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PREFACE

This report has been prepared for the Virgittia Departntent of
Transportation as supporting infornation for the Draft and Fjnal Environmental
Inpact Statements (D.E.I.S. ancl F.E.I.S.) for the Il.S. Route 29 Corridor Study
project in the City of Charlottesville and Albemarle Count-y, Virginia.

The study consists of an exaninat-jon of trine (9) al.terrtatives for a
corridor selection within which to construct a linrited access highway facility
to provide sufficient traffic capacity to address problems now existing jn the
area and traffic volunes anticipated to the year 2010. Tbe strrdy area
encompasses approximately 63 square miles of Albenrar.le County, and extends fronr
a point of 0.25 miles south of the junction of U.S, Rorrte 29 anrl ttre South Fork
of the Rivanna River in the north, to U.S. Interstate Route 64 irr the sorrth.

This report is one of a series of technical reports which provides
detailed supporting documentatjon for the sumnary discussions presented in the
Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements. Technical report sections for
the project's Natural Ilnvironmental AnaJysis have been prepared for each of the
fol lowing areas:

- Aquatic Resources and Water Qua)ity
- Aquatic Ecology
* Wetlands
- Groundwater and Surface Hydrology
- Floodplains
- Terrestrial Ecology
- Geology and SoiIs
- Agricultural Resources
- Forest Resources

Copies of this report and associat.ed project plans and infornation are
available for the public's revjew during offjce horrr-s at the Virginia
Department of Transportation Of f ir;es at 1401 East Rroacl Street, Rj.chnoncl ,

Virginia.
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SUMM.ARY

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Route 29 Corrjdor St-udy was clesigned to identify and evalrrate
transportation alternatives for the improvenent. of traffic contlitjons witlrjn
the existing Route 29 transportation corridor'. This study was undertaken to
define environmental consequences of road construr:tion within the study area.
Effects on agricultural and forestal resorlrces are consiclered on a collnty- and
corridor-wide scale. Specific inpacls on farnr and forest operations are
presented for each corrjdor. The fal'm :'nrpacl' r'eview is linrited until the
tl .S.D..A. Soil Conservation Selvice has completed preparation of the Farnr
Evaluation Form (Form AD-1006) for Albenrarle Corrnty.

2.O STUDY METHODS

An extensive literature search was conductecl to Assess inpacts on
existing conditions in ttre sturly Area. The Departnrent of Planning and
Conmunity Development provided much of the data to include tax and zone naps,
agricultural and forestal district nraps, and lanrl rrse nlaps. Ttre U.S.D.A. So j l
Conservation Service proviclecl so j l inf ornrat ion f or t he County. The Albenrarle
County Comprehensive Pl an provided much of tlre lristor j r:al tlat.a as wel l as
insight into the f rrtule plans of the Corrrrty.

To assess agricultural l:esources within the cortnty, Iand use naps, aerial
photographs, resource literature ancl field visits were utilized to evalttate tlre
inpacted zones. Data on specific farn ollerations and the econonric inpact for'
each farm is not available unti] the Farm Evaluatiorr Forn (Fornr AD-1006) is
completed. Without the Form AD-1006, agricuJ.tural land use reviews were
restricted to parcels 100 acres or greater-, as shown by Courtty land nse naps,

To assess forestal resollrces within the county and each specific
corridor, land use maps, aerial photographs, resource I iterature anrl field
visits were utitized to evaluate the jmpactecl areas.

3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Albenarle County has approximately 43% of the total county acreage
occupled by farns while prime farmlanrl soj I s occupy 22"a af the cottnty area.
The major activity on the farns is cattle prodrrction wjth horse, sheep, hog,
poultry, vineyards, orchards and ornamental agriculture pJaying a vita} role in
the farrn industry. Field crofrs include hay, corn, soybean, barley and wheat.
Hay production is probably the most jnportant of these, as it is related to the
cattle and horse industries.
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The employnent trend in the agricultural services sector is atrti.cipaled

to increase employment at an average rate of 1.59;. Farm enployment, however,
is projected to decline at an average annuAl rate of .49o. Rr:sidential
development in rural areas has averaged better tban 5096 61 total corrnty
residential growth since 1984, rising to 65% in 19B?.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Servjce classifierl 5B% of the
County's acreage as timberland capable of producing 20 cubic feet of industrial
wood per acre per year. The majority of the acreage is second growth
hardwoods, Virginia pine ancl Loblolly pine. overall, the timber industry in
Albemarle County is growing nore timher volrrne than is bejng harvesteti
annually. This trend is expected to continue in the future

Employnent by the forestry sector is expecte<l to increase at an average
annual rate of 1.5%. The logging actjvities have an anticipaterl employnent
growth af 2% annually. The enrploynent rates are anticipated to increase
despite the annual loss of timllerland to other lancl uses. Between 19?6 anri
1986, about 23,000 acres were taken out of forestland use and developed into
other land uses.

Agricultural and Forestal Districts in the Count.y attempt to preserve
areas of agricultural and forestal land. These tlistr:icts are snbject to
provisions encouraging farning, forestr.y, and conservation.

4.0. IMPACTS

Impacts related to construction and operation of highways will result in
short- and long-term impacts upon the agricrrltural and forestal resources.
Short-tern inpacts are generally associated with construction and usualJy cease
or decrease immensely after construction. The nrost important of these result
from erosion, which can be linrited by appropriate erosion control neasures.
The long-term impacts include the loss of prinre farmland sites, the impact on
the number of farns and forest stands in operation, and the annual econonic
loss which would result fronr the loss of prodrrctive' lands.

Agricultural and Forestal Districts will be inrpacted by five alignnents,
10, 11, 12,11N-12S, and 12N*11S. Table 4.1, Larrd Use Impacts Along Proposed
Alignnents (Acres), lists the inrpacts created on the agricultural and forestal
land use areas, the agricultural and forestal djstricts and the llrime farmland
soils. In reviewing the table, it- nust be renembered that the length of each
alignment nust be considered when comparing impacts. Inpacts tend to be
greater along the longer roadways, particularly in the case of prime farnlancl
soil inpacts. Alignment 12 impacts upon the nost agricultural land acreage,
agricultural and forestal district acreage, and prime farnland soil acreitge.
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AGRICULTI]RAL AND PRIME FARM_

FORESTAI, D I STR I C'T I,ANTJ SO I I,S

TABLE 4.1
IAND USE IMPACTS ALONG PROPOSED ALIGNMENTS (ACRES)

AI,IGNMENT

6

6B

7

a

I

10

11

12

l1N - 12S

12N - 11S

X AGRICULTURAI,
LAND I]SE

27 .9

47 .6

11 .9

0.0

0.0

31.?

100.1

133.9

118.0

116.0

* FORESTAL
I,ANN I'SE

18.8

16.8

7.9

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

l3. it

116.3

174.2

159.0

13] . 5

89.li

?8.1

78.2

*r:

i<*

48.7

101 . ?

157 .6

110.?

747.1

*

**c

Excludes Agricultural

Current right-of-way
upon prime farnlands

and Forestal Djstrict acreage

and rlevelopment pr:eclude the creation of new inrpacts
soil fonnd a)ong exjstjng Route 29
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Tlre construction of a roadway through a foresterl area affects tlre soj l ,

hydrology, wildlife habitat, and econonric potential for forest products. Sojl
erosion nay occur if adequate neasures are not taken to protect the exposerl
land. Water tables and stream flow can be affected hy compact-ion atrd
unintentional channelling and changes to the topography. The renoval of
wildlife habitat is unavoidable in such project-s, lrowever, right-of-ways nay
enhance the terrain for nore wildlife species through the creation of a greater
variety of habitat types.

The loss of forestal land use is
acres, while Alignments 68 and 7 have a
respectively. The remajning a1 ignments
use areas.

5.0 UTTIGATTON

The loss of productive land can
tillable and forested land, not needed
available for the production of agricul

greatest along Alignment 6, at 18.8
projecterl Ioss of 16. B and ?.9 ar:res,
do not impact designatecl forestal lanrl

be reduced by nraking all renaining
for the highway or artxiliary uses,
turaI anrl forest products.

Design refinenents will continrre in an attenpt to further reduce tlie
extent to which a farm or forest operation is impacted. Where a bisection js
unavoidable, reasonable access to eaclr portion wjll he assured or the State
will help facilitate land exchanges where reasonable access is not possibJe.

Advance relocation of impacted on farn invesl-nents will lle provided to
maintain contlnuity of farn operations. Continued cletailed discussions with
affected farners and forestland owners will be maintained throughout the desig;n
and construction periods.

The loss of wildlife habitat may be counter-balanced by the creation of
a greater variety of habitats in the right-of-ways and the novement of nore
wildlife species into the area.
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1.0 INTRODI]CTION

The objective of the Route 29 Corridor Study is to identify and
evaluate a wide range of transportation alternatives for the improvement-
of traffic conditions within the Route 29 transportation corridor in the
City of Charlottesville and Albemarle County. Based upon technical
evaluation, the Project Study Tean made reconmendations of which specific
alternatives shcluld be carried through to the Draft Environnental Inrpact
Statement (DEIS).

Initially, nore than four hundred possible conbinat.jons of alignment
alternatives were suggested. These included all alignnent.s proposecl from
previous studies, possible new routes identjfieci flom topoglapl:ic nraps,
and suggestions fron citizens and public agencies. Through succeeding
stages of analysis, many of the roatlway segnlents and potential
alternatives were eliminated. The remaining alignnrerrts have heen t.he
subject of equal examination to provide addjtjonal technical data to the
Study Team.

The area is clraracterized by farmland, forest, ancl wetlancls wjth
concentrations of residential , comnercial, industrjal, and pulllic service
uses in and around Charlottesvjlle and Albemarle County. The largest
conmunity and the nain urban area within the study ar.ea is
Charlottesville. It. is also the most diverse of the cornnrunities in tlre
st.udy area with signi f icant resitlential , conmer.cial , industr.ial , anrl
institutional development. The 1985 population of Albemarle County,
60,200, reflects an average annual growth rate of 1 69;. Continuerl growth
at this rate will double the population in approxinrat-ely 42 yssps. Areas
surrounding Charlottesville tend to be devoted to farming activities.
However, increased development has createcl a decrease jn agricultrrral
land use. The Conprehensive Plan Review, Background Information,
prepared by the Albenarle County Planning Commission, 19B6, reports that
209,602 acres ot 44% of the Count.y's 4?4,0O0 acres are carried under the
land use program for forestry. The sane docunent reports 201,409 acres
or 43% of the total County acreage as occupierl by farnrs.
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2.0 STUDY AREA AND METIIOTJS

2.7 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

The potential effects of the proposed highway alignments range fronr
site-specific effects on existing agricult.ural operations and resources,
to the cumulative effects on the countywide agricultural industry. Due
to the broad range of the potential effects, the entire Count-y of
Albenarle is of major concern, the area of major focus being bounded by
Interstate 64 to the south, the Southwest Mountair)s to the east, the
North Fork Rivanna River to the north. and State Route 601 to the west
(F igure 2.1 ) .

The agricultural resources of the st.udy area are heing evtrluatetl
according to the provisions of the Farmland Protection Policy Act. Tlrr:
SoiI Conservation Service is responsible for irssessing t.he potential
inpacts to prime agrlcultural lands tlrrough their completion of the
Farmland Evaluation Form (Form AD-1006) f or AlLrenrarle Crrunty. The
U.S.D.A.ts Land Evaluation and Site Assessnent (LESA) System evalual"es
not only the quality of the soils affect.ed by the project. (Land
Evaluation), but also considers site-specific fact.ors which affect the
productivity of individual farn operations (Sjte Assessnent).

Aerial photographs, topographic nraps, li teriltrlrL. sorlroes, and site
visjts were utilized in describing the gellel'al itrtlas imlract-erl , pencling
conpJ.etion of Forns AD--1006 by t.lre Sojl Cr.rnservation Service.

2.2 FOREST RESOURCES

The potential effects of the proposed aligrrnrents on the forest
resources are nininal as compared to the ent.ile county's forest assets.
Within the borders of the study area, the only forestal land use areas
impacted by the proposed alignnents are located east of State Route 29.

The Albemarle County Planning and Comnunity Development 0ffice
provided the land use naps fron which forestal areas were obt.ained.
Topographic maps, aerial photographs, literature sources and site visits
were utllized in describing the general areas impacted. The U.S.D.A.
Forest Services Resources Bulletin SE-84 provided ttre forest resource
statistics provided in Section 3.0, Existing Condjtions.

l
I
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3,0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

3.1 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES PROFILE

3.1.1 Farm Soils

Soils are classified according to their suitability for nost kinds of
field crops. Capability classes are designated by Roman nunerals I through
VIII, which indicate progressively greater limjtations for cult-ivatjon. Only
classes I through III are suitable for cultivation. However, suitability fot'
pasture and hay crops is also important in Albemarle County. Class IV soils
are noderately well suited for these uses. Class VI soils are nroderately well
suited for pasture and nay be suitable for hay crops. Table 3.1 lists the soi'l
capability classes of Alhemarle Count-y. Table 3.2 lists the land use acreage
summary by soiI class.

Table 3.3, Soil Association Distribution anrl Suitatrility, lists tlre eiglrt
soil associations found in Albemarle County. Three soil associat-iotrs are
located withln the study area: the Bracldock-Thurmont-Unison, the
Hayesville-Ashe-Chester, and the Elioak-Hazel-Glenelg. This table lists the
suitability of each soil associat.ion with regard to cuJtivatiolt, pastttre, and
woodl and productivity.

3.1,2 Nature of Farn Oneratious

In 1982 , the tl . S. Censrrs of Agricrrl ture leported 829 f arms in Albenrarl e

Corrnty. These farms occupierl 201 ,409 acres, or 4419.; of tlre total cottnty
acreage. The major activity on the farns is cattle production. Otlter
industries include horse, sheep, hog, poultry, vineyards, orchards, ancl
ornanental agriculture (landscape installations, irrjgation, nurseries,
greenhouses, and tree maintenance) .

The State Code defines important farnlantl as Iand that has historically
produced or is producing agricultural or forestal proclucts and is soil
classified as Class I, II, III or IV; or consists of:

Prime farmlands are lands that lrave the best combinat.ion of
physical characterj.stics for the production of food, feed, fiber,
forage, oilseed, and other agricultural crops with minimum inputs
of fuel, fertilizer, pesticides, lalror, and without intolerable
soil erosion. Prirne farnlands also include land that possesses the
above characteristics but is currently being ttsed to produce
livestock or tinber. It does not include land already in, or
committed to, urban development or water storage.

Ilnique farmlands other than prime farmlands and are used for
production of specific high-value food and fiber crops. They have
the special combination of soiI quality, location, growing season,
and noisture supply needed to economically produce sustained high
quality or high yields of specific crops when treated and managed

according to acceptable farming methods. Exanples of such crops
include citrus, tree nuts, olives, cranberries, fruits including
grapes and apples, and vegetables

I 3-1
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TABLE 3.1
SOIL CAPABILITY CLASSES

ALBEMARLE COUNTY

Well suited to cultivation,
pasture and hay crops

Moderately weII sttited to
cultivation; wel l suj ted
to past-ure and hay crops

Poorly suited to cultivat.ion;
noderately well suited
to pasture and hay crops

Unsuitable for cultivation;
moderately well suited to
pasture; nay be moderately
well suited or unsuitable
for hay crops

Unsuitable for cultivation antl
hay crops; poorly suited
for pasture

Pits
Udorthents (cut & filf)
Urban Land
Water

TOTAL

Class I
Class I I

Class TII

Class IV
Class V

Class VI

Class VI I
Class VIII

ACREAGE

3tt0
107,870

69,860

o':1lo

B9 ,500

"1:l*n

250
l. ,51-10

660
2,520

.174 ,000 AC

% OF TOTAI,
COUNTY ACREAGN

0.07
22.76

'J4.74

14 .23

18.88

28.27

0.01i
0.33
n 1,1

0.53

I 00.00

I
I
I
I
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TABLE 3.2
LAND USE ACREAGE ST]IITM.ARY BY SOIL CLASS

SOII,
OI.ASS AGRICULTURE HORTICULTURE FOREST

OPEN

SPACE TOTAT TOTAI,

I
l
I
I
I
I
l
I
I
I
I
t
I
l
I
I
t

I

II

IIi

IV

It

VI

VII

VIII

TOTAL

Scrlrrce:

277.208

3?,369 .570

29,735.852

20,405.720

261 . ?61

13,086.220

7 ,959.384

77 .237

1 09 ,096.952

1 .000

422.OO7

447 .794

369.846

0 .000

376 .964

305,06B

0.000

7 ,922.679

72,731.336

30,500.355

106,364.3?8

6. 800

209 ,602 . B69

0 .000

2 .463

0. 352

4.222

0 .000

1.?58

0.000

0. 000

B. ?95

?3,003 . 544

68, 284 .395r

136,548.3?6

20, 786.588

261 .761

13,464 .942

8,264.41t2

17 .2g'.7

320, 631 . 295

22.B

27.3

42.6

6.lr

0.1

4.2

2.6

0

100.0

AlbemarIe County Department
1986.

of Finance, Real Estate Djvision, August

i

I
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TABLE 3.3
ALBEMARLE COUNTY _ SOIL ASSOCIATION DISTRIBUTION AND SUITABITITV

SOIL ASSOCIATION ACRIlS

O4 WOODLAND

TOTAT, PRODI]CTIVITY CULTIVATION PASTI]RE

t
l
t
I
l
t
l
I
I
I
I
I
I
l
I
I
l
I
I

52,140 11

3. Braddock-Thurnont- 37,920
Un i son

4 . Hayesville-Ashe- 99,540 21
Ches te r

1. Myersville-
Catoctin-Lew

2. Parker-Chester-
Porters

l-). El ioak-Hazel-
Glenelg

6. Rabun-Myersvj lle
Catoct i n

7. Manteo-Nason-
Tatum

28,440 6 Mod. to High

Mod. I{igh to
High

B Mod. lligh to
High

Not Suited

Not Suited

Wel I Suited to
Mod. Well
Su i ted

ItreI I Sni ted to
Morl. Well
Srri tecl

Well Suited t.o
Mod. We l l
Su i t.ed

Wel l Suited to
Mod. Well
Sui ted

Most - poorly
or not sui tecl .

Some.-Mod. Wel I
to Well Suited

Morl. Well Suited
to Well Suited

Mod. WeIl s

Mod. hlell s
to Poorly
Su i ted

Well e
Sui ted

Well e
Sui ted

We] I e
Sui ted

Well e
Sui ted

I{od. Well e
to Wel I
Srt i terl

Wel ] e
Su i ted

?1,100 15

B0,580 17

B. Totier*Klinesvi lle- 23,700
Rapidan

B0,580 77

Mod . lli gh to
lligh

Mod. to lligh

Itlod. to Very
Hi gh

Mod. to Mod.
lli gh

5 ltlod. to Hi gh

TOTAL 474,000 100

NOTES: 279,660 ACRES (59%) of Albemarle County is woodecl
312,840 ACRES (66%) of Albenarle Corrnt.y is well suited for cultivation

Key to Limitations:

a = acidity P = noclerateJy permeable subsoiJ
d = depth to bedrock r = rock fragments
e=erosion s=slope
f=fertility h=shrink/swell

Sortrce: Soil Survey of Albenarle County, Virginiq. U.S. Departnent of Agriculture,
Soil Conservation Service, 1985.
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Farnland, other than prime or unique farnlands, that is of
statewide or local inportance for the procluction of food, feerl,
fiber, forage, or oilseed crops.

Piime farmlands can be identified through the use of the Soil
Conservation Service survey. About 103,530 acres or 22% of the soils in
Albemarle are prime agricultural soils, as defined by the U.S. Departnent of
Agriculture. This includes all Class I and II sojls not llmited by wetness.
Unique farnlands, or farmlands of local inportance have not been identifjerl
wjthin the county.

The 1982 U.S. Censns of Agriculture classified 201,409 acres or 43% of
the total county acreage as "land in farns." This percentage had fallen only
slightly since 7974, when the "lancl in farnrs" equalled 45% of the total
acreage. Tbe number of farns in the county has increased since 19'74, as shown
in Table 3.4, Land in Farms and Value of Agricultural Products Sold in
Albemarle County. Thougir these combined statistics would indicate a smaller
farn size, the average farn size in Albemarle County is about 35% larger than
the state average. The value of farn property (land and buildings) is alnost
twice the state average. These statistics inclicate that the "average" farrner
in Albenrarle County nay not be wholly dependent on market forces of the
agricultural economy to naintajn financial stability.

The najor activity on the 620 farnrs j.s cattle production. The 1982
Census showed 38,500 head of cattle in Albemarle, with only about 1,800 nrilk
cows included in this total. Albenarle's beef cattle industry is recog;r.izerl
nat-ionally, with nore heef catt"le seed stock producers than any other count.y ilr
Vi rginia.

Equally recognized on a national level is the Albenrarle horse irrdustry.
A Virginia Horse Inventory, whj.ch rrras prepared for the Virginja l{orse Council
by the VPI Cooperative Extension Service during 19?9-81, shows over 3,100
horses in Albemarle, with a total investnent in land, lluildings and animals
exceedjng $24 nillion. That survey also showecl that the Albenrnrle horse
industry grossed over $8.6 nrjllion annrrally, r'anl<ing second amonfT Virginia
counties. According to the Albenarle Extensiorr Agent, Albenarle has 35
llreeding farms, 30 boarding farns, 20 stud farnrs, and five training stab)es.
Support industries include feed dealers, tack stores, horse transportation, and
veterinarians.

Hog and poultry farrning are minor County activities. There are two hog
farns with 20-40 sows each, and one purebred breeder. The poult-ry industry has
been reduced to one flock of 35,000 laying hens. Two poultry farm operations
have closed due to renoteness fronr the industry in the rest of Virginia.

Sheep farrning, by contrAst, shows growth potential. In 1982 there were
29 farns raising over 1,200 sheep for lanbs and wool production. Thirty-t-hree
percent of county producers inclicated, in a 1986 Extension Service survey,
plans to expand within five years.
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LAND IN

# Farms
Land in Farms (acr:es)
Average Farn Size

Al benrar I e
Index (State = 1O0)

Value of l.and and Buildings
Average per Farm (g)
Al bemarl e

Index (State = 100)
Average per Acre ($)
Albemarle
Index (State = 100)

AGRTCULTURAL PRoDUCTS SOLD ($)
C rops
Livestock, poultry,

and their products
TOTAI,
Average Per Farm ($)

Al benarle
Index (State = 100)

TABLE 3.4
FARMS AND VALUE OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS

ALBEMARLE COUNTY

797 4

750
213,398

285
155

203 ,384
199

'ilc

728

2 ,982 , 000

? ,394 ,000
11.,?54,000

15,672
B6

1 9?8

?51
208,476

278
747

299 ,469
774

1,066
118

3,141 ,000

15,0i]2,000
18,1?3,000

24,231
96

1 982

829
201 ,409

243
134

406 ,856
198

1 ,4ll8
130

4,?19,000

I 7, 183,000
21 ,902 ,000

26 ,42O
B5

t
I
t
l
I
I
I
t

NOTE; A farm is defined by the Census Burearr as "any place from whjch
$1,000 or more of agricultural produr:ts were sold, or nornrally
would have been solcl , drtring the census yeerr.. "

Sortrce: Rureau of tlre Census, -Censrrs of AgricrrItrr-re, 19?B anrt 1982.

t
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Vineyards and orchards are significant agricultural enterprises in the
county. Fruit has the highest market value of county crops sold according to
the 1982 Census. The Agricultural Stabjlization and Conservation Service
(ASCS) ln 1987 showed 1,500 acres in apples and 300 acres in peaches in
Albemarle. Albenarle County is second in the state in number of peach trees.*
Grape production is oriented to wine making with about 200 acres in
production. Albemarle has four vineyards open to the public,

Hay is an important crop which is related to the cattle and horse
industries. In 1987, the ASCS r:eported 29,943 acres in hay, 2,600 acres ln
corn (grain), 2,4OO acres in corn (silage), 500 acres in soybeans, 400 acres in
barley, and 200 acres in wheat.

Ornamental agriculture
urbanization of the area. Si
design, irrlgation, landscape
greenhouses, tree maintenance

has also increased in importance with the
xty local businesses are involved in landscape
installations and maintenance, nurseries,
and turf establishment and maintenarlce.

Larger hone lots have led to increased levels of home horticultural
activities. Most productjon is oriented to honre food consumption, although
some production provides supplemental incorne.

3.1.3 Nature of Farm Support Infrastrrrr:ture

An extensive networl< of support facilities exists in Albenarle Count-y
wlti ch provides vital set-vices to ttre agricultural. community. Processi.ng
plants, materials and equipnent suppliers, and storage facilities are anrong the
elements of ttris network. The relationship between the support facllities and
the farmers is crucjal. The farmers are dependent, on these facilitjes to
provide necessary services while the facil.ities operators are dependent on the
continuing level of productivity fronr the farmers to support the investments
nade in the support facilities.

3.1.4. Trends

Farm employment is projected to rtecline at an average annual rate of
.4*,, as recorded in the Alhemarle County Conrprelrensive Plan, 1988-2010 Draft.
This represents a slower rate of decline than is generally projected for farnr
enrployment in the County. The agricultural. services sector, which inclrrdes
livestock and horse breeders and veterinary services, is anticipated to
increase enployment at an average rate of 1.5%. Analysis of residential growtlr
indicates that current County efforts to preserve agricultural and forestal
lands, primarily through resl.rictions on rural development, are insufficient.
Residential development in rural areas has averaged better than 50% of total
County residential growth since 1984, risi.ng to 65% in 198?. Residential
developnent in rural areas often conflicts with agricultural or forestal uses
and has an adverse impact on the continuance of agriculture or forestry in an
area.

19B2 Virginia Apple and Peach Tree Survey
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3,2 ECONOMIC PROFILE

3.2.7 Characteristics of the Agricultural Econony in Albenarle
County

Albemarle County is anong the top 2O% of counties in Virginia in the
r,'alue of agricultural product-s sold. Total value of these sales exceeded $20
nrillion in 1982, including $17 million in livestock and livestock products and
$4.? million in crops (Table 3.4, Land in Farms and Value of Agricultural
Products Sold). Agriculture, as well as forestry, also provide related
tlenefits such as: 1.) protection of water supply watersheds; 2.) preservation
of the natural and historic landscape ancl open space; ancl 3.) less cost.ly
service delivery needs than would be required by scattered residential
subdivision developnent in the vast mral areas.

As of Septenber 1985, enrployment by tlre agrictrltrtre, fot'estry atrd
fishing lndustries comprised 616 persons crr 2.3% of the work force in Albenarle
Corrnty, according to the Virginia Employment Commission, Covered Employme.-nt. and
Wages in Virginia by 2-Digit SIC Industry, Annual Repolt. This report also
lists the agriculture sector as paying the lowest wages of all emloyment
sectors, The projected enployment growth rate for the farnt sector is actually
a decline at an average annual rate of .4%. The agricultural servjces sectot',
which includes veterinary services and livestock and horse breeders, has a

projected annual employment growth rate of 1.59d. The enrployment projections
are derived from the 19B4 Tayloe Mrrrphy Institute economic base analysis of the
Chal'lottesville-Albemarle County economy.

3.2.2 Economic Linkages With Other Sectors

Tn Albenarle County, agricultural resources have st-rong linkages to
other industries in the economy ancl are major contributors to the local
economy. Beef cattle, horse breeding, vineyards, and orcharrls are all vialtle
and nationally or regionally recognizerl county jndustries. Faragraph 3.1.2.,
Nature of Farm Operations, discussed the.livestock and crop jndustries itt more
clet-ai ].

Agriculture has tradit-ionally contributed to the quality of life in
Albemarle County and has aJ.so provided the rural character and scenic rluality
which distinguishes this county by preserving the natural lanclscape and open
space. Most of the county's agricultrrral lands are used as grassland, eitlter
for hay production or pasture. 0f the remaining 3-5% of farmland that is
crrlt.ivated, only 1% is lor:ated in a water supply watr:rslrecl .

Literature has citecl the positive effects that agriculture has on the
external local economy. It nust also be recognized that- agricultural
activities can be adversely affected, clirecl.ly ol jndirectly, byt1.) vandalism
of crops and equjpment and the harassment or tlestruction of livestock by
persons or pets;2.) the attempts of new residents to regulate routine farnt
activities through nuisance suits (sprayjng of pesticides and herbicides;
spreading of lime ancl manure; graz)ng livestock near residences; operating
nachinery at odd hours); and 3.) higher lanrl prices wltich make it difficult for
existing farmers to expand and new farners to locate in the area.

3-8
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Developnent in an agricultural area may create adcliti.onal adverse
affects. Increaseri residential traffic on nlral roacls can result in hazardous
conflicts with slower moving tractors ancl farnr vehicles. New or expanded
utility corridors through active farms may be required to serve new
development. Scattered rural developnent often increases the service delivery
needs and the costs for improved roads, schools, rrtilities, and other public
services in the vast rural areas.

The potential exists for an additjonal link between agricultural
resources and other economic sectors. Parimrrtuel racing is one potential link
wlrich could effect additional changes to the agricultural econony as well as
other lndustri es .

3.3 FOREST RESOURCES PROFILE

3.3.1 Forest Soi I s

Eighty-five soil profiles are identjfied as present along the proposed
alignnents. Eighty-three of these soil profiles are suitable for wood crops.
The remaining two profiles are the Udorthents and Urban Jand profjles, both of
which cannot support wood crops. Table 3.3, Albemarle County - Soil
Association Dlstribution and Suitability, provides the suitability and
productivity potentiai of the eight soil associations described within the
County. Table 3.2, Land Use Acreage Sumnary by SoiI'type, provides additional
acreage data pertaining to agriculture, horticulture, and forest land use. All
classes of soils listed on the Land Use Table are suitable for woodlands.

3.3.2 Nature of Tinber Operations

In 1986, the U.S. Department of Agricrrlture Forestry Service classified
275,629 acres or 58% of the total County ac;reage as timberland (capable of
producing 20 cubic feet of industrial wood per acre per year). The najority of
the acreage 1s second growth hardwoods, Virginia pine, anrl LoblolIy pine. The
original woodland cons j st-ed of nri xed stands of Chestnut oal<, Wh j te oal<, Post
oak, Scarlet oak, Black oak, Northern Recl oak, Sorrthern Red oak, ancl hickory.
Most of the original woodland was cleared and the soil was cultj.vated as the
lands were settled and consoljdated into farns. Gradually the sojls became
eroded, fertility was depleted, and the woodland was allowed to return. The
present stands of mixed hardwoods, Virginia pine, and Loblolly pine are nostly
in areas that were farmland.

As stated earlier, 58% of the total County acreage is tjnrberland,
capable of producing 20 cubic feet of industrial wood per acre per year. Most
of the tinberland is of the Oak-hickory group (66%), Loblolly-Shortleaf pine
(2O%), and 0ak-Pine (72%| as shown in Table 3.1->, Tjmberland in Albemarle County
by Forest Type. Corporations, inclnding farn corporatiorrs, own 16%, ancl the

3-9



TABLE 3.5
TIMBERLAND IN ALBEMARLE COUNTY BY

FOREST TYPE

FOREST TYPE

White Pine - llemlock

Loblolly-Shortleaf Pine

Oak - Pine

Oak - Ilickory

Eln-Ash-Cottonwood

TOTAI,

ACRES

3,565

54,118

32,083

182,298

3,565

275,629

I
l
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Source: Forest Stati st-i cs
U.S. Departnent of
Forest Experiment

for tlre Nort-hern Piednont of Virginia, 1986.
Agricultrrre, Forest Service, Southeastern

Station. Resonrce Bull. SE-84
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forest industry owns B% of the timberland. Four pulp and paper conrpanies have
substantial land holdings in the County. Eighteen Altremarle County businesses
are related to the tinber industry for home components, logging, plywood,
pulpwood concentrations, saw nilling, and wood treatment.

3.3.3 Trends

Statistics from 1986 indicate that 35.5 nitlion boarcl feet of the 59.?
million board feet of sawtimber grown annually in Albemarle County is
harvested. Table 3.6, Net Annual Growth and Removals ., shows growing
stock and sawtimber data reported b5r 15" Il.S.D.A. OveralI, the forest industry
in the county is growing nore timber volrrme than is being harvested annually.
This is projected to continue in the future. A major concern is the amount of
timberland lost annually to other land uses. Between 19?6 and 1986, about
23,000 acres were taken out of forest land use and developed into ot.her land
Irses.

3.4 ECONOMIC PROFILE

3.4.1. Character-istics of the Forest-related Econonv of Albemarle
Corrnt y

According to the 1986 U.S. Department of Agriculture statistics, 35.5
million board feet of sawtimber is removed annually from the County, with an
average value of $2.5 miilion. Of the $2.5 million, hardwoods account for 84%
or $2.1 nillion while pine woorl accounts for the renainder. 0verall, the
forest industry in Albemarle County is growing nrore timber volume than is heing
harvested annually; this js projected to continue jn the future. A nrajor
concern is the anrount of timtrerl anrl .'l ost arnnuai.i y to other land uses . Between
19?6 and 1986, about" 23,000 acres were l-aken orrl. of fnrest-land use and

The projected employnent growth rat-e for the forestry services sector of
Albemarle County is exllecl-ed to increase at arr average annrral rate of 1.596,
according to the 1984 Tayloe Murphy Institute econonrjc hase analysis. Logging
activities are categorized under the nranufacturjng sector wltich has an
anticipated employnent growth rate of 2% annually.

3.4.2 Economic Linkages With Other Sectors

In AJbemarJe County, forest r.esources and production have strong
lJ"nkages to other indust.ries in the econony. The benefits of forested land
includes its conmercial value, watershed protection, recreational. opportunity,
screening, aesthetic value, wjldljfe hallitat, air pollution, noise and glare
reduction, windbreak, and shade.

3-11



ANNUAL GROWTH AND
SAWTIMBER
ATBEMARLE

TABLE 3.6
REMOVALS OF GROWING STOCK

ON TIMBERLAND IN
COUNTV, VIRGINIA

1985

GROI{ING STOCK (THOUSAND CUBIC FEET)

All
Speci es Pine

Ot.her
Softwood

Soft Hard
Hardwood llardwood

I
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t

GROWTII

REMOVATS

96 }IARVEST

13845

1014I

lr)

2277

I ?10

77

476

0

3839

1404

?31 I

7034

96

SAWTIMBER (TIIOUSAND BOARD FEET)

A11
Species Pjne

Other
Softwood

Soft Hard
Hardwoorl Hardwood

GROWTH

REiIOVAI,S

% HARVEST

Sonrce:

59?92

34525

58

22593

6968

31

30439

2477 4

81

5r 103

2783

DO

16lt?

0

Forest Statistics for the Northern Piednont of Virginia, 1986. 11.S.
Department of Agriculture, Forest Servjce, Southeastern Forest
Experinent Station, Resource Bul]. SE-84
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The magnitude of forest/industry l"inkages is difficult to quantify.
Ilowever, sone of the businesses related to forest production and harvest
include logging, retail/wholesale lunber, pulpwood concentrations, saw nilling,
wood t-reatnent, and home and building components. The economic linkages
between forest resource harvesting and other industries denonstrate that Jf
forest harvests in Albenarle County were decreased or increased., there would bc
a subsequent econonic inpact throtrghout the economy. The greatest inrpact on
the local economy would be the number of personnel enpLoyed in the local
harvesting and processing of the tinber. .A decrease in the local tjmber
harvest would reduce employnent opportunjties for those involved in logging and
processing of the tirnber. Busjnesses that rely upon local wood products would
find a supplier outside Albemarle County to meet ttre continuing demand. Thus
the econony of Albemarle County might be narginally impacted in either a
positive or negative fashion by a change in the comnrercial forest harvest
activities.

3.5 AGRICULTURAT AND FOREST PRESERVATION DISTRICTS

3.5. 1 General

Agricultural and Forestal Districts attempl. t-o preserve areas of these
type lands. The cnncept of Agricultnral and Forestal Districts js unique in
that it uses neither the police power of the State nor the expenditnre of
puhtic funds to control the use of land. A distrjct is created by the
voluntary action of landowners who approach the local governnent requesting
tltat a district be formed. The landowners nust present a core of 200 acres of
predoninantly agricultural or forest land. Through a four-step process that
includes, among other things, a public hearjng, an option for others to join,
and adoption of the district by the local government, the district is creat-ed
for a period of from four to ten years. During that period the district is
subject to provisions encouraging farrning, forestry, and conservation,
including use value taxation, relief fron nuisance laws, and restrictions on
srtbdivision, special use permits, and rezonings. Anong other requirements are
the notlfication of pending state eninent domain action within the district and
the prohibition of any new sewer, water, and utjlity assessments against
property owners in the distrjct.. During the time period of its existence, the
clistrict nay not be changed, but at the end of this period, 1t is subject to
review after which it may be continued, nodified, or terninated. Table 3.7
lists the Agricultural and Forestal Districts within the County as of May 1,
1988.

Since May 1, 1988, four Agricultural and Forestal Districts have been
created in Albemarle County; Buck Mountain, Yellow Mountain, Free Union, and
Ivy Creek Districts. Amendments or additions have also been made to existing
Districts and were reviewed during the preparation of this study to deternine
possible inpact by the proposecl aJ ignnents.

3- 13
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TABLE 3.7
AGRI CULTURAL/FORESTAL DISTRICTS
IN ALBEMARLE COUNTY, MAY 1, 1988

Ilardware

.Iacob' s

Carter's

Lanark

Panorama

TOTAL

Run

Bri dge

CREATED

06-29-83

06*29-83

1 0-02-85

06- 1 B-86

09-03-86

o9-03-86

1 2- 1 ?-86

1 1 -04-8?

01 -06-88

04-20-88

04 -20-88

04-20-88

REVIEW PERIOD

8 years

8 years

8 years

8 years

8 years

yeafs

years

10 years

6 years

10 years

10 years

1 0 years

Totier Creek

Hatton

E,astham

Blue Run

Keswi ck

K i nloch

Moorman's River

CURRENT ACREACE

6. I 38.01 acres

2,873.63 acres (original
acreage 2,9\3.63 acres.
40 acres withdrawn on
11-19-89)

764.75 acres

1,136.00 acres

5,921 .240 acres
(including 9-7-B8 addition
of 699.010 acres )

1 ,586.62 acres

10,303.381 acres
(including 9-?-88 addition
af 2,269.03 acres)

6,023.940 acres

722.282 acres

7,969.?19 acres

996.047 acres

1.066.100 acres

45,501.?19 acres

B

B

(9.6% of 474,000 acres in
Albemarle County)
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I g. s.2 Potential Inpact s

I The proposed alignments create potential inpacts on four Agricultural
I and Forestal Districts: ttre MoornAn's (3 locations), the Panorama (2r loeations), the Jacobrs Run (2 locations), ancl the Ivy Creek (2 locations).

- 
The zones of impact were determined utilizing property maps, provided by t-lre

I Albenarle County Department of Planning and Conmunity Developnent, and aerial
I photographs containing the proposed right-of-way boundaries.

I Table 3.8 lists the Districts and acreage inrpacterl by the proposecl

I alignnents. Alignment 12 creates the greatesl- impact as it passes through four
districts at six locatiorrs (Figure 3.1 ) .

-
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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TABTE 3.8
AGRICUTTURAL AND FORESTAL DISTRICTS IMPACTED

BY PROPOSED ALIGNMENTS

I
I
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Al i gnment

6

6B

7

10

t1

1 1N-125

12N-11S

District Name

Ivy Creek

Ivy Creek
Panorama
.Iacobr s Run

Ivy Creek
Moornarrts River
Panorama
Jacob's Rurr

Ivy Creek
Moorman's River
Panorana
.Iacobts Run

Ivy Creek
Panorama
Jacob's Run

Acres Tmpact.ed
Within District

0.0

0.0

0,0

13.49

36 .42
53.40
26.51

10.18
45. 59
86.24
32.20

33.57
45.55
tt3. 40
26 .51

13. 03
86.24
32.20

Total Acres
Inpacted Alottg
AI ignment

0.0

0.0

0.0

13 .49

1 16.33

774.27

159.03

131.4?

12
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ROUTE ?"9
i3.,:' i.,' :il i;:lLr::: S:: i.le.,T

{'i

\i
e.it-

o 2 4 6,000'
Fn*ffiJryi

AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTAL DISTRICTS
Fi gure 3.1
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4.0 IMPACTS

4.7 AGRICULTURAT RESOURCES AND FARMLANT)

4.1.1 General Inpacts

In Albemarle County, the construction of a roadway -is very likely to
nake an impact upon the agricultural resources and farnrlands of the Cnunty.
These impacts night include the loss of prime farnland sites, the imndct upon
the nunber of farms in operation, and the annrlal econonic loss which would
Iikely result fr:om the loss of product-ion capacity.

Section 1540(b) of the Farmland Protect-ion PoIicy Act, ? U.S.C. 4201(b),
states that the purpose of the Act is to minimize tlre extent to which Fedelal
programs contribute to the unnecessary alrd irreversjtlle conversjon of farmlands
to nonagricultural uses.

The U.S.D.A. Soil Conservation Service (SCS) fielt-l office serving
Albenrarle County is responsible for clet.ermining whether a farmlancl site 1s
subject to the Act, and if so, nreasure the relative value of the site as
farnland on a scale of 0 to 100 accortling to the criteria in section 1541(a) of
the Act, 7 LJ.S.C. 4202{a). Arlclitiona.l infornation to be provicled by the S.C.S.
includes the following: the total anount of farnable land (the land in tlre
tunit of local governmentrs jurisdiction that is capable of producing the
comnonly grown crop); the percentage of the jurisdictjon that is farmland
coverecl by the Act; the percent-age of farnland in the local governnrentrs
jurisdiction that the project would convert; and the percentage of farnland in
the Iocal government's jurisclictjon with the sane or higlrer relative vaJue than
the land that the project would convert. The score of a site's relative value,
provided by the S.C.S., is necessary prior to applying the site assessment.
criteria which ar:e set forth in Section 658.5(b) and (c) of the Act. By
tttilizing the resulting score, the effect of the project on farnland nay be
jdentified, and a deter:njnation nade as to the suitability of the site for
pr"otection as f armland.

Evaluation of each proposed alignment by this study is ljnited to the
general identification of agricultural land use areas, and does not delineate
individual farnland operations nor property boundaries of which the S.C.S. is
t.asked to identify. Tlre absence of Iivestock actjvity on a particular site
does not eliminate the possibility of the area bejng used for grazing at
certain times during herd rotation.

In 1982, the U.S. Census of Agriculture reported 829 farms in Albemarle
County. The farns occupied 2A1-,4Ag acres or 43% of the total county acreage.
Abottt 103,530 acres ar 22% of the soi.l s in tlre county are prime agricultural
soils, as defined by the U.S. Department of Agriculture. Table 4.1, Land Use
Inpacts Along Proposed Alignments, lists the acres of land in agricultural nse
and prime farmland soils impacted by each prol:rosed alignment. Figures 4.1
through 4.9 illustrate agricultural land use parcels, 100 acres or larger,
Iocated along the proposed alignnrents. The agricultrrral land use areas were
obtajned fron the Albenarle Courrty Planning ancl Comnunity Developnent- Office.
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TABLE 4.1
LAND USE IMPACTS ALONG PROPOSED ALIGNMENTS (ACRES)

AI,IGNMENT

6

6B

7

B

9

10

l1

72

11N - r23

12N - 11S

* AGRICULTT)RAI.
LAND USE

27.5

47 .6

11.9

0.0

0.0

31.?

100. 1

133.9

118.0

116.0

8 FORESTAI,
I,AND I)SE

I f].8

16.B

7.9

0.0

o.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

AGRICUI,TIJRAI, ANI]
FORF:STAL DISTRICT

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

13 .5

116 .3

774.2

159 .0

131- 5

PRIME FARM-
I,AND SOIT,S

89.5

to.r

7B.Z

,f*

**

48.7

101 .?

l5? .6

110.?

a i4 alal.a

**

Excludes Agricultural and Forestal Dist.rjct acreage

Current right-of-way and development preclude the creation of new impacts
upon prime farmlands soil found along existing Rottte 2!)
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4.7.2 Speci fic Impacts

A specific agricultural impact evaluation such as the Unitecl St-ates
Departnent of Agriculturers (USDA) tand Evaluation and Site Assessnent (LESA)
System must be carried out on arry Federally-funded project which affects prime
farmlands. LESA evaluates not only the ryualit-y of the soi.l s affected by a
project (Land Evaluation), but also considers site specific factors which
affect the productivity and relative jnportance of individual farm operations
(Site Assessment). The LESA nethodology, however, does not readily lend itself
to corridor type projects. Due to the nature of the nretlrodology and the
necessary data required pr-ior to initiating a LESA type evaluation, only a
general inpact evaluation is possible pending completj,on of Fornr AD 1006 by the
S.C.S. Table 4.7, Land Use Inrpacts Along Proposecl Alignments, lists the acres
of land in agricultttral use and yrlinre farnrland soj ls impar:ted by each proposecl
alignnent.

4.7 .2.1 Alignment 6

This al jgnment inpacts rrpon 2?.9 agri crrl l.ural land use acres, as slrown
on TabIe 4.1. Though the map obtained from the Albenarle County Planning and
Community Developnrent. Of f i ce dep.i cts t he sout.lrernnost area as agri crrltura,l lrse ,

the area is classified as a residential rlistrjct (R-f) as of June 1988 (Figures
4.1 and 4,2\. The crrlt.ivat.ed f ielris now corrl.ain a large recreationnl faci lity
with baseball diamonds, clugorrts, a con{;rete floodwat-er control dit-clr ancl
holding pond. Cultivated fields stjll exj.st orr t.he peripheral areas of the
recreational faci iity.

The second agricultural lancl ulie areij, jn tlre vicinity of State Route
631 (Iigure 4.3), has a new housing development rrnderway. The area consists of
sparse tree and shrub cover, a recently created pon<I, and residential lronres.
'flre 1988 county zoning book classjfies the sit.e as a residential rlistrict
(R-4). No crops or livestocl< activities were olrservecl jrr tlris area.

The northernnost agricultural land rrse area is in the vicinity of
Powell Creek and St.ate Route 643 (Flgure 4.4). The 1988 county zonjng book
classifies this site as a tural area. The si1-e consists of ar1 open grass field
with sparse tree and shrrtb cover. No livestock activity was evident nor was
there sign of recent cultivation.

Alignment 6 inpacts upon Bg.5 acres of prinre farmland soils. The S.C.S,
manual, Soil Survey of Albemarle Corrnty, Virginia, lists 13 prine farmland soil
profiles located on the alignnrent. These soil profiles are scattered along the
alignment, providing no large linear plots of prime farmlands.

4.1 .2.2 Alignment 6B

This alignment impacts on 4'7.6 agricult-ural land use acres. The four
sites located along this alignnent are not common to any of the corridors east
of State Route 29 (Figure 4.2). The southernnrost site is on the east side of
Rocky Hollow. Though the county land use nap depicts the area as agricultural
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land use, the area consists primarily
no evidence of current farming activi
is categorized as Rural Area (RA) in

of dense stands of hardwoods.
tjes in the Rocky Hollow sjte.
the Courrty zoning book.

There .i s
Thi s site

I
I

The second agricuJtural Iand nse site is located 2000 feet northeast of
Rocky HoJlow (Figure 4.2). This arear has small stands of hardwood in a ntosaic
around open grass fields and fields left fallow and having dense shrub growt-lt.
No livestock activity was sighted during field trips. The area is classified
as Rural Area (RA) in the County zoning book.

The next land use site is located 2o00 feet west of the intersection of
State Routes 20 and 621 (Fig,ur:e 4.2). The area is primarily open grass f ields
with fence row hedges. The lrroposed alignnrent hisects the largest grass field,
and severs the access roarl leading from Stat.e Rorlte 20 to the honesites located
north of Redbud Creek, Ljvest.ock actjvity was not'evjclent in the area,
however, cultivation of the fields has been ol;served, The at'ea is classified
as Rural Area (RA) in the County z,oning hook.

The northernmost agricultural land use area of this alignnent is located
i1000 feet west of State Route 20 on the north bank of the Norttr Fork Rivanna
River' (Figure 4,4) . The area is pr'l nrali I y lral'dwood f orest. and j s not- detrsel y
vegetated. The clearings ad jacent to the woodl anrl st.arrd at'e ut- j I i zed f or
cattle grazing. These grazing, locatiotts are not jtt the aJignment
right*of -way. This area is class j f ierl as Rnral Area (RA) in the Corttrty zorting
bool< ,

Alignntent 68 inrpacts upon 78.1 acres of prLne f armland so j I s. Tlte
S.C.S. manual, Sojl Survey of Albenarle County, Virginia, lists 13 prine
farmland soil profiles located on the alignnrent. These soil pt'ofiles are
scattered along the alignment, providing no Iarge, 1inear plots of lrrimc'
farml ands.

4.7 .2.3 A1 ignment 7

This alignment impact-s on 11.9 agriculLrrr-al land use acl'es, as sltowlt ott
Table 4.1. The two locations on thjs alignnre'rrt ale also contmon to Alignnent
6. The area in the vicinity of Stale Route 631 (Figure 4.3), has new ltottsinll
development underway, The area consjsts of sparse tree and sltrttb cover, a

recently created pond, and residential homes. The 19BB County zoning book
classifies this site as a Residential District- (R-4). No cultivation or
livestock activities were observed in this area.

The northernmost agriculturaJ Iand rrse area is in the vicinity of Powell
Creek and State Route 643 (Figure 4.4). The 1988 County zoning book classifjes
this site as a Rural Area (RA). The site consists of an open grass fielct with
sparse tree and shrub cover. No livestock activity was evident nor was there
sign of recent cultivatjon.

Alignment ? impacts upon 78.2 acres of prime farmland soils. The S.C
SoiI Survey Manual ljsts 8 prjme farnland soil profiles located on the
arlignnent. These soil profiles are scattered along the alignment, proviclittg
large linear plots of prime farm.land.
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4.1.?.4 Alignment B

This 8-lane option has no impact upon agricultural land use areas. The
current right-of-way and existi.ng developnrent preclude the creatjon of new
impacts upon prime farmland soils found along the existing Route 2g.

4.1 .2.5 Al i gnnrent 9

This 10-lane option has no impact upon agricultural lanel use areas. The
current right-of-way and existing developnent preclude the creation of new
impacts upon prime farmland soils found along the exist-ing Route 29.

4.7 .2.6 Alignment10

This alignment impacts on 31 . ? agricrrl tural lanrl use acres, as slrown orr
Table 4,1. The two locations on thjs alignment are alscl common to Aljgnnrent-s
11, 12,11N-12S and 12N-115 (Figure 4.6). The southernmost area, located west
of Belf ieid School and north of U. S. Rout.e 2110, lras grass f i el ds wi th f ence row
hedges. The alignment passes througlr the site along the eastern edge cleating
minimal inpact on the al'ea, however', eliminating tlre prinary access road to tlre
centrally'located homesite. An uninproved dirt rt:ad, lor:ateri immediat.ely soutlr
of the homesite, nay be upgraded to replace the prinrary access road. IJpgrading
of the south access road wor.rld spJit tlre cultivated fielrl , renroving addit.ional
soil from production capability. No livestocl< was observed orr the site during
fielcl trips. The 1988 County zonirrg book classifies thjs site as Rural Area
(RA).

The seconcl and f ina.l agricultural lanrl trse area on this al ignment is
located north of State Route 654 and west of Montvue (Figrrre 4.6). The area
has grass fields interspersecl with fence row hedges and sr:attered shruhs. The
proposed alignnent would elimjnate the access road leacling to an isolat-ed
Itomesite 1600 f eet north of Montvue . Tlre Counl,y zoning book shows thi s si te as
Rttral Area (RA). No Iivestock activity was observed drrrjng field trips.

Alignment 10 inpacts on 48.? acres of trrrinre far.nland soils, the least
anount fron anong tlre build-optious. The S.C.S. soil survey lists 71lr.inre
farmland soil profiles located on this alignment.

4.7.2.7 Alignment 11

This allgnment impacts upon 100.1 agricultural land use acres, as shown
on Table 4.1. The two southern locations are also comnon to Alignrnents 10, lZ,
11N-123 and 12N-11S (Figure 4.6). The soutlrernnost area, locatecl west of
Belfield School and north of U.S. Route 250, has grass fields with fence row
hedges. The alignment passes throrrgh the site along the eastern edge creat-ing
minimal impact on the area, trowever, elininating the primary access road to the
centrally I ocated honesite . An unimproved di rt road , I ocaterl inrnrecliately south
of the homesite, nay be upgraded to replace the primary access roacl. Upgrading

I
I
I
t
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of the south access road woultl split the cultivated field, renovittg additiortal
soil from production capabil ity. No I irresl.ock was seen oI) the site dur"ing
field trips. The 19BB County zoning book classifies this site as Rural Area
(RA) .

The second agricultural Iarrd use area on this alignment is locatecl north
of St.ate Route 654 and west of Montvue (Figure 4.6). The area lras grass fields
interspersed with fence row hedges and scattered shrubs. The proposed
alignment would eliminat-e the access road to an isolated honresite 1600 feet
north of Montvue. The County zoning book slrows this site as Rural Area (RA).
No livestock activity was ohserved during field trips'

The next agricultural Jand use site encountered on the alignment is the
northern portion of the site previorrsly dlscussed and consists of open grass
fields with scattered trees and fence Jine hedges (Figure 4.6). Tltis site is
c,ommon to Alignment 12N-11S and has nininal inpact upon tlte northerlt edge of
the land use site. No cr.rltivation not. livestock activities were observed
during field trips.

Two thousand feet south of .IunrJring Branch, on Al ignment 11 , is the
location of the next- agricultural land nse sjte (Figrrre 4.?). Tlte ltroposed
roadway is on the eastern edge of the grass fjeltl, skirting the adjacent.
woodland, thus creatirrg ninjmal inrpact on 1he overaII land ttse section. Tlre
site is classifiecl as Rural Area (nn) in the Cottnty zonjng book.

The next agriculturaJ land use sit.e is located north and sottth of the
point rshere State Route 844 crosses Nakerl Creek (Figrrre 4.8). The area has
sparsely wooded slopes and an adjacent grass field upon which r:at.tle were fotttrd
grazing. The County zone designat.ion for this site is Rttnal Area (RA),

The largest agricul tural ]anrl use arrla along Al ignnrent 11 j s traverserl
by the proposed roadway at three.locations (Fjgure 4.9). This area is located
west of the intersection of State Route ?43 and 606, Tlre site has gently
sloping pasture upon whiclr cattle grar,e on a rotational basis, A total of 30

acres will be inpacted by the proposed roarlway. Tlre land locat.ed south of tltt:
alignment will tre elinr.inal-ed as a productive pastut'e as a I'eslllt of isolatiot-r
fron the main pasture. This site is classified as Rural Area (RA) in tlte
County zoning book.

Alignment 11 inpacts upon 101,7 acres of prine farmland soils. These
soil profiles are scattered along the alignment, providing no large, linear
plots of prime farnland. The S.C.S. soil survey lists 9 prime farmland soil
profiles located on this alignmnent.

4.7.2.8 Al ignnent 12

This alignment inpacts upon 133.9 agr:icultural land use acres, the
greatest quantity anong the build-options. The southernnost location is common

to Alignrnents 10, 11, 11N-12S, and 12N-11S (Figure 4.6). The site is located
west of Belfield School and north of U.S. Route 250 and has grass fields with
fence row hedges. The alignment passes through the site along the eastern edge
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creating ninimal inpact on the area, however, eljminating the prinary access
road to the centrally locatecl homesite, An unimproved djrt road, located
immediately south of the honesite, nay be upgraded to rnplace the primary
access road. Upgrading of the south access roacl would split the cultivateei
field, removing additional soil fronr production capability. No livestock was
seen on the site during fietrl trips. The County zoning book classifies this as
Rural Area (RA).

The second agricultural land use area on
of State Route 654 and west of }lontvue (Figure 4
int.erspersed with fence row hedges and scattered
alignment would eliminate the access r:oad to an
north of Montvue. The County zoning book shows
No livestock activity was observed during field

The next agricultural Jand
northern and northeastern portions
consists of open grass fields with
proposed alignment remains on the
adjacent woodline, thus, creating

this aljgnment is located north
.6). The area has grass fietds
shnrbs. The proposed

isolated homesite 1600 feet
this site as Rural Area (RA).
tlj ps .

tuse s j te encorrntered on the aJ ignnrent is the
of the s i te prr:vi ous I y di scussed and
atljacent woocled areas (Figure 4.6). The

edge of the grass fields, skirtjng the
ninjnal impact on the overall lanrl use

section. A half-nile oval track ahuts the right-of-way in thjs extensive
agricultural land use area. This site is classified as Rural Area (RA) in the
County zoning book.

The largest agricultural lancl use area along Alignnrent 12 is .locirterl
west of the intersection of State Route ?43 and 606 (Figure 4.9). The sit,e has
gently sloping pastures upon whioh cattle graze on a rotational basis. A total
of 49 acres will be impacted at this site Lry the proposed roadway. The
critical concerns at this site are the bjsectjng of grazing arca, access t.o
each section, and water sollrces f or the cal-t.l e. Ilasy access to each sectinn is
required for herd rotation, anrl f or velr j cl es transl'rort-ing supplemental f eed to
the grazing aninals. This sjte is classjfied as Rural Area (RA) jn the Coulty
zoning book.

An agricultural land use area is locatecl 2000 feet nolthwest of the
Teledyne facil.ity, adjacent to State Route ?43 (Figure 4.9). This site is
presently a grass frontage not under cultivation, nor heing rrsecl for grazing.
The area utilized for grazing is located nort-h and east of the right-of-way,
thtts, the proposed alignnent will not create an impact on agricultural
production. This site is classified as Rural Area (RA) in the County zoning
book.

The final agricrtltural land use area is locatecl north of the
Charlottesville-Albemarle Air:port (Figure 4.f)). This site has sloping pastures
upon which cattle graze. The critical concerns at this site are the bisectirrg
of the grazing area, access to each section, and water sources for the cattle.
Easy access to each section is requirecl for herd rotation and for vehicles
transporting supplemental feed to tlre grazing animals. This site js classjfied
as Rural Area (RA) in the County zoning book.
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Alignment 12 irnpacts upon 157.6 acres of prinre farmland soils, the
greatest quantity anong the build-options. The 9 prime farnland soil profiles
are scattered along the alignnent, providing no large, linear plots of prime
farmland.

4.7.2.5 Alignnent 11N-125

This alignment impacts upon 118 agricultural land use acres, the second
highest quantity among the roadway options. The southernnrost loc:rtion is
common to Alignnents 10, 11, 12 and 12N-11S (Figure 4.6). Tlre site is located
west of Belfield School and north of U.S. Route 250, and has grass fielcls with
fence row hedges. The alignnent passes through the site along the eastern edge
creating ninimal impact on the area, however, elinrinating tlre primary access
road to the centrally located homesite. An unimproved dirt road, located
inmediately south of the homesit.e, rnay ber rrpgradecl to leplace the primary
access road. Upgrading of the south access load would split. the cultivatecl
field, renoving additional soil from production capability. No livestock was
seen on the site during fjelci trips. The County zoning bool< classifies this
site as Rural Area (RA).

The second agricrtltural lancl use area on thi s al ignnelrt is locatecl norl.h
of State Route 654 and west of Montvue (Figure 4.6). The area has grass
fields interspersecl with fence row hedges irnd scatterecl slrrubs. Ther proposed
alignment would elininate the access road to arr isolated honesite 1600 feet
north of Montvue. The County zoning book shows this site as Rural Area (RA).
No livestock activity was observerl during fjeld trips.

The next agricultural land use site encounl.ered on the a)ignnent is
northern and northeastern portions of the site previously discusserl ancl
consists of open grass f ields with artjac'ent wooclerl areas (Figure 4.6). The
proposed alignment remains on the edge of tlre grass fielrls, sl<irting the
adjacent woodline, thus, creating ninimal impact on the overall land use
sectiotr. A half-rnjle oval track abuts the right-of-way jn thjs extensive
agricultural lantl use area. This site is class.ifjed as Rrrral Areir (RA) irr
County zoning hook.

the

The next agricultural land use site is located nort.h nnd south of the
point where State Route 844 crosses Nakecl Creek (Figrrre 4.8). The area has
sparsely wooded slopes and an adjacent grass field upon which cattle were found
grazing. The County zone designation for thj.s site js Rural Area (RA).

The largest agricultural Jand use area along Alignnent 11N-123 is
traversed by the proposed roadway at tlrtee locatious (Figure 4.9). This area
is located west of the intersection of Stat-e Routes 743 and 606. The site has
gently sloping pastures upon which cattle graze on a rotatjonal basis. A tot.al
of 30 acres will be impacted at this site by the proposed roadway. The lancl
located south of the alignment will be elinrinated as a productive pasture as a
result of isolation from the nain pasture. This site is classifiecl as Rural
Area (RA) in the County zonirrg hool<.
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Alignment 11N-12S impacts upon 110.7 acres of prime farmland sojls.
These soil profiles are scatterecl along the alignment, providing no large,
I inear plots of prime farmland.

4.7.2.70 Alignment 12N-11S

This allgnnent impacts upon 116 agricultural land use acres, and has the
two southern locations common to Alignments 10, 11, 72, and 11N-12S (Figure
4.6). The southernnost area, located west of Belfjeld School and uorth of U.S.
Route 250, has grass fields with fence row hedges. The alignnent passes
through the site along the eastern edge creatjng nrininal inpact on the area,
however, elininating the prinary access road to the centrally locatecl
homesite. An unimproverl dirt road, local.ed inrmediately south of the homesite,
may be upgraded to replace the prinrary access loari. Ilpgrading of the south
access road would split the cultivated field, renroving additional soil from
production capability. No livest.ock was seen on the site during fielcl trips.
The 1988 County zoning book classifies ttris site as Rural Area (RA).

The second agricultural land use afea on this alignment is locatetl north
of State Route 654 and west of Montvue (Fjgure 4.6). The area has grass fields
interspersed with fence row l-rerlges ancl scattered shrubs. The proposed
al lgnment would eI imi nate the access road to an j sol ert-erl hones i t-e 600 f eet
north of Montvue. The County zoning hool< shows thjs sit.e as Rrtral Area (RA).
No livestock activity was seen during field trips.

The next agricultural lancl use site encount"ered on the alignnrenl- is the
northern porti.on of the site previously discrrssed and consists of open grrtss
fields with scattered trees and fenceline hedges (Figure 4.6). Thjs site js
common to Alignment 11 and has njninal impact rrporr tlre rrortlrern edge clf tlre
land use site. No cultivat.ion or livestock ar:tjvities were seen cluring fielrl
trips.

Two thousand feet south of Junping Branclr, on Alignment 11, js the
Iocation of the next agricultural land use s.ite (Figure 4.7). Thc proposetl
roadway is on the eastern erlge of the grass field, skirting tlre arljacent
woodland, thus , creating minimal inrpact on Lhe overa I I I and rtst-- sect i on. The
site is classified as Rural Area (RA) in the County zoning book.

The largest agricultural land use area along Alignnrent 12N-'tlS is
located west of the lntersection of State Route ?43 and 606 (Figure 4.9). The
site has gently sloping pastures rrpon which cattle graze on a rotational
basis. A totat of 49 acres witl be inrpacted ert this site by tlre pt'oposed
roadway. The critical concerns at this sit.e are the bisecting of the grazing
area, access to each section, and water sources for the cattle. Easy access to
each section is required for herd rotation, and for vehicles transporting
supplenental feed to the grazing aninals. This site is classifiecl as Rural
Area (RA) in the County zoning book.
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An agricultural land use area is located 2000 fet:t northwest of the
Teledyne facility, adjacent to State Route 743 (Figrrre 4.9). This site is
presently a grass frontage not under cult-ivatiorr, nor being used for grazing.
The area utilized for grazing is located north and east of the right-of-way
thus, the proposed alignment will not create an impact on agricultural
production. This site is classifjed as Rural Area (RA) in the Corrnty zoning
book.

The final agricultural land use area is located north of the
Charlottesville-Albenarle Airport (Figure 4.5). Tlris site has sloping pastures
rupon which cattle graze. The crit.ical concerns at this site are the bisecting
of the grazing area, access to each sectiorr, and water sourcrls for the cattle.
Easy access to each section is requirett for herd rcltation, ancl for vehicles
transporting supplemental fer:rl t-o tlre grazing animals. This sit-e is class j f ied
as Rural Area (RA) in the County zoning book.

Alignment 12N-11S jmpacts upon 147.1 acres of prine farnland soils, the
greatest quantlty among the build-opt-ions. The soil profiles are scattered
along the alignment, providing no large, Iinear plots of prime farnland.

4.2 FOREST RESOURCES

4.2.1 General Inpacl-s

The construction of a roadway thrrrrrgh a folested area creates several
direct impacts upon the forest community. The stripping of the fot'est catrrtpy
and unclerbrush along a highway corridor also affects the soil, hydrology,
wjldlife habitat, as well as the economic potenti.a-l for foresl. produr:ts.

Soil erosion is likety to occurif atlequate neasures are not taken t-t'l

protect the exposed land. Water tallles and strean flow can be affer:terl lly
conpaction and unintentional channelirrg and changes to the topography. Tlre
topography of Albenarle County is charaoterjzed by genlly rolling hills to
steep ravines along the stream hanks, thrrs, very susceptihle to the actions
described. The removal of wjldlife hahitat is unavrrirlable in such ltrojects,
however, right-of-ways nay enhance the terraiu for nore wjldlife species by tlrr:
creation of a greater varjety of habit-at. types.

The loss of forestal land use acres is greatest along Alignnrent 6 with
lB.B acres, while Alignnents 6R and ? have a projected loss of 16.8 and ?.9
acres, respectively. The remainirrg aJignments do not impact upon designatetl
forestal land use areas.

4.2.2 Specific Impacts

4 .2 .2 .7 Al ignnent 6

This alignment impacts upon two forestal land rrse areas. The
southernmost site is locaterl north of State Roul.e 250 and east of State Route
20 (Ftgure 4.10). The site contains eqrral anrounts of dense and sparse patches
of trees south of the Virginia Power Company rigtrt-of-way. The proposed
alignment would impact upou 10.9 acres of forestal lancl use acres at tlrjs site
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The alignnent also impacts on a forestal Jand use site locatecl 2000 feet
west of Proffit, Virginia (Figure 4.11). The land use area js impacted on ils
eastern edge creating very little disturbance to tlre area as a whole. Tlre
alignment passes within the growth area boundary of the Hollymead development,
avoiding future disturbance to the developnent plan. The forest land use area
1s located entirely within the Hol lyrread growth area boundary as shown on the
Albemarle County Planning and Comnunity Developnrent Office maps.

4.2.2.2 Alignment 68

This alignnent impacts upon the same forestal land use area as Alignment
6, however, an additional 5.9 acres of thjs land use area is impacted as the
alignment proceeds in a northeasterly direct.ion (Figure 4.10). A total of 16.8
acres may be disturbed if this alignrnent is selected. A telephone utility
corridor is intersected by tlre proposed roaclway jn a<ldition to the Virginia
Power right-of-way.

4.2.2.3 Alignment ?

This alignnent impacl.s upon a forestal land use site located 2000 feet
west of Proffit, Virginia (Figure 4.i1). The land use area is impacted on its
eastern edge creating very little d.isturbance to the area as a whole. The
alignnent passes within the growth area boundary of the Hollymeari develolrnent,
avoiding future disturbance to tlre dr--velopment plan. The forest land use area
is located entirely within the Hollynread growth area boundary as obtained fronr
the Albemarle County Planning and Conrmunity Developnent- Offjce maps.

4 .2.2.4 A1 ignment B

There are no forestal land rrse afeas located along thjs 8-lane option,
therefore, no impacts exists.

4.2.2 Al igrrnen l. !)

There are no forestal land use areas located along this 10-lane option

4.2.2.6 A1ignment 10

areas exist along thjs alignment

Alignment 1 1

No forestal land use

4.2

No forestal land use areas exist along this allgnnent

2.B Alignnent 12

No forestal land use areas exist along this alignment
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No forestal

No forestal

4.2.2.s

land use

4.2.2.74

land use

Al ignmel'rt 11N-125

areas exist along this

Alignnrent 12N-l1S

areas exist along this

a l ignment .

a l ignment .
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5.0 MITIGATION

5.1 AGRICULTURAT, IMPACTS

There are four basic types of agricultural impacts which nay result fronr
the U.S. Route 29 build alternatives and can potetrtiaJly be mitigated. The
four types of inpacts and the possible nitigation neasures for each are
sunmarized below:

Loss of Prodttctive Land

All renaining tillahle land not needed for the highway or
auxiliary uses will be narle available for the prodrrction of
agricultural products .

Disruotion of Exjsting Farm 0rrerations

Where possible, design refjnements will continue itr an attempt to
further reduce the extent to which a farn operation is inpacted.
Where a bisection is unavoidable, reasonable access to each
portion will be assurecl or tlre State will hetp facilitate land
exchanges between farlns where reasonable access js not possible.

Impacts to Farm Investnrents

Advance relocation assistance of lmpacted on-farn investnents will
be provided to maintain continuity of farm operations. To the
extent possible, interchanges will not be located in areas of ltigh
quality agricultural resources where improved accessibility could
contribute to conversion of farmland to other uses.

Continuing Coorclinat. j on

Continued detailecl discussions with affectecl farnrers wilI be
maintained throughout- the design and constructjon periocl.

5.2 FOREST RESOURCES IMPACTS

The development of nitigation includes designing measures wltich will
reduce potential impacts to acceptable levels, rectifying impacts by restoring
the affected environment, and compensating by replacement of forest resources,
It is critical to plan the nanagenrent. lrractices prlor to stand entry
Preharvest planning is necessary prior to initiating a roadway clearing
operation. Selecting and narking harvestahle trees, and locating skid trails
and access roads are some of the practices that nirrinize impact on acljacent
forest productivlty. The types of inpacts and possible mitigation measures for
each are summarized below:
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Loss of Productive Land

All renaining forest land not required for the highway or
auxiliary uses should remain as a natural stancl, irregardless of
tree species, density, and undergrowth. Best Managenrent Practices
tnust be utilized to reduce impact rrpon the water quality and the
natural hydrology of adjacent forest stands. Woodland creation,
as a mitigation process, nust consider several factors prior to
the initiation of such a project: topography of the area and its
imnediate watershed; soil characteristics, primaril.y texture,
moisture retention capacity, and resistance to erosion; hydrology
ln terns of seasonal rajnfall, water table, and stream flow;
forest canopy in terns of desired tree species density,
conposition and suitability with the existing soils and hydrology;
forest underprowth ilt terns of desired species composition and
relative abundance at various stages of succession.

Loss of Wildlife Habitat

The loss of terrestrial habitat from mostly natural vegetation to
a man-made, grassed right-of-way is an innrediate and permanent
inpact. Because larger species of wilrtljfe displaced by habjtat
conversion are generally not absorberl into adjacent ar.eas, the net
result is a reduction in wildlife poprrlations. However, tlre
terrain might be enhanced for nore wildlife species by the
creation of a greater variety of habitat types and nore vegetatiolr
edge effects for existing species such as the white-tajled dettr.
In general, nost wildlife populations would not be seriously
affected.

Disruption of Forest 0perations

Where possible, design refinements will r:ontinrre jn an attempt to
further reduce the extent to which the forest lancl use operation
is impacted. Where bisection is unavojdable, reasonable access to
each portion will be assured or the State will help faciljtate
access through private lands if prrbJjc access is not possible.

Continui ne Coordination

Continued detailed discussions with affected land owners will be
maintained throughout the desJgn and construction phase.
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6.0 COORDINATION

Methods to gather comments in the preparation of this report included
publication of a Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Inptrct Statement
in the Federal Register; preparatjon of an early coorrlination letter ancl Plan
of Study; development and dist.ribution of study newsletters; establislrment of
mail and telephone connunications between the Strrcly Team ancl int-erested
agencies, publlc officials, and individuals; verbal and written communication
with various agencles, groups, ancl individuals; ancl a series of meetings anrl
exhibits with key agencies, local officials, and the general public.

These coordination and comments gathering efforts have been an integral
part of the planning and environnental studies prepared for the U.S. Route 29
Corridor Study. As a result, the alternatives under consideration reflect
numerous changes, major and minor, whjch were nrade in respollse to ideas and
concerns raised by people outside of the Study Tean. This process has led to
the development of alternatives which sensitive)y reflect these ideas and
concerns while achieving the desired transportation objectives.

6.1 AGENCV SCOPING

An Interagency Coordination Meeting for the U.S. Route 29 Corridor Sl.udy
was held by the Virglnia Department of Transportatjon on September 22, 19B8.
The purpose of this meeting was to solicit comments regarding the selectjon of
the Candidate Build Alternatives, and to allow concerned agencies the
opportunity to make reconmendations for inclusion in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS). An information packet was provided to all agencies
outlining the study methodologies and references for the Natural Environmental
Analysis task, and the considerations t-lrat were being given to the environnent
during the selection process for the build alternatives. The following
agencies and/or organizations coordinated efforts or provided informatiol on
the U.S. Route 29 Corridor Study during its conduct (partial list):

U.S. Department of Agriculture
- Soil Conservation Service

U.S. Department of the Arnry
- Army Corps of Engineers, Regulatory Branch

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Region III)

U.S. Geologlcal Service

U.S. Department of Interior
- National Park Service, Mid-Atlantic Regir:n
- Fish and Wildlife Service

Virginia Council on the Environnent
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Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services

Virginia Department of Conservation and Historic Resources

Virginia Department of Forestry

Virginia Department of Gane and Inland Fisheries

Virginia Department of Transportation

Virginia Natural Heri.tage Program

Vlrginia Water Control Board

The Nature Conservancy

Piednont Environmental Council

Virginia Native Plant Society

Virginia Society of Ornithology

Virginia Wildlife Federation

County of Albemarle, Department of Engineering

County of Albemarle, Department of Planning and Conmunity DevelopnrettI

County of Albemarle, Office of Watershecl Management

* Rivanna Water and Sewer Aut-hori ty

The following agencies/organizations were represented at the Interagency
Coordination Meeting (partjal list) :

* U.S. Departnent of the Arnry
- Arny Corps of Engineers

* U.S. Departnent of the Interior
- Fish and Wildlife Service

* U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Region III)
* U.S. Federal Highway Administration

* Virginia Council on the Environment
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Virginia Department of Gane and Inland Fislr

Virginia Department of Transportation

Virginla Marine Resources Commissjon

6.2 PUBLIC COORDINATION

An exceedingly large nunber of connunity neetings have been held during
the course of this study. These meetings include one-orr-one sessions between
study tean menbers and public officials, as well as private citizens, talks to
residents, associations, and civic grollps, nonth)y neetings of the City of
Charlottesvllle and Albemarle County Route 29 Joint Task Force, a series of
Public Information Meetings, anrl a Route 29 Project Open House. Attendance at
the public meetings have varied from several hundrecl to in excess of 1,500
persons with varying degrees of interests in the project

Ideas and comments received at these neetings and exhibit sessions were
instrumental in the location and details of prelirninary alternates selection
and in refining the process of selecting the study alternates evaluated in this
report. These neetings were often general in nature but by and large they
usually dealt wlth specific issues of importance to a particular indivjdual or
group.

6-3



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

1.O LIST OF -PREPARNRS

Robert A. Neely; B.S.; M.S.; Ph.D. (In Progress)
Janes R. Reed and Associates, fnc.
Environnental Division Manager/Project Manager

Daniel Gonzales; B.S.; M.S. (In Progress)
James R. Reed and Associates, Inc,
Environmental Scientist

Thonas A. Stierhoff; B.S.; M.S. (In Progress)
Janes R. Reed and Associates, Inc.
Environmental Scientist

Craig E. Tumer; B.S.
Janes R. Reed and Associates, Inc.
Environnental Scienti st

,--r



I
t
I
I
I
t
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

REFERENCES

Albemarle County Planning and Community Development 0ffice, Albemarle County
Agricultural and Forestal Districts Pamphlet.

Albemarle County Planning and Commun,ity Development Off ice, Alhemarle Corrrrty
Generalized Zoning Map Book, June, 1988.

Albemarle County Planning Commission, Comprehensjve Plan Review, Background
Infornation, August 1986.

County of Albernarle, Virginia, Albemarle County Infornation Sheet, 19S6.

Lee, G. Fred, and R. Anne Jones, 1982, Evaluation of Potential Water Qrrality
Problems Associated with Highway Excavation and F'i11. Transportat.jon
Research Board, National Acaderny of Sciences. Transportation Recorrl,
892, pp. 2-8.

Reed, J.R., Jr. 19??. Strean Comnunity Response to Roacl Construction
Sediments. Vlrginia Water Resources Research Center. BuIl. No. 97.

Shelor, M.H., and R.W. Ayers. 1984 Virginia State Water Control Boartl
Procedure for Condrtcting Qualitative Biological Surveys. Virginia
State Water Control Board, Bureau of Surveys and Field Stndies,
Division of Ecological Stutlies. Unpubljshed Draft, May 1984.

United States Departnent of Agriculture, Forest Service Resource Bulletin
SE*84, Forest Statistics for Northern Piednront of Virginia, I9BG.

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service. 1985. Soj 1

Survey of Albenrarle County, Virginia. 326 pp.

tl.S. Department of Transportation. 1981. Constjtuents of llighway Runoff.
Vols. I through VI. Federal Highway Adnrinist-l.ation Report No.
FHI{A/RD-8 7 / O42-047 .

U.S. Department of Transportation. 1985. U.S. Route 13 Relief Route Sludy.
Parts 1 through 4.

Yousef, A. Yousef, M.P. Waineljsta, H.H. Ilarper, ancl E.T. Skene. 1983.
Inrpact of Bridging on Floodplains. Transportation Research Boalrl,
National Academy of Sciences. Transportation Reseirrch Record,
948, pp. 26-30.

R-1



!$:ll' r..rr', 11 
: ". " :.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
t
I


