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Before assessing this hypothetical situation in any way, I would first like to once 

more complain that even though certain cases have set precedent for subjective terms like 

“feasible” and “prudent,” there is still too much room for subjectivity within the language 

itself. While a lack of definition for highly subjective terms like “feasible” and “prudent” 

is a complaint against the policy and not the hypothetical situation we have been given, I 

would still like to point out that 4(f) projects (because of the subjectivity of these terms) 

can have varied outcomes depending on how these words are interpreted by the people 

supervising and planning the project. Thus a happy outcome (happy as in good for the 

environment and heritage resources) still mostly depends on the interpretation, and 

therefore, the interpreters, of the NHPA, NEPA, and 4(f) polices.  

Yet moving on to the Greenville—perhaps the very first and most important step 

is considering the alternatives listed on the Federal Highway’s Section 4(f) Tutorial. The 

first alternative is the “do nothing” alternative. While I am personally tempted to say that 

is option is applicable to the situation because it may stimulate a public transportation 

project in order to get more people off of the road and relieve the congestion, I will 

ignore this optimistic viewpoint and try to take a more “reasonable” stance. The second 

alternative is rehabilitating existing infrastructure. The hypothetical situation does not 

mention that Greenville’s existing infrastructure is lacking because of quality—rather, 

Greenville needs infrastructure to accommodate a growing commuter population. The 

third alternative is to change the location of the project in order to avoid Section 4(f) 

land. This, I will argue, is a reasonable alternative. Here I would like to bring Wendell 

Berry into the conversation, specifically one of his ideas from What Matters?: Economics 

for a Renewed Commonwealth. In the last essay of his book, Berry proposes an 
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alternative, or “real” economy based on the natural order. A quick summary--our first 

priority should the environment, our second economies of the land, our third 

manufacturing, and the fourth consumer economy. This idea may appear to have no 

direct application to Greenville’s predicament, but I assume the shorter commute and 

wider highways are inspired by the growth and the potential growth of the city’s 

economy. Is there no possibility, however, that drivers taking a little longer to drive 

around the resources that contribute so much to the healthy environment and placemaking 

resources of their community will, in the long run, contribute more to their quality of life 

than a shorter commute? While I agree that moving the existing structure off of the 

coastline in order to revive natural habitats is a great idea, I would like to combine that 

section of the project with making a greater loop around all resources (the interstate is 

only seven miles outside of the city limits, after all). At the end of the day, by rebuilding 

the highway to accommodate more drivers, their lives are safer due to less congestion and 

fewer causes for accidents, even if they do have to drive a little longer. That said, I know 

nothing about what effect the increase of carbon emissions because of the greater 

distance will cause, and I also do not know how much of an negative environmental 

impact more road construction will have versus driving through the territory of the 

precious snails. I would need to know the exact distances between and around resources 

in order to get an accurate measurement between the pros and cons of building around 

instead of through. 

However, in consideration of being “prudent”, the spirit of the proposal, 

attempting to take a “reasonable” stance, and protecting everyone’s sacred idolatry of the 

automobile, I would also like to evaluate each of the resources listed in the prompt above 
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and, in the name of rampant and soulless capitalism, obliterate a few of them in order to 

build yet another highway.  

The prompt lists several resources that will be negatively impacted. When the 

highway is moved off the coast, a log cabin on the National Register a site where trading 

used to occur between colonists and Native Americans will be negatively impacted. In 

this scenario, the first group that needs to be consulted is the Native Americans. Since 

this site was not used for religious ceremony, the Native Americans may not have 

extreme cultural interest in the site (unless they enjoy fondly recalling how, in the long 

run, they were mercilessly taken advantage of by the colonists). Second, the community 

needs to be consulted. Is this area more important than the restoration of the coastal 

wetlands? Third, the SHPO and local preservation groups should be consulted about the 

cabin, as well as this specific area given particular attention regarding the Section 106 

process, since this cabin may be destroyed or damaged. What was it about this cabin that 

put it on the National Register? Can those features be saved or commemorated in a 

different way? As the leader of this project under the Federal Housing Administration, if 

the community is either on the fence or does not respond strongly either way, the 

coastline wins. The health of the natural environment, as Wendell Berry has posited, 

comes before economies of the land and the manufactured environment. Yet it is also 

important to consider the other buildings the community has been “rumbling” about. If 

the community brings forth nothing on these buildings, and the buildings are not being 

directly torn down, Section 106 must be completed considering these buildings and the 

impact of the highway. If nothing significant is brought forth, I say proceed cautiously.  
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The next section of highway will run through downtown. Although the highway is 

being expanded by four lanes, this section will go underground in order to eliminate auto 

emissions. There are several historic districts that the highway will go under, so there 

may be some archeological sites that need to be taken into consideration. Again, Section 

106 must be completed. I think the safe and ethical route is thoroughly and properly 

investigating the archeological sites before proceeding—that step is straightforward. 

What is not straightforward is whether or not the vibrations from the highway will 

negatively impact the historic districts in any way. If it is determined that the vibrations 

will be harmless and the noise minimally disturbing or nonexistent (basically, a FONSI), 

the highway should be put under the city. If not, a different route will have to be taken. 

As the completed Section 106 document would most likely show, it would be easier to 

reroute the highway than replace or provide mitigation for the damage of multiple 

historic districts. These are note only historic districts, but people’s homes and businesses 

and distinct placemaking areas within the city. Besides burying a small percentage of 

auto emissions (and will they eventually make their way aboveground anyway?) allowed 

by expanded highway, there is no environmental gain for the historic resources to 

compete with.  

The last section of the highway may negatively impact a potentially important 

historic church and cemetery, as well as an endangered species of snails. Here I draw the 

line. The point of the extension is only to connect growing communities on the southern 

shore. I’m throwing reasonable out the window and arguing that the communities on the 

southern shore are perfectly capable of living meaningful and happy lives without an 

easier route to Greenville. Let’s respect the past and the snails and leave the church with 
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the potential Civil Rights event and wildlife alone. The communities will be more tight-

knit without becoming Greenville’s urban sprawl or bedroom communities anyway.  

It is important to notice that I did not invoke any specific processes regarding 

NEPA. That is because for each section of the highway, I chose the environment over the 

highway. In any other situation, or even any other approach to this particular highway, I 

would say that NHPA, NEPA, and 4(f) all need to be consulted.  The primary reason they 

all need to be applied is because between NHPA and NEPA, which are procedural laws, 

and 4(f), which is substantive, there are laws guiding the decision-making processes and 

directing the outcome. I would like to suggest, in an uncharacteristically optimistic way, 

that if any combination of processes will result in ideal outcome for environmental 

resource and heritage protection, it is this combination, because NHPA, NEPA, and 4(f) 

cover the process from beginning to end, finishing the process with objective and 

enforceable policies.   

 

 

 


