AND APPROVAL 

AGENCY: Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY:  The FHWA has prepared a final programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation for certain federally assisted highway projects affecting bridges which are on or eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places.  This provides a procedure which will simplify and streamline compliance with Section 4(f) requirements.  Comments were solicited in September 1982 on the proposed evaluation.  Responses to the comments received are discussed below.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. Charles Grant, Office of Envi​ronmental Policy, Room 3232, 202/426-0106; Ms. Deborah Dull, Office of the Chief Counsel, Right-of-Way and Environmental Law Division, Room 4230, 202/426-0800, FHWA, Department of Transportation, 400 Seventh Street, SW., Washington, D.C. 20590.  Office hours are from 7:45 a.m. to 4:15 p.m., EST, Monday through Friday.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This action involves the rehabilitation or replacement of historic bridges and the special considerations which must be given them because of their historic character.

Transportation Mandates
The FHWA has been mandated by the Congress of the United States to

provide its citizens with a safe and efficient transportation network.  An integral part of this network is the various bridges that allow a roadway to pass over other highways, railroads, land forms, bodies of water, or other obstacles.  Many of these bridges have become or are becoming structurally deficient, physically deteriorated, or functionally obsolete.  In many instances these bridges have remained in service until they have deteriorated to the point of being unsafe.  When these bridges must ultimately be closed, there is usually a great hardship imposed on the residents of the area and other users of this portion of the transportation network.

The Congress of the United States recognized the problem with unsafe bridges in the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970 and created the "Special Bridge Replacement Program," 23 U.S.C. 9 144.  Congress has continued to show an interest in this problem and established, in the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1978, the Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program (HBRRP), declaring in 23 U.S.C. 3 144(a):  
it to be in the vital interest of the nation that a highway bridge replacement and rehabilitation program be established to enable the several States to replace or rehabilitate highway bridges over waterways, other topographical barriers, over highways, or railroads when the States and the Secretary finds that a bridge is significantly important and is unsafe because of structural deficiencies, physical deterioration, or functional obsolescence. 

This program provides funds to specifically rehabilitate or replace bridges (including those not on the Federal-aid highway system). Regulations implementing the HBRRP are set forth in 23 CFR Part 650, Subpart D.  

These regulations require a sufficiency rating be assigned each bridge based on the structural adequacy and safety of the bridge, the essentiality of the bridge for public use, and the serviceability and functional obsolescence of the structure.  Bridges with a low sufficiency rating are given high priority for rehabilitation or replacement under the HBRRP.  Other categories of Federal-aid funds may also be used for bridge rehabilitation or replacement.

Historic Bridges
Many of the Nation's bridges are significant for their historical, architectural, or engineering features.  It is a Federal policy to fully consider the preservation of structures that are on or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.  The FHWA has encouraged and made Federal funds available for State highway agencies to survey and inventory the bridges on the highway system for their historical and engineering significance.  Any information from such an inventory, obtained in advance of a proposed bridge rehabilitation or replacement project, would enable the FHWA, the State highway agency (SHA) and the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) to quickly identify the historic value of the specific bridge and the impact that the project would have on the historic resources of the State as a whole.  Thus, a completed inventory would reduce project development time and would allow the State to better manage its historic resources.  Completion of such an inventory would not, however, have any bearing on the need to replace or rehabilitate any specific bridge.

Experience with old and deficient bridges has shown that:

1.  If the sufficiency rating indicates that the bridge requires rehabilitation or replacement, the options available are typically few.  Thus, bridge, with very low sufficiency ratings normally must be substantially rehabilitated, replaced, or abandoned.

2.  Historic bridges are, in many instances, historic because of the architectural and engineering significance of the structures.  How​ever, bridges may also be historic because of the role they played in the history of a particular locality.

3.  Impacts of the typical bridge rehabilitation or replacement project on individual  structures tend to be very similar from project to project irrespective of the surroundings or the particular type of structure involved.  While in some instances rehabilitation can be undertaken with little or no impacts to historic bridges, in other instances rehabilitation of a bridge to modern structural standards can destroy the historic integrity of the bridge, even if the bridge is not replaced.  Where the replacement bridge is on the same location as the old bridge, the old bridge must be either dismantled or demolished.  If the bridge is replaced on a new location and no responsible party can be located to maintain or preserve the old bridge, the old bridge must either be dismantled or demolished or its use limited to the type and volume of traffic which the bridge can safely service during its remaining life.

4.  Bridges of national, State, or local historic significance that are on or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places are afforded full consideration by the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (NHPA) (16 U.S.C. 470, et seq.). by the FHWA's National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process, 23 CFR Part 771, and by Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act (49 U.S.C. 303) (similar language is contained in 23 U.S.C. 138).  The FHWA's procedures assure that historic sites (including bridges) are identified and that Federal-aid projects are planned in a way that avoids the use of such sites when feasible and prudent alternatives exist in order to minimize harm to the historic nature of such sites.  The process involves the SHPO, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), and other interested parties and agencies.

Statutes Requiring that Special Considerations be Given to Historic Bridges
As previously stated, many of the bridges that are in need of rehabilitation or replacement are either on or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.  Any FHWA funded work on these bridges is subject to requirements of Section 106 of the NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470 f).  Section 106 requires Federal agencies to afford the ACHP an opportunity to comment on any undertaking that may affect a property listed on or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and requires the agency to consider those comments before taking action.                  

The replacement or major modification of bridges on or eligible  for the National Register is also subject to Section 4(f).  Section 4(f) states that the Secretary of Transportation may approve a transportation program or project that would use publicly owned land from a public park recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site of national, State, and local significance only if (1) there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of such land and (2) the program or project, includes all possible planning to minimize harm resulting to the Section 4(f) property from the use.  The authority to make this approval has been delegated by the Secretary to the FHWA Administrator and has been redelegated to other FHWA officials.

The first step in the Section 4(f) process is the evaluation of alternatives to avoid the use of the Section 4(f) property and a preliminary assessment of mitigation measures to be implemented should use of the Section 4(f) property be unavoidable.  This preliminary report is provided to the official having jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) property, to the Department of the Interior (DOI), and, as appropriate, to the Department of Agriculture (DOA) and the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for comment.  A minimum time of 45 days is allowed for receipt of comments.  Often the comment period is extended to afford additional time.  Comments received are then reviewed and analyzed together with project development studies to determine if there is a feasible and prudent alternative which avoids the Section 4(f) property.  If  it is determined by FHWA that there is no feasible and prudent alternative to avoid. use of the Section 4(f) property, the process continues until the FHWA is satisfied that the project proposal includes all possible planning to minimize harm.  At this point a final Section 4(f) document is prepared which states the reasons why alternatives to avoid use of the Section 4(f) property are not feasible and prudent and which specifies the planning which has taken place and the measures that will be taken to minimize harm.

Consideration of Environmental Requirements on a Programmatic Basis 

When a particular program or activity has a limited purpose and function and when the range of alternatives is well known and predictable, it is then possible to execute a portion of the administrative action for the program as a whole, i.e., to take a programmatic action.  This is the case with the replacement of historic bridges.  As noted earlier, the replacement of deficient bridges is an activity of narrow and specific purpose having a predictable range of alternatives.  Conse​quently, this activity is well suited to a programmatic treatment.  Indeed the States of Wisconsin, Massachusetts, and Georgia have developed, and the FHWA  has approved, statewide programmatic Section 4(f) evaluations..

The nationwide programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation which is the subject of this notice is not a regulation or a rulemaking activity.  It is a consolidated documentation of the repetitive portions of evaluations which would otherwise be performed on a project-by-project basis.  It contains and specifies procedures which must be followed if it is to be used for processing projects that involve bridges on or eligible for the National Register.

What this Programmatic Evaluation and Approval will Accomplish
     This programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation will not change or affect any of the procedures required by the NHPA, nor will it lessen the protection afforded to historic bridges.  The purpose of this document is to provide a document which will simplify and streamline compliance with the Section 4(f) requirements and shorten the required processing time.  This will be accomplished by providing a collective processing of the coordination with DOI, DOA, and HUD for projects which are similar in nature.  This eliminates the requirement for a separate project-specific Section 4(f) document, the delay associated with the preparation and the distribution of that document, the 45-day delay while comments are solicited, and the internal processing of the final document within the FHWA.  The FHWA estimates this streamlined approach will save from 3 to 6 months in project development time.  This estimate of timesavings tends to be confirmed by a comment received from the Wisconsin Department of Transportation.  Wisconsin has had a programmatic Section 4(f) for historic bridges in effect since January 1980 and it indicates substantial timesavings (as much as a year) by employing the statewide programmatic Section 4(f).  The application of this programmatic Section 4(f) document will constitute compliance with the Section 4(f) requirements and will eliminate the need for the preparation of separate site-specific Section 4(f) documents which are repetitive in nature because of the limited options available.

How the Programmatic Evaluation and Approval will be Used
     Before this programmatic Section 4(f) approval can be used for a particular highway improvement, an analysis of all the studies necessary to document the fact that there are no feasible and prudent alternatives to the use of the historic bridge will have to be completed.  This analysis will be accomplished by comparing the project under consideration with the applicability, alternatives, and mitigation criteria in the programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation.  If the FHWA Division Administrator then concludes that the programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation is applicable, the project files must be so documented.  If for any reason the project which is being proposed does not fit the criteria in the programmatic evaluation, a separate, individual Section 4(f) document will be prepared and processed under the procedures set forth in FHWA regulations, 23 CFR 771.135. In addition to meeting the above criteria, the programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation and approval can be used only when there is agreement on the measures to minimize harm developed in consultation with the SHPO and the ACHP.

For projects on which this programmatic evaluation is applied, the FHWA Division Office files for the project will contain all of the documentation previously discussed with respect to (1) the alternatives that were evaluated, (2) the mitigation measures to be included in the project, and (3) the consultations and coordination with the public governmental body which owns the structure, the SHPO, the ACHP, and any other State or Federal agency whose expertise the FHWA determines would provide valuable input into the decision to be made by the FHWA Division Administrator.  The use and application of this programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation will be monitored through periodic program reviews carried out by the FHWA Environmental Programs Division located in the Washington Headquarters.

Actions Taken to Date
 
The notice of availability of a draft of the proposed Section 4(f) evaluation was published in the Federal Register on September 16, 1982, requesting public and agency comment, In addition, copies of the draft evaluation were sent to various State and national historic organizations and to several Federal agencies for comment.

After careful analysis of all comments received, a decision was made to finalize and approve this final programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation.  This decision was based upon a belief that the programmatic evaluation assures full compliance with the requirements of Section 4(f), while at the same time reducing duplicative administrative processing and delays for necessary projects to rehabilitate or replace deficient historic bridges.

Comments and Responses on the Draft Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation 

Forty-five responses to the request for comments were received.  Of these, 30 generally favored the proposal, 10 opposed it, and 5 took no specific position, but raised certain questions for clarification or explanation.  The respondents included 27 State SHA'S, 8 SHPO'S, DOI, HUD, the Office of the Secretary of DOT, the ACHP, the National Trust for Historic Preservation, and the National Conference of SHPO'S, in addition to individuals and other public interest groups.

Several cementers were under the impression that the procedures pursuant to Section 106 of the NHPA would not apply in those cases where the programmatic Section 4(f) is used.  This assumption is incorrect.  Section 106 applies in all cases where a project involves any historic property which is on or eligible for the National Register and Section 106 procedures will be followed in all instances.  The section which deals with applicability and measures to minimize harm has been rewritten to clearly state this requirement.

Concern was expressed by some commentors that a programmatic Section 4(f) would weaken the commitment to protect historic bridges.  This is not correct.  It is the FHWA's resolve in preparing this document to maintain, without diminution, the protection of historic bridges.  In the FHWA's view, the use of the programmatic Section 4(f) will strengthen the Section 106 process and the role of the SHPO.  This programmatic Section 4(f) can be applied only to those individual projects where it has been clearly established that avoidance of use of the historic bridge is not feasible and prudent.  Furthermore, this programmatic Section 4(f) applies only where agreement has been reached through the Section 106 procedures.  The applicability section has been revised to clarify this condition.  The prospect of being able to apply this programmatic Section 4(f) to an individual project provides an incentive for the FHWA and the State to promptly reach an agreement with the SHPO and the ACHP to complete the Section 106 process.

Based on several comments, there appears to be concern in the historic preservation community that the programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation promotes bridge demolition over rehabilitation, relocation, or other alternatives that would avoid use of the historic bridge.  This was not intended.  The programmatic Section 4(f) document includes procedures which the FHWA will use to fully evaluate all alternatives and to assure a clear conclusion that there are no feasible and prudent alternatives to using the bridge.  The programmatic Section 4(f) document has been rewritten to clearly indicate that a demolition alternative can be selected only after it has been determined that there are no feasible and prudent alternatives to the use of the bridge.  The alternatives section addresses only alternatives that would completely avoid the "use" of the bridge.  Three alternatives were presented in the draft programmatic Section 4(f): (1) No build, (2) Build on new location without using the old bridge, and (3) Rehabilitation without affecting the historic integrity of the bridge.  While these three alternatives comprise all alternatives to using the bridge, the findings section of the Section 4(f) evaluation has been revised to include several specific actions suggested by cementers as examples within each of these three alternatives.

One of the most frequent comments received was a request to clarify the following sentence in the mitigation section: "The analysis of possible measures to minimize harm must include measures which have a lesser, although substantial, impact on the historic integrity of the bridge." Thus, for example, if all avoidance alternatives are eliminated because a project involves situations like those set forth in the findings section, then rehabilitation alternatives having less impact than demolition on the historic integrity of the bridge must be explored.  Since any alternative that affects the historic integrity of the bridge is not an alternative to "use" of a bridge under Section 4(f), this type of alternative cannot rightfully be included in the alternatives section of this determination.  Instead, this type of alternative is considered a mitigation technique.  The "Measures to Minimize Harm" section of this final evaluation has been revised to include the requirement that this specific mitigation measure be fully evaluated and utilized where possible.

     Several commentors suggested that FHWA require that statewide bridge inventories be completed before the programmatic Section 4(f) is used in a State.  It is acknowledged that statewide bridge inventories are worthwhile and useful because they provide a means for a State to obtain a statewide perspective of its historic bridge resources, as well as those of adjacent States which have also completed their inventories.  The FHWA encourages and provides funding for such inventories.  However, a comprehensive knowledge of historic bridge resources has no bearing on the question of avoiding or dealing with a specific historic resource.  Bridges proposed for replacement with Federal-aid funds are deficient in some physical, structural, or functional way.  Whether or not these bridges meet the criteria for listing on the National Register of Historic Places is separate and independent of their being deficient and their need for replacement.  This is the case on both an individual Section 4(f) evaluation and a programmatic statewide or nationwide evaluation.  The programmatic Section 4(f) procedures treat each historic bridge as if it were the only one of its type in existence.  Completion of a statewide inventory would not aid in avoiding a historic bridge.  An inventory could, in some instances, provide information that there are numerous bridges of a particular type and could lead to a conclusion that the bridge under consideration should not be on or eligible for the National Register.  These benefits are not, however, a purpose of the programmatic Section 4(f).  While the FHWA could withhold applicability of the programmatic Section 4(f) from States which have not completed a bridge inventory, such a requirement would not be responsible public policy.

     Some commentors felt that mitigation measures were not clearly defined and that there was no commitment to identify and implement such measures.  The section which deals with measures to minimize harm has been revised to clearly identify and require appropriate mitigation.  The revised section now states that where bridges are to be replaced the existing bridge must be made available for an alternative use where a responsible party agrees to maintain and preserve the bridge.  Making an existing bridge available for alternative use does not necessarily obligate either the FHWA or an SHA to fund the relocation of such a structure.  For bridges that are to be rehabilitated, the historic integrity of the bridge must be preserved to the greatest extent possible consistent with unavoidable project requirements, such as safety, load requirements, and design standards.  Further, the FHWA must ensure that where the historic integrity of a bridge is damaged, records are made of the bridge in accordance with the Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) standards or other suitable means agreed upon in negotiations during the Section 106 process.  This section has been revised to clarify that not only are the Section 106 procedures applied to each bridge, but the programmatic Section 4(f) may not be used unless the FHWA, the SHPO, and the ACHP reach agreement during the Section 106 process.  The use of the programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation requires the FHWA to consult with the SHPO and the ACHP to reach an agreement on the mitigation measures that will be employed on the project.  Other groups, such as a local or State historical society, may also be consulted if their participation could be helpful in reaching an agreement.  It is the FHWA's responsibility to ensure that this consultation process is carried out.  If no agreement can be reached, then the programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation cannot be applied to the project in question and that project will have to be treated individually under Section 4(f).  Since mitigation measures to minimize harm to a historic bridge can include a wide range of strategies that do not require demolition of the historic bridge, no attempt was made to make an all inclusive list of possible strategies.  Only general categories have been provided as a guide to decisiomakers.  By using general categories, the parties involved in the consultation process are provided more flexibility in arriving at project-specific mitigation measures.

One commentor indicated that there is a recurring problem of interpreting what is the meaning of "use" of a historic property.  For the purpose of this Section 4(f) evaluation, a proposed action will "use" a bridge that is on or eligible for inclusion on the National Register when the action will result in demolition of the bridge or when the historic integrity of the bridge will be impaired.  Rehabilitation that does not impair the historic integrity of the bridge is not subject to Section 4(f).   The use section of the Section 4(f) evaluation has been modified to clarify this point.

Several comments were received suggesting that the Section 4(f) statute be revised to exclude coverage of historic bridges and historic sites.  While such changes to the statute might be considered by some to be desirable, the issue is not relevant to the application of the programmatic document.

One commentor suggested that bridge sufficiency ratings will be used to encourage demolition of historic bridges.  Sufficiency  ratings are used to determine whether or not a specific bridge is eligible for rehabilitation or replacement.  For all bridges, including historic bridges, such ratings merely identify potential problems, but do not require that a deficient or historic bridge be demolished.

One commentor questioned the legality of using a programmatic approach to fulfill Section 4(f) responsibilities.  The FHWA Office of the Chief Counsel has reviewed this programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation and has concluded that such an approach complies with statutory requirements.  The language of Section 4(f) expressly contemplates consultation on and approval of programs as well as projects.  Further, this programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation is possible because, in the vast majority of cases, the alternatives available in the upgrading or replacement of a deficient historic bridge are limited and predictable.  This evaluation identifies those alternatives in advance and provides direction to FHWA officials on actions to be taken with respect to a particular bridge based upon a site-specific assessment of available alternatives.  Long experience shows that mitigation opportunities are fully identified in the course of the consultation process required by the NHPA and are usually limited to relatively few categories.  This evaluation applies only where the facts involved in a particular bridge project fit the programmatic determination made here.  Where other alternatives are identified, where agreement on proper mitigation cannot be reached, or where it is otherwise inappropriate, this evaluation cannot be used, and the FHWA will prepare an individual Section 4(f) evaluation for the bridge.

Comments from several sources indicate that there seems to be some confusion about the intent of this programmatic Section 4(f) and about how it is to be used.  This document is not intended to weaken the protection afforded historic bridges, but rather to streamline the documentation requirements where historic bridges are affected.  The first step in the process once eligibility to the National Register has been determined is for the FHWA to conduct sufficient studies to ascertain if there is a feasible and prudent alternative that avoids the "use" of the historic structure.  All reasonable avoidance alternatives must be considered.  The conditions described in the findings section must be clearly proven to exist for each of the avoidance alternatives and must be documented by the FHWA.  Only then can the FHWA, by using this programmatic evalu​ation, consider mitigation measures in consultation with the SHPO and the ACHP.  Once agreement on mitigation has been reached, the FHWA must also ensure that the mitigation measures agreed to are carried out.

One commentor questioned why National Historic Landmarks were excluded from coverage under the programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation.  National Historic Landmarks were excluded because FHWA believes that such properties are examples of the highest levels of national significance and importance and that Congress, in amending the NHPA, had accorded such properties special recognition.  While the programmatic Section 4(f) makes every effort to protect all historic bridges on or eligible for the National Register, the FHWA believes that it is appropriate to administer projects involved with National Historic Landmarks with a greater amount of external input on a project-by-project basis.  Therefore, these projects will continue to be individually processed under Section 4(f) procedures..

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance Program Number 20.205, Highway Research, Planning, and Construction.  The provisions of OMB Circular No. A-95 regarding State and local clearinghouse review of Federal and federally assisted programs and projects apply to this program.) 
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Federal Highway Administration


Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation and Approval


for FHWA Projects that Necessitate the Use of Historic Bridges

This statement sets forth the basis for a programmatic Section 4(f) approval that there are no feasible and prudent alternatives to the use of certain historic bridge structures to be replaced or rehabilitated with Federal funds and that the projects include all possible planning to minimize harm resulting from such use.  This approval is made Pursuant to Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, 49 U.S.C. 303, and Section 18(a) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1968 23 U.S.C. 138.

USE

The historic bridges covered by this programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation are unique because they are historic, yet also part of either a Federal-aid highway system or a State or local highway system that has continued to evolve over the years.  Even though these structures are on or eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places, they must perform as an integral part of a modern transportation system.  When they do not or cannot, they must be rehabilitated or replaced in order to assure public safety while maintaining system continuity and integrity.  For the purpose of this programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation, a proposed action will "use" a bridge that is on or eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places when the action will impair the historic integrity of the bridge either by rehabilitation or demolition.  Rehabilitation that does not impair the historic integrity of the bridge as determined by procedures implementing the national Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (FHWA), is not subject to Section 4(f).

APPLICABILITY
This programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation may be applied by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to projects which meet the following criteria:  

1.
 The bridge is to be replaced or rehabilitated with Federal funds.

2.
The project will require the use of a historic bridge structure

which is on or is eligible for listing on the National Register

of Historic Places.

3.
The bridge is not a National Historic Landmark.

4.
The FHWA Division Administrator determines that the facts of

the project match those set forth in the sections of this

document labeled Alternatives, Findings, and Mitigation.

5.
Agreement among the FHWA, the State Historic Preservation Officer

(SHPO), and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP)

has been reached through procedures pursuant to Section 106 of

the NHPA.

ALTERNATIVES
The following alternatives avoid any use of the historic bridge:

1.
Do nothing.

2.
Build a new structure at a different location without affecting

the historic integrity of the old bridge, as determined by

procedures implementing the NHPA.

3.
Rehabilitate the historic bridge without affecting the historic

integrity of the structure, as determined by procedures implementing the NHPA.

This list is intended to be all-inclusive.  The programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation does not apply if a reasonable alternative is identified that is not discussed in this document.  The project record must clearly demonstrate that each of the above alternatives was fully evaluated and it must further demonstrate that all applicability criteria listed above were met before the FHWA Division Administrator concluded that the programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation applied to the project.

FINDINGS
In order for this programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation to be applied to a project, each of the following findings must be supported by the circumstances, studies, and consultations on the project:

1.
Do Nothing. The do nothing alternative has been studied.  The do nothing alternative ignores the basic transportation need.  For the following reasons this alternative is not feasible and prudent:

a.
Maintenance - The do nothing alternative does not correct the situation that causes the bridge to be considered structurally deficient or deteriorated.  These deficiencies can lead to sudden collapse and potential injury or loss of life.  Normal maintenance is not considered adequate to cope with the situation.

b. 
Safety - The do nothing alternative does not correct the situation that causes the bridge to be considered deficient.

Because of these deficiencies the bridge poses serious and unacceptable safety  hazards to the traveling public or places intolerable restriction on transport and  travel.

2.
 Build on New Location Without Using the Old Bridge.

Investigations have been conducted to construct a bridge on a new location or parallel to the old bridge (allowing for a one-way couplet), but, for one or more of the following reasons, this alternative is not feasible and prudent:

a. 
Terrain - The present bridge structure has already been located at the only feasible and prudent site, i.e., a gap in the land form, the narrowest point of the river canyon, etc.  To build a new bridge at another site will result in extraordinary bridge and approach engineering and construction difficulty or costs or extraordinary disruption to established traffic patterns.

b
Adverse Social , Economic, or Environmental Effects - Building a new bridge away from the present site would result in social, economic, or environmental impact of extraordinary magnitude.  Such impacts as extensive severing of productive farmlands, displacement of a significant number of families or businesses, serious disruption of established travel patterns, and access and damage to wetlands may individually or cumulatively weigh heavily against relocation to a new site.

c. 
Engineering and Economy - Where difficulty associated with the new location is less extreme than those encountered above, a new site would not be feasible and prudent where cost and engineering difficulties reach extraordinary magnitude.  Factors supporting this conclusion include significantly increased roadway and structure costs, serious foundation problems, or extreme difficulty in reaching the new site with construction equipment.  Additional design and safety factors to be considered include an ability to achieve minimum design standards or to meet requirements of various permitting agencies such as those involved with navigation, pollution, and the environment.

d. 
Preservation of Old Bridge - It is not feasible and prudent to preserve the existing bridge, even if a new bridge were to be built at a new location.  This could occur when the historic bridge is beyond rehabilitation for a transportation or an alternative use, when no responsible party can be located to maintain and preserve the bridge, or when a permitting authority, such as the Coast Guard requires removal or demolition of the old bridge.

3.
Rehabilitation Without Affecting the Historic Integrity of the Bridge.  Studies have been conducted of rehabilitation measures, but, for one or more of the following reasons, this alternative is not feasible and prudent:

a. 
The bridge is so structurally deficient that it cannot be rehabilitated to meet minimum acceptable load requirements without affecting the historic integrity of the bridge.

b. 
The bridge is seriously deficient geometrically and cannot be widened to meet the minimum required capacity of the highway system on which it is located without affecting the historic integrity of the bridge.  Flexibility in the application of the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials geometric standards should be exercised as permitted in 23 CFR Part 625 during the analysis of this alternative.

MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM
This programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation and approval may be used only for projects where the FHWA Division Administrator, in accordance with this evaluation, ensures that the proposed action includes all possible planning to minimize harm.  This has occurred when:

1.
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;

2.
For bridges that are to be rehabilitated to the point that the historic integrity is affected or that are to be moved 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;

3.
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; and

4.
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.  This programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation does not apply to projects where such an agreement cannot be reached.

PROCEDURES
This programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation applies only when the FHWA Division Administrator:

1.  Determines that the project meets the applicability criteria set forth above;

2.  Determines that all of the alternatives set forth in the Findings section have been fully evaluated;

3.  Determines that use of the findings in this document that there are no feasible and prudent alternatives to the use of the historic bridge is clearly applicable;

4.  Determines that the project complies with the Measures to Minimize Harm section of this document;

5.  Assures that implementation of the measures to minimize harm is completed; and

6.  Documents the project file that the programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation applies to the project on which it is to be used.

COORDINATION
Pursuant to Section 4(f), this statement has been coordinated with the Departments of the Interior, Agriculture, and Housing and Urban Development.

Issued on:     July 5/1983                     

Approved:   /Original Signed By/

       Ali F. Sevin, Director

Office of Environmental Policy

Federal Highway Administration

