PROGRAMMATIC SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION
Project 
County 
P.I. No. 
A. 
Applicability

If completed with a CE, add need and purpose and project description here or attach separately. 

A minor amount of land ( 
1. A programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation is applicable to this particular project because:

2. The proposed project is designed to improve the operational characteristics, safety, and physical condition of 
3. The Section 4(f) land is 
4. The amount of land to be used from the 
5. The proposed project would not impair the use of the remaining 
6. The official having jurisdiction over this       owned park is the 


     
,  FORMTEXT 

     
 of  
 FORMTEXT 

     
.   letter of       (see attachment) concurs with the assessment of impacts of the proposed project on, and the proposed mitigation for, the Section 4(f) lands. 

7. No funds under the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, the Federal Aid in Fish Restoration Act (Dingell‑Johnson Act), the Federal Aid in Wildlife Act (Pittman‑Robertson Act), or similar laws were used to purchase the 
B. 
Alternatives

The following alternatives were considered to avoid any use of the 

1.
No-Build (Do Nothing).


2.
Improve the road without using the adjacent 

3.
Build an improved facility on new location without using the 
C. 
Findings

A discussion of the basis for concluding that there are no feasible and prudent alternatives to the use of Section 4(f)land should be included.  The supporting information must demonstrate that “there are unique problems or unusual factors involved in the use of alternatives that avoid these properties or that the cost, social, economic, and environmental impacts, or community disruption resulting from such alternatives reach extraordinary magnitudes.”  This language should appear in the document together with the supporting information.
The following findings were made as a result of the evaluation of avoidance alternatives:

1.
Do Nothing Alternative.  The No Build or Do Nothing Alternative is not feasible and prudent because:  (a) it would not correct existing and projected capacity deficiencies; OR (b) it would not correct existing safety hazards; OR (c) it would not correct existing deteriorated conditions and maintenance problems; and (d) not providing such correction would constitute a cost or community impact of extraordinary magnitude, or would result in truly unusual or unique problems, when compared with the proposed use of the Section 4(f) lands.

2.
Improvement Without Using the Adjacent Section 4(f) Land.  It is not feasible and prudent to avoid the Section 4(f) land by roadway design or transportation system management techniques (e.g., minor alignment shifts, changes in geometric design standards, use of retaining walls and/or other structures, and traffic diversions or other traffic management measures) because implementing such measures would result in:  (a) substantial adverse community impacts to adjacent homes, businesses or other improved properties; OR (b) substantially increased roadway or structure costs; OR (c) unique engineering, traffic, maintenance, or safety problems; OR (d) substantial adverse social, economic, or environmental impacts; OR (e) the project not meeting identified transportation needs; and (f) the impacts, costs, or problems would be truly unusual or unique, or of extraordinary magnitude, when compared with the proposed use of Section 4(f) lands.

3.
Alternatives on New Location.  It is not feasible and prudent to avoid Section 4(f) lands by constructing on new alignment because: (a) the new location would not solve existing transportation, safety, or maintenance problems; OR (b) the new location would result in substantial adverse social, economic, or environmental impacts (including such impacts as extensive severing of productive farmlands, displacement of a substantial number of families or businesses, serious disruption of established travel patterns, substantial damage to wetlands or other sensitive natural areas, or greater impacts to other Section 4(f) lands); OR (c) the new location would substantially increase costs or engineering difficulties (such as an inability to achieve minimum design standards, or to meet the requirements of various permitting agencies such as those involved with navigation, pollution, and the environment); and (d) such problems, impacts, costs, or difficulties would be truly unusual or unique, or of extraordinary magnitude, when compared with the proposed use of Section 4(f) lands.

D. 
Measures to Minimize Harm

     
A discussion of the basis for concluding that the proposed action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the Section 4(f) property.  When there are no feasible and prudent alternatives which avoid the use of Section 4(f) land, the final Section 4(f) evaluation must demonstrate that the preferred alternative is a feasible and prudent alternative with the least harm on the Section 4(f) resources after considering mitigation to the Section 4(f) resources.

Mitigation measures to minimize harm to the 
1.
Replacement of lands used with lands of reasonably equivalent usefulness and location and of at least comparable value.

2.
Replacement of facilities impacted by the project including sidewalks, paths, benches, lights, trees, and other facilities.

3.
Restoration and landscaping of disturbed areas.

4.
Incorporation of design features (e.g., reduction in right‑of‑way width, modifications to the roadway section, retaining walls, curb and gutter sections, and minor alignment shifts); and habitat features (e.g., construction of new, or enhancement of existing, wetlands or other special habitat types) where necessary to reduce or minimize impacts to the Section 4(f) property.

5.
Payment of the fair market value of the land and improvements taken or improvements to the remaining Section 4(f) site equal to the fair market value of the land and improvements taken.

6.
Such additional or alternative mitigation measures as may be determined necessary based on consultation with the officials having jurisdiction over the 
E. 
Coordination

A summary of the appropriate formal coordination with the Headquarters Office of DOI (and/or appropriate agency under that Department) and, as appropriate, the involved offices of USDA and HUD should be included.

Copies of all formal coordination comments and a summary of other relevant Section 4(f) comments received and an analysis and response to any questions raised.  Where new alternatives or modifications to existing alternatives are identified and will not be given further consideration, the basis for dismissing these alternatives should be provided and supported by factual information.  Where Section 6(f) land is involved, the National Park Service’s position on the land transfer should be documented.

Early coordination has been accomplished with 
There are no federal encumbrances existing regarding the Section 4(f) land.
Based upon the above considerations, there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of land from the (identify Section 4(f) property) and the proposed action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the (Section 4(f) property) resulting from such use.
