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Use this documentation standard to prepare an individual Section 4(f) evaluation in accordance with the
instructions for the “Obtain Section 4(f) Approval” Activity in Environmental Guide Volume 2: Activity
Instructions.

This documentation standard is used for both parks/recreation areas/refuges and historic sites.

If the project will use multiple Section 4(f) properties, address all properties in a single individual Section
4(f) evaluation document (Section Il. below will be repeated and re-numbered for each such property).

Also, do not do separate individual Section 4(f) evaluation documents for parks/recreation areas/refuges
versus historic sites. If the project will involve a use of both parks/recreation areas/refuges and historic
sites, both kinds of Section 4(f) properties will be evaluated in a single individual Section 4(f) evaluation
document.

Use this documentation standard in conjunction with ENV’s generic environmental report template to
prepare an individual Section 4(f) evaluation. The generic environmental report template is available on
ENV’s Environmental Compliance Toolkits page on www.TxDOT.gov.

For additional guidance on Section 4(f) see FHWA'’s Section 4(f) Policy Paper.

1. Introduction

Briefly describe the project using language from the project description on the WPD | page in
ECOS.

Briefly list each of the Section 4(f) properties that will be subject to a “use” by indicating the name,
address, and type of property (i.e., “park,” “historic site,” etc.). If a property is both a park and a
historic site, state so. There will be a more detailed description of each property under Section Il.
below. For the definition of a “use,” see 23 CFR 774.17 and Section 7 of FHWA's Section 4(f)

Policy Paper.

Explain that this individual Section 4(f) evaluation is being prepared to comply with Section 4(f) of
the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (23 USC 138) and FHWA'’s regulations
implementing Section 4(f) (23 CFR Part 774).

il Section 4(f) Evaluation for <insert name of the first Section 4(f) property that will be
subject to a “use”>

If the property qualifies as both a park/recreation area/refuge and an historic site, evaluate the
property only once under this Section Il, with explanation of both park/recreation area/refuge and
historic site considerations (i.e., do not repeat this entire Section Il for the same property, once as
a park/recreation area/refuge and a second time as an historic site).

If the project is an EIS project, or an EA project with more than one build alternative being
evaluated throughout the EA, then it is only necessary to discuss the preferred alternative under
this Section 1.


https://www.txdot.gov/business/resources/environmental/compliance-toolkits.html
http://www.txdot.gov/
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/legislation/section4f/4fpolicy.aspx
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/legislation/section4f/4fpolicy.aspx
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/legislation/section4f/4fpolicy.aspx
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Description of <insert name of the first Section 4(f) property that will be subject to
a “use”>

Describe the Section 4(f) property, including who owns it and what function it serves, and
explain why it qualifies for Section 4(f) protection. Refer to the map(s) and photographs
in the appendices.

Proposed use of <insert name of the first Section 4(f) property that will be subject
to a “use”>

Explain how the project will use the Section 4(f) property. Refer to the map or schematic
in the appendices.

Evaluation of “feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives” to the proposed use of
<insert name of the first Section 4(f) property that will be subject to a “use”>

Identify any alternatives that would avoid use of the Section 4(f) property, including the
no-build alternative. This will include any alternatives that were previously considered
and rejected as part of the NEPA analysis for the project. Potential alternatives to avoid
use of the Section 4(f) property may include:

e Location alternatives (i.e., re-routing the entire project along a different alignment)
e Alternative actions (e.g., a different mode of transportation)

o Alignment shifts

o Design changes

After identifying any avoidance alternatives, evaluate each of them to determine whether
they are both feasible and prudent. If they are not feasible or prudent, explain why not.

See FHWA's Section 4(f) Policy Paper at Section 3.3.3.1 for further guidance regarding
“feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives.”

Evaluation of “all possible planning to minimize harm” to <insert name of the first
Section 4(f) property that will be subject to a “use”> resulting from the proposed
use

Explain how the project will incorporate all possible planning to minimize harm to the
Section 4(f) property.

See FHWA's Section 4(f) Policy Paper at Section 3.5 for further guidance regarding "all
possible planning to minimize harm.”

Conclusion regarding <insert name of the first Section 4(f) property that will be
subject to a “use”>

If accurate, state that (1) there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative, as
defined in 23 CFR 774.17, to the use of the property and (2) that the proposed project
includes all possible planning, as defined in 23 CFR 774.17, to minimize harm to the
property resulting from such use.


https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/legislation/section4f/4fpolicy.aspx
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/legislation/section4f/4fpolicy.aspx
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If multiple Section 4(f) properties will be subject to a “use,” repeat Section Il above in its entirety for the
second property, third property, etc. and re-number accordingly (i.e., “Section IlI” for the second property,
“Section IV” for the third property, etc.).

lil. Least Overall Harm Analysis [only if applicable]

A least overall harm analysis is required only if “multiple alternatives that use Section 4(f) property remain
under consideration.” FHWA'’s Section 4(f) Policy Paper at 3.3.3.2. Therefore, only include this Section
Il if the project is an EIS project, or an EA project with more than one build alternative being evaluated
throughout the EA. For CE projects, and EA projects with only one build alternative being evaluated

throughout the EA, a least overall harm analysis is not required.

Compare the reasonable alternatives that remain under consideration using a chart like this:

Factor from 23 CFR 774.3(c)(1)

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

1) The ability to mitigate adverse impacts to
each Section 4(f) property (including any
measures that result in benefits to the property)

<insert “Comparable,”
“More favorable,” or “Less
favorable”>

<insert “Comparable,”
“More favorable,” or
“Less favorable”>

2) The relative severity of the remining harm,
after mitigation, to the protected activities,
attributes, or features that qualify each Section
4(f) property for protection

<insert “Comparable,”
“More favorable,” or “Less
favorable”>

<insert “Comparable,”
“More favorable,” or
“Less favorable”>

3) The relative significance of each Section 4(f)
Property

<insert “Comparable,”
“More favorable,” or “Less
favorable”>

<insert “Comparable,”
“More favorable,” or
“Less favorable”>

4) The views of the official(s) with jurisdiction
over each Section 4(f) property

<insert “Comparable,”
“More favorable,” or “Less
favorable”>

<insert “Comparable,”
“More favorable,” or
“Less favorable”>

5) The degree to which each alternative meets
the purpose and need for the project

<insert “Comparable,”
“More favorable,” or “Less
favorable”>

<insert “Comparable,”
“More favorable,” or
“Less favorable”>

6) After reasonable mitigation, the magnitude of
any adverse impacts to resources not protected
by Section 4(f)

<insert “Comparable,”
“More favorable,” or “Less
favorable”>

<insert “Comparable,”
“More favorable,” or
“Less favorable”>

7) Substantial differences in costs among the
alternatives

<insert “Comparable,”
“More favorable,” or “Less
favorable”>

<insert “Comparable,”
“More favorable,” or
“Less favorable”>

Following this chart, for each of the seven factors, provide a paragraph explaining the basis for the ratings
selected for each alternative. Then, provide a conclusion regarding which alternative would cause the
least overall harm, and explain the basis for that conclusion. The project can only move forward if the
“least overall harm” alternative and the alternative identified as the “preferred” alternative in the EA or EIS
are the same alternative.


https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/legislation/section4f/4fpolicy.aspx
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See FHWA'’s Section 4(f) Policy Paper at Section 3.3.3.2 for further guidance regarding the least overall
harm analysis.

Iv. Coordination [only include this Section IV. after coordination of this individual Section 4(f)
determination with outside entities is complete]

After coordination of this individual Section 4(f) evaluation with the official(s) with jurisdiction, Department
of the Interior (and the Department of Agriculture and/or the Department of Housing and Urban
Development, if applicable), insert this Section IV. Identify the entities to whom the individual Section 4(f)
evaluation was provided for review and comment, summarize any comments received from those entities
and TxDOT’s response to those comments.

Appendices

A. Map or schematic showing boundary of Section 4(f) properties and areas that will
be subject to a “use”

B. Photographs of the Section 4(f) properties


https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/legislation/section4f/4fpolicy.aspx
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Appendix A: Revision History

The following table shows the revision history for this documentation standard.

Revision History

S A Reason for and Description of Change

Month, Year
Version 3 release. Comprehensive re-write to be more concise and more closely
July 2023 .
track regulatory requirements.
December 2019 Version 2 release. Added NEPA assignment disclaimer to list of cover page

contents.

August 2014 Version 1 release
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