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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

NORFOLK DISTRICT 
FORT NORFOLK 

803 FRONT STREET 
NORFOLK VA  23510-1011 

       April 24, 2018 

Reply to  
Attention of 

Special Projects Virginia Regulatory Section  
NAO-2007-00380, Martinsville Southern Connector Study  
Federal Project Number: STP-044-2(059) 
State Project Number: 0220-044-052, P101; UPC: 110916 

 
 
 

Mr. Mack Frost 
Environmental Specialist 
Federal Highway Administration, Virginia Division 
400 North 8th Street, Suite 750 
Richmond, Virginia 23219-4825 
  
Dear Mr. Frost: 

This letter is in response to your letter dated March 27, 2018 
soliciting scoping comments for a study you have undertaken to evaluate 
transportation improvements along the U.S. Route 220 corridor between 
the North Carolina state line to the U.S. Route 58 Bypass.  The area for 
study is anticipated to generally encompass a portion of Henry County 
southeast to the City of Martinsville, roughly following Greensboro Road 
(U.S. Route 220) to William F. Stone Highway (U.S. Route 58/U.S. 
Route 220 Bypass).  In accordance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA), an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is being prepared 
with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) as the lead federal agency 
and the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) as the Joint Lead 
Agency to FHWA.   

 
It is likely the project will impact waters and/or wetlands regulated by the 

Norfolk District Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) under Section 10 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 
U.S.C. 1344), and a permit or permits will likely be required.  The Smith River, 
adjacent to the study area, is a Section 10 navigable waterway pursuant to the 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899.  USACE cannot agree to the evaluation of only 
one alternative for the proposed project if wetlands and/or waters of the U.S. are 
expected to be impacted.  USACE recommends the evaluation and study of 
additional alternatives as detailed in the itemized responses below.   

 
USACE will participate as a cooperating agency in the preparation of the EIS 

and as a concurring agency as part of the merged process.  We recommend 
coordination with the Cooperating Agencies of draft sections of the EIS prior to 
publishing the document.  Such coordination will help to minimze future delays or 
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problems that can be addressed earlier in the process.  We wish to participate in 
any interagency meetings and field reviews for this project to the extent possible.   

 
Before you develop and evaluate alternatives, waters and wetlands should 

be identified and mapped, and you should document how impacts to aquatic 
resources are avoided and minimized by the alternatives you identify. We 
request regular coordination with the appropriate state and Federal agencies 
prior to making any decisions regarding the range and elimination of alternatives.  
While USACE recommends a jurisidictional determination, you should consider, 
at a minimum, all available information such as aerial photography, U.S.G.S. 
quad sheets, National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps, and soil mapping of the 
study area, as well as review of aerial photography (including color infrared 
aerials) by a qualified reviewer.  Should FHWA and/or VDOT perform the 
assessment of jurisdictional areas through remote sensing, USACE recommends 
field verification of any areas which FHWA and/or VDOT notes need further 
evaluation. The more accurate the delineation, the better for the purposes of 
alternative analysis and project development that incorporates avoidance and 
minimization of aquatic resources.  USACE understands that due to the purpose 
of improving an existing roadway, alternative options may be constrained.   
However additional alternatives must be developed and examined to include 
options that are in accordance with the Virginia Access Management Regulations 
(24 VAC 30-73).   
 

Our records indicate an older VDOT mitigation site in the vicinity of the 
project, further to the west on Route 58 (VMRC # 90-0699).  We recommend 
coordination with local VDOT district offices to insure identification of any VDOT 
mitigation sites and/or preservation sites within the study area.  Measures to 
avoid and minimize impacts to streams and wetlands, such as bridging and 
alignment shifts, should be incorporated wherever practicable, and the 
environmental document should discuss avoidance and minimization measures 
considered.  Relocation of streams should be avoided as should all impacts to 
any prior mitigation areas.  All stormwater facilities should be located outside of 
jurisdictional areas.    

 
Our regulations require that we consider a full range of public interest factors 

and conduct an alternatives analysis in order to identify the least environmentally 
damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA), which is the only alternative we can 
authorize.  

 
In addition to wetland and waters impacts, we must consider factors such as 

land use (including displacements of homes and businesses), floodplain hazards 
and values, water supply and conservation, water quality, safety, cost, 
economics, threatened and endangered species, historic and cultural resources, 
and environmental justice.   
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Identifying potential compensation for stream and wetland impacts early in 
the process of project development is critical.  Wetland impacts are typically 
compensated at 2:1 for forested, 1:5:1 for scrub/shrub, and 1:1 for emergent.  
Typically, we require stream compensation for unavoidable stream impacts to 
greater than 300 linear feet of stream at a crossing.  However, we also consider 
the cumulative impacts to streams from a given project, and may require 
compensation for shorter lengths of stream if there are many impacts at close 
proximity, or if there are multiple impacts to the same stream and/or its direct 
tributaries.  We encourage natural channel design to the extent practicable for 
streams that must be  relocated.  We utilize the Unified Stream Methodology for 
determining how much stream compensation is required for projects.  The use of 
mitigation bank credits or Virginia Aquatic Resources Trust Fund released credits 
within the watershed are the preferred methods for providing compensation for 
stream and wetland impacts.  This proposed study area encompasses one 
watershed, Upper Dan, HUC 03010103.   

 
The proposed project encompasses both Norfolk District’s boundaries as well 

as the Wilmington District (if any alternatives extend south of the state line).  To 
avoid multiple USACE responses for this project to the extent possible, Norfolk 
District anticipates it will be the lead within USACE. 

 
As part of the Corps of Engineers designation of lead federal agency 

authority, please note the following:   
 
     The proposed project may affect historic and cultural resources.  Many 
projects funded by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) require permits 
from the Corps of Engineers.  These projects are subject to compliance with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. 

 
   According to 36 CFR 800.2(a)(2): 
 

“…If more than one Federal agency is involved in an undertaking, some or 
all [of] the agencies may designate a lead Federal agency, which shall 
identify the appropriate official to serve as the agency official who shall act 
on their behalf, fulfilling their collective responsibilities under section 106. 
Those Federal agencies that do not designate a lead Federal agency 
remain individually responsible for their compliance with this part.” 

 
     Pursuant to the above provision, FHWA is hereby designated as the lead 
federal agency to fulfill the collective Federal responsibilities under Section 106 
for the following undertaking: 

 
Martinsville Southern Connector Study (UPC: 110916) 

 
 The Corps authorizes FHWA to conduct Section 106 coordination on its 
behalf, including all required tribal coordination.  Any Memorandum of Agreement 
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prepared by FHWA under 36 CFR 800.6 should include the following clause in 
the introductory text: 

 

“WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 10 and/or Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act, a Department of the Army permit will likely be required from the 
Corps of Engineers for this project, and the Corps has designated FHWA 
as the lead federal agency to fulfill federal responsibilities under Section 
106; and   

 

In accordance with 50 CFR 401.07, FHWA is also designated as the lead 
Federal agency for consultation with the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
concerning potential effects to Federally-listed threatened and endangered 
species. 

 
We appreciate your consideration including USACE in the early planning 

stages of this study and look forward to working with you.  
 
Should you have any questions, you may contact Ms. Lee Fuerst at 757-

201-7832 or lee.fuerst@usace.army.mil. 

 Sincerely,  
 

 
 
 

 
Kimberly A. Prisco-Baggett, MBA 
Chief, Special Projects Section 

 
 

cc: 
Mr. Michael W. Gray, Virginia Department of Transportation, Salem District 
Ms. Jennifer Salyers, Virginia Department of Transportation 
Mr. Caleb Parks, Virginia Department of Transportation 
Mr. Mark Holma, Virginia Department of Historic Resources 
Ms. Barbara Okorn, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Ms. Alison Whitlock, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Mr. Cody Boggs, Virginia Department of Environmental Quality 
 
   





 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

            

 

Matthew J. Strickler  
Secretary of Natural Resources 
 
Clyde E. Cristman 
Director 

Rochelle Altholz 
Deputy Director of  

Administration and Finance 
 

Russell W. Baxter 
Deputy Director of  

Dam Safety & Floodplain 
Management and Soil & Water 

Conservation 
 

Thomas L. Smith 
Deputy Director of Operations 

                                             

600 East Main Street, 24th Floor  |  Richmond, Virginia 23219  |  804-786-6124 
 

State Parks • Soil and Water Conservation • Outdoor Recreation Planning 
Natural Heritage • Dam Safety and Floodplain Management • Land Conservation 

 











































































































































U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Natural Resources Conservation Service

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency)

1. Name of Project

2. Type of Project

PART II (To be completed by NRCS)

3. Date of Land Evaluation Request

5. Federal Agency Involved

6. County and State

1. Date Request Received by NRCS

YES                NO  

4.
Sheet 1 of

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

2.  Person Completing Form

4.  Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size

7.  Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA

Acres: %

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

6.  Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction

Acres: %

3.  Does the corridor contain prime, unique statewide or local important farmland?

     (If no, the FPPA does not apply - Do not complete additional parts of this form).

5.  Major Crop(s)

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

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

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency)

A.  Total Acres To Be Converted Directly

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

C.  Total Acres In Corridor

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

 A.  Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland

B.  Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland

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

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

PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information Criterion Relative 
value of Farmland to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points)

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c))

1.  Area in Nonurban Use

2.  Perimeter in Nonurban Use

3.  Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed

4.  Protection Provided By State And Local Government

5.  Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average

6.  Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland

Maximum
Points

15

10

20

20

10

25

57.  Availablility Of Farm Support Services

8.  On-Farm Investments

9.  Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services

10.  Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use

20

25

10

160TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100

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

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260

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

5.  Reason For Selection:

Signature of Person Completing this Part:

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

YES                 NO

DATE

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

Martinsville Southern Connector Study

Corridor

6/12/19
1

FHWA

Henry County, VA

6/26/19 M. Louise Jacques

0 148 acres

Corn 171,205 67.8 6,640 47.3

LESA N/A 7/15/19

Corridor A

93

492

9.71
258
0.0
65.1

55

15
10
0
0
10
0
5

0
0

0

40 0 0

55 0 0 0

0

40 0 0 0

95 0 0 0

A preferred Alt. has not 
been selected.



NRCS-CPA-106 (Reverse)

CORRIDOR - TYPE SITE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

            The following criteria are to be used for projects that have a linear  or corridor - type site configuration connecting two distant
points, and crossing several different tracts of land.  These include utility lines, highways, railroads, stream improvements, and flood
control systems.  Federal agencies are to assess the suitability of each corridor - type site or design alternative for protection as farmland
along with the land evaluation information.

           (1)      How much land is in nonurban use within a radius of 1.0 mile from where the project is intended?
More than 90 percent - 15 points 
90 to 20 percent - 14 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

           (2)      How much of the perimeter of the site borders on land in nonurban use?
More than 90 percent - 10 points
90 to 20 percent - 9 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

           (3)      How much of the site has been farmed (managed for a scheduled harvest or timber activity) more than five of the last
10 years?
More than 90 percent - 20 points
90 to 20 percent - 19 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

           (4)      Is the site subject to state or unit of local government policies or programs to protect farmland or covered by private programs 
to protect farmland?
Site is protected - 20 points
Site is not protected - 0 points

           (5)      Is the farm unit(s) containing the site (before the project) as large as the average - size farming unit in the County ?
(Average farm sizes in each county are available from the NRCS field offices in each state.  Data are from the latest available Census of
Agriculture, Acreage or Farm Units in Operation with $1,000 or more in sales.)
As large or larger - 10 points
Below average - deduct 1 point for each 5 percent below the average, down to 0 points if 50 percent or more below average - 9 to 0 points

           (6)      If the site is chosen for the project, how much of the remaining land on the farm will become non-farmable because of 
interference with land patterns?
Acreage equal to more than 25 percent of acres directly converted by the project - 25 points
Acreage equal to between 25 and 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 1 to 24 point(s)
Acreage equal to less than 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 0 points

           (7)      Does the site have available adequate supply of farm support services and markets, i.e., farm suppliers, equipment dealers, 
processing and storage facilities and farmer's markets?
All required services are available - 5 points
Some required services are available - 4 to 1 point(s)
No required services are available - 0 points

           (8)      Does the site have substantial and well-maintained on-farm investments such as barns, other storage building, fruit trees
and vines, field terraces, drainage, irrigation, waterways, or other soil and water conservation measures?
High amount of on-farm investment - 20 points
Moderate amount of on-farm investment - 19 to 1 point(s)
No on-farm investment - 0 points

           (9)      Would the project at this site, by converting farmland to nonagricultural use, reduce the demand for farm support
services so as to jeopardize the continued existence of these support services and thus, the viability of the farms remaining in the area?
Substantial reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 25 points
Some reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 1 to 24 point(s)
No significant reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 0 points

         (10)      Is the kind and intensity of the proposed use of the site sufficiently incompatible with agriculture that it is likely to
contribute to the eventual conversion of surrounding farmland to nonagricultural use?
Proposed project is incompatible to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 10 points
Proposed project is tolerable to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 9 to 1 point(s)
Proposed project is fully compatible with existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 0 points
 


















