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TABLE S-1

PURPOSE AND NEED COMPARATIVE SUMMARY

Legislation .

Creation of Appalachian Development

Highway System Completion of Appalachian Corridor H No Yes Yes No No
Improve System Improve Access (System Linkage) Improve Transportation Access at Regional Level No Yes Yes No No
Linkage of Existing W Improve Transportation Access at Local Level No Yes Yes Partially Yes
Transportation Network Improve Access to Other Forms of Transporiation No Yes Yes Partially Partially
improve Efficiency of Number of lanes provided yields LOS C or better NIA Yes Yes No No
Transportation Network Design Speed in 2013 (mph) NIA 60 60 50 50
'I]‘.?: r:g;z::ﬁfsr? of Minimize Accidents Improve Access Control NIA Yes Yes No No
[Network Passing Zone Opportunily Limited Unlimited Unlimited Restricted Restricted
Improve Existing Reduce Roadway Deficlences LMaximum Grade 7% to 10% 6.5% 6.0% 74% 70%
Roadway Facilities by Improving Verlical Alignment Total Length Grade > 6% 3.9km (2.4mi) Okm (Omi) 45.8km (28.5mi} |  5.9km (3.7mi)
|Reduce Roadway Maximum Degree Curve 4°45' 4°00' 16°30' 7°30
Deficiencies by Improving Curves > 7°30" 0 0 8 1
Horizontal Alignment Curves > 4°45' 0 0 78 12
Curves > 3°00f 7 1 120 16
Improve Socioeconomic  {Economic Growth Temporary ‘g):s‘sf(:e:?;?glrucﬁon Jobs 9,300 1,200 3,700 300
Development Off-Site Job 12,050 1,600 5,000 300
- [Opportunities Temporary Jobs Created 21,350 2,800 8,700 600
Permanent Jobs Predicted: 0 8,100 9,723 984 273
Predicted Tax Benefit (1] $5,435,800 $13,868,600 $626,700 $341,300
FMinImlze Disruption to |Number of Communities with coheslon impacts 0 4 1 0 0
Existing Nelghborhoods and lNumber of businesses that are relocated 0 4 0 9 2
Relocations |Number of residences that are refocated 0 52 13 61 15

'The IRA was not selecfed as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section |1
2 Preferred Altemative - {Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Lina B, Line 5-D)
3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the fext. Section Il.
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Comdor H Final EIS

TABLE S-2
POTENTIAL IMPACT SUMMARY: CORRIDOR D5 COMPARISON WITH
ALIGNMENT SELECTION ALTERNATIVES

182 km 194 km 183 km 206 km
[-ENGTH (113 mi) (121 mi) (14 mi) (128 mi)
[# Total Potential Relocations (residences & businesses) 561 0 72 88
ICULTURAL RESOURCES: 891 0 579 593
PREHISTORIC SETTLEMENT PATTERN PROBABILITY
ZONES:
High 13% N/A 10% 11%
Medium 25% N/A 15% 17%
Low 62% N/A 74% 2%
RECREATION RESOURCES:
Trail Invoivements N/A 10 13
Local Parks 0 0 2
SENSITIVE VISUAL RESOURCES:
Minimal Impacts 3 3 10 9
1 0 17 18
0 0 4 4
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS:
RCRA Sites 3 0 0 0
CERCLA Sites 0 0 0 0
Leaking UST Sites 0 0 0 0
Landfills 0 0 0 0
. 2,071 ha 0ha 204 ha 118 ha
e (5,117 ac) 0ac) (505 ac) (291 ac)
WETLANDS: 300 ha 0 154 ha 87 ha
Total Area (741 ac) (38.1 ac) (214 ac)
JFLOOD ZONE ENCROACHMENT:
Total Area of Encroachment: 1,021 ha (2,528 ac) Oha{0ac) 15.0ha(37.1 ac) 23.1 ha (57 ac)
THREATENED & ENDANGERED SPECIES: 9 0 0 0
J# Federally Listed T & E Species
WILD & SCENIC RIVERS:
NRI - Wild Status 0 0
NRI - Scenic Status 1 1
NRI - Recreation Status 1 0 0

*Corridor D5 is the preferred corridor in the 1993 Decision Document (Section /| FEIS). Data presented for Comidor D5 are the sum of the resources within the 2,000° comidor width.

1The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section II.
2 preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)
3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section .



TABLE S-3
IMPACT SUMMARY: ALTERNATIVE COMPARISON

Corridor H Final EIS

194 km 161 km 22 km 184 km 22 km
LENGTH (121 mi) {100 mi) (14 mi) (114 mi) (14 mi)
COST: Construction n/a $989 746,000 $122,583,000 $387,778,000 $28,019,000
COST: ROW Acquisition nfa $26,198,000 $3,934,000 $24,021,000 $5,905,300
COST: Mitigation n/a $39,729,000 $12,223,500 $5,640,000 $440,000
Total Costs $137,000,000 $1.055,673.,000 $138,740,500 $417,439,000 $34,364,300
RELOCATIONS:
Residences Potentially Relocated 0 52 13 61 15
Businesses Potentially Relocated 0 4 9 2
Poultry Houses 0 3 0
Total Potential Relocations 0 59 13 7 17
LAND USE CONVERSIONS: 1,384 ha 171 ha 473 ha 66 ha
Total Area Converted 0 (3.419 ac) (424 ac) (1,170 ac) (162 ac)
% Forested 0% 6% 82% 76% 53%
% Agricultural 0% 16% 13% 12% 21%
% Rangeland 0% 5% 3% 4% 3%
% Urban/Build-Up 0% 1% 2% 5% 21%
% Other 0% 3% 0% 3% 2%
WATER SUPPLY:
Private Wells impacted 0 6 0 1 0
Private Wells within 152 m (500 ft) 0 17 0 24 0
[Public Water Sources Potentially Impacted 0 1 (Aquifer) 0 0 0
AIR: Year 2013 Worst Case 1-Hour CO 79inWV
(ppm) 30in VA 55 44 6.1 48
INOISE:
FHWA NAC Exceedances - Year 2013
218 66 8 286 52
Substantial Increase Exceedances 0 85 49 27 5
CULTURAL RESOURCES:
No Efiect 0 331 66 207 41
Effect 0 122 26 161 52

'The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Alternative as explained in text, Section Il.
2 preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D}
3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section L.




Comidor H Final EIS

TABLE S-3 (CONT.)
IMPACT SUMMARY: ALTERNATIVE COMPARISON

PREHISTORIC SETTLEMENT PATTERN
PROBABILITY ZONES:
% Probability = High N/A 1% 7% 12% 9%
% Probability = Medium NA 14% 26% 15% 41%
% Probability = Low N/A 75% 67% 73% 50%
RECREATION RESOURCES:
 Trail Involvements None 10 1 12 1
JLocal Parks None 0 0 2 0
SENSITIVE VISUAL RESOURCES:
K} 9 1 8 1
12 5 13 5
4 4 0
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS:
RCRA Sites 0 0 0 0 0
CERCLA Sites 0 0 0 0 0
UST Sites 0 0 0 1 0
Leaking UST Sites 0 0 0 0 0
Landfills 0 0 0 0 0
. 177 ha 27 ha 101 ha 17 ha
IF ARMLANDS: 0 438 ac (67 ac) (250 ac) (1ac)
WETLANDS
|Emergent 0 12.5 ha (31 ac) 0.1ha (0.3 ac) 6.0 ha (14.8 ac) 0.2 ha (0.4 ac)
Scrub/Shrub 0 1.2ha (2.9 ac) 0ha (0 ac) 0.6 ha (1.4 ac) 0.3 ha (0.6 ac)
Forested 0 0.3 ha (0.7 ac) 0.1 ha (0.3 ac) 1.2 ha (3.0 ac) 0.1 ha (0.2 ac)
Open Water 0 1.1 ha (2.6 ac) 0.1 ha (0.2 ac) 0.4ha(1.1ac) 0 ha (0 ac)
15.1ha 0.3ha 8.2ha 05ha
Total Area 0 (37.2 20) (0.8ac) (20.3ac) (1.1ac)
[FLOOD ZONE ENCROACHMENT:
rotal Area of Encroachment: 0 . 18.7ha(46.2ac) 24ha(59ac) 19.8 ha (48.9 ac) 33ha(8.1ac)
[THREATENED & ENDANGERED
SPECIES: 0 0 0 0 0
Federally Listed T & E Species
|HABITAT UNIT NET LOSS: Habitat Units 0 6,405 827 3,035 164

1The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section Il.

2 Preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)

3 Virginia did not select a Prefered Altemative as explained in the t

Section Il




TABLE S-3 (CONT.)
IMPACT SUMMARY: ALTERNATIVE COMPARISON

Corridor H Final EIS

1S
\R-Wdsaws 0 0 : o 0
NRI - Scenic Status 0 0 0 0
NR! - Recreation Status 0 0 0 0
STREAM ENCLOSURES )
Pipe 0 4,576 m (15,198 ft} 268 m (880 1) 3,957 m (12,980 ff) 271 m (890 ft)
Box and Open Bottom Box Culverts 0 3,332 m (11,065t 326 m (1,070 ft) 398 m (1,305 ft) Om(0f
otal 0 7,845 m (26,055 ff) 594 m (1,950 ft) 4,355 m (14,285 ft) 271 m (890 ft)
JSTREAM RELOCATIONS 0 3,389 m (11,120 ft 30 m (100 ft) 889 m (2,915 ff) 38Bm(1251)
SECONDARY IMPACTS
Riparian Buffer Zones
Parallel Construction w/in 23 m (75 ft) 0 3,645m (11,778 ff) Om (0ft) 8,662 m (28,418 ft) 801 m (2,627 ft)
Forest Fragmentation
Parcels created less than 150 ha (370 ac) N/A 185 21 119 14
Parcels created less than 1 ha (2.5 ac N/A 90 20 70 21
Stormwater Runoff N/A minimal minimal minimal minimal
Cultural Resources
tially impacted by commercial development] N/A 5 2 0 1
existing roads experiencing minor o NIA 0 0 6 0
moderate noise impal
|Habitat Units
N/A 5339 4,519 65 16

lost due to predicted development]

1The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in fext, Section Il.
2 Preferred Attemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)

3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Alternative as explained in the text, Section IL.




TABLE S-4
IMPACT SUMMARY: OPTION AREA COMPARISON

L . 34 . y . . .
ILENGTH. kilometers (miles) 2.1) (56) (5.2) (54) (45) (53)
ICONSTRUCTION COST: § millions 26,863 62,329 | 68,497 | 70,775 | 33,663 | 32,247

POTENTIAL RELOCATIONS:

# Residences Potentially Relocated 8 4 6 4 3
# Businesses Potentially Relocated 0 0 0 0

# Total Potential Relocations 8 6 4 3

WATER SUPPLY:

# Private Wells Impacted 0 0 0 0 0
# Private Wells within 162 m (500 ft) 0 0 0 0 0

l# Public Water Sources Potentially 0 0 0 0 0

mpacted

NOISE:

# FHWA NAC Exceedances-Year 2013 1 0 1 6 1
# Substantial Increase Exceedances 15 12 12 54 8
|CULTURAL RESOURCES: 5 5 5 78 78
PREHISTORIC SETTLEMENT PATTERN

PROBABILITY ZONES

% Probability = High 0% | 0% | 0% | 12% | 19%
% Probability = Medium % 4% % 60% 60%
% Probability = Low 93% 96% 93% 28% 21%
RECREATION RESOURCES:

# National Forests 1 1 1 0 0
# Trail involvements 1 1 1 0 0
# Local Parks 0 0 0 0 0
SENSITIVE VISUAL RESOURCES: 0 0 0 2 ’

# Minimal Impacts

# Moderate Impacts 3 3 3 1 2
# High Impacts 0 0 0 0 0 0

1 Preferred Alternative - {Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line §-D)
2 Virginia did not select a Preferred Alternative as explalned in the text, Section I,
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IMPACT SUMMARY: OPTION AREA COMPARISON

TABLE S-4 (CONT.)

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS:
# RCRA Sites 0 0 0 0 0
# CERCLA Sites 0 0 0 0 0
# UST Sites/t.eaking UST Sites 0 0 0 0 0
# Leaking UST Sites 0 0 0 0 0
# Landfills 0 0 0 0 0
. 0.1 14 1.2 23.2 213
FARMLANDS: ha (ac) 02 | 35 | @9 | 57.3) | (524)
fweTLaNDs: 045 | o1 | 021 | 035 | o1
Total Area - ha (ac) (0.36) | (0.28) | (0.52) | (0.87) | (0.27)
FLOOD ZONE ENCROACHMENT: 0.8 0.0 08 0.0 0.5
Total Area of Encroachment: ha (ac) 2.1) 0.0) (2.0) (0.0) (1.2)
THREATENED & ENDANGERED: 0 0 0 0 0
l# Federally Listed T & E Specles
HABITAT UNIT NET LOSS: # Units 414 481 449 133 165
WILD & SCENIC RIVERS: .
# NRI - Wild Status 0 0 0
# NRI - Scenic Status 0 0 0
# NRI - Recreation Status 0 0 0
STREAM E!\JCLOSURES: 354 632 0 0 0 107 189
Length of Pipe - m (ft . (1,150) (2,075) {0) ) © | (50 | (620)
Length of Box & Open Bottom Box Cuiverls 0 351 0 137 137 0 158
m {ft) {0) (1,150) {0) | (450) | (450) | (0) | (520)
351 983 0 137 137 107 | 347
Totaf Length - m (f) (1,150) o |25 () | @s50) | (@s0) | (357) | (1.140)
305 183 116 0 0 0 0 30
STREAM RELOCATIONS - m (f) (1,000) (600) | (380) @ | © | © | © | o

¥ Preferred Alternative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)

2 Virginia did not select a Preferred Alternative as explained in the text, Section Il.
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Cormidor H Final EIS

/

EXISTING ROADWAY CHARACTERISTICS

TABLE II-1A

Total Length 121 miles 139 miles
Vertical Alignment:
Total miles of Grade > 7% 29 miles 12 miles
{50 mph; mountainous terrain)
Total miles of Grade > 4% 48 miles 38 miles
(50 mph; level terrain)
Horizontal Alignment:
No. of curves > 50 30' 188 curves 155 curves
{55 mph; all rural terrain)
Average Speed (mph):
Automobiles 35 mph 38 mph
Trucks ~ 24 mph 26 mph
Average Accident Rates: 3.24 263
{accidents per million vehicle miles traveled)
1992 Level of Service (LOS): 82%

Percent at LOSD or LOSE

57%

rad
4
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A COMPARISON OF SENSITIVE RESOURCE INVOLVEMENTS*

TABLE H-1B

ural Resotire
Wetland {Acres)

Palustrine Forested 17 36
Palustrine Scrub Shrub 5 6
Palustrine Emefgent 48 37
Palustrine Open Water 38 41

Total 106 120
High Impact Potential for all 3 30
Wetland Types (Acres)
National Resource Waters 13 3
High Quality Streams 16 25
Total Floodplains {Acres) 908

Historic Sites

Impacts on Section 4(f) Land

Potential Residential, Commercial,

Facility and Service Displacements

Industrial Parks

Best Access to Virginia Inland Port

Yes

No

*Note: D3 VS. E2, East of Bismarck within the 2,000 foot-wide corridor

Coridor H Finad EIS
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TABLE II-1C
DESIGN CRITERIA

Design Speed 80 kph (50 mph) 80 kph (50 mph) 100 kph (60 mph) ! 100 kph (60 mph)
Maximum Degree of Curvature 7° 30 7" 30 4° 45 4’30
Minimum Stopping Sight Distance 122 m (400 122 m (400") 160 m (525") 160m (525"
Maximum Gradient (Rolling Terrain) 5% 5% 4% 4%
Maximum Gradient (Mountainous Terrain) 7% 7% 7% 7%
Control of Access None None Partial’ Partial’
Traffic Lane Width (Each Lane) 36m(12) 3.6m(12) 36m(12)" 36m(12)”
Inside Shoulder Width (Paved) N/A N/A 0.9m(3) 0.9m (3)
Inside Shoulder Width (Unpaved) N/A N/A 0.9m(3) 1.5m (5
Outside Shoulder Width (Paved) 24m(8) 24m(8) 3m (10) 24m(8)
Outside Shoutder Width (Unpaved) 0.6m(2) 0.6 m (2') Cut 0.6m(2) 0.6 m (2') Cut
1.5m (8") Fill 1.5m (8 Fill
Median Width N/A N/A 13 m (42.65') 13 m (42.65')
Fill Slope Ratio 2:1 21 21 21
Cut Slope Ratio 1%:1 1%:1 1%:1 1%:1

* Access: Generally limited to two (2) at-grade intersections per 1.6 kilometers (per mile) per side.
" Traffic Lanes: Four-lane divided roadway with climbing lanes, as wamanted by AASHTO.

TThe IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section Il.
2 preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line I, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)

-3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Alternative as explained in the text, Section I
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TABLE II-2

SCENIC DESIGN FEATURES AND THEIR APPLICABILITY TO CORRIDOR H

Bifurcation

A bifurcated roadway is one in which the opposing lanes of fravel are split vertically
and/or horizontally into two separafe roadways. Typically, existing trees and vegetation
are left between the roadways, outside of the established clear-zone. Travelingon a
bifurcated roadway gives the user a greater sense of intimacy with his or her
surroundings. The overall effect is more one of fraveling on a two lane road, rather
than the four-lane facility it really is.

Yes

Fit to Terrain

Fitting the roadway to the existing terrain involves more closely following existing
topographic conditions.

No

Scenic Overlooks

Scenic overlooks are roadside areas provided for motorists to pull-off the highway in a
protected parking area for safely viewing the scenery. Picnic areas are often provided.
Overlooks can be provided to afiow for leisurely viewing while maintaining the smocth
flow of highway traffic.

Yes

Wood Guardrails

Guardrails are protective devices intended to make highways safer by reducing
accident severity. Typically, guardrails are metal, purely functional in design, and not
aesthetically pleasing. Where appropriate, the use of wooden guardrails can soften the
overall effect of the roadway, helping it to blend in with its surroundings.

No

Grass Shoulders

Where appropriate, grass shoulders can be used instead of stabilized (paved or gravel)
shoulders fo provide a more natural appearance and to help the roadway blend in with
the surrounding landscape. For safety and maintenance purposes, grass shoulders do
not extend to the roadway edge of pavement.

Yes

Rounded Cut Slopes

Slope rounding is the shaping or contouring of roadside slopes to provide a curvilinear
transition between several planes; e.g., cut slopes can be rounded at the top to present
a softer transition between constructed and existing slopes, thereby providing a more
natural effect.

Yes

Wildflower Plantings

Wildflower plantings are used adjacent to roadway shoulders as well as in the grassed
medians. Such plantings contribute to the scenic beauty of the travel way.

Yes

Landscaping

Enhancing the natural features of the land through the design and use of vegetation
and other materials.

Yes

Bikeways

Where appropriate, bikeways could be provided adjacent to the outside travel lanes.

Yes

Restricted Usage

Restricted usage refers to limiting the use of the facility to non-commercial vehicles.

No

Rock Cut Sculpturing

Rock cut sculpturing is similar to slope rounding but is used in areas of deeper cut rock.
Typical rock cuts leave sheer faces of exposed rock. Rock cut sculpturing involves
rounding the rock cuts to provide a more natural appearance.

Yes

Interpretive Facilities

Interpretive facilities can be provided adjacent to the roadway in areas of special
inferest. The facilities can range from a simple diorama or plaque at a scenic overiook
to a visitor center with exhibits.

Yes

Architectural Bridge
Treatments

Incorporating architectural bridge treatments provides bridge crossings that blend in
rather than defract from the surrounding landscape. Treatments include attention to the
overall aesthetic beauty of the bridge and the use of indigenous materials in its
construction.

Yes

T-11
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TABLE II-3
POTENTIAL LOCATIONS FOR BIKEWAY FACILITIES

Line | From US 219 interchange

Sta 490 to 660 5.1 km CR 1and US 219 at Kerens connect to the abandoned

through CR 1 (Gilman Road) to (3.2 miles) Western Maryland Railroad comidor rail trail connecting Kerens
US 219 at Kerens and Elkins.

LineA | FromUS 219 Interchange Sta 490 to 705 6.6 km CR 1 connects fo the abandoned Westem Maryland Raitroad
through CR 1 (Gilman Road) to (4.1 miles) corridor rail trail connecting Kerens and Elkins.
CR7

Line A From CR 47 through CR 41 (Govemment Sta 3300 to 3578 8.5km Would provide view of the Shavers Fork River Valley. Potential
Road), through US 218 connector at (5.3 miles) connection fo the Allegheny and American Discovery Trails.
Porterwood to CR 219/7 connector Would provide view of the Black Fork River Valiley.
(southeast of Parsons)

LineAT | From US 219 connector (Backbone Sta 3904 to 5036 34.4km Would provide view of the North Fork of the Blackwater River.
Mountain) through WV 32 Interchange at {21.4 miles) Potential connection to the AlleghenyTrail. Additional access
Davis through Brown Road (Grant points. Access to Mount Storm Lake.
CR/Tucker CR Line) to CR 42/1 near ‘
Bismarck

LineFT | FromCR3 {Knobly Road) to CR 5 near Sta 5603 to 5790 5.6 km Potential connection to the American Discovery Trail. Access
Forman (3.5 miles) to Greenland Gap Preserve area. Additional access at CR 5/4

(Thom Run Road).

Line A From CR 3 (Knobly Road) to CR 5 near Sta 5603 to 5774 5.1 km Potential connection to the American Discovery Trail. Access
Forman (3.2 miles) to Greenland Gap Preserve area.

LineA? | FromCR 22078 {Fish Pond Road) through Sta 6158 to 6283 3.9km Would provide view of the South Branch of the Potomac River.
US 220/WV 28 Interchange to CR 6 (2.4 miles)
(Trough Road) connector

LineAT | FromCR 1 (North River Road) to CR 23/3 Sta 6629 to 6694 1.9km

{1.2 miles)
LineA? | Fromwvss through WV 259 to WV 55 Sta 6849 1o 7340 15 km Would provide view of the Lost River Vailey and Appalachian
(9.3 miles) Mountains, George Washington National Forest, and Hanging
Rock. Additional at-grade connections within segment.

LineA? | FromCR 23/10 (Trout Run Road) to CR Sta 7508 to 7579 2.1 km Possible connection to J. Allen Hawkins Community Park in

5/ (Waites Run Road) (1.3 miles) Wardensville.

Line A2

From VA 55 at Laurel Hill through VA 741
to I-81 Interchange

Sta 8220 to 8495

8.5km
(5.3 miles)

Additional at grade-connections within segment.

*Stationing is shown on the Alignment and Resource Location Plans.
! Preferred Altemative - {Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)

2 Virginia did not select a Preferred Alternative as explained in the text, Section |l

T-12



Coridor H Final EIS

TABLE II-4
STEPS IN THE ALIGNMENT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

An initial resource inventory was established prior to alignment development. This inventory was based on:
+ The previous resource inventory from the comidor selection process, and
+ The wefland photo interpretation undertaken for the alignment selection process.

Under the Build Alternative, Scheme Option D5 was then divided into 16 sections for alignment development within
each section. Initial alignments for the IRA and the Build Alternative were developed to avoid or minimize
environmental impacts based on the data available from Step #1. (These sections were numbered from Strasburg
to Elkins, with Strasburg being the Section 1 and Elkins being Section 16.)

Under the Build Alternafive, the initiaf alignments were alpha-numerically labeled according to each section (e.g.: in

Section 1, there was Line 1-A; in Section 2, there was Line 2-A; efc.).

* To specifically avoid a sensitive resource, often multiple lines were developed within each section for this
reason. These options were also alpha-numerically designated by section (e.g.: options within Section 1
included Line 1-B, Line 1-C, Line 1-D, and Line 1-E).

Following the development of initial alignments and options in each section, site-specific field evaluations were
undertaken. Initial field work investigations focused on the environmental, socio-economic, and cultural resource
impacts associated with each initial alignment and option.

Based on the initial afignment field work investigation, alignments and options were either:

+ Eliminated from further consideration on the basis of environmental impacts.

* Maintained for further consideration as viable alignments and options; or

+ Re-routed fo avoid or reduce impacts to sensitive resources. The revised alignments and options were then
maintained for further consideration.

Under the Build Alternative, re-routed alignments and options were identified with a decimal prefix. For example, in
Section 4, Line 4-A was re-routed, changing its designation to Line 4-A.1 to indicate it as such. Additional field work
was conducted, where necessary.

Under the Build Alternative, Resource Agency Field Reviews were held in each section following the completion of
alignment and option re-routes. Under the IRA in West Virginia, a single Resource Agency Field Review was held to
review the alignment in its entirety.

In response to comments received through the Resource Agency Field Revnew process, alignments were further
shifted or revised where possible.

Al alignments were then presented to the public via a series of Public Involvement Workshops held in West Virginia
and Virginia. The comments and data received during these meetings were added to the existing database and
shared with the participating resource agencies.

10

As a result of public input, additional alignments were considered. The coresponding field work was completed for
these alignments. Two of these alignments have been carried forward for further consideration in the alignment
selection process.

11

Alignment concurrence meetings were held in West Virginia and Virginia for the purpose of obtaining participating
resource agency concurrence on alignments and option areas fo be either eliminated or retained for further
consideration.

T-13
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TABLE II-5
LENGTH AND TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES
FOR THE ASDEIS IRA!

No Change

Widening 58.0
Minor Relocation 70.5
Relocation 498.0

Totals 183.7

TThe IRA was not selected as the Preferred Aliemative as explained in text, Section Il
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TABLE II-6
CENTERLINE ALIGNMENTS CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED

Section 15

¢ Requires skewed bridge crossing
* Excessive earthwork

Section 15 15-D * |mpacts Kerens Historic District
+ Residential Impacts
Impacts farms in floodplains

*

Excessive earthwork

Poor access to Parsons and Porterwood

Numerous stream crossings

Excessive length through Monongaheta National Forest

Section 14 14-C
(USGS quad
sheet study)

¢ o &

Section 9 -9C Impacts to cultural resources
Numerous residential and commercial displacements
Impacts to Elklick Run

Requires additional stream crossings

[ 23K R R J

Section 7 6-B* *This is a continuation of Section 6's Line 6-B which begins in Section 7
+ Excessive length in river floodplain
* Requires skewed river crossing

L 4

Section 6 6B
Section 5 5B

Impacts archaeological sites and historic structures

Poor access potential

Excessive earthwork

Numerous disptacements

Impacts three additional intermittent tributaries to Baker Run and an additional wetland

* S 40

5C Requires additional crossing of tributary to Long Lick Run
Considerable parallel impact to Long Lick Run
Large wetland impact

Excessive earthwork

L K 2K B 4

Section 4 4.8 Requires substantiaf roadway relocation of WV 55
Requires additional displacements
Impacts Lost River

Poor access potential

L K R N J

4-C Construction parallel to Lost River channel too great and overalt length too great
Numerous impacts to wetlands

Numerous impacts to historic structures and prehistoric sites

Numerous residential relocations

Excessive cut through Hanging Rock Ridge

L IR 2K N K 4
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TABLE II-6 (CONT.)

CENTERLINE ALIGNMENTS CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED

Section 3

[ 2K B 2 4

Numerous wetland impacts

Proximity to cultural resources

Proximity to Wardensville Spring

Numerous roadway and residential relocations

Section 1

1C

L 2R B N 2

Impacts potential cultural resources

Impacts a forested wetland.

Requires substantial realignment of secondary roads
Creates awkward intersections

1-D

L K 4

Crosses several additional drainage areas
Poor access potential
Numerous cuitural resource sites prevent ability to continue west of Cedar Creek

T-16

L
e
W



Comidor H Final EIS

TABLE II-7

DEVELOPED ALIGNMENTS CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED

Section 16

(sta. 4186 to 4253)

16-A +  Wetland impact
16-A.1 *  Excessive wetland impacts
{sta. 500 to 618) ¢ Requires additional displacement
16-A.1 +  Impacts possible slave graves on Isner Farm
{sta. 620 to 735) ¢ Impacts farms in Leading Creek floodplain
¢ Substantially more displacements and/or residential impacts
16-8 *  Additional bridge cost
(sta. 500 t0 619) *  Excessive floodplain impacts
*  Closer proximity to residences, archaeclogical sites, and cemetery in Gilman
Section 15 15-A +  Wetland impact
15-A.1 *  Excessive earthwork
(sta. 734 to 3260) ¢ |mpacts Wilmoth Run
*  Requires relocation of CR 47
+  Alignment cuts off CR 47 access to 3 local roads o the south and 2 local roads to the
north
*  Impacts Leading Creek floodplain
¢ Wetland impacts
*  Impacts Elkins Speedway
15C ¢ Excessive earthwork
Section 14 14-8 #  Requires channel relocation of Shavers Fork
(sta. 3412 to 3500) *  Within Shavers Fork floodplain
+  Within Corrick's Ford Battlefield area
Section 13 13-A ¢+ Wetland impacts
13-A1 : ®  Excessive impacts to forested wetlands
(sta. 3880 to 3970) +  Impacts Tub Run
138 *  Impacts Douglas and Albert Highwall reclamation projects
(sta. 3670 to 4123) *  Longer, more costly bridge over the North Fork of the Blackwater River
*  Crosses tributaries to Long Run
13C ¢ Impacts Douglas Historic District
(sta. 3970 to0 4123) *  Impacts Long Run
*  |mpacts Albert and Douglas Highwall Reclamation projects
13-E *  Unable to provide connection to US 219
(sta. 3615 to 3700) *  Involves additional residential displacements
Section 12 12-A ¢ Excessive wetland impacts
*  Impacts potential historic structure
12-A1 ¢ Excessive wetland impacts
(sta. 4170 10 4375 and ¢ impacts additional upland habitat
sta. 4425 to 4515)
128 ¢ Excessive wetland impacts immediately adjacent to WV 93
(sta. 4338 to 4445)
12-B ¢ Impacts forested wetlands
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Comidor H Final EIS

/

TABLE II-7 (CONT,)
DEVELOPED ALIGNMENTS CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED

Section 11 11-A ¢ Excessive wetland impacts
11-A1 ¢ Excessive wetland impacts
(sta. 4775 10 4900) +  Areais undermined
11-A1 ¢ Impacts additional upland habitat
(sta. 4515 to 4785)
11-B *  Excessive wetland impacts
11-C ¢ Excessive wetland impacts
{sta. 4775 to 4900) *  Areais undermined
Section 10 10-A ¢ Stream impacts
(sta. 4995 to 5110) +  Excessive wetland impacts
Section 9 g-A ¢ Excessive wetland impacts
9-A.1 +  Long culvert on Middle Fork of Patterson Creek
(sta. 5475 to 5580)
Section 8 8-A ¢  Excessive wetland impacts
8-A1 *  Additional displacement
(sta. 5760 to 5910)
Section 7 A ¢ Excessive wetland impacts
+  Requires realignment of Delta 4
7-A1 ¢ Greater wetland impacts
(sta. 5998 t0 6188) *  Requires relocation of Walnut Bottom Run
7-B ¢ Excessive wetland impacts
Section 6 6-A *  Excessive earthwork
*  Impacts perennial stream
¢ Displacements
¢ Impacts wetlands and structures
6-C.1 *  Requires additional earthwork and waste
{sta. 6307 to 6438) ¢ Requires additional bridge over CR 15
Section 5 5-A ¢ Requires displacements
¢ Requires realignment of CR 23/4
5D *  Impacts wetlands
(sta. 6810 to 6340) *  Impacts perennial stream
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DEVELOPED ALIGNMENTS CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED

TABLE II-7 (CONT.)

Cormidor H Final EIS

Section 4 4A ¢ Wetland impacts
4-D *  Access to WV 55 not necessarily desirable at this location due to scenic nature of area.
(sta. 7090 to 7181) ¢ Parallels WV 55 through the water gap
*  Excessive floodplain encroachments and wetlands impacts
¢ Cuts out top of gap
¢ Excessive earthwork
Section 3 3-A *  Additional residential displacements
¢ Excessive earthwork
3-C *  Numerous residential relocations
(sta. 7518 0 7674) ¢ Numerous wetland impacts
¢ Requires relocation of CR 5
¢ Impacts J. Allen Hawkins Community Park
¢ Greater visual intrusion
Section 1 1A *  Requires two additional residential displacements
(sta. 8143 to 8215)
1-A *  Greater visual impact to VA 55
(sta. 8340 t0 8497) *  Requires additional displacements
*

Longer bridge crossing of Mulberry Run
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Carridor H Final EIS

TABLE II-8

AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC YOLUMES

[CORRIDOR H: DAVIS TO 96538 (SR 93) 11,000
[CORRIDOR H: H455 TO Hs565 14,000
[CORRIDOR H: H455 TO 96598 23,000
|corRIDOR H: Hs65 TO H30ss 15,000
[CORRIDOR H: H565 TO 96624 1,000
|CORRIDOR H: H3085 TO H3470 12,000
JcORRIDOR H: H3470 TO 96548 1,000
[CORRIDOR H: H3470 TO PARSONS B 11,000
|CORRIDOR H: H3900 TO DAVIS 10,000
[CORRIDOR H: H3300 TO PARSONS B 12,000
CORRIDOR H: H3900 TO H3900A 2,000
CORRIDOR H: H4790 TO H4970 10,000
{CORRIDOR H: H4790 TO 96538 (SR 93) 10,000
|coRRIDOR H: H4970 TO BISMARCK 10,000
CORRIDOR H: H4970 TO H4970A 1,000
JcoRRIDOR H: H5300 TO BISMARCK 9,000
|cORRIDOR H: H5300 TO H5405 9,000
|CORRIDOR H: H5405 TO H5600 8,000
CORRIDOR H: H5600 TO H5790 9,000
CORRIDOR H: H5790 TO H6225 10,000
{CORRIDOR H: H6225 TO He400 11,000
[CORRIDOR H: H6400 TO H6630 12,000
|CORRIDOR H: H6630 TO BEAN 1,000
ICORRIDOR H: H6630 TO H7055 11,000
[CORRIDOR H: H7085 TO H7515 10,000
|CORRIDOR H: H7515 TO H7805 8,000
JCORRIDOR H: H7805 TO H8090 8,000
|CORRIDOR H: H8090 TO H8215 13,000
|CORRIDOR H: H8080 TO STAR 1,000
lEORRIDOR H: H8215 TO LEBANON CHURCH 13,000
|CORRIDOR H: H8215 TO H8215A 1,000
[CORRIDOR H: H8430 TO STRASBURG B 15,000
|CORRIDOR H: H8430 TO LEBANON CHURCH 15,000
[CORRIDOR H: H8430 TO H8430A 1,000
[County 1: BEAN TO 87018 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
fcounty 1: ROCK 0AK TO 97018 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
County 2: OLD FIELDS TO WILLIAMSPORT 1,000 1,000 1,000
County 2: OLD FIELDS TO R6225 8,000

Jcounty 2: WILLIAMSPORT TO R6225 1,000

{County 3: H5600 TO 9694C 1,000
{County 3: H5600 TO 96958 1,000
[County 3/3: FORMAN T0 9694C 1,000 1,000 1,000 2,000
[County 3/3: SCHERR TO H5405 1,000
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TABLE II-8

AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Conridor H Final EIS

]

[County 3/3: H5405 TO 9694C 2,000
Jcounty 5: ARTHUR TO FORMAN 1,000 3,000 3,000
[County 5: ARTHUR TO H5790 3,000
[County 5: BURLINGTON TO WILLIAMSPORT 1,000 3,000 3,000 3,000
[County 5: FORMAN TO H5790 3,000
{county 5: FORMAN TO 96948 1,000 3,000 2,000 3,000
Jcounty 5: WILLIAMSPORT TO 96948 2,000 4,000 3,000 4,000
[County 7: AUGUSTA TO 96854 1,000 3,000 3,000 3,000
ICounty 7: BASS TO MOOREFIELD 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
[County 7: BASS TO 97038 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
[County 7: ROCK OAK TO 9685A 1,000 1,000 1,000 2,000
Jcounty 12: BASS TO MATHIAS 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
{County 14: CAPON BRIDGE TO 9686C 1,000 2,000 2,000 2,000
[CR 14: YELLOW SPRING TO 9686C 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
[County 16 & 23110: LOST RIVER TO WARDENSVILLE 1,000 1,000 1,000
Jcounty 16 & 23/10: LOST RIVER TO H7515 1,000
[County 16 & 23/10: WARDENSVILLE TO H7515 3,000
Jcounty 28/7: COSNER GAP TO HOPEVILLE 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
|county 45/4: CANAAN VALLEY TO DOLLY SODS 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
County 53: RIO TO ROCK OAK 1,000 1,000 . 1,000 1,000
1-81: GREENWOOD A TO 502C/511.98 32,000 51,000 52,000 55,000
[1-81: GREENWOOD A TO GREENWOOD B 31,000 50,000 51,000 53,000
{-81: GREENWOOD B TO 509A 24,000 38,000 39,000 41,000
|y~s1: INWOOD TO 501/5028 28,000 47,000 47,000 47,000
|-81: STRASBURG A TO STRASBURG B 23,000 36,000 37,000 39,000
|81: STRASBURG A TO 507 22,000 39,000 40,000 42,000
[181: STRASBURG B T0 403 22,000 33,000 33,000 34,000
|+81: wooDSTOCK TO 403 23,000 35,000 35,000 35,000
||~81: WOODSTOCK TO 406A 23,000 36,000 36,000 36,000
181 501/5028 TO 502C/511.98 28,000 46,000 46,000 49,000
1-81: 506/508 TO 507 23,000 40,000 41,000 43,000
|j|-81: 506/508 TO 509A 26,000 42,000 43,000 45,000
|IRA: SCHERR TO R5155 7,000
|IRA: R5255 TO 97028 9,000
|IRa: R6225 T0 96948 8,000
[IRA: 96598 TO 96624 12,000
[IRA: 96948 TO 9694C 8,000
JLINK: A TO 96598 11,000 23,000 28,000 28,000
JLINK: B TO 9652D 1,000 2,000 2,000 2,000
JUNK: € TO 9645 1,000 2,000 2,000 2,000
JLINK: D TO 96428 1,000 2,000 2,000 2,000
’ ILINK: E TO OAKLAND 6,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
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TABLE II-8

AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES

|uNk:F 1O 108 12,000 29,000 29,000 29,000
LINK: G TO 9684A 3,000 4,000 4,000 4,000
ILlNK: H TO PLEASANT DALE 2,000 3,000 3,000 3,000
JLINK:170 503 5,000 8,000 8,000 8,000
ILINK:J TO INWOOD 24,000 41,000 41,000 41,000
JLINK: K TO STRASBURG A 14,000 32,000 32,000 33,000 -
JLINK: L TO 406A 23,000 37,000 37,000 37,000
JLINK:MTO 4068 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
Junk:NTO 9703C 2,000 3,000 3,000 3,000
funx: 01O 97038 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
JLiNk: P TO 9636A 3,000 4,000 4,000 4,000
fLink:QTO 9704 2,000 3,000 3,000 3,000
JLINK: R TO ALPENA 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
ILIN}C S TO MILL CREEK 3,000 6,000 6,000 6,000
Juink: T TO MILL CREEK 2,000 5,000 5,000 5,000
JLNK: U TO 510.98 14,000 19,000 19,000 20,000
lLINK:VTO 5098 9,000 15,000 15,000 15,000
Juing: w TO LOCK LYNN 5,000 8,000 8,000 7,000
Junk: xT0 5098 6,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
JPR 19: DOLLY SODS TO HOPEVILLE 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
VA 7: GREENWOOD A TO 510.98 16,000 21,000 - 21,000 23,000
WV 28: HOPEVILLE TO SENECA ROCKS 2,000 4,000 3,000 3,000
WV 28: HOPEVILLE TO 9695A 2,000 4,000 3,000 3,000
WV 28: PETERSBURG A TO 96968 8,000 12,000 11,000 13,000
WV 28: PETERSBURG A TO 9696C 15,000 25,000 24,000 26,000
WV 28: PETERSBURG B TO 9696C 14,000 23,000 22,000 23,000
WV 28: ROMNEY TO 9684A 5,000 8,000 8,000 8,000
|wv 28: SENECA ROCKS TO 9704 2,000 3,000 3,000 3,000
WV 28: 9695A TO 96968 3,000 6,000 5,000 5,000
WV 29: BAKER A TORIO 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
WV 29: HANGING ROCK TO 96868 3,000 5,000 5,000 5,000
[wv 29: RIO TO 96868 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
Jwv 32: CANAAN HEIGHTS TO CANAAN VALLEY 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
WV 32: CANAAN HEIGHTS TO DAVIS 2,000 3,000 3,000 4,000
WV 32: CANAAN VALLEY TO RED CREEK 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
fwv 32: DAVIS TO THOMAS 5,000 7,000 13,000 5,000
WV 32: HARMON TO RED CREEK 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
VA 37: WINCHESTER A TO WINCHESTER B 12,000 21,000 20,000 25,000
VA 37: WINCHESTER A TO 502C/511.9 14,000 22,000 21,000 25,000
VA 37: WINCHESTER B TO 505D 8,000 13,000 12,000 16,000
VA 37: 505D TO 509A 12,000 19,000 19,000 23,000
"WV 38: SAINT GEORGE TO 9652D 1,000 2,000 2,000 2,000
WV 42: ARTHUR TO 96958 2,000 4,000 4,000 4,000
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TABLE II-8

AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Corridor H Finsl EIS

- [Wv42: ARTHUR TO 9695C 3,000 6,000 6,000 7,000
|wv 42: BISMARCK TO SCHERR 2,000 4,000 3,000 2,000
Jwv 42: BISMARCK TO 9694A 1,000 2,000 2,000 3,000
VA 42: COLUMBIA FURNANCE TO WOODSTOCK 6,000 9,000 9,000 9,000
VA 42: COLUMBIA FURNANCE TO 4068 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
JWv 42: COSNER GAP TO SCHERR 1,000 3,000 3,000 3,000
WV 42: COSNER GAP TO 96958 1,000 3,000 3,000 3,000
WV 42: MOUNT STORM TO 9594A 2,000 4,000 4,000 4,000
WV 42: PETERSBURG A TO 9695C 4,000 7,000 7,000 8,000
JWv 55: BAKER A TO BAKER B 2,000 3,000 9,000 1,000
WV 55: BAKER A TO WARDENSVILLE 2,000 2,000 9,000 1,000
WV 55: BAKER B TO BEAN 1,000 2,000 8,000 1,000
WV 55: BEAN TO HB400 1,000
WV 55: BEAN TO 97028 2,000 3,000 9,000
VA 55; LEBANON CHURCH TO STAR 2,000 3,000 10,000
VA 55: LEBANON CHURCH TO STRASBURG B 3,000 4,000 11,000
VA 55: LEBANON CHURCH TO H8215A 1,000
VA 55: LEBANON CHURCH TO H8430A 1,000
WV 55: MOOREFIELD TO 97028 4,000 6,000 4,000 5,000
WV 55: STAR TO WARDENSVILLE 2,000 3,000 10,000 1,000
VA 55: STAR TO H8215A 1,000
VA 55: STRASBURG B TO H8430A 1,000
WV 55: H6400 TO 97028 6,000
WV 59: LOST CITY TO 402B 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000
|Wv 72: MACOMBER TO 96428 1,000 2,000 2,000 2,000
fwv 72: MACOMBER TO 9652E 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
WV 72: PARSONS A TO 9654C 4,000 6,000 6,000 5,000
WV 72: PARSONS B TO 9653C 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
WV 72: RED CREEK TO 9653C 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
WV 72: SAINT GEORGE TO 9652C 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
WV 72: SAINT GEORGE TO 9652E 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
fwv 72: 9652C TO 9654C 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
WV 90: GORMANIA TO PIERCE 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
WV 93: BISMARCK TO H4970A 1,000
WV 93: BISMARCK TO R5155 2,000
Iwv 93: BISMARCK TO 96538 1,000 2,000
WV 93: CLAYSVILLE TO 9894D 2,000 5,000 4,000 4,000
WV 93: DAVIS TO 96538 2,000 3,000 9,000
WV 93: SCHERR TO 9694D 2,000 4,000 3,000 4,000
WV 93: H4790 TO H4970A 1,000
WV 93: R5155 TO 96538 9,000
WV 250: BAKER B TO LOST RIVER 1,000 2,000 2,000
WV 259: BAKER B TO H7055 1,000
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TABLE II-8

AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES

WV 259: GORE TO YELLOW SPRING 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
WV 259: LOST CITY TO LOST RIVER 2,000 3,000 3,000 3,000
WV 259: LOST CITY TO MATHIAS 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000
Jwv 259 LOST RIVER TO H7055 4,000
WV 259; MATHIAS TO 9703C 2,000 3,000 3,000 3,000
WV 259: WARDENSVILLE TO YELLOW SPRINGS 1,000 1,000 1,000 2,000
|MD 560: GORMANIA TO 7B/4A 4,000 5,000 5,000 6,000
JMD 560 LOCH LYNN TO 7B/4A 5,000 8,000 8,000 7,000
VA 600: STAR TO 504B 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
VA 623: LEBANON CHURCH TO 402A 1,000 1,000 1,000 3,000
VA 628: LEBANON CHURCH TO 504C 1,000 1,000 1,000 3,000
VA 691: COLUMBIA FURNANCE TO 4028 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000
Jus 17: GREENWOOD B T0 509 B 29,000 47,000 47,000 52,000
Jus 33: ALPENA TO BOWDEN 2,000 3,000 2,000 2,000
Jus 33: ALPENA TO 96634 2,000 3,000 2,000 2,000
|Us 33: BOWDEN TOELKINS B 6,000 11,000 10,000 10,000
Jus 33: ELKINS A TO 96604 10,000 19,000 13,000 3,000
Jus 33: ELKINS A TO 96628/9661 19,000 34,000 32,000 34,000
Jus 33: ELKINS B TO 96628/9661 19,000 34,000 32,000 34,000
JUS 33: HARMAN TO SENECA ROCKS 2,000 3,000 2,000 2,000
Jus 33: HARMAN TO 98634 2,000 4,000 3,000 2,000
|Us 33: 9659B TO 9660A 11,000 23,000 16,000 5,000
|us 50: AUGUSTA TO PLEASANT DALE 7,000 12,000 11,000 12,000
JUs 50: AUGUSTA TO 96838 7,000 11,000 10,000 11,000
US 50: BURLINGTON TO JUNCTION 3,000 9,000 8,000 7,000
|us 50: BURLINGTON TO NEW CREEK 5,000 12,000 11,000 11,000
Jus s0: caPON BRIDGE TO GORE 5,000 6,000 5,000 6,000
Jus 50: CAPON BRIDGE TO HANGING ROCK 5,000 7,000 6,000 7,000
Jus s0: cLaYsvILLE TO 105 5,000 9,000 7,000 8,000
Jus s0: cLAYSVILLE TO 107 3,000 4,000 4,000 4,000
Jus 50: GorE T0 5044 5,000 7,000 6,000 7,000
Jus 50: GORMANIA TO 7A 3,000 4,000 4,000 4,000
Jus 50: GoRMANIA TO MOUNT STORM 2,000 4,000 4,000 4,000
|us 50: HANGING ROCK TO 9686A 6,000 10,000 9,000 10,000
[US 50: JUNCTION TO 96848 6,000 10,000 9,000 8,000
US 50: MACOMBER TO 9642A 1,000 2,000 1,000 1,000
ﬁs 50: MACOMBER TO 9645 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000
|Us 50: MOUNT STORM TO 107 2,000 3,000 3,000 3,000
Jus 50: NEW CREEK TO 105 5,000 12,000 11,000 12,000
JUS 50: PLEASANT DALE TO 9686A 7,000 10,000 9,000 10,000
|US 50: RED HOUSE TO 7A 3,000 4,000 4,000 4,000
Jus 50: RED HOUSE T0 96424 1,000 2,000 2,000 2,000
Jus 50: ROMNEY TO 96834196858 12,000 22,000 21,000 21,000
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TABLE II-8

AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Comidor H Final EIS

[l 50 Rowney To ssese 12000 19000 | 15,000 18,000
JUs 50: WINCHESTER B TO 504A 11,000 17,000 15,000 24,000
Jus 50: 96838 TO 96858/9683A 8,000 15,000 14,000 14,000
Jus 219: BACKBONE MOUNTAIN TO PARSONS B 2,000 3,000 10,000

fus 219: BACKBONE MOUNTAIN TO THOMAS 3,000 4,000 10,000 2,000
Jus 219: BACKBONE MOUNTAIN TO H3900A 2,000
JUs 219: ELKINS A TO Has5 24,000
Jus 219: ELKINS A TO 96624 10,000 17,000 12,000

|Us 219: ELKINS B TO 9659A 18,000 31,000 31,000 33,000
Js 219: MILLCREEK TO 9659A 7,000 10,000 10,000 11,000
Jus 219: MONTROSE TO H3055 2,000
Jus 219: MONTROSE TO 96548 3,000 4,000 11,000 1,000
Jus 219: MONTROSE TO 96624 3,000 6,000 13,000

IUS 219: OAKLAND TO 7C 6,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
Jus 219: PARSONS A TO 9654A 4,000 6,000 13,000 3,000
Jus 219: PARSONS A TO 96548 3,000 4,000 11,000 1,000
JUS 219: PARSONS B TO H3900A 1,000
Jus 219: PARSONS B TO 9654A 5,000 7,000 13,000 8,000
Jus 219: PIERCE TO THOMAS 4,000 5,000 5,000 6,000
Jus 219: PIERCE TO 96524 2,000 2,000 2,000 3,000
Jus 219: RED HOUSE TO 6A 2,000 5,000 . 5,000 5,000
Jus 219: RED HOUSE TO 96524 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
fus 219: H455 TO 96624 11,000
Jus 219: H3055 TO 96624 1,000
|us 219:6ATO7C 4,000 7,000 7,000 7,000
JUs 220: DURGAN TO PETERSBURG B 6,000 9,000 8,000 8,000
Jus 220: DURGAN TO 9703A 4,000 8,000 6,000 6,000
Jus 220: JUNCTION TO 9684C 2,000 3,000 3,000 4,000
Jus 220: MOOREFIELD TO OLD FIELDS 3,000 4,000

Jus 220: MOOREFIELD TO He225 3,000
Jus 220: MOOREFIELD TO R5255 3,000

Jus 220: MOOREFIELD T0 9703A 8,000 11,000 11,000 11,000
IUS 220: NEW CREEK TO 106 10,000 24,000 24,000 24,000
Jus 220: OLD FIELDS TO H6225 5,000
Jus 220: OLD FIELDS TOR5255 12,000

Jus 220: oLp FiELDS TO 9884C 2,000 3,000 3,000 4,000
|US 220: PETERSBURG B TO 96964 5,000 8,000 8,000 9,000
Jus 522: CROSS JUNCTION TO 5024/505A 8,000 12,000 12,000 13,000
|us 522: WINCHESTER A TO 5024/505A 11,000 18,000 18,000 20,000

The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as expiained in text, Section I.
2 Preferred Alternative - {Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)

3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section !,
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Corridor H Final EIS

TABLE II-9
DAILY TRAVEL TIME AND DISTANCES

1993 Existing 37,000 29,863 | 2,916,500 | 1,813,800 | 2,579,500 | 1,603,200
2013 No-Build 60,290 47,423 | 4,765,600 | 2,961,800 | 4,101,300 | 2,549,000
2013 IRA 71,393 46,968 | 5,886,700 | 3,534,300 | 4,232,800 | 2,630,700
2013 PA in WVA? 47,422 6,054,100 | 3,752,650

Juine Ain VA3 53,293 4,625,300 | 2,874,650

The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section I,

2Prefemred Alternative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)

3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section Il
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TABLE II-10
PRELIMINARY CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATES

ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON
|No-Build Alternative n/a $137,000,000*
|improved Roadway West Virginia 184 $2,110,931 $387,778,000
Alternative (IRA)! Virginia 23 $1,239,779 $28,019,000
|Preferred Alternative? West Virginia 161 $6,155,137 $989,746.000
JLine A3 Virginia 22 $5,571,955 $122,583,000
OPTION AREA COMPARISON
Interchange $6,579,167 $15,790,000
Line : $7,310,417 $17,545,000
Shavers Fork mod. Line 8 95 $5,473,684 $52,000,000
i 42 $7,885,476 $33,119,000
|Patterson Creek 6.8 $6,443,088 $43,813,000
6.5 $6,847,692 $44,510,000
Forman 5.1 $5,471,765 $27,906,000
5.0 $8,083,400 $40,417,000
|Line 5-D 32 $4,292,500 $13,736,000
35 $6,696,571 $23,438,000
{Baker 53 $6,679,623 - $35,402,000
55 $6,460,364 $35,532,000
JHanging Rock 34 $7,900,882 $26,863,000
37 $9,012,973 $33,348,000

|Duck Run ) $6,925,444 $62,329,000
Line D2 8.4 $8,154,405 $68,497,000
Line A 8.7 $8,135,057 $70,775,000
fLebanon Church Line L 7.3 $4,611,370 —$33,663,000
Line A 8.5 $3,793,765 $32,247,000

*Total Costs rounded to the nearest $1000.

**Cost of No-Build includes planned improvements to existing roadways

1The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Alternative as explained in text, Section Il.
2 Preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)

3 Viminia did not select a Preferred Alternative as explained in the text, Section Il
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TABLE II-11
RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION AND MITIGATION COST ESTIMATES

ROW Land $0 $12,798,000 $1,404,000 $2,896,000 $1,044,000
ACQUISITION Residences $0 $5,200,000 $1,045,500 $6,000,000 $1,846,500
Businesses & Pouitry Houses $0 $1,100,000 $0 $1,175,000 $30,000
Utilitles and Other Relfocations $0 $3,500,000 $475,500 $8,550,000 $1,830,800
Administrative and Indirect Costs $0 $3,600,000 $1,009,000 $5.400,000 $1,154,000
TOTAL $0 " $26,198,000 $3,934,000 $24,021,000 $5,905,300
MITIGATION Wetland Replacement $0 $1,800,000 $160,000 $1,200,000 $160,000
Wildlife Refuge Property Acquisition $0 $1,800,000 $0 $0 $0
Habitat Restoration in Stripped ROW Areas $0 $500,000 $0 $0 $0
Wardensville Wellhead Protection $0 $1,675,000 $0 $0 $0
Groundwater Protection Systems $0 $150,000 30 $150,000 $0
Bicycle Paths $0 $2,550,000 $450,500 $500,000 $0
Scenic Overlooks $0 $2,500,000 $1,500,000 $0 $0
Welcome Centers $0 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $0 $0
Other Scenic Design Features $0 $5,000,000 $700,000 $2,000,000 $280,000
Noise Walls $0 $19,392,000 $7,328,000 $1,760,000 $0
Environmental Monitor @ Construction $0 $525,000 $75,000 $0 $0
Open Bottom Box Culverts - §0 $440,000 $0 $30,000 $0
Stream Channel Enhancement $0 $1,022,000 $10,000 $0 $0
Fisherman's Access $0 $75,000 $0 $0 $0
Fencing Streams $0 $300,000 $0 $0 $0
TOTAL $0 $39,729,000 $12,223,500 $5,640,000 $440,000

The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section Il.
2 Prefered Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line §, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)
3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Alternative as explained in the text, Section I1.
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POPULATION STATISTICS FOR COUNTIES

TABLE III-1

Corridor H Final EIS

Barbour, WV 16,700 15,699 -6%
Hardy, WV 10,030 10,977 9%
Hampshire, WV 14,867 16,498 11%
Grant, WV 10,210 10,428 2%
Tucker, WV 8,675 7,728 -11%
Randolph, WV 28,300 27,803 2%
Mineral, WV 27,234 26,697 -2%
Preston, WV 30,460 290,037 -5%
WV Study Area Total 146,476 144,867 1%
State of West Virginia 1,949,644 1,793,477 -8%
Shenandoah, VA 27,559 31,636 15%
Frederick, VA 34,150 45,723 34%
VA Study Area Total 61,709 77,359 25%
Virginia 5,346,818 6,187,358 16%
Garrett, MD 26,490 28,138 6%

Sources: Center For Economic Research, WVU (1993), and US. Census Bureau 1990 Census
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Corvidor H Final EIS

EMPLOYMENT STATISTICS FOR COUNTIES

TABLE III-2

Barbour, WV 5,939 5,170 -13%
Hardy, WV 4,526 4,861 7%
Hampshire, WV 4,937 6,536 32%

Grant, WV 5,594 4,486 -20%
Tucker, WV 3,003 2,927 -3%

Randolph, WV 11,861 9,861 -17%
Mineral, WV 7,732 10,987 42%
Preston, WV 8,813 10,525 19%
WV Study Area Total 52,405 55,353 6%

West Virginia 716,000 671,085 6%

Shenandoah, VA 12,575 15,622 24%

Frederick, VA 29,950 43,056 44%

VA Study Area Total 42,525 58,678 38%

Virginia 2,788,796 3,727,549 34%

Garrett, MD 10,104 11,748 16%

Sources: Center For Economic Research, WVU (1993), US. County Business Patterns, and Virginia Employment Commission

T-30

t

Saiad

Lra



Ie-L

TABLE III-3

EMPLOYMENT SECTOR TRENDS

Barbour, WV 1980 640 1732 242 251
1990 569 385 143 206
11% -78% 4% -18%
Hardy, WV 1980 846 29 229 1496
1990 710 9 242 2165
-16% -69% 6% 45%
Hampshire, WV 1980 1112 16 239 745
1990 907 26 360 523
-18% 63% 51% -30%
Grant, WV 1980 573 1419 282 500
1990 490 1039 998 728
14% 21% 254% 46%
Tucker, WV 1980 226 88 119 673
1990 203 73 249 585
10% A7% 109% -13%
Randolph, WV 1980 581 765 646 1577
1990 580 384 794 1257
0% -50% 23% -20%
Mineral, WV 1980 408 96 763 1945
1990 361 154 651 1801
-12% 60% -15% 1%
Preston, WV 1980 1066 1037

Shenandoah, VA

1990 1272 14 1188 5457 644 474 2335 859 3278 1564

-19% nla 69% 35% 55% 1% 29% 52% 68% 14%

Frederick, VA 1980 1648 164 1980 8156 1386 1522 4773 1560 5965 2796
& Winchester 1990 1295 180 3512 9186 1620 2553 8786 22217 9699 3998
24% 10% 1% 13% 17% 68% 84% 43% 63% 43%

0%

%

Source: West Virginia University, Bureau of Economic Analyss, Virginia Employrv?gnt Commission
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Comidor H Final EIS

TABLE I1I-4

UNEMPLOYMENT AND INCOME STATISTICS FOR COUNTIES

Barbour, WV 13% 29% 8,036
Hardy, WV 5% 15% 10,696
Hampshire, WV 8% 18% 9,996
Grant, WV 6% 15% 10,394
Tucker, WV 9% 17% 8,974
Randolph, WV 13% 22% 9,009
Mineral, WV 7% 15% 10,398
Preston, WV 10% 19% 9,158
WV Study Area Average 8% 19% 9,583

West Virginia 10% 20% 10,520

Shenandoah, VA 4% 1% 12,686
Frederick, VA 4% 7% 13,671
VA Study Area Average 4% 9% 13,179

Virginia 4% 10% 15,713

Garrett, MD 7% "15% 10,124

Sources: US Census Bureau 1990 Census
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EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRIAL PARK WITH |
FULL BUILD-OUT SCENARIO

TABLE III-5

WEST VIRGINIA
Grant County Industrial Park 275 875
Hampshire County Industrial Park 100 312
Hardy County indusfrial Park 714 42
Wardensville Industrial Park 12 194
Mineral County Industrial Park 600 253
Elkins-Randolph County Parks 65 338
Robert C. Byrd Industrial Park 0 599
(New) Grant County Industrial Park 0 1,435
Southern Garrett Industrial Park* 1,022 422
TOTAL 2,788 4,270

* Garett County has been included in the West Virginia totals.

VIRGINIA
| Mount Jackson Industrial Park 437 1,072
| Stonewall Industrial Park 1,600 2,954
IDC Site 0 338
Fort Collier Industrial Park 1.350 1,435
TOTAL 3427 5799
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Conridor H Fnel EIS

WEST VIRGINIA - PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE'

TABLE III-6
TOTAL PREDICTED JOB GROWTH

Garrett, MD* 422 0 297 719
[Hardy 835 116 247 1,198
[Hampshire 312 0 69 381
|Grant 2,110 0 1,369 3,479
Tucker 0 301 158 459
{Randolph 338 567 541 1,446
[Mineral 253 0 165 418
WV Total 4,270 984 2,846 8,100

VIRGINIA - LINE A*

Frederick 4,727 0 3,080 7,807
Shenandoah 1,072 273 571 1,916
VA Total 10,069 1,257 6,497 9,723

1 Preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D

2 Virginia did not select a Preferred Alitemative as explained in the text, Section .
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Coridor H Final EIS

TABLE III-7 |
TOTAL PREDICTED JOB GROWTH: IRA'

p
Tucker 301
[Hardy 116
WV Total 984

Shenandoah 273
VA Total 273

1The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text Section Il.
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Corridor H Final EIS

TOTAL PREDICTED (2013) ANNUAL WAGE EARNINGS

TABLE I1I-8

DUE TO INDUCED DEVELOPMENT

Randolph $10,363,626 $23,194,782
Tucker 5,402,649 7,233,447
Grant 0 63,856,996
Hardy 2,406,420 21,802,995
Hampshire 0 6,952,255
Mineral 0 8,087,212
Garrett, MD* 0 14,344,523

WV Total $18,172,695 $145,472,210

Frederick 0 $224,655,488
Shenandoah 7,241,871 44,591,887
VA Total $7,241,871 $269,247,375

* Gareft County has been included in the West Virginia totals.

The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section 1.

2 Preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mad. Line S, Line F, Line 5-D)

3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section Il.
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TABLE HI-9

PREDICTED TAX BENEFITS

IMPROVED ROADWAY ALTERNATIVE'

Conidor H Final EIS

Randolp! , \
Tucker 800 186,000 185,800
Grant 800 0 (800)
[Hardy 1,400 84,700 83,500
Hampshire 0 0
|Mineral 0 0
Garreft, MD* 0 0
WV Total $3,500 $1,600 ($1,900) $628,600 $626,700
Frederick 4,000 N/A 0 {4,000) 0 {4,000)
Shenandoah 2,700 N/A 1,900 (800) 346,100 345,300
VA Tofal $6,700 $1,900 ($4,800) $346,100 $341,300

WEST VIRGINIA - PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE®

" $1,000

{Randolph $10,000 $1,200 $10,200 $801,000 $811,200
Tucker 2,600 3,800 800 2,000 249,000 251,000
Grant 3,600 50,600 2,300 48,300 2,249,000 2,298,300

[Hardy 3,700 10,200 500 7,000 767,000 774,000

|Hampshire 2,900 100 3,000 244,500 247,500

[Mineral 17,800 800 18,600 287,000 305,600

|Garrett, MD* 30,000 700 30,700 717,500 748,200

WV Total |  $10,900 $125,300 $6,400 $120,800 $5,315,000 $5,435,800

VIRGINIA - LINE A

'Fredenck

$11,300 $478,400 $16,000 $483,100 $11154,500 | $11,637,600
Shenandoah 6,300 102,700 3.600 100,000 2.131,000 2.231,000
VA Total] _ $17,600 $581,100 $19,600 $583,100 $13,285,500 | $13,808,600

* Garrett County has been included in the West Virginia totals.

The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in fext. Section II.
2 Preferred Alternative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)
3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section Ii.
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TABLE III-10A
DIRECT LANDUSE IMPACTS

|

|Urban / Buit

lAgricuiture | 56.2

[Rangeland | 212

[Forest 360.9
Water 0.2
Wetlands 8.1
|Barren 47

| Total] 473.3

{urban / Buit |

|Agriculture | 157

{Rangeland 8.1

|Forest 25.1
Water 0.0
Wetlands 1.5

|Barren 0.0

| Total] 50.4

|urban / Built
|Agriculture
|Rangeland
[Forest
Water
Wetlands
Total

The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Alternalive as explained in text, Section |l.
2 preferced Altemative - (Line A, Line 1, mod. Line §, Lina F, Ling B, Line 5-0)

3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Alternative as explained xt, n Il
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TABLE III-10B
SUMMARY OF LAND COVER IMPACT

WEST VIRGINIA - PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE'!

VIRGINIA -LINE A2

Commercial [Forest 27
Farmland 13

Developed 0

Residential |Forest 750
Farmland 277

Service  |Forest 16

Farmland 6

Total Forest 793

Farmland 296

Developed 0

VIRGINIA- IRA

~

Commercial

Forest _

Farmland 13
Developed 0
Total Forest 27
Farmiand 13
Developed 0

! Preferred Alternative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D

2

Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section Il

3The IRA was not selecled as the Prefemed Altemative as explained in text, Section Ii.
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Cormidor H Final EIS

TABLE III-11
COMMUNITY COHESION IMPACT ASSESSMENT
FOR THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE IN WEST VIRGINIA

AND LINE A IN VIRGINIA
Crystal Springs No Bismarck No
Coalton No Forman Yes
Elkins No Greenland Yes
Gilman No Lahmansville No
Harding No Maysville No
Highland Park No Mt. Storm No
Kerens No Oak Hill No
Leadsvifle No
Montrose No
Norton No Arkansas No
Whyte No Baker No
Bean Settlement No
Bretz No Cunningham No
Benbush No Fisher No
Canaan Heights No Fort Run No
Coketon No Kessel No
Davis No McCauley No
Douglas No Moorefield No
Hambieton No Needmore No
Hendricks No Old Fields No
Moore Station No Wardensville Yes
Parsons No
Pleasant Run No
Porterwood No
Thomas No Mariboro No
Star Tannery No
Clary Yes
Lebanon Church No
Wheatfield No
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Coidor H Final EIS

TABLE IHI-12A
RELOCATIONS
ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON
No-Build Altemative | West Virginia & Virginia ] 0 0 0
Improved Roadway West Virginia 61 9 1 Yl
Altemative (IRA) 7 | Virginia 15 2 0 1
Preferred Altemative? | West Virginia 52 3 4 59
| — — — — — — — |
Line A3 Virginia 13 0 0 13

WEST VIRGINIA OPTION AREA COMPARISON

Interchange

Randolph

Shavers Fork

Tucker

Patterson Creek

Line P Grant

Forman

Grant 2 0 0 2
Line 5-D

Hardy 0 0 1 1
Baker

Hardy 2 0 0 2
Hanging Rock LineR Hardy 0 0 0 0

Duck Run LineD Frederick 8 0 0 8
LineD Frederick 4 0 0 4
Line A Frederick 6 0 0 6
Lebanon Church Line L Shenandoah 4 0 0 4
Line A Shenandoah 3 0 0 3

"The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Alteative ag explained in text, Section 1.
2 proferred Altemative - {Line A, Linel, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)
3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemnative as explained in the text, Section I
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WVA - Preferred Alternative !

TABLE I1I-12B

RELOCATION BY COUNTY WITH RELEVANT STATISTICS*

|Randolph 16 5 0 0 1 0 10 18,278 74.5% 25.5% 17.4% 46,000
Tucker # 14 0 1 0 0 27 17,949 80.4% 19.6% 22.6% 38,200
Grant 18 5 0 0 0 0 13 20,923 81.5% 18.5% 17.3% 49,900

|Hardy 54 28 0 7 6 0 20 20,745 82.2% 17.8% 23.1% 49,300

Virginia - Line A2

Shenandoah 16 7 0 1 0 0 9 26,527 28.5% 17.9% 74,100
JFrederick 8 6 0 1 0 0 2 32,806 20.9% 7.8% 89,700
|Randolph 10 4 0 i 1 0 5 18,278 74.5% 25.5% 17.4% 46,000

Tucker 50 31 0 0 2 0 17 17,949 80.4% 19.6% 22.6% 38,200

Grant 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 20,923 81.5% 18.5% 17.3% 49,900

Hardy 52 26 0 0 7 0 19 20,745 82.2% 17.8% 23.1% 49,300

Shenandoah 26 13 0 0 1 1 12 26,527 71.5% 28.5% 17.9% 74,100
|Frederick 4 2 0 1 1 0 1 32,806 79.1% 20.9% 7.8% 89,700

*Statistics are from the 1990 Census and are for the entire county

*Not included in Relocation Totals or Residences

1 Preferred Allemative - {Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line 5-D)
2 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section |l.
3The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section 1.
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Comidor H Final EIS

TABLE II1-12C
RELOCATIONS BY COUNTY AND OPTION AREA

West Virginia !

.................. ——

Interchange |l

Randolph

Shavers 1
fFork Line A Tucker 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
Patterson  [Line P Grant 7 3 0 0 4 0 0
Creek
JForman

j5-D

Baker

Hanging Line R Hardy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rock

Virginia ?

uck Run

ine rederick 8
Line D2  |Frederick 4
Line A Frederick 6
4
3

Lebanon LineL Shenandoah
Church Line A Shenandoah

wibh|l®| |
Ojojo|o|o
OoOlOo|o|Oo|O

*Statistics are from the 1990 Census and are for the entire county

**Not included in Total Relocations or Residences

1 Preferred Alternative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)

2 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section 1.
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Corridor H Fingl EIS

TABLE III-13
FARMLAND CONVERSIONS

ILomlly important

[Pn‘me

Statewide Important

Total

|Lo<zl|y Important

[Pn'me

Statewide Important

Total

COMPARISON BY

ILowIly Important

Eme

28

Statewide Important

8.3

Total

11.1

COMPARISON BY

OPTION AREA: Virginia®

iLocally Important

Eme

Statewide Important

Total

1The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section |I.

2 Prefermed Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F. Line B, Line 5-D)

3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Alfemative as explained in the text, Section [l
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WEST VIRGINIA - IRA"*

TABLE 111-14
FARMLAND CONVERSIONS BY COUNTY

VIRGINIA - IRA’

|Loca||y Important

|Prime

38

Statewide Important

246

TOTAL

284

WEST VIRGINIA - PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE’®

VIRGINIA - LINE A°

|Loca||y Important

'Prime

Statewide Important

TOTAL

The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section ll.

2 Preferred Alternative - {Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line §-D)

3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Alternative as explained in the text, Section 1.
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Corridor H Final EIS

TABLE III-15
PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS

Wardensville Spring IRA! Not located in wellhead protection None
area
PA2 Wellhead protection area Possible Impact
encroachment on the Aquifer*
Moorefield South Branch of IRA1 & PA? +6 km (+3 mi.) South of spring None
Potomac River and outside of watershed
Mt. Top Spring IRAT&PAZ | +3.2km {+2 mi.) Downstream of None
spring
Hambleton and Hendricks | Dry Fork River [RA? & PA? +2.5 km (+1.5 mi.) Downstream None
(Hamrick PSD) of intake
Thomas Reservoir on unnamed IRA! & PA? Alignments not in reservoir None
creek 4.8 km (3 mi.) watershed
north of Thomas
Davis Blackwater River IRA! & PA? No crossing of Blackwater River None
Douglas Reservoir on tributary to IRA? & PAZ +1.5 km (+1 mi.) north of None
Long Run reservoir
Parsons Shavers Fork IRA! Parallef construction on same Possible
side of river as intake Construction
impacts
Line A Bridging +2 km (+1 mi.) upstream Possible
of intake. Some parallel Construction
construction opposite intake Impacts
PA2 Parallel construction opposite Possible
intake Construction
Impacts
Elkins Tygart Valley River iRA! & PA? +3 km (+ 2 mi.) downstream None

* Refer to Section ill- G: Groundwater Resources

TThe IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section Il.
2 preferred Altemative - {Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)
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Corridor H Final EIS

TABLE III-16
NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

PM1g Ann. Geo. Mean 75 ugim3 None
24-Hour . 260 uglm3 150 ug/m3
SR S02 Ann. Arith. Mean 80 uglm3 None
24-Hour 365 uglm3 None
3-Hour none 1300 uglm3
NO2 Ann. Arith. Mean 100 ug/m3 100 ug/m3
. co 8-Hour 10 mg/m3
J 9 ppm None
1-Hour 40 mglm3
35 ppm None
O3 1-Hour 0.12 ppm 0.12 ppm
235 ug/m3 235 ugim3
Ph Quarterly
Arith. Mean 1.5 ppm 1.5 ppm

Source: United States Environmental Protection Agency

Note: All standards with averaging times of 24 hours or less are not to be exceeded more than once per year.
ug/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter of air mg/m3 = milligrams per cubic meter of air ppm = parts per million

Ann. Geo. Mean = Annual Geometric Mean Ann. Arith. Mean = Annual Arithmetic Mean
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WEST VIRGINIA

TABLE III-17
1-HOUR PREDICTED HIGHEST CO CONCENTRATIONS
FOR YEARS 2001 & 2013

7.0 ppm 5.4 ppm 3.4 ppm 7.9 ppm 8.1 ppm 4.0 ppm
N/A 3.7 ppm 5.2 ppm N/A 3.8 ppm 5.5 ppm
N/A 3.7 ppm 5.2 ppm N/A 3.8 ppm 5.5 ppm

VIRGINIA®

3.6 ppm 5.1 ppm 2.8 ppm 3.0 ppm 4.8 ppm 2.3 ppm
3.6 ppm 5.1 ppm 2.8 ppm 3.0 ppm 4.8 ppm 2.3 ppm
N/A N/A 4.1 ppm N/A N/A 4.4 ppm

Where:

NAAQS: 1-HOUR =35 ppm
NAAQS: 8-HOUR = 9 ppm
N/A =Not Applicable

The predicted concentrations include a background CO level of 2.0 ppm.

The IRA was not selected as the Prefered Altemative as explained in fext, Section Il

2 preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)

3V|ginia did not select a Preferred Alternative as explained in the text, Section Ii.
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Corridor H Finel EIS

TABLE III-18

NOISE ABATEMENT CRITERIA (NAC):
HOURLY A-WEIGHTED SOUND LEVEL- DECIBELS (DBA)

A 57 Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and
(exterior) serve an important public need and where the preservation of those
qualities is essential if the area is to continue to serve its intended
purpose.
B 67 Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, parks,
(exterior) residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries and hospitals.
C 72 Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in Categories A or B
{exterior) above.
D - Undeveloped lands.
52 Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches,
(interior) libraries, hospitals and auditoriums.

Source: Federal-did Highway Program Manual Transmittal 348, August 9, 1982; Vol. 7, Ch. 7; Sec 3, Attachment.
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Corridor H Final EIS

TABLE III-19
MEASURED NOISE LEVELS: WEST VIRGINIA -

[

8 Residential 10-18-93 11:35-11:43 42 Local Activities
9 School 10-18-93 17:41-17:49 57 WV 55
10 Residential 10-18-93 17:30-17:38 43 Local Activities
1 Recreational 10-18-93 13:10-13:18 57 WV 55
12 Residential 10-18-93 13:30-13:38 43 Local Activities
13 Health Care 10-18-93 17:07-17:15 57 WV 55
14 School 10-18-93 14:10-14:18 53 WV 55
15 Church 10-18-93 16:45-16:53 59 WV 55
16 Residential 10-18-93 14:40-14:48 43 Local Activities
17 Res/Agricul. 10-18-93 15:03-15:11 43 Local Activities e
18 Residential 10-18.93 15:25-15:33 P Local Activites B
19 Church 10-18-03 15:50-15:58 62 WV 55
20 Res/Agricul. 10-19-93 16:15-16:23 43 Local Activities i
2 Res/Agricul. 10-19-93 08:45-08:53 64 US 220/WV 28
22 Agricultural 10-19-93 09:30-09:38 42 Local Activities
23 Residential 10-19-93 11:00-11.08 42 Local Activities
24 Residential 10-19-93 11:30-11:38 42 Local Activities
25 industrial 10-19-93 12:00-12:08 62 Local Activities
26 Church 10-19-93 13:20-13:28 46 Local Activities
27 Recreational 10-18-93 14:00-14:10 43 Local Activities
28 Residential 10-20-93 15:30-15:47 69 Us 219
29 Residential 10-20-93 16:00-16:08 64 Us 219 i
30 Church 10-20-93 16:23-16:31 54 Us 219 ¥
31 Res/Agricul. 10-21-93 15:45-15:55 45 Local Activities
32 Residential 10-21-93 15:30-15:40 45 Local Activities
33 Church 10-21-93 16:15-16:25 53 Local Activities
KL} Res/Com 10-21-93 16:48-16:58 71 us 219
35 Res/Agricul. 10-21-93 17:06-17:26 51 Local Activities
36 Res/Institut. 10-21-93 18:22-18:32 64 Us 219
37 Residential 10-21-93 17:40-17:50 55 Local Activities
38 Res/Agricul. 10-21-93 17:50-18:00 61 us 219
39 Res/Agricul. 10-22-93 07:50-08:00 49 Local Activities
40 Commercial 10-22-93 08:10-08:20 68 WV 92
41 Industrial 10-22-93 08:30-08:40 69 Wy 92
42 Church 10-22-93 08:52-09:02 50 Local Activities
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TABLE III-20
MEASURED NOISE LEVELS: VIRGINIA

1 Church 10-18-93 08:35-08:44 56 VA 55

2 Residential 10-18-93 . 09:20-09:28 45 Local Activities
3 Residential 10-18-93 09:50-09:58 585 VA 55

4 Church 10-18-93 10:15-10:23 49 VA 85

5 Commercial 10-18-93 18:05-18:13 58 VA 55

6 Residential 10-18-93 10:50-10:58 45 Local Activities

7 Recreational 10-18-93 11:08-11:16 44 Local Activities
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Caoridor H Final EIS

TABLE III-21

MEASURED SITE CHARACTERISTICS: WEST VIRGINIA

8 Residential, on CR 5 n/a nla n/a n/a n/a n/a nla n/a

9 Wardensville School 173 0 0 158 0 0 15m (50 ft) 60km (35mph)
10 Residential, Trout Run n/a nfa n/a nla n/a nfa n/a nia

Road, CR 23/12

11 Lost River Park 180 8 0 38 8 0 15m (50 ft) 75km (45mph)
12 Residential, CR 23/8 n/a n/a n/a nla n/a n/a n/a n/a

13 | E.A Hawse Contiguous 105 8 8 75 15 8 30m (100 ft) 83km (50 mph)

Health Care Center
14 East Hardy High School 105 0 8 173 0 23 90m (300 ft) 83km (50 mph)
15 Baker United Methodist 68 0 15 83 8 15 45m (150 1) 92km (55 mph)
Church
16 Residential, William n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a nfa n/a n/a
Hawse House, CR 8

17 Res/Agricultural,CR 23/4 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a nla n/a

18 Residential, CR 23/3 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

19 God's Way United 128 8 0 75 15 ' 23 15m (50 ff) 92km (55 mph)

Pentacost Church
20 Res/Agricultural,CR 15 n/a n/a nfa n/a n/a n/a nfa nla
21 Res/Agricultural, 98 8 8 30 23 0 14m (40 1) 92km (55 mph)
US 220/Wv 28

22 Agricultural, CR 220/8 n/a n/a n/a n/a nfa n/a n/a nfa

23 Residential, CR 3/2 n/a n/a n/a nla n/a n/a n/a n/a

24 Residential, CR 42/1 nfa nfa n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

25 industrial, near Power 15 0 15 15 0 38 15m (50 ft) 100km (60mph)

Plant, WV 93
Where:

MT
HT
n/a

C/L

Centerline

T-52

Automobile (including vans, pickup trucks and motorcycles)
Medium Truck (2-axle/6-tires)
Heavy Truck (3 or more axles)
Not applicable (no traffic visible at the receptor site)

s



TABLE III-21 (CONT.)
MEASURED SITE CHARACTERISTICS: WEST VIRGINIA

Corridor H Final EIS

26 St. John's Lutheran n/a nfa .N/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Church, 3rd Street

27 Monongahela National n/a n/a nfa n/a n/a n/a nla n/a

Forest
28 Residential, US 219 64 0 26 143 1 23 14m (40 ft) A-92km (55mph)
T-50km (30mph)

29 Residential, US 219 near 270 8 8 113 15 15 15m (50 ft) A-92km (55mph)
WVDOT building T-58km (35mph)

30 Riverview Chapel, CR 39, 113 0 8 168 0 23 30m (100 ft) 83km (50mph)

near US 219

31 Res/Agricultural, CR 3 n/a n/a nfa nfa nfa n/a n/a n/a

32 Residential, CR 3 n/a nfa n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

33 Hambleton United n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Methodist Church

34 Res/Commercial, US 219 126 0 12 60 6 24 15m (50 ft) 92km (55mph)

and CR 3
35 Res/Agricultural, CR 7 and n/a n/a nfa n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
CR3/3

36 Res/Cemetery, US 219 138 0 6 132 12 6 15m (50 ft) 92km (55mph)

37 Residential, CR 1 n/a nfa n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a nla

38 Res/Agriculturaf, US 219 114 6 6 126 6 6 15m (50t) | 66km (40mph)

39 Res/Agricultural, CR 14 n/a nfa nfa n/a na n/a n/a nia

40 Commercial, WV 93/CR11 | 336 12 18 156 12 36 15m (50 ft) 75 km (45mph)

4 Industrial (Quarry), WV 93 | 366 78 24 138 0 18 14m (40 ff) 83km (50mph)

42 Leadsville Church nfa n/a nfa n/a4 nfa n/a n/a nfa

Where:

>
[l

MT
HT
n/a

C/L

Centerline

T-53

Automobile (including vans, pickup trucks and motorcycles)
Medium Truck (2-axle/6-tires)
Heavy Truck (3 or more axles)
Not applicable (no traffic visible at the receptor site)




Cormidor H Final EIS

TABLE HI-22

MEASURED SITE CHARACTERISTICS: VIRGINIA

1 Shiloh United Methodist 75 15 0 113 15 0 30m (100 ft) 92km (55mph)
Church
2 Residential, corner of VA nfa n/a n/a nfa n/a nla nfa n/a
629 and VA 631
3 Residential, comer of VA 113 15 0 75 15 0 15m (50 f}) 92km (55mph)
55 and VA 623
4 Laurel Hill Christian n/a n/a n/a n/a nla nla nfa n/a
Church
5 Four Comers Restaurant 83 0 0 38 0 0 n/a nfa
6 Residential, VA 608 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a nfa
7 George Washington nfa n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a nfa
National Forest
Where:

MT

HT
n/a

C/L

Centerline

T-54

Automobile (including vans, pickup trucks and motorcycles)
Medium Truck (2-axle/6-tires)

Heavy Truck (3 or more axles)

Not applicable (no traffic visible at the receptor site)



Conidor H Final EIS

TABLE I1I-23
PREDICTED FHWA NOISE ACTIVITY CATEGORY EXCEEDANCES

WEST VIRGINIA

Category B 66 dBA 118 200 286 66

Option Area Comparisons in WV - 2013

Category B

Option Area Comparisons in WV - 2013

Category B

VIRGINIA®

CategoryB | 66dBA 5 18 52 8 1 0 1 6 1

1The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Alternative as explained in text, Section il
2 Preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line . mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)
3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section Il.
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WEST VIRGINIA

TABLE III-24
PREDICTED YEAR 2013 SUBSTANTIAL INCREASE EXCEEDANCES

6-10 dBA

22

Minimal 0 416 | 277 3

11-15 dBA Moderate 0 74 164 1

>15dBA Substantial 0 27 85 0
VIRGINIA®

<0-5dBA - 334 198 | 244 1" 13 15 44 116
6-9 dBA - 0 131 4 12 13 1" 3 5
=or>{0dBA | Substantial 0 5 49 15 12 12 54 8

* Note: West Virginia defines a substantial increase as an increase greater than 15 dBA.

Virginia defines substantial increase as an increase greater than or equal to 10 dBA.
The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemnative as explained in fext, Section |l.

2 Prefered Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)

3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section 1.
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Corridor H Final EIS

TABLE III-25
PROPOSED PRELIMINARY SOUND BARRIER LOCATIONS: IRA!

West Virginia 393+00LT to 407+00LT 426 m (1,400 1t) $448,000
2285+00LT to 2295+00LT 305 m (1,000 1t) $320,000
5167+00LT to 5183+00LT 488 m (1,600 ft) $512,000
6610+00LT to 6625+00LT 457 m (1,500 ft) $480,000

Virginia none T - ] $0

TThe IRA was not selected as the Preferred Alternative as expiained in fext, Section II.
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Couridor H Final EIS

TABLE III-26
PROPOSED PRELIMINARY SOUND BARRIER LOCATIONS: LINE A

area along the west side of 1-81 and
south of Line A (no station # in area next
fo the proposed interchange)

T-58

West Virginia 387+00LT to 410+00LT 701 m (2,300 f) $736,000
634+00LT to 645+00LT 335m (1,100 ft $352,000
557+00RT to 570+00RT 396 m (1,300 ff $416,000
570+00LT to 585+00LT 457 m (1,500 ) $480,000
727+00LT to 750+00LT 701 m (2,300 f) $736,000
741+00RT to 761+00RT 610 m (2,000 f) $640,000 "
3210+00LT to 3267+00LT 1,737 m (5,700 ) $1,824,000
3380+00LT to 3343+00LT 1,067 m (3,500 &) $1,120,000
3331+00RT to 3354+00RT 701 m (2,300 f) $736,000
3571+00LT to 3600+00LT 884 m (2,900 ft $928,000 )
3635+00LT to 3655+00LT 610 m (2,000 f) $640,000
3686+00LT to 3700+00LT 426 m (1,400 $448,000
4093+00LT to 5014+00LT 640 m (2,100 ft $672,000
5667+00LT to 5704-+-00LT 823 m (2,700 ft $864,000
5083+00LT to 5991+00LT 244 m (800 fY) $256,000 “H
6026+00LT to 6035-+-00LT 274 m (900 f) $288,000 i
6275+00LT to 6300+00LT 762 m (2,500 f) $800,000
7165+00LT to 7175+00LT 30 m (100 fy $32,000
7216+00LT to 7232+00LT 488 m (1,600 ft) $512,000
7515+00LT to 7530+00LT 457 m (1,500 f $480,000
7548+00RT to 7564-+00RT 488 m (1,600 ft) $512,000
7548+00LT to 7568+00LT 610 m (2,000 f}) $640,000 -,
Virginia 8025+00LT to 8055+00LT 914 m (3000 ) $960,000 o §
8021+00RT to 8041+00RT 610 m (2000 ft $640,000 -
8061+00LT to 8095+00LT 1036 m (3400 fi $1,088,000
8065+00RT to 8073+00RT 244 m (800 f) $256,000 o
8155+00RT to 8190+00RT 1067 m (3500 f) $1,120,000
8055+00LT to 8282+00LT 823 m (2700 t $864,000
8311+00LT to 8324+00LT 396 m (1300 f) $416,000
8450+00LT to 8457+00LT 213 m (700 ) $224,000
8459+00LT to 8464+00LT 152 m (500 f) $160,000
8462+00RT to 8472+00RT 305 m (1000 ft $320,000
A 610 linear meter (2,000 linear foot) 610 m (2000 &) $640,000



Cormidor H Final EIS

TABLE HI-27A
PROPOSED PRELIMINARY SOUND BARRIER LOCATIONS:
OPTION AREA COMPARISONS

INTERCHANGE OPTION AREA
LINEA
STATIONS LENGTH COSsT
R 638+00LT to 305 m (,1000 ft) $320,000 387+00LT to 701 m (2,300 ft) $736,000
648+00LT 410+00LT
638+00RT to 305 m (1,000 ft) $320,000 634+00LT to 335m (1,100 ft) $352,000
648+00RT 645+00LT
2966+00RT to 1188 m (3,900 ft) $1,248,000 557+00RT to 396 m (1,300 ft) $416,000
3005+00RT 570+00RT
2991+00LT to 366 m (1,200 ff) $384,000 570+00LT to 457 m (1,500 ft) $480,000
3003+00LT 585+00LT
3056+00LT to 884 m (2,900 ft) $928,000 727+00LT to 701 m (2,300 ft) $736,000
3085+00LT 750+00LT
3013+00LT to 853 m (2,800 ) $896,000 741+00RT to 610 m (2,000 ft) $640,000
3041+00LT 761+00RT
Total Cost $4,096,000 Total Cost $3,360,000
PATTERSON CREEK OPTION AREA
LINEP
STATIONS LENGTH cosT
5547+00RT to 305 m (1,000 ft) $320,000 (none proposed)
- 5557+00RT
Total Cost $320,000 Total Cost $0
BAKER OPTION AREA
LINE A
I STATIONS LENGTH cosT
7040+00RT to 549 m (1,800 ft) $576,000 (none proposed)
7058+00RT
Total Cost $576,000 Total Cost $0

T Preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-B)
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Corridor H Final EIS

TABLE III-27A (CONT.)

PROPOSED PRELIMINARY SOUND BARRIER LOCATIONS:

OPTION AREA COMPARISONS

HANGING ROCK OPTION AREA
LINER
STATIONS LENGTH COST
(none proposed) 7165+00LT to 305m (1,000 ft) $320,000
7175+00LT
Total Cost $0 Total Cost $320,000
VIRGINILA®
DUCK RUN OPTION AREA (LINE D1)
LINE D1 LINE A
STATIONS LENGTH COST STATIONS LENGTH COST
8025+00LT to 914 m (3000 ft) $960,000 8025+00LT to 914 m (3000 ft) $960,000
8055+00LT . 8055+00LT
8021+00RT to 610 m (2000 ft) $640,000 8021+00RT to 610 m (2000 ft) $640,000
8041+00RT 8041+00RT
Total Cost $1,600,000 Total Cost $1,600,000
DUCK RUN OPTION AREA (LINE D2)
" LINED2 LINE A
" STATIONS LENGTH COST STATIONS LENGTH COST
8006+00LT to 549 m (1,800 ft) $560,000 8025+00LT to 914 m (3,000 ft) $960,000
8024+00LT 8055+00LT
- - - 8021+00RT to 610 m (2,000 ft) $640,000
8041+00RT
Total Cost $560,000 Total Cost $1,600,000

7 proferred Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)

2 Virinia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section Ii:
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Comidor H Final EIS

TABLE III-27A (CONT.)
PROPOSED PRELIMINARY SOUND BARRIER LOCATIONS:
OPTION AREA COMPARISONS
VIRGINIA
LEBANON CHURCH OPTION AREA 1
LINEL LINEA
STATIONS LENGTH COosT STATIONS LENGTH cosT

8055+00LT to 884 m (2900 ft) $928,000 8055+00LT to 823 m (2700 ft) $864,000

8284+00LT 8282+00LT
8422+00RT fo 1768 m (5800 ft) $1,856,000 8311+00LT to 396 m (1300 ft) $416,000

. 8480+00RT 8324+00LT
i 8420+00RT fo 488 m (1600 ft) $512,000 8450+00LT to 213 m (700 ft) $224,000

' 8436+00RT : 8457+00LT
8459+00RT to 426 m (1400 ft) $448,000 8459+00LT fo 152 m (500 ft) $160,000

8473+00RT 8464+00LT
- - - 8462+00RT to 305 m (1000 ft) $320,000

8472+00RT ’
— — —_ 610 linear meter (2,000 linear foot) area west of 1-81 $640,000
and south of Line A (no station # in area next to
proposed interchange)
Total Cost $3,744,000 Total Cost $3,264,000

1 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section I

.
r
A
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Cormidor H Final EIS

TABLE III-27B
S BA LOCATION STUDY AREAS:
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE T VIR Al
1(WV) 387+00LT to 410+00LT 15 (W) 3331+00RT to 3354+00RT
2(WV) 557+00RT to 570+00RT 16 (WW) 3571+00LT to 3600+00LT
3(WV) 570+00LT to 585+00LT 17 (WV) 3635+00LT to 3655+00LT
4{WV) 634+00LT {o 645+00LT 18 (WV) 3686+00LT to 3700+00LT
5(WV) 638+00LT to 648+00LT 19 (WV) 4093+00LT to 5014+00LT
8 (WV) 638+00RT to 648+00RT 20 (WV) 5667+00LT to 5704+00LT
7{WV) 2966+00RT to 3005+00RT 21 (WV) 5983+00LT to 5991+00LT
8(WV) 2991+00LT to 3003+00LT 2(Wv) 6026-+00LT to 6035+00LT
I(Wv) 3013+00LT to 3041+00LT 23 (WV) 6275+00LT to 6300+00LT
10 (WV) 727+00LT to 750+00LT 24 (WV) 7165+00LT to 7175+00LT
11.(WV) 741+00RT to 761+00RT 25 (WV) 7216+00LT to 7232+00LT
12(Wv) 3056+00LT to 3085+00LT 26 (WV) 7515+00LT to 7530+00LT
13 W) 3210+00LT to 3267+00LT 27 (WV) 7548+00RT to 7564+00RT
14 (WV) 3380+00LT to 3343+00LT 28 (WV) 7548+00LT to 7568+00LT
LINE A IN VIRGINIA?

20 (VA) 8025+00LT to 8055+00LT 34 (VA 8055+00LT to 8282+00LT
30(VA) 8021+00RT to 8041+00RT 35 (VA) 8311+00LT to 8324+00LT
31 (VA 8061+00LT to 8095+00LT 36 (VA 8450+00LT to 8457+00LT
32(VA) 8065+00RT to 8073+00RT 7 (VA 8459+00LT to 8464+00LT
33 (VA 8155+00RT to 8190+00RT 38(VA) 8462+00RT to 8472+00RT

39 (VA A 610 linear meter (2,000 linear foot) area

along the west side of 1-81 and south of
Line A (no station # in area next to the

proposed interchange)

1 preferred Alternative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)

2 Virginia did not select a Preferred Alternative as explained in the text, Section Il
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£9-1

TABLE III-27C
FINAL NOISE BARRIER ANALYSIS

236 | $432,
23077 | $392,309 | $576,925

2885 | 8 7 1 $392.300 | $576,925
2885 | 10 | 28646 | $490.382 | $721.150 7 1 $400,382 | $721,150

1| 384+00LT-413+85LT [ 2885 | 12 | 34616 | $588,472 | $865,400 7 1 $588472 |  $865400
2885 | 14 | 40385 | $686,545 | $1.009,625 i 2 $343273 | $504,813

2885 | 16 | 46154 | $784618 | $1,153.850 7 2 $392300 | $576.925

2885 | 18 | 51924 | $882.,708 | $1,298,100 7 4 $220677 | $324,525

1420 | 9 | 12663 | $218671 | $321.575 8 0

1420 | 11| 15722 | $267,274 | $393,050 8 0 - ..

1420 | 13 | 18580 | $315860 | $464,500 8 1 $315860 |  $464,500

3 | 570+71LT-585+00LT | 1420 | 15 | 21438 | $364,446 | $535,950 8 1 $364.446 | $535,950
1420 | 17 |"24297 | $413049 | $607,425 8 1 $413,049 | $607.425

1420 | 19 | 27155 | $461635 | $678,875 8 2 $230818 | $339.438

1420 | 21 | 30014 | $510238 | $750,350 8 2 $265119 | $375175

724+40LT - 751+58LT | 1968 | 6 | 11807 | $200,719 | $295175 16 5 $40,144 $59,035

Wall Sections; 1968 | 8 | 15742 | $267,614 | $393550 16 5 $53,523 $78.710

| 724+40LT -730+00LT | 1968 | 10 | 19678 | $334,526 | $491,950 16 5 $66,905 $98,390
10 | 732+00LT-735+50LT | 1968 | 12 | 23613 | $401.421 | $590,325 16 5 $80,284 $118,065
741+00LT - 751+58LT | 1968 | 14 | 27549 | $468,333 | $688,725 16 5 $93,667 $137.745
Remainderiscutarea | 1968 | 16 | 31484 | $535228 | $787,100 16 5 $107,046 |  $157.420

1068 | 18 | 35420 | $602,140 | $885,500 16 5 $120428 | $177,100

S feUd H J0pu0)
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TABLE III-27C (CONT.)
FINAL NOISE BARRIER ANALYSIS

$144,500

8 8500 $212,500 4 0 --- ---
10 10625 $180,625 $265,625 4 0 - oo
1" 741+38RT - 752+00RT 12 12749 $216,733 $318,725 4 1 $216,733 $318,726
14 14874 $252,858 $371,850 4 2 $126,429 $185,925
16 16999 $288,983 $424,975 4 2 $144,492 $212,488
18 19124 $325,108 $478,100 4 2 162,554 $239,050
3203+00LT - 3267+00 L.T 6 15821 $268,957 $395,525 22 18 $14.942 $21,974
Wall Sections: 8 21095 $358,615 $527,375 22 19 $18,874 $27,757
3207+00LT - 3208+00LT 10 26369 | $448.273 $659,225 2 19 $23,593 $34,696
13 3211+00LT - 3231+00LT 12 31643 $537,931 $791,075 22 19 $28,312 $41,636
3234+00LT - 3245+00LT 14 36917 $627,589 $922,925 22 19 $33,031 $48,575
3263+00LT - 3264+50LT 16 42191 $717,247 | $1,054,775 22 19 $37,750 $55.514
Remainder is cut area 18 47464 $806,888 | $1,186,600 22 19 $42.468 $62,453
6 9748 $165,716 $243,700 4 0 oo o=
3555+00RT - 3596+00RT 8 12998 $220,966 $324,950 4 1 $220,966 324,950
Wall Section: 10 16248 $276,216 $406,200 4 1 $276,.216 $406,200
16 3566+00RT - 3582+50RT 12 19498 $331,466 $487,450 4 i $331,466 $487,450
Cut Sections: 14 22747 $386,699 $568,675 4 1 $386,699 $568,675
3555+00RT - 3566+00RT 16 25997 $441,949 $649,925 4 3 $147,316 $216,641
3582+50RT - 3596+00RT 18 20247 | $497,199 $731,175 4 4 $124,299 $182,793
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TABLE I1I-27C (CONT.)

FINAL NOISE BARRIER ANALYSIS

1523 6 312 $228, 0 ---
1523 8 $207,077 $304,525 26 0 - ---
1523 10 $258,842 $380,650 26 0 .- -
19 4998+00RT - 5013+23RT 1523 12 $310,607 $456,775 26 1 $310,607 $456.775
1523 14 $362,372 $532,900 26 2 $181,186 $266,450
1523 16 $414,137 $609,025 26 3 $138,046 $203,008
1523 18 $465,919 $685,175 26 4 $116,480 $171,294
2392 9 $366,027 $538,275 8 1 $366,027 $538,275
2392 11 $447.355 $657,875 8 3 $149,118 $219,292
2392 13 $528,700 $777,500 8 3 $176,233 $259,167
23 6298+00LT - 6321+92L.T 2392 15 $610,045 $897,125 8 5 122,009 $179,425
2392 17 $691,373 | $1.016,725 8 5 $138,275 $203,345
2392 19 $772718 | $1,136,350 8 7 $110,388 $162,336
2392 21 $854,063 | $1,255,975 8 8 $106,758 $156,997
1217 6 $124,134 $182,550 5 0
1217 8 $165512 | $243.400 5 1 $165,512 $243,400
1217 10 $206,890 $304,250 5 1 $206,890 $304,250
26 7516+83LT - 7529+00LT 1217 12 $248,268 $365,100 5 1 $248.268 $365,100
1217 14 $289,629 $425.925 5 1 $289,629 $425,925 -
1217 16 $331,007 $486,775 5 1 $331,007 $486,775
1217 18 $372,385 $547,625 5 1 $372,385 | $547.625 |
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Cormidor H Final EIS

TABLE III-28

RECREATION RESOURCES
WITHIN 30 MINUTE DRIVE OF PROJECT AREA

RECREATION ACTIVITY
o 3
2 -3 5 -4 i:' = -§
(5| 2|= s | 3 g1 . g
2128 = = 2 = @ 2 $
RECREATION RESOURCE icroe | 5 | 3| 31| E| 2| 5|2 |5|3|5|5[5|8)¢%
Allegheny Trail - WV Public/Private v v |
Alpena Gap- WV Public v v
Cvr{\/enmn Discovery Trail (proposed) - Public/Private v v
[Big Bend - wv Public v v
Big Blue Trail - wvivA Public/Private v v
[Black Fork - Wv Public v
|Biackwater Faiis P - wv Public v v v v
Canaan Valley Resort SP - WV Public v vIv viIiv viv
|canaan vaiiey NWR - wv Public v v
[cedar Creek - va Public v viv]v
[Dolly Sods Wiidemess - wv Public viv]v v
[puck Run - va Public v
[Enick Run - wv Public v
|Edwards Run PHFA - WV Public v
[Fairfax Stone sP - W Public v v
|Femow Exp. Forest- WV Public v
[Geo. Washington NF - wvvA Public v]iv]iviv]iviv]iv]vy Vv v|v
Greenland Gap Nature Preserve - WV {Public v v
{Hawk PHFA - wv Public
[Hawthome Valley GC - WV Private v
J. Allen Hawkins Park - WV Public vi{iviv
fKimsey Run Dam & Lake (proposed) - Public v
WV
JLeading Creek - WV Public v
fLost River - wv Public v v
JLost River SP-wv Public v v]v v viv]v v
Jmil Race Park - wv Public vIiv]iv]v
[Monongaheta NF - wv Public vivlivliv]iv]iviv]vy viv
{Moorefield City Park - WV Public v v]v]v
[Nathanial Mountain PHFA - WV Public v
Where:
NF = Nationa! Forest NWR = National Wildlife Refuge SP= State Park
PHFA = Public Hunting and Fishing Area GC= Golf Course
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Coridor H Final EIS

TABLE III-28 (CONT.)
RECREATION RESOURCES
WITHIN 30 MINUTE DRIVE OF PROJECT AREA
RECREATION ACTIVITY
2 = - 3
£ 2l e 2 £l z g, g
=|E|EB|8|2|5|z|:12]¢ 213 g
sl 5218 |E|E|s|E|5|2ci{2]l=|z=]|¢tB
RECREATION RESOURCE Publie/ Private S|l 5182|518 i2{8|3|2|&j2813|&8]|8&2
iN. Fork Blackwater River - WV Public v v
[N. Fork Patterson Creek - WV Public v
|0tter Creek Wildemess Area - WV Public
ILaural Fork - North Pubiic
ILauraI Fork - South Public
[Pleasant Creek -wv Public v
i [River City Park - wv Public viv]v
& {Roaring Run - Wv Public v
Shavers Fork - WV Public v v
Shingle Tree Run Trail - WV Public v
Short Mountain PHFA - WV Public viv
Trout Pond Rec. Area - WV Public v |v vi]v
Trout Run - WV Public v
Valley View GC - WV Public v v |v
. [VA Route 600 - VA Public v
Waites Run - WV Public v
Warden Lake - WV Public v
Wardensville PHFA - WV Public v
Wheatlands Lake - VA Public v
Wolf Gap PHFA - WV Public v
Where:
NF = National Forest NWR = National Wildlife Refuge SP=State Park
PHFA = Public Hunting and Fishing Area GC= Golf Course
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Comidor H Final EIS

TABLE III-29
RECREATION RESOURCE IMPACTS

JLOCAL PARKS J. Allen Hawkins Park None None None
- no property acquisition Mill Race Park None Minor None
- no constructive use River City Park None None None
Moorefield City Park None Minor None
ALLEGHENY TRAIL WV 32, Davis None Minor Minor
CR 27, Coketon None None Minor
-see discussion Section IV W. Maryland Railroad, Coketon None None Minor
FSR 18/717 None None Minor
CR 27, Thomas None Minor None
WV 32, Thomas None Minor None
FSR 18/ US 219 None Major None
PROPOSED AMERICAN CR 41, Parsons to Porterwood* None None Minor
DISCOVERY TRAIL CR 219/7, Parsons None Minor Minor
WV 72, Hambleton None None Minor
-see discussion Section IV W. Maryland Railroad, Coketon None Minor Minor
US 219, Moore to Porterwood None Minor None 3
US 219, Parsons None Minor None -
Thomas None Minor None ey
CR 1 & 42, Greenland Gap None None Minor
CR 42/3, Greenland Gap None Minor None -
CR 3 & 3/3, Greenland Gap None Major None
WV/VA State Line None Major Major
IBIG BLUE TRAIL
see discussion Section IV
SHINGLE TREE RUN TRAIL Shingle Tree Run None Minor None
JRIVERS & STREAMS Black Fork None Minor Minor
Cedar Creek None Minor Minor
Duck Run None Minor Minor
Elklick Run None Minor Minor
Leading Creek None Minor Minor
Lost River None Minor Minor T
North Fork of Blackwater Creek None Minor Minor
North Fork of Patterson Creek None Minor Minor -
Pleasant Run None Minor Minor
Roaring Run None Minor Minor
Shavers Fork None Minor Minor
South Branch of Potomac River None Minor Minor
Trout Run None Minor Minor
OTHER Monongahela NF None Minor Minor
George Washington NF None Minor Minor Minor Minor
Greenland Gap Nature Preserve None Minor Minor
VA 600 None Minor Minor
VA 55 None Minor Minor
TOTALS:  # Resources with Impact = None 41 8 0 13 0
# Resources with Impact = Minor 0 26 5 21 §
# Resources with Impact = Major 0 2 1 0 1

* See Section |V discussion

1The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section 1.
2 Preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S_Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)
3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section Il,
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WEST VIRGINIA!

TABLE III-30

Corridor H Final EIS

'American Discovery Trail: CR
41, Parsons to Porterwood

|Big Blue Trail

ﬁck Run

laeorge Washington NF

|Eaading Creek

Lost River

Shavers Fork

IMonongahela NF

Total

VIRGINIA 2

|American Discovery Trail: CR
41, Parsons fo Porterwood

1Big Blue Trail v v
Duck Run v | v
[George Washington NF v v
Feading Creek
JLost River
Shavers Fork
fMonongahela NF
Total 3 3 0

1Preferred Alternative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)

2 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemnative as explained in the text, Section Il.
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TABLE HI-31
SELECTED RESOURCES

Kerens Historic District Cultural Resource NRHP - Eligible: Architecture and Industry Common
Monongahela National Forest (MNF) Recreation Resource National Forest: Recreation and Scenic Resources Common
River City Park Recreation Resource Community Park Minimal
Tucker County Courthouse & Jail Cultural Resource NRHP - Listed: Architecture Common
- Mill Race Park Recreation Resource Community Park Common
Allegheny Trail Recreation Resource Trail Common
American Discovery Trail (ADT) Recreation Resource Trait Common
Cottrill Opera House Cultural Resource NRHP - Listed: Theater and Local History Common
Coketon Coke Works Historic District Cultural Resource NRHP - Eligible: Industry Common
Greenland Gap Unique Physical Feature National Natural Landmark: Unique Geologic Feature Distinctive
Fort Pleasant Cultural Resource NRHP - Listed: Architecture, Military , Setting Distinctive
Buena Vista Farms Cultural Resource NRHP - Listed: Architecture, Association, Setting Distinctive
Willow Wall Culfura Resource NRHP - Listed: Architecture, Art, Setting Distinctive
The Meadows Cultural Resource NRHP - Listed: Architecture, Agriculture, and Association, Distinctive
Setting

Moorefield City Park Recreation Resource Community Park Common
P. W. Inskeep House Cultural Resource NRHP - Listed: Architecture, Agricuiture, Setting Common
Hawse House Cuitural Resource NRHP - Eligible: Architecture Common
John Bott House Cuitural Resource NRHP - Eligible: Architecture Common
Hanging Rock Unigue Physical Feature Unique Geologic/Man-Made Local Feature Distinctive
Baughman House Cultural Resource NRHP - Eligible: Architecture Common
Cacapon/Lost River @ sinks Unique Physical Feature Unigue Geologic/Hydrologic Feature Minimal
Francis Godlove House Cultural Resource NRHP - Eligible: Architecture Common
Nicholas Switzer House Cultural Resource NRHP - Eligible: Architecture Common
Valentine Switzer House Cultural Resource NRHP - Eligible: History, Association, and Architecture Common
J. Allen Hawkins Community Park Recreation Resource Community Park Common
Big Blue Trail Recreation Resource Trail Common
VA 600 Scenic Resource Potential Virginia Scenic Byway Minimal
George Washington National Forest | Recreation Resource National Forest: Recreation and Scenic Resources Common
(GWNF)

Boehm/Coffelt House Cuttural Resource NRHP - Eligible: Architecture Distinctive
Vesper Hall and Tenant House Cultural Resource NRHP - Eligible: Architecture Common
VA 55 Scenic Resource Potential Virginia Scenic Byway Distinctive

Where:

NRHP - Listed = Site listed in the National Register of Historic Places.

NRHP - Eligible

Site eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.
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TABLE II1-32
VIEWS OF AND FROM THE PROPOSED PROJECT

WEST VIRGINIA
[Kerens Historic District IRA AF 76m (250') v v v v v
PA2 AF 76m (250") 4 v v { v v
Monongahela National IRA! Varies Varies v v v v v v v | v v
Forest PA2 Varies Varies v v v | v v v v | v v
Line S Varies Varies 4 v v v v vivi]v v
JRiver City Park IRA! GF 23m (75) v v v IV v
PA2 AB 580m (1900') v v v v v
[ Tucker County IRAT GF 15m (50) v v v v | v v
JCourthouse & Jail PA2 AB 1311m (43007 v
{Mitt Race Park IRA! GF 30m (100) v | v v | v | ¥
PA2 Not Visible Not Visible
Allegheny Trail IRA! Varies Varies v
PA2 Varies Varies v.
|American Discovery IRA* Varies Varies v
Trail PA? Varies Varies v
JCottrill Opera House IRA! AB 549m (18007) v
PA2 Not Visible Not Visible
Coketon Coke Works IRA! AF 61m (200" v v v v | v v
Historic District PA? AF Om (0" v v v v v v
|Greentand Gap IRA! Not Visible Not Visible
PA? Not Visible Not Visible
|Fort Pleasant IRA! GM 335m (11007 v v | v | v
PA2 Not Visible Not Visible ’ '
[Buena Vista Fams IRA! BF 91m (300 v v | v v
PA? Not Visible Not Visible
Willow Wall IRA GF 6m (20 v v | v v
PA2 GB 960m (3200') v 4
1The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Alterative as explained in text, Section 1.
2 preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod, Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)
VISUAL PERSPECTIVE
Visual Perspective: VERTICAL GRADE Foreground Midground Background
Foreground (F) = Om to 183m (0' to 600') At-Grade Road (G){ GF GM GB
Midground (M) = 183.1m to 366m (601" to 1200') Above-Grade Road (A)l AF AM AB
Background (B) = 366.1m & up (1201° & up) Below-Grade Road (B)l BF BM BB
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_ TABLE III-32 (CONT.)
/ VIEWS OF AND FROM THE PROPOSED PROJECT
WEST VIRGINIA
[The Meadows IRA! AB 549m (1800") v v v v
PA? Not Visible Not Visible
{Moocrefield City Park IRAT AF 37m (120" v v v | v v
PA? Not Visible Not Visible
IP. W. Inskeep House IRA! GF 6m (20') v v | v v
. PA? Not Visible Not Visible
Hawse House IRA Not Visible Not Visible
PA2 AF 64m (210") v v v v
john Bott House IRA! GF 6m (20" v vV v .
PAZ AF 160m (525) v VA IRV BV
Line B AF 160m (525" v v | v v
Hanging Rock IRA* GF Om (0" v v v v v -
PA2 AF 168m (550') v v v v v
LineR AF 61m (200" v v v v v
Baughman House IRA AF 3m(10) v v Iv v
PA? AF 91m (300" v v v v
Line R AF 76m (250') v v v v
Cacapon/Lost River IRA AF 0m (0" v v v v
@ river sinks PA2 AF Om (0" v v v v
Francis Godlove House IRA! GM 259m (850') v v | v v
PA2 AM 213m (700" v v [ v v
INichotas Switzer House IRAT Not Visible Not Visible
PA2 Net Visible Not Visible
Valentine Switzer House IRA! Not Visible Not Visible
PA2 AB 373m (1225) v
). Allen Hawkins Park IRA! Not Visible Not Visible
PA2 AF 30m (100) v v v v v
1The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section I.
2 preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)
VISUAL PERSPECTIVE
Visual Perspective: VERTICAL GRADE Foreground Midground Background
Foreground {F} = Om to 183m (0" fo 600') At-Grade Road (G)] GF GM GB
Midground (M) = 183.1m to 366m (601' to 1200) Above-Grade Road (A)I AF AM AB :
Background (B) = 366.1m & up (1201' & up) Below-Grade Road (B) BF BM BB J
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TABLE III-32 (CONT.)
VIEWS OF AND FROM THE PROPOSED PROJECT

VIRGINIA!
IBig Blue Trail IRA GF Om (0 v v v v
Line A AF 0m (0 v v v v
Line D1 AF Om (0 v v v v
Line D2 AF 0m (07 v v v v
VA 600 IRA GF 0m (0) v | v v vy | v ]| v
Line A AF Om (0" v v v v v v v
Line D1 AF 0m (0" v v v v v v v
Line D2 AF Om (0") v i v v v v v v
George Washington IRA Varies Varies v v v v v v v v
National Forest Line A Varies Varies v v v v v v v v
r Line D1 Varies Varies v v v v v v v v
Line D2 Varies Varies v v v v v v | v v
Boehm/Coffelt House IRA AF 30m (1007 v v v v
Line A AM 229m (750') v v v v
Line L Not Visible Not Visible
Vesper Hall & Tenant IRA Not Visible Not Visible
JHouse Line A Not Visible Not Visible
LineL Not Visible Not Visible
VA 55 IRA Varies Varies v v v v v v v v v
Line A Varies Varies v v v v v v v | vV v
LineL Varies Varies v v v v v v v v v
1 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section Il.
VISUAL PERSPECTIVE
Visual Perspective: VERTICAL GRADE Foreground Midground Background
Foreground (F) = Om to 183m (0' to 600) At-Grade Road (G)] GF GM GB
Midground (M) = 183.1m to 366m (601" to 1200") Above-Grade Road (A)l AF AM AB
Background (B) = 366.1m & up (1201' & up) Below-Grade Road (B)l BF BM BB
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TABLE II1-33
VISUAL IMPACT BY ALTERNATIVE
WEST VIRGINIA .
|Kerens Historic District |  Common NI H H
Monongahela N.F. Common NI MIN | MOD MOD
River City Park Minimal Ni MIN MIN
{Courthouse & Jail Common NI MIN | MIN
IMilt Race Park Common N MN] NI
Allegheny Trail Common Nl | MOD| MOD .
AD.T. Common NI [ moD | mop E
Cottrill Opera House Common NI | MOD NI
Coketon H.D. Common NI MIN MOD
Greenland Gap Distinctive Ni NI N
|Fort Pleasant Distinctive NI MIN NI
Buena Vista Farms Distinctive NI | MOD NI
Willow Wall Distinctive NI | MOD| MIN
The Meadows Distinctive NI | MOD Nt
Moorefield City Park Common NI H N e
{P. W. Inskeep House Common NI H Nt : \
[Hawse House Common N M H g
John Bott House Common NI MOD | MOD MOD .
JHanging Rock Distinctive NI | MOD H H
lBaughman House Common Ni H MOD MIN
Cacapon/Lost River Minimal NI MIN MIN
F. Godlove House Common NI MIN MIN
IN. Switzer House Common NI N NI
V. Switzer House Common Nt NI MIN
J. Allen Hawkins Park Common N NI MIN
TOTAL NO INVOLVEMENT| 25 5 9 ;
TOTAL MINIMAL CHANGE] 0 8 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
TOTAL MODERATE CHANGE| 0 8 7 0 1 0 0 1] 1 0
TOTAL HIGH CHANGE ﬁg 4 g 0 0 0 0 2 0 1
VIRGINIA
Big Blue Trail Common NI NI MOD | MOD | MOD
VA 600 Minimal NI {MOD| MOD | MOD | MOD
G. Washington N.F. Common NI MOD| MOD | MOD | MOD
|Boehm/Coffelt House Distinctive NI | MOD| MOD NI
Vesper Hall Common NI Nl N Ni
VA 55 Distinctive Ni | MOD | MOD MOD
TOTAL NO INVOLVEMENT] 0 2 1 Q 0 2
TOTAL MINIMAL CHANGE] 6 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL MODERATE CHANGE] 0 4 4 3 3 1
TOTAL HIGH CHANGE] 0 0 0 0 0 0

High Impacts (H), Moderate Impacts (MOD), Minimal impacts (MIN), or No Involvement (Blank)
The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Alternative as explained in text, Section ill.

2 Preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)

3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section Ill.
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TABLE III-34
VISUAL IMPACT DETERMINATIONS

Kerens Historic
District

District In addition, the IRA on new alignment across the fioodplain would be in strong contrast with the existing
landscape of the District.

Visibility and proximity of the Preferred Alternative (WV) would be inconsistent with the existing visual qualities of this
Historic District, but could be mitigated.

Monongahela
National Forest

The MNF is a multiple use area with existing roadways within the Forest limits. improvements to the existing road
would not substantially alter views of and from the visually sensitive resources within the MNF.

=
[e]
o

The MNF is a multiple use area with existing roadways within the Forest fimifs. Dominating visual intrusions such as
topography, vegetation, and distance would reduce the visual infrusion of the Preferred Altemative (WV) on visually
sensitive resources within the MNF. Therefore, the Preferred Altemafive (WV) would resuit in a moderate change to
the visual resources within the MNF.

|§
o
o

The MNF is a muitiple use area with existing roadways within the Forest limits. Dominating visual intrusions such as
topography, vegetation, and distance would reduce the visual intrusion of Line § on visually sensitive resources within
the MNF. Therefore, Line S would result in a moderate change to the visual resources within the MNF.

River City Park

=
=

The IRA wouild remain on existing US 219 as it passes the park. The IRA would not change the existing visual
environment associated with the park.

=
=

Topography, vegetation, and distance would reduce the visual intrusion of The Preferred Altemative (WV) into the
viewshed of the park. Given that the park is in a relatively developed setting, the addition of Preferred Alternative (WV)
into the background viewshed would only have a miinimal change to the visual integrity of the park.

Tucker County
Courthouse & Jail

=
=

The IRA would remain on existing US 219/72 as it passes the courthouse and jail. The IRA would not change the
existing visual environment associated with the courthouse and associated jail.

=
=z

Topography, vegetation, and distance would reduce the visual intrusion of the Preferred Altemative (WV) into the
viewshed of the courthouse. Because the courthouse and jail are in a relatively developed setting, the addition of the
Preferred Altemative (WV) into the background viewshed would resultin_a minimal change to the site's visual integrity.

Mill Race Park

=
=

The IRA would remain on existing US 219/72 as it passes the park. The IRA would not change the existing visual
environment associated with the park.

The Preferred Alternative (WV) would not be visible from the park.

Allegheny Trail

The Allegheny Trail would have several invoivements with the IRA as the trail passes through the area. The IRA
would have only 2 moderate impact on the visual experience associated with the frail, given that the trail already
passes through small towns and provides a variety of visual experiences. Visual experiences associated with the IRA
would not be inconsistent with experiences along the rest of the trail within the area.

The Allegheny Trail would have several involvements with the Preferred Alternative (WV) as the trail passes through
the area. The Preferred Alfernative {WV) would result in 2 moderate change to the visual experience associated with
the trail, given that the trail already passes through small towns and provides a variety of visual experiences. Visual
experiences associated with the Preferred Alternative (WV) would not be inconsistent with experiences along the rest

of the trail within the area.

Where:

NI = No Involvement _MIN = Minimal Change or Impact  MOD = Moderate Change or Impact HIGH = High Degree Change or Impact

"The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Alternative as explained in text, Section Il
2 preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-B}
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TABLE III-34 (CONT.)

VISUAL IMPACT DETERMINATIONS

American Discovery
Trail

The American Discovery Trail would have several involvements with the IRA as the trail passes through the area. The
IRA would result in a moderate change to the visual experience associated with the trail, given that the trail already
passes through small towns and provides a variety of visual experiences. Visual experiences associated with the IRA
would not be inconsistent with experiences along the rest of the trail.

The American Discovery Trail would have several involvements with The Preferred Attemative (WV) as the frail passes
through the area. The Preferred Altemative (WV) would result in a moderate change to the visual experience
associated with the trail, given that the trail already passes through small towns and provides a variety of visual
experiences. Visual experiences associated with The Preferred Alternative {WV) would not be inconsistent with
experiences along the rest of the trail.

Cottrill Opera House

The IRA would cross the background view from the opera house. Given the existing development surrounding the
opera house and the distance removed from the IRA, the proposed line would only have a moderate impact to the
surrounding viewshed.

The Preferred Alternative (WV) would not be visible from the Cottrill Opera House.

_Coketon Coke Works
Historic District

The viewshed of this Historic District is of limited importance with regard to the value of the site. While the IRA would
be in close proximity to the District, its associated intrusion into the viewshed of the District would be considered
minimal

MOD

The viewshed of this Historic District is of limited importance with regard to the value of the site. In addition, the
original visual condition associated with the District has been considerably aitered due to the Douglas Highwall

Reclamation Project in the vicinity of the Preferred Altemative (WV) crossing. While The Preferred Altemative (WV)
would bridge the middle of the District , its associated intrusion into the viewshed of the District would only be

considered moderate.

Greenland Gap

The IRA would not be visible within Greenland Gap.

The Preferred Altemative (WV) would not be visible within Greenland Gap.

Fort Pleasant

=
=

Topography, distance, and existing visual intrusions (houses that block the view of the IRA) would reduce the visual
impact of the IRA. In addition, there would be a weak visual contrast between the proposed facility and the existing
landscape for the portions of the IRA that would be visible,

The Preferred Altemative (WV) would not be visible from Fort Pleasant

Buena Vista Farms

Topography, distance, and existing visual intrusions would reduce the visual impact of the IRA. in addition, there
would be a weak visual contrast between proposed facility and the existing landscape for the portions of the IRA that
would be visible. The IRA would result in a moderate change to the visual quality of Buena Vista Farms.

The Preferred Altemative (WV) would not be visible from Buena Vista Farms.

Willow Wall

=
o
o

The IRA would be located along existing WV 28 as it passes Willow Wall. Modifications to the existing roadway under
the IRA would be minor. Therefore, the IRA would result in 2 moderate change to the existing visual quality of Willow
Wall.

pa?

=
=

Topography, vegetation, and distance would reduce the visual impact of The Preferred Altemative (WV) within the
viewshed of Willow Wall. Therefore, The Preferred Altemative (WV) would resutt in 2 moderate change to the visual
quality of Willow Wall.

Where:
NI = No Involvement

MIN = Minimal Change or Impact MOD = Moderate Change or Impact HIGH = High Dearee Change or impact

1The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section I,
2 preferred Attemative - (Line A, Line | mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)
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TABLE III-34 (CONT.)
VISUAL IMPACT DETERMINATIONS \

The Meadows IRAT MOD
under the IRA would be minor. Therefore, the IRA would result in a high change to the visual quality of Willow Wall.

pa2 N_| The Preferred Alternative (WV) would not be visible from The Meadows.

Moorefield City Park IRAT The IRA would be on new alignment and in close proximity to the park. The park is currently bounded on three sides
by development associated with Moorefield. The remaining side offers the only undisturbed view of the mountain and
valley setting. The balifield bleachers are situated such that the ballfield is in the foreground and the undisturbed
mountain and valiey view is in the mid and background. The IRA would pass directly in front of and in close proximity
to the ballfield. The close proximity of the IRA, its obstruction of the primary view from the park, and the intrusion of

vehicular traffic into the foreground of the primary view would result in a negative and high deqgree of visua! impact.
Y NI The Preferred Altemative (WV) would not be visibte from Moorefield City Park.

=
x

P. W. Inskeep House IRAT The close proximity of the IRA to the P.W. inskeep house would substantially alter the existing visual quality of the

house. The proximity of the IRA would be in strong contrast with the existing landscape. Therefore, the IRA would
result in a high degree of change fo the visual environment surrounding the P.W. Inskeep House.

pA2 NI The Preferred Altemative (WV) would not be visible from the P.W. Inskeep House.

==
x

Hawse House IRA? N_] The IRA would not be visible from the Hawse House.

The visibility of The Preferred Altemnative (WV) within the viewshed of the Hawse House would be inconsistent with the

site. Therefore, The Preferred Altemative (WV) would resutt in a hiah degree of change to the visual environment
surmounding the Hawse House. :

The John Bott House is located along the southem side of WV 55. The IRA would end its relocation of WV 55 in front
of the Bott House. Proposed changes to WV 55 under the IRA would not be inconsistent with the existing viewshed
associated with the Bott House. Therefore, the IRA would have only a moderate impact on this site.

o
>
N
L
T

John Bott House iRA!

Iz
o
o

PA2 Because the Bott house is already situated along WV 55, the introduction of an additional road in this area would not
be inconsistent with the existing viewshed. Topography and vegetation would reduce the visibility of The Preferred
Alternative (WV) in the vicinity of the Bott House. Therefore, The Preferred Alternative (WV) wouid have only a

moderate impact on this site.

MoD

=
o

Line B Because the Bott house is already situated along WV 55, the introduction of an additional road in this area would not
be inconsistent with the existing viewshed. Topography and vegetation would reduce the visibility of Line B in the

vicinity of the Bott House. Therefore, Line B would have only a moderate impact on this site.

=
o
o

The IRA would avoid the unique "hanging"® feature. However, it is possible the blasting and construction activities in
the vicinity of Hanging Rock could disturb the feature. Therefore, the IRA could resutt in a high change to the visual
quality of Hanging Rock.

The bridge associated with The Preferred Altemative (WV) would pass directly behind the currently undisturbed view
of Hanging Rock. The inconsistency of The Preferred Atternative (WV) within the Hanging Rock viewshed resuils in a
: high degree of change to the viewshed.

LineR The bridge associated with Line R would pass directly in front of the currently undisturbed view of Hanging Rock. The
visibility and close proximity of Line R to Hanging Rock, and the inconsistency of Line R within the Hanging Rock
viewshed, results in a high degree of change to the viewshed..

Hanging Rock IRA’

Ig
o
Lw

=
~N
E=
J o

T
T

Where:
NI = No Involvement MIN = Minimal Change or Impact MOD = Moderate Change or Impact HIGH = High Degree Change or Impact

1The IRA was not selected as the Prefemred Altemnative as explained in text, Section Il.
2 preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F.Line B, Line 5-D)
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TABLE III-34 (CONT.)
VISUAL IMPACT DETERMINATIONS

Baughman House

The close proximity of the IRA to the Baughman House would substantially alter the existing visual integrity of the
house. The visibility and proximity of the IRA would be in strong confrast to the existing visual environment, given the
IRA earthwork required within the viewshed of the Baughman House.

The Preferred Aitemative crosses approximately 30 meters (100 feet) above WV 55 and the Lost Riveron a

bridge approximately 100 meters (300 feet) east of the Baughman House. The presence of the bridge will change the
view from the Baughman House toward the soft ice-cream store and its large gravel parking area.

=
=

Line R would pass behind the principal viewshed of the Baughman House. Therefore, it would result in 2 moderate
change to the visual quality of the site.

Given the minimal existing visual quality of the sinks area, it can be inferred that the viewshed of this resource is limited}

Cacapon/Lost River MIN
@ River Sinks in importance. The introduction of the [RA on new alignment through this area would not substantially interfere with
the site's existing visual quality. The IRA would result in a minimal change to the existing visual quality of this site.
MIN Given the minimal existing visual quality of the sinks area, it can be inferred that the viewshed of this resource is limited}
in importance. Therefore, the introduction of The Preferred Alternative (WV) through this area would result in a
minimat change to the site's existing visual quality.
Francis Godlove MIN Intervening topography, vegetation, and distance would reduce the visual intrusion of the IRA into the viewshed of the
House Francis Godlove House. In addition, the IRA would remain on existing WV 55 through the Wardensville area.
MIN Intervening topography, vegetation, and distance would reduce the visual intrusion of The Preferred Altemative (WV)
info the viewshed of the Francis Godlove House.
Nicholas Switzer The IRA would not be visible from the Nicholas Switzer House.
House
The Preferred Altemative (WV) would not be visible from the Nicholas Switzer House.
Valentine Switzer The IRA would not be visible from the Valentine Switzer House.
House

=
= .

into the viewshed of the Valentine Switzer House.

Intervening topography, vegetation, and distance would reduce the visual intrusion of The Preferred Altemative (WV)

J. Allen Hawkins

The IRA would not be visible from the Hawkins Community Park.

Community Park
MIN intervening topography, vegetation, and distance from the park's formai activities reduce the visual intrusion of The
Preferred Aitemative (WV) into the park's existing viewshed.
Where:
NI = No Involvement MIN = Minimal Change or Impact  MOD = Moderate Change or Impact HIGH = High Degree Change or Impact

The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Alternative as explained in fext, Section }.
2 preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line | mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)
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TABLE II1-34 (CONT.)

VISUAL IMPACT DETERMINATIONS
VIRGINIA 3

Big Blue Trail IRA MOD | The Big Blue Trail currently crosses VA 55 at-grade. Changes made to VA 55 under the IRA would not substantially
alter the existing visual quality of the trail. Therefore, the IRA would result in a moderate change to the visual quality of
this site.

Line A MOD | Line A would require the relocation of the Big Blue Trail. The infroduction of an additional roadway facility would not
— | beinconsistent given that the trail curently crosses VA 55 at-grade. The relocated trail would likely provide additional
scenic vistas not currently available along the existing trail. Line A would result in a moderate change to the visual
quality of the trail.

Line D1 Line D1 would require the relocation of the Big Blue Trail. The introduction of an additional roadway facility would not
be inconsistent given that the trail currently crosses VA 55 at-grade. The relocated trail would likely provide additional
scenic vistas not currently available along the existing trail. Line D1 would resuit in a moderate change to the visual

quality of the trail.

=
L)

=
lw)

ik Line D2 Ol Line D2 would require the relocation of the Big Blue Trail. The introduction of an additional roadway facility would not
ot be inconsistent given that the trail currently crosses VA 55 at-grade. The relocated frail would likely provide additional

- scenic vistas not currently available along the existing trail. Line D2 would result in a moderate change to the visual
quality of the trail.

VA 600 iRA Changes made to VA 55, including the reconstruction of the existing VA 600 intersection, would not adversely impact

the visual qualities of this site. The IRA would only result in a high change to the scenic qualities of VA 600.

=
(@]
lw]

Line A In the vicinity of Line A, VA 600 is considered to have a minimal level of visual quality. Given the existing visual
conditions, it can be inferred that this area is of limited visual importance. Therefore, the introduction of Line A in this

area would result in a moderate change to the scenic qualities of this site.
In the vicinity of Line D1, VA 600 is considered to have a minimal level of visual quality. Given the existing visual

conditions, it can be inferred that this area is of limited visual importance. Therefore, the introduction of Line D1 in this
area would result in @ moderate change to the scenic gualities of this site.

MoD

=
lw

Line D1

o

MOD

=

' Line D2 In the vicinity of the Line D2 location, VA 600 is considered to have a minimal level of visual quality. Given the existing
visual conditions, it can be inferred that this area is of imited visual importance. Therefore, the intreduction of Line D2

in this area would result in a moderate change to the scenic qualifies of this site.

George Washingfon { IRA Ol The GWNF is a muttiple use area with existing roadways within the Forest limits. improvements to the existing road
National Forest would resuit in a moderate change to visually sensitive resources within the GWNF.
(GWNF)

=
(@]
O

=
e

Line A The GWNF is a multiple use area with existing roadways within the Forest limits. Dominating visual intrusions such as
topography, vegetation, and distance would reduce the visual intrusion of Line A on visually sensitive resources within

the GWNF. Therefore, Line A would result in a moderate change to the visual resources within the GWNF.

0

=
o

Line D1 The GWNF is a muttiple use area with existing roadways within the Forest limits. Dominating visual intrusions such as
topography, vegetation, and distance would reduce the visual intrusion of Line D1 on visually sensitive resources

within the GWNF. Therefore, Line D1 would result in 2 moderate change to the visual resources within the GWNF.

MoD

=
[w

Line D2 The GWNF is a multiple use area and there are existing roadways within the Forest limits. Dominating visual
intrusions such as topography, vegetation, and distance would reduce the visual intrusion of Line D2 on visually
i sensitive resources within the GWNF. Therefore, Line D2 would result in a moderate change to the visual resources

within the GWNF.

=
o

S Where:,
- ~__NI=No lnvolvement MIN = Minimal Change orImpact __MQD = Moderate Change or Impact HIGH = High Degree Change or impact

3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Alternative as explained in the text, Section Il
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TABLE III-34 (CONT.)
VISUAL IMPACT DETERMINATIONS
VIRGINIA 3
Boehm/Coffelt House| IRA MOD The Boehm/Coffelt House is located along the southem side of VA 55. The IRA would slightly shift to the north of VA
55, away from the Boehm/Coffelt House. Proposed changes to VA 55 under the [RA would not be inconsistent with
the existing viewshed associated with the Boehm/Coffelt House.
Line A MOD | Intervening distance, topography, and vegetation would substantially reduce the visual infrusion associated with Line A
(VA) (VA} Therefore, Line A (VA) would only resutt in a moderate change fo the visual quality of the Boehm/Coffeft House.
LineL NI Line L (VA) would not be visible from the Boehm/Coffelt House.
(VA) -
Vesper Hall & Tenant| IRA NI The IRA would not be visible from Vesper Hall and Tenant House.
House -
Line A NI Line A (VA) would not be visible from Vesper Hall and Tenant House. avey
(VA .
LineL NI Line L (VA)would not be visible from Vesper Hall and Tenant House.
va) -
VA 55 IRA MOD | Minorimprovements to VA 55 under the IRA would not alter the existing scenic qualities associated with the area’s
surrounding viewshed. The IRA would result in a moderate change fo the scenic nature of VA 55.
Line A MOD Approximately haif of Line A would be visible from VA 55 within Shenandoah County. Intervening topography,
(VA) vegetation, distance, and structures would reduce the degree of visual intrusion along the remaining visible half. While
Line A would be a visual intrusion into the existing viewshed associated with VA 55, this intrusion would be lessened :
by the above factors. Therefore, Line A would result in a moderate change to the scenic qualities associated with the i
VA 55 viewshed.
LineL MOD | Much of Line L would not be visible from VA 55. Therefore, Line L would result in 2 moderate change to the scenic R
(VA) qualities associated with the VA 55 viewshed.
Where:
NI = No [nvolvement MIN = Minimal Change or Impact __ MOD = Moderate Change or Impact HIGH = High Degree Chanqe or Impact

3 Vinginia did not select a Prefered Altemative as explained in the text, Section il
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TABLE III-35

POSSIBLE MITIGATION MEASURES FOR SPECIFIC SITES

Kerens Historic District IRA Plantings may be partially effective in screening the IRA's visual intrusion. Provide dense
plantings for screening.
PA2 Landscape the cut and fill slopes to biend in with the existing scenery.
5 Moorefield City Park IRA? Provide dense plantings to screen the at-grade view of the road and traffic.
P. W. Inskeep House IRA! The visual impact could be reduced by shifting the IRA away from the house, closer to the
existing roadway and providing plantings to screen the view.
4 . Hawse House PA2 Provide dense plantings 1o screen the view of the road and traffic. Landscape the cut and filt
’ slopes to blend in with existing scenery. Gently round the cut and fill stopes fo blend in with
. surrounding topography.
' ‘\ Baughman House IRA Landscape the cut and fill slopes.
PA2 | Landscaping and dense plantings.

TThe IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text. Section [l.
Preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)
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TABLE 111-36
SUMMARY OF CULTURAL RESOURCES

SI3 U H Jopu0)

Prehistoric Archaeological Sites 0 0 I4l 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 73
Historic Archaeological Sites 0 8 49 1 0 0 0 16 0 0 74
Multi-Component Sites 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
Single Historic Buildings 7 1" 266 276 0 0 2 78 39 6 683
Single Historic Structures 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 9
Historic Districts 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 14
Historic Cemeteries 0 1 13 12 0 0 0 0 7 0 33
Historic Battlefields 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Totals 8 23 423 289 0 0 2 96 46 6 893
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TABLE 11I-37
SUMMARY OF EFFECT AND ADVERSE EFFECT FOR CONSIDERED ELIGIBLE PROPERTIES*

(Buildings, Structures, Historic
Districts / Archaeological Sites)

No Effect 331 66 297 41
Effect 122 26 161 52
Adverse Effect 12/10 0/1 M2 515

No Effect

Effect

Adverse
Effect

*as derived from the ASDEIS Cultural Resources Technical Report (Tables 6.2, 6.3, and 6.4); See definition of “Considered Eligible’ in Section It (L) of the FEIS.

1

The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Alternative as explained in text, Section H.

2 preferred Alternative - {Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)

3

Virginia did not select a Preferred Alternative as explained in the text, Section )i

—Vvirginia did not select a Freferred nllemative as explained in the ext, vection
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TABLE III-38
PREDICTED SECONDARY IMPACTS TO CULTURAL RESOURCES

01-01 Prehistoric Site (PE)

01-03 National Gable Front & Wing Residence (PE)
02-04 National I-House (PE)

80-01 Queen Anne Residence (CE);

80-02 Pre-Railroad Tidewater Residence (CE);
142-01 Craftsman Side Gabled Residence (CE)
191-01 National Gable Front & Wing Residence (CE)
IBK-01 Historic Domestic Site {(CE)

Historic Domestic Site (CE) 29-01 Open Air Lithic Scatter (CE)
40-02 Historic Domestic Site (CE) Prehistoric Civil War (CE)
42-02 Historic Domestic Site (CE) Prehistoric Open Site (CE)
43-01 Quarry/Reduction Site (CE) Historic Domestic Site (CE)
44-01 Base Camp {CE) Prehistoric Open Site (CE)
44-02 Historic Domestic Site (CE) Porterwood Mill (CE)
44-03 Historic Domestic Site (CE) Prehistoric Open Site (CE)
44-04 Open Air/Lithic Surface (CE) Prehistoric Open Site (CE)
58-03 Base Camp/Hunting Station (CE) Prehistoric Open Site (CE)
108-03 Base Camp (CE) Prehistoric Open Site (CE)
108-04 Base Camp (CE) Prehistoric/Revolutionary War (CE)
109-01 Camp (CE) Prehistoric/French and Indian War (CE)
117-01 Historic Domestic Site (CE) Historic Farm Site (CE)
157-05 Prehistoric Site (CE) Surveyor's Camp Site (CE)
164-02 Prehistoric Site (CE) Prehistoric Open Site (CE)
164-03 Prehistoric Site (CE) Prehistoric Open Site (CE)
182-02 Historic Domestic Site (CE) Prehistoric Open Site (CE)
182-03 Historic Domestic Site (CE) ' Historic Commercial Site (CE)
182-05 Camp (CE) Prehistoric Cpen Site (CE)
182-06 Camp (CE) Prehistoric Open Site (CE)
189-01 Transient Camp (CE) Prehistoric Open Site (CE)
|BK-08 Historic Farmstead Remains (CE) Prehistoric Open Site (CE)
IBK-11 Prehistoric Base Camp (CE) Prehistoric Open Site (CE)

The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section Il.

2 preferred Altemative - {Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, L.ii‘.e 32)




TABLE I11-39
YEAR 2013 AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES
FOR ROADWAYS PROJECTED TO EXPERIENCE
AN INCREASE OF OVER 3,000 VEHICLES

Comidor H Final EIS

WEST VIRGINIA
Grant County 3/3 2 2,000 9,000 2,000
Wv 32 2 7,000 13,000 5,000
WV 55 @ Baker 2 3,000 9,000 1,000
WV 55 @ State Line 2 3,000 10,000 1,000
WV 93 2 3,000 9,000 4,000
us17 4 47,000 47,000 52,000
US 50 4 17,000 15,000 24,000
US 219 Parsons 2 4,000 10,000 2,000
US 219 Montrose 2 4,000 11,000 1,000
VIRGINIA

Mhe IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section il.

2 preferred Altemative - {Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line 5-D)

3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section I-
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TABLE III-40

TOTAL AREA AND PROPORTIONS OF PREHISTORIC SETTLEMENT PATTERN

PROBABILITY ZONES

High

Medium| 2,685 | 6,671 | 25% | 196.8

41%
Low | 6,793 [16,814| 62% | 1071. 50%
Total | 10,881 |26,933| 100% | 14216 | 100%

% = Percent of the total area within each probability zone
'The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section .
2 Preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)

3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section il.
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TABLE III-40 (CONTINUED)

TOTAL AREA AND PROPORTIONS OF PREHISTORIC SETTLEMENT PATTERN
PROBABILITY ZONES BY ALTERNATIVE AND OPTION AREA

WEST VIRGINIA

WEST VIRGINIA

TRETE PARTE . CARE. DARTE G KARSE AR D
Medium | 10.7

Low 24.2

Total 47.6
WEST VIRGINIA

High

Medium 0.4

Low 25.2
Total 26.7

% = Percent of the total area within each probability zone
1 Preferred Allemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Ling F, Line B, Line 5-D
2 Virginia did not select a Preferred Alternative as explained in the text, Section Il.
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SUMMARY OF FLOOD ZONE ENCROACHMENTS BY WATERSHED

IMPROVED ROADWAY ALTERNATIVE'

TABLE III-41

Tygart Valley River Leading Creek at Claylick Run 444+00t0 451400 v 34 83 v None
Leading Creek 547+00 v v 0.2 06 None

Leading Creek at Stalnaker Run 620+00 v 04 09 None

Leading Creek 696+00 v v 0.5 1.3 v None

Leading Creek 710+00 v v 04 1.0 v None

Wilmoth Run 777+00 v v 0.2 0.6 None

Cherry Fork 1594400 v v 1.5 36 None

Pond Lick Run 1714+00 v v 0.2 0.5 None

Cheat River Haddix Run 1895+00 to 2055+00 v v 21 6.2 "None
Pendleton Creek 4283+00 to 4287+00 v v 02 05 None

N. Br. Potomac River  |Patterson Creek 5893+00 v v 04 11 None
S. Br. Potomac River  |Anderson Run 637100 v v 0.6 14 None
South Branch Potomac River 76480+00 to 5291+00 v v 1.7 19.1 None

Fort Run §396+00 v v 04 14 None

Cacapon River Baker Run 6025+00 v 0.5 1.2 None
Lost River 6230+00 t0 6310+00 v v 31 16 None

Lost River 6498+00 v v 03 07 None

Trout Run 6659+00 v v 04 1.0 None

Shenandoah River Turkey Run 453+00 v 7 0.6 14 None
|Mulberry Run 625+00 v v 0.1 0.2 None

Duck Run 102400 to 198+00 v 20 49 None

Cedar Creek 290+00 v v 1.0 25 None

Where: FHZ=Flood Hazard Zone; 100-Yr = 100-Year Floodplain; Way = Floodway; Long.=Longitudinal; Trans.=Transverse; Comp. = Complex

The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section Il.
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TABLE HI-41 (CONT.)
SUMMARY OF FLOOD ZONE ENCROACHMENTS BY WATERSHED

Tygart Valley River Leading Creek at Claylick Run A 449400 v 20 5.0 v None
Leading Creek at Claylick Run pat 443+00 v 34 8.3 v None
Leading Creek at Pearcy Run pa’ 569+00 v 0.7 1.8 v None
Leading Creek PAT | 615400 to 625+00 v 14 35 v None
Leading Creek at Horse Run pal 637+00 to 647+00 v 13 33 v None
Lazy Run pal 746400 v v 09 22 None
Cheat River Slabcamp Run pal 3224+00 v v 0.3 08 None
Shavers Fork Line A 3340+00 v v 0.3 0.8 v None
Shavers Fork Line A | 3460+00 & 3470+00 v 34 85 v None
Black Fork pal 3620+00 v v 0.2 06 v None
Pendelton Creek pal 4150+00 v v 08 21 None
N. Br. Potomac River  |Patterson Creek A §802+00 v v 11 26 None
Patterson Creek pal 5784+00 v v 1.3 33 None
S. Br. Potomac River  |South Branch Potomac River PAT | 6264+00 to 6277+00 v v 3.0 73 v None
Cacapon River Lost River A 7087400 v v 04 09 None
Lost River pAl 7071+00 v v 0.2 05 None
Trout Run pAl 7499+00 v v 15 36 None
Shenandoah River _|Duck Run TAZ | 7939400 8.6028400 | v 08 | 20 None
Duck Run D12 7923,7939, 8028+00 v v 08 2.1 None
Cedar Creek A2 9110+00 v v 11 27 None
Mulberry Run A? 8408+00 v v 0.5 1.2 None

Where: FHZ=Fiood Hazard Zone; 100-Yr = 100-Year Floodpiain; Way = Floodway; Long.=Longitudinal; Trans.=Transverse; Comp. = Complex

1 Preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)

2

Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section II
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TABLE II1-42
COMPARISON OF FLOOD IMPACTS

Flood Hazard Zone

100-Year Floodplain 0.0 8.1
IFloodway 0.0 0.0
Total Flood Zone 0.0 19.8

|Flood Hazard Zone
100-Year Floodplain
JFlocdway

ITotat Flood Zone

COMPARISON OF OPTION AREAS: West Virginia
oF

[Fiood Hazard Zone 00
100-Year Floodplain 0.0
Floodway 0.0
Total Flood Zone 0.0

VIRGINIA®

|Flood Hazard Zone

100-Year Floodpiain 0.0
JFloodway 0.0
[Totat Fiood Zone 0.8

The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemnative as explained in text, Section If.
2 preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)

3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section Ii.
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TABLE II1-43
COVER TYPE USE BY EVALUATION SPECIES

Cropland

<

Orchards

Pasture/Hayland

IForbland

IDeciduous Forest

AN

|Evergreen Forest

Grassland

JDeciduous Shrubland

<
SESESTSISESNS

ANRYAYAYAYANAY

SIS ES

IPalustrine Emergent Wetland

IPalustrine Forested Wetland

<

[Palustrine Scrub/Shrub Wetland

AN N BN N N N N N NI IR NE RN
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TABLE III-44
IMPACT SUMMARY OF BASELINE AND PREDICTED FUTURE HABITAT UNITS

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

iBaseIine HUs 3,980 267 8,128 1,023
IPredicted Future HUs 945 103 1.723 186
NET LOSS of HUs 3,035 164 6,405 827

WEST VIRGINA - OPTION AREA COMPARISON

IBaseline HUs
fPredicted Future HUS

NET LOSS of HUs 174

|Baselme HUs
lpredicted Future HUS

NET LOSS of HUs

VIRGINA - LINE A°

lBaseIine HUs 518 599 560 185 220
[Predicted Future HUS 104 118 11 52 55
NET LOSS of HUs 414 481 449 133 165

1The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Alternative as explained in text, Section I.
2 preferred Altemnative - {Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D}
3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section Ii.
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TABLE II1-45
IMPACT SUMMARY OF BASELINE AND PREDICTED FUTURE HABITAT UNITS (HUs)

BY WATERSHED
WEST VIRGINIA VIRGINIA *
: N. BRANCH S. BRANCH
HABITAT TYGART VALLEY CHEAT RIVER POTOMAC POTOMAC CACAPON RIVER SHENANDOAH RIVER
UNITS IRA! PA? IRA! PA? IRA! PA? IRA! PA? IRA! PA? IRA LINEA
|Baseline HUs 474 985 838 2,367 1,145 1,542 710 1,029 748 2,030 267 1,006

Predicted Future HUs M 198 203 509 277 344 177 242 179 428 103 196

NET LOSS of HUs 363 787 635 1,858 868 1_,&8_ 533 788 569 1,602 164 809

1The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section Il,

2 preferred Alternative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)
3 Vinginia did not select a Prefemred Altemative as explained in the text, Section Il.
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TABLE I1I-46
LAND COVER AND HABITAT UNITS LOST DUE TO PREDICTED DEVELOPMENT

IMPROVED ROADWAY ALTERNATIVE'

Tygart Valley Forest 29,545 35,454 28 33 )
River Farmland 8,643 2,593 13 4 0.1
Cheat River Forest 148,118 177,742 19 22 0.0
Farmland 21,670 6,501 8 2 0.0
North Branch Forest 94,878 113,854 0 0 0.0
Potomac River Farmland 20,155 6,047 0 0 0.0
South Branch Forest 97,140 116,568 0 0 0.0
Potomac River Farmland 34,502 10,350 0 0 0.0
Cacapon River Forest 98,364 118,037 2 2 0.0
Farmland 20,393 6,118 6 2 0.0
Shenandoah River  |Forest 45,945 55,134 10 12 0.0
Farmland 35,022 10,507 14 4 0.1
Back Creek Forest 22,515 27,017 0 0 0.0
Farmland 10,775 3,232 0 0 0.0
Opequon Creek Forest 2,097 2,517 0 0 0.0
Farmiand 9,164 2,749 0 0 0.0

* 1.2 HUs/ Hectare of forest and 0.3 HUs/Hectare of Farmland (Pasture)
1The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section ll.

'
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TABLE HI-46 (CONT.)
LAND COVER AND HABITAT UNITS LOST DUE TO PREDICTED DEVELOPMENT

WEST VIRGINIA - PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE'

Tygart Valley Forest 35,454 .
River Farmland 8,643 2,593 296 89 34
Cheat River Forest 148,118 177,742 506 608 03
Farmiand 21,670 6,501 376 13 1.7
North Branch Forest 94,878 113,854 216 259 02
Potomac River Farmland 20,155 6,047 88 26 04
South Branch Forest 97,140 116,568 1,712 2,054 1.8
Potomac River Farmland 34,502 10,350 963 289 28
Cacapon River Forest 98,364 118,037 722 867 0.7
Farmfand 20,393 6,118 272 82 1.3

VIRGINIA - LINE A*

Shenandoah River Forest 45,945
Farmland 36,022

Back Creek Forest 22,515
Farmland 10,775

Opequon Creek Forest 2,097
Farmland 9,164

* 1.2 HUs/ Hectare of forest and 0.3 HUs/Hectare of Farmland (Pasture)

! Preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)
2 Virginia did not select a Preferred Allemative as explained in the fext, Section II.
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TABLE III-47
CUMULATIVE HABITAT UNITS LOST DUE TO DIRECT HIGHWAY
AND PREDICTED SECONDARY DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS

WEST VIRGINIA-IRA'

VIRGINIA-IRA *

North Branch South Branch
HABITAT UNITS LOST Tygart Valley Cheat Potomac Potomac Cacapon Shenandoah Back Opequon
Direct Impacts 363 635 868 533 569 164 0 0
Isecondary Impacts 7 2 0 0 4 16 0 0
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 400 659 868 533 573 180 0 0
WEST VIRGINIA - PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE® VIRGINIA - LINE A’
North Branch South Branch
HABITAT UNITS LOST Tygart Valley Cheat Potomac Potomac Cacapon Shenandoah Back Opeqqon
JDirect Impacts 787 1,858 1,198 788 1,602 809 0 0
Secondary Impacts 1,041 72 285 2,343 949 2,143 2,026 350
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 1,828 2,579 1,483 3,131 2,551 2,952 2,026 350

The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section |I.

2 Preferred Alternative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)
3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Alternative as explained In the fext, Section il.
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TABLE HI-48

FOR FORESEEABLE FUTURE FEDERAL ACTIONS
WITHIN 30-MINUTE CONTOUR

CUMULATIVE WETLAND AND WILDLIFE IMPACT ASSESSMENT MATRIX

' Over 90% of impacts to
ropland or urban land (21 ac)

1.9 acres forested wetlands

No involvement of threatened
or endangered species.

Wetland and upland
revegetation plan

Approx. loss of 70 acres ~ [None, no wetlands identified in] No involvement of threatened | None proposed.
forested habitat feasibility study or endangered species.
Creation of open water habitat.
Preservation of 28,000 acres Preservation of largest Preservation of diverse plant Comprehensive
wetlland complex in West and animal populations, management plan
Virginia and the central and | including 1 threatened and 1 developed
southern Appalachians. endangered species
Multiple use management of None proposed Management plan to conserve | Comprehensive land
over 100,000 forested acres specific elements of biodiversity]  and resource
and restore others where management plan
needed.
Mulliple use management of None proposed Plan to promote populations of | Comprehensive land

over 500,000 forested acres management indicator species, and resource
including threatened and management plan
endangered species.
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TABLE III-49
MINIMUM BREEDING AREA REQUIREMENTS AND BREEDING BIRD SURVEY DATA
FOR PROPOSED PROJECT AREA FOREST INTERIOR NEOTROPICAL MIGRANTS1

'ood thrus y
Red-eyed vireo Vireo olivaceus 2.5
Ovenbird Seiurus aurocapillus 6
Veery Catharus fuscescens 20
Brown-headed cowbird Molothrus ater

TRobbins et al. 1969,
2Average percent annual change

TABLE III-50A
FOREST PATCHES CREATED
COMPARED TO MINIMUM BREEDING AREA REQUIREMENTS
OF NEOTROPICAL MIGRANT INDICATOR SPECIES

The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section .
2 preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line §-D)
%Virginia did not select a Preferred Alternative as explained in the text, Section II.
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TABLES III-50B
FOREST COVER

Cormidor H Final EIS

0 2416 1235 51% 241.4 123.4 51%

1 250.0 176.1 70% 249.0 175.1 70%

2 184.3 156.7 85% 95.8 80.4 84%

3 194.4 170.9 88% 1935 170.2 88%

4 239.0 204.1 85% 237.7 203.2 85%

. 5 199.9 169.4 85% 199.0 168.6 85%
' 6 245.9 156.7 64% 244.6 156.2 64%
E 7 181.1 126.7 70% 180.3 126.1 70%
8 280.3 209.3 75% 279.5 208.5 75%
9 203.8 155.5 76% 203.1 155.1 76%

10 105.0 92.7 88% 104.7 92.4 88%

11 196.8 164.3 84% 196.3 164.0 84%

12 211.8 190.1 90% 211.0 189.5 90%

13 203.6 1794 88% 202.3 178.2 88%

14 207.1 199.8 96% 206.1 198.9 97%

15 205.8 176.9 86% 204.7 176.0 86%

16 195.0 147.2 76% 194.1 11465 75%

17 94.1 87.8 93% 94.1 87.8 93%

Note: Individual block size varied, but averaged 10 km by 20 km
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TABLE III-51

EDGE EFFECTS ON CREATED FOREST PATCHES
COMPARED TO MINIMUM AREAL BREEDING REQUIREMENTS
OF NEOTROPICAL MIGRANT INDICATOR SPECIES

0 0-1 61 38
1 1-25 14 4
2 2.5-6 10 0
3 6-20 1 1

4 20-150 14 1

"The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Aitemative as explained in fext, Section Il

2 Preferred Altemnative - {Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D} and
Virginia did not select a Preferred Alternative as explained in the text, Section I1.
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: TABLE I1I-52 :
POTENTIAL INVOLVEMENT OF FEDERAL AND STATE
ENDANGERED, THREATENED, AND CANDIDATE SPECIES

Cheat Mountain Salemander Federal
(Plethodon netfingi) Threatened

Running Buffola Clover Federal
(Trifolium stoloniferum) Endangered

............................................

Rock Vole

(Microtus chrotorrhinus FedWv C2/S3| 0 0 0| B O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
carolinensis)

New England Cottontail

(Sylvilagus transitionalis) FedWV C2/S3] 0 0 0 0 c 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Loggerhead Strike FdWVNACZ o | o o] ofo] o o o] o | o o 0 olo|lo|Blc|lc|lol| o] ¢
. L S1/Threat.

(Lanius ludovicianus)

Wood Turtle

(Clommys insculpte) VA Threatenedy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0 D 3] D D 0

INVOLVEMENT CODES: A = Potential habitat surveyed May/June, 1994-No Cheat Mountain salamanders found within construction limits of proposed project
B = Documented occurrence by West Virginia Natural Heritage Program
C = Potential habitat exists, no documented records within project altematives
D = VDGIF Documented occurence along Duck Run, none observed during Intensive stream and wetiand work in this area
0 = No involvement

STATUS CODES: C2 = Category 2 specles, under study for listing as Threatened or Endangered
§1 = Critically imperiled in the state; § or fewer occumences
$2 = Imperiled in the state; 6 to 20 occurences
§3 = Rare or uncommon in the state; 20 to 100 occurrences

SI3 euid H Jopuo)

'The IRA was not selected as the Prefeired Alternative as explained in text, Section II.
2 Preferred Alternative - (Line A, Line I, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)
3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section II.
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WEST VIRGINIA

TABLE III-53

WETLAND IMPACTS BY WATERSHED

Tygart Valley 0
IRiver iRAZ 1 0.1
[Cheat River PA! 3 012
|IRA? 3 1.02 3
{North Branch PA?! 2 0.06 19 k¥ 5
Potomac River IRA2 1 0.10 9 1.58 0
South Branch PA! 0 0.00 7 0.62 2
[Potomac River RA2 | 0 | 000 6 | 056 2
{Cacapon River PA! 1 0.10 Tl 0.66 5
IRA? 0 0.00 0 0.00 1
West Virginia PA! 6 0.26 111 ] 1254 23 1.07
TOTAL IRAZ 5 1.22 44 6.00 7
VIRGINIA®

Shenandoah
|River

0.07

1 Preferred Alternalive - (Line A, Line }, mod. Line 8, Line F, LIne B, Ling 5-D)
2The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Alternative as explained in text, Section II.

3

Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained In the text, Section iI.
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TABLE II1-54

CHARACTERISTICS OF IMPACTED WETLANDS BY WATERSHED

WEST VIRGIN, VIRGINIA®
Adjacent Land Cover
Agricultural] 12 9 9 3 pal 7 9 7 15 1 66 27 3 5
Disturbed] 1 1 65 15 1 2 0 1 0 0 67 19 0 6
Undisturbed} 4 7 17 9 4 1 1 0 4 0 30 17 4 6
Landscape Position
Isolated] 1 0 24 4 1 2 0 3 1 0 27 9 0 1
Headwater] 13 15 61 12 25 8 10 5 15 1 124 41 6 14
Other] 3 2 6 11 0 0 0 0 3 0 12 13 1 2
Wetland Size
Less Than0.4 ha|] 13 14 3 15 22 4 8 4 14 1 88 38 7 15
Greater Than 0.4 ha] 4 3 60 12 4 6 2 4 5 0 75 25 0 2
Functional Change
NoChange] § 4 24 11 5 3 3 5 7 0 44 23 1 8
Slight Decreasej 1 4 19 8 5 3 2 1 1 0 28 16 2 3
Decrease| 7 5 22 6 8 2 3 2 4 0 44 15 2 5
Lostf 4 4 26 2 8 2 2 0 i 1 47 9 2 1

1The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Allemative as explained in text_Section Il.
2 Preforred Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F. Line B, Line 5.D)
3 Virginta did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section I,
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TABLE III-55

OPTION AREA WETLAND IMPACTS BY WATERSHED

WEST VIRGINIA !
Tygart 4
Valley River Line A 4 0.41
Cheat River 1 0.02
Line A 1 0.03
North Branch Line P 4 2
Potomac 2 1
River 0.02 8 2
Line A 0.02 5 2
Cacapon 1
River Line A 1
2
Line A 1
Hanging Rock
VIRGINIA?
Shenandoah Line D1
IRiver Line D2 0.11
Line A 0.11
Lebanon Church} LineL
LineA

SI3 UL H Jopid

1 Preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)
2 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section Il.
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TABLE II1-56
CHARACTERISTICS OF WETLAND IMPACTED BY OPTION AREA

SoT-1L

WEST VIRGINIA 2
Adjacent Land Cover |
Agriculturalf 0 0 5 3 3 0 2
Disturbed]. 0 0 0 0 0
Undisturbed]: 2 1 0 0 0 1 1
Landscape Position
Isolate 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Headwat 0 1 5 3 3 1 3
Oth 2 0 0 0 0 0
Wetland Size
Less Than 0.4 h 2 1 5 3 2 1 3
Greater Than 0.4 h 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Functional Change
No Chang 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Slight Decreas 0 0 1 2 0 0 0
Decreas 0 0 3 0 1 0 1
Los 2 1 1 1 1 1 2

} Preferred Alteative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)
2 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text Section Il.
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TABLE III-57
WETLAND IMPACTS BY WATERSHED

WEST VIRGINIA
Tygart Valley River
RA! 17 1.02 0.66
Cheat River PA?2 9 1.77 0.09
IRA! 27 488 0.05
North Branch PA? 26 348 0.18
Potomac River IRA! 10 1.68 0.09
South Branch PA2 10 0.80. 0.24
Potomac River IRA! 8 0.56 0.17
Cacapon River PA2 19 1.08 0.03
IRA’ 1 0.08 0.02
West Virginia Total PA? 163 15.08 0.12
[RA! 63 8.23 0.07
VIRGINIA®

Shenandoah River

0.46

0.18

1The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section Il.
2 preferred Alternative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)

3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Aternative as explained in the text, Section II,
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TABLE III-58

CUMULATIVE WETLAND AND WILDLIFE IMPACT ASSESSMENT MATRIX

LOT-L

FOR FORESEEABLE FUTURE FEDERAL ACTIONS
WITHIN 30-MINUTE CONTOUR

1.9 acres forested wetlands

Over 90% of impacts to cropland or

urban land (21 ac)

No involvement of threatened or
endangered species.

Wetland and upland
revegetation plan

None, no wetlands identified in

No involvement of threatened or

" Approx. loss of 70 acres forested habitat| endangered species. Creation of None proposed.
feasibilty study :
open water habitat.

Preservation of largest wetland Pre:servatlon of .dwers.e plar)t and Comprehensive

. o . animal populations, including 1
complex in West Virginia and the Preservation of 28,000 acres management plan
. threatened and 1 endangered
central and southern Appalachians. - developed

species

Multiple use management of over

Management plan to conserve

Comprehensive land and

None proposed 100,000 forested acres specific elements of biodiversity resource management plan
and restore others where needed.
Plan to promote populations of
None proposed Multiple use management of over management indicator species, | Comprehensive land and
500,000 forested acres including threatened and resource management plan
endangered species.
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Corridor H Final EIS

| TABLE III-59 :
ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS: SUMMARY OF WETLAND IMPACTS BY SECTION

/

3 3-A1,3C,3A1 0.5
Line A 0.5

4 4-A1 0.1
4-A1,4-D, 4-A1 0.2

5.E, 4-A.1, 4-E5-A1 0.2

Line A 0.1

5 5-A.1,5-D, 5-A.1 0.4
5-A1,5E 0.4

Line A 0.4

6 6-A.1,6-C.1, 6-A.1 0.0
Line A 0.0

7 7-A1,7-B, 7T-A, 7-AA 1.2
7-A1, 7-A, T-A1 24

7-A1 0.6

Line A 0.7

8 8-A1 1.9
8-B, 8-A, 8-A.1,8-D, 8-C 23

8-A.1,8-C 2.1

Line A 2.1

9 9-A1 0.2
9-A1, 9B 0.2

Line A 0.0

10 10-A.1, 10-A, 10-A.1 3.6
Line A 1.3

11 11-A1, 11-A, 11-A1 40
11-A1 3.2

11-A1, 11-C, 11-B.1, 11-B, 11-B.1 34

Line A 1.7
12 12-A1,12-A, 12-A1, 12-A, 12-A1 10.2
12-A1 10.8
12-A.1,12-B 55

Line A 4.8

13 13-E, 13-A1, 13-D, 13-A1 0.6
13-A.1,13-A,13C 42
13-A.1,13-A,13-B 3.2

13-A1 2.1

Line A 0.7

14 14-A.1, 14-D, 14-A.1 0.6
14-A1, 14-B, 14-A1 0.6

Line A 0.6

15 15-A1 0.2
15-A.1,15-C.1, 15-A1 0.0

Line A 0.0

16 16-A.1 28
16-A.1, 16-B, 16-F 2.0

Line A 2.0
Sum of Maximums - Old Lines 32.2
TOTALS Sum of Minimums - Old Lines 19.2
Line A 14.9

* Previous plans include agency field review plans and those available after public meetings.
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TABLE III-60

Corrider H Final EIS

DECISION MATRIX FOR WETLAND REPLACEMENT SITE LOCATION

Monongahgla River Potomac River Basin
Basin
2 g
2 @ 2
() 2 é § g
0 » . = o b7 [™4
Criteria RatingScale | | ¢ FEERE-RE
g = = 3] S =
2B s |5 |k
5| & = | 8| 3| £
. 5=Flat/U licated Topo. -t
Appropriate Topography o=Stoep/Compion Topogranty 5 4 5 5 5 5
{One Site Replacement Possible oyes on o| 5| 5] o] s 5
o, |Ground Water '::{:;;;1:‘;‘;; © 3| 4|5}t 3| 2] 3]s
S g - ;
S & |Fiooding |§;1:‘::“;i‘;e‘°‘ 2 5| 53| 5| 3]3
> U
T Runoff e 3| 4| 4] 3| 5| 4|5
Suitable Soil Characteristics |§:§v‘;‘},"g’,,§;:‘e’;e" > 2| 2| 4| 3| 2] 3]s
[Historical Wetland Area l,if;’;';’;if;‘;j";,"g" e o ™ 0| o | 5| 53| 5|0
Water Quality Ii;ﬁlf;’;‘;"e“" e 3} 4| 3| 4| 3| 3] 4
Wildife Value of Site |:;?;,“ﬁf;:§,§“‘,‘;':;i"”e’e“"’ > 51 55| 5| 5| 5]|s
Wildlfe Value of Adjacent Land l;ﬂi',‘v“,,’.j:;’,:f:v“;{j‘: (prefemed) o- 111 2] 1] 2
5=Present
Wooded Buffer Present or Possible 3=Possible 3 4 3 3 5 3 3
0=Not attainable
[Construction Intusion on Adjacent Habitat |g:;7;;<°"=fe"ed> e 2 | 5| 5] 5] 5| 5]|s
IDepth to Groundwater 15:22:':"" e 2 2 4 4 2 3 5
IConstmcﬁon Access o ey Accassile Hto- 51 4| 5 5 5 4 | 4
Constructibility Jﬁ:[*;ij‘ e 3| 4| 5| 4| 3| 4] s
S=Adjacent to ROW -or-
|Distance to Right of Way 3=Not adjacent but less than 1 mile -or- 0 0 3 4 5 5 5
O=Greater than 1 mile
Impact to Property Owners lg:f:;! Peroentoe 0 2 2 4 4 3 5
5=One -or-
ﬂNumber of Property Owners Affected 3=Two 5 0 5 5 5 5 3
0=More than Two
TOTAL 44 | 55 | 74 | 66 | 71 | 69 | 74
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Coridor H Final EIS

TABLE III-61
WETLAND REPLACEMENT RATIOS AND AREA

Forested

Scrub/Shrub

Emergent

Open Water

TOTAL

T-110
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Comidor H Final EIS

TABLE I1I-62
HABITAT ASSESSMENT PARAMETERS

PRIMARY Bottom Substrate 16-20 11-15 6-10 0-5
Embeddedness 16-20 11-15 8-10 0-5
Streamflow 16-20 11-15 6-10 0-5
SECONDARY Channel Alteration 1215 811 47 0-3
Bottom Scour and Deposition 12-15 8-11 4-7 0-3
Pool:Riffle or Run:Riffle Ratio 12-15 811 4-7 0-3
TERTIARY Bank Stability 9-10 6-8 35 0-2
Bank Vegetation Stability 9-10 6-8 35 0-2
Streamside Cover 9-10 6-8 35 0-2

Source: EPA, Rapid Bioassessment Protocols for Use in Streams and Rivers - Benthic Macroinvertebrates and Fish.

*Note: Parameter levels are numerically weighted whereby Primary parameters are weighted greater than Secondary and Tertiary parameters. The
Categorical values {i.e. Excellent, Good, Fair, and Poor) reflect these weighted rankings.
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Corridar H Final EIS

TABLE III-63

DESCRIPTION OF BIOTIC INTEGRITY RANKINGS

>0.79

Non-impaired (A)

Comparable to the best situation to be expected for a
particular stream order. Large number of families and
individuals. Many intolerant species present. Optimum
community structure.

0.5-0.79

Moderately Impaired (B)

Fewer families due to loss of most intolerant forms.

0.21-0.49

Impaired (C)

Fewer families and individuals due to loss of most intolerant
forms.

<0.21

Severely Impaired (D)

Few families present. Only tolerant organisms present. If
high density of organisms, then dominated by one or two
families.

*Biotic Integrity Score is based on percent comparison with reference site, where a score of 1 indicates a station with

similar Bi as the reference site.
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SUMMARY TABLE: BASIC WATER QUALITY

TABLE III-64

Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MC3508 [Haddix Run 1
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT1509 |Wilmoth Run 1
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT1510 |trib. Wilmoth Creek 1
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT1511  {Wilmoth Run 2
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT1512 |Leading Creek K ¢
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT1601 |Davis Lick 2
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT1602 |Horse Run 2
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT1603 |Pearcy Run 2
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT1604 jtrib. Leading Creek 1
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT1605 |Claylick Run 2
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT1606 |trib. Claylick Run 1
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT1607 jtrib. Leading Creek 2
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT1608 |Leading Creek 3
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT1609 |Leading Creek 3
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT1610 |trib. Leading Creek 3
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT1611 itrib. Leading Creek 1
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT3500 |trib. Leading Creek 1
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT3501 ]trib. Cherry Fork 1
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT3502 |Cherry Fork 3
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT3503 |Pond Lick Run 2
' Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT3509 |trib. Leading Creek 2
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT3600 |trib. Wilmoth Creek 1
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT3601 |Leading Creek 3
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT3602 |Leading Creek 3
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT3603 |trib. Leading Creek 1
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT3604 |Stalnaker Run 3

SI3 [eud H Jopuio)
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TABLE I11-64
SUMMARY TABLE: BASIC WATER QUALITY

Tygart Valley River Leading Creek MT3605 |trib. Leading Creek 2
[Cheat River Black Fork MC1100 |Four Mile Run 1
[Cheat River Black Fork MC1101  }trib. Four Mile Run 1

Cheat River Black Fork MC1102 |trib. Beaver Creek 1
[Cheat River Black Fork MC1103 |trib. Beaver Creek 1
|Cheat River Black Fork MC1104 |trib. Beaver Creek 1

Cheat River Black Fork MC1105 |trib. Beaver Creek 1
|Cheat River Black Fork MC1106 |trib. Beaver Creek 1
[Cheat River Black Fork MC1107 |trib. Beaver Creek 1
|Cheat River Black Fork MC1108 |trib. Beaver Creek 1
Cheat River Black Fork MC1109 {trib. Beaver Creek 1
Cheat River Black Fork MC1110 Jtrib. Beaver Creek 1
Cheat River Black Fork MC1111  |trib. Beaver Creek 1
Cheat River Black Fork MC1112 |trib. Beaver Creek 1
Cheat River Black Fork MC1200 |trib. Beaver Creek 1
Cheat River Black Fork MC1201 |trib. Beaver Creek 1
[Cheat River Black Fork MC1202 |trib. Beaver Creek 1
|Cheat River Black Fork MC1203 ({trib. Beaver Creek 1
|Cheat River Black Fork MC1204 |trib. Beaver Creek 1
|Cheat River Black Fork MC1205 |trib. Beaver Creek 1
|Cheat River Black Fork MC1206 |trib. Beaver Creek 1
Cheat River Black Fork MC1207 |trib. Beaver Creek 2
]Cheat River Black Fork MC1208 |Beaver Creek 3
Cheat River Black Fork MC1209 ltrib. Beaver Creek 1
Cheat River Black Fork MC1210 |trib. Beaver Creek 1
[Cheat River Black Fork MC1211 _ |trib. Pendleton Creek 1

Si3 et H J0pUod
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SUMMARY TABLE: BASIC WATER QUALITY

TABLE 111-64

Cheat River Black Fork MC1212 |Pendleton Creek 2
|Cheat River Black Fork MC1213 |trib. Pendleton Creek 1
|Cheat River Black Fork MC1214 |trib. Beaver Creek 1
Meat River Black Fork MC1215 |trib, Beaver Creek 1
|Cheat River Black Fork MC1216 |trib. Beaver Creek 2
[Cheat River Black Fork MC1301  |trib. Beaver Creek 1

Cheat River Black Fork MC1302 |N.F. Blackwater River 3
|Cheat River Black Fork MC1303 |trib. N.F. Blackwater River 1
[Cheat River Black Fork MC1304 |N.F. Blackwater River 3

Cheat River Black Fork MC1305 |Long Run 2
|Cheat River Black Fork MC1306 |Long Run 2
|Cheat River Black Fork MC1307 |Long Run 2

Cheat River Black Fork MC1308 |Long Run 2
{Cheat River Black-Fork MC1309 {Middle Run 2
[Cheat River Black Fork MC1310 |TubRun 1

Cheat River Black Fork MC1311 |Big Run 2

Cheat River Black Fork MC1312 |trib. Big Run 1
[Cheat River Black Fork MC1313 |trib. Roaring Run 1
|Cheat River Black Fork MC1314  |trib. Roaring Run 1
[Cheat River Black Fork MC1315  {frib. Roaring Run 1

Cheat River Black Fork MC1316  |trib. Roaring Run 1

Cheat River Black Fork MC1317 |trib. Roaring Run 1

Cheat River Black Fork MC1318 |trib. Black Fork 2

Cheat River Black Fork MC1319 |Black Fork River 3

Cheat River Black Fork MC1320 |Roaring Run 2
|Cheat River Black Fork MC3301 |N.F. Blackwater River 3
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TABLE I11-64
SUMMARY TABLE: BASIC WATER QUALITY

[Cheat River Black Fork MC3302 |Slip Hill Mill Run 1
|Cheat River Black Fork MC3303 {trib. Slip Hill Mili Run 1
Cheat River Black Fork MC3304 {trib. Slip Hill Mill Run 1
Cheat River Black Fork MC3305 |Roaring Run 1
iCheat River Black Fork MC3306 |Roaring Run 2
|Cheat River Black Fork MC3307 |trib. Roaring Run 1
{Cheat River Black Fork MC3308 [Roaring Run 2
|Cheat River Black Fork MC3309 |Snyders Run 2
[Cheat River Black Fork MC3310 |trib. Snyder Run 1
|Cheat River Black Fork MC3311 |trib. Long Run 1
[Cheat River Black Fork MC3312 |Long Run 1
[Cheat River Black Fork MC3400 |Black Fork River 3
Cheat River Shavers Fork MC1400 {Shavers Fork 3
Cheat River Shavers Fork MC1401 |Shavers Fork 3
|Cheat River Shavers Fork MC1402 |trib. Shavers Fork 1
[Cheat River Shavers Fork MC1501 [Shavers Fork 3
|Cheat River Shavers Fork MC1502 |Pleasant Run 2
Cheat River Shavers Fork MC1503 |Pleasant Run 2
Cheat River Shavers Fork MC1504 |Slab Camp Run 2
Cheat River Shavers Fork MC1505 [Pleasant Run 2
1Cheat River Shavers Fork MC1506 |trib. Pleasant Run 1
Cheat River Shavers Fork MC1507 |trib. Pleasant Run 1
Cheat River Shavers Fork MC1508 |Pleasant Run 2
Cheat River Shavers Fork MC3401 |Shavers Fork 3
‘|Cheat River Shavers Fork MC3402 |Sugarcamp Run 1
Shavers Fork MC3403 |Haddix Run 3

[Cheat River
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SUMMARY TABLE: BASIC WATER QUALITY

TABLE III-64

iCheat River Shavers Fork MC3404 [Shingle Tree Run
Cheat River Shavers Fork MC3405 |Goodwin Run
Cheat River Shavers Fork MC3406 |Hawk Run

Cheat River Shavers Fork MC3505 |trib. Haddix Run
Cheat River Shavers Fork MC3506 |trib. Haddix Run
Cheat River Shavers Fork MC3507 |trib. Haddix Run
Cheat River Shavers Fork MT3504 |trib. Leading Creek
North Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB1007 ltrib. Elklick Run
North Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB1008 {trib. Elklick Run

North Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB2800 |Patterson Creek
|North Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB2801 IN.F. Patterson Creek
|Nor1h Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB2802 {trib. N.F. Patterson Creek

North Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB2900 |N.F. Patterson Creek
North Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB2901 |N.F. Patterson Creek
|North Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB2902 |N.F. Patterson Creek

{North Branch Potomac River  [Patterson Creek PNB2803 {trib. N.F. Patterson Creek
|North Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB2904 |trib. N.F. Patterson Creek
{North Branch Potomac River  [Patterson Creek PNB2905 {trib. N.F. Patterson Creek
|North Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB800 Jtrib. Patterson Creek
|North Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB801 |trib. Patterson Creek
|North Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB802 |frib. Thorn Run

|North Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB803 |trib. Thorn Run

|North Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB804 |trib. Thorn Run

[North Branch Potomac River  [Patterson Creek PNB805 |trib. Patterson Creek
|North Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB806 |trib. S.F. Patterson Creek
|North Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB807 |Patterson Creek

Q| = | DO = DO N | =] | PO WO O] QO] PO N O] =] e | | ] | | | =
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SUMMARY TABLE: BASIC WATER QUALITY

TABLE II1-64

|North Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB808 }trib. N.F. Patterson Creek 1
[North Branch Potomac River  [Patterson Creek PNBB09 |trib. Patterson Creek 1
|North Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB900 |M.F. Patterson Creek 3

North Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB901 |trib. M.F. Patterson Creek 1
|North Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB902 |N.F. Patterson Creek 3
[North Branch Potomac River  |Patterson Creek PNB903  |trib. Elklick Run 1
[North Branch Potomac River  [Patterson Creek PNB904  ftrib. Elklick Run 2
|North Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB905 |trib. Elklick Run 2
|North Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB906 |Elklick Run 2
|North Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB907 |M.F. Patterson Creek 3
|North Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB908 |trib. N.F. Patterson Creek 1
|North Branch Potomac River Patterson Creek PNB909 |trib. N.F. Patterson Creek 2
{North Branch Potomac River  [Stony River PNB1000 |Little Creek 2
[North Branch Potomac River  |Stony River PNB1001 |Abrams Creek 2
|North Branch Potomac River Stony River PNB1002 |trib. Abrams Creek 1
|North Branch Potomac River | Stony River PNB1003 |trib. Abrams Creek 1
[North Branch Potomac River  [Stony River PNB1004 _|trib. Abrams Creek 1
|North Branch Potomac River Stony River PNB1005 [trib. Stony River 1
|North Branch Potomac River Stony River PNB1006 |Stony River 2
{North Branch Potomac River Stony River PNB1009 |trib. Little Creek 1
South Branch Potomac River Anderson Run PSB2700 [Anderson Run 2

South Branch Potomac River Anderson Run PSB702 {Walnut Bottom 3

South Branch Potomac River Anderson Run PSB703 jWalnut Bottom 3
South Branch Potomac River Anderson Run PSB704 |trib. Walnut Bottom 2
South Branch Potomac River Anderson Run PSB705 |trib. Walnut Bottom 2
South Branch Potomac River Anderson Run PSB706 |trib. Walnut Boftom 2
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SUMMARY TABLE: BASIC WATER QUALITY

TABLE I11-64

South Branch Potomac River Anderson Run PSB707 |Toombs Hollow Run 2
South Branch Potomac River Anderson Run PSB708 |Walnut Bottom 2
South Branch Potomac River Anderson Run PSB709 |trib. Walnut Bottom 2
South Branch Potomac River Clifford Hollow PSB601 {trib. Clifford Hollow 1
South Branch Potomac River Clifford Hollow PSB602  |[trib. Clifford Hollow 1
South Branch Potomac River Main Channel PSB2600 {Fort Run 2
South Branch Potomac River Main Channel PSB2601 |Dumpling Run 2
South Branch Potomac River Main Channel PSB2602 |Fort Run 2
South Branch Potomac River Main Channel PSB2603 |Dumpling Run 2
South Branch Potomac River ~ {Main Channel PSB2604 |frib. Dumpling Run 1
South Branch Potomac River Main Channel PSB2605 |Dumpling Run 2
South Branch Potomac River Main Channel PSB603  |Clifford Hollow 2
South Branch Potomac River Main Channel PSB604 |[trib. Fort Run 1
South Branch Potomac River Main Channel PSB605 |trib. S.B. Potomac River 1
South Branch Potomac River Main Channel PSB606 {S.B. Potomac River 3
South Branch Potomac River Main Channel PSB701 Jtrib. S.B. Potomac River 1
Cacapon River Baker Run PC2500 |Baker Run 3
Cacapon River Baker Run PC2501 }trib. Long Lick Run 1
Cacapon River Baker Run PC2502 {trib. Long Lick Run 1
JCacapon River Baker Run PC412  |Baker Run 3
Cacapon River Baker Run PC501  }trib. Baker Run 1
[Cacapon River Baker Run PC502 |Baker Run 3
{Cacapon River Baker Run PC503 |Baker Run 3
Cacapon River Baker Run PC504 |Long Lick Run 2
Cacapon River Baker Run PC505  |trib. Long Lick Run 1
Cacapon River Baker Run PC508  |trib. Long Lick Run 2
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SUMMARY TABLE: BASIC WATER QUALITY

TABLE IHI-64

bacapon River

Baker Run PC507 Long Lick Run 2

ICacapon River Baker Run PC508 |Long Lick Run 2
Cacapon River Baker Run PC517  {trib. Baker Run 2
Cacapon River |Central Cacapon River PC2400 |trib. Lost River 2
{Cacapon River Central Cacapon River PC2401 |trib. Lost River 2
Cacapon River Central Cacapon River PC314 |trib. Trout Run 1
Cacapon River Central Cacapon River PC315 [Trout Run 3
[Cacapon River Central Cacapon River PC401  |Lost River 3
|Cacapon River Central Cacapon River PC402 |Sauerkraut Run 2
|Cacapon River Central Cacapon River PC403  |trib. Lost River 1
|Cacapon River Central Cacapon River PC404  |trib. Lost River 1
|Cacapon River Central Cacapon River PC405  |trib. Lost River 1
Cacapon River Central Cacapon River PC406- |trib. Lost River 2
[Cacapon River Central Cacapon River PC407  |trib. Lost River 1
|Cacapon River Central Cacapon River PC408 |Lost River 3
[Cacapon River Central Cacapon River PC409  ftrib. Lost River 1
Cacapon River Central Cacapon River PC410  |trib. Lost River 1
Cacapon River Central Cacapon River PC411 [Lost River 3
Cacapon River Central Cacapon River PC413  |Lost River 3
Cacapon River Skaggs Run PC2503 |trib. Skaggs Run 1
Cacapon River Skaggs Run PC2504 |trib. Skaggs Run 1
Cacapon River Skaggs Run PC509 |Skaggs Run 1
Cacapon River Skaggs Run PC510  |trib. Skaggs Run 1
Cacapon River Skaggs Run PC511  |trib. Skaggs Run 1
Cacapon River Skaggs Run PC512  {trib. Skaggs Run 1
|Cacapon River Skaggs Run PC513 |Skaggs Run 2
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TABLE I11-64
SUMMARY TABLE: BASIC WATER QUALITY

Cacapon River Skaggs Run PC514  |trib. Skaggs Run 1
Cacapon River Skaggs Run PC515  |trib. Skaggs Run 1
|Cacapon River Skaggs Run PC516  |trib. Skaggs Run 1
|Cacapon River Slate Rack Run PC2300 |trib. Slate Rock Run 1
|Cacapon River State Rock Run PC2301 |trib. Slate Rock Run 1
Cacapon River Slate Rock Run PC2302 |Slate Rock Run 2
Cacapon River Slate Rock Run PC300 |trib. Sine Run 1
Cacapon River Slate Rock Run PC301  |trib. Sine Run 1
Cacapon River Slate Rock Run PC302 ltrib. Sine Run 1
[Cacapon River Slate Rock Run PC303 |trib. Sine Run 1
Cacapon River Slate Rock Run PC304 |trib. Slate Rock Run 14
Cacapon River Slate Rock Run PC305 [Slate Rock Run 2 ¢
[Cacapon River Waites Run PC2303 |Waites Run 3|
Cacapon River Waites Run PC306 |Waites Run 2|
Cacapon River Waites Run PC307  |trib. Waites Run 1}
Cacapon River Waites Run PC308 |Waites Run 2 |
Cacapon River Waites Run PC309  |trib. Waites Run 1 [
|Cacapon River Waites Run PC310 |trib. Slate Rock Run 1
|Cacapon River Waites Run PC311  |trib. Waites Run 1
[Cacapon River Waites Run PC312  [trib. Waites Run 1
Cacapon River Waites Run PC313  |trib. Waites Run 2
Shenandoah River Cedar Creek : PS100  |Town Run 2t
Shenandoah River Cedar Creek PS101  |Town Run 1|
Shenandoah River Cedar Creek PS102  |trib. Mulberry Run 2 |
Shenandoah River Cedar Creek PS103  |trib. Mulberry Run 2 |
Shenandoah River Cedar Creek PS104  |trib. Cedar Creek 1}
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TABLE II1-64
SUMMARY TABLE: BASIC WATER QUALITY

Shenandoah River Cedar Creek trib. Mulberry Run 1
Shenandoah River Cedar Creek PS106  |Mulbetry Run 2
Shenandoah River Cedar Creek P8107  |trib. Mulberry Run 1
Shenandoah River Cedar Creek PS108  {trib. Mulberry Run 1
Shenandoah River Cedar Creek PS109 |Cedar Creek 3
Shenandoah River Cedar Creek PS110 |Cedar Creek 3
Shenandoah River Cedar Creek PS111  |trib. Mulberry Run 1
Shenandoah River Cedar Creek PS112  |Mulberry Run 2
Shenandoah River Cedar Creek PS113  |Turkey Run 2
Shenandoah River Cedar Creek PS200 |Duck Run 2
Shenandoah River Cedar Creek PS201  |Duck Run 2
Shenandoah River Cedar Creek PS202  |Duck Run 2
Shenandoah River Cedar Creek PS203 - {trib. Duck Run 1
Shenandoah River Cedar Creek PS204  |trib. Duck Run 2
Shenandoah River Cedar Creek PS205  |irib. Duck Run 2
Shenandoah River Cedar Creek PS206  |trib. Duck Run 1
Shenandoah River Cedar Creek PS207  |trib. Paddy Run 1
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WEST VIRGINIA

TABLE III-65
COMPARISON OF DIRECT STREAM IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE

Number of Box Culverts

Length of Box Culverts 130
Number of Pipes
Length of Pipes 469

Total Number of Enclosures

Total Length of Enclosures 599
Number of Relocations
Length of Relocations 122
VIRGINIA®

Number of Box Culveris

Length of Box Culveris 0 326
Number of Pipes
Length of Pipes 268

Total Number of Enclosures

Total Length of Enclosures 594
Number of Relocations
Length of Relocations 38 30

The {RA was not selected as the Preferred Alternative as explained in text, Section i1,

2 Preferred Ajtemative - (Line A, Line I, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)
3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section Ii,
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TABLE HI-66

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY WATERSHED

IMPROVED ROADWAY ALTERNATIVE'

VIRGINIA®

Total Perennial Streams in Watershed
(kilometers/miles)

Length of Enclosures
{meters/feet)

599

Length of Relocations (meters/feet)

122

Enclosures and Relocations as a
Percentage of Total Streams

WEST VIRGINIA - PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE’

VIRGINIA - LINE A

Total Perennial Streams in Watershed
(kilometers/miles)

Length of Enclosures
(meters/feet)

Length of Relocations (metersfieet)

366

Enclosures and Relocations as a
Percentage of Total Per. Streams

1The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section Ii.
2 preferred Altemnative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)
3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section I,

Laew
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TABLE I11-67
BRIDGES: IRA
Tygart Valley River Claylick Run 445+00
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek 547+00
Tygart Valley River Stalnaker Run 620+00
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek 697+00
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek 710+00
Tygart Valley River Cheny Fork 1594400
Cheat River Sugarcamp Run 2212+00
Cheat River Shavers Fork 2242+00 213 WVHQ
Cheat River Black Fork 2270+00 274
Cheat River Roaring Run 2298+00 61 Native Trout, WWHQ
Cheat River Roaring Run 2327+00 91 Native Trout, WWHQ
Cheat River Snyder Run 4170+00 183
Cheat River NF Blackwater 4231400 A27
Cheat River Beaver Creek 4468+00 30 WVHQ
Cheat River Trib. to Beaver Creek 4582+00 24
Cheat River Trib. to Beaver Creek 4593+00 24
Cheat River Trib. to Beaver Creek 4841400 46
North Branch of Potomac Trib. to NF Patterson Creek 5527+00 61
North Branch of Potomac NF Patterson Creek 5640+00 183 Stocked Trout, WWHQ
North Branch of Potomac NF Patterson Creek 5893+00 61 Stocked Trout, WYHQ
North Branch of Potomac Patterson Creek 5937+00 116 WVHQ
South Branch of Potomac Anderson Run 6371+00 61
South Branch of Potomac SB Potomac River 6450+00 107 NRIi, WWHQ
South Branch of Potomac Fort Run 5196+00 61
South Branch of Potomac Dumpling Run 5245+00 61
South Branch of Potomac Dumpling Run 5308+00 61
South Branch of Potomac Fort Run 5396+00 70
South Branch of Potomac Clifford Hollow 5584+00 152
Cacapon River Baker Run 6025+00 M
Cacapon River Baker Run 6139+00 37
Cacapon River Lost River 6498+00 116 Stocked Trout, WVHQ, NRI
Cacapon River Trout Run 6659+00 30 Stocked Trout, Native Trout, WYHQ
Cacapon River Waites Run 6745+00 61 Stocked Trout, NRI
Cacapon River Slate Rock Run 6790+00 24
Shenandoah River Duck Run 198+00 24 Native Trout, OSRW
Shenandoah River Cedar Creek 290+00 55 Stocked Trout, NRI
Shenandoah River Turkey Run 463+00 30
Shenandoah River Trib. to Mulberry Run 597+00 30
Shenandoah River Mulberry Run 625+00 52 Relocation

* Bridges substituted for box culverts in response to agency field reviews

AMD=Acid Mine Drainage; NR! = Nationwide Rivers Inventory; WVHQ = WVa. High Quality Stream; OSRW = Va, Outstanding State Resource Waters
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TABLE III-68

BRIDGES ACROSS STREAMS

WEST VIRGINIA - PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE'

Tygart Valley River Clay Lick Run 213
Tygart Valley River Pearcy Run 137
Tygart Valley River Leading Creek 137 WVHQ
Tygart Valley River Trib. to Wilmoth Creek 122
Cheat River Slabcamp Run 114
Cheat River Pleasant Run 61 Native Trout
Cheat River Shavers Fork 518 NRI, WWHQ
Cheat River Shavers Fork 137 NRI, WWHQ
Cheat River Shavers Fork 195 NRI, WWHQ
Cheat River Black Fork 366
Cheat River Roaring Run 38 Native Trout
Cheat River Big Run* 113
Cheat River NF Blackwater River 320 AMD
Cheat River Trib. to Pendleton Creek 46
Cheat River Beaver Creek 38 AMD, WVHQ
Cheat River Trib. to Beaver Creek 107 Includes MC1103
North Branch of Potomac Stoney River 262 AMD
North Branch of Potomac Elkiick Run 198 Native Trout, WWHQ
North Branch of Potomac Trib. to Elklick Run* 198
North Branch of Potomac NF Patterson Creek 137 Stocked Trout, WWHQ
North Branch of Pofomac MF Patterson Creek* 366
North Branch of Potomac Trib. to MF Patterson Creek 131
South Branch of Potomac Walnut Bottom Run 91
South Branch of Potomac SB Potomac River and tribs 732 NRI, WVHQ
South Branch of Potomac Clifford Hollow* 366
Cacapon River Long Lick Run 122
Cacapon River Baker Run 171
Cacapon River Baker Run 43
Cacapon River Lost River 128 Stocked Trout, WWHQ, NRI
Cacapon River Lost River 265 Stocked Trout, WVHQ, NRI
Cacapon River Sauerkraut Run 152
Cacapon River Lost River 168 Stocked Trout, WVHQ, NRI
Cacapon River Trout Run 91 Native Trout, Stocked Trout, WWHQ
Cacapon River Waites Run 76 Stocked Trout, WWHQ
Total Bridge Length| 6,360
VIRGINIA - LINE A°

Shenandoah River Duck Run Native Trout, OSRW
Shenandoah River Duck Run 82 Native Trout, OSRW
Shenandoah River Cedar Creek 137 NRI, Stocked Trout
Shenandoah River Turkey Run 183
Shenandoah River Trib. fo Mulbeny Run 46

Total Bridge Length| 585

* Bridges substituted for box culverts after field reviews

AMD = Acid Mine Drainage; NRI = Nationwide Rivers Inventory; WYHQ = WVa. High Quality Stream; OSRW = Va. Qutstanding State Resource W

1Preferred Altemative - {Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)

2 iirginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section Il
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TABLE I11-69
OPTION AREA COMPARISON: WEST VIRGINIA

Number of Box Culverts
Length of Box Culverts 0 107
Number of Open Bottom
Culverls
Length of Open Bottom 0 0
Culverts B
Number of Pipes
Length of Pipes 0 180
Total Number of Enclosures
Total Length of Enclosures 0 287
Number of Relocations
Length of Relocations 183 0
Length of Perennial Streams] 77 274
Length of Intermittent 1755 3
Streams '
! Preferred Attemative - (Ling A, Ling |, mod. Line $, Ling F, Ling §, Line 5-D)
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TABLE III-70
OPTION AREA COMPARISON: VIRGINIA .

{Number of Box Culverts
ILength of Box Culverts
|Number of Open Bottom Culverts
[Length of Open Bottom Culverts

INumber of Pipes

ILength of Pipes 0
Total Number of Enclosures u
Total Length of Enclosures 0 ~q
|Number of Relocations 3
ILength of Relocations 0

——y '

ILength of Perennial Streams

ILength of Intermittent Streams

1 Virginia did not select a Preferred Altemative as explained in the text, Section Ii.
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TABLE III-71
POLLUTANTS IN HIGHWAY RUNOFF

|Particulates Pavement wear, vehicles, atmosphere, maintenance

INitrogen, Phosphorus Atmosphere, roadside fertilizer application

ILead Leaded gasoline (auto exhaust), tire wear (lead oxide filler material), lubricating oil and grease, bearing wear

Zinc Tire wear (filler material), motor oil (stabilizing additive), grease

iron Auto body rust, steel highway structures (guardrails, etc.), moving engine parts

Copper Meta_\l plating, pearing and busITing wear, moving engine parts, brake lining wear, fungicides and insecticides
applied by maintenance operations

Cadmium Tire wear (filler material), insecticide application

Chromium Metal plating, moving engine parts, brake lining wear

INickeI Diesel fuel and gasoline (exhaust), lubricating oil, metal plating, bushing wear, brake lining wear, asphalt paving

IManganese Moving engine parts

[Bromide Exhaust

L Cyanide Anticake cgr_npound (ferric ferrocyanide, Prussian Blue or sodium ferrocyanide, Yellow Prussiate of Soda) used
to keep deicing salt granular

Sodium, Calcium Deicing salts, grease

Chloride Deicing salts

Sulphate Roadway blends, fuel, deicing salts

|Petroleum Spills, leaks or blow-by of motor fubricants, antifreeze and hydraulic fluids, asphalt surface leachate

IPonchIorinated Biphenyls Spraying of highway right-of-ways, background atmospheric deposition, PCB catalyst in synthetic tires

Pesticides, Pathogenic bacteria

Soil, litter, bird droppings and trucks hauling livestock and stockyard waste

|Rubber

Tire wear

Asbestos

Clutch and brake lining wear

* Source: Kobriger, 1984
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Corridor H Final EIS

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS TO RIPARIAN BUFFER ZONES: IRA

TABLE III-72

Tygart Valley River  |Leading Creek trib. Leading Creek 1 1
Wilmoth Run 2 142 3

Leading Creek 3 196 6

Cheat River Shavers Fork Haddix Run 1 472 2
trib. Shavers Fork 1 113 1

Haddix Run 2 1,262 8

Haddix Run 3 1,049 8

Black Fork Roaring Run 1 203 1

trib. Beaver Creek 1 309 2

trib. Slip Hill Mill Run 1 216 1

Roaring Run 2 422 4

Beaver Creek 3 36 1

S. Branch Potomac  |Main Channel Dumpling Run 2 404 1
Fort Run 2 362 1

Cacapon River Skaggs Run trib. Skaggs Run 1 174 2
Baker Run trib. Long Lick Run 1 155 1

frib. Baker Run 1 197 1

Baker Run 3 650 4

Central Cacapon {Lost River 3 772 4

Slate Rock Run  {trib. Sine Run 1 230 1

trib. Slate Rock Run 1 1,280 2

Shenandoah River  {Cedar Creek Duck Run 2 801 4
TOTAL 9,463 59

*Based on Proposed Limits of Consfruction
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Comidor H Final EIS

TABLE III-73

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS TO RIPARIAN BUFFER ZONES:
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE'

Tygart Valley River Leading Creek Pearcy Run 2 46 1

Leading Creek 3 123 4

Cheat River Black Fork trib. Beaver Creek 1 29 1

Pendlefon Creek 2 172 1

Shavers Fork trib. Shavers Fork 1 123 1

Pleasant Run 2 15 1

o - Pleasant Run 3 59 1
Shavers Fork 3 48 1
N. Branch Potomac Patterson Creek trib. Patterson Creek 1 84 1

trib. N.B. Patterson Creek 1 227 2

M.F. Patterson Creek 3 146 1

S. Branch Potomac Anderson Run Toombs Hollow 2 515 2

Cacapon River Skaggs Run Skaggs Run 2 152 2
TOTALS 1,739 19

* Based on Proposed Limits of Construction
1 Preferred Aitemative - (Line A, Line |, mod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)
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TABLE I11-74
MEASURES TAKEN TO AVOID STREAM RELOCATIONS

Retaining Wall

Leading Creek
Tygart River Leading Creek Increased Slopes 620 152 WVHQ
Cheat River Trib. to Roaring Run Increased Slopes 3725 335
North Branch of Trib. to Elklick Run Shifted construction fimits 5230 35
Potomac
North Branch of MF of Patterson Creek Retaining Wall 5565 320
Potomac
North Branch of
Potomac Thom Run Increased Slopes 5650 305
North Branch of Toombs Hollow Retaining Wall 5950 137
Potomac
North Branch of Williams Hollow Increased Slopes 6340 366
Potomac
Cacapon River Trib. to Long Lick Increased Slopes 6830 85
Cacapon River Baker Run Changed vertical grade 6350 427
TOTAL 2,585
AMD= Acid Mine Drainage

NRI = Nationwide Rivers Inventory; WWHQ = WVa. High Quality Stream; OSRW = Va. Qutstanding State Resourca Waters
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Corridor H Final EIS

TABLE III-75
'ADDITIONAL AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES
DEVELOPED FOLLOWING FIELD REVIEWS

Cheat River Trib. to Roaring Run Steepen slopes to reduce length of pipe 3731 76
Cheat River Big Run Replace box culvert with 350 ft. bridge 3925 274
Cheat River Middle Run Change in grade reduces culvert length 4055 8
North Branch of Abrams Creek Increase slope to reduce length of culvert 5029 15 AMD
Potomac
North Branch of Trib. to Ellick Run Replace box culvert with 650 ft. bridge 5293 137
Potomac
N°’g’°?°’:1’;f‘ of MF of Patterson Creek Replace box culvert with a 1,200 f bridge 5534 427
N°’g‘02ﬁ’;? of Trib. to Patterson Creek Shifted line and reduced length of box culvert 5850 76
South Branch of Ciifford Hollow Replace box culvertwith a 1,200 ft bridge 6515 308
Potomac
TOTAL 1,321

AMD= Acid Mine Drainage
NRI = Nationwide Rivers Inventory; WWHQ = WVa. High Quality Stream; OSRW = Va. Quistanding State Resource Waters
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TABLE I1-76
STREAMS PROPOSED FOR OPEN BOX CULVERTS AND BURIED INVERTS BASED
ON TOTAL HABITAT ASSESSMENT SCORE AND BI

Tygart Valley River Leading Creek Trib. Haddix Run MC3504 Pipe 30 B 96
IRA! Cheat River Black Fork Trib. Beaver Creek MC1105 Box Culvert 61 A 101
IRA! Cheat River Black Fork Trib. Roaring Run MC3307 Pipe 61 A 103
IRA! Cheat River Black Fork Roaring Run MC3305 Pipe 244 B 111
IRA! Cheat River Shavers Fork Shingle Tree Run MC3404 Pipe 37 B 95
IRA! South Branch Potomac River  |Main Channel Fort Run PSB2600 Pipe 70 B 104
IRA! Cacapon River Central Cacapon River Sauerkraut Run PCA402 Box Culvert 24 A 101
IRA! Cacapon River Central Cacapon River Trib. Lost River PC2400 Pipe 49 B 105
IRA Shenandoah River Cedar Creek Duck Run PS201 Pipe 24 B 112
IRA Shenandoah River Cedar Creek Duck Run PS202 Pipe 40 B 112
640
PA2 Cheat River Black Fork Trib. Beaver Creek MC1105 Box Culvert 55 A 101
PA? Cheat River Black Fork Trib. Big Run MC1312 Box Culvert 61 B 91
PA? Cheat River Black Fork Trib. Roaring Run MC1314 Box Culvert | 274 B 99
PA? Cheat River Black Fork Trib. Roaring Run MC1316 Pipe 271 B 11
PA2 North Branch Potomac River  |Stony River Trib. Stony River PNB1005 Pipe 91 A 97
PA? Cacapon River Slate Rock Run Trib. Slate Rock Run PC304 Pipe 168 A 103
PA? Cacapon River Skaggs Run Trib. Skaggs Run PC511 Box Culvert 186 B 105
PA? Cacapon River Baker Run Trib. Baker Run PC517 Box Culvert | 198 A 109
PA? Cacapon River Slate Rock Run Slate Rock Run PC305 Box Culvert 131 A 115
1,436
LineP  |North Branch Potomac River |Patterson Creek Trib. M.F. Patterson Creek |  PNB909 Pipe 168 A 93
LineP  |North Branch Potomac River |Patterson Creek M.F. Patterson Creek PNB907 | BoxCulvert | 213 B 93

Blotic Integrity Rank - A = Non- Impaired 'The IRA was not selected as the Preferred Altemative as explained in text, Section Il.

Biotic Integrity Rank - B = Moderately Impalred 2 Preferred Altemative - {Line A, Line |, mod. Line §, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D.

Habitat Assessment Score

Good Habitat = 90-120
Excellent Habltat = 121+
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TABLE II1-77
EFFECTIVENESS OF STORMWATER MITIGATION MEASURES

Suspended Sediment 80-90% 50-60%
Phosphorus 50-60% 10-15%
Nitrogen 30-40% 5-10%
Lead 70-80% . 45-55%

Zinc ' - 40-50% 25-30%
Copper 40-50% 30-35%

Source: Virginia Stormwater Management Regulations (1993)
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TABLE III-78
RCRA SITE LOCATIONS AND IMPACTS

None

Station 2334

+ The site is approximately 11

m (35") northeast of existing
US 219 in Parsons, WV..

The site would be
approximately 6 m (20')
northeast of the IRA
construction limits along US
219,

WVDOT -
Maintenance
Facility/Garage

RCRA - Class 3

WVvD982673600

None

Station 5067
+ The site fronts WV 93 and is

bounded to the east by
Mount Storm Lake in Mount
Storm, WV.

The site is approximately
1,207 m (3,960") south of the
IRA construction limits along
WV 83,

Vepco Mount Storm
Station

RCRA - Class 2

WVD080548191

None

Station 5362

+ The site is approximately 6 m

(20" south of existing WV 55,
east of Moorefield, WV.

The site would be
approximately 3 m (10) south
of the IRA construction limits
along WV 55.

WVDOT -
Maintenance
Facility/Garage

RCRA-Class 3

WvD988679154

None

Station 4855

*

The site is approximately
1060 m(3,480 ft) north of the
IRA construction limits along
WV a3

Laural Run Mining
Company

RCRA-Class 3

WVD988766465
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TABLE III-79

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK LOCATIONS

Kerr's Food Mart

IRA No Station 6732
¢ The site is approximately 12m (40') southeast of existing WV 55,
approximately 838m (2750') northeast of the town of Wardensville, WV.
+ The site would be approximately the same distance 40' (12m) from the IRA
construction limits along WV 55.
iRA | Citgo/Seven-Eleven No Station 6687
: + The site is approximately 31m (100') south of existing WV 55 in Wardensville,
WV.
+ The site would be approximately the same distance 91m (31') from the IRA
construction limits along WV 55.
IRA | Chevron No Station 6685
* The site is approximately 12m (40') south of existing WV 55 in Wardensville,
Wv.
+ The site would be approximately the same distance (12m) 40' from the IRA
construction limits along WV 55
IRA Best, Inc. Yes Station 5697
+ The site is approximately 15.2m (50°) south of existing WV 55 in Hardy
County, WV.
+ The site would be located within the southern side of the IRA construction
limits along WV 55.
IRA | Jims Allstar Foods No Station 2305 _
76 Deli/Grocery * The site is approximately 7.6 m (25" north of existing US 219 in Parsons, WV.
IRA | Sheetz No Station 2262
+ The site is located approximately 12.1 m (40') south of existing US 219 in
Parsons, WV.
IRA Longs Auto Center No Station 2256
(Bxxon) * The site is located approximately 7.6 m (25') south of existing US 219 in
Parsons, WV.
IRA | West End Grocery No Station 678
+ The site is approximately 18.3m (60") northwest of existing VA 55 in Clary, VA.
¢ The site would be approximately 12.2m (40') northwest of the IRA
construction limits along VA 55,
IRA | Graden No Station 472
Supermarket + The site is approximately 40m (130') northeast of existing VA 55 in Wheatfield,

VA,
+ The site would be approximately 33.5m (110") northeast of the IRA
construction limits along WV 55.
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TABLE III-80
TOTAL ENERGY CONSUMPTION

WEST VIRGINIA
Construction {Annual liters nfa 18.613 45425
Annual gallons nfa 4918 12001
Maintenance [Annual liters 0.186 0.199 0.231
Annual gallons 0.049 0.053 0.060
Operational  |Annual liters 44,472 55,720 60,263
Annual gallons 11,750 14,721 15921
TOTAL |Annual liters 44,472 55,739 60,308
Annual gallons 11,750 14,726 15934
VIRGINIA®
Construction |Annual fiters nfa 1.249 5.884 3.288 3.397 1616 1.548
Annual gallons nfa 0.330 1.555 1044 | 0869 0.898 0427 0.409
rMaintenance Annual liters 0.056 0.056 0.071 0.058 0.058 0.058 0.073 0.073
Annual gaflons 0.015 0.015 0.018 0.015 0.015 0.015 0.019 0.019
FOperationaI Annual liters 51,469 52,919 55,940 905 905 905 1,445 1,509
Annual gallons 31.102 31978 33.804 0.547 0.547 0.547 0.873 0.912
TOTAL JAnnual liters 51,469 52,920 55,946 909 909 909 1,446 1,511
Annual gallons 31.117 32323 35.377 1,606 1431 1.460 1.319 1.340

iThe IRA was not selected as the Preferred Alternative as explained in text, Section Il.
2 Preferred Altemative - (Line A, Line lmod. Line S, Line F, Line B, Line 5-D)
3 Virginia did not select a Preferred Alternative as explained In the text, Section Il,
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TABLE VII-1

Conridor H Final EIS

COORDINATION MEETINGS THROUGHOUT THE ALIGNMENT
SELECTION PROCESS

Corridor Sefection Decision Document status

7/6/93 WVDNR, WVDEP, Initial agency coordination for .
FWS, Baker alignment selection process + Development of alternatives
+ Technical methodologies.
7/8/93 EPA, Baker Initial agency coordination for + Corridor Selection Decision Document status
alignment selection process + Development of alternatives
+ Secondary and cumulative impact assessments
+ Technical methodologies.
7/9/93 WVDNR, Baker Initial agency coordination for *  Corridor Selection Decision Document status
alignment selection process + Development of altematives
¢ Technical methodologies.
7/12/93 ACOE, Baker Initial agency coordination for *  Corridor Selection Decision Document status
alignment selection process + Development of altematives
+ Technical methodologies.
7/16/93 VDHR, Baker Initial agency coordination for + Section 106 process
alignment selection process
7/19/93 & VDEQ-Waste, Air, VDOT's monthly Interagency + Meeting served as initial Virginia agency coordination for
7/20/93 Water Div., VDHR, Coordination Meeting alignment selection process
VMRC, VDCR, Corridor H f it + Development of alternatives
VDOT, ACOE - orror T was aneotmany ems | Technical methodologies.
Norfolk District on VDOT's monthly meeting agenda
FWS, EPA, CHA,
Baker
8/24/93 FWS, Baker On-site field methodologies + Wetland & water quality field techniques
8/25/93 MNF, Baker - Initial agency coordination for +  Comidor Selection Decision Document status
alignment selection process + Development of altematives
* __Technical methodologies
9/7/93 VAC, VDOT, Baker | VAC kick-off meeting [+ Brainstorm community goals
+ Brainstorm how Corridor H could help meet these goals
10/12/93 VAC, VDOT, Baker | VAC meeting + Project status overall and in Virginia
+ Discussion of altematives in Section 2
10/26/93 Grant County Coordination on secondary + Secondary development process, projections, utility availability
Development development methodology and data and access issues
Authority, Baker collection + Comparison of IRA impacts
10/26/93 Region VIl Planning | Coordination on secondary + Secondary development process, projections, utility avaitability
& Development development methodology and data and access issues
Council, Baker collection + Comparison of IRA impacts
10/28/93 VAC, VDOT, Baker | VAC meeting + Project status overall and in Virginia
¢ Commonwealth Transportation Board's resolution on Corrider H
+ Discussion of altematives in Section 1
+ Discussion of whether or not Corridor H altemnatives could help
meet community goals
12110/93 ACOE - Pittsburgh Initiation of Section 404 Permit + Joint Public Notice
District, Baker Applications + Manner in which to handle project location due to magnitude of

project
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TABLE VII-1 (CONT.)
COORDINATION MEETINGS THROUGHOUT THE ALIGNMENT SELECTION PROCESS

VAC, VDOT,

1113/94 VAC meeting Completed discussion on whether Corridor H could help meet
WVDOT, Baker community goals
2/16/94 & Wardensville, Capon | Hydrogeology issues related to Discuss method to evaluate and assess potential impacts
217194 Springs & Farms, Lost River, Capon Springs, and
OUL, Baker Wardensville
3/9/94 EPA, FWS, NRCS, Agency concurrence on Review of all alignments to date
FHWA, GWNF, altematives carried forward Presentation of alignments considered but efiminated
MNF, ACHP, Discussion of alignments to be camied forward
WVDEP, WVDNR,
WVDCH, WVDHHS,
WVDOT, Baker
311/94 ACOE, Baker Agency concurrence on Review of all alignments to date
altenatives carried forward Presentation of alignments considered but eliminated
Discussion of alignments to be carried forward
3/15/34 ACHP, WVDCH, Integration of Section 106 Specific discussions focused on inclusion of archaeological
WVDOT, Baker process in Corridor H tiered resources in the Alignment Selection SDEIS
process Discuss methods to field test Baker's predictive seftlement pattern
model
3/16/94 Capon Springs & Potential impacts to Capon Capon Springs concems over proposed project
Farms, WVDCH, Springs & Farms, Inc.
FHWA, WVDOT,
Baker
3/29/94 EPA, Baker Agency concurrence on Review of all alignments to date
altematives carried forward Presentation of alignments considered but efiminated
_ Discussion of alignments {o be carried forward
4/13/94 WVDCH, WVDOT, Proposed aboriginal seftlement Discuss acceptable and appropriate field testing methodologies
Baker pattern model and testing for cultural resource analyses
Identify appropriate testing locations and methodologies
4/19/94 VDEQ, VDGIF, Agency concurrence on Review of all alignments in Virginia
VDHR, VDCR, alternatives carried forward Presentation of alignments considered but eliminated in Virginia
VDOT, WVDOT, Discussion of alignments to be carried forward in Virginia
Baker
4/28/94 EPA, FWS, ACOE, | Wetland mitigation Wetland mitigation replacement ratios and conceptual plan
NRCS, WVDNR,
WVDEP, WVDOT,
Baker
5/5/94 ACOE - Pittsburgh Section 404 Permit Application Agreed on application format and contents
District, Baker
5/5/94 WVDCH, WVDOT, Proposed aboriginal seftlement Discuss proposed statistical methodology for testing of settlement
Baker paitemn model and testing pattem
WVDCH accepted methodolegy proposed by WVDOT and Baker
5/6/94 FWS, EPA, Wetland mitigation Interagency teleconference to concur on mitigation rations and
WVDNR, WVDEP location of sites
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TABLE VII-1 (CONT.)
COORDINATION MEETINGS THROUGHOUT THE ALIGNMENT SELECTION PROCESS

Capon Springs and
Farms, Baker,
FHWA

volumes within Capon Springs
and Farms

5/12/94 Lord Fairfax Coordination on secondary + Secondary development process
Planning District, development methodology and |  Regional plans for Frederick and Shenandoah Counties
VDOT, Baker data collection + Comparison of IRA impacts
5/13/94 Tucker County Coordination on secondary + Secondary development resuits
Planning development methodology and | ¢ Land use availability in Tucker County
Department, Baker | data collection ¢ Canaan Valley Refuge
+ Utility expansions and access issues
+ Comparison of IRA impacts
5/13/94 Hardy County Coordination on secondary ¢ Secondary development model preliminary results
Planning development methodology and | «  Poultry industry and new projects
Department, Baker | data collection * IRA economic impacts
6/21/94 VAC, VDOT, Baker | VAC meeting + Discuss scenic design features as applied to Corridor H
6/28/94 ACHP, WVDCH, Section 106 meeting + Public meeting on Section 106 (Historic Preservation) issues
FHWA, WVDOT, regarding Corridor H
Baker, public
7/15/94 VDHR, VDOT, Proposed aboriginal settlement | # Discuss proposed statistical methodology for testing of settlement
Baker pattern model and testing pattem in Virginia
7127/94 VAC, VDOT, VAC meeting + Present preliminary data to be contained in Alignment Selection
WVDOT, Baker SDEIS
8/2/94 Garrett County Coordination on secondary + Status of comprehensive plans
Planning development methodology and * Results of development model
Department, Baker data collection
(telephonic)
9/15/94 VAC, VDOT, Baker | VAC mesting * Preparation of Statement of Consensus
9/27/94 VAC, VDOT, Baker | VAC meeting + Preparation of Statement of Consensus
10/20/34 ACOE, EPA, FWS, | Alignment Selection SDEIS + Review of study results
MNF, WVDEP, Technical Presentation + Release of SDEIS
WVDNR, WVDCH, ¢ Public Hearing schedule
FHWA, WVDOT,
VDOT, Baker
10/22/94 COE 404 Permit Coorination
12/13/94 WVDOH, WVDNR, | Field view of altemative wetland | * Resource Agencies concurred on altemate site.
FWS, ACOE, Baker | replacement site for Leading
Creek
110/95 WVDOH, WVSHPO, | Dissussion of potential traffic * Land development is an existing problem independent of Corr. H.

Traffic concems raised by resort are local in nature.
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COORDINATION MEETINGS THROUGHOUT THE ALIGNMENT SELECTION PROCESS

TABLE VII-1 (CONT.)

3/28/95 WVDOH, APCWS, | Section 106 Programmatic + Dissussed the process and context of the Corridor H Draft
WVSHPOQ, Capon Agreement Section 106 Programmatic Agreement.
Springs, CHA,
Baker, FHWA,
ACHP, VAC
3/13/95 Baker, FWS, Mitigation Document + Dissussed the components of the mitigation document.
FHWA, WVDOH
3/17/95 EPA, FHWA, Baker, | Comment dissussion + Dissussed EPA comments.
WVDOH
5/9/35 and FHWA, EPA, FWS, | Environmental Mitigation + Dissussed issues that need to be addressed in the Corridor H
5M10/95 ACOE, WVDNR, Document Environmental Mitigation Document and adoption of a mitigation
MNF, GWNF, process to be detailed in the Mitigation Document.
WVDEP, WVDOH,
Baker
522195 FHWA, EPA, FWS, | Dissussion of Agency comments | ¢ Dissussed WYDOH's responses to agency comments on the
WVDNR, WVDEP, and responses ASDEIS
WVDOH, Baker
5/25/95 FWS, WVDNR, Dissussed HEP analysis + Revisted HEP analysis for the ASDEIS.
Baker + _Dissussed mitigation for Mitigation Document.
5/26/95 FHWA, WVDOH, FEIS coordination meeting + Dissussed format of FEIS and review procedures.
: Baker
Where:
ACHP = Advisory Council on Historic Preservation VDHR = VA Department of Historic Resources
ACOE = US Amy Corps of Engineers VDOT = VA Department of Transportation
EPA = US Environmental Protection Agency VMRC = VA Marine Resources Commission
FHWA = Federal Highway Administration WVDCH = WV Division of Cuiture and History
FWS = US Fish and Wildlife Service WVDEP = WV Division of Environmental Protection
GWNF = USDA - George Washington National Forest WVDHHS= WV Department of Health and Human Services
MNF = USDA - Monongahela National Forest WVDNR = WV Division of Natural Resources
NRCS = Soil Conservation Service WVDOT = WV Department of Transportation
VAC = Virginia Advisory Committee CHA = Comidor H Altematives
VDCR = VA Department of Conservation and Recreation OUL = Ozark Underground Laboratories
VDEQ = VA Department of Environmental Quality Baker = Michael Baker Jr., Inc.
VDGIF = VA Depariment of Game and Inland Fisheries
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TABLE VII-2
FIELD REVIEW DATES AND ATTENDEES

1&I1RA  |oct. 27, 1993 el v v |v v v|v v
2&IRA oct 27, 1993 vIv|l [« [+Tv | [v]v v
. 3 |seti1s21e | v v v v
4 |Sept 182 1993 s s v 7
5  |sept 182, 1993 v 7 v v
6 Sept. 8&9, 1993 v v v v v
7 Sept. 8 & 9, 1993 v v v v e
8  [sept8a9 103 | v s v v v
9 Sept. 8 &9, 1993 v v v v v
10 Sept. 22 & 23, 1993 v Ve v v v 0|
11 Sept. 22 & 23, 1993 v |/ _ v v v 0|/
12 Sept. 22 & 23, 1993 v i v v v 0|
13 |oct.627,1903 v v [z v v
14 |oct.6a7,193 v |7 v|v v
15 Oct. 20 & 21, 1993 v I/ v v
’ 16 [Oct20821,1903 | o /| v v
IRAINnWV |Jan. 24, 25,826,199 « VA 4 I 4N BV 48 BV 4 v
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TABLE VII-3
AGENCY CONCURRENCE ON ALTERNATIVES CARRIED FORWARD

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation nlr

NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service June 20, 1994

US Army Corps of Engineers - Norfolk District August 10, 1994 ¥
US Army Corps of Engineers - Pittsburgh District April 18, 1984 -
US Environmental Protection Agency _ May 4, 1994

US Fish and Wildlife Service October 12, 1994

USDA George Washington National Forest nlr

USDA Monongahela National Forest May 18, 1994

USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service , April 26, 1994 e
WV Department of Heaith and Human Services May 13, 1994 - g
WV Division of Culture and History nlr "
WV Division of Environmental Protection nir K
WV Division of Natural Resources April 27, 1994

Where:  nlr = Noletter received
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EXHIBIT III-1

THE CORRIDOR H DEVELOPMENT MODEL - BUILD ALTERNATIVE

Define Project's
Geographic Area Of
Influence
(Bank, 1992)

Determine Current Home
To Work Commute Time
(US Census, 1990)
(Pisarki, 1992)

Y

Define West And East
Boundaries

v

Determine North And
South Travel Distance

From Proposed Project

Determine Land Use In
30-Minute Contour

v

Delineate Geographic
Area Of Influence

K
;
b
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P AIEI e Sk

i g e

(USGS Land Cover
Mapping) -

Predict Development

Determine Excluded
Land Areas
(FEMA, NWI, SCS, USGS) |4

Determine Raw Land
(GIS)
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Commercial Development
(Hartgen et al., 1992)
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Service-Oriented
Development

(QRS II, 1992)

Develop Transportation

"Model

Determine Raw Land
Area Requirements

Within 30-Minute Contour

(MERLAM, 1992)
(SLAM, 1991)
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APPALACHIAN CORRIDOR H
ELKINS TO INTERSTATE 81

LEGEND . =3 y Exhibit 111-2
30-MINUTE CONTOUR | LITTLE CACAPON e | ] THE 30-MINUTE CONTOUR
TYGART VALLEY CACAPON :

CHEAT B sHENANDOAH

NORTH BRANCH POTOMAC BACK . :
| —_— ]
01234567

TTH BRANCH POTOMAL B orequon * PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (LINE ALINE IUINE FLNE 5-D) SCALE N MILES
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Corridor H Final EIS
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APPALACHIAN CORRIDOR H
ELKINS TO INTERSTATE 81

Exhibit 111-3
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WARDENSVILLE /LOST RIVER /CAPON SPRINGS MONITORING STATIONS

1 CAMP PINNACLE SPRING 24 BIG COLD SPRING
2 LANDECKER FARM SPRING 25 BOULDER RUN SPRING 18.19.20
3 RISE OF CACAPON RIVER 26 GINN SPRING e
5 CACAPON RIVER UPSTREAM OF COLD SPRING 27 LOST RIVER AT WV55 BRIDGE
6 COLD SPRING ON CACAPON RIVER 28 BOULDER RUN AT SHALE CONTACT
7 TROUT RUN AT UPSTREAM STATION 29 ROAD DITCH ALONG NORTH MOUNTAIN ROAD g
8 TROUT RUN UPSTREAM OF BIG SPRING 30 HAWK RUN WEST
9 TROUT RUN DOWNSTREAM OF BIG SPRING 31 HAWK RUN EAST
10 BIG SPRING 32 CACAPON RIVER AT STREAM FORD EAST OF LANDECKER SPRING
11 TROUT RUN ABOUT 3600 FEET DOWNSTREAM OF BIG SPRING 33 LOST RIVER SPRINGS
12 TROUT RUN AT HIGHWAY 258 34 HOLLY SPRING
14 WAITES RUN UPSTREAM OF WARDENSVILLE SPRING 2
15 WARDENSVILLE SPRING
16 RICHARD FARM SPRING / N— COUNTY 16
17 WAITES RUN AT NORTH MOUNTAIN ROAD
18 CAPON SPRINGS 259

) 19 BEAUTY SPRING

: 20 OLD MAN SPRING

il 21 BRIDGE SPRING

- 22 WAITES RUN AT WV55 UNE B2

23 SECOND STATION UPSTREAM OF BIG SPRING

WARDENSVILL
6,24

APPALACHIAN CORRIDOR H
ELKINS TO INTERSTATE 81

Exhibit 11I-4
' LEEE:RNG WARDENSVILLE /LOST RIVER /
o LOCATION CAPON SPRINGS

DYE TRACE STUDY
’ DYE INJECTION

LOCATION

e ——]
0 2000 4000
SCALE IN FEET
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NORTH OF LINE A

(366 m.)
MEAN WIDTH

APPALACHIAN CORRIDOR H
ELKINS TO INTERSTATE 81

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
Exhibit 111-5
RECHARGE AREA
FOR CAPON WARM
SPRINGS COMPLEX

| ——_— . ——]
0 1500 3000
SCALE IN FEET
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GREENLAND GAP MONITORING STATIONS

« . . ——N7
101 ELKLICK RUN AT OAKDALE CHURCH 113 MUNTZING SPRING N 7 : Eoi :
102 CATTAIL STREAM 114 QUARRY SPRING #1 : x : A e
103 WINGO SPRING 115 SOUTH GREENLAND SPRING *

104 WINGO STREAM 116 GREENLAND GAP SPRING

105 ELKLICK RUN 1.6 MILES SOUTH OF CHURCH 117 PATTERSON CREEK #3 *

106 POSTED STREAM 1.8 MILES SOUTH OF CHURCH 118 NORTH FORK OF PATTERSON CREEK #2 -

107 ROCKY SPRING 2.1 MILES SOUTH OF CHURCH 119 PATTERSON CREEK #4

108 ELKLICK RUN AT 93 BRIDGE 120 SOUTH COUNTY 1 SINKHOLE

109 STREAM SOUTH OF SCHERR 121 MUNTZING SINKHOLE #1

110 CABIN SPRING 122 MUNTZING SINKHOLE #2

111 HELDERBERG SPRING 123 QUARRY SPRING #2

112 NORTH FORK OF PATTERSON CREEK #1 124 CULVERT ALONG GREENLAND ROAD

125 WALKERS RIDGE SPRING

NOTE: MONITORING STATIONS WERE NAMED AFTER PROPERTY
OWNERS, EXISTING STREAMS, OR FROM CHARACTERISTICS
UNIQUE TO INDIVIDUAL STATION.

t -
Ca

X

B

[
I d

APPALACHIAN CORRIDOR H
ELKINS TO INTERSTATE 8t

Exhibit l1l-6

GREENLAND GAP
] _ LEGEND DYE TRACE STUDY
SAMPLING
1_ LOCATION
j . DYE INJECTION ]
’ LOCATION ° SCALEG?:I) FEET 1200
!
| T
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ELKINS TO INTERSTATE 81

Slate Rock Run

Exhibit II1-7
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LEGEND
30-MINUTE CONTOUR

WATERSHED BOUNDARY

b

* PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (LINE ALUNE LLUNE FLINE 5-D)

APPALACHIAN CORRIDOR

H

ELKINS TO INTERSTATE 81

Exhibit 11I-8

LOCAL AND REGIONAL
PROJECT WATERSHEDS
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SCALE IN MILES

&




THIS PAGE IS LEFT BLANK IN TENTIONALLY

E-36



L =g

mW.?.

.’/g( Y

¥ \r Ny S Wy N
NO% L] FR
R ﬁ«.met._lt

QAT

nwﬁ i‘. |
S8

¥z

w, 4
=y

ELKINS TO INTERSTATE 81

APPALACHIAN CORRIDOR H

LAND COVER
WITHIN
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Exhibit 11I-9
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Exhibit 111-10
CHEAT MOUNTAIN
SALAMANDER SURVEY AREA
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APPALACHIAN CORRIDOR H
ELKINS TO INTERSTATE &1

Exhibit 111-11

RUNNING BUFFALO CLOVER

0 300
SCALE IN FEET
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APPALACHIAN CORRIDOR H
WETLANDS STREAMS ELKINS TO INTERSTATE 81
PFO PERENNIAL
— - = = INTERMITTENT S
T Wipakiey Exhibit 111-12
PEM LEADING CREEK SITE
PHOTO CONCEPTUAL PLAN
INTERP.
POWZ
PUB 00 %00 @
SCALE IN FEET
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LEGEND APPALACHIAN CORRIDOR H
e STREAMS ELKINS TO INTERSTATE 81
Bl rro ———  PERENNIAL
. s T MR Exhibit 111-13
—_— ° | WALNUT BOTTOM RUN SITE
CONCEPTUAL PLAN
.
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N INIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
- Division of Highways

1900 Kanawha Boulsvard East « Bulkling Five « Room 109

Qaston Capsrton Charleston, West Virginia 25305-0430 « 304/558-3505 Charlea L 'ﬂ':;r- PE.

Fred VanKirk, P.E.
Commissloner

April 8, 1994 State Highway Engineer

Mr. Robert Neill

US Army Corps of Engineers
Pittsburgh District

1000 Liberty Avenue

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 25222-4186

Dear Mr. Neill:

Appalachian Corridor H
Elkins to I-81
Concurrence Document

This is a follow-up to the March 9, 1994 meeting at the Civic
Center in Charleston to discuss concurrence on the alternatives
carried forward for the alignment phase of Corridor H. Your input
has been and will continue to be important to the development of
this project. As discussed at the close of the meeting, I have
attached the results of the discussions in the form of a revised
table, which lists the lines that will be carried forward in the
Alignment Selection Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (SDEIS).

Please note the following revisions to the preliminary
recommendations that came as a result of the meeting. In Section
5, line 5-A.1 will be carried forward and 1line 5-D will be
eliminated. Two lines that were originally recommended to be
carried forward, will not be eliminated as a result of your input,
these are Lines 7-A.l and 16-A.1. Note that in all cases, any line
shown as eliminated will be described in detail in the Draft, shown
on the plans (most 1likely in black), -and the reasons for
elimination from further consideration will be given. .

The agency and signature line below can be used to state your
concurrence in the alternatives carried forward .and we would
appreciate return receipt of this letter by May 13, 1994.

Mr. Robert Neill
Page Two
April 8, 1994

A list of meeting attendees is also attached. Thank you once
again for your participation in this process.

Very truly yours,
j,/aﬂt..///(
Fred VanKirk

Commissioner
State Highway Engineer

FV:Ecb
Attachment-

Agency:

Authorized Signature:

LR 155y

Date:

d

A
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STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA

0,
OF COMMERCE, LABOR AND ENVIRONMENTAL k!sgmcz?"/'
DIVISION OF NATURAL RESOURCES i Ve f
State Capitol Complex 9,9
Building 3, Room 612 ) 4 %
1900 Kanawha Boulevasd, East
Chartesion, West Wlnla

o™ April 27, 1994

Mr. Fred VanKirk

Commissioner, State Highway Engineer
WYV Division of Highways

1900 Kanawha Blvd., East

Building 5, Room 109

Charleston, WV 25305-0430

Dear Mr. VanKirk:

Pursuant to your amended April 8, 1994 letter and attachments
describing Appalachian Corridor H Elkins to I-81 and requesting concurrence
on alternatives 1o be carried forward, 1 wish to provide the following
recommendations.

We believe the West Virginla Division of Highways has provided
adequate coordination and acceptable documentation of viable project
alternatives concerning the Corridor H Elkins to 1-81 project. The WV
Division of Natural Resources concurs that the Division of Highways move
forward with the development and documentation of the Alignment Selection
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

We look forward to continued coordination on this project. If I can be
of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me or Mr. Roger
Anderson of my staff.

Sincerely,

Cha%
Director

CBF /raf w o9 %

CONCURRENCE ON ALTERNATIVES

1-0.

. CHAI EL , JR.
NS TDD 558-1439 TOD 1-800-354-608R ey %m "
(GAWATS  Tulephone (304) 858-2771  Fax (304) 6583147 ) LS
JOHN M. RAN ‘0"“;.\9’“““ -~
lvg:ﬂ% ‘:‘SD?‘

SI3 feurd HJ0pwoDd
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STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN RESOURCES -

- WEST VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Gaston Caperton May 13, 1994 . e s .
Governor Division of Highways
Z) 0 \ 1900 Kanawha Boulevard East » Bullding Five « Room 109 Charles L. Miller. P
Mr. Fred VanKirk, Commissioner 457 - '/ Gn'&r’l :;g:mii Charteston, West Virginia 25305-0430 » 304/558-3505 ) “e;oml:r;r. E.
West Virginia Department of Transportation MAy 3, ... .
Capitol Complex Building 5, Room 109 204s,.. 1 7‘ ISy, i L. . m&!:mm:.e.
Charleston WV 25305 . 4 "’F"lsy Ogs, ':‘74_-'\05 ) e June 8, 1994 State Highway Engineer
ON 3Gn i, OF
OF Y Oy e o M
Appalachian COrrido?’Gy'yzslo/v Lf"“ic:_.. "o Mr. Donald A. Kuntz, P.E.
Concurrence Document Ay ey S Director

Environmental Engineering Division
WV Department of Health and

Human Resources
815 Quarxier Street, Suite 418
Charleston, West Virginia 25301

Dear Mr. VanKirk:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the concurrence document
regarding Appalachian Corridor H. We_continue to have concerns
about line 3-A.1l. This line would bisect Anderson Ridge above the
Town of Wardensville's spring; thereby placing their drinking water
supply at risk. Two representatives of our Wellhead Protection

Dear Mr. Kuntz:

Thank you for your May 13, 1994 response to our letter requesting

1s-4

Program, Mr. Viola and Mr. Baker, communicated this concern at your concurrence on the alternatives carried forward. We understand your
meeting on March 9, 1994. We note that the concurrence document agency‘’s concerns regarding potential impacts to the Wardensville Water
mt to the water supply as regards line Supply. As you noted, wa are continuing our studies of the spring, and
kv ! e T Mr. Bakexr took part in the dye injection efforts conducted on May 19,

1994. The results will be fully addressed in the Alignment Selection

We will need to review the WV Division of Transportation's draft
environmental impact statement foxr Corridor H in order to comment
on its assessment of the risk to the Wardensville spring. We will
reserve comment until DOT's consulting hydrogeologists, Mr. Aley
and Mr. Bednar, have reported their findings regarding the spring.

For the above reasons it would be premature to apply my signature
to the Corridor H concurrence document at this time.

Sincerely, .- . iy /

Director . 7
Environmental Engin ing Division

DAK:GTV:nst )

cct John Bowman, Mayor of Wardensville e .
Hardy County Health Department [ B I
g::l:g 'l;‘easr;g¥:vllle District Office DIVISION OF HIGHY:

lalalat =T33 Tal ATt Holy

SDEIS at which time we will receive comments from your agency.

The concurrence document lists "Requires bisecting Anderson Ridge"
as a disadvantage for Line 3-A.1 because it was well understood and
discussed that this alignment could involve the spring as a result of its
location on the ridge. Also, Line 3-C 1list *"Closer to Wardensville
Spring®” as a disadvantagae. We have been actively investigating the
Wardensville Spring since April 1993 when our consultant first met with
Holly Alkire of the Wardensville Water Department. Be assured that the
Division of Highways and our consultant have been and will continua to
appropriately investigate this matter. I hope this will answer your
concerns. Should you have any quastions please contact this office.

Very truly yours,

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY
FRED VanKIRK
Fred VanKirk
Commissioner
State Highway Engineer

FV:Eh

_/_;;c: Ms., Patty Gessing, Michael Baker, Jr., Inc.

Si3 feuld H Jopwiod
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""""""ﬂ""' f .\ UNITED GTATES DEPARTMENT OR COMMERCE
Eb.ﬁ_ﬁ_u_ﬁ Y/ | Masana Beonms aad Arsaephoio dminiteation
"I AN 27 o B

YIRONMENTAL i

EXHIBiT VII-7: NOAA - NMFS CONCURRENCE ON ALTERNATIVES

100198290 x06

Nabitst snd Protacted Rescurces Divieion
904 South Mozrie Brrast
Oxford, Maryland 21654

20 Juse 1994

¥r. Taxl 7. Rotd
Ruvironmantal Engineas -
Papartnant of Transportetion
1601 Rast Broad Strest
Richmond, Virginte 23219

RRs Appatashiga Corridor R

Dest Nr. Robbe

Based on review of relevant information, we huave dactarmined that
the projact will not affect rasourcas within the puzview of the
Sational Marine Pisheries Sarvice. Therafors, wa have bo comments
t0 offer on the propossl and furthur luvolvemant fn the ongalng
RRPA proeess {s not necassary.

Should the coxridor chaunga, or yhould the proposal be othexwioe
nodified, wa will ze~tvaluate our pesitios.

Plusss cell John Btreaple at (510) 226-5771 1f you have aeny
quastions.

Stncarsly,

Tiuothy 8.fCYo!
Aesintant Contdinator

cct COB
RPA-Philedelphia
YUB-Whita Maxeh

SI3 fuid H jopuiod
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United States Department of the Interior e

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE *

. Waeat Virginla Fiold Office
Post Office Box 1278
Elkine, West Virginla 20824}

Octoboer 12, 1094

Mr, Fred VanKirk, Commi:sioner

Wast Virginls Depariment of Transportation
Division of Highways

State Capltol Complex, Bullding Fiva
Charleston, West Virginia 25306

Dear Mr. VanKirk:

Roference ls made to your April 8, 1994 letter regarding the seleation of al Ives to be .
carried forward for the alij:ment phase of Cosrldor H, Elkins, Waest Virginia to Strasburg,
Virginfa, The Service participated In the Fall 1803 - Winter 1894 fiold reviews for the 4-lane "
slternatives and the Improved Roadway Alternative (IRA) end offers the following comments.
These commants da not csnstitute tha review of the Secratary of the Interlor ae provided for
by: Sectlon 2(b) of the Fich and Wildiite Coordination Act (P;L, 83-824); the Natlonal
Environmente! Pollcy Act of 1660 (42 U.6.C. 4231 et saq.); the Clean Water Aot of 1977, as
emended (P.L. 86-217); the Endangered Spacles Act of 1973, as amended ($6 U.5.C. 1631 at
8eq.); or other pertinent leqisletion,

In addition, the Service perticipated In the March 9, 1994 dlscuslons of the sfternatives to be
clgl;d g;awm! in the Alip Sefection Suppl | Draft Environmental Impaot Statoment
{A8-8DEIS).

Fleld reviswe and relsted incatings have shown that the West Virginla Dopartment of
Trensportation want to censldersble effart to avold senaltive natural resourcas to the extent
praotlgabla. Tha mejority of 4-lans alternatives proposed to be carried forward reflact ths loast
dameging alternatives evallale. The IRA providas further potential to avold sensitive natyral
resource aroas and the Nc-Eulld svolds impacts altogether. The Servine, tharefore, will not
object to the WVDOT oatrying the aslscted 4-lans and IRA allgnments forwerd In the AS-
SDE!S, Final comments &1¢ spproval on the selacted alternative will depend on the WVDOT's
abllity to successfully mit!zate snvironmental Impacts.

We sppreciete the opportunity to review and provide comments.
Plaase direct questions ta M. John Schmidt of my stoff at (304) 636-6686.

Sinceraly,

hristofher M, Clowaer
Supervisor

Es:WVFO:JESchmIdt:tlp:'.-

File Name:\NEPAICORHAg vy o 08

T4.CoN
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EXHIBIT VII-11: WVDEP CONCURRENCE ON WETLAND MITIGATION

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE. LABOR & ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

Qeneral D
Gasion Caparion MagArthur, wv;:vs'rgm : David . Cataghan
John M. Ranson
Cabinet Gscretary
MEMORANDUM
May 16, 1994
TO: Randy Epperly - Diviston of Highways FAX: 558-2383
i Patty Qesing - Michag! Baker, Inc. 412/269-2048
FROM: Barbara Taylor
RE: Waetland Mitigation for Corridor H; Elking to ths Virginia Line

Following discussion of the attached conditions with staff from the Office of Water
Resources (OWR), no additional concems were ralsed regarding wetland mitigation,
OWR agress with tha wetland mitigation conditions which were doveloped In
coordination with the U.8. Fish and Wildiife Service, U.8, Environmental Protection
Agency, and tha Division of Natural Resources.

However, the attached conditons do not represent {ssuance of State 401
Coertification by OWR, nor do they represent the final form of conditions which may be
containsd in the State Certification, State Certification conditions will likely include
specific Information regarding componsnts of the monitoring plan and mitigation
agreements as well as necessary timefines for reporting.

Should you have any questions, plaass fael free to call me at 304/256-8850. | also
take this opportunity to notily you of my new office address. The office has not changed
locations, but we now have mall defivery, The new addrass Is as follows:

Waest Virginia Division of Environmental Protaction
Office of Water Resources

2008 Robert C. Byrd Drive

Backiay, West Virginia 25801-8320

Dlrgcior
s

PERMIT CONDITIONS FOR APPALACHIAN CORRIDOR H
ELKINS TO WV/VA LINE

According to Information provided by Michael Baker, Ino., wetland Impacts in West
Virginia resulting from this project will total 37 acres, Thirty one acres are palkustrine
emergent, ons acra Is forested, three acres ars shrub/scrub and two acres are opsn
water.

1. Mitigation for these wetland Impacts will be provided at the following ratio:

Pelustrine Emergent 1:1;
Palustrine Forested and Shrub/Sorub 3:1;
Open Water 1:1.

Thesa ratios would result In the creation/restoration of 45 acres of wetlands. The
use of thene replacement ratios is contingent upon the concurrent construction of thess
wetlands with the first highway contract.

i, for any reason, this concurrent wetland creation doss not oocur, or if the
craated wetlanda are not functioning at the time wetland Impacts ocewr, the replacement
ratios will be as follows:

Opon Water 1:1;
Palustrine Emergent 2:1; h
Palustrins Forested and Shrub/Scrub 3:1.

These ratios would resutt in the oreation of 78 acres of wetiands.

2. Wetland Impacts will be mtigated at two (2) separate locations, one each within the
Monongshela and Potomag river drainages. Attempts will be made to eplit the required
acreage equally. A concentratad effort wilt be made to place the Moncngahsia River
portion of the mitigation within the Beaver Creek watershed near Davis, West Virginia.

3, All conatructed wetlands witl require the Implementation of a five ysar monttoring plan
to dstermine the success of the mitigation. The plan will be devsloped by the Divislon
qof Highways and approved by the resource agenclea. The plan wiil include, but not bs
timited to, the monitoring of wetland water quallty, vegetation, functions, values and
potential mitigation fallure.

4. These conditions nvolve mitigation for wetland Impacts only; unmitigated Impacts
@.e., streams) will ba Included in ancther mitigation plan/agresment which wiil bs &
conditlon of state certification end federal agency approval, In evaluating stream impact
mitigation, consideration should be given to efforts which have minimized etream impacts
and also to the application of Best Management Practices by the consultant during
highway design and construction.

Si3 jeuld H Jopwiod
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EXHIBIT VII-13: VAC STATEMENT OF CONSENSUS

CORRIDOR H VIRGINIA CITIZENS
ADVISORY COMMITTEE'S STATEMENT OF CONSENSUS

WHEREAS, it is the consensus of the Virginia Citizens Advisory
Committee (VCAC) that citizens of Virginia, and In particular the
citizens of Frederick and Shenandoah Counties, are overwhelmingly
opposed to the construction of Corridor H, and,

WHEREAS, it Is the clear consensus of the VCAC that the
expenditura of federat and Virginia tax dollars would be wasteful if
spent on Corridor H, and would be better used on other projects, and,

WHEREAS, It has not been demonstrated the Commonwealth of
Virginia, the Staunton Highway District, and in particular the citizens
of Frederick and Shenandoah Countles, would realize any economic
benefits from the construction of Corridor H. Furthermore, it has not
been demonstrated that Corridor H would generate any long term,
sustainable business, employment, local tax revenue, or other such
benefits, to the Commonwealth of Virginia, the Staunton Highway
District, and in particular the citizens of Frederick and Shenandoah
Countles, and,

WHEREAS, the Information presented does not give sufficient
direct and indirect cost projections relating to the project's
construction, maintenance, and right of way acquisition, and,

WHEREAS, it Is the consensus of the VCAC that West Virginia
review or study every prudent and feasible intermodal alternatives as
mandated by the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficlency Act
(ISTEA), e.g., rail linkages for port access, and,

Page 1

Response to VAC:

Statement of Consensus

1. Information regarding industrial and commercial development, job
growth and tax benefits are included in Section III-A, Economic
Environment, of this SDEIS.

2. Complete cost estimates, appropriate for this type of study are
included in Section Il and Appendix A of this SDEIS.

3. Other modes of travel were evaluated in the 1992 Corridor
Selection SDEIS.
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EXHIBIT VII-13: VAC STATEMENT OF CONSENSUS

Statement of Consensus
Corridor H Virginla Citizens Advisory Committee
September 27,-1994

funding for other road pro]ects- in the area.

. The alternatives are devoid of data or projections regarding
partial condemnations of private property that would be
required (e.g., rights of way), which would cause partial
displacements of Virginia citizens, and the related costs of such
condemnations/-displacements which could more than double
projected costs. .

. The alternatives pro(tlded do not constitute a "study that
comprehensively evaluates alternative improvements to existing
highways . . . without requiring construction of a new highway . .
." Rather, they essentially constitute "build" alternatives that
were drawn up before the Board's Resolution.

. The alternatives provided fail to address "the broad community
goals to develop the reglon as a tourist and visitor attraction
that highlights the unique historical and cultural attractions of
the region.” In this regard, no Information has been provided to
the VCAC regarding any projected local employment or tax-
generating opportunities that would accompany either of the
build alternatives presented. Moreover, the alternatives fail to
address the issue of the adverse impact either would have
(directly or indirectly) on several National Landmark and
Natlonal Register of Historic Places properties located on both
sides of existing Interstate 81 {along Cedar Creek) between

Page 3

Response to VAC:

Statement of Consensus

The right-of-way acquisition costs provided herein have been
prepared by the VDOT in accordance with VDOT procedures.
The design criteria of the Build and the Improved Roadway
Alternatives was the subject of the first coordination meeting held
in Richmond on July 27, 1993, over two months following the
Board resolution. Subsequent submissions of preliminary
alignments, including the Improved Roadway Alternative were
submitted to VDOT between September 13, 1993 and October 20,
1993.

The design and location of the alternatives does not preclude this

type of local initiative. A presentation made to the VAC on June ~

21, 1994 included a suggestion of interpretive trails that would
connect various historic battlefields and other cultural interest
points. Also suggested was a visitor's center that would highlight

historic sites in the region and promote this type of tourism.

An assessment of effects to all sites potentially eligible, eligible or
listed on the National Register of Historic Places located within
the project limits is included in this study. This study also

addresses secondary impacts to historic sites.
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EXHIBIT VII-13: VAC STATEMENT OF CONSENSUS

Stalement of Consensus
Corridor H Virginia Citizens Advisory Committee
Seplember 27, 1994
Wisely Invest Tax Dollars
Prevent Community Displacements
Provide Infrastructure
Develop Pro-active Long Range Plans
Manage Growth
Promote Stabllity
Broaden Economic Base
Community Self-Determination
beﬁne Relevant Information
. Consistent with these Communlty Goals, and In light of the fact
that the build alternatives presented to date are too limited and
thus insufficient, the VCAC recommends that a separate study
be conducted to evaluate Improvements to existing Route 585, as
follows:
Deslignate Route 55 as a National/Virginla Scenic
Byway/Parkway.
Determine whether ISTEA funding is avallable.
Draft an improved Route 55 roadway alignment alternative
with local bypass features in order to minimize citizen/-
business displacements and deviations from existing route
55, to enhance safety, and to avold adverse impacts on
historic sites and other cultural resources.
Project detalled costs for construction, maintenance, and

Page §
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FIGURE III-1
‘RANDOLPH COUNTY STATISTICS

Randolph County
Elkins 8,536 7,420 ~13% 3,607 2,774 -23%
Montrose 128 140 9% 39 44 13%

Randolph County 13% 22% $7,343
Elkins 12% 21% $9,669
Monfrose 24% 31% $6,846
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Corridor H Final EIS

TUCKER COUNTY STATISTICS

FIGURE ITI-2

2,927
Davis 269 -18%
Hambleton 268 -33% 122 75 -39%
Hendricks 313 -20% 133 104 -22%
Parsons 1,440 -26% 764 589 -23%
Thomas 576 -23% 282 223 -21%
Tucker County 8.7% 17% $8,978
Davis 12% 20% $9,113
Hambleton 14% 20% $6,059
Hendricks 11% 30% $7,353
Parsons 8% 55% $9,063
Thomas 6% 8% $10,524
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GRANT COUNTY STATISTICS

FIGURE III-3

Conridor H Final EIS

/

Grant County 10,210 10,428 2% 5,594 4,486 -20%
Bayard 540 414 -23% 161 175 9%

Grant County 6% 15% $10,394
Bayard 9% 10% $10,675
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Corridor H Final EIS

HARDY COUNTY STATISTICS

FIGURE II1-4

Hardy County 10,030 10,977 9% 4526 4,861 7%
Moorefield 2257 2,148 -5% 1,019 999 2%
Wardensville 241 121 -50% 70 40 43%

Hardy County 5% 15% $10,696

Moorefield 5% 19% $11,780

Wardensville 9% 26% $8,455
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FIGURE I1I-5
FREDERICK COUNTY STATISTICS

Frederick County 34,150 45,723 34% 29,950 43,056 44%
Winchester 20,217 21,947 9% 9,326 11,399 2%

Frederick County 4.3% 7% $13,671
Winchester 5% 11% $14,214
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SHENANDOAH COUNTY STATISTICS

FIGURE II1-6

Shenandoah County

27,559

31,636

15%

12,575 -

15,622

- 24%

Strasburg

2,311

3,762

63%

994

1,824

84%

Shenandoah County 3.8% 11% $12,686
Strasburg 5% 14% $11,286
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Figure II1-7
Impacted Wetlands in the Tygart Valley River Watershed

Wetland Hectares: 155.44

Percent Impacted - IRA: 0.663%
Line A: 1.248%

Line A

Hectares Impacted: 1.03 Hectares Impacted: 1.94
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Figure III-8

Impacted Wetlands in the Cheat River Watershed

Wetland Hectares: 9102.99

Percent Impacted - IRA: 0.054%
Line A: 0.085%

Line A
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Figure III-9 _
Impacted Wetlands in the North Branch Potomac River Watershed

Wetland Hectares: 1927.27

Percent Impacted - IRA: 0.087%
Line A: 0.181%
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Hectares Impacted: 1.68 Hectares Impacted: 3.4
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Figure I11-10
Impacted Wetlands in the South Branch Potomac River Watershed

Wetland Hectares: 338.44
Percent Impacted - IRA: 0.165%
Line A: 0.239%

Line A
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Figure I1I-11
Impacted Wetlands in the Cacapon River Watershed

Wetland Hectares: 349.39
Percent Impacted - IRA: 0.023%

Line A: 0.260%
Line
Hectares Impacted: 0.0 Hectares Impacted: 0.91
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Figure I1I-12

Impacted Wetlands in the Shenandoah River Watershed

Wetland Hectares: 260.62

Percent Impacted - IRA: 0.177%

Hectares Impacted: 0.46
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Figure ITi-13
Sizes of Wetlands Impacted in the Tygart Valley River and Cheat River Watersheds

Tygart Valley River Watershed
0.35 Wetland Size vs. Wetland Impact
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Comidor H Final EIS Figure m_l 4
Sizes of Wetlands Impacted in the North and South Branch Potomac River Watersheds

North Branch Potomac River Watershed
1 Wetland Size vs. Wetland Impact
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Corridor H Final EIS
Figure III-15
Sizes of Impacted Wetlands in the Cacapon River and Shenandoah River Watersheds

Cacapon RiverWatershed
Wetland Size vs. Wetland Impact
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Coridor H Final EIS Figure II-16

Sizes of Impacted Wetlands
West Virginia
25 Wetland Size vs. Wetland Impact
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FIGURE II1-17 ] .
CLUSTERING OF HABITAT ASSESSMENT SCORES BY ECOREGION AND STREAM ORDER
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FIGURE II1-18

CLUSTERING OF BIOTIC INTEGRITY RANKS BY ECOREGION

Number of Stream Sample Sites
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FIGURE III-19
CLUSTERING OF BIOTIC INTEGRITY RANKS BY REGIONAL PROJECT WATERSHED

Cormidor H Final EIS

Number of Stream Sample Sites
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FIGURE HI-19

CLUSTERING OF BIOTIC INTEGRITY RANKS BY REGIONAL PROJECT WATERSHED
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FIGURE I11-20 . .
CLUSTERING OF BIOTIC INTEGRITY RANKS BY LOCAL PROJECT WATERSHED
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FIGURE 1I1-20 .
CLUSTERING OF BIOTIC INTEGRITY RANKS BY LOCAL PROJECT WATERSHED
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FIGURE III-21 Cortidor H Finel E1S
CLUSTERING OF IRA
STREAM CROSSINGS - BIOTIC INTEGRITY RANK
BY REGIONAL PROJECT WATERSHED
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FIGURE III-22
CLUSTERING OF IRA

STREAM CROSSINGS - HABITAT ASSESSMENT SCORE

BY REGIONAL PROJECT WATERSHED
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FIGURE III-23
CLUSTERING OF LINE A
STREAM CROSSINGS - BIOTIC INTEGRITY RANK
BY REGIONAL PROJECT WATERSHED
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FIGURE III-24

CLUSTERING OF LINE A
STREAM CROSSINGS - HABITAT ASSESSMENT SCORE
BY REGIONAL PROJECT WATERSHED
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. . Comidor H Final EIS
Moved by W o

_ Seconded by = , that
WHEREAS, in accordance with tha statutes of the Commonwealth

. 0f Virginia and policies of the Commonwealth Transpertation Board,
a Location Public Hearing was held in the Middletown Elementary
School, Middletown, Virginia, and at the Indian Hollow Elementary
School, Hayfield, Virginia, on February 9th and 1oth, 1993, for
the purpose of considering the proposed Corridor H project from
Elkins, west Virginig to Interstate Route 81 in Virginia; rederal
Project APD-484 (59); and

VHEREAS, the Commonwealth Transportation Board on May 20,
1993, approved a corridor for this project identified for future
study along a Southern Corridor in Virginia, which did net
constitute approval or a commitment of the Commonwealth; but,
directed the study process to continue to develop the factuai data
hecessary for analysis of the advantages and disadvantages of this
project to the Commonwealth and its citizens; and

WHEREAS, on January 1ith and 12th, 1995, from 2:00 p.n. to
8:00 p.m. a Location Public Hearing was conducted at the Lord
Fairfax Community College in Middletown, Virginia, to present the
findings of the Tier 1I phasq of the project; and

WHEREAS, proper notice was given in advance, and all those
present were given full opportunity to express their opinions and
recommendations for or against the proposed project as presented,
and their statements being duly recorded; and

WHEREAS, the economical, social, and environmental aftects of -
the proposed project have been examined and given proper -
consideration, and this evidence, along with all other, has been

carefully reviewad; and



Conidor H Final EIS -2-

WHEREAS, while the majority of the comments expressed desired
a No=-Build option;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commonwealth of
Virginia adamantly cannot support the four-laning alternative of
~ Corridor H in Virginia; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commonwealth Transportation
Board also cannot support the Improved Roadway Alternative (IRA),
presented at the public hearing, due to the breadth of its impacts
to residences, businesses, and cultural and environmental
resources.

EE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that in keeping with broad community
goals, the Department of Transportation is hereby directed, as may
be included in the 8ix Year Plan, to study the Route 55 corridor
safety aspects such as horizontal and vertical alignments,
posgible need for truck climbing lanes, intersection safety

improvements, and other safety relatad features of the roadway.
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT

AMONG
THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION,
THE WEST VIRGINIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER
AND :
THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION,
REGARDING

THE CONSTRUCTION OF APPALACHIAN CORRIDOR H,

'ELKINS TO THE WEST VIRGINIA/VIRGINIA STATE LINE
STATE PROJECT: X142-H-38.99 C-2; FEDERAL PROJECT: APD-484(59),
IN HARDY, GRANT, TUCKER, AND RANDOLPH COUNTIES,
WEST VIRGINIA

WHEREAS, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) proposes to construct a facility between

"Elkins, West Virginia and the West Virginia/Virginia State Line, designated as Appalachian Corridor

H (the Project); which consists of the Project Build Alternative - Line A (including Option Areas I
and F); and _

WHEREAS, the FETWA has determined that the Project may have an effect upon properties eligible
for inclusion in the Natonal Register of Historic Places (Register) and has consulted with the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (Council), the West Virginia State Historic Preservation
Officer (WVSHPO), and the Virginia State Historic Preservation Officer (V ASHPQ) pursuant to 36
CFR Part 800, Protection of Historic Properties, regulations implementing Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act, (16 U.S.C. 470f), as amended; and

WHEREAS, the West Virginia Department of Transportation (WVDQT) has participated in the
development of the Project, and has been invited to concur in this agreement; and

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Monongahela National
Forest (Monongahela National Forest) and the George Washington National Forest (George
Washington National Forest); Capon Springs and Farms; Corridor H Alternatives (CHA); the
Association for the Preservation of Civil War Sites (APCWS); and, the Hampshire County, West
Virginia, Planning Commission participated in the consultation and have been invited to concur in this
agreement; and
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WHEREAS, the FHW A has conducted the following cultural resources studies with regard to said
Project; and documentation has been provided to the WVSHPO and the VASHPO:

Corridor Selection Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) Historic
and Archaeological Resources Technical Report November 1991 ; 1st Revision, November
1992 ;

Additional Assessmenzt of Historic Structures and Prehistoric Site Sensitivity for Corridor
Scheme Oprions D and E Utilizing Historic Aerial Photography, addendum to the Corridor
Selection SDEIS Historic and Archaeological Resources Technical Report, (September
1994);

Alignment Selection SDEIS Appalachian Corridor H, Eikins to Interstate 81 Cultural
Resources Technical Report - Volumes 1-3 (September 1994 ; 1st Revision, November 1994;
2nd Revision, January 1995); '

Alignment Selection SDEIS Appalachian Corridor H, Elkins to Interstate 81 Cultural
Resources Model Test Report: Development and Field Testing of a Prehistoric Site
Sensitivity Model for the Corridor H Project Area, West Virginia and Virginia
(September 1994 );

WHEREAS, due to the size and complexity of the project and the desirability of pricritizing both final
design and cultural resources work in accordance with proposed schedules, the project has been
divided into 14 sections (sections 3 to 16) located within West Virginia, as defined in Appendix A
(See figure 1).

NOW, THEREFORE, the FHWA the WVSHPO and the Council agree that the project will be
implemented in accordance with the following stipulations in order to take into account the effect of
the project on historic properties:

Stipulations
The FHWA will ensure that the following measures are carried out:
L Project Sequencing

A. Unless otherwise agreed to by the parties to this agreement, the proposed cultural resources
investigations and resulting reports [i.e., Management Summaries, Phase I/Phase I Reports,
Determination of Eligibility Reports, Criteria of Effect Reports, Mitigation Reports(e.g., Phase m
Data Recovery Reports) and Treatment Plans] will be conducted by section, beginning with Section
6 and followed sequentially by Sections 5, 4, 3, Walnut Bottom Run Wetlands Replacement Area
(located within Section 7), Cherry Fork Wetlands Replacement Area (located within Section 16), and
Sectons 7, 16, 15, 14, 13,12, 11, 10, 9, and 8.
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B. The FEIWA affirms that avoidance of adverse effects to cultural resources remains the
preferred course of action and that design activities in any Section will not preclude the shifting of
the Project centerline, or the cut and fill boundaries, in any adjacent Section if necessary to avoid,
minimize or mitigate adverse fmpacts to historic resources. No design engineering shall be finalized
in any Section untl Stpulatons ILA-G, II.A-D and IV.A have been completed. No work shall
proceed in any section which precludes consideration of alternate alignments in Sections where
treatment of historic properties has not yet been finalized.

II. Historic Resources

A. Historic resources are defined as all non-archaeological resources consisting of historic
buildings, structures, objects, and districts.

B. The FETWA will identify and evaluate all identified buildings, districts, structures, and objects
located within the APE for Register eligibility in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.4(c). This work
will comply with the West Virginia Division of Culture and History, Historic Preservation Unit
Guidelines for Phasé I Surveys, Phase II Testing, Phase III Mitigation and Cultural Resource
Reports (October 1991, and as amended).

C. Determination of Eligibility reports, by section, will be submitted to the WVSHPO for review
and comment. The reports will include research design and methods, location information, property
descriptions, photographs, site plans, boundary descriptions, pertinent maps, 2 location specific
context statement to evaluate eligibility, eligibility assessments according to the National Register
Criteria, and updated West Virginia Historic Resource Inventory forms (and as needed, Virginia
Historic Resource forms). Unless otherwise directed by the FHWA in order to comply with Project
design scheduling, sequencing of Determination of Eligibility Report submissions will be as stated in
Appendix C. :

D. If a concurrence regarding eligibility of a resource cannot be reached, FHWA shall obtain a
determination from the Secretary of the Interior in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.4. If the
evaluation results in the identification of resources that are eligible for inclusion in the Register,
FEWA will ensure that avoidance of adverse effects to the resource is the preferred alternative.

E. The FEWA, in consultation with the WVSHPO, will assess the effects of the Project on all
Register eligible properties in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.5. Criteria of Effect reports, by
section (as noted Appendix B), will be submitted to the WVSHPO for review and concurrence. The
reports will include property descriptions, photographs, application of the Criteria of Effect and
Adverse Effect, pertinent maps, and related information. Project effects will be assessed with regard
to physical as well as indirect effects, e.g., visual, audible, and atmospheric effects. '

F. The FHWA affirms that they will utilize all feasible, prudent and practicable measures to avoid
adverse effects to Register-eligible properties. If it is determined by WVDQT that avoidance may
not be possible, FHW A will ensure that a report is prepared section by section and submitted to the
WYVSHPO for review and comment. This report would evaluate design modifications that will avoid
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adverse effects to the cultural resource and take into account feasibility of engineering, cost and other
appropriate factors. Consultation based on this report will occur prior to any design engineering or

concepmal planning that would compromise the ability to make alterations, to determine whether

avoidance of adverse effects to historic resources is practicable.

G. Subsequent to SHPO concurrence that avoidance of the resource is neither prudent nor feasible,
or is impracticable, and based upon the results of the Cultural Resource Avoidance Feasibility
Reports, the parties shall consult to develop a mitigation plan on a section-by-section basis
incorporating appropriate measures to avoid and/or minimize effects to historic resources. Mitdgation
plans will be subject to approval by the WVSHPO and the Council. The FHWA will ensure that any
such mitigation plans are implemented prior to Project construction within the designated area of
effect.

1. Archaeological Resources

A. The FHWA will conduct a Phase I reconnaissance and sub-surface testing program within
areas of the Project Build Alternative where ground disturbance may result, including all staging,
borrow, and designated blast zones (defined as excavation areas). Phase I management summaries
of each section will be submitted by WVDOT to the WVSHPO for review and concurrence. The
results of Phase I reconnaissance shall be documented by section in a Phase I Management Summary
which shall include locational information, descriptions of fieldwork, methods employed, results of
fieldwork, pertinent maps, photographs (if required), completed West Virginia Archaeological Site
Forms, and recommendations and scope(s) of work for Phase II investigations. Unless otherwise
directed by the FEWA in order to comply with Project design scheduling, sequencing of Phase I
management summary submissions shall follow the schedule provided in Appendix B.

B. When Phase I survey efforts indicate the presence of archaeological resources that require
Phase II testing as determined by FHWA in consultation with the WVSHPO, Phase I sub-surface
archaeological testng as detailed in the Phase I Management Summaries will be conducted in
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s "Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic
Preservation” (48FR44716). FHWA will insure that the WVSHPO is provided with an opportunity
to review and comment on the Scope of Work (SOW) contained in the Phase I management summary
prior to its implerentation. If the WVSHPO does not object within 30 days from the receipt of the
Phase IT SOW, FHWA may implement the Phase II SOW for that section in accordance with the
SOW. Following completion of field work, a Phase II management summary will be prepared and
provided to the WVSHPO by WVDOT for review and comment. Phase Il management summaries
will document location information, description of fieldwork, methods employed and results of
fieldwork. The summaries will contain descriptions of stratigraphy and features, appropriate
mapping, site plans, photographs and evaluation of eligibility according to the National Register
Criteria. .

C. If FHWA and the WVSHPO agree that an archaeological site is not eligible to the Register
then no further cultural resource investigation of that site will be conducted. If FHWA and the
WVSHPO agree that an archaeological site is eligible to the NRHP then FHWA will ensure that
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Stipulations IID and IIE of the agreement are implemented. If the FHWA and WVSHPO cannot
concur regarding eligibility of an archaeological site, FHWA shall obtain a determination from the
Secretary of the Interior in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.4. If the evaluation results in the
identification of an_archaeological site that is eligible for inclusion in the Register, FHWA will ensure
that avoidance of the site is the preferred alternative.

D. FHWA shall consider means to avoid all archaeological sites determined eligible for inclusion
on the Register. If it is ascertained by WVDOT that avoidance of an archaeological site determined
eligible to the Register may not be possible, FHWA will ensure that a report detailing why avoidance
is not feasible is prepared and submitted to the WVSHPO for review and concurrence. This report
will evaluate design modifications to avoid the archaeological site and take into account feasibility
of engineering, cost and other appropriate factors. Consultation regarding this report will occur prior
to any design engineering or conceptual planning that would compromise the ability to make
alterations to avoid the resource. Subsequent to consultation, WVSHPO and FHWA will consider
appropriate measures to address the findings of the report. If WVSHPO and FHWA cannot concur
on the appropriate course of treatment, FHWA will seek the Council's participation in consultation.

E. Ifit is determined by FHWA and WVSHPO that avoidance of an archaeological site is neither
prudent nor feasible, or is impractcable, the FHWA will develop a Phase III data recovery plan in
consultation with the WVSHPOQ in order to mitigate the adverse effects. The Council will be afforded
an opportunity to comment on said plan. The data recovery plan will be subject to approval by the
WVSHPO and the Council prior to implementation and will be completed prior to the initiation of
construction within the area of effect.

F. Within one week of receiving Phase I reports and Phase II reports by section from the
consultant given in Appendix B, WVDOT shall distribute to the WVSHPO for review and
concurrence. These reports will provide detailed information on archaeological sites identified
during the course of the Phase I survey and subsequent Phase II archaeological testing; and will
contain all appropriate location information, site and artifact data, specific prehistoric and/or historic
contextual information with regard to site descriptions, site mapping, applicable photographs,
illustrations, in addition to recommendations for appropriate data recovery. These reports shall
incorporate the findings of the Phase I and Phase Il management summary I€ports. These reports
will not be used as the basis for determinations of Register eligibility regarding archaeological sites
since those determinations will be made on the basis of the Phase IT management summary r€ports.
All reports will comply with the West Virginia Division of Culture and History, Historic Preservation
Unit "Guidelines for Phase I Surveys, Phase II Testing, Phase IIl Mitigation and Cultural Resource
Reports (October 1991, and as amended).

G. Any artifactual material(s) recovered during the course of Project investigations will be
cleaned, labeled, docurnented, and packaged pursuant to 36 CFR 79 and the West Virginia Division
of Culture and History Curatorial Guidelines - Collections Management Facility (n.d.). Unless
otherwise agreed to, all artifacts recovered outside of public lands, as well as all supporting
documentation (i.e., field notes, mapping, laboratory notes, photographs, and reports), will be
delivered to the Collections Management Facility, West Virginia Division of Culure and History upon
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completion of the Section 106 process. Artifactual material(s) recovered on public lands (e.g.
National Forest lands) as well as all supporting documentation (i.e., field notes, mapping, laboratory
notes, photographs, and reports), will be delivered to their respective owners upon completion of the
Section 106 process.

IV. Marked and Unmarked Cemeteries, and Burial Places

A. FHWA will ensure that all marked cemeteries within the Area of Potential Effect will be
inventoried and evaluated for eligibility in the Register in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.4. If
determined eligible, avoidance and review of alternatives to direct impact will be considered as laid
out in Stipulation ILF. All procedures for identifying and evaluating burial places will comply with
guidelines established in the Narional Park Service Publication, Narional Register Bulletin 41 -
Guidelines for Evaluating and Registering Cemeteries and Burial Places (1992), West Virginia
Code 29-1-6b, and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (PL. 101-
601).

V. Archaeological Monitoring

During the completion of Stpulation IIT, FHWA will ensure that an appropriate plan for
archaeological monitoring of construction areas is developed and implemented as detailed below.
It is understood that the measures outlined below will go into effect after the intensive Phase I, Phase
II and Phase II archaeological fieldwork has been completed for Sections 3-16 and should not be
construed as a replacement strategy for said work.

1) Archaeological monitors, here defined as persons meeting at 2 minimum the Secretary of the
Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards (48 FR 44738-9), shall be employed during all soil
excavaton activities during construction of sections 3-16 of the proposed Appalachian Corridor H
project in the following areas: 1) areas defined as having a high potential for containing intact
archaeological deposits including but not limited to floodplain, saddles, and ridge tops and 2) areas
where previously recorded archacological sites are in close proximity, approximately within 15-20
meters, to the proposed construction limits although no evidence of their existence was discovered
during the inidal intensive systematic archaeological field survey effort. Where determined
appropriate through consultation with the WVSHPO known site locations will be cordoned off with
construction fencing and flagged. No heavy equipment use will be permitted in these areas.

2) The FHWA shall ensure archeological monitors will be on-site during all soil excavation activities
in the project areas as specified in paragraph 1 of this plan. The monitors shall maintain surveillance
on the construction area as the soil is removed, to identify locations in which the buried cultural strata
are exposed. In all areas in which cultural strata is exposed , the monitors will conduct pedestrian
investigatons to identify whether any significant archaeological feamres are present. During the
execution of the archeological monitoring, the monitors shall maintain a daily written and
photographic record of the construction excavation in progress. The archeological monitor will
provide monthly progress reports. The report will briefly summarize the purpose, methodology, and
results of the monitoring. Each monthly report shall include a site map illustrating portions
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completed, and any archeological features recorded during the monitoring.
V1. Unanticipated Discovery

A. In the event of the identificaion of a feature containing potentally significant
archeological feamres following completion of intensive Phase I, II, and I Archaeological field
work, the monitor will stake an area with a ten foot radius around the feature, with safety ribbon ded
between the stakes. The monitor will instruct the construction contractor to avoid any additional soil
excavation or machine movement through the staked area until such time as the resource can be
evaluated for Register eligibility and appropriate treatment plan is developed and implemented. Based
upon the type of feature and artifacts found in association with it, the monitor shall determine the
potential eligibility of the feature for listing on the Register. Documentation of the finding will be
provided to the WVSHPO in a weekly management summary. When the WVSHPO concurs that
cultural features are not Register eligible, the monitors shall excavate the remainder of the feature,
and then immediately notify the construction contractor that construction activities may resume in
the area.

B. In the event the identification of a feature containing human remains is found, treatment
shall proceed according to the measures in stipulation VIL i

VII. Human Remains

Throughout this agreement, reference to human remains includes "cultural items" defined as
associated funerary objects, unassociated funerary objects, sacred objects, and items of cultural
patrimony.

A. The FHEWA will ensure that the discovery of unmarked cemeteries, human remains and
associated grave goods and funerary objects during the course of cultural resources investgations
or construction activity related to said Project will be brought to the immediate attention of the
WVSHPO. The monitors will instruct the construction contractor that the staked area must be
avoided until appropriately treated. The monitor shall then proceed to notify the FHWA, as well as
the WVSHPO, of the discovery. The location shall be covered in plastic and backfilled with soil,
to protect the location until excavation of the human remains can be authorized. No human remains
will be intentionally excavated until consultation with the WVSHPO has occurred.

B. FHWA will ensure that all appropriate associated lineage groups or descendant families
are contacted. If the human remains are non-Native American in origin, and are associated with
unmarked graves and/or cemeteries, the FHWA will contact the appropriate local authoritdes (e.g.
police, coroner's office). If the hurman remains are Native American in origin, the FHWA will ensure
that the appropriate Native American groups are contacted concerning the discovery of human
remains and afforded an opportunity to comment on the implementation of stipulations.

C. The FHIWA will ensure that the treatment of human remains is in full compliance with the
West Virginia Unmarked Burial Law.
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D. The FHHWA will ensure that the WVSHPO and the Council are provided with information
such as the location, description and disposition, concerning the discovery of human remains within
24 hours if the discovery is made during the work week, or the following work day if the discovery
is made on a weekend/holiday. No activities that may disturb such sites will be conducted undl a
trearment plan has been developed in consultation with WVSHPO and appropriate interested parties,
the WVSHPO and the Council have been afforded an opportunity to comment, and the plan is
implemented. '

E. The FHWA affirms that they will avoid human remains encountered during work
associated with the Project, where feasible. The location of the burial will be noted on Project
mapping, and the location will be cordoned off by fencing to ensure further pon-disturbance of the
burial site by Project activities. The exposed portion of the burial will be mapped, illustrated, and
photographed before being restored to its pre-discovery condition.

F. If avoidance of human remains is considered not feasible, as determined in consultation
with the WVSHPO, the following steps will be taken by FHWA:

1) NON-NATIVE AMERICAN HUMAN REMAINS

a) The non-Native human remains will be evaiuared for eligibility in the Register m
accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.4. If it is determined by FHWA and WVSHPO that
the remains are not eligible, FHWA will ensure that the remains are either avoided or
removed [0 an appropriate reinternment location.

b) If the remains are determined eligible, FHWA will evaluate feasibility of avcidance in
consultation with the WVSHPO. If construction limits can be altered to avoid the
remains, the remains will restored to pre-discovery conditions, cordoned off and avoided.
If the remains cannot be avoided, the following steps will be taken to ensure their proper
excavaton:

i The burial(s) will be documented fully prior to excavation. Documentation will
consist of appropriate detailed mapping, illustrations, and photographs.

i Excavation of human remains will be undertaken in a careful, respectful, and
complete manner in accordance with proper archaeological methods. In addition,
excavation of human remains will not involve the use of chemicals which may
damage bones during or after excavation.

i Bones will be labeled and packaged with appropriate locational and contextual
information and their location plotted on measured illustrations.
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iv. Any artifacts found in association with human burials will be labeled and
packaged with appropriate locational and contextual information and their
location plotted on measured illustrations.

v. All soil a.ésociated with the excavation of a human burial will be saved and
stored in labeled packaging.

vi In the event that scientific analyses will be conducted on human remains, the
FHWA, in consultation with the WVSHPO, the Council, and interested persons
will devise an appropriate schedule for the completion of said scientific studies.

vi., When claimed by cultural or familial descendants, human remains and
associated artifacts shall be reburied following the completion of the post-

© excavation treatmment plan. The FHWA, in consultation with the WYSHPO, and

the Council, will ensure the return of human remains to an agreed upon recipient
for repatriation within a year following completion of analysis.

vii. When human remains and associated artifacts (grave goods) from unmarked
graves are not claimed by descendants the FHWA, in consultation with the
WVSHPO, has the option to rebury the remains after archaeological
investigations have been completed, or to place them into the state museum where
they will be cared for with dignity and respect as determined by the WYSHPO,
or designee, or interested parties.

2) NATIVE AMERICAN REMAINS

a)

b)

If it is determined that the human remains are Native American in origin the Native human
remains will be evaluated for eligibility in the Register in accordance with 36 CFR Part
800.4. Ifitis determined by FHWA and WVSHPO that the remains are not eligible, the
FHWA will ensure that the remains are either avoided or removed to an appropriate
reinternment location.

FHWA will consult with the WVSHPO and all appropriate Native American tribes and
groups regarding any decisions to avoid, preserve in place, or excavate any Native
American remains discovered during archaeological monitoring activities. If the avoidance
of human remains in the construction corridors is not feasible, then the burial will be
excavated following the procedures outlined in below:

i. Prior to examination of the remains, all soil around the burial will be carefully
removed and saved in labeled containers.

ii. Photographs will be taken of the burial in place, with detail photographs taken to
show noteworthy features.
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c)

d)

ii. - Detailed measured drawings will be developed to record the archaeolog1cal feature,
the positions of the bones, and any related artifacts.

iv. Based upon the information gathered from the above measures, FHWA will
determine, to the best of its ability, the cultural affiliation of both the remains and
associated grave goods.

v. FHWA will notify the WVSHPO, and the Council, as well as any tribe determined
to be culturally affiliated with the remains, of their determination of cultural affiliation as
well as the basis for this determination.

vi. The WVSHPO will then provide the FHWA with comments on their conclusions of
cultural affiliation for the remains within 14 calendar days.

vil. All comments received within the 14 calendar days will be used by the FHWA in
making its final determination of cultural affiliation. The final determination by FHWA
will be communicated to the WVSHPO, and the Council. If a particular tribe is
determined to be affiliated with the remains, the WVSHPO will consult with them
regarding further treatment of the remains. '

viii. Unless any party objects, FHWA shall proceed with the excavation of the remains.

ix. The Native American groups will be invited to attend the excavation and FHWA will
welcome them to perform any religious ceremonies or rituals regarding the excavation of
the remains.

If the remains are determined eligible, FHWA will evaluate feasibility of avoidance in
consultation with the WVSHPOQ. If construction limits can be altered to avoid the remains,
the remains will restored to pre-discovery conditions, cordoned off and avoided. If the
remains cannot be avoided, the following steps will be taken to ensure their proper
excavation:

The FHWA will coordinate ﬁm the appropriate Native American groups, as determined
by the methods outlined above, to discuss scientific testing of the remains for which the
groups have demonstrated cultural affiliation.

V. Performance Standards, Report Submission Schedule and Review Responsibilities

A. Al historic and archaeological work will be conducted under the direct supervision of a
person or persons who meet, at a minimum, the appropriate qualification standards set forth in the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation, 48 FR
44738-9, and who have experience in the region and in the pertinent sub-fields of their disciplines.
All archeological work will be conducted with reference to and be consistent with the principles
contained in the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic
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Preservation and in the Council's Treatment of Archeological Properties, as well as the Guidelines

for Phase I surveys, Phase II Testing, Phase I Mitigation and Cultural Resource Reports established

by the WYSHPO in 1991. All other survey work will be conducted according to the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Identfication and Evaluation as well as WVSHPO Guidelines.

B. The FHEWA will submit all Project reports defined as: Phase I management summaries, Phase
II management summaries, combined Phase /I technical reports, Determination of eligibility
Reports, Criteria of Effect Reports, Cultural Resource Avoidance Feasibility reports and Data
Recovery Plans, addressed in this agreement to the WVSHPO for review within a period not to
exceed 90 days from completion of the fieldwork. Unless otherwise noted, WYSHPO will review
and comment on Project reports within 45 calendar days of receipt of said reports. If the reports
cannot be reviewed in this time frame, the WVSHPO will so inform the FHWA. The WVSHPO must
approve treatment plans.

C. The Councﬂ will be afforded an opportunity to comment in all instances where an adverse
effect may occur. The Council will provide comments on these issues within 45 calendar days upon
receipt of all pertinent documentation.

D. The FHWA will ensure that all consulting parties are notified when Determination of
Eligibility reports, Management Summary reports, and Archaeological reports are available for
inspection. Consulting parties will be notified concurrence by copies of transmitral letters of said
reports to WYSHPO. If the Project report includes activites affecting Forest Service lands, a copy
of the report will be furnished directly to the Monongahela or George Washington National Forest,
as appropriate. The consulting parties may examine any Project report submitted to the WVSHPO
by contacting the FHWA in order to obtain a copy of a Project report. Project reports distributed
to the consulting partes, with the exception of the Monongahela National Forest and the George
Washington National Forest, will not include archaeological locarion specific informaton (e.g., UTM
coordinates, station markers, and mapping. The consulting parties shall have 30 days from receipt
to provide comments to FHWA.

E. The WVDOT shall provide two copies of all final reports to the WVSHPO in accordance
with the WVSHPO's guidelines for surveys. One copy of the report will include original photographs

or haiftones and will be on acid free paper. Any completed site forms will also be on acid free paper
when sent to the WVSHPO.

IX. FUTURE COOPERATION WITH VASHPO

FHWA will ensure that the appropriate level of review with the VASHPO is conducted if it is
determined that the Project will impact that state's historic propertes.
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X. Public Participation

A.  FHWA will ensure that an actve public participation program is carried out. In additon
to promptly notdfying all consulting partes of the availability of the Determination of Eligibility,
Management Summary and Archaeological reports, these reports will be made available for review
to interested persons and the general public at the FHHWA West Virginia Division Office and the
WVSHPOQO. The views of consulting parties, interested persons and the general public will be
considered in the determmination of appropriate actions to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects
to historic propertes. The Report Submission Schedule and Review Responsibilides for these actions
are further detailed in secdon IIT F. of this agreement.

B.  Asstated in Section 304(16U.S.C. 470w-3) of the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966, as amended, the signatories to this Agreement and participating consulting parties will withhold
from disclosure to the public, information about the location, character, or ownership of a historic
resource if it is determined that disclosure may (1) cause a significant invasion of privacy; (2) risk
harm to the historic resource; or (3) impede the use of a traditional religious site by practitioners.

C.  Under the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (16 U.S.C. 470hh), the
signatories to this Agreement and participaring consulting parties will withhold from disclosure to the
public, informarion concerning the narure and location of any Archaeological resource located on
public lands for which the excavation or removal requires a permit or other permission.

D. The FHWA, the WVDOT and the WVSHPO reserve the right to restrict information
conceming the location, character, or ownership of a historic resource as stpulated in the West
Virginia Code, Chaprer 29 B, Aricle 1.

E. Pror to construction, FHWA will investigate the cultural affiiaton of various Native
American groups that may have inhabited the vicinity at various times during the prehistoric and
protohistoric pericds. All Narive American groups which have the potential to be culturally affitiated
with the viciniry will be notifed of the potendal to discover human remains, FHWA will conract the
Wast Virginia Council on American Indian Burial Rights, Inc., as an Interested Party, regarding the
discovery or excavaton of any Natve American remains encountered during archaeological
monitoring.

F. FHWA will provide the selected Native American groups with a draft treatment plan section
by section and request their comments. The plan describes FHWA efforts regarding the avoidance
or preservation in place of the remains, the excavation of the remains, the scientific testing of the
remains, and the determination of the repatriation or reburial of the remains.

XL Amendments to Programmatic Agreement

Any party to this agreement may request that it be amended, whereupon the parties will consult
in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.13 to consider such amendment.
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XII. Dispute Resolution

A. Should any party object to any docurmentation completed or actions proposed pursuant to this
agreement FHWA will, within 30 calendar days, consult in good faith with the appropriate parties to
resolve the dispute. If the FHWA determines that the dispute cannot be resolved, the FHWA will
forward all documentation relevant to the dispute to the Council. Within 30 calendar days after
receipt of all pertinent documentation, the Council will either:

1. Provide the FHWA with recommendations, which the FHWA will take into
account in reaching a final decision regarding the dispute; or

2. Notify the FHWA that it will comment pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.6(b) and
proceed to comment. Any Council comment provided in response to such a request
will be taken into account by the FHWA in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.6(c)(2)
with reference to the subject of the dispute. '

B. Any recommendation or cormment provided by the Council will be understood to pertain
only to the subject of the dispute. The FHWA responsibility to carry out all actions under the
agreement that are not the subjects of the dispute will remain unchanged. If the Council fails to
pursue either Stipulation VI or VIILB, as listed above, within the 30 calendar days mentioned, the
FHWA may proceed with its plans.

XITL Monitoring
The Council and the WVSHPO may have access to activities carried out pursuant to this
Agreement, and the Council will review such activities if so requested. The FHWA will cooperate
with the Council and the WVSHPOQ in carrying out their monitoring and review responsibilities.
Execution of this agreement and implementation of its terms evidence that the FHWA has

taken into account the effects of the Appalachian Corridor H Project on historic properties and has
afforded the Council the opportunity to comment on the Project and its effects on historic propertes.
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT
APPALACHIAN CORRIDOR H

ELKINS TO THE WEST VIRGINIA/VIRGINIA STATE LINE

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

BY: %;zs.pdb I L /i/?%f/

David E. Bender, Division Administrator

Cathryn B{ Slater, Date

CONCUR:

WEST VI??ZA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

L oS Jofs/ 75

. /Fred VanKirk, Secretary/Commissioner Date

CONCUR:

MONONGAHELA NATIONAL OREST

BY: j#\\g /1’/9/2_5f
Jim Page, For ervisor . - Date

CONCUR:

GEORGE WASHINGTON NATIONAL FOREST

BY: ﬂ«v@@ 4 ol /G-/Q/ 7s

William Damon, Forest Supervisor Date
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SECTION
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SECTION

16:

15:
14:

13:
12:

11:

10:

‘APPENDIX A: PROJECT SECTION DESCRIPTIONS

Route 3/3 near Kerens to Elkins 9.1 mi (14.6 km)

Shavers Fork near Pleasants Run to

Route 3/3 near Kerens 5.9 mi (9.5 km)

Black Fork to Shavers Fork near

Pleasants Run . 5.1 mi (8.2 km)

Blackwater River to Black Fork 9.7 mi (15.6 km)

Gatzmer to Blackwater River . 7.7 mi {12.4 km)
_ Mt. Storm Lake to Gatzmer 6.9 mi (11.1 km)

Two miles west of .Scherr to

Mt. Storm Lake ’ 6.7 mi (10.8 km)

Route 3 to two miles west of Scherr 6.4 mi (10.3 km)

Grant County Line to Route 3 6.3 mi (10.1 km)

South Brancha of Potomac Riwver to

Grant County Line 6.8 mi (10.9 km)

Route 1 to South Branch of Potomac

River 7.1 mi (11.4 km)

State Routz 259 to Route 1 8.1 mi (13.0 km)

Route 23/12 to State Route 259 7.5 mi (12.1 km)

West Virginia/Virginia State Line to
Route 23/12 4.6 mi (7.4 km)
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. l ' Vepartment ot Service National Forest P.0. Box 233

= Agriculture Harcisonburg, VA 22801
. ANE — ot ; . 703 433-2491
iUnited States Department of the Interior m—._—_
. EE———— Reply to: 1920
‘ . BUREAU QF MINES e
Idtermountain Fleld Operatlons Center - - Date: January 25, 1993
P.0. Box 26086 1‘ :

Buliding 20, Denver Federal Center
Denver, Colorado 80226

January 12, 1993 1 Mr. Randolph T. Epperly, Jr.
Director, Roadway Design Division
Randy T. Epperly, Jr. [ WVDOT - Division of Highways
Director, Roadway Design Division H State Capitol Complex, Building Flve
WVDOT - Division of Highways Charleston, West Virginia 25305
State Capitol Complex, Building Five
Charleston, West Virginia 251305 Dear Mr. Epperly:
Dear Mr. Epperly: We have reviewcd the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)
’ for Appalachian Corridor H. Members of my staff have also attended the public
Subject: Corridér Selection, Supplemental bDraft Environmental information meeting and hearing held in Moorefleld, West Virginia.
Impact Statement, Appalachian Corridor H, Elkins to
' Interstate 81, State Project X142-H38.99 C-2, Federal ' The George Washington National Forest (GWNF) does not have an official position
Project APD-484 (59) 4 on whether or not Corridor H should be built. In addition we do not have a

preferred Scheme should the decision be made to construct the road.
We received a copy of the above statement and thank you for giving

us the opportunity to offer our comments. Aas you are aware, our i As you know, proposed Schemes A, B and D would cross GWNF lands on the
interest in the project concerns its potential affect on local ! approximate location of State Route S5 between Wardensville, West Virginia and
mineral resources and production ra‘cilit:les. Strasburg, Virginia. Should one of these schemes ultimately be selected we

! will be very much interested in working with you on the final alignment and

We have raceived official notification from Department of the mitigation of effects on GWNF resources,

Interior, Office of Environmental Affairs, regarding Departmental
review of the statement. As a result, we will not submnit comments In reviewing the SDEIS we b
at this times instead, our evaluation will be included in the [

official Department review.

€D

elieve there is an error concerning GWNF resources
which should be corrected. Page IV-26 of the SDEIS lists the Big Blue Trail as
qualifying for Section 4(f) designation under the 1966 Department of
Transportation Act. While we consider the Big Blue Trail to be an important
resource,. wo do not believe it should be listed as Section 4(f). We recommend
that the 4(f) designation for the Big Blue Trail be dropped in the Final EIS.

W ! Should Scheme A, B or D be selected, we will work with you on protecting and
fiark Hivhshman . | enhancing the Big Blue Trall where it would cross Corridor H, Our main

Supervisory Physical Scientist ) concerns are to provide ample parking and a safe crossing.

Sinceraly, ]

| Thenk you for the opportunity to review the SDEIS. We look forward to working
Jad/pit with you in the future if Scheme A, B or D should be selected.

l s?
|

i cct Michael Baker, Inc.
Lee Ranger District
Planning
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UNITED STATES ENVIAONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
FEXHON

wmn’m
Piitedviptie, Permvanis 10107

Hr. David Gendell
Reglonal Adwinietxator

fon 3
monl Highvay Adminiatration
George H. Fallon puilding
31 Hopkins Plaxa .

timore, MD ' 21202

ret Appalachian Corxidor H Highway project
Hoax M. Gondells

In agcordsnca with our xresponsibilities undax the National
Environmentul Polioy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and Ssction 309 of the
Clemn Air Act, the Environmentel Protaction Agency (RPA), Region
IXX, has completed a raviaw of tha supplementsal Dratt
anironmntu!. Inpact Btatement (sDEXS) foxr the Appalachian
corxidor R projaat,

EPA commends the eftorts of Weat Virginia Division of Righways
(WV DOH) and its consultants to coordinate with oux agency in an
atffort to objactively evaluate alternative actions and their
agnsaociated environmentnl impacte at the corridor level . We
appreciate WY DOH’e willingress to cn!qgo in an open procass
providing us with opportunities for ut on the sDEIS, as it
wag being davelopsd. As a result, EPA loves that the rangs of
altarnativas evaluated in tho «DEIS i consistent with the
Council on the Enviroimental Quality Regulations (40 CTR Patts
1300-1308), In addition, XPA-agrees that, .for most any

arens of concern, tha infoxmation pxw.ldo& is comprehensive and
well~-docunented,

The npinlaahian coxridor R ject 13 m proposed 4-1lane hi Yo
gatth accews, aast-vast 1 ge from, Elkine, WV X-81

irginia. The intent of the Appalachian Developmen ntghv«y
o?m (”Dl is to provide acsess t0 the more inaccassible areas
of Appalachin and to genurate tragflc as a means of promoting
econonio developnont.
remaining poxtions of the APD to be aonstruoted. The sDEIS
states thng Coxridor K will enhance and promote opportunities fox
eaononic development within tha project area by yproviding e safe
ana arfiolent maans to local and regional markets amd by
promoting tourisnm. ;EPA ncknowledges.that the pirpowe and riedd
stated in the sOBI8 is suffiolently. documentediiiHowever, we:
halieve that such benofits muat also be considersa within the
contaxt of potontinl advarse environmental impacta.

The proposed Coxridor H project is one the -

Alteruatives Xvynluation

Each of the alternatives pressnted in the aDEIB traverse axeas of
valuable natural xemources, EPA camnot dlemiss the saverity orf
the environmental impacts fxom thie projaast. The very nature of
the geographic axean makesa it impossible to lessen the cts to
a degree which would xaiss no environwental criticism, Hewever
through the data presented in the sDRIAG, .EVA hoa deternined that
tha northern routes pressnt morw oppnrtunities fox aveidance ox
veduotion of significant izpaats. Tharafore, wo xate the
northezn youtes (Schenss D and X) E(=2 (Enviromsental Conosrng,
Insutricient Information).

After carefully evaluating the datn presanted, EPA helieves that
the potential adverss iwpacts assoointed with the othar
alternatives due to the direot, findixwct and oumulative impacts
to watar quality, aquatic and L-mmhl TesOUrcas, are
nnvi.ton-mtnl{ unagasptable., Conaaquarttly, we hava rated Schawwe
A as EU~2 (Envirommentally Unsatisfactory, Insufficient
Intormation).

¥a bave not provided a rating for Schemes B and C oinos WY DOR
has eliminated these schemen fxom furthexr cousideration.’ Wa.
concur with NV DOR’s declaien, which ie & mutter of publie resard
(nee Off£icial Trannoript of Public Hearing-ippalachian Corridor
¥, January 12, 1993, Elkins, WV), to not recoxmend Schiemas P and
¢ for their preferrxed corridor uitemuvc. We would recommend
that tha record of that dsoislon ba included in the deoision
daoounent reaulting from the evaluation of this sDRIG. . He should:
note, howsver, that if Sohames B wnd G had not besn eliminated,
ve would have rated them EU dun to their significant impacts to
natural ‘resources. .

The basis for tha asgigned xatings focuses primacily on the
oxtont and potential saverity of atream xelated inpacts. we
acknovledge that at this (corridor) level of study, site speaific
iupacts agsociated with each strean involvemsant cannot be
ascertained, nor do we expest much detailed snalysis, at this
time. Hovever, the soientific literature provides oxtensive
information on impacta which wauld be expacted rfrom the kind of
atvean involvazents cutlined in this docuxent. In ganeral,
ubreun srossings (bridgus and/or culverts), stresm
channalization, and x stream alterations would result in
grentey ratos of ssdimwntation and ailtation, slteration of
stream flow, decressed benthic maoroinvertsbrate populations,
decrsused fisheries, loss of species richness and increamed
accunulation of surface xunoff pollutantm in tha strasm’s watex
colunn and sodiment- For thosa streams aszoolated with wetlands,
stream channeliration could alter the drainags pattemms of tha
wetland and eliminata the water holding capacity of the system
and thus its capacity for groundwater xachargs.

In addition, many of the gstrean crossings ocour within the sase
watershed and, in eoxe cases, a particular stramm may be involved
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In alosing, we vould like to ewphasiee that the ranga in the
ratings of alternatives i# graat and that it clearly points to
tha alternatives which should be carried forward to tg: next
phase of this esvEIS.

Wa 'ncwm:aga WY DoIt to work clomely with our statf in’'the naxh
phaae of tha proacenss, e-rcuny in the areas of secondaxy and
cunulative acts, and in the golection of the ali vhioh
would adaquately reduca the extent and severity of ots to
voatlands and othar aquatia and terrestrial resources.

Thank you for the opportunity to xeview und comment on the .
Appaluchian Coxzridoxr H sDEX§, Wa huva enclased a desoription of
EFA’s Tating .system and oux' technical comments, I£ you hava
questions regurding our ¢opsanta, please do not hasitate to
centuat me or wy staff, Suran MoDowall (21578597-0388) and John
Yorzen (215/597+3361).

B‘ﬂm.

Acting Regional Administrator
Enalosurss

ool Robert Gats, Federal Highway Administration, Region 3
Randolph Eppsxly, WV Divizion of Righways
Pat Hawan, EPA, 0ffice of Federa) Activitiee
Chrix Clawar, Departnent of the Interior, U.8. Pish and
wilalite Sservice .
:oben:‘ GAft, Department of the Intarior, Nationml Park

ecvice

Rogax Amdexson, WV Deépartuent of Natural Rasources

JEA Technical Comments
Appulachien Coxxidor H Righway wroject:

= Natural Environment —
I. Aguatic Resourge Concorng

furtaca Watkers

Thaxre are & total of 146 streams located within the coxridor

study axea. Eighty-nine of those strenms ars considexed by WV,

National Resourca.Haters. Ninety stxesms axae listed ma WV nHi

Quality Streams and 43 styreazms support native or stooked trout,

g total of 1) streans are included in the National Rivars
nvantory.

gchane A potonthﬂ would hava the greatest adverss effeact on
strean’ 1ity. oxe A would potentially result in 49-62
atresn involvenents, depending on tha scheme option. 0f these
streans, Scheme A would potentially impact 24-39 atremms
classified as National Remcurgo Waters, as well as, iwpacting 20~
31 ¥V High Quality Streams. Gcheme A would also invelva the

reat nunber of stxeams lupporting native and stooksd trout
10-23) . Schoms A would also potentially invelve B-6 streams
listed on the National Rivers Inventory. BSchsze A has theo
greatast nuebar of stream involvemants ranked as having a High
iwpaat probability élo:g stretches of parallel construction, new
cronsings, atu.). He should note thut the *high* impact
vabub!.h ¢ a8 deworibed in the «DEX8, ¢an be misleading.
w*High" impact is charaacterised, in part, an stream relocations or
t;nu-!. donstruction of 3000 re or greater. Given the naps in

o assooiated Tadhnioal Report, parallel construction could

ocour for up to savaral niles nlong moue streams, As guch, this
npu-;nu a faxr greater impact than one would assums from the
unalyais, : :

In adadition, Gchems A would recult in oignigiasnt, longtexrm
adveraa impaots to the Bowdéit Naticnal Fish Matoliwxy by aitering
the amount and quality of tha vatar supplied to the hatchery via
thae North Spring. Highway construction, involving blasting,
excavation and octhex surfaca or sub-gurface disturbanges could
vazult in gissures in the karst limastone formations which
sncompase the Horth s{rm recharge zone. The future visbility
of the Bovden Hatlional Fish Hatohery requires clean, clear water
with sufficient flow.

By gontrast, ‘the northern youtes.(Schemes D and R), will.result
in favar stroam involveseiite overall: (41-47) and, in particolur;
will affect’ féver National Rescuxce Watexs (Scheme Di 21-22%
gchena 23 12-13). Bchemes D and K Will have invelvements with
atreans supporting native or stooked txout (7-9) and fewer

1
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RPA Tachnloal CoMments
Appalavhian Corxidox B Righway Project

me“ that the practicabla alternative selacted must have the
eaot adverss ixmpact on the squatic ecosyatem, "so long as the
alternative doss pot have othar signifivant advarse environwental
conseguoncas.” Therefora, in addition to the direct and indirect

ots to wataraourses, waterbudies, and wetlands, oconsideration
of othar significant wnviconmental impaots, such mw those
relativa to the foxestad ecosyatem, must also be waighed in the
alternative m).!:h. Conseguontly, daspite the potentisl for
highoxr wetlands impacts than the southern reutss, we considerx the
northexn xoutes to he less impudtive in overall shvironsental
sigmiriocanca.

the ulternativas, the doousent indicates that all the
corridors except Corridor A and its options contain *high® value
wetlands nunbering about 400 aores. 7Tobtasl aareaage of wetlands
for the same goxridors ranges fxom 386 to 786, Theso nunbers in
and of thensolves would saom to maka Corridex A the :
envirommentully desirable altarnativa. However, a compréhensive,
holistic viev must ha taken of ths regional ecosystem., When this
is done, Coxxidors D and E oleaxly axe Jeas impactive overall,
The justification for this convlusion can be found in the
following, taken togethax with othor xeacurce sactions of thiw
comtent lettar,

The bulk of ths wetlunds found in Corxidors D and E are part of
the Beavar Creck vetlands complex. Unfoxtuvttely, thic area has
bson degraded b{ nining activ. and Roaver {teelr is of
poor water quality. This fact itynlf doas 1ittle to aininish
the valus of this wetlands cemplex. Novever, comparaed aguinst
other high quality streams, xivexs, wetlunde, and terrestxial
pystems that would be adversely inpasted with other corridors,
th; Deavar Crack wetlands complex would bs of lass relative
value.

Racompanaations

e conowx with your appraach in quantifying:and:qualifying:
wstlands and :ln!«h n. the promﬂtt{ior impact o:naaou
watlands, Your ayproxdh of awsigning relative levels of xesouroe
valuew and $mpact proubabilitias of wetlands as well as comparing
total watlund arean as a percentsge of corridor areas is a good
n{ltn give tho reader a sense of the potential inpacts to
wetlands from each of the goxxidors. , wa have some
sstions snd comsents regarding tha frawawork and aritaria used

n making this vetlands assessment. Soma of the following
questions axe posed for clariffcation while others axe posed with
the expectation that modifications of the next docuxent will be
nade where appropriate.

EPA Technioal Cemments
Appalachinn Corxidox B Mighvay Projaat:

1, The Natural Rescuxoss Technical Report indicates that the
National Watlands Inventory (NWI) wapping was used as the
baseline for wotlands veritication in the field, Wexe all thes
hydric soi} arsas that are identified in the Soi} Suxveys but
outside webland designations on tha MW maps included it the
f£i6ld suxvey of wetlandu?

3. Hore all watiande field verified? IXf not, then we xudossend
that all hydric moil arean in the foil Surveys not overleppsd by
an NWT wetlands designation be included as a vetlands arem until
othervise deleted by a mora detailed £ield verification in tha
noxt phase of tha eEm:)ewt. The Natural Resoucces Tachnionl
Roport indiontes that some NUX wetlands waxa daleted hased on
Eoll gurveys. Wa recommena that those areas be inoluded in tiie
aarcidor-laval study as watlands or tield verified hefoxa bming

delatad.

3. what species with exceptionally narrev habitat requiremants
wera uyed in the determinations of wetlends resource valuas,
pacticularly thoss listed in Tahle XXX=277 :

¥hile wa ooncur with the basic appraach of impact prodability
usad in the document, thaxe are circumstances vhere the valua
aswignad xay be mivleading. Por instuncs, a orossing of a
wvatiand parpendiculax to the corridor may be far leos iwpactive
than one of & wetland oriented parallel or angled to the
oorridor., WMaraover, the approach used doas not inglude
aonsidexations of indirect jwpacts, such ag those that wauld
1ikely ocoocur £rom a road paralleling a wetland without aoctually
oross it. Finally, some corridors may enconpass witland
conglvxn whers agreage of wetlande ars lplthll! aontined, euoh
as thoze found slong DPeavar Creek, rather than widqly spread. In
situstions of wetlands “.ﬂ'.““' the worst-case £i1l raqiired
for the highway alignmoent through tho wetlands cowplax would be
approximately 200-feot wida, yet all tha wetland acreage in the
mth Aexn ::c igted as high fimpmot prohability in the totals for
e corridor. .

Thers are additionsl considerntions invelv. onxlnurhm design
and constrxuction that, while they cannot be detailed at this
level of study, should ke addrassed in genaxal terms €o provids
furthexr projections of onvirommantal jmpacts. Fox sxasple,.a..: .
susnnary-of.the basio highway design criteris that would constrain

efforts to ahift~ali nes within corridors should be pml:::-'

such information would be oxtremely useful in the review of
lfntic rasources maps xelative to apportunities to avoid amd
uininize iapagts. X£ the eot moves forwvard to the alignment
welection phnse, we strongly reooswand an intaxagenoy #ffort to -
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HPA Teclmical Comments
Appalachian Corridor M Highway Projest

habitats and surrounded areas of inhospituble enviromments for
the original specles. wilcove et al. (1986) describa how

onants of habitat fragmentation o can lead to specles
axtinctiont 1) reduation of total habitat #xea, vhich primarily
affeots populations oixzes and 2{. redistribution vf the remaining

araa into disjunct fxagments which primarily atfeot dispersal ana
iznigration rates. .

The sizme of the xesulting isolated fragaents and tho degres of
adverse iupaocts assoolated with fragmentation muy vary by
-;;aoias/popunuon-. It Is a matter of soale, Lord and Norton
(1990) maka the £0llowing observations:

‘e habitat reduction per se has equal ote at any soale of -
fraguantation when asxessed for the orgunismu that operate at
. that scale. The division of a small area of foragt by a conorete
th, for example, is just as izportant to a ground-awell
vertabrate as the divielon of a larga forest tract is to a
foxast raptox.."

Fragmentation of habitats results in the creation of “edgea¥.
The concept of cdr affacts is pervasive thr, t the
wolentigic gumpunity. Boma adge sffects inol itokensed
vulnerability to predation, increased compatition smong spanies -
for food resources and nesting sites, and the phywicad
displacement of less "edgea tolerant” spacies, AlL of the
ahova oan contribite to a leas of biologioal divexsity (genetic,
;gcozn or scosysten diversity) and speciam extinction (ses
”:ﬂ)my and Runkle 1991p uwaxoy ot al. 19867 Wlloova et al.

6o

Schens A would potentislly have the greatest izmpaat on the rwmote
sxaas of the MNP inoluding those management axess expbanining
Xemote wildlife habitat, semi-primitive reoreation snd spevial
hotanical axeasn. Major impacts to remote habitat w 690~
2497 acras for Scheua A, depending on the optiom. o D and
E would not involva major iwpaats to. rexmote habitat hut would
rewult in the greatost muber of minor iapacts (297-1309 aues) o

Our Agan rticipatss in the Neotropical Migratory Bird
cann:vat o:a'p 'as, itown as Partners in nmt. THhe goal of
this pr is coaxdinate, among agenvies, efforts to nadrvess
tha dedline of migratoxy aongl‘x!rd-, primacily forest interiox
species. The SDEIS mentions tha phenomenon of deol.

neotropionl migratory birds with spacial referencs to forest
interior hixds. While it is true that uncertainties.remain
regarding the ultimate causes for these declining populationw, it
is genarally understood ancng soientists that:forest

— - — —— ——

—— —

BPA Technical Commants
Appalachian Corridor M Highway Project

fragmentation does play a contriluting role in the deoline of
oertain bixd specien (gea Tarborgh 1989y Iynch and Whighwm 2994).

The conatruation and uee of tha p; sed Corridox # Mighway wili
rasult in the direct lows of valuable forasted habitat and its
apsooiated ocologicn fuwngtions, Porests not only provide
habitat for wildlifa hut function in flcod abatament, solil
erosion prevention, woderatfon of olimate mnd me sinks for aarbon
dioxide. Subseguent fragmentation of forasted tracts will have
far-reaching effects not only to wildlife but to the forest
-oooﬂute- itsslf by exposing it to weather variubies such as wind
and higher (or celder) temparatures and the inareased trusion
of hravaing anizale such as deex (Gaundexs et al. 1991).

Schemes A vill have the greatast nucher of major inpacte (i.e.
Liseoting large trsots) on the mir's managenent areas of remoto
habitat, and other speaial hotaniocal avess. Scheuds D and ¥
would not result in any major impaots to remote habitat areas but
would vamylt in minor ots (L.0, adjacency to ramote habitat).
¥a boliove that these minor impucts can ba avoided or reduced af
the aligmaent level study. .

It sheuld be noted that MNP’s dawignation of remots hubitat
applicm only to those araas within thae jes of the National
Forest. Other wxeas on private lands may nlso exhibit remote
hoblt-:.. gunlities. - This olarification should be inciuded in the
analyeia.

It is aifficule to assess the ixpuots aw it relatas to the George
Washington National Forest as aimilar analyses have not baan
pexformed. Althyugh & 4~lane highway currently runs through the
GWNF, upgrading it to tiie standatvds as outlined for the Corridor
H projact would result in the @iract loss of additional forested
habitat, Also, &t is unclear 1f remote habitats or speoial
botanical wreas exist within the study arem for the dNNF which
may rasult in eithex wajor or minor impacte.

EFA haw been informally consulting with U.8. Pish and wildlife
Barvica (USPHA) mqtﬂ!ﬂ the potential advetws impaots to
threatene and endangara :sao as and tholy oxitical habitat, We
aencus with the Usrwere £4 " and recommendatione am stated in
Previous and current corraspondanca with WV DOH. .

Iv. Konpoint Seurga Pollution Concerne

‘ Topidts, -enoroachzents, involvements of surfeca and ground water
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' HFA Technical Cosments
Mpalachian Corrider X Highway Project:

and the taxt indicates thut these costs do not inolude .'Lt!.::tion
costu. Verbal discusuions with WV nof have indioated that tha
Ocosts do indeed include mitigation costs. Pleace clarity.

Bagounandation

BPA agrage that a more detailed assewoment of sscondary impagts
can bast he achieved at the alignment phasep however, we believe
that thare ara gsome ganaral adverss impacts associated with
secordary developmsnt which could bave basn highld, at tha
coxridor leval (as was dexoribed undexr positive ef ecty). Such
potential impaats inolude nonpoint sowras pollution, .
changes/expansion in {nfrastructuxe, further loss and/ox
dagradation of texxestrial and lqun‘:ia hebitat, Though ve Zeel
an oppoxtunity hue haon aissed in nat addressing these issues at
the corridor leval, wa nesd to. be anoursd that mecondary ismpacts
will not he naglected at tha next study phasas.

12
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, b.c. 20240

ER-92/1062

Hr, Billy R. Higginbothan
Division Administrator

Federal Highway Adminfstration
550 Eagan Street, Suite 300
Charleston, West Virginia 25301

Daar Mr, Higginbotham:

This 1s in resp to the request for the Departmont of the Interior’s comments
on the supplemantal draft environmental/Seotion 4(£)/6(£f) evaluation concerning
Appalachian Corridor H, Elkins, West Virginfa to I-81 in Virginia.

BECTIOR 4(£)/STATEMENT GOMMENTR

Of the alternativas discussed in the supplemental gtatement and the original
alternatives, Soheme E1 16 rocommended as the most feasible and prudent
alternative involving tho ut{lizacion and upgrading of existing US-219 fxom
Elkins to Us-50 {via Route 93), and from there on US.50 to Vinchester, Virginia,
It would appear that by upgrading and {uproving oxisting facilities, the esconomy,
and environmental resources would be more {n balanae, as would the promotional
aspsct of attraoting touriste with the need to protect the environmental
qualitios for which the region 18 known, Our comments on the remaining
alternatives ars essentially repatitious of our draft stetoment commonts of
Soptenber 23, 1961 as they still remain valid. 1In support of our position the
following 8 are pr d for the other alternatives under consideration,

Schems A 1s the most environmontally damaging Bufld Option and hac the groatest
potential for adverss fmpacts to Section 4(f) resources. All remaining Bufld
Options could.adversely affect liated and el{gible cultural and natural Fectfon
4(E) resources.

These proposed altsrnatives will traverse and fmpact high quality terrescrial and
aquatic habitat and some of the most soenic, historically significant, and unique
tocreational resources within the reglon. Significant adverse inpacte to fish
end wildlife will result from fuxerous atream crossings and velocations,
floodplain encroachaent, wetland infringement, and turkey and white-tafiled deer
habitat. In addicion, some alignmonts have the potential to serfously dograde
ths primary water supply te Bowden Natfonal Fish Hatohexy and would encroach on
the proposad Canaan Valley National Wildlife Refuge,
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- « Scheme Options
Dl through ps, El, and K2 exhibit the highsst compatibility pntuntulp with
Rogional Comprchensive Developmenc Plans, and aloo have the least conflict with
the MNF Plan. Soheme Options Al through A8 have tha greatssc potential to
ngntuuc vith the MNF plap, Scheme Options DI, D2, D3, and El aveld impaots to
thess areas,

The f£inal document should aleo provide diwoussion on the potential impaccs of the
project on HNF Hanagement Prescriptions 1.1, 2.0, and 8.0 racher than simply
atacing their compatibility,

Dotafled discusaion of the project’s conaistenoy with tha ounp Plan {e abaent.
The CWNF plan oalle State Route 55 an "Outstanding Scenia Route™ and nearby
portions of ths Forest are nanaged as remote highlands and have & number of
rastrictions, Thie seotion should be revised iy the final doounent and address
whethor Sohema D woula adveraely affect; thess remots araas. Only Bohemes B avoids
the GUNF.

Paga IT1:52. Rconomio Aqtivity

The sustained continuaus econonte growth with the present road aystenz 1g
contrary to the SDEIS statement that iwplies that access to the recreational
rosoukces is difficult and prospective tourfsts would Iikely go elsewhors.
Conments made at many of the Publie Hoetings and Hoaringe fndicate that wany
residents and tourists consider the country roads as part of the “exparience® and
do not want to see the "crown Jovela® of the Allegheny Highlands dinfinished or
degradod by Schemes A or D Options,

- « The SDELIS states that Dolly Sods Wildernass Aras, Otter
Creek Wildormess Area, Ganaan Valley State Park, and the Spruce Knob/Seneca Rocks
Natfonal Recrsation Area are "particularly enjoyed for thsir quiet atmogphere,”
All of the remaining practicsble Saheme A Options would bo situated within 200
to 2,000 linear fest of the two vilderness areas. Scheaes D and E Options avoid
noise impacts to thoge areas.

- - The lovel of detafl and the methods used in the
EDEIS for assessing impacts to water resoutces ware somowhat misleading as with
the cate of the lost/Cacapon River System. Impact amss vas based on
vhether highway construction involved perpendicular or parallel conatruction and
the extent of disturbance, Parallel ¢onstruction along the Lost River could
require the channeliration of uUp to aix miles of this National Regource Wataxr yet
ic is lioted as one high potential impact. The real ?ﬁcnpu of . conatruotion
impacts can only be detormined by a-rotul.omlm;lqg\_gt.gl‘\_o_ =aps provided in the
Natural Resauxces Toohnical Report., Futura ‘work on' tha Alignsent draft
anvl 1 impact stat (DEIS) must utilize quantitative methods for
assossing fmpacts.

:13 hannelization of High Quality Streams and Natfonal Rasource Waters should
bot:::;;o: to’'the maximum extent posstble, The scientific literature 1s replete

with information on the adverse impacts of charmelization to water quality and -

aquatic biota. Schena A could require extensive stream channel{zatton/relocation
of over ten nflas of the North Fork of the South Branch of the Potonsc River (a

National Resource Water) and almost three nmiles of the South Branch of the .
Potomac Rivar (a West Virginfa High Quality Stream), Bchemes A and D would

5

raquire the relacacion/channeltration of up to aix ni) ;
Haae Virginia High Quality Stream and a MM;.M“ River (a

Pact to water re y
Assoniated with a1} remaining bufid eltsrnatives, Total streams el.'::::;,.

paralleled, or otharwian adversely {npactad range from 41 in Schems DS to 63
in Scheme A%, Natfonal Resource Haters affocted range from 12 in Schema E; to
39 in Bchomes A} and A8, Of the remaining echems options thoco fn Schemes §
and E would adversely {mpact the fevost atreams ip goneral and Scheme E would

trout atreamm, and high quality warnwater streams within the MNF, Scheme D
Options would adversely affect the high quality trout streams of the GHNF,

Extenstve erosion and sediment control would also neod to bo feplemented to
avoid watar quality {mpaate during construotian, Booause of the uniqueness and
sconic quality of the region, consideracion ahould be given where appropriate
to the protection of the rasource by minimizing wator pollution from storawater
runoff, For considaration, refor to the Intermodal Surface Transpurtation
Bfffclency Act (23 uyse 101) and that sectfon dealing with eligibidiey for
transportation anhancemont projocts,

MI:ZLMMM)_&MH- ftudies proposed to datermina the
potential {mpacts of highvay construecion on the North Spring recharge zone

should bn done prior to selectfon of a corrfdor. Fallura to produce this
information prior to corxidor gelection results in a vold of information
nocessary to identify and Analycs the projact’s fuil impacts to the Hatchory,
The WIOT proposal to conduct these studies aftor corridor selection ocould
result in lfittls or no potential to avoid adverse {mpacts to, and the
subsequont loss or degradation of, the North Spring {f Schewe A, B, ox @ {g
soleated, Any blasting, oxcavation, or other fisturbance could cause figsures
in the karst limestona formations that make up the North Spring rocharge tone
and reduca or eliminate flow {n ths Norch Spring. Turbidity problomg similar
to those documented during construction of Corridor M over tha South Spring
recharge zons will undoubtedly oncur, '

Eage I11-91, Wotlands. While National Waetland Inventory (NWI) maps are a good
tool, more completa, on-tho-ground mapping must take placo prioxr to the
conpletion of the alignment DEXS. The actual acraage within each corrfdor may
be higher sinac the Natural Remources Tachnical Report maps do not ghow aany
of the wotlands within each corridorx, Although fitting a 150. to 300-foot wide
highway within the 2,000-foot wide study corridor may substantially reduce
“potential impacts," avoldance of spacific wetlands should bo possible by
roadway/alignment shifts. The solected alignmont should have the fawvast
Posrible nusbar and amount of wetland impacts practicabla, Adverse wetland and
other environmental impacts essociated with Scheme E1 can largely be avoided
and/or minimired during tha alfgnment #election, :
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7. Roviev any other relevant inforaation,

If the WUDOT deteraines that che proposed action "may affsot™ any of the 1i{ated
species or critical habicats, they nuat request, in writing, forma]
consultatfon with Fwg, pursuant to Sestion 7(a) of the ESA, 1f the
detoxmination s "no affect,” no further conaultation {s necessary, unlesa
requested by FUS. Rogardless of the findings a copy of tho Ba and any othar
relovant inforuation that assigced in reaching a conolusion, ahould be provided

the FUS office,

Virginla Northern flying squirrel, Qlaugonys sabrinus fuscus
Indiana bat, Hyotis g0dalde
Virginin big-oared bat, Plecotus tovnmendt xirgintanus

Eastern cougar,

Poregrine faloon, Falco poyogrimus apatum
Bald eagla,
Cheat Mountain salamander Rlethodon pattingd
Running butfalo clever, Trifolium stolontforum
Shale-barren rockoxess, Axabis sexoting

Page - AFFECIRD_F! S neangerad and 1ad Specleg.
The last two sentences regarding the loggerhoad shrike ars unclear, The
discussion. should probably read as follows: the loggerhoad shrike is 1fgtud
as a State ondangerad species in Virginia and could be found in the project
aros. In addition, the wood turtle ( ), listed as threataned
by the State of Virginia, is known from Frederick Oounty and eould be found in
the study area. Datafled surveys will xeveal the presence of the ahrike and/or
tha wood turtle or their habitat; appropriate measures to reduce or eliminate
the inpsots could then be taken.

= « The last two sentences state that Cave Hollow
Cave ie the largest maternity colony and hibexrnaculum kuown for the Virginta
big-aared bat, Howsver, Gliff Cave is the largast maternity colony and
Kellhole Cave is the largest hibernaculum known for the Virginia big-eared bat,
Gava lollow Cave 1s aecond in population sire and provides a significant
portion of the Virginia big-eared bat’s sunmer and wintey habitat,

» This section atates that a population of.

running buffalo olover looated within the 2,000-foot ‘study  corridor of

Subacheme KP is the largest {n the State. On the oontrary, (this population {s
relatively small, espeaially when cempared to-several.populations_found to the

south of the study corrfdor. This reach of Bchemes D and E should be
oonaidered potential habitat for the olover. :

£148. The laet bullet states that ‘Schomes D and E would involva
confirmed populations and potential habitat of the Cheat Hountain salamandor
on Backbone Hountain. Howevar, there are o eunflnod.popglfqtiqm within the
2,000-foot study corridor of Schemes D and K, There e potential habitae, Two
known populations are located approximataly two miles south of the corridor.

——

] -

. . Ic 1
ragommendsd that the following information be ugsed to oorreot the -ubjea:
table. Under the protective statug eolumn, the Cheat Hountain salamander g
the only Fedorally threatenad spsoles in the atudy area, The remaining listed
species in the table ate Faderally endangared.

Baged on the previous twe apecifia conmsnts re
(page ITX-145, fourth paragraph) and the Cheat
148, last bullet), the table should ehow that Scheme Optiona D4, DS, D6, and
E2 involve a confirmed population of tunning buffalo olover dus on
Subnchepu KP, In rvegard .to the Cheat Nountatn salamander, there is no

. The table i confusing hecause of the aixing of
diffexent species groups together (1,s., plants and animals and birds, mammala,
and mussels). They should hs soparated in their 1ike groups,

The following mpecios are reoconuended for omission from the sxisting table;
RLANTS

Jacob's ladder, Polemonfunm Xan-bxuntiae (3¢)
Hountain plupernel, Iaopidis montana (36)
Katas Mountain clover, Txifoliun yixginicum (3C)

ANIMALS
Eastorn ribbon anake, Iheanophin ssuritus (NC)

3C - Taxa that have proven to be more sbundant or widespread than previocusly
believed and/or those that are not subject to any identiffable threat, If
further researeh or changes in habitat indicate a significant declinn in any

of those taxa, they oay be resvaluated for possible inclusion {n Gategorfes 1
or 2,

NC - Not classifiad as a Federal candidate for 1iscing,
The following category 2 (2€) vpecian should be added to the tablo;
PLANTS
Horsenint, Honarda £lgtuloga var. brevie
Ilul':t:utnut. Juglane cineres
ANIMALS
Eastarn woodrat, Neotoms floridana maglster
Southern water chrew, Soxex palustris
Norchern goshawk, Acoipter

gentilin
. Gerulean warbler, Dendrofca parulea
Yellow lampaussel, Lempaills oarions
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
STATE WATER CONTROL BOARD

Akhard M. Burten
Execulive Dlrector

P O Box i)

Richmond, Vieginip 23230-1143

1804) 527.5000

100 18041 $27.4261 February 2, 1993

Mr. Randolph T. Epperly, Jr.
Director, Roadway Design Division
WVDOT - Division of Highways

State capitol Complex, Building Five
Charleston, West Virginia 25305

RE: Corridor Selection Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for Appalachian Corridor H
Elkins, West Virginia to Interstate 81 in Virginia
Dear Mr. Epperly:

We have received the corridor selection supplemental draft

" environmental impact statement (SDEIS) for the Appalachian

Corridor H project from Elkins, West Virginia to Interstate 81 in
Virginia. We are writing to provide our comments to the SDEIS
and to identify potential concerns that may require further
coordination and/oxr permits from the Virginia state wWater Control
Board (SWCB). Please note that in raviewing such a large
corridor, we are only able to suUpply very generalized comments.
Onca the alignments have been chosen and mora detailed
information is available concerning water quality impacts, we
will be able to provide more site specific comments.

In regards to the segments occurring in Virginia, Scheme E
(the Winchester terminus) poses potential impacts for the
following streams: Isaacs Creek, Back Creek, Hogue Creek, Gap
Run, Abramg Creek, Redbud Run, and 2 intermittent tributaries,
Most of this corridor, however, is already a four-lane facility.
Thus, the impacts for Scheme E may be diminished. Scheme D (the
Strasburg terminus) could potentially impact the following
streams: Duck Run (a SWCB-designated Class VI Natural Trout
Stream), Cedar Creek, Turkey Run, Mulberry Run, and 6
intermittent tributaries. This corridor, on the other hand, is
mostly a two-lane facility. Hence, greater impacts could be
anticipated with an expansion to a four-lane facility. Again,
comparing impacts between corridors at this time is very
difficult due to the 2,000 foot width of the corridors. For

— r—— me——— —

Mr. Randolph T. Epperly, Jr.

Page 2

example, even though a stream may occur within the 2,000 foot

corridor, when the final alignment is chosen, it is possible that
this stream may not be directly impacted by the project.

Due to the size of this project and the potential water
quality impacts, this project will require applications for the
following permits issued by the SHCB:

1)

2)

3)

Stormwater Permit for Construction ~-- required for
construction activities (clearing, grading, and
excavation) on five (S5) acres of land or more. This
permit, effective October 1, 1992, is issued by the
Virginia Pollution Discharge Elimination System (VPDES)
Stormwater Permitting Program.

Stormwater Permit for Industrial Activities —- required
for transportation facilities. This permit, effective
October 1, 1992, is issued by the Virginia Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (VPDES) Stormwater
Permitting Program.

Vvirginia Water Protection Permit (VWPP) -~ required for
projects involving dredging, £illing or discharging any
pollutant into, or adjacent to surface waters, or that
will otherwise alter the physical, chemical or
bilological properties of surface waters (VR 680-15-02).
This permit, effective May 20, 1992, is issued by the
VHPP program.

The following conditions shall épply for work within the
T

Commonwealth of V

1)

2)

3)

4)

ginia:

The Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook
should be referred to for acceptable erosion and
sediment control practices.

Bridges are the preferred crossing structures since
they present fewer water quality impacts. Also, they
allow the existing substrate to remain, facilitating
the continued existence of benthic organisms. Finally,
bridges do not impede low flow channels, thus aquatic
spacies movement and migration is not obstructed.

When bridged crossings are not practical, we prefer
open-bottomed arch structures, which also leave the
existing substrate intact.

Where pipes or culverts are used, these structures must
be countersunk six inches and a low flow channel must
be provided for multiple structures.

SI3 eutd H Jopusod
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

Departmens of Game and Inland Fisheries
February 8, 1993

Mr. Randy Epperly

West Virginia Department of Transportation

1900 Kanawha Boulevard E.

Building Five

Charleston, West Virginia 25305-0430 )

Re:  Appalachian Comidor H, Elkins, West Virginia
to I-81 in Virginia
ESSLOG #1988

Dear Mr. Epperly:

We have reviewed the Corridor Sclection Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement which
you recently submitted for our consideration. The Department of Game and [nland Fisheries is the
primary wildlife and freshwater fish gement agency in the Commonwealth, with full law
enforcement and regulatory jurisdiction over those resources, inclusive of state or federally endangered
or threatencd species, but excluding and plants. We are a ‘consulting sgency under the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.), and we provide
environmental analysis of projects or permit applications coordinated through the Visginia Council on
the Environment, the Virginia Marine Resources Commission, the Virginia State Water Control Board
the Virginia Department of Waste Management, the Virginia Dep nt of Transportation, the U.S.
Amny Comps of Engineers, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, and other state or federal
egencics. Our role in such procedures is to determine likely impacts of proposed projects upon fish
and wildlife resources and habitats, and to recommend appropriate measures to avoid, reduce, or
mitigate for those impacts.

Primary issues of concem fo our agency include impacts upon upland, wetland, and aquatic fish and
wildlife resources and habitats; protection of instream flow; protection of endangered or threatened

specics; and impacts upon streams or other surface waters and interconnected groundwaters. Sediment

and erosion control, water quality protection, and proper disposal or handling of hazardous or toxic
matcrials, as theso issues may impact fish and wildlife resources, are also of concemn to the
Department. Wo are particularly interested in discussion of altermnatives to the proposed action, and
proposals of mitigatory to te for idable impacts.

¥

‘Our Fish and Wildlifo Information System (FWIS) personnel in the Division of Planning, Policy, and

Environmental Scrvices can provide life history profiles for wildlife species found in the
Commonwealth, and summary lists of wildlifc species occumring in a given geographic arca; and will
conduct database searches for known or probable occumence of endangered or threatened species.

There is a nominal charge for these services. Inquiries or requests regarding these services should be
addressed to Ms. Becky Wajda, FWIS Coordinator, at the lettethead address.,

4010 WEST BROAD STREET, P.0. 80X 114, RICHMOND, VA 23230-1104
(804) 367-1000 {V/TOD) Equal Oppartunity Employment Programs & Facilities FAX (804) 362-9147

Mr. Randy Epperly
February 8, 1993
Page 2

Despite the fact that this proposal includes 24 sep routes for cvaluatian, only two corridors are
being considered for the road section within Virginia. From both wildlife and fisheries points of
view, the coridor represented by Schemes C end E is far more gcceptable than the corridor for
Schemes A, B and D. Following is a brief synopsis of our primary concems:

FISHERIES:

- Corridor A, B, D follows at least a postion of Duck Run which is a Class If native brook trout
stream.

- Comidor A, B, D crosses Cedar Creek in the vicinity of our put-n-take trout section, Cedar Creck is
a high quality stream resource which we hope to develop further. It also provides good quality
smallmouth bass habitat just below the proposed crossing.

- Comidor A, B, D will impact an area along the Cedar Creek drainage that contains significant karst
formations, resulting in a number of high quality limestone springs. These springs are responsible for
the high quality habitat in Cedar Creck, and several are used for commercial trout production.

- The streams along Corridor C, E have been significantly degraded by construction of a number of
dams and by residential and agricultural developments. These streams all provide poor fisheries
habitat. We do maintain a put-n-take trout fishery on Hogue Creek well below the proposed crossing
of this stream. Few other recreational fishing opportunities exist along this corridor.

WILDLIFE:

- Comridor A, B, D will biscct both Great North Mountein and Paddy Mountain in the vicinity of an
area known ss Vances Cove. Vances Cove has long been recognized as an outstanding wildlife area
and the Department has invested considerable resources in habitat improvement in this area, Bisecting
these two mountains will siguificantly impact movements of many wildlife species.

- Corridor C, E crosses in an arca where wildlife habitat is slready significantly impacted and remote
areas are not a factor.

THREATENED OR ENDANGERED SPECIES:

- Corridor A, B, D will disturb a significant quantity of habitat that appears likely to contain the Cow
Knob Salamander (Plethodon p ), & state species of special n.

= Corridor A, B, D bisects a remote mountsinous area that is c'apable of providing cxcellent nesting
sites for peregrine falcons (ﬁ‘dco Pperegrinus), a federally endangered species.

- The wood turtle (Clemmys Insculpta), a state threatened species, is known to occur within the A, B,
D comidor. Habitat along Cedar Creck appears to be ideal for this specics.

Si3 reuid H Jopluo)
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scope. We trust that the opportunity to evaluate this detailed information will
be made available in the future by utilizing the NEPA process for highway
alignment,

After examining information provided in the SDEIS, our choice of
corridor scheme remains directionally consistent with our July 1981 position
which selected a northern routing as our preferred scheme. Our information,
which agrees with your consultant’s evaluation, indicates the northern schemes
will provide the greatest benefits to the most people and incur the least total
environmental impact. We believe that when the total environmental impacts
for scheme A, and Its associated subschemes, are compared to either scheme
D or B, that the northern routes, will be the Jeast impacting on our state’s
natural resources. Remaining impacts can be eliminated through adjustments
of the highway alignment or otherwise mitigated. 2

The following sections provide the rationale -for our routing selection
by documenting significant environmental impacts expected under a southern
(Scheme A) routing and avoided by the northemn alternatives, '

We are serlously concerned with the probable loss of the Bowden
National Fish Hatchery already impacted by past Corridor H construction.
This hatchery produces 25 percent of the trout stocked in West Virginia,
These 250,000 trout generate an estimated 500,000 days of resident and non-
resident recreation. Trip related (Le. not including equipment, licenses, etc.)
augler expenditures generated by these trout contribute in excess of 375
million to the West Virginia economy each year. The southem routing could
have severely detrimental, unmitigatable impacts to the north spring and
assoclated recharge area supplying thie hatchery. Realized impacts to this
spring will result in the loss or degradation of the hatchery’s major water
supply causing, at best, a reduction in production or, more likely, closure of
the hatchery. ’

Our evaluation indicates that a southern routing would significantly
impact no less than four of our premler native, put and grow and stocked
trout fisheries, The mountain areas of the southem route contain additional,

high quality streams supporting native trout populations which will be

unavoidably impacted by this routing.. Streams of this quality are
irreplaceable and damage to them fs essentially unmitigatable. We cannot .

Ar. Fred Vankirk
Page 2
February 10, 1993 : , Mr. Fred Vankirk
Page 3

February 10, 1993

coucur with disturbances to these valuable resources when other less
damaging alternatives exdst,

Threatened and endangered species are also of great concern to our
agency. .In general, the southern routes have the greater potential to affect
more rare, threatened and endangered species and their habitats, If these
species are encountered during the alipnment or conmstruction stages,
significant delays or termination of work could occur. If endangered species
are encountered after construction begins, federally approved mitigation
optlons may not be available to allow construction to continue, Federally
mandated realignment could be required with additional expenditure of time
and money.,

Bcologists have long known the importance of large expanses of
unbroken, largely mature forest to certain game species like black bear and
turkey. Studies during the past decade indicate an important relationship also
exists between unfragmented forest and the presence of other nongame
vertebrate species. U.S. Forest Service designation of remote forest tracts as
6.1 and 62 areas serves, in part, to protect these important habitat
components for these game and non-game species. Southemn routing schemes
would fragment these areas to a greater extent than northern alternatives and
result in significant impacts to dependent wildlife species.

The northern routes are not without environmental impacts. The
SDEIS indlcates the most significant impact resulting from a northern route
will be to wetlands. The DNR fs a stauncli advocate of wetland protection.
We are also aware that considerable latitude exists within the 2000 foot
corridors for avolding wetlands by. careful alignment. Our experience.
indicates that many of these impacts can and will be avoided here as they
have in previous segments. ) :

The DOH has demonstrated ‘their willingness and capability to
satisfactorily replace impacted wetlands and wetland values through
construction and enhancement methodologies, Because of this ability and
commitment, we belicve wetland impacts can be satisfactorily mitigated.

In summary, we find the probable and possible extent of the
environmental impacts, the probability of unmitigatable impacts and the
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Mr. VanKirk By

February 12, 1993

For the reasons outlined above, we do not believe existing historic resource information, as
summarized in the Technical Report, can be used for corridor selection, , Furthermore, we do
not believe a corridor should be chosen until additional, substantial identification efforts are

- completed. Please recognize that we do not object to the concept of a "staged” approach to

environmental and historic resource documentation, particularly given the scale and complexity
of the project. We recommend, however, that your agency consider a revised approach to
historic resource documentation for corridor and alignment selection as outlined below:

Actions for corridor selection (Corridor SDEIS):

A. Conduct a complete architectural survey of each corridor altemative in Virginia
(entirety of each 2000 foot study area). Given the level of existing information about the
northern corridor, most of this effort will be fimited to the souther corridor through
Shenandoah County.

B. Conduct the "pre-Phase I archacological reconnaissance activities described by your
consultant on page VIII-2 of the Technical Report (Section 8.1).

Completing these activities prior to corridor selection will provide more accurate
information regarding anticipated impacts on historic resouzccs.

Actions following corridor selection to be used for alignment selection (Alignment
SDEIS):

A. Evaluate (Phase II study) the significance of all identified architectural resources.

Knowing the number and location of all eligible structures will aid in' the design of the
alignment altemnatives,

Actions following design of alignment alternatives (Final EIS):

A. Conduct a complete Phase I archacolopical survey of all alignment alternatives, not '

just the final preferred alignment.

B. Develop a preliminary effect assessment on all historic resources (archaeological and
architectural), This would be used to select a final preferred alignment.

Actions following selection of final preferred alignment (Final EIS):

A. Evaluate (Phase II study) the significance of identified archaeological resources along
the final preferred alignment.

— —— e

Mr. VanKirk -3- February 12, 1993

B. Develop a final effect assessment on significant historic resources (i.e. "historic
properties,” both archaeological and architectural) in consultation with both-our agency
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.

C. Determine appropriate treatment for historic properties that will be affected by the
undertaking in consultation with both our agency and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation,

We believe that the staged approach outlined above will work within the structure of
environmental documentation that is proposed for this project. Item | can be included in a
revised Corridor Selection SDEIS and ltem 2 in an Alignment Selection SDEIS. Items 3 and
4 would be appropriate for preparation of the Final EIS for the project.

We hope that our comments will assist your agency in preparing further environmental and
historic resource documentation for the proposed Appalachian Corridor H. If you have any
questions, please contact Antony Opperman or Elizabeth Hoge of our staff,

ce J.
Toject Review Section Supervisor

cc:  William Farrar, West Virginia Division of Culture and History
Philip A. Shucet, Michael Baker Jr., Inc.
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Mr. Randolph T. Epperly, Jr.
Director, Roadway Design Division
WVDOT - Division of Highways
State Capitol Complex, Building Five
Charleston, West Virginia 25305

RE: Supplemental Draft Environmental
Statement (DEIS), Corridor H - Elkins to I-81.

Dear Mr. Epperly:

The Office of Water Resources (OWR), West Virginia Division of Environmental
Protection, has completed its review of the above-referenced DEIS and submits the
following comments. .

The DEIS proposes 5 roadway schemes which, when combined with various
schemes and subschemes, result in 24 scheme options. Each option is a 2,000 foot-
wide corridor.

Scheme A is the southern most corridor which travels east from Elkins and
turns north along North Fork of the South Branch/Potomac. At Moorefield, Scheme
A joins Schemes B and D to continue east to I-81. Scheme A will significantly impact
water quality and aquatic resources of North Fork temporarily, during construgtion,
and permanently, as a result of storm water runoff. Likewise, Lost River will be
impacted between Baker and Wardensville. North Fork and Lost River, both within
National Forest boundaries are, in accordance with the Legislative Rules Governing

‘Water Quality Standards, Title 46, Series I, classified as National Resource Waters.

Impacts to National Resource Waters must be temporary in nature and not result in
aquatic degradation.

Schemes B and C travel northeast from Bowden and involve the proposed
Canaan Valley National Wildlife Refuge and Canaan Valley State Park. Waters of
the state, including wetlands, within the State Park are subject to the National

Ann A Spa
Cabinet “VVDIV@)&?IEIGN Div, Doputy Dircto ! Resource Water classification. Wetlands in Canaan Valley as a whole would also
o ; OF H’GHVI.ﬂ?,? Feb : 19, 1003 i meet the guidelines of the National Resource Water definition due to the
. ebruary 19,

characteristics of the Valley ag a southern terminus for many northern species of
flora. Impacts to streams and wetlands in either the Park or the Valley must be
temporary in nature and not degrade the aquatic system.

Schemes D and E travel identically northeast from Elkins until the corridor
reaches Bismarck where the schemes diverge. Scheme D travels east to join Schemes
A and B and continues to I-81 at Strasburg. Scheme E continues north to New
Creek and turns easterly to pass through Romney and Augusta to 1-81 at
Winchester. Schemes D and E involve streams which include Blackwater River,
Beaver Creek and Stoney River. The West Virginia Division of Environmental
Protection (WVDEP) has selected Blackwater River as one of the first projects for the
agency's stream restoration program. Restoration will include treatment and
abatement of acid conditions within a designated reach of the Blackwater River.
Scheme E will involve major streams including Patterson Creek, South
Branch/Potomac River, Little Cacapon River, North River and Cacapon River.

The Office of Water Resources recognizes that the DEIS -is a corridor level
study and cannot completely assess potential alignment impacts. However, Schemes
A, B and C each significantly involve unique aquatic resources in the State of West
Virginia. Resources which occur in these schemes will be impacted by any alignment
selection within the corridors. Resources such as Canaan Valley and Dolly Sods
cannot be replaced or otherwise mitigated. Consequently, Schemes A, B or C are
unacceptable corridors for further consideration of alignment alternatives.

Schemes D and E also involve important waters, but the corridors appear to
approach most streams perpendicularly which should result in a lesser degree of
aquatic disturbance and impact. OWR is concerned that at the corridor level both
schemes impact the greatest number of wetlands. Each of the corridors include over
700 acres of wetlands within the 2,000-foot area. It is currently understood that the
2,000-foot corridor facilitates the design of alignment options and can be designed to
avoid significant areas. Furthermore, the corridor level evaluation will exaggerate
wetland impacts to an extent the relationship to an actual alignment impacts may
be misleading. However, should tangible wetland impacts not be greatly exaggerated,
it should be made clear that OWR could not accept the loss of over 700 acres of
wetland resources.

Although OWR recognizes the reasoning for choosing to pursue a corridor level
study, such a level makes the evaluation of specific impacts nearly impossibl
Additionally, secondary and cumulative impacts have not been addressed within an%
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" UNITED STATES s T NATURAL RESOURCES 75 High Street Rm 301
DEPAHTMENT,.QF‘::q‘,?'Ii,‘-\u \%1 \BONSERVATION Morgamown, WV 26505
AGRICULTURE ; O Hhad Ly Shgvice

Ve
M

Lo T

|;‘§\ '.,- ‘.; "‘3‘ E‘
md
X January 18, 1994
oF MGV
A DE?-S_'__,& DEVELOP

gp G-
Mc. Fred Vankirk, Commissioner V. /1%3: -
WV Department of Transportation
Division of Highways . e,
1900 Kanawha Boulevard, East TheCE o
Building 5, Room 109 :
Charleston, WV 25305-0430

By

i

Dear Mr. VanKirk:

This letter is in responsa to your request for review of the

Alignment Selection Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact

Statement (SDEIS) for Appalachian Corridor H. We understand that
our comments on the subject document will also be considered in
the Section 404 Permit review process,

Our primary area of responsibility for environmental review is an
asseasment of potential impact to prime and important farmland
within the project area. Section  ITI~E of the SDEIS adequately
addresses this issue. Based on criteria set forth in the Farmland
Protection Policy Act of 1984, I.-.concur--with..the... finding of
minimal effect on farmland. conversion within-the project "area 4n
West Virginia.

Temporary and permanent sediment and erosion contrxol measures for
all land impacted by the construction of the project are critical.
Section --IXI-X-6 - provides - a- ‘general ..description’ of ‘Preventive
measures- to -be--used;- "defe'rrihg""the-wplannip

appears that with the .al gnments ..noww~vbeing ~ofonsidered,
construction-of the“highway -will- not-.directily .effect..PL: 534 Flood
<control..dams. -built ~in-the-Pattérson ‘Creek«waterahg_d..by.-.the..potomac
Valley -Soil-~Conservatisn - District-. (pvscpy. Mem-do-;.-—:equesn-,,.‘t;be
opportunity..to review.-with Doy andPVSCD. the final gediment and
erogion _control designs where sub-watersheds tor PvsCD  flood
control dams may be traversed, to assure ThHat the ifgiolindinents are

adequately protected,
~ o -_'.-.-".'J.:
. \rl l
RQD

M2q 9
r aeees mo LnOUWAYS
Tho Natural Resources Canservatian Servics, ' el €1
Fommedy the Soll Conservation Service, e '_','"" FILES /
I3 an agency of the AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

United States Departmant of Agricuiture

ng--of - ‘gite-specific -
Zgasures. .until - development -of.. rel:lminarx.,nnd-rt-innl-~-des:lqna. It

Thank you for the opportunity to .review and comment on thig

document ,

Sincerely,

(Rl s XM,%

George L. Stem .
Acting State Conservationist

cc: Richard B. Pollin, COE, Pittsburgh District
Frank Pelurie, WVDEP Water Resources
Ron Estepp, Area Soil Sentst, Romney Sub AO
Ed Kesecker, DC, Moorefield FO
Larry Casseday, DC, Elkins FO
Richard Gray, Dc, Petersburg FO
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United States Forest George Washington Harrison Plagza
Dapartment of Sarvice National Forest P.0. Box 233
Agriculture Harrisonburg, VA 22801

703_564-8300

File Oode: 1920/7700

Date: Fabruary 8, 1995

Mr. Randolph T. Epperly, Jr.
Director, Roadway Design Division

. WVDOT, Division of Highways

State Capitol Complex, Bldg. 5
Charleston, West Virginia 25305

Dear Mr. Epperly:

In reference to the Alignment Selection SDEIS for Corridor R, I would like
to offer an additional alternative to mitigate impacts to the Big Blue
Trail. I apologize if this input is a bit late but it Just came to our
attention and we feel it is an alternative worth considering.

Larry Bradford, Potomac Appalachian Trail Club's manager for the southern
section of the Big Blue Trail, suggested we consider an alternative of
relocating the trail on the West Virginia side of Great North Mountain.
Input to date has centered on relocations on the Virginia side and
bridging at the top.

The attached maps show this alternative as it relates to Line A. The
relocation would leave the Big Blue south of the p WV/VA R 55 at
about the 2280 fr. contour, descend on about an 8 percent grade, then
switchback near the Shumaker Spring hollow (the hollow that crosses Line A
at station 6951). It would then pass undexr Line A at the stream crossing
at scation 7761. This would require a roadway bridge rather than the
presently planned culvert. It would then proceed north to intersect the
present Big Blue Trail near Hawk Camp. There are several alternative
routes once Line A is crossed. Two-are shown on the attached map. Much
of this section of the trail relocation could uge existing "old woods"
roads that are closed to public motorized traffic. A trailhead parking
facility would be needed in the area of the intersection of the relocated
trail and the present Route 55. Summarily, this alternative would include
a roadway bridge, trail relocation, and parking area on the West Virginia
side of Great North Mountain. If gelected it would replace the
alternative proposed for tha Virginia side as shown on the SDEIS location
plans, ’

This appears to be a sound alternative to mitigate Line A impacts to the
Big Blue Trail. It differs from the Virginia alternative by eliminating
the trail climbing over Great North Mountain on the north side of the
present Route 55.

Copies to:

Mr., Charles A. Graf, President
Potomac Appalachian Trail Club
118 Park Streec, SE,

Vienna, Virginia 22180

Mr. W. Byron Coburn, Jr.
Dist. Gonstruction Engineer
Va, Dept. of Transportation
P.O. Box 2249

Staunton, Virginia 24401

Ms. Patricia Gesing, P.E.
Michael Baker, Jr., Inc,
Alrport Office Park, Bldg. 3
420 Rouser Road, 1531
Coraopolis, Penna. 15108

Hr. John Coleman

Lee District Ranger

USDA Forest Service

109 Molineu Road
Edinburg, Virginia 22824

Mr. Robert Joslin, Regional Forester

Southern Region, R-8
USDA Forest Service
1720 Peachtree Road, NW.
Atlanta, Georgia 30367

SI3 reuld H JopwIoY
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United States Foreat Monongahela 200 Syaamore Street
Dopartmont of * Servioe Naitonol Elkine, West Virginla 26241
Agtioultire Forent \’_{f\))l((:aEmune?l ;’:Ya 73504-636-1800
WK At f‘l“"ﬁw :
i ) ‘.'.’_ Reply Ta: 7700
FEB161995 -
. . Date: February 16, 1905
"o'l‘ : sol DES & ny A
WY wison oF WY
Mr. Randolph Eppery, Jr.
Director, Roadway Dasign Dislon
WVDOT - Division of Highways

State Capltot Complex, Bullding Five
Charleston, West virginla 28306

Doar Mr. Epperly;

We have reviewed the Alignment Sslection Supplemental Drak Ervifonmental impact Statement (SDE.
1S), and the related Technloal Repoxts for Appalachian Conddor H, Elking to Interstate 81. This review
has generated a number of comuments and recommendations for your vonstderation as you develop the
final Aignment Environmental impact Statement (€19) for the project. Qeneral commaents are presented
firat followad by. specific comments and recommendations applicabls to the SDEIS and Technica)
Repans. ’

9-a

We hope the attached comments will be useful In the development of the Final Allgnment EIS. This
Forest plans to oontinue to work with your agency, your consultants, and other Glate and Fedoral
agenvies In the development of a preferred afignment which would, to the extont possible, minimize the
effacts on the Forast but still meet tha intert and objectives of the exdsting Acts (feglslation) and the
Monongahela Nationel Forest Land and Resouvrce Managoment Plan,
i you have any further quastions or concems with these comments please call Lynn Hicks, In this offios,
at (304)638-1600. .

Sincarely,

M/%‘ 'é
M PAGE .
Forest Bupevisor .

Attachment

ha » n 4 P ey
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F6.6200.20b(4/66)

G iid

bOMMENTS ON APPALACHIAN CORRIDOR H ALIGNMENT SELECTION SDEIS

OUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS:

Qeneral Comments;

Spoolal bridge dasigns whichwil be requised for 10 birldges over the course of ths route wifl offer
the oppontuntty to bridge Interesting and excfiing forms to the landscaps. Those struclures
should enhancae the landscape the highway passes through.

The conglderation of bifureation (lare seporation), overfooks, wood guardralls, grass shoulder,
slope rounding, fandsoaping and wiidllowar pianting, rock cut eculpturing, erchitactural bridge
treatments, and interpretive faolliiles for uae In mitigation will enhance the higway and assure an
aesthetlo diving expetlence.

Wae are oonoemed about the highway design measuresfor handling cross dralnage and highway
runolt.  The highway heelf will concantrate surface runol, and ohangs the natural dralnage
pattems. The exlsting channels adjustto ohange Involume with a lengthy period of downcurting
and erosion, The downsiream raceMng walers are affacted by the Increased sediment loads,
This has a long term affect on the streant water quallty. We fes! it Is important to address this
problem and desorbe midgation measuras in the EIS,

We are concemad about the effect a targe out may have on the normal subsurface flow of water,
Tha cut will effeotively cut off this flow and transfer it 1o a specilic dralnage channel. This channel
will probably ba dastabllized dua to the Increase In watar volume which will lead to eroslon and
downstream sedimentation. Agaln, klsimponantto addressthls potentlal problem and deseribe
apecific mitigation measures, in the EIS, to reduce erosion and sedimentation.

intho Shavers Fork area we preferline A over fine 8 In order to kesp the road as fow as possible
on tho hitiside. This afignment does not have a nagatlve effect on the view of the hiliside when
driving north on U.6. 219.

The proposel to Incorporate an overlook ol the Chaat River Valley north of Parsons is'a good Idea.

The propased bike route Information s vagus at this polnl. We question the need for a seperate
bike peth beoause k may be too expensive to malntain and the typa of ridera apt 1o follow the
route wouldn't fikely use k. Thists & Contdor highway and not an interstate so bikes are allowed
touse . To improve the sefety of cycliets who will ulllize the highway we suggest the design
incorporate shoulder aumble sirips which are at least one'foot away from the edge of the driving
fane. Newty constructed sections of Comridor H wost of Ekins have the romble strips on the
Inside edga of shoulders. This Is dangecous to cyclists.

SI3 reuld H Jopuod
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9pacilic Commonts;

Table I1-20 - We agree with the reornation resouroe Impact evaluetions shown. Tho Impacts of
construction on the recraation rasourca would ba nons to minor,

Pago lil-177 Visual Resouroes - We applaud the inclusion of consideratlon of what positive viewa
will bo provided by constauction of the now highway, Views from the new highway wilt provide
many vietas of the surroundlng landscapae which are not possibla from exisiing roads.

Page Il-178 - In seotion 2.4, the Monongahela Natlonal Forast Is described as having *uniqua®
visual queliles, We belleve the term is misleading. The (orest, while attractive and certainly a
tourist attraction in fe own right, Is not truly unique, that is, ona of a kind, Simflar forests can be
found elsewhere, The usa of tha term *unique® in reference to the Natlonal Forest could lead the
publio to impart values to tho acenery of the area which it does not truly possass,

Teble lll-31, Page Il-180 - The EII states the visuel Impact assessment was based on Visval
Rasource Management methods used by several Faderal agencles. In this light, we suggest a
change inthe llsting of the Monongahela National Forest Inthlatable, Thevisual resource of the
Monoengahela ls ourrently listed as "distinctive’. Undor the visuatresource management system
e use In the Farest Servioe the *distinclive® dosignation Is reserved for truly outstanding and
rather discrete portions of the landsoape. Senuca Rocks Is an examplo of a distinciive re-
source. We do not befleve the broader general forestad erea should be known as *distinctive®,
To da so avarstates the visual Importanoe of such vast portions of the landscape, We recom-
mend the listing for the Monongaheta Nutional Forest be changad to *common® which, In our
Visual Management System, Is used for those areas *which tend to be common throughout the
chasacter type and are not of outstanding visual quality®,

Paga [iI-181 - The Monongahela Natlona) Forest should not be termed unique and the term
*distinctive* should be replaced with "cornmon®,

Page Il-164 - Section a. - We agres a mujor bansfit of the project, from a visual atandpolnt, will
bato opanup vistas andscenic view which are not currently avallabla an existing highwiays along
the corridor.

Tabla I11-34 - We agres Line A would not have an adverse impact on the visual resource of the
Monongahela National Forest, :

Cultural Resources - Thero are three 6itas eligible for the National Reglster of Historlc Places

which are partly owned by the U.8 Qovemnient and managed by the Forest Service; Corrick’s

Fard Batile Sie, Westem Maryland Raliroad In the Blaokwater Canyon, and the Coketon area of

the Davls Coal and Coke Compeny. Each of thase will be advefsly efiected to some extent by

lA"IB Project and subjact to the requiraments of Saction 106 of tha Nationel Historic Preservation
ct, .

The Comick's Ford Battla 8tte 18 un Historlo District extending from the violnlly of the
contluence of Pleasany/Pheasant Run and the Shavers Fork (Kelar's Ford) down along the
River to South Pareons. The Kalar's Ford area, paitly owned by the U.8, Government,
rotains the highest Integrity of tha antire site. The old RAiver crosaing i3 intact, and it will
ba directly adversely impacted by bridge construction. The remelnder of the site will ba
visually Impaoted. Al of the she will sustaln auditory impecle. (Ref. Table 6.2, paga 400,
Cultural Resources Technloal Report - Volume 1),

The Westem Maryland Raflroad asd Gokelon are contiguous propsites and should bo
addressad as ¥ thoy were one, Elements of the raliroad thet remaln ase tho grada,
culvarts, bildges, and retalning walls. The Coketon part contains coke ovens, portels,
foundations, piers, the Davis Goal and Goke Company Office, the B & L Store (company
store), and numerous company houses, Construction of the bridge aoross the canyon
will have diract and advereo Impacts to the site. One Important espect of this sto s the
vastness of the whols, and the complexity of s parts. It s an example of a politicalf
Industrial/soolal complex. , .

The Forest administers parta of thres sigintticant sftes that will be affected by the project. In
keaping with our responalblitty to protect such sltes, we recommend that they be avolded If
posaibla and #-not the mpacts must be millgated as described In the EIS, Miligation measuras
should be developed In consultation with the SHPO and the Forest Bervide, and designed to
enable a finding of no adverso effect as referenced i 38 CFR 800,

Qur concems about scheduling the projact can be met by doing the Phase | survays prior to
making an ireversable commitment to one alignment. An alternativa would bs to leave room
withln the elignment to shift away from important stes located by the Phass | suivey,

We can make substantive concluslons regarding effects to sites following a more deﬁnillvo'

description of the limlis of impacls and Eoundaries of sites. Keep In mind that & farmstead is
more than just the reskience. .

SOGIAL AND ECONOMIO TEOHNICAL REPORT:

Natlonel Reoreation Area. 8inka of Gandy Is In private
thars.

Alpona Gap s & tralihoad, not a Natfonal Recreation Area. Big Bend is a campground, not a
p. N is

0 Qg

STREAMS TECHNICAL REPORT:

In genoral the analysis contelned inthe Corrdor H Stream Technical Report was very welldone,
Itoontalned a lazge volume of datafor streams Inthe Natlonal Foraat which will prove to be usefut
In planning and Implementing future aquatic projects.

13 feurs 1 Jopuiod
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Wae have a strang conoern shout the effuct of the highway on the tributaries of Mill Aun. The
repart states both Une A and the IRA could impact a small tributaty to Mill Run by Increased slit
loads due to constructton and there may be measurable reductions In the Biotlo integrity Ranks
due to construotion based on existing land use and water quality,. However, effeots on Mill Run
were not disoussed In the Cumulative Effucts gection of the Teohnical Ropot. We racommend
this be reviewed and posslbly revised to refiect our concern,

The report doss not discuss modified weter flow regime effeots to Mill Run related to the road
allgnment. Increasing or dacreasing water discharge Inapecific portions of the Mill Run drainage
would have a long term adverse elfects on Miif Run. )

The Fotetl Servica s a adh the goal of enivring equal opportunity fot all kn employment and peogram debravy.*
Cating for the Land and Setving People

United States Forest Monongahela 200 Sycamore Street
Depariment of Seirvice Nattonal Elking, West Virginla 26241

Agriculture Forest

VOICE and TTY 304-636-1800
FAX 304-636-1876

Reply To: 7700

Date: March 10, 1995

Ms. Patricla S. Qesing, P.E.
Project Manager

Michael Baker Jr,, Inc.

Alrport Office Park, Bullding 3
420 Rouser Road

Coraopolis, PA 15108

Dear Ms, Qesing;

Here Is our response 1o your February 10, 1995 {elter requesting information on the Allegheny and
Amoerican Discovery Tralls which pass through the Monongahsia National Forest. We have reviewed
the applicable Corridor H Technical reports, maps, SDEIS, and our own records to arrive at the following
opintons and responses to your questions. They are;

1.

Is the Allegheny Trall and/or the American Discovery Trall a designated *scenlc® or *recre-

" atlonal® trall?

Neither of these tralls canry a National *scenic® or *racreational® designation. The National Park
Service (NPS) has been commissloned by Congress to study the feasibllity of recommending the
American Discovery Trall for Incluslon In the Natlonal Tralls System, A recommendation Is
expectad this year, )

Who s the Jurisdictional authorily of these resources? .

The Wast Virginla Scenlo Tralls Assaclation Is the sponsor of the Allegheny Trall. This group is
responsible for focatlon, design, constructlon, and malntenancs on private property. By cooper-
ative agresment the USDA Forast Service manages this trall within the Forest Boundary,

The NPS is the coordinating agency for the American Discovery Trall. The NPS works with
private groups, State, Local, and other federa! agencles on the management of this trall,

Are elihier of these tralls through the Monongahela N. F. on publicly owned proparty In the
areas In which there Is project involvement?

Yes, for the Allegheny Trall the Involved locatlons are FR18 and 717, and the old Westarn
Maryland Rallroad grade in Coketon, The American Discovery Trall involved location I3 the
Western Maryland Rallroad grade near Coketon. The American Discovery Trall may Involve
Government land near Porterwood H, under the build alternative, Line A Is constructed, County
41 Is severed by the highway, and the new location Is routed over land.

813 feuid H Jopuo)
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4. Do you conslder elther of these resources to be eliglble for Section 4(f) status and, if o, what
Is the slgnificance of these resources?
No, these are both multiple use tralls crossing lands designatad for multlple use and do not meat
the requirements of Sactlon 4(f). In most cases the frails In question are located on existing
roads at the potentlal involvement sites. '

I you have any lurther questions or concerns with these comments please call Lynn Hicks, In this office,
at (304)636-1800,

Sincerely,

e

S

cc:  Hicks
Cheat DR
Randy Epperly WDOT-DOH
Susan Manes-Harrson - Michael Baker Jr. Inc.

“The Foratt Garvico i1 @ andls th Mdn;ﬂ-:nu;opw?aﬂlunlho«plqmmmdunmm,‘
ng People
@ Caring for the Land and Serving Peop F5.6200-20b{4/28)

@

@®

Unlted States Forest Monongahela’ 200 Sycamore Street

Department of Service National Elkine, West Virginia 26241

Agriculture Forest VOICE and TTY 304-636-1800
FAX 304-636-1875

.)w}gmwg‘) Reply To: 7700

Date: March 17, 1995

MAR 21 1995
Mr. Randolph Epperty, Jr., : oN
Director, Roadway Design Divislo v DESIGN DIVISt
WVDOT - Division of Highways rb~°"B‘|'{'/:‘s:JN OF HIGHWAYS
State Gapltol Complex, Bullding FIVYY
Charteston, West Virginla 25305

Dear Mr. Epperty;

On February 15, 1995.we sent you comments and recommendations on the Alignment Selaction
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS), and the related Technical Reponts for
Appalachlan Comidor H, Elkins to Interstate 81. Upon further review of the SDEIS we have generated
afew more comments which, i Incorporated, would Improve the accuracy of the Wild and Scenlc Rivers

section of the document. The comments are;

1. Sectlon lll, p. 481, 4th paragraph: The first sentence is not necessarlly true. Rivers listed Inthe
Natlonwide Rivers inventory (NR]) may subsequently be listed in Subsectlon 6(a) of the Wild and
, Scenlc Rivers Act for further study, but they may also be studied without formal listing In 5(a)
under provisions of Subsection 6(d), as are the rivers currently belng studled on the Monongahe-
1a Natlonal Forest (including Shavers Fork). Rivers may also be listed by congress In 6(a) for study

without being on the NRI (e.g. the segment of the New River abova Bluestona Lake)

2. Sectlon [ll, p. 482, 2nd paragraph: An eligibllity study might or might not determine probable

classificatlon (but usually would), but would not determine suhabliity, Efiglbliity and probable -

classtfication determinations might be made separately or might be made as part of an overall

study under Subsection &(a) or 5(d).

3. Section lll, p, 483, last paragraph: The words *upstream" (3rd line) and "downstream (6th line)
should be reversed. This segment from Job's Run upstream to WV33/8 bridge (not owned by

the U.8. Govammoent) s only 21.9 miles tong.

If you hava any further quastions or concems with these comments pleasa call Lynn Hicks, Inthis office,

at (304)638-1800,
Sincerely,

JIM PAQ

MR - T 105

1!

Forest Slffervisor | ) | DE@EUME

“The Forest Gervics ks & multcutural onganitation and fs comvnitied ¥ the goal of snsuring equal opporunlty for el In employmant and program delvery.®
Caring for the Land and Serving People

F$-6200-28b(4
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@} UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

iy

MAR 2 4 1895

MO

i

! OF

| —
Mo David Gendell :

guite 4000 !
salcinore, MO 23201

1
Re: Appalachian corridor H Project, Aligneent Selaction
supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statemant

Deoar Mr. Gendells’

The Environmental Protection Ag
rac $bi1ivy and obligation undar National Environmental
Policy Act (MRPA) and Saction 309 of the Claan Alr Act to raview
and comment on 1 ispact atatements. In ddscharging
that responsibility,! EDA has xevieded the supplenantal draft
environuantal impoct statement (eDBIS) fox the alfgnwent phase of
the proposed Appaluchian Coryidor ¥ bighway projeot.

Based on our u’v&w of the infoxrmation containad in the
SDBEXS and in 1ight of ocux knowledge of the project area, EPA has
xataed the documsnt EO0-2 (Envircasental objections, Ynmufriclent
Information), 7This ‘rating refleats XPN*3 position, based oh yewr
wenag:: sDEIS, that significant adversé envizrommental inpacts
have been i{dantified that wist be avoided in ordex to provide
udequate anviromwsntal protection. A copy of cur rating system
18 enclosed for your information.

(X°A) bas the

| .
¥a ocomusend your and the West Virginim Divicion of
filghvays (AV mlhi“ g:ugmtly working to achiava full
coxpliance with iprocedural requirements of NEPAS We believa
the cooperative effoxts of the stats and foderal agancies have
enabled the In ted NEPAJ4UA to £uifill ics aims. In
- afdfirdion, the wi. of WY

f to wXiress agency cancarns
and geeX our input ensbled us to conduct & ehenoive raview
of the project, focusing on significant envirommsntal issues

rather than inadequagles of the documentation.

i @m.
!

et ok N TR el

. mainténance of other regional
- forest/wetiand wossiog mre often vital for life tistoxy
requirements of nuny speoies.

i
. Tine A, the Build Altermative, will @irectly impact over
3000 acres of forest land. Approximately 206 forest patches less

Wa uould like to thank the Federa)l RHighway Administration
(FBWA) foxr hosting the maating betwean EPA, FRUA
yarch 17, 1995. It was a gaod oppoxtunity to digcuss. soma of our
concerus and to lay the foundation for continuing to vazk
together to reduce impiots through winimization and additional
nitigation. We nre particular ehcouraged with your commitment
to develop mitigation plens des gned to address the vayious
which ua disoussed., Balow i

and WV DOX on

s 5 susmaxy of ouxr majox
each of which wa discussed at our masting on March 17.

Of speoial concern i the entin) for murface vater
Sfwpacts vhich may vesult from the exposire
cosl geans und overburden countaining actaic materisl- Drainage
£rom this wateriml, which often bas a pH belov 3.5 and often
contains high concentrations of iron and sulfates, may have an
-a:vnm- i:gact on the feceiving streams, rendering them ineapable
o Suppo]

to the atmosphera of

ng healthy aguatic systems and unrit for nost uses.

Tho SDEYS does not prosent adeguate analytical evidence to
predict the potential for acid production from the averburden.
The document should desexiba the potential for disturbed
ovarkurden to produce and release aclid drajmage to receiving
streamg, fwpacting existing usex which say be impaired. These
concerne alge need to be addvessed vithin the context of the
Padexral Antidegradation mnﬁ required by the Clean Water Act
_and the water quality et

The SDBYS does nbt contain information uhich describes the
.technigues for disposal and associmted adverse iwpacts which may -
result from the disposal of this overburden material. Appandix A
$dentiriaos 51,389,016 land 8,899,511 cubic yards of waste £111
‘ from yoad congtruction in West Virginia and in Virginia,
respactively. Thic represents a significant threat to hoth
: aquatic and tevrestriul vesources and coul
dverse iwpacts to upland, ripsrfan, and stream hobitat. The
docunent does not dizdlose information on the lecation and

11:{.;: porential dispusal areas, thus falling to evaluits
| potentinl :

BBA is also mémad with the patential foridisruption of
scolegical fuonctions &

g of Virginia and West Virginia.

4 result in additional

cts vhich may result.

ssocioted with the predominataly
ted forest of the area. The EHastern foresta in Wast

_Virginia, vectern Pemisylvania and vestern virginia are soma of
the last high.quality:lsrge forested ecosystems in Region 3. The

_ Northern Hardwond and;Bixed Hardwood forests which typify the

, project arex oxhibit. oxooptional diversity. Thpse forests
provids habitat for ajwide range of species and consarve oux

- bidlogic heritage. They also contribute significantly to_the

gtem functions. Upland
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than 370 scres wonld xlso beo oreated with ovar 50% of thess haing
less thon 2.6 aczey. Additional foxast scras would inour Radga®
effeots. The direct and cumulative {apacts frow the

ction, habitat wodification und auto exhaost exposurs na¢d
ribed in the final enviratwanta)l impact ctatamant
(FEIS) to ensuve that sdeguate eafequaxrds can be daveloped to
protect vthis valued acusystem. )

The projoct will result in ower 200 styeam cxuss or
modifications {n 6 major watersheds., Four rivere 1 on the
Rational Rivers Inventory will ba orossed, Shavers roxk will
lose its eligibility {for scenfeo designation due to swveral bridga
cxossings. Sose atreéams will need €O assinilate caveral
alterations vithin w iyhort atretch of river inciuding cipeo,
stxean relocation, box culvaxts and . ¥
Patterson Creek, & state desiguated high quality stream, wiil ba
affeoted by ten strean nlterations inslwaing seven enulasures
(five pipes and two box culverts), and thrée bridge erossings.
Topacts asasclated with thess Xinds of atrean alterations inolude
direot locs of agquatie and associated ripariun habitat, °
siuinuuehn of the stream enviromsent, ratss of
sedinentation, lors of diversity, and reduced water guality and

quantity.

EPA boligves that the success of this praoject is depsndent
upon the davelopment snd Ssplemantation of corrective measiivas as
paxt of a strong cousitment to s conprehensive mitigation
strategy. We have adaitional technioal commants which provide
¢raater detsil voncerning those fusues wa disoutsed at the March
£Raca Vith Do snd Lo BV DOB vb chb soeatos wony Lagesroes

a8 our a o8 wor] ax
bring the ,g: to olosure. v

s JOXmof
Avdistant Aduintstrator

-

o TRSEPA rrvion bes Licattod mesiasmoncsd ingacss et shosdd B sresiad b et e $lly probect hy cavcocmmont,
o te ey ogsoe gk Wt pafed S 0 Aot of b pioingr
xvicwhiicass jagect. MAmﬂﬁnh-&dﬁuwwnnﬁuhM
. i
EOEavitoningn) OtdecGom !

oandimisg of h act alius
itk wirh the Vond a0y 6 riders theo fepecte.

BEmksomoite tionifuery

)
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2 Ay e Vo alfan ahenast.
¢

g 2 vowelvmative). EPA letoads b

ry feomy, hp pukicy, pablis
SERALY 16 P0fuen theay Cangucts. u&mﬂmh—-mnwuhﬁum*@&m

AT bt wocwmmand For refcersd 8o the Cownsil oy Bavboaaratal Quiltay (CHIY).

Adtqcy of the Jupedt Statopent

Cuaetry tAugmig ’

EPA belioven tha dinf 1Y ety fhcth ho cwvieopmcunsd Lupact(s) of s predotved
Ve sk A asslbb pos Py Akarastfeo aod tygy of
ety oy - oot .ﬂ: faethew walsde or duta axliadion tn mevctsey, Wi Ovs
Coceory lsulloimt Isformatisn ¢

mmna,&u-:uu-myuA. 3 o Sonid
vnldcd W Ry proscet tha eavireament, of the BPA rviower
ek 50 whila the Fpatoite 61 adcenocs bnum.suu&-a:rw .-w.m.‘“-dd:
scfes. Tha Meadied ¢ dotaasion vhevld e fasleded fn the Eonl B2,
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United States Forest Hashingeoh A AaR ks
Department of Service ﬁﬁmgfgﬁl"s:“ ¥ 3o sn
Agriculture Nationdl:'Forests 7 gIvA 22001

N Gy
703 564-8300

File Code: 2350/1920/7700
Date: ‘Mavch 31541995

Mr. Randolph T. Epperly, Jr. @ E HME
Director, Roadway Design Division :
WVDOT-Division of Highways .

State Capitol Complex, Bldg. 5 AR - 3 1895
Charleston, WV 25305

Dear Mr. Epperly:

- An on-the-gfound wmeeting was held on Saturday, March 4, 1995 with Charles Graf

and Don White of the Potomac Applachian Trail Club (PATC). Notes of this
meeting are attached, The notes and the following comments and questions are
submitted to you as input for the Corridor H decision process.

PATC is still concerned that none of the documentation to date, including the
latest SDEIS, includes a specific statement that the appropriate state
Department of Transportation will, in fact, provide funding or contract for
mitigation of the Big Blue Trail. The PATC representatives indicated that they
will provide you with their thoughts and input.

There are three alternatives for mitigation of the impacts of Corridor H on the
Big Blue Trail. They are: (1) Maintain the current trail location on the
mountain crest and install a trail bridge across Corridor H suitable for
hikexs, horses and mountain bikes; (2) Relocate the trail, crossing under
Corridor H at an extended roadway bridge on the Virginia side; and (3) Relocate
the trail, crossing under Corridor H on the West Virginia side.

PATC and the Forest Service agreed during the March & meeting that of the
relocation alternatives, Alternative 3 is preferable to Alternative 2. By
using the West Virginia side, the necessity to climb over Great North Mountain
is eliminacted. PATC indicated that they still prefer Alternative 1.

It was agreed that it would be desirable to obtain a cost analysis of the thrée
alternatives. A cost parigson is ded to objectively analyze the
alternatives toward recommending the preferred choice to mitigate impacts to
the Big Blue Trail.

We hereby request that WVDOT do the cost analysis. Ranger Coleman is willing
to identify the approximate relocations on the ground. If you desire we can
also provide you with a list of trail construction contractors from which you

. can’ choose a consultant to provide the cost estimates for'the relocations.

:l’;P.WOO

He. Randolph Epperly- 2

3 reud H

I appreciate your patience as we work through this issue. Feel free to contactg,
Ranger Coleman at 703-984-4101 or Al McPherson at 703-564-83178 if you have any
questions or {f we can be of assistance in helping with the cost estimataes,

Sincerely,

= A
STEPHEN A. PARSONS !}
Acting Forest Supe':ly,iéor

Enclosura

ce: Charles Graf, President, PATC
" yPatricia Gesing, P.E., Michael Baker, Jr., Inc.
Lee RD
RO .
¥.Byron Coburn, Jr., vDoT
Susan McDowall, EPA

- et
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HEETING NOTES
March 4, 1995

Attendees; Charles Graf, President, PATC
Don White, PATC Corridor H Coordinator
Al McPherson, GUNF Acting Customer Services Director
John Coleman, District Ranger Lee Ranger District

The group met at 1000 houra at West End Grocery and departed for the Big Blue
trail crossing of Highway 55 at the State line. The group reviewed the
Corridor H process to date and the input provided in regards to the Big Blue.

PATC questions the Forest Service (FS) position that the trail corridor is not
4(f) land. They feel that designation as 4(f) would guarantes that impacts to
the trail would be mitigated with no questions. The FS pointed out that DOT
will mitigate regardless of whether or not the trail is 4(f). PATC pointed out
that nowhere in the Corridor H documents is this clearly stated, nor iz the
mitigation specified.

FS reviewed the three alternatives suggested to mitigate. These are: a trail
bridge on current crest location for hikers, horses, and mountain bikes;

a relocation on the Virginia side crossing under the roadway at an extended
roadway bridge; and the same on the West Virginia side. PATC prefers the trafl
bridge and stated that no cost estimates have been provided for any of the
three alternatives. . .

The group then drove to the ATT tower and walked a short section of the Big
Blue. The terrain, the extreme mortality of the timber along the top and on
the Virginia side, and the salvage cutting on the Virginia side was noted. The
old homesite morth of the ATT tower and the old Zane road which the Big Blue
presently follows were discussed.

The group then drove FDR 502, stopping and taking short walks to approximate
points along the possible relocation of the Big Blue on the West Virginia of
Great North Mountain. The mortality of the timber, on-going salvage sales, and
planned salvage sales were discussed. The end of this possible relocation at
Hawk Camp was visited and a short distance walked.

PATC stated that thh-rolocation on the West Virginia side was preferable to the
Virginia side., A trail bridge was still their first cﬁoice.

After lunch the group visited two newly constructed trailhead parking-lots on
trafl that links with the Big Blue.

Prepared by: John Coleman

y_Adm

Secrelury

United States Department of the Inter[Gf {on 5 irzmus

Flhae sial Mo

! OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY Plaanl-
Washington, D.C. 20240 A Env/ROW

Struc/Ret
Asst S/R €ng

ER 94/907

|
| TR R o L

Oparations

vid £ Bender: AE-3 Materlale
Mr. gi‘.\lrh'- R. H!.fjainbotham Adm Prog Cooed
Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration

Finsnclal Asst

Admin Asst
550 Eagan Streaet, Sulta 300 ey —
Charlaston, West Virginia 25301 uﬁﬁf!—aﬁi———— -
Dear Mr. Higginbotham: ion

rile .
Tha Department of tha Interior has raviawved the Suppd Lo

o
praft Environmental Impact Statement for the Appalachian
corridor H, from Elkins, West Virginia, to Us-8l1 in virginia.
The following comments and recommendations ara provided for
your consideration.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The approach to the project does not saam to addrass the
ragquirements of tha Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act of 1990 (ISTEAR). Other categories of ISTEA,
including regional planning, mass transit alternatives,
bicycle and pedestrian travel, enhancements and scenic byways,
have been,racognized and in soma instances actively embraced
by the st&te of West Virginia. The justification for Corridor
H, based on circumstances of the 19608, seem to be in conflict
with othar initiatives by tha State.

In addition, the projacted economic bepafits appear to be
inaccurate. Studies by Scenic America and others, including
the faculty of West Virginia University, indicate that four-
lane roads in rural areas have no positive economic impacts
but often introduce ikpacts on local economies and the quality
of life. They often encouraga franchise busineszes at
interchanges, lower the wage rxata and drain dollars from the
Main Streot center and the region.

Likewisge, the analysfn appears to underestimate the value of
maintaining farmlands varsus the expense of utility
davelopment. The American Farmland Trust has studied this
issue in depth and can provide morxe information. Impacts from
a four-lane, limited-access road would destroy many of the
qualities which many jpeople in this region and other areas of
the nation are seekxtg to consarve. Perhaps the economic
benefits and cost of jthe project could be analyzed based on
documentation and clarification of assumptions.

S13 [euld HJopiuog
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. permit for tha projlect.

Mr. Billy R. Higginbotﬁnm 3

Wa question the omission of a sub-gection aiscussin
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation ror

in section IXII of the SDEIS. All other topic
categories within Saction III hava this sub-asaction as
appropriate. The Fish and Wildlifae Sexvice (FWS) discussed
the nacessity for mitigation for impacts to terrestrial
wildlifa habitat at saveral inter-agency meatings and with the
project. consultant. Hhile thera is no mention of mitigation
in the text, Table II~12 mentions the purchasa of "Wildlifae
Rafuge Property Acquisition” as a mitigation cost. The FWS
prafers to sea mitigation based on habitat units lost.
Compansatory mitigation typloally consists of replacing the
lost habitat units via creation or enhancement on axisting
habitat. Purchase of habitat for mitigation may occur but
mitigation ratios often run in the neighborhood of ten
(purchased) to one (lost); this can be based on habitat units
or acres. Discussions during field reviaws rocoznized the
potential to enhance strip mined affected areas in Grant and
Tucker Counties. Other discussions dealt with purchasa of
high quality wildlife'!habitat in Canaan Vallay to offsat
habitat units losses. The FWS would consider both mitigation
mathods provided they ara habitat unit-based. The §$1.8
nillion figure is likeli low if it includes both enhancement
and acquisition. Thié issue must be resolved prior to the
selection of a preferred alignment.

We are also.concarned:regarding the potential adverse impacts
to surface and groundwater from acid drainage associated with
road construction thrbugh aclid-producing shales, sandstonas,
and clays in addition'to coal bearing strata in Grant and
Tucker Countfes. Acid drainage iz posaible whether the strata
are above or balow thé water table. In 1990, the WVDOT argued
that avoidanca of a palustrine watland betwean Elkins and
Buckhannon would requgro exposing an acid producing coal seam;
a .permit was issued for the wetland £il11 to avoid thae
potential creation of acid drainage impacts. It appears the

. praferred routa for this segment could cause tha production of

acid drainage. This bagment also has the highest density of
wetlands., A thorough: discussion of the direct and secondary
impacts of acid drainage to suxface and Zroundwater must be
incorporatad into the; 8OEIS. It may again be necessary to
£411 adaditional wetlands to avoid creating perpetual acid
drainage. The FHS must hava this information in order to
properly assess project impacts and discuss mitigative

‘meaguras, Mitigative measures, including avoidanca, for acid
. drainage must be proposed and approvad prior to issuance of a

involvement of 41 high quality streama or national rasource
waters (West Virginial Wataer. Quality Standards) for Bcheme DS.
Impacte to some of these atraams have baaen avoided or

The 1992 Corridor seliueion SDEIS noted the potantial
g

Mr, Billy R. Higginbotham 2

In addition, it seams that the four-lane road would impact
soma civil war sites, which have been raceiving increased
racognition for thair contribution to looal, State and
national history. Many communities and ragionn have chosan to
conaarve such natural and historical resourcas and the
qualitias which make then uniqua, using thesa as a basis for a
‘wide range of community-basad businesses and livelihoods.

Although, the Dopartmeﬁt appraciates the inclusion of an
Improved Roadway Alternative (IRA) in the subject document,
tha IRA failed to offer a realistic alternative to the Mo~
build or 4~lane optiona. The design constraints resulted in a
significant portion (62 percent) of the IRA requirin :
construoction on new alignment or ralocation. We envisioned a
less intrusive approach that involved road widening and
horizontal and vartical curve improvements as reasonably
permittad hy tapagraphical, environmental, and social
constraints, !

Discussion of sacondary and cumulative impacts associataed with
the Build Alternatives (Line A and the IRA) is inadequatae.
The document does dimcuss these impacts with respect to
wildlife habitat, including land within the So-ninute
.commuting distance of the proposed Build Alternative.
However, discussion of secondary and cumulative impacts for
wetlands is confined tb potential build~out at the known
industrial parks along the corridor. To suggest that
projected development could occur without adverse wetland
impacts ",,.because sufficient raw land is available to
support all pradictead residential and industrial
development..." ignorar present day reality.

The predicted direct and sacondary impacte to vegetation and
wildlife associated with the Line A Build Alternative will
eliminate naarly 2 percent (31,464 acres) of the availabla
upland wildlife habitat in the project area. The Habitat
Evaluation Proaeduresd(usp) process has likely undereatimated
the impacts assoclated with direct and secondary impactas. O0f
concarn are the gero values for ruffed grouse and the low
values for the warblers, Whlle not superb, habitat for ruffed
grouse is considered average to above averaga in many areas
traversed by tha corrideor. Likewise, good to excallent
habitat for warblers ﬁccurs in the project area.

Evaluation epacies ard utilized in a HEP to quantify habitat
suitability and to determine changes in tha number of
available habitat unite. If a specles records a zero in tha
- habitat suitability irldex, no determination of net changes can
. be made, Buch a spacias should not be used in the HEP. This
: problem may have bean [avoided had the HEP team bean made up of
! the action agency/consultant and the review agency member as
typically occurs.. :

Si3 reuid H sopuwod
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Mr. Billy R. Hiqqinboéham 4

nminimized by incorporating bridges. Howaver, the Alignment
Selaction S8DEIS notes {74 stream enclosures and 19 stream
relocations affacting inearly 7.2 stream miles., Over 50
pexcent of tha stream points sampled recordad a Blotic Index
ranking of A or B. This indicates they have banthic
nacroinvertebrate comdunities that are non-impaired conditions
{A) or moderataely impdired (B). In addition, aver 1 mile of
riparian habitat bordeéring 13 diffarent streams would ha
adversely affacted. | .

!
Appendix A of the BDEIS lists 51,389,918 and 8,899,511 cubic
yards of waste £il11 from road constxuction in West virginia
and Virginia, respectively for a total of 60,289,429 cubic
yards. At 10 yards (30 feet) deep this amount of £1iil would
cover nearly 1,246 acras or 2 square miles. It is anticipated
that disposal would adversely impact upland, riparian,
instream, and potentially, wetland wildlife habitat. However,
there is no discussion of the potential diract, secondary, or
cunulative impacts from the loss of this habitat rasulting
from the disposal of excess £i11 material.

1

The FUS biologists recently met with the Faderal Highway
Administration, WVDOT;and their consultant to discuss tha
disposgition of waste élll from the project. Praliminary plans
for estimated earthwork balance (waste) to 4 of the 16 Line A
project sections 1nd£iute a 73 percant reduotion in waste
£i1l. The WVDOT believes it can reduce waste f£ill overall by
30 to 50 percent. Final plans for waste f£ill reduction are
currently being devel?ped.

The proposed project &111 rasult in the direct loss of 37.7
acres of wetland, 7.2 {miles of stream habitat, 1.1 mile of
riparian habitat, 3,7&5 acres of terrastrial wildlife habitat,
and substantial, but unknown, habitat due to waste £ill
disposal., Sacondary impacts will 1likely result in additional
losses of floodplain And wetland habitat, nearly 28,000
additional acres of térrestrial wildlife habitat, and
substantial, but unknéwn, stream miles due to siltation, acid
drainage, acid deposition, and waste £ill disposal.

BPECIFIC COMMENTS

Page g5-12, Beneficial Impacts, No-build Alterpative. This
gection should elaborate on the lack of adverse impacts to the
natural resources of the project area.

Page S-13, Table 8-2.| Incilude Federally-designated candidate
species with Federally-listed Threatened and Endangered
Speciesn,

8- =3.| Businasses botentia!ly ralocated should

" include farms renderad unprofitable by roadway construction.

- 2Rgs gt ¢ L4800 Q o
We dlisagree that the JRA, as

Mr, Billy R. Higginbotham 5
[)

Pegs_8-16, Tabla §-3.' Include total acres of habitat loss
projectad undar ancondary impacts.

: éép;séd; éeéainé iafgei- on'
existing alignment. Rather, it would requira relocation or

: naw right of way for 62 percant of its length.

- +  The minutes from both
Rasource Agency Workshops are only referenced in Section VII
of the 1992 Corridor Selection SDEIS. The summaries of these
workshops should ba g@ven more emphasis.

9 Ha o) 3 *} LIS
Mitigation Cost Estimataeg. The table lists $1.8 million for
the acquisition of property for tha Canaan Valley National
Wildlife Refuga. Wa could not £ind discussion or
Juatification for this action in the document or technical
raports. This action has baen discussed with FWS parsonnel as
a means to mitlgating adverse impacts to wildlife. However,
no discussion of wildlife mitigation has occurred in the
dogument as mantioned .above. Mitigation of this type is
inferlor to enhancement or restoration of habitat, but is
acceptable when the habitat to be preservad is of high
wildlite value and in;jeopardy of being davalopad.

Wa support the incluslon of funding for an environmental
monltor to assure alleltigative measures agreed to, during
field reviews_and incorporated into permits, are carried out.

Raga III=31. Industrial davalopment was assumed to take place
at existing and planned induatrial parks within the corridor-
influenced area. We hote that the Garratt County (MD) site is
equidiatant batwaen I~68 and the proposed corridor, and the

- Virginia sites are all located along I-81. Industrial

davalopment at these sitez is likely to grow independent of
the construction of Corridor H. .

Paga JIX-41. Discussion is lackin :eghrding the adverse
impacts to in-town businesses resulting from development of
interchange development and loss of traffic.

Pagel IIX-87. This section lacks discussion of potential
impacts to groundwater wells and springs from acid drainage as
a result of highway construction.

=129. During| the Alignuent Selection SDEIS Technical

i praesentationh in 10/94), the FWS voiced its concarn for the
* documant's failure to! address NOx and other acid rain

producing chamicals. | The current SDEIS remains inadequate in
addressing thaese concerns. Acid deposition currently affects
nearly 388 miles of streams in West Virginia. The SDEIS

SI3 reud H Jopwiod
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Mr, Billy R. Higginbotham ' 6

ghould thoroughly document what effect the Build Alternatives
will contribute to this problem.

- \ . The

disocussion of raising,flood elavations should specify where-

‘thaese are likely to occur. Hany residents of the Crystal

8prings area near Elkins are currently experienging
substantial losses due to annual flcod events along Leading
Creek. The SDEIS should also discuss floodplain secondary
impacts with regard to Executive Order 11988,

Page III-289. The combination of diract and escondary impacts
to wildlife will result in the loss of nearly 31,500 acres of
habitat, or nearly 2 percant of the available wildlife habitat
(foreat and farmland, Table IIX-45) in thae project region (30
minute drive from Corridor H). This figure is probably low as
sacondary impacts to watlands were not expected to occur.
Additional forest land (15,987 acres) could be adversaly
affected by the edge effects of Lina A. In terms of habitat
units, Line A will result in over twice tha loss of habitat
units when compared to the IRA.

. 1

Include the number of:.hactares/acres affeoted for each
watarshed as well as totals of hactares/acres and habitat
unite lost for project.

= | Discussion of the secondary impacts to
forest fragmentation assooiated with the developnent of nearly
31,500 acres of land,!B80 parcant of which is foreasted, should
be strengthened. ! .

;. RLO 18 ot 2] 0 : [, 2 M {: on _Req DRONLE=
Tha first line of this paragraph should note
the XRA, as well as Line A, will impact wetlands. Tha
mitigation ratios proposad will only apply for the succassful
completion of upfront:mitigation.

Mﬂw- Discussion of
these plans is premature in light of the failure to secure an

agreement f£rom the raespactiva landowners for either site. We
undexrstand that the landowner of the Wilmoth Run site is not a
willing seller and that a viable alternative site has not been

that

selectead.

PagEa =404 RAM _ASSaSBMOnN Mathodologqy. The SBDEIS states
that water guality sahples warae taken during macroinvertebrate
sampling. In add cioE,vthe '

staten that nitrate whter gamples were taken in areas where
oint sourcs pollution was suspactad. A
review of tha revealed
that very few nitrateisnmples wera taken. This is surprising

Mr. Billy R. Rigginbotham 7

considaring the level [of concern by the rasource agenciea for
non-point source pollution from the expanding poultry industry
in the Potomac Drainage. We would appraeciate an explanation
for the lack of data on nitrates,

- [I1-66, Summary of Impacts by Watershad.
Of tha 630 milas of pérennial sgtrmams in the project .watershed
nearly 5.3 miles and 2 miles of mtreams will be placed in
enclosures or velocated, respectivaly. The destruction of
naarly 7.3 miles of i&tennial streams in the project watershed
is considered a significant adverse impact. Secondary and
Cumulative adversa affects are expected to causa degradation
of numerous miles of streams in tha projact watersheds. Tha
SDEIS dataile Best Management Practicaes (BMPs) as mitigation
measures. During the;construction of Corridor H between
Buckhannon and Elkins, West Virginia, FHS biologists noted
significant sediment erosion during conatruction despite
implementation of BMPs. The proposed highway will cross many
sensitive watersheds containing high quality warmwater and
coldwater (trout) streams. The nitigative measures discuassed
will 1ikely fail to pravent significant degradation to water
quality and instream pabitat.

[

- s+ A total of $1.032
million @ollars has béen projected for stream channel
aenhancenent in Table II~12. However, the text in Section III-
478 essantinlly detnils BMPa. BMPs ara raquired by State law.
Mitigation in the forh of avoidance and. minf{mization of
constructed related impacts by implementation of BMPs is
expected. BMPs should be incorporated as a construction-
related cost, not as mitigation. The Saction 404 permit
application (Public Notice CEORP~OR 94-9%5) shows detailed
drawings of instream hitigative measures. These mitiaative
measures are not mentioned however in the SDEIS. 2 .::::.led
plan of instream aenhahcement measures and where they will ba
utilized should be developad.

- » Wa would like to see a table listing
the araas to be fenced in order to properly assess the
mitigative potential of the action.

1

gggg_;;z=i§§‘_;mngggg" Line A will 1ikely render the Shavers
Fork ineligible for Stenic mtatus under the National wild and
Scenic Rivers Act, Public Law 90-542. :

The alternatives dencklhed in this SDEIS have rasulted in
signiticant reductions from the previous SDEIS with regard to

' Fadarally-listed endahgered, threatened, and candidate

spacies. However, we| have provided specific comments that

A
i
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Mr. Billy R. Higginbotham 8

should be addraessed 14 the continuing Saction 7 consultatlon

process. |

- ~47. The discussion states that,
during field investigations, no populations of running buffalo
clover, Trifolium stoloniferum, were discovered in potential
habitat in the vicinity of the alternatives. Howevar, tha map
shows the known population of the clover looated on the west
side of the Shavers Fork when it actually occurs on the aast
sida near Line A. Didcussions with the consultant hava

- acknowladgad the exror in the map. Recent location reviews of

West Virginia Natural Heritage Data Base's map indicates the
population is located (300 to 400 feet want of Line A. The
population will ba chacked in the growing season to confirm
its presence and exact location. If it still occurs at this
site, WVDOT should formulate mitigation plans to protect the
population, such as marking in a way to prevent disturbance or
vandalisn. ;

. Discussions and tables rslating to
the Fedaral plant candidates for listing under provisions of
the Endangerad Spacies Act, the Kate's Mountain clovaer,
Txifolium :Liml.nim. and mountain pimpernel
pontana, are unnecassary. As we previously 1nd1cated, thase
spacies were listed as catagory 3C in Endangered and
Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Review of Plant Taxa for
Listing as Endangeredior Threatened Species; Notice of Review
(Federal Register/Vol: 55, No. 35/ Wednesday, February 21,
1990) . 3C Taxa are those that have proven to be mora abundant.
or widespread than préviously bslieved and/or those that are
hot subject to any identifiable threat. Listing pursuant to
the Endangered Species Aot, therefora, is not likely.

PAGE IIX-326. paragraph 2. Please reference the proposad
xrule, (Federal Register/Vol.59, No. 219/ Tuesday, November 15,
1994) Endangerad and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Animal
candidate Review for UListing as Endangered or Threatened
gpacies. According to the proposed Rula, the category 2
candidata, the Naw England cottontail,

, has bean redescribed in the project area to bhe
referrad to as the Appalachian cottontail, Sylvilaqus
ohgcurus. : .

The SDEIS states thatino Naw England cottontails, a category 2

. candidate were observed during the fiecld studies, and makes
" the assumption that none of the alternatives would impact the

specien. However, it|is nearly impossible to distinguish this
spacies from the commbn cottontail, Sylvilaaus

without examining the|skull. 8Since the Appalachian cottontail
occurs throughout the|higher elevations of the project area,

Mr. Billy R. HigginhoLham 9

it occurs in close proximity to the alternatives and would be
directly affected by habitat destruction and rxoad mortality.

Page III-326. BSurveys for the logzerhead shrike, Laniue

. should be conducted ln suitable habitat in Wast
Virginia as well as Virginia. Shrikes are known to nest in
Grant County. Two of|the reasons for the decrease in shrike
populations are thought to ba habitat loss and mortality
caused by vehioular collisions.

FISH AND WILDLIFR CODLDINATION ACT COMMENTH

Tha SDEXIS includes an!application for a Bection 404 (Clean
Water Act) permit for the project from Elkins to the West
virginia-Virginia State 1ine, the eastern limit of the
pPittsburgh District's! jurisdiction. A Section 404 permit will
only be applied for the Virginia saction after the
commonwealth of Virginia determines which alternative to carry
forward. There is merious opposition to construction
alternatives for the highway (84 percent of Virginians
commenting at the January 1995 public haarings supported the
No-build option). Thhrefore, it is likely that virginia will
not construct the 14 miles of the road needed to conndct the
West Virginia terminup with I~-81, thereby defeating a primary
purposae of tha projaect to providae system linkage between I-79
and I~Bl. We note thht in planning for this scenario the
project purpose was changed in the Section 404 permit
application to read "System linkage to ultimately completa the
connection of I-79 in! West Virginia to I-B1 in Virginia%®.

The WVDOT has done a commendable job of designing both the IRA
and Line A Alternatives to avoid and minimlize impacts to
wetland resources, Thae planned identified loss of 37.7 acres
of wetlands for Line A is small relative to tha project length
(114 niles) and, wetland impacts for the IRA axa 57 percent
(21.4 acres) of Line A. Tha FWS has worked with the WvDOT,
its consultant, and other raesource agencies, to arrive at
adequate mitigation ratios to replace the functions and values
thraeatenad by the conatruction of the roadway. However, we
remain concarnad about the loss of wetlands Xn a stata whare
wetlands represent less than 1 percent of tha cover typa. The

_ majority (s3 parcent)Lof tha wvatlands to be adversely affected

are less than 1 acre and 91 percent are classified as
headwater: or isolated. Typically, these watland resources are

. afforded a lesser deghee of protaction as their size and

location typically quhlify them for Nationwide General Permits
with less stringent standards. The value that these smaill,
isolated wetlands havh to the dispersal of wetland dependent
wildlife, such as migratory birds, amphibians and reptiles, is

- great. Further, the permit application is currantly in error

bacause the proposed purchase of mitigation land did not

_ materjialize. Therefore, the FWS's concurrence on the Saction '
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404 permit for tha prpject will be dapendant. upon a new viablae ' DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVAT e
and adequate watland giugauon plan. 2 o Su::. s:.ger:o;‘ND RECREATION i

| o

BUMMARY COMMENTS l ) ' VDD (304) 7862121 Richmond, Vir.|lnll DUIWI0  (804) MWE6124  FAX: (804) 786-6141

We commend the WVDOT and their consultant for the high lavel
of coaparation in working to avoid and minimiza advarse . MEMORANDIIM

impacts to trust resourcas and their habitats. This progess
haa led to a bettar understanding of the project's banafits as
wall as adverse impacts. However, it is this incroased DATE: o
understanding of the extensivae, unavoidable, and significant : January 19, 1995 .
advarse direct and secondary impacts to terrastrial wildlife : 4
habitat and aquatic resources, including watlands and ) TO: Mr. Randy Epperly :
floodplains, balanced against the uncertain economic banafits i . West Virglnia Depastment of Transportation
that leads the FHS to sugport the No-build Alternative. at . Division of Highways h
this time the proposed mitigation for the unavoidabla inpacts 1900 wha Boulevard Bas
is inadequate and faills to offset adverse impacts to high : Kana vard East
quality fish and wildlife resources associatad with the Build Charlesion, WV 25305-0430
Altarnatives, I
FROM: John R. Davy, Jr,
The Federal Highway Administration, WVDOT and the FHS will ’ Planning Bureau Manager
continue to work toward an acceptable resolution of thasa : D
issues. The March 13, 1995 meating between our agencies set a SUBJECT:

framawork for their potential resolution. Wa understand that
the WUDOT intends to broduce a unified mitigation document to
be made part of the project FEIS.

{

DraRt EIS for Appalachian Corrldor H, (F:eden:l_ck and Shenandoah Countles In Virginia)

The completion of this document would be a significant step in Tte Department of Conservatl ; '

rasolving the FWB's concerns. Pursuant to the Council on fouowlnpg comments, o and Recceatlon (DCR hasreviewed thesubfect project and offers the
Environmental Quality's regulations for the implementation of s

NEPR (40 CFR 1504.3),! tha WVDOT should also ba advised that

.

the ongirern 1504.3).1 aquences of the praferred altermative, The Department of Conservation and Recreatlon (DCR) has searched its Blologlcal and Conservation
Line A, are currently of suffioient Goncern to raica. cac Data System (BCD) for occurrences of naturat herltage resources from the area outlned on the submlued
potential for our.subbagquent referral of the proposed action + map, Natural heritagé resources are defined as the habitat of rase, threatened, or endangered plaot aod
. to the Council on Environmental Quality. : animal specles, uniquo or exemplary nanural communltles, and slguificant geologle formatlons,
Sinceraely, DCR documents the presence of several slgnificant caves In the Lebanon Church option area, Dusto the
. distance to these resources, DCR does not antlclpate that this project will adverSely affect these known °
. 7"‘4' cave resources, However, several comments concerning the representatlve assessment of karst
. ? groundwater resources In the Lebanon Church and Clary areas are offered below: :
Willie R. Taylor \ : : N - - - ]
Director, office of Environmental The crlierla used 1o Identfy privaie water wells wiibin the *potentlal impact zone® of the roposed
Policy and Compliance allgoments (i, withtn .500 feet of construction limits; P. 111-88) are not &aﬂstlc in karst tle’rgl:, where .

surfacé water and groundwater are Integrated via sinking sireams, subsurface dralnage nétworks, and
springs, Virglnla should ensure that private water supply sources and key recharge areas in the Lebanon

. Church and Clary communitles are accurately mapped and characterlzed before selecting the route with
the feast overall Impact. . -

The pmposai to monlior ﬁrlvate water wells located along the sefected alignment (p. 111-127) should
Includs any speings and sinking streams within potentlal influencs of.the route. Due to the Inherent

i . varlabllity of many karst waters, monltoring should oceur before, durlng, and after constructlon .
; 1I-88) 0 facliliate the Identlfication of natural versus induced changes in water quallty and quandry.

. /
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In addition to thekarst resources mentioned abuve, DCR offers the following comments regarding rarc
and threatencd species within the project corridor.

BCD documents the preseuce of the Potomac sculpin (Coiins girardi, G4/S3INFINS), a stae rare fish

species, from Cedar Creek in the project corridor. In additlon, our records indicate the presence of the

state threatened wood turde (Clennnys insculpia, G4/S2/NFILT) along the unnamed tributary 1o Paddy
Run north of Vances Cove. Both of these species may be detrimentally iinpacted through hablat

degradation as a result of construction activities.

While the wood turtle occuples a variety of habitats including forested floodplain and ncarby slopes,
ficlds, wet meadows, and farmland, the primary habitat requirement is the presence of water (Michell,
1994). The protection of water resources within the project corridor is important to the ccologicat niche

of this species.

DCR recommends an inventory for the wood turde in appropriatc habitat along the project corridor. In
addition, to the documented occurrence of the wood turtle in the vicindty of Paddy Run, the Virginia
Deparument of Game and Intand Fisheries (VDGIF) recently conducted a survey in Shenandoah and
Frederick Countics in the vicinity of the proposed Corridor H project. Actording to VDGIF's nongame
office, an'excelient wood turtle population was \dentified along Cedar Creek at the Route 55 bridge
crossing.  Please contact the VDGIF for additional informatlon regarding this wood turdle survey.
Because of the survey work VDGIF has done in the area, they would have a better knowledge of
appropriate sites for survey. ‘Therefore, DCR recommends coordinating specific survey locations with the
Virginia Department of Game and Injand Fisherics. .

Slace the wood turtle overwiaters in creeks and streams, DCR recommends considering a time of year
restrlction of November § through March 31 on lnstream work {n those streams identified as having wood

\O wiles. DCR further recommends strict adhierence to eroslon and sedlment control standards throughout

all phases of construction to proicct the quality of the aquatic habitat.

DCR-Division of Natural Heritage biologlsts are qualified and avallable 1o conduct Inventories for rare,
threaiened, and endangered spécies. Please contact Leslie D. Trew, Natural Herltage Inventory Manager,
at (804) 786-7951 to discuss arrangements for field work. A fist of other individuals who arc qualified to
conduct Inventories may be obialned from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWYS).

Any absence of data does not necessarily mean that other natural heritage resources do not occur on oF
adjacent to the project site, but rather that our files do not currently contaln information to document thelr
presence. New and updated informatlon Is continually added to BCD. Please contact DCR for anupdate
on this natural herltage nformation if a slgniticant amount of time passes before {t Is used.

In the letier dated April 26, 1994 to the Virglnia Departnient of Transportation (VDOT) from tie
Depaniment of Conservation and Recteation (DCRY), it was reguested that adjacent landscapes and the
varlances In roadway wldth, vehicular speed and landscaping be considered 0 accommodate the existing
scenlc nature of the roadway. After reviewing the document, it is evident that these comparisons were not
incorporated into the Improved Roadway Alternative (IRA). For an IRA to be feasible from a resource
perspective, these alterations in design and Issues need to be consldered as part of the IRA concept.

The parkway concepi {s mentioned on page 1-20 of the Supplemental Draf( Envlronmemai Impact
Statement (SDEIS); however, it Is not clear as to how this concept refates to the truck traffic projected for

Route 55. Orie of the purposes of the roadway is to promote économic.development which may'necessitate

increased commercial traffic; however, the SDEIS does not adequately address the tourlsm and recreation
uses which exist in Virginia, These scenic and recreatlonal resources are reliant on the retertion of the

Corridor H, Page 3

scenic and acsthetic character of the segion. It would seem prud i i
. ent to scriously consider a parkw.
coucept in Virginia based on these important resources, P ¢ pactway

_The lRA design criteria described on pages 11-2 and 11-3 of the SDEIS should mention the incorporation of
scenic roadway enbancements, While this is addressed later in the document, reference should also be
matle to these scenic roadway considerations in this section. In this same scction under ~Special Bridge
Strucrures Bulld Alternatives™ on page 11-14, all brldges in Virginia should be designed with open rail
parapets. The bridge design shown in Exhibit I1-4 is not an acceptable altemative for this scenic area of
Virginia. The other brldges shown appear to be more aesthetically acceptable but should also include open
ralf parapets to allow views from the bridge. :

The DCR agtees with the Virginia Citlzens Advisory Comimitice (VCAC) that the issues presented by the
Virglnla Commonwealth Transportation Board which are mentioned on page VII-20 of the SDEIS have not
been fitlly addressed in the document. This is pardcularly true in the development of an alternative which
presents a parkway character.,

On page M1-41 reference Is made to the aumbers of jobs crcated as a result of Corridor H constructlon. [t
is not clear, however, if the Job growth and development relates to permanent posiiions or are ones created
as a result of the construction process which is temporary, ’

Rouq: 55 was been evaluated In carly 1994 by DCR and VDOT. Route 55 has been found to qualify as a
Virginia Byway and designation is pending endorsement from the focalitics. The Summary of Visual
Impact Mitigation Mecasures on page S-23 is confusing. The Improved Roadway Aliernative (IRA) Is not
llsted as an allernative which will require mitigation for visual impacts; however, this altetnatlve as stated
In Table S_-3 has more fands converted from forested, agricultural, rangeland and urban than the bulld -
alternative. Based on this data, It would seem appropriate that mitigation measures must be planned for
the IRA as well as the bulld alternative. The mitigation measures tisted for the bulld alternative should
include parkway-{ike design features along the entire roadway. Reference is made to the importance of the
reglonal scenery in letters from the DCR to VDOT dated April 26, 1994 and July 23, 1993. Inthese
;;rller (‘::mmcms to VDOT, DCR pointed out the unique scenic and historic resources present in the Route
corridor. . ’

Ce-d:u' Creck Is mentioned as meriting evaluation as a Visginia Scenic River.” Page HI-490 states that
neither the No-Bulld, the IRA or the Build Alternative will interfere with its designation to the Virginla
Scerifc Rivers System. Whlle this may be true, designation will ultimately depend on the condltlon of the
water body and the landscapes sucrounding ft. The bridge crossing and praposed development along the
stream corridor could impact the eliglbility of this water body as a Virglinla Scenlc River. /

Tn previous comments the Department of Conservation and Recreation has ndted the importance of the Big
Blue Trall to the recreational resources of the reglon. Because the trall is Jocated within the project area
on the George Washington National Forest property, coordination with the U. S, Forest Service has been
essential. The 1989 Yirginla Quidoors Plan recognized the Potomac Appalachian Trall Club (PATC) as
the group which develops, manages and malntains the trail. Because of this non-profit, private
organization's Involvement and interest In.the trall, thelr comments dated March 29, 1994 and Januacy 25,

* 1993 1o Mr. R, T. Epperly.of VDOT and December 30, 1994 should be referenced In the SFEIS. Also,

the Inclusion of the PATC as a member of the VCAC should be considered as further study of Route 55 Is
pursued In Virginia, The PATC has petitioned the Secretary of Agriculture to have the Big Blue Trall
designated a national Recreatlon Trail under the provisions of the Nadonal Trails Systems Act.

The Big Blue Trall s of state and nationwide significance asa fecreational trail and It Is lotated on publicly
owned property n the study corridor, a Section 4(f) Statement should be prepared. It appears that none of

LA
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tie previous alternatives were developed to mitigate Impacis to the trall. The avoldance of Impact to show
there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the yse of land must be (ully addressed prior e preparing
mnitlgation plans for die trall’s relocation. Coordlnation of the Sectloa 4(f) documentation requires the
involvement of the property owner, the U, S. Forest Service. Additlonally, DCR tecommends

consultation with the PATC due to thelr responsibllity for the development, management and malmtepance

of the trafl and by the PATC's prior agrecinent with the U. S. Forest Service,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this peojéct.

cer Bill Bushman, VCAC
Charles Graf, PATC
. Alice Alten Gelmes, COB .
Rebecea Wadja, VDOIF
Mary Ann Boyer, EPA
Ray Fernald, VDGIF

Reference: Mitchelt, 1.C. 1994, The reptiles of Virginta, Smithsonlan Institudion Press.
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g COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Mr. Randolph T. Epperly, Jr.
Director, Roadway Design Division
HVDOT ~ Division of Highways

8tate Capitol Complex, Building Five
Charleston, Weat Virginia 25305

RE: Alignument Selection Supplemental Draft Environmental
Assessment for the Appalachian Corridor H, Elkins to
Interstate 81

-Dear:_ Mr. Epperly:

We have reviewed the alignment geleotion supplemental araft
environmental impact statoment (SDEXS) for the Appalachian
corridor H projeot from Elking to Interstate 8l. We oommend the
efforts demonstrated in the SDEYS to avold and mininigo impncts
to streams and wetlands, and we encourage further efforts ag the
alignment is further xefined.

We note that a preferred alignment has not been selected for
the viriiniu segment: of the roadway. RAocording to the 8DEIS, if
Line A is melaated as the preferred alternative, 0.8 aores of
wetland impaots are antioipated in Virginia. Stream impacts due
to giping, culverting and relocation would total 2,050 linear
foet.

Tha stream and watland impacts could be further reduced by
ae_leotinz the Duck Kun Option Area Line D1, with mtream impaots
of 0.0 linear feat due to piping or oulverting and watlana
impacts of 0.36 acre, versus.450 linear feat and 0.52 acras,
respactively, for Line A through this area. In terms of the
i.ebnngn Church oOption Area, Line A appears to offer fover

mpacts.

As indicated in our previous correspondence, the impacts
from the project will raguire the following pamits: :

= Virginia Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (VPDES)
8tornwater Permit for construction. Contaoct Mr, Kemper Loyd at
our valley Regional Office (703/8268-2595) for more information
regarding this permit. : .

629 East Maln Syeet, Richmona, Vieginia 23219 ~ Fax (804) 762-4500 - TOD (004} 7624021
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. = Virginia Water Protection Permit (VWEP) ror water quality
impactes due to the discharga of dredge and f£ill. Contact me at
(804) B527-5244 for more information ragaraing the VWPP.

We appreciate the opportunity to continue our involvement in
this soleotion prooess and SDEIS review. If wa oan ba of any
further assistancs, pleasa feel frea to coftact me at (804) 527~
5244. . )

8inoerely,

jp%c&w

Tracey E. Harmon
Environmentel Specialist Senior
office of Water Resources Management

co:r  Patricia 8. Gealng, Michael Baker, Jr., Ino,
Dret Preston, DGIF
Janit Potter, DCR
Ron Stouffer, ACOE
Kaen Wilkinaon, VDOT
File .

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
January 24, 1995

" Mr. Randolph T. Bpperly, Jr.

Director, Roadway Design Division

West Virginia Department of Transportation
State Capitol Complex, Building 5
Charleston, West Virginia 25305

to I-81, Stresburg, VA .
ESSLOG #1988 :

Dear Mr. Epperly:

Wo have reviewed the Supplemental Draft Bavironmental Impect Statement (SDEIS) for the referenced
project, and offer the following comments and recommendations. The West Virginla Department of
Transportation, in conjunction with the Virginia Department of Transportation and the Federal ngv_ay
Administration, is proposing to construct an spproximately 114-milo divided, four-lane highway from
Elkins, West Virginia to I-81 in Strasburg, Virginis, Approximately 14 miles of the proposed project
would be located In Virginia. Construction of this project would completa the 145-mils Corridor [
facility from 1-79 in Weston, West Virginda to I-81 In Strasburg, Viiginia, .

In Virginie, the SDEIS iadlcates that tho preferred altemative Bulld-Line A would impact 0.8 acres of-
wetlands, and would require 100 fect of stresm relocations and several stream crossings withinthe -
Shenandoah River drainage. Instream mpacts are expected for Duck Run, Cedar Creck, Turkey Run,
and tributaries to Paddy Run and Mulberry Run, Duck Run and Paddy Run are designated wild trout
streams. Wo recommend an October 1 through March 31 time-of-year restriction on Instream
construction activities tn Duck Run and Paddy.Run to minimiza Impacts upon the native brook trout
populations during this oriticat spawning period. In addition, the state threaterred wood turtle (Clemmys
Insculpta) has beon documented in Cedar Creck at the Routs 55 bridge crosstng and In Paddy Rum. -
While highly terrestrial, wooi turtles overwlnter on the bottom of streams, under streambanks, or in
muskrat burrows. We recommend an Oolober 15 through March 31 time-of-year restriction on Instream
construction activities to minimize impacts upon wood tartles during this period.t Also, we recommend
that wood turtle surveys be conducted immediately prior to clearing or commencement of construction
activities within tho approaches to any perennial stream crossing. If wood turtles are found, we
recommend relacation to appropriate habltats upstream of the construction site. Mt. Mike Pinder,
Aquatic Nongamoe Blologist, may bo éontacted for information on appropriate survey protocols. Ho may
bo reached In our Blacksburg office at (703) $§52-6992. . . .

4

4010 WEST BROAD STREET,  P.0.BOX 11104,  RICHMOND, VA 23230-1104
. (804)367-1000 (V/TDD)  Equal O y Employ Programs and Faciities  FAX (804) 367-9147

RE:  Appalachian Corridor H, Blkins, WV
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Mr. Randolph T. Epperly, Jr. . ' . ' '
Junuary 24, 1995 ’
Page2

Thank you for tha opportunity to comment on this proposed project. Piease call me or Bret Preston at - =
(804) 367-8999 1f we may bo of furthor asslstance. : '

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 221 6o
Sincerely, : : H. Alexander Wise, Jr., Director ' f :}I}Q'G,I_NJéR 7 e, :lrusl:in“;szls
W o _ Department of Historic Res y:l-éfg \le Y/ :
g 77 ' il
Raymond T. Fernald, Manager JAN2 5 1395
_ Environmental Services Section 20 January 1995 ROADWAY b

RTE/BAP _ _ WY CIVISoN o, g,{‘\(‘t/s‘{%;
ot m, Pinder e . . ' . Randolph T. Epperly, Jr.

Director, Roadway Design Division

West Virginia Department of Transportation
Division of Highways

State Capitol Complex, Building Five
Charleston, West Virginia 25305

Re: - Appalachian Corridor H
Elkins to I-81
DHR project no. 90-988-F

Dear Mr. Epperly:

We have received the Alignment Selection Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (SDEIS) for Appalachian Corridor H. We appreciate the depth
and scope of the SDEIS, and the inclusion of effects on cultural resources among
other categories of effects. '

- . .- We have also received the Appalachian Corridor H Draft Cultural Resources
. ’ . . Technical Report, Volume 1, prepared by Cultural Resources Section, Michael *
' . Baker Jr., Inc. Patricia S. Gesing of Michael Baker Jr., Inc.,.states that the
complete Cultural Resources Technical Report will be ready at the end of January
1995. The Virginia Department of Historic Resources will be able to review and
' comment on the survey findings when the final volumes of the Cultural Resources
' Technical Report are received. With this information, the Department will also be
able to assess the likely effects of the (undertaking on those resources determined
eligible for listing on the National Register. This will allow the consulting

G6/82/9
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Mr. Epperly

VDHR project no. 90-0988 20 January 1995

Page 2

agencies to determine appropriate measures for avoiding, reducing, or mitigating
. any adverse effects. .

The West Virginia Department of Culture and History has provided extensive -

comments on the draft Cultural Resources Technical Report, and we understand
that these comments have helped to shape the final report,

P.lease? cogtact Cara H. Metz, archaeologist, or John E. Wells, architectural
historian, if you have questions about our comments.

Sincerely,

2

David H. Dutton
Director, Division of Project Review °

¢:  Craig Lukesic, VDOT
Jane Powell, DEQ
Susan Pierce, WVYDCH
James Tumlin, FHWA
Billy Higginbotham, FHWA
MaryAnn Naber, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Corridor H Alternatives
Patricia S. Gesing, Michael Baker Jr., Inc.

Lie FEB 2 71906

STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA

BUREAU OF COMMERCE
DiVISION OF NATURAL REGOUROES

L=

GASTON CAPERTON
Qovemor

Slale Oapltel Complex
Buliding 3, Room 812
1800 Kanawhs Boutovard, East
Charteslon, West Virginla 253050004
TOD 858-1439 TOD 1-800-354-0087
Talephone (304) 850-2771 Fax(304) 658-3147

February 17, 1995

1.

‘ e P
Mr. Randolph T. Epperly, Jr. « ;\';7/ '.-,/
Direstor, Roadway Design Division feg 22 1995 J. o
WV Department of Transportation ROADYL, 95~
Division of Highways l.‘l\};}:; Otsicn
State Capitol Complex Bullding w CONoppLive,,

G 1207 N
Chaleston, WV 25305 Gl tiayy!

Dear Mr, Epperly:

The West Virginia Division of Natural Resources (DNR) has completed a review of the
Alignment Sclection Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for Corridor
H between Elkins, West Virginia and Interstato 81 in Virginia (West Virginia segment only)
and offers the following comnents and recommendations. Comments are submitted pursuant
to authoritics of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (as amended), the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act/Clean Water Act (as amended), the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (as
emended), and corresponding responsibilities proscribed in the laws of the State of West

Virginia (WV Code, Chapter 20).

The DNR appreclates the opportunity to comment on this project and the cooperation
provided by the West Virginia Division of Highways (DOH) and Michael Baker, Jz., Inc.

As indicated in past correspondence, the combined National Eavironmental Protection
Act (NEPA) and Clean Water Act (Section 404) process hes provided a methodical evaluation
of this 114 mile project proposal. Concurrences to proceed to the DEIS development stage
havo boent provided by the DNR. based on Information resulting from past evaluation pracesses.
Revisiting previous concuurences 1§ unnecessary sinco they have been adequately documented.
Public hearings havé been held, comments recelved and impacts assessed and addressed. The
DNR has been involved throughout the process,
coordination, impacts to National Resource Waters, high quality streams, wetlands, forested
habitats and ‘other fish and wildlife habitats have been avoided, minimized or finally
compensated within projeet constraints,

It is impossible to construct 114 miles of ncw highw}ay or upgrade existing roadways
without significant environmental fmpacts. Avoiding, minimizing and compensating impacts
greatly reduces overall environmental damage. Due to excellent interagency coordination and

CHARLES B, FELTON, JR,
Oirector

Through extensive cooperstion and -
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cooperation, the DNR contends that a “build” or “improved roadway” altemative could be
completed with significantly reduced adverse environmental impacts.

The DNR, has scveral general and specific comments.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) used {o access wildlife habitat impacts results
in quantitative data for individual specles chosen to be representative of the broad amray of
wildiife utilizing a site. A HEP evaluation, use Habitat Sultabllity Indexes (HSI) for Individual
species. The HSI methodology permits adjustments for reglionsl differences in species habitat
requirements. Our review of the HEP information raises questions relevant to some
adjustments that were made in this assessment. To resolve this issue, the DNR recommends
a team be established to review the assessment, partioutarly with regard to applicability of
reglonal adjustments as they relate to West Virginia.

We understand that the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efflclency Act (ISTEA)

. allows mitigation for terrestrial Impacts resulting from a project of this nature. In our review,

we found significant effort expended to evaluats torrestrial impacts, but no mitigation applicd
(other than wetlands), Our review rcvealed a $1.8 million allocation for tand purchase in
Tucker County assoclated with the Canean Valley National Wildlife Refuge. If this sum fsto
bo considered compensation for terrestrial babitat impacts, a detalled evaluation must be
coordinated with the resource agencies and presented in the document,

The DEIS briefly discussed mitigating impacts associated with construction disturbances

of certain geologic formations (i.e., coal). These disturbances may impact water quality by -

exposing potentially toxio materials which will allow subscqueat production of toxic drainage.
The recent construction of Comidor H from Heavener Acres to BElkins is en example of
unabated acld drainage caused by road construction. - -Sdveral focations on this road segment
are currently contributing ecid drainage to the Tygert River and some of its tributarles.
Unabated acld dralnage results in a violation of Stats Water Quality Standards.

The DNR cannot concur with construction sltematives which create acld drainage that
results in degradation of waters and aquatic ecosystems’ of the state, We suggest that DOH
prepare a plan to identify and mitigate ucld dralnage atall potential aold producing sites. The
proposed mitigation strategics should be tested on the existing acld dralnage sites on the
Corridor H scgment from Heavener Acres to Efkins,

Tho DNR wes unable to locate (other than In the tablo entitled “Preliminary Cost
Estimates” - SDEIS appendices) documentation of waste/borrow material disposal sites and the

Mer. Randolph T. Epperly, Jr.
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assoclated environmental impacts of thls activity, Past projects have resulted in significant,
undocumented and sometimes damaging waste/borrow arca placement. In the past, this agency
has been asked to recommend approval of these sites with little time and littlo Information to
evaluate impacts, Waste/borrow placement can result in sigoificant undocumented fmpacts on
projects of this megnitude. The DNR requests that the environmental impacts and necessary
mitigation measures of all waste/borrow activities disjunct from the construction limits of the
roadway be cvaluated and incorporated into the NEPA process. The DNR does not currently
have the resources fo provide immediate waste site ovaluations on projects of this magnitude,
This issue should be addressed in the DEIS.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS - ALIGNMENT SDEIS
Page S-8, Section 8, Watershed Menagoment Program

In August, 1993 federal and stato funding was approved for the creation of &
statowide watershed management program. The West Virginia Watershed
Conservation and Management Program rocelved $98,000 in a US.
Environmental Protection Agency grant augmented by $24,000 in funds from the
DNR. An initial goal of the Watershed Program was to build consensus for the
consérvation, management, and wise use of West Virginle's rivers and wetlands
and to implement a comprehensive plan to care for the state’s aquatic resources.
During the Watershed Program’s first year, a team of representatives from the
DNR Division of Environmental Protection, and Divisfon of Parks and Tourism,
as well as 90 statowide stakeholder groups, began developlng & 10-year strategic
plen for managing the state’s watcrsheds. The Watershed Program s based at
the DNR's Operations Center in Elkins,

Page 111-325, Mountain Pimpemnel and Kates Mountain Clover

Thess two specles, Mountain Pimpemel (Tuenldia montana) end Kates Mountain
Clovér (Trifolium virginicum) are no longer candidates for listing as threatened
or endangered (TE). :

Page 111-326, New England Cottontail '

The New England cottontall (Syfvilagus transitionalls) has been renamed the .
Appalachian cottontall (8 obscurus). This specles Is a candidate for listing as
TE with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. It is noted in the SDEIS that “no
New England coftontails were observed” during Baker’s field wotk.

e
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Appalachian cottontails are distingulshed from the Bastem cottontall (S.
florindena) by skull characters, Since S. obscurus oceurs in higher elevations,
it is likely to be found within both roadway alignments and will be directly
affected by habitat destruction and vehicular collislons.

Page 111-326, Brook Floater mussel

Tho Braok Floater mussel (4lasmidonta varlcosa), also a candidato for listing
as TB, ocours in the North Fork of Patterson Creek (0.5 miles above lts
confluence with Patterson Creek) and extends into Patterson Creek. The SDEIS
gtated that the Natural Hetitage Program had not identified this location. This
information was not available when the roadway aliguments were roviewed.
We now have the Patterson Creck population (one of the best remalning
populations in the country) mapped and beliove it would be jmpacted by the
Improved Roadway Altemative (IRA). While & span bridge would reduce
impacts at this site, siltation from roadway and bridge construction would be
detrimental to the population.

sc-d

Pages 111-326, Loggethead Shrike

The loggerhead shrike (Lanlus ludoviclanus migrans) is a candidate for listing
as TE end should be addressed separately -for West Virginia and Virginla.
Although thero are no known nesting sites within the proposed project area,
shrikes have been known to nest near Martin end Petersburg in Grant County.
Surveys should bs conducted in appropriate habltats. Two probable reasons for

the decreass in shriko populations are habitat loss end mortality caused by

vehicular collisions.

Page 111-478 (6) Riparian Hablitat

This scction discusses impacts to riparien habitats and suggests mitigation in the

foima of & 75 foot buffer zone and wildlife plantings. The DNR concuts with

this mitigation measurc and requests it bo placed in a fifal mitigation plan.
Page 111-479 (8) Fencing

Fenclng to prevent livestock fntrusion into riparian areas ls encouraged by this
agency. The DNR concurs with the implementation of this practice in

Mr. Randolph T. Epperly, Jr.
Page § .
February 17, 1995

conjunction with this project and requests it be included in a final mitigation
plan,

SPECIFIC COMMENTS - Vegetation and Wildlife Techuical Report
Page 85 (3) Running Buffalo Clover

Running Buffalo Clover (Tvifolium stolon{ferum) is impropetly mapped. The
population Is located on the cast sido of Shavers Fork. This population shoutd
be verified to assure it will not be impacted by the highway.

Page 92, Table 30 Rare Specles Omission

Two West Virginia specles havo been omitted from the document. Loesel’s
Twaybleds (Liparis loesellll) is located at Lost River, and will be directly
impacted by Line A and the IRA elignment. North of this site is a population
of the Sundiel Luplno (Lupimus perennis). This species will fikely be impacted
by the IRA alignment. :

RECOMMENDATIONS AND ACTIONS

The DNR has, by this letter, provided comments relevent to tho SDEIS for the
elignment of Corridor H. Our comments relate to natural resources issues which were not
adequately addressed, requiro clarification or additional emphasis in the SDEIS. This egency
has placed significant emphasis on this project and coordinated with the DOH in realigning the
proposed build alternative to avold and minimize environmental impacts, We believe the
impacts to wetlands, water resources and terrestrial habitats, elthough extensive, have been
adequately documented, addressed, and mitigated.

The DNR concludes that proper clarification and tho addition of information requested
by this agéncy will result in our satisfaction of the NEPA/404 roquirements regarding natural
resource impacts. ' .

The no bulld alternative will result in the least environmental lmpacts. The IRA
alternative will result in less environmental jmpacts than the other construction alternative. The

DNR is also aware that these altematives, ‘the no build and IRA, do not meet the project’s

purpose and need.
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Only one alternativo meets this project’s purpose and need, Build Line A. Tho DNR
conours with the gelection of Line A, using altemative Line 15-Al on sheets 7 and 8 and
Alternative Line 5D on sheets 53 and 54, of the Alignment and Resources Location Plan.

These ars recent changes requested by the epplicant.

The DNR Is required to provide a declsion regarding the Sectlon 404 (Cloan Water
Act) permit,  Our intentions are to request that a conditional state certification for Public
Notico CEORP-OR 94-95 be lssued for the construction of Lino A using the previously listed
doviation of Line 15-A1 and 5D as requested by the applicant. The DNR reserves a final
certification deolsion contingent on the review of public comments recelved with the

termination of the Public Notice comment perlod.

If fssued, tho final certification will contain, among other conditions, a requirement that
the applicant preparc a site specific, detalled mitigation plan which will condenss, comblne,
address and finalize, all aquatic and temesteial impacts into one document for approval by
the DNR before construction begins.

Agaln, we wish to thenk the DOH for the opportunity to comment on this document.

If you have questions concerning these comments, pleaso contact Mr. Roger Anderson of my .

Bikins staff at (304)-637-0245.
Sincerely,
%&hﬁom Jr. v
Director
CBF/rab

WEST VIRGINIA DIVISION OF
CULTURE AND HISTORY

February 22, 1993

Noxman Roush .
Diviaion of Highways
Building Five, Room 109
Etate Capitol Complex
Charlaston, WV 25305

RE: Appalachian Corridor H
Dear Mr. Roush,

As you.know, our office commented subatantially upon the Draft EIS for
the Appalachian:Corridor H in our letters dated November 4, -1994, and
October, 23, :1994. - It is. our understanding based upon further .
correspondence and discussion of this project’ with your offica.that
Michael -Baker, dx. Inc. is addressing the concerns outlined in-those.
letters and hopes to provide a revised Technical Report by March 20.
Theraefore, at this time we have no additional formal comments to’add
prior to the end of the public comment period foxr the Draft RIS. We
hope to continue consultation with your office and consultants to
conflrm eligibility of cultural resources and to assess effects of the
project as required by the Section 106 review process.

T would also addrass your letter dated February 21, 1993 xequesting our
concurrence on the proposal to davelop a Programmatic Agreement. As
you know, mambexs of your ptaff and Michael Baker, Jr. Inc. met with us
yesterday to update our office on the status_of the completfon of the
Section 106 raview process. The general content and nature of a .
Programmatic Agreement was discussed. 36 CFR 800.13(2) states that a
pxogrammatic agreement is appropriate for a project when effecta on
historic properties cannot be fully datormined prior to approval.

The size and extent of the Corridor H project does maet the criteria
for usa of a programmatic agresment.

In’ addition, DOH has provided a substantial amount of information
regarding cultural resources since the preliminary dimcussions .
regarding 'a'-‘grbgrammauc agreement in Richmond, VA in Octokex,. 1993,
DOH hds written and tested an archaeological predictive model,. bagyn
the Phase I archaeclogical survey, comp. oted a.Phase I-:architactural
survey and conducted a’ prelimirary aspessment_of effects. .Your staff
has algo indicated a commitment to leaving all options’ open for
avoidance and mitigation. - .

THE CULTURAL CENTER # 1900 KANAWHA BOULEVARD, EAST » CHARLESTON, WEST VIRGINIA 253050300
TELEPHONE 304-558-0210 ® FAX 304.558-2779 » TDD 304-558-0220 .
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Based upon these considerations, our office has no objeation to the
devalopmant and conaideration of a Praogrammatic Agreement as acceptable
fulfillment of the Bection 106 reviaw progess. It is our understanding

* that a draft will be provided to our office by March 17 and a tentative

meating date of March 27 has been set to disouss the dratt.

We appreciate the opportunity to he of servica, If jou héve any
questions, plaasa contact our office.

Siprerely,

san M. Plerce
eputy State Historlc Preservation officar
for Rescurce Protection

cet M Ann Nabey, ACHP
chael Baker, Jr. Inc. '

BIVISION OF ENVIRONMENYAL PROYECTION

CASTON CAPERTOH 1201 Graentirfer Street DAVID . CAULASHAN
GOVERNOR Charleston, WV 25311-1086 DIRELTOR

February 24, 1998

Mr. Randolph T. Epperty, Jr. |
Direotor, Roudway Dasign Divislon
WVROT-Division of Highwaya *

. Cupltol Complex, Building 8
Ghariaston, West Virginia 26305.0430

Dear Mr. Epperly: 1

t
The West Virginia Division of Enviranmental Protoction-Office of Water Resources
(OWR) has completed its review of the Alignmemt Seloction Supplumental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement {SDE{S) for Conidor H botwaen Eikina, West Virginia and
Interstate 81 (West Virginla segment only) and provides the tallowing commonts.

SPEGIFIC COMMENTS

C] lds [gath - The discussion regarding
gonstruction activitlew and the use of practices as doscribed in West Virginia Divistan of
Transportation-Divisian of Highways' (DOH) Erasion and Sediment Qontrol Handbook for
Daveloping Araas in West Virginla should aiso Include discussion of the Construction
Stormwater NPDES permit required far disturbance af 3 acres or groater. Permit

. lppl_l:lllilll packages may haobtained from the Office oY Water Resourcas, 1201 Greenbrier
" Street, Charleston 25311-1088;:telophona 304/558-2108,

i Paga 1)1-326, 2, Fadarally-Listed Candidate Spoclos, Second Paregraph - The brook floater

mussel (Alasm/donta varfcoss) was reported as oceurring on North Fork of Patterson
. Creok, The SDEIS states that the Division of Nuturzl Reaourcés, Natural Heritage Program
' (WYNHP) had not identified this location, A staff member of the Division of Environmental
" Protaction was party to the discovery of the North ForkiPatterson Oreek site, Itis apparent
. that the focation had not been recorded at the timoe of the SDEIS prepamation. Howover,
- WUNHP has new recorded and mapped this location and they have determinod that

Impaots will ocour with the improved Roadway Alternative. WVNHP does not have every
- site that contalns flora and fauna jmporiant or rare on a state fovel mapped and located.
. Full dacumantation of the existing environment and potential impacts nocessitato that
- accounts of potentialiy rare orunique clrcumstances recelvefield investigation, particularly

whan WYNHP doen nof hava that Information recorded.

SI3 reuyd H Jopwiod
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4, {2) Additlya O 18 - The SDEIS states that “Proper
dosign of the watiand replzcement ¢ite shouid roplaca and-possitly enhance lost functions
and values.* Pevalopment of 2 wethand mitigation plan, subsequont agency review and
approval will be a requirement of the State 401 Certifi¢cation, if Issuad. The mitigation plan
will bo roquired to provide exiensive detall on the repiascement site, proposed
mathadology, long-torh monitoring, provisions for malntenance, etc.

Page 111403, 1. Methodology, 8. Strear ldentitieation and Ciassification - High quailty
streams were idantified In the SDEIS using the West Viminia High Quality Streams, itk
edition. The criteria for inclusion of & stream on tha High Quality streams list are: 1) the
stream Ic stocked with trout o¢'cantains native trout populations or 2) the stream Is over
§ miles In length. The West Virginia Environmental Quality Board (Board) deflnes high
quality waters as "those waters whoxe quality Is equal to or botter than the minimum {evels
necessary {0 achlava the national watar quality goal uses. included are those streams or
- stream eegments which receive annual stockings of trout dut which do not support year-
round populations.” The Board's legiclative rules goverting watorquality standards places
the West Virginiz High Quality Strcams list s a category In the Special Waters of the Siate
classilication. While many and porsibly most of the streams ldentified in West Virginia
High Quality Streams (ist meet the Board's definition of high quality watars, other waters
In the state which meet the Board's high quality watera definition are not included on the
list due to thelr length or leck of stocked or native trout. Further, undor the Basrd's
curront rules, waters with native trout populstions are classified as Nationat Resource
Waters. This classification mandates a higher {evel of protoction than does the High
Quality Waters classification.

.Page N the Potomsc River, pa - Referonce Is made to
“High Quallty {non-impaired) stceams” relative to Clifford Hollow and tha uppaer pottions

, of Wainu! Bottom Run, [t I8 uncicar as to whether the SDEIS is referring to the reguiatory
category of high quality or If this statement le basod on excellent water quality and high
diversity of sensftive benthic diacro-invertabrates. The dafinition of high quality waters

- gonfalned In the Board's rules'does not necessarlly exclude streams that exhibit same

- level of Impairment. The key factor I3 whether or not the waters sre of sufficlent quality
to maintaln water quality use gosis as establishad by the Federal Clean Watar Act.

8 f -The SDEIS discusses severaladvarse impacts

. as a resuitof sedimentation and suspendod particulate mattor, Howsver, discusslon does

not Include potential impacts such as increxsed nutrient lavels, reduced availabllity of

. mqustie foad sources, dissolved pesticidas thathave been transportad on siltand cediment

partlalos, reduced photosynthetie aclivity due te Iiterfarance with light panotration. or

" stimutation of photosynthetic activity as a result of Increased nutrent wvaliabiiity, Fusther,
: the SDEIE doas not address potentiat impacts to dissoived axygen concentrations,

Mr. Gary L. Watson
Page Three
Fatiruary 24, 1995

Thix section discusses impacts to fich from sediment clogging gill filaments ag well
as atirasfon damaga (o gilis from sediment concanirations as low as 200 ppm. Similar
tmpacts occur in moliusks ax well. Potential siit and sedimentimpacte to resident mussel
populations shioutd alza be evaluated,

Page 11475, ¢, Aveldance and Minimization of Secondary Impacts, (1) Bridges - The BDEIS

mentions varlous methads to reduce impacts to squatic and ripatian rescurces during
construction of bridges, Each of the methods must ha acceptable and includad In an
application to OWR fora NPDI‘-.’Ia Construction Stormwater parmit, if applicable,

ﬂn&.ﬂ]ﬁ&ﬂlsﬂ.'zmm-OWR fully supports management of riparian zones which
will be within the acqulred right-of.way. Revagetation of buflers prasently composad of

“disturbed or agdcullural fands with the objective of creating forested buffer zonas will .

Improve streamside managemant as well as potentiaily mitigate water quality Impacta from
tilghway sunolt.

[l 1-479 tream C L] ent - Arans revegetated followlng disturbance

- should Include uulubllohmem_ou foreated riparinn ecosystem consistent with thatfound

In the profect watershad.

Materials used for stream enhancement structures should be located so as not to
cronte streambank eragion downstream of the structure and shoutd mimic the natural
condlitions found eisewhere In the watershed,

Page 11479, {8) Fencing - OWR sgreas with the proposai to fence streams within 150 feet
of propased construction to rastrict llvestock xccess. The distance from the stream
should tie @ minimum of 9% feat. Additiona! width should bo added based on soll and site
characteristics. If the areas are currently agricultural, a forested 2onc should be

. rematablished In the first 78 feet from the water's edge. The remaining area fmay ba

managed as graesisnd. Flnsl mitigation plans should Include managentent to be

, conductad on fenced riparian bufiors,.

I
a 111492, 8. Shave rk, b, South Branch, acH, - Although this section

. discusses (mpucts ta potantial designation under the Wild and Scenlc Rivers Act. Thefinal

conclusion on impacts from bridge crossings of the ahave rivers Is that no mitigation will
bo required. it (s unclesr as 1o the reason for the determination that mitigation would not
he nacassary. While there may aot be a need to mitigate fur Impacts to eliglhliity atatus,
there may well be a need to mitigate water quality and aquatlc resource Impacts.

. Clarification should be provided,

09,5, Avalda, onsnd (3 s -During coordination
with the DOH regarding constructian of Coarridor H fram Buckhannon to Eikins, resource

and rogulatory sgenclaes, Including OWR, expressed conceri about the patential for acid -

drtinage ocourring Trom exposing coal geams in highway suts. Although fiald verification
has not been conducled by OWR, twould appearthat acld drainage haa haen produged
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along the Buckhiannoanto Elkins saction, Aithough this was an extensively digcussedtoplc
of cancern,; OWR s 1ot aware of any effort to quantify or sbate acld dralnags oo this
highway segment,
I

The rondway segmant under study In tha SDEIS also has potential te produce acld
drainage. Acld dralnage results {n algnificant and long-term Impatrment of watar quality
snd aquatic resources and such drainage Is a significant problom in West Virginta. The
OWR has 1o desire to see aditional sources of acld drainage created that go untreated
or resuit in porpetual treatmept ohligations. The OWR recommends that a thorough
evafuationbe conductedio more adequately characterize and quantifyexpected production
of acld dralnage. A mitigation plan should be prepared to sddress, more specifically,
avaldance, minimization and ﬂ?ally mitigation (l.e., treatment) of acld drainage.

Furthormora, OWR recommends that the DOH Investigato drainaga atong the
axisting section of Gorridor H trom Bugkhannon to Etking to dotermine the extent of a¢ld
drainage and to develop measuras to traat the acld drainage prior to entering wators ot the

- State. i

2! ter Quality - The citation of the West Virginia Administrative Regulations,
State Water Resources Board, Chapter 20, Artlcles & and SA need cormuution. The State
Water Hesources Board I6 now the Stats Environmental Quatity Board, Chapter 228,
Article 1, Section 5 replaces pravisions af the Board formorly found under Chaptor 20,
Article 5 and Chapter 22, Article 11, the Water Pollution Contra) Act, replaces the farmer
pravisions found In Chapter 20, Article 5A.

111-530, . Pollutlo fo:l -Limited discussion is made concerning haul ronds and
borrow/dispoual urens. These impacts must be Identifled and conditions developed to

. eliminate, minlmize or mitigate, Impacts in the final design. There as héan inadoquata

Information provided In the SDEIS (o nssess patentisl Impacts from these activities.

! GENERAL COMMENTS

Mitigation - Mitigation for varidus impacts to wator quality, wetfands, strexm channefs,
terrestrial resources, etc., Is distributed throughoutthe document and is extremely difficult
to fallow. OWR recommends {hat mitigation be complled Into one dooument that also
addressas specific plans for cirrying out mitigation. While the decision regarding State
401 Cerlificatton cannot be made untll such time as the closing of the Pubilc Natlce review
process and compllation uf comments has occurred, any potential certification will have
1o address a comprehensive mitigation plan for all Impucts over the entire longth of the
selected alignment. ;

!
State 401 Cerlitiuatlon - Biata Certifteation will only be considerad and evajuated aforthe
public comment period. Following closure of the public comment period, comnients
ralevant to State 401 Certification will be reviewed and considered Inthe decision making

Mr, Gary L. Watson
Page Five
Fetiruary 24, 1995

process. If Issued, Stata Gertificatlon will contain requiremsnts relative to construction,
water quality malntenance and monltoring, eonstruction stormwater and mitigation.

The opporiunity to review this dooument is appreciated. Please contact Barbara
Taylor at our Becklay offiuc at 304/286-6580 should you havo any questions regarding our
comments. .

Sinceraly,

. OFFICE OF WATER REGOURCES

(Marhy 4 et

Mark A. Scott, Chler

MASIpte .
13 U.8. Ammy Corps of Enfilacers
Pittsburgh District
U.8. Figh and Wlidiife Service
WVDNR-Wildlife Rosourzes Saetion
Charleston - Etkins
WVDEP-Office of Water Resources
PMTS-Beckley
Requixatory Roview Program
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DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEGTION
GASTON CAPERTON 10 MoJunkin Road D) DAVID ¢, CALLAGHAN
QoVERNHOR Nitro, WV 28143-2608 4,:?’ 3 o DIRECTON
Yo

4
Maroh 16, 1954910,} %'94’ %
" &)

9%y

Mr. Charles %L, Miller :

Cabinat Secretary .

Department of Transportation

State Capitol Complex i

Building 5, Room 109

Charleston, West virginia 26305-0440

'Daar Seoratary Mn.ler:?

As we have disoudsed, the general alignment for Corridor H
transverses a number of abandoned surfaca and underground mines,
particularly in the area east of Parsons., These abandoned wines,
which were active as much as 100 years ago, ara major
acontributors of acid mine drainage that has caused significant
water quality deterioration.

. Tha -conatruotion ot Corridor H presents a unigua opportunity
to reclaim and eliminate these acid producers and to make major

avenic and water quality improvements. We look foxrward to R

meetlng with your engineers and formulating specific plans and
objectives as soon as possible. . d
)

Your interest and assistanca are appreciated.

singerely, /
M alla
A-ctot

pCeiird

o /s I
WEGEHIE,

MAR 21 1395

DEPT, OF TRANSPORTAT!IC:E
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As stated in our £D3I§ comsant letter, "ta beliaves that tha

succoss of thie ?zojooe {s despandant upon & d-v:tlup:mfc end

icplem=ntation O vorrective  meARMIS ::'lte . This strategy
ive ‘“‘“u'::g:hm 2511!:10 uitigatioa

gning and sit adaquate tosporsry stormmator detsntion
¢ g::im and mmﬁg- for water quality:

& asploylng mathods of bridge pimr construction that minimige
in-water aativicy; and

iviky towaxrd
o for stream oxossings, sequenaing counstrugtion aot
the strssm xather thsn baginning At the astress, ch"u
patural riparian buffers in pleos to aid stovmwa a‘:‘. mgb-
wedivantation managexsent; the stream oxossing would then
the final phuse of construotion for that ssgoent.

Long-term mitigation measuras Axe those that winimise impactws

These foasuran

st-ocustruction over the 11fe of the pxoject.
pwguld inciude both an engineoring aign that full :n::m:um

da
oconsiderations and habitat dompansati.o!
::::m'hghe oz-v-y. Hi.ugleion in engincoring denign would
include such msusures &8 the followings

i meana of cenveying water off atruotures into
o o har Teollities ratbar Chan usisy ors chat allow
direct discharge of road runoff ipve _muluu dcatsy

« maximining the use of stxuctures and minimising appromch £ille
4n aquatio habltats;

¢ uping equalimar pipam in watlund areds

saring to the liwmits of conetruction xather than
¢ tg‘:ﬁ tog: \ny.g partioularly in aguatic habitsts)

TPOTet ‘atormvatey wanagemant £scilities that &sxe
¢ t';::uuogv"ggumd, located, and saintained ovey the life of
the project;
] tfying and prassrving &4 al armam to Taceive olasa-
mctgm gcomwrur faoility wa nlo;unolcl and
4 taapor bank grades to ainiaive Fhﬂ footprint of the
¢ %?.1'1‘.’1: -3::1@ habitats.

vehenaive mitigation package foribabivat compensation
-hwlzutmde m:h mu&no a8 providing in-stream habitat

3’ .

onhanoewant, including deflectors, lovw-water ohannsla, and large
haulders. In sddition, ths current watlands witigation plan could
ba lmproved in tarms of the ovnxwll habitac bunafite. The proposed
highway would dmpact 143 individual wetlands, Tha ecotons betwsen
thase individual wetlands and tha adjacent lande xeprassnta a
siguifioantly larga habitat componant not wel fwgtoxed into the
ourreatly &ropol.d aompensation plans. While ve recognise that
consolidating watlands aocpensation has wany benefite asuch as
sasiexr introduation and muintensnce of the corract amount of
Whm less expensive vonstructiou costs, and easier wetlands
monitoring, we recommend that a balanoa be struck with the habitat
advantages Of saveral gmaller aites. Tha sites ourrzentl
recommendsd for watlands cospansation oan be ajignificantly mxpand
to provide seversl upland inolusions within the wetlands donplex tQ
form & wetlunds mosaic. The habitat valus of this resulting mosaid
of wetlanda and uplands can he meximiwsd through tha use of the
habitat wvaluation prousdure datailed in the sbRIE and . the
application of tha best profussianal judgement of wildlife and
watlands profsasionals,

To eansura the susdess of the design and implementation of sll
these ahort-ters and lang-term mitigation weasures, we regormend
that the epplimant convena a gsexies of  intsrigen aastings
throughout tha remaining planning process. Theas mestings d
address the development of a oemprehaneive hebitat compenaation
package’ for the projeat and indorporation of mitigation faasuras
throughout the devalopment of the datailed plan¢ mn speciftications
of highway design, including tha value engipcoring phase, Meotings
should be held at various completion stages of plane and
spocificatlons (percent acmpletions). Morwover, the highway design
copoultants ahould ba present at tha meatings for the amotions of
hl.qhn¥ fox which they will bo dwveloping the datailed plans and
apeaificationa. In this way, ths feasibility of witigation
recocmendations, suah as speoific sitings and damigne Of stoxmwater
unﬂ::ont facilities, oan be discussed and nettled during the
oRe .

£PA atands ready to continue woxking with the appliomnt in
cowplating the extensive but isportant mitigation wox chat lies
ahiend for this project. Should you have uny questions regarding
these oommantm, our point of aontect is Jobhn Foxren, who can be
rauched at (215) 597-3361.

sxbava Z. D’ 1o, Chief
Wetlands Protaotion @ection
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TOS1PH T. MICHAIL

OF CovnsIL OFFICE 304/0623-0878
THOMAS W, XyrIC

FAX 304/023-1027
THOMAS R. MICHARL

MR 1 s, ﬁ

February 22, 1995
VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
1000 Liberty Avenue
Pittsburgh, PA 15222-4186

Re: Appalachian Corridor H
Section 404 Permit Application

Dear Sir or Madam:

I represent the Corridor H Alternatives (CHA), a non-profit
coalition of citizens and citizens groups with chapters in
northern, central, and eastern West Virginia and virginia, formed
to promote sound transportation planning with respect to the
proposed Appalachian Corridor H. This letter is being submitted

as the formal comment of CHA upon the pending §404 permit
application. :

The alternative with the least impact was not analyzed. The
pending permit application does not' meet the Section 404(b) (1)
Guidelines. 40 CFR §230.10. The Guidelines prohibit a discharge
if there is a practicable alternative which would have a less
adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem. In the present case,
there is such an alternative ¢+ but it was not analyzed in the
Alignment Selection Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. (SDEIS). ‘The nissing alternative is the improvement of
the existing network of roads. Instead of considering this
alternative, the SDEIS proposes two new alignments. Although one
¢f these, the Improved Roadway Alternative, uses existing roads to
some extent, it aleo involves much wholly new construction. It is
a glven that the construction of either of these new alignments
will be more adverse to the environment than would be a project
which improves and upgrades the existing road network.

The report of Dr. Henry B. R. Beale, enclosed, explains in
detail that the improvement of existing roads is a practicable
alternative which was not considered in the SDEIS. He "also
explains that the so-called "Improved Roadway Alternative" does not
in reality consist of improvements to existing roads. (p. 34).
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The stated purpose for the construction of Corridor H is to
serve as a linkage between Interstate 79 and Interstate 81. The
recent action of the Virginia Commonwealth Transportation Board,
which rejected the proposed Corridor H in Virginia, makes this goal

‘ practically unachievable. The corollary purpose has always been

the promotion of economic growth and development in the mountain
region. Certainly, the improvement of the existing network of
roads is a practicable means of achieving economic growth and
should have been considered in the SDEIS.

Furthermore, the action of the State of Virginia has now
created another impact which was not considered in the SDEIS. That
is, the creation of safety and traffic problems in Virginia by the
construction of a four lane highway in West Virginia which
terminates at the Virginia border.

Therefore, the §404 permit cannot be granted because there is
an alternative to the proposed discharge which will have a less
adverse impact on the environment. 40 CFR §230.10(a). The NEPA
documents do not consider the alternatives required by the
Guidelines and must be supplemented before consideration céan be
given to issuing a permit. Id. at (a)(4).

NEPA deficiencies. Furthermore,  the SDEIS is deficient in
terms of NEPA standards. As such the SDEIS cannot be adopted by the
Corps. The Corps could prepare a Supplemental Draft EIS, pursuant
to 33 CFR §230.21, or the Corps could require the applicant to do
the necessary supplementation.

There are serious unanswered questions concerning the impacts
of the proposed permit on streams and wetlands. These include the
questions of acidic drainage, excess waste, the Wardensville
spring, karst terrain, groundwater impacts, stream degradation and
wetlands. Other ares of concern include the issues of mitigation
and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

Acidic drainage. Richard diPretoro, is a geologist with
experience in the prediction of acid mine drainage. His comment
concludes that the proposed alignment will likely cause acidic
drainage. However, the SDEIS gives only brief and conclusory
attention to this  serious environmental problem. As anyone
familiar with the problems of coal mining in this area of Hest
Virginia knows, once acidic drainage is oreated it requires
chemical treatment of the water for generations. )

Mr. diPretoro points out that many of the assumptions and
statements in the SDEIS have no scientific basis, Further, the
SDEIS does not contain the evidence needed to make a rational
analysis of the impact of acidic drainage. specifically, Mr.
diPretoro notes that there is insufficient testing of in stream
water chemistry and no testing of . groundwater chemistry. The
SDEIS does not even contain an acid-base account, which is the
accepted method of predicting acidic drainage. The discussion of
mitigation is clearly inadequate, given the fact that the cost of

long term treatment for generations could be enormous. Cumulative
impacts are not discussed in the SDEIS.

The comment of Rick Webb, Research Scientist, notes the high
probability that acidic drainage will be genarated from borrow and
£il1l areas involving the geologic formation in the proposaed
alignment area. Acidic drainage problems have been caused by other
road construction in these formations.

A further explanation of the inadequacy of the SDEIS on this
subject is contained in the comment of Jim Kotcon, Ph.D., who notes
the historic failure of the West Virginia state agencies to control
acidic drainage caused by highway construction. (Kotcon comment,
Nos. 6-11, 48). .

If acidic seeps are created, each one would be a point source
requiring an NPDES permit and perpetual treatment to meet the
effluent limits of the permit. '

EXcess Waste. As noted in the comment of Pamela C. Merritt
(No. 22) the cost estimates in the Appendix detail 60.3 million
cublc yards of excess waste. It cannot be determined from the
SDEIS how it is proposed to dispose of this waste. If it will be
used to fill streams and wetlands, this impact needs to be
discussed. If any of the excess waste is toxic (i.e., generating
acldic drainage) then it cannot be disposed of in a fill without
extensive, costly treatment to prevent acidic drainage. This is
not recognized or discussed in the SDEIS as a potentially severa
environmental impact.

Wardensville Spring. The authors of the SDEIS were clearly
avare of the necessity to determine the impact of highway
construction on the Wardensville Spring. Unfortunately, the
attempt to obtain evidence about the potential impact failed. The
comment of Eberhard Werner, geologist, notes that the authors of
the SDEIS relied on a dye test which is in fact unreliable. Mr.
Werner explains in detail the further work which must be done to
collect’ the data necessary to form a valid conclusion.

T.E. Shufflebarger, Jr., retired geologist, has commented on
the extnesive linear features which complicate consideration of the
recharge systems in the Wardensville Spring area.

Karst Texrain. Mr. Werner’s comment also points out that the
incorrect definition of "karst" contained in the SDEIS has caused
an understatement of the impact of highway construction in areas of
potential karst terrain. This is a potentially serious error as
demonstrated by the experience with the Bowden Trout Hatchery.

Dr. Kotcon also notes that the assumption in the SDEIS that
ground water impacts would be limited to within 500 feet of
construction is not wvalid in karst terrain. The proposed
mitigation for sinkhole impacts is unproven. The classification of
karst recharge units implies that degradation of groundwater in

SI3 feutd H Jopiuoed
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sparsely populated areas is acceptable. There is no basis for this
assumption in NEPA or the West Virginia Groundwater Protection Act,
West Virginia Code §22-12-1, et geq. which expresses a policy of
protecting the existing quality of groundwater. (Kotcon comment,
Nos. 12, 16, 17). ;

At the Moorefield Public Hearing, Mr. Abe Evans stated that
the SDEIS did not address mitigation for sinkhole impacts near
Greenland Gap. .

A Memorandum from the Virginia Department of Conservation and
Recreation (hereinafter "DCR Memo") also raises concerns about the
impacts on karst waters.

Other’ Groundwater Impaots. Dr. Kotcon’s comment also
discusses other groundwater related flaws in the SDEIS. (Nos., 13,
14,15, 18). Here, as elsewhere in the SDEIS, indirect and
cumulative- impacts are not adequately addressed, if they are
discussed at all.

A comment from Doug R. Veach describes the impact on the
Toombs Hollow Spring. The impact on this spring, and the
feasibility of mitigation, are not discussed in the SDEIS.

Stream Degradation. The comment of Jack Spadaro, Engineer,
points out the failure of the SDEIS to adequately assess the impact
of sedimentation on stream quality. The problems noted by Mr.
Spadaro include inadequate -sedimentation control during
construction, inadequate analysis of the sedimentation from storm
water run off, inadequate assessment of the impacts of landslides,
and a complete failure to adequately discuss the necessary
mitigation efforts needed to control the impact of sedimentation
after construction. .

Dr. Kotcon also comments on the inadequate treatment of
sedimentation impacts., (Nos. 48, 64-66).

The EPA’s National Water Quality Inventory Report to Congress:

(1992) indicates that stormwater runoff from highways is a source
of stream pollution. Yet the SDEIS does not recognize that
treatment of this pollution source will probably be required.
Instead the SDEIS "anticipates" that not quite enough traffic will
use the road to make a measurable impact. However, the probable
high use of de-icers on the higher elevations of the proposed
highway is not factored into the analysis. (p. IXII-465). The mere
statement that such pollution should be minimized does not qualify
as rational analysis of the impact.. '(Secondary and Cumulative
Impacts Technical Report, p. 54). : -

The SDEIS notes that Virginla’s-stormwater regulations will
serve to protect the receiving streams from the adverse effects of
stormwater run-off. Such regulations do not exist in West

Virginia. (Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Technical Report, p.

54) .- Nonetheless, the adverse effects of stormwater run-off on

’
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receiving streams should be mitigated by applying the Virginia
standards in West Virginia.

Although the SDEIS expresses a praference for using bridges to
cross streams as a method of minimizing environmental impacts,
there is no discussion of the effect on streams and aquatic
wildlife during bridge construction.

Pamela €, Merritt comments on the acute sediment loading
problem in Mill Run. The impact of additional sediment on this
stream from the highway should be discussed in the SDEIS. (No.
23). :

Dr. Kotcon notes the lack of detalled discussion of mitigation
for the loss of riparian habitat. (No. 67).

Wetlands. The construction of Corridor H between Weston and
Elkins destroyed wetlands and this destruction has not been
mitigated. fThis failure to mitigater should be addressed in the
SDEIS. . .

As noted by Pamela C. Merritt, the impact on Big Run Bog
Research .Natural Area is not adequately addressed in the SDEIS.
(NO. 23).

Dr. Kotcon notes that the SDEIS fails to recognize Big Run
Bog, Elder SWamp, and Mudhole Bog/Vance’s Cove as Wetlands Special
Areas. (No. 63).

Mitigation. Throughout the SDEIS mitigation measures are
discussed as actions which may be taken. However, the FHWA
regulations provide that necessary mitigation measures are to be
“"incorporated into the action'. 23 CFR §771.105(d). . A
determination of the cost of the mitigation and whether it is a
"reasonable public expenditure" is required. Id. Furthermore,
mitigation measures are to be stated as "commitments in the
environmental documents". 23 CFR §771.109(b). These requirements
have not been met in the SDEIS. The public has not had the
opportunity to comment on the impact of mitigation measures which
will be carried out, or on mitigation which will be deemed too
expensive and therefore not carried out.

Wild and Boenic Rivers Act. As noted in the comment of Pamela
C. Merritt (No. 21) the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act requires
"contimiing consideration® of the eligibility and suitability of
rivers for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic Rivers system in the
planning stages of all development. This requirement applies to
all Federal agencies. 16 USC §1276(d). The SDEIS relies on’'a
preliminary "study" by the MNF to avoid further consideration of
Shavers Fork. Likewise the SDEIS relies on an old study of the
Cacapon by the Department of the Interior to avoid continuing
consideration of that river. To the knowledge of the undersigned,
no study has ever been performed for Cedar Creek {(See DCR Memo) or
the affected segment of the South Branch. In sum, the SDEIS does
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not fulfill the obligation to give continuing consideration to the
eligibility and suitability of these rivers under the Act.
Complete, comprehensive, and up to date studies of all four streams
are required. .

Noed for additional supplementation. of coursa, you should
consider not only to this letter, but also each of the individual
comments enclosed, which have only been summarized herein, and
which are adopted in full by Corridor H Alternatives.

The CEQ regulations provide that the response to comments’

shall be in the Final EIS. 40 CFR §1503.4(a). However, many of
the enclosed comments point out defects in the analysis contained
in the SDEIS. oOther comments raise issues concerning impacts that
were not considered in the SDEIS. Accordingly, it will be
necessary to ‘"supplement, improve or modify" the analyses, and to
collect " additional data to '"make factual corrections". Id.
Specific comments, like those enclosed, must receive a specific
response. Conclusory responses do not suffice. v
Fornell, 807 F.2d 633, 639 (7th cir. 1986).

It is our position that the new information provided by these
comments is significant and relevant, and that the preparation of
a new .Supplemental Draft EIS is required. For example, much work
needs to be done to address the acidic drainage impacts. New dye
testing is necessary in the Wardensville area. The impact of the
rejection of the project by the state of Virginia must be analyzed.
In these circumstances, the regulations require that the SDEIS
"shall be supplemented". 40 CFR §1502.9(c) (1) (41): 23 CFR
§771.130(a) (2). An agency must take a hard look at newly proffered
informatijon. s , 490 US
360, 385 (1989). New information which presents a seriously
different picture of the environmental impacts of the . project
mandates the preparation of a Supplemental Draft EIS.

- 00 efense ue ex, 893 F.2d 58 (4th cir.
1990). . .

Conclusion. The permit cannot ba issued because the 404 (b).

Guidelines have not been followed. The least damaging alternative,
improvement of the existing road network, was not considered.
Further, the analysis of environmental impacts under NEPA is
flawed., Many impacts were not considered at all, such as the
potential for acidic drainage. The analysis of other impacts is
incomplete, lacking in detafl, and unscientific. The SDEIS fails
to detail the mitigation which will be required. The necessary
Wild and Scenic Rivers studies have not been completed. The permit

cannot be issued until these problems ara corrected in another.

Supplemental Draft EIS.
Yours truly,
—
A
,/4ﬂﬁ£ﬁb71¢l§2.l}ﬂﬁ4éaxz4ﬂ

Thomas R. Michael

Xc: West Virginia Division of Environmental Protection

Office of Water Resources
Enclosures:

Henry B.R. Beale {undated)

Resume of Henry ‘B.R. Beale

Richard g§. diPretoro 02/15/95

Resume of Richard S. diPretoro

Rick Webb 03/03/93

Jim Kotcon, - Ph.D.

Pamela C. Merritt 02/19/95

Eberhard Werner {undated)

Resume of Eberhard Werner

Vvirginia Dept. of Conservation and Recreation 01/19/95
Doug R. Veach 01/17/95 ) '
Jack Spadaro 01/28/95

Resume:of Jack Spadaro
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UNITED STATES NATURAL RESOURCES , 75 High Street Rm 301
DEPARTMENTOF CONSERVATION , Morgantown, WV 26505
AGRICULTURE SERVICE

May 18, 1995

Willard C. McCartney

Chief Environmental Technical Services : :
Michael Baker Jr., Inc. ' e
770 Lynnhaven Parkway, Suite 120 .
Virginia Beach, VA 23452 '

Dear Mr. McCartney:

I am writing in response to a letter‘dated April 6, 1995 sent by

Susan Manes-Harrison Concerning a farmland conversion impact . =
:rating for the Appalachian Corridor H: Alignment Selection Final- -
. EIS. ' : '

I and others in NRCS have been in contact with you company since
1991 to provide information and interpretations for implementing
all provisions of the Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1984
{7CFR Part658}. The farmland evaluation activities up to this
time does .constitute completion of the process and compliance
with the Farmland Protection Policy Act. Furthermore, you have
been following my recommendation provided in a letter to Susan
Manes-Harrison, dates October 2, 1991.

With the selection of a proposed corridor, further evaluation of
the farmland conversion impact rating should now Proceed. Please
contact Mr. Roy Pyle, Soil Scientist, Buckhannon, WV at 304-472-
0884 who is our liaison for completing the rating. Roy will
arrange a meeting location, and based upon information provided
by you, complete sections II, IV, and V of the Farmland
Conversion Impact Rating- for Corridor Type Projects.

Sincerely,

Richard D. Heaslip

State Resource Conservationist

c¢c: Roy Pyle, Soil Scientist, NRCS, Buckhannon, Wv

Susan Manes-Harrison, St. Evt. Planner, Michael Baker Inc.
Richmond, va

TheNauaLResoumesConsmﬁonSenico. R
.. Formerly the Sail Canservation Service, NG,
is an agency of the AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER MARY N. CARLSON

United States Oepartment of Agricuiture D-40 an8ns
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[A) - Memorandum

US.Department of
Transportation

Oftfice of e Secreiary
of Tonsporiation

Supplemental Draft EIS, Corridor “H
U.S. 33, Elkins WV to I-81, Strasburg, VAlue JAN 6 1995
FPHWA-WV-EIS-92~ 0%
Donald R. Trilling 6;2 Reply to
Director, Office of Envi — Ann. of
Energy, and Safe ’;::;”;:::>
Bugene W. Cleckley
Chief, Eavironmental Operations '
pivision (HEP-30)

wWe have reviewed the second supplemental draft EIS
(alignment section) for Corridor H through northeastern Wast
Virginia and northwestern Virginia. Overall, the EIS
reflects substantial cooxdination and a concerted effort to
nminimize adverse environmental impacts. We have the
following specific comments:

s eroric RESOULCES

The SDEIS reflects significant work to identify historic
resources; however, most of the Section 106 process has not
peen completed. Similarly, evaluations that may be required
for historic sites under Section 4 (f) are at a very
preliminary stage. Although completion of 106 and 4(f) is
not necessary before issuing & DEIS, it is useful for these
processes to be at a similar stage as those for addressing
other environmental resouzrces.

Vigual Tmpacls

The SDEIS noted that impacts to Ranging Rock and the
Baughman House will be unavoidable. The FEIS should include
a more detailed discussion as to why alternatives to avoid
or mitigate these impacts aze not feasible or prudent.

wildlife Habjirats

The SDEIS notes that a considerable number or percentage of
habitat units will be lost from the Smenandoah River, Back
Creek, and Opegquon Creek watersheds. The FEIS should
include a more specific diecussion as to why these losses
c2nnot be avoided.

~I8n ISP bOR
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Endapgered Specieg

The build alternative largely avoids potential habitat for
the Cheat Mountain Salamander. However, the FEIS should
reflect the final outcome of consultations with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service regarding potential impacts.

We appreciate the oppertunity to comment on this SDEIS.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION It
841 Chestnut Building
Philadelphla, Pennsyivania 19107

SUBJECT: Appalachian Corridor H Mitigation DATE: 6-30-95
- Document vu//
FROM: Susan McDowell, Acting Chief . .
) Environmental Planning and AsNe9sm Section
TO: Bill McCartney, Phd.

Michael Baker Jr., Inc

Ben Hark _
WV Division of Highways

The following represent preliminary comments on the draft
Mitigation document for the Appalachian Corridor H highway
project.

) EPA requests that WV DOH provide a commitment to the '
mitigation sequence of avoidance, minimigzationm, compensation for -
all future design work leading to comstruction. We would request
that the mitigation document clearly state this in the
introduction and reiterate this commitment throughout the
document, as appropriate.

V) Likewise, we recommend that the document state that
commitments made by WV DOH will be included in the Record of
Decision over FHWA’s signature. : -

3) Part I, Section A, goal 4: Please add to end of sentence
"....and provide a means to track the implementation and success
of mitigation activities. :

4) Part I, Section C: To provide clarity for the justification of
4 WV DOH employee as the environmental monitor, a brief E
description of the role of the monitor would be helpful, i.e. the
environmental monitor would have the ability to direct
contractors and shut down the job if standards and commitmentse
are not being met.

5) Part I, Section D: Please indicate that construction
monitoring will occur throughout and downstream of the project
area and will begin prior to the onset of construction.

\Jl corrective action plan should be included which states that
corrective actions should be taken based on both visual '
assessments and monitoring results.



S) Part I, Section E: Please clarify the level of *hands on*
involvement that WV DOH will have. We recommend that WV DOH work
with the affected counties/communities toc address development
issues and/or provide the resources for conservation planning
assistance.

€) Part II, Section B: EPA believes that the approach to
ascertain the extent of mitigation required for stream impacts

' based on linear feet can be substantially improved by. - -
incorporating habitat-based assessment. We would suggest that
enhancement ratios be utilized rather than the 1:1 ratio
described here. The linear foot approach cannot fully mitigate.
for stream impacts in a comprehensive manner. )

7) Part II, Section C: We would request that the document clearly
state that all temporary and permanent stormwater facilities be
specified and reviewed.

Is crown vetch needed in the seed mixture?

Seeding operations should also include staging areas, temporary
. access points and roads. v KR -

' Water quality maintenance activities should be more explicitly

documented by example. For instance, no tracked vehicles should f

be allowed in the stream in the absence of cofferdams.

M) Part II, Section D: We would like to see a commitment that
"clearing will be prohibited beyond the limita of construction.

Temporary and final reclamation should result in 80 ¥ cover. The
50% standard is insufficient and can be increased by mulching the
areas. '

4round level photomonitoring points should be s lemented with
"remotely sensed photographs, as well. consequent y these
photomonitoring points can serve to moniter for other conditions
including changes in water quality (e.g. turbidity,
sedimentation, etc.).

3) Part II, Section E: Areas unsuitable for the placement of

- excess f£ill should include both perennial and intermittent
streams and associated riparian areas, intact/high quality
wildlife habitat including mature hard » in particular mast
producing species,

me recommend rewording of paragraph 1, page 24 to state:
Contractors will submit to WV DOH all areas proposed by
contractors for borrowing and excess excavation disposal for
review and approval. WV DOE will investigate these submittals
for the presence of any areas deemed unacceptable.

,ﬁ;ll some form of monitoring be conducted for the success of

mitigation for the excess excavation and borrow sites?



In general, EPA would like to see documented commitments by Wv
DOR to a) clearly delineate contractor work limits on all design
drawings, b) require that contractors submit plans for
construction offices, parking areas, temporary access roads,
laydown/storage areas, etc. for review and approval prior to
construction.

these ecosystem functions and values. This effort should not be
limited to "unique habitats" (although how *unique® is defined is
-unclear). -

Purchase or otherwise longtérm conservation agreements of land
representing a mosaic of ecosystems/habitat should be given high
priority, especially if these areas are adjacent to already

. existing protected areas. While there has been limited

discussion regarding the Canaan Valley Wildlife Refuge related
lands, these decigions should take into consideration ecological
context and need, as well as, convenience. .

The above represent our preliminary comments regarding the
mitigation document. ag more information becomes available and
commitments are refined, we will be happy to provide with
additional remarks at that time.

Please contact me at 215/587-1196 should you have any questions.



United States Natural Resources

Departuent of Conservation
Agriculture Service

HC 85, Box 301
Industrial Park
Moorefield, wv 26836

Mr. Wm. C. McCartney

Michael Baker Jr., Inc.

770 Lynnhaven Parkway, Suite 120
Virginia Beach, Virginia 23452

Dear Bill:

June 30, 1995

I forwarded the draft Corridor H FEIS Mitigation Document to

' appropriate NRCS staff in West Virginia and have discussed its content -
with Mr. Roger L. Bensey, state conservationist.
intent of the proposed mitigation strategy and the

document as presented.

Edward A. Kesecker
District Conservationisgt

cc: Réensey
SFindley
RHeaslip

We concur with the

contents of the
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HIGHWAYS
VA;DaHZOmei‘ WEST VIRGINIA DIVISION OF
W anoraR 0OBPMET 15 TURE AND HISTORY

" AUG~ 31985
" : ’\".‘ ™o
Norman Roush ROADW! Y :S’,S’;_l, ': Al
Division of Highways W Civian &

Building Five, Room 109
State Capitol Complex

" . charleston, WV 25305

RE: Corridor H FEIS Mitigation Document
Dear Mr. Roush,.

During our recent consultation with your staff regarding the Corrider H
Programmatic Agreement Ben Hark provided my office with a copy of the
§/28/95 draft of the Corridor H FEIS Mitigation Document. There are .
several problems with the references regarding cultural resources.

First, our agency and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation are
not even referenced on page 2. This page states that "DOH has
developed a process that will integrate the natural and cultural
resource agencies into the mitigation development process as the
various design sections move through the design process and into
construction (Figure 1)." If DOH intends to implement this process of
field reviews, it should consult with our office before it commits to
it. '

The description of mitigation commitments on page 2 and the following
figure do not adequately address the steps of the Section 106 review
process. Figure 1 indicates that programmatic agreement review will
occur after final design engineering and prliminary plans. This is too
late. This diagram does not demonstrate how avoidance will be
considered. Consultation with our office must occur immediately after
the Record of Decision before conceptual plans or design engineering
eliminate alternatives. :

Page 6 is equally weak. Two steps of the process are included: .
jdentification and mitigation. It leaves out consultation. The NEPA

. process stresses mitigation and this document reflects that

orientation. The presentation of the Section 106 review needs to be
sensitive to. the differences inherent in the NHPA process.

THE CULTURAL CENTER ¢ 1900 KANAW!E LA BOULEVARD, EAST » CHARLESTON. \‘bEST VIRCINIA 253050300
TELEP] # INE 304-558-0220  FAX 304-558-2779 = TI) 304-558-0220



Page 2
Norman Roush
August 1, 1995

I would encourage you to amend the presentation of this information to

reflect the spirit of the draft programmatic agreament. Thank you for
your cooperation.

S IYD. p * g
n M. Pierce ,
puty State Historic Preservation officer
for Resource Protection '
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United States Dey

NATION/
b
Washingron. 140 auvigersas
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Mr. Dale E. Bender

Divislon Administrator

Rogion 3, West Virginia Division
Fedaral Highway Administration
550 Eagan Straet, Suite 300
Charlaston, Wast Virginia 26301

Daar Mr. Bendor: '

Thank you far your September 2B, 1885, Istter requesting a datermination of oligibility for
the Corricks Ford and Moorstiald Civil War battlefields in Randolph and Hardy countias,
West Virginia. We have carafully raviawed tha materlal Included in your request and In
suppismental information provided by your office, Corridor H Alternatives, and othsr
Interestad partios. A site visit to Weat Virginia was of grest assistance in evaluating the
Integrity of both bawlafialds. ... ., °

We have concluded that tha Corrioks Forg Battlafiald iz aligible for listing In the Nationsl
Register under Criteria A and B, with boundsries as shown on tha enclosed USGS map. In
its Dfficial Records of the War of the Rebelilon, the War Dapartmant identified Rich
Mountain and Corricks Ford as twa of the mast important events of the Campaign in West
Virginia. This campaign ensured Unlon control of western Vi infa and largsly eliminated
the Confedsratae threat to thu:Baltimore and Ohio rallroad. It also piayed a critical role in
slevating George B. McClsllan to the command of what would bacome under his leadership
the Army of ths Potomac. Althoygh the death of Gensral Robsrt S. Garnett cut short his
involvement in the Clvil Waer, his role as overall commander of the Confodorata forces at
the battles of Rich Mountaln and Corricks Ford Is significant enough in the contaxt of the
West Virginla campaign to justify eligibllity under Critarion B for agsociation with him as
wall. At present, thers Is insufficient evidence to support significance of tha sita under
Criterlon D, although tha proposed remote sensing may vield enough informaticn for a later
claim of archaological significanca. ' ' .

Tha boundarlas drawn on the attached map Include Kalars Ford. Tha hlstoricsl racord
indicates that the Union troops wers closaly pursuing Gemett's forces in a running rear-
guard action from the momont they encountered Conledarate pickots around mid-day on
< July 13. Each aide was wall aware of being in the presence of the ensmy. The area

around Kalars Ford and the east slda of Shavers Fork batween Kalars Ford and the town of

' Parsons appsaara to have changed little since the mid-18th Contury. On the other hand, ths
buildings sround ths smail community of Portarwood, tha large modern Kingsford charcoal
plant, and the adjacent berm construction in the river itself have compromised the integrity
of tha waoat side of the vallay. )

The northern boundary of the Corricks Ford sits has been set at the southarn limit of
dovelopment for Parsons, On the east it follows the 1800’ contour ling, which should
includa ths position hald by the 23rd Virginia Infantry and its artiifery. It is highly uniikely
that artiliory could hava been moved to any position higher than that slavation during a
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running retrest, given tha lack of feasible access. In addition, 8 position higher that 1800’
waould not ba conaistant with contemporary accounts of ths battia. On the south, the
boundaries are drawn to include the area at Kalars Ford and that portion of Plaasant Run
that has retained its integrity. Tha western boundary i sot, firat, along tho oast side of the
modern road, which would not have been in existence at the time of the war and whioh
roughly dofinas tha high ground enclosing the velley on that side. At tha community of
;orterwwd. the boundary crossas the river and proceeds slong the east bank north to
Ar3ONs. ,

Wa beliove that the Moorefieid Bottlaflald is aligible for listing in the National Ragister under
Criterion A, The humiliating Confedorate dafest at Moorafield essentlally dastroyed tho
capsbility of MeCausland’s forcos. Bacause of this Jubal Eerly lost any confidence ha may
onca hava had In hia cavalry, snsuring his defeat in the Shenandoah Valley In tha autumn
of 1864 and contributing to the reslaction of Abraham Lincoin in Novambar. Early himssif
dascribod tha battie as having a "very dam:.ﬁ!:g effact upon my cavalry for ths rest of the
campaign.” Wa cannot maks a final doter tion on the battiefield until we receive
additlonal information on the boundariss, however. ’

The Civil War Sites Advisory Commission’s sssessment of Mooraflald Is clearly corract.
Changos to tho vallay landscapa that have occurred since 18684 hdvs, indeed, fragmented
the battleflsld. The area around and to the north of the historic ford over the South Branch
of the Potomac River haz been partlcularly impacted by bridge building, road reslignmant,
and tha construction of residences, bame, and chicken houses dating from tha late 19th
century to ths prasent. In addition, the histarical racord s unclear as to the exact location
of troop movamants and positions. On ths othaer hand, the area around Willow Wall, the
MaNeilf houge that served as Johnson’s headquarters, and Buena Vista, where Glimor
stayad, was tha location of the most dacisiva actlon in the battls and has ratalned » high
degres of intagrity., A boundary that includes both of those resources with thair associatod

-

acreage should be able to convey the significance of the bpu-_e.«’g .

Both Willow Wall and Buana Viata Farm are glready listod in the Naticnal Register, but on
very smail portions of thelr original land holdings. Further rascarch is neaded to detarmine
tha extent of both of thesa properties at ths time of the Civil War. Depanding on ths size
of the two farms and tholr relationship to the battle, it may be appropriate to use the
extent of the farms at ths time of ths war as the basis for establishing boundaries for the
battlefleld. Once appropriate boundaries have bsen established, that information should be
submitted to us to maeks the {inal datarmination of eligibliity.

We appraciate your intarast in the evaluation of these battisfislds.’

Sincorely,

(B} Qoo D Lt

Carol D. Shull .
Kg:rer of tha National Reglster of Histori¢c Places
National Reglster, History and Education

Enclosure

o
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- Cutler and Stanfiald

Susan Pierce, WV SHPO
American Battlefield Protection Program

Bonnla McKaown, Prasidant
Cortidor H Altamatlvos

P. 0.Box 11

Kerons, WV 26278

Stephan G, Smith
114 North Eim Stroat
Moorofield, WV 28036

W. Hunter Lesser
Routs 2 Box 181-A
Elkins, WV 28241

Robert K, Edmiaton
Dirsctor of Real Estate

Assoolation for the Praservation of Clvil War S!tes, ine
306 Chatlotts Straot
Fredericksburg, VA 22401

.South Trimble Lynns, Jr N
‘Kennedy Farm

2408 Cheatnut Grove Road

8harpsburg, MD 21782

Pater Comtois : JE 3¢
298 West Old Cross Road . Sk
New Market, VA 22844 oo

Tetry A. Dsl Bene

P, O. Box 352

Rock Springs, WY 82902
Bill Maliay

700 14th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20005
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
PO, o 37127
Washington, DG, 00181%7
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H32(2280)
APR 5 0%

Mr. Dale E. Bender

Diviglon Administrator

fegion 3, West Virginia Division
Faderat Highway Administration
S 860 Eagan Straet, Sulte 300

Charlgston, Wast Virginia 25301

Daar Mr. Bender:

We have carefully reviewad the matetial you submitted to us with your letter of Februaty 20,

1998, recommending appropriate boundaries for the Mooretield Civil Wer battlefield, in Hardy

County. Waest Virginia. In our Dacember 14 latter t6 you, we requested information on the acreage

assoclated with the Willow Wall and Busna Vista farms In the 1860s. Both of thasa farms have

documented associations with the battle of Moorefield. We hoped that the extent of ths farms at

the time of the war could serve as the basis for establishing boundaries for the battlefleld, Your

7 Istter delineated an area that combined the agricultural land assoclated with the two farms and

‘ concluded that that araa riso appropriately convayed the historical significance of the Moorefisld

battle. We agres that many of the important actlons in the battle took place within the boundarles
you have proposed. There are two areas of activity, however, that lis outside the Willow Wall and
Buena Vista properties. Wa have, therefore, expanded the boungary 1o (nclude those arass. The
ravised boundary is shown on the attached USGS maps.

Tho first added area 1s wast of the old Romney Road and north of the Willow Wall property.
Because the proposed boundary is based on the acreage associatad with Willow Wall, it doe= not
reflact the topography. The 800 foot contour line on the USGS map clearly delineates high ground
to the east of the road. This ridge provides a good view of the approach to Moorefisid from the
northe-tha road Brig. Gen. Willlam Avareil’s traops ware following—and would have been an ideal
location for & pickst Une. The ridge continuas across the road to the west, howavaer, Any picket
fine would have bssn posted on this westward extension as well. Wg have drawn the boundary in
this area to follow the 800 foot contour until it intersects an existing roadway. [t then foltows the
roadway untll it intersects the 900 foot contour line, then follows that line to your proposed
wastern houndary for Willow Wall. :

The sacond ares which naeds to ba added in order for the boundaties 10 accurately roflact the
sighificance of tha battie of Moorsfield lios to the south of the Witlow Wall and Busna Vists
properties. In Brig. Gen. Bradiey Johnson's raport on the battle he defines the axtant of his camp
along the Romney Roed-—-"my outside regiment four miles and a half from Mooretield, my nearest
thres-fourths of 2 mile from General McCausland, who was thres miles from that town® {United
States War Dspartmant, The War of the Rebellion, Official Records of the Union and Confederate
Armieg, Series |, Vol, 43, Part 1, p, ). While the northem portion of Johnson’s camp I8 clearly
included within the propassd boundaries, the southern part is not, The report submitted
immaedistely sfter the battla by General Avarell confirms the Importence aof events occurring in the
southarn portion of Jahnson's camp. Averall reports that he found the “rebel Genarai Bradlay
Johnson's brigade . . . posted in line of battle on both sides of the road, one mile north of the
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South Branch of the Potomasc River® (Offic/al Records, p. 494), According to this account, the '
most declsiva action of the battle, the beginning of the rout that continued with only briof moments
of organized resiatance until tha withdrawal of the scattersd units of McCausland’s end Johnson's
commands Into the mountaing, occurred vary closs to what Johnson Identiflad at the southarn limit
of his camp. This ares je located sbout ane-third of » mile belaw the southern boundary of Willow
Wall, In order to Include that arsa within the boundarias of tha Moorafisid battiefisld, wa have
drawn the boundary along the 800 foot contour line from its intersection with the propossd
westem boundary of the Witlow Wall property south to a point wheve it intersects » fine pursilel to
and aimost exactly 2000 feat south of the proposed southern boundary of Willow Wall, It follows
that fine east ta the west bank of the South Branch of the Potomaa, then turna north to donnect
with the Willow Wall boundary. This revision includes all of Johnson‘s camp and the action
dascribed by Brig. Gen. Aversll, while excluding arass whara ratatlvely recent changes have
sompromised the battiafleld’s integrity.

In your latter of September 25, 1998, you also agked our apinion concerning the historlc
aignificance of the November 27-28, 1664, battlo in the viginity of Moorefisld. We agrae with your
consultant’s raport which concludad that this enpsgement, classified as a skirmish in the Ofticial
Records, was not historically significant. A small recernaissance party from Lt Col, Rufus E,
Fleming's Fifth West Virginia Cavalry was sent across the South Branch of the Potomac to
ascertain the strength of Confaderats forces st Mooratield. Encountering units of Ma]. Gan.
Thomas Rosser's brigade and heavily outnumberad, Fleming’s unit was driven back with relatively
heavy logses. Although this skirmish was followed by the loss of the Union’s New Crook (WV)
supply depot later on the 28th, the outcome of the Moorafield skirmish was a foregone conclusion

in view of the disparity of forces involved and is unfikely to have affected the outcomo of the New
Craek affalr, '

The significance of tha Moorefleld Battiotield is based solely on the battie of August 7, 1864. As
we stated in our letter of December 16, the battletield Is eligibla for listing In the National Renlster
under Criterion A because of the affect of this defeat on the subsegquent course of the Shenandosh
Valley campaign. We have concluded that tho battlefield is also gignificant under Criterion B for its
association with the caresra of Confadarate Generals Bradisy Johnson and John McCausland and
Union Genaral William Averell. Each of these commanders playad kay roles In the decisions that
determined the outcome of this impartant battle. . '

We appreciate your intersst in the evaluation of these battiefields.

2

Carol D. Shull
Kesper of the Nationsl Repister of Historic Places
Nationsl Reglster, History snd Education

Enclosures
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UNITED STATES NATURAL RESOURCES 78 High Street Rm .301

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION
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Marsh Zellhoefer

Ratcliffe Building, Suite 212
1602 Rolling Hills Drive
Richmond, VA 23223

Dear Marsh:

Enclosed is the final Farmland Conversion Impact Rating for
Corridor H.

Part II sub-section 3 is checked as NQ. This is based upon the
Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) amended in 1994 which
states that areas with LESA score of 160 or less are exempted
areas and are not "Farmland”.

Sincerely,

Richard D. Heaslip )
State Resource Conservationist

Enclosure

cc: w/Enclosure
Roy Pyle

The Nawral Resourcas Conservation Service,

Formerly the Scil Censervation Service,

is an agency of tha AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
United States Depantment of Agriculture
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3._Size Ot Pregent Farm Unit Comparad Tc Average

§. Craation Of Nonfarmable Farmiand

A Avilmcfhmmm -
8. On

2. emorcommmmsmsmm

10 With Use

i TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS

' PART VI (To be compieted by Fed=ral Agency)

Relatve Valus Of Farmiand (From Past V)

g1 |8 [a|n]8«|t0)a]8(8]a EE

Towt Cornder Assessment (From Pant Vi above or & looal site
azsegsment )

190

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 ines)
1. Comidor Selected:

Convered by Projecs:

) mmwma—

v w .

; § Reason For Selecton:

| Signature of Person Compiuting Ths ParC

P

TE: mpl for each ith n

ne Alternative Corridor.
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