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Ms. Liz Hair

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
Asheville Regulatory Field Office

151 Patton Avenue, Suite 208
Asheville, North Carolina 28801-5006

Dear Ms. Hair:
Subject: EEP Mitigation Acceptance Letter:
R-2559/R-3329, Monroe Bypass and Connector, Union and Mecklenburg Counties
The purpose of this letter is to notify you that the Ecosystem Enhancement Program (EEP) will provide the
compensatory stream and riparian wetland mitigation for the unavoidable impact associated with the above
referenced projects. Based on the information supplied by the NCDOT on June 23, 2010, the impacts are located in

CU 03040105 of the Yadkin River Basin in the Southern Piedmont (SP) Eco-Region, and the anticipated mitigation
credits needed to offset the impacts are as follows:

Yadkin Stream Wetlands Buffer (Sq. Ft.)
03040105 . Non- Coastal Zone
SP Cold Cool Warm Riparian Riparian Marsh Zone 1 2
Impacts (feet/acres) 0 0 23,083 8.10 0 0 0 0
Mitigation Units
(Credits-up to 2:1) 0 0 46,166 16.20 0 0 0 0

Mitigation associated with this project will be provided in accordance with Section X of Amendment No. 2
to the Memorandum of Agreement between the N. C. Department of Environment and Natural Resources, the N. C.
Department of Transportation, and the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers fully executed on March 8, 2007 (Tri-Party
MOA). EEP commits to implement sufficient compensatory stream and riparian wetland mitigation in the
appropriate cataloging unit in the amount listed in the above table to offset the impacts associated with this project
by the end of the MOA year in which this project is permitted. If the above referenced impact amounts are revised,
then this mitigation acceptance letter will no longer be valid and a new mitigation acceptance letter will be required
from EEP.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Ms. Beth Harmon at 919-715-
1929.

Sincerely,

William D. Gilmore, P.E.
EEP Director

cc: Mr. Gregory J. Thorpe, Ph.D., NCDOT-PDEA
Mr. Brian Wrenn, Division of Water Quality, Wetlands/401 Unit
File: R-2559 / R-3329
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June 24, 2010

Mr. Steve DeWitt, P.E.

Chief Engineer

North Carolina Turnpike Authority
5400 Glenwood Avenue, Suite 200
Raleigh, North Carolina 27612

Dear Mr. DeWitt:
Subject: EEP Mitigation Acceptance Letter:
R-2559/R-3329, Monroe Bypass and Connector, Union and Mecklenburg Counties
The purpose of this letter is to notify you that the Ecosystem Enhancement Program (EEP) will provide the
compensatory stream and riparian wetland mitigation for the subject project. Based on the information supplied by

" you on June 23, 2010, the impacts are located in CU 03040105 of the Yadkin River Basin in the Southern Piedmont
(SP) Eco-Region, and are as follows:

Yadkin Stream Wetlands Buffer (Sq. Ft.)
030;2105 Cold Cool Warm | Riparian Rggili-an ?\:I):iﬁl Zone 1 | Zone?2
( fir:tﬁ’:ccrt:s) 0 0 | 23,083 | 810 0 0 0 0
(ggéglffs; t[i“zltj) 0 0 | 46166 | 1620 0 0 0 0

EEP commits to implementing sufficient compensatory stream and riparian wetland mitigation credits to
offset the impacts associated with this project by the end of the MOA Year in which this project is permitted, in
accordance with Section X of the Amendment No. 2 to the Memorandum of Agreement between the North Carolina
Department of Environment and Natural Resources, the North Carolina Department of Transportation, and the U. S.
Army Corps of Engineers, fully executed on March 8, 2007. If the above referenced impact amounts are revised,
then this mitigation acceptance letter will no longer be valid and a new mitigation acceptance letter will be required
from EEP.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Ms. Beth Harmon at 919-715-
1929.

Sincerel

William'¥. Gilmore, P.E.
EEP Director

cc: Ms. Liz Hair, USACE — Asheville Regulatory Field Office
Mr. Brian Wrenn, Division of Water Quality, Wetlands/401 Unit
Ms. Linda Fitzpatrick, NCDOT — PDEA
File: R-2559 / R-3329
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Monroe Bypass Agency Meeting

MEETING MINUTES

Date: July 18, 2012
10:00 AM to 12:15 PM
NCDOT Century Center — Structures Conference Room

Project:  STIP R-3329/R-2559 Monroe Connector/Bypass — STP-NHF-74(90)

Attendees:
George Hoops, FHWA Kevin Fischer, NCDOT - Structures Mgmt
Scott McLendon, USACE Larry Thompson, NCDOT - Div 10
Liz Hair, USACE (phone) Jamal Alavi, NCDOT — TPB
Marella Buncick, USFWS Ron Wilkins, NCDOT - Utilities
Marla Chambers, NCWRC Tim McFadden, NCDOT - DB
David Wainwright, NCDWQ Malcolm Watson, NCDOT — DB
Cindy Karoly, NCDWQ Jennifer Harris, NCTA
Alan Johnson, NCDWQ (phone) Zak Hamidi, NCTA
Amy Simes, NCDENR Rick Baucom, NCTA
Scott Slusser, NCDOJ Christy Shumate, NCTA-GEC
Ebony Pittman, NCDOJ Carl Gibilaro, Atkins
Ed Lewis, NCDOT — HES Ken Gilland, Michael Baker Eng.
Greg Thorpe, NCDOT — PDEA Lorna Parkins, Michael Baker Eng.
Steve Gurganus, NCDOT — HES Scudder Wagg, Michael Baker Eng.
Colin Mellor, NCDOT - NES Tommy Peacock, RKK
Carla Dagnino, NCDOT - NES Tina Swiezy, RKK
Elizabeth Lusk, NCDOT - NES Jim Triplett, UIG (phone)
Jesse Gilstrap, NCDOT-WZTC Sam Stutt, UIG (phone)
Lawrence Gettier, NCDOT —WZTC Lindy Hallman, UIG (phone)
Barney Blackburn, NCDOT — REU Greg Miller (phone)

Mark Staley, NCDOT - REU

Presentation Materials:
* Agenda
» PowerPoint presentation: Land Use Forecast Background and Union County Growth Analysis

Purpose:
Provide an update on the Monroe Bypass project status, review issues raised in the recent legal

proceedings and discuss the next steps.
The following items were discussed at the meeting:

Summary of Legal Proceedings

On May 3, 2012, the US Court of Appeals (4th Circuit) stated that the North Carolina Department of
Transportation (NCDOT) had failed to disclose critical assumptions underlying their decision to build the
Monroe Connector/Bypass: In sum, although we need not and do not decide whether the NEPA permits
the Agencies to use MUMPOQO's data in this case, we do hold that by doing so without disclosing the data’s
underlying assumptions and falsely responding to public concerns, the Agencies failed to take the “hard
look” at environmental consequences. The Court further stated that the MUMPO data from which the

Agency Coordination Meeting - 7/18/12
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guantitative ICE Build and No-Build projections were developed contained the project in the travel time to
employment, one of the factors used to develop the socioeconomic data. They further stated that this
inclusion was not shared with the agencies and cast doubt on the findings of the analysis. NCDOT did
request a rehearing due to facts and law the Court overlooked or misunderstood but that request was
denied on June 29, 2012.

Update on Construction, Right of Way Process and Permits

In light of the recent court decision, FHWA rescinded the Record of Decision (August 2010). In addition,
all design work for the design-build project has been suspended. Right of way acquisition activities have
also been suspended, although property owners may apply for consideration for hardship acquisition. At
NCTA'’s request, the Section 401 permit issued by NC Division of Water Quality (DWQ) has been
withdrawn and the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Section 404 permit has been suspended.

Indirect and Cumulative Effects Analysis

Baker Engineering gave a presentation on the process used to complete the quantitative indirect and
cumulative effects study for the project. The presentation included details on the data and methodology
used, as well as how and why decisions and conclusions were reached. The intent of the presentation
was to provide agencies some background and explanation of the issues involved in the litigation. In
addition, the presentation provided an overview of growth trends in Union County and the Metrolina
region. A copy of the PowerPoint presentation is attached to these minutes.

Next Steps
NCTA and NCDOT have reviewed the court’s decision and identified topics where additional

documentation and explanation are warranted. These topics include:

* Indirect and cumulative effects analysis data and methodologies

e Growth trends in Union County

» Evaluation of the US 74 Corridor Study prepared by Stantec in 2007 for NCDOT-Division 10
» Alternatives analysis and build corridors considered

* 2035 No-Build Traffic forecasts (see FEIS Appendix A)

NCTA will compile information on these topics and share that with agencies and the public. NCTA will
also review other components of the NEPA study to determine if additional analysis is necessary. NCTA
will also ask for agency input on other topics to be addressed and methodologies to be used. The type of
NEPA document that will ultimately be prepared has not yet been determined.

Update on Public Involvement Activities

On June 18 and 19, community meetings were held in Stallings and Monroe to provide updates similar to
what was presented at this agency meeting. Those meetings included additional focus on the right of
way acquisition process. The presentation to the public provided a broader level of technical detail
regarding the modeling than was presented today. A total of approximately 200 people attended the
meetings.

Q&A | COMMENTS:

1. USFWS noted that it is, or should be, inherent that the MPQO’s model would include the project. An
explanation that was previously provided regarding the inclusion of the project in the model was that
the land use model included the transportation network and that homes and businesses around the
interchanges were then removed to create the No-Build scenario. So, did the NCTA delete projected
growth included in the MPO’s model around the future interchanges to get to a No-Build scenario,
and if so, how was sprawl away from the interchanges accounted for?

The assumption that the MPO’s model would inherently include the project and therefore represent a
future Build scenario is the basis of the confusion regarding the ICE analysis. Inthe modeling
process used to develop future socioeconomic data, two separate models were used: a land use
forecast model and a transportation network model. The analysis of the socioeconomic forecasts

Agency Coordination Meeting - 7/18/12
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provided by MUMPO indicated that project-related growth concentrated at future interchanges for the
Bypass were not incorporated in those forecasts because at the time the forecasts were created, the
planning experts did not contemplate the Project in their land use plans. Therefore, households and
employment in the socioeconomic forecasts were not removed at the interchange areas. Instead, in
development of the Build Land Use scenario, additional development or more intense development
was added around the interchange areas to reflect induced development from the project.

2. Were the items in the Hammer Report (top-down socioeconomic projections) weighted? (USFWS)
Yes. The Hammer Report looked at 227 representative counties to determine the influence of each
factor.

3. When you reevaluate the study, will you reuse the 2003/2004 socioeconomic data or consider
updated data? (USFWS)
The 2003/2004 socioeconomic forecasts are forecasts of future population and employment (year
2030) developed by MUMPO for use in their long range planning and travel demand modeling. These
are the forecasts that were used in the indirect and cumulative effects analysis to represent the future
No-Build condition. MUMPO is currently updating their long range transportation plan and associated
socioeconomic projects; however, these will not be available for at least nine months and likely a
year. Therefore, the 2003/2004 projections are still the best available forecast data that has been
reviewed and approved by regional leaders. NCTA is still investigating options for other
socioeconomic forecasts that may inform any update to the ICE.

4. How do you determine what land is defined as “available land”? (USFWS)
Land available for development that would be considered for possible development in the No Build
and Build Land Use Scenarios was any parcel considered “undeveloped” in the existing land use.
This included farms, forests and other vacant lands. Land protected by stream buffer ordinances,
however, was not considered available for development.

5. Agencies asked for clarification on the roles of NCTA, FHWA, and agencies and the status of the
legal proceedings.
NCTA and FHWA's roles will be the same as they have been, with FHWA as the lead federal agency
and decision-maker. The type of NEPA documentation that will be prepared has not been
determined yet. The agencies will be asked to provide input on all documentation, data, and
methodologies used in responding to the court’s concerns. The legal proceedings related to the
lawsuit filed in November 2010 are now closed.

6. What is the projected schedule moving forward? (USACE)
NCTA anticipates a new ROD in early 2013. After that, NCTA will resubmit a permit application for a
new 401 permit and request the 404 permit be taken off suspended status. NCTA is hopeful that the
design-build process can be reinitiated by April 2013.

7. NCWRC noted that studies show high levels of development occurring in Union County with and
without the project. What are NCDOT and the localities doing to protect resources and water quality?
A partnership between NCDOT, NCDWQ, and local governments could be considered, as well as
local land use restrictions.
NCTA will review current land use and trends and update the cumulative effects section of the report,
if required; as well as consider NCWRC'’s Green Growth Toolbox Handbook.

8. USFWS asked if a merger type process to review the new data and provide comments had been
considered.
NCTA and FHWA will discuss this and determine some key points for agency involvement and input
in this process. Agencies will be asked to provide input and comments on all documents.

9. USFWS noted that depending on the outcome of NCTA'’s current studies, they may need to revisit
consultations under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.
At this time, no modifications appear to be needed. NCTA and FHWA will continue to coordinate with
USFWS to determine an appropriate course of action.

Agency Coordination Meeting - 7/18/12
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Previous Action Items:
* None.

New Action Items:
» ldentify the process that will be used for future meetings and the sharing of data. There was
agreement among the participants that the project does not need to return to the Purpose and
Need or Alternatives phases (concurrence points 1, 2 and 2a) nor does it need to enter into the
formal Merger process.

Resolutions:
* None.

Next Steps:

* NCDOT will continue to be committed to full disclosure and transparency. In future meetings
NCDOT will provide any materials requested by the agencies in a detailed yet understandable
manner to expedite the decision making process.

* Next Meeting — August 22, 2012

Agency Coordination Meeting - 7/18/12
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Shumate, Christy

From: Chris Militscher <Militscher.Chris@epamail.epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, August 08, 2012 8:15 AM

To: Alavi, J S

Cc: Johnson, Alan; Simes, Amy; Blackburn, Barney R; Moose, Barry S; Carl Gibilaro; Dagnino,

Carla S; Mellor, Colin; Shumate, Christy; Karoly, Cyndi; Wainwright, David; Lewis, Ed F;
Lusk, Elizabeth L; epittman@ncdoj.gov; 'george.hoops@dot.gov’; Thorpe, Gregory J;
Nelson, Jane C; Gilstrap, Jesse W, Harris, Jennifer; 'kgilland@mbakercorp.com’; Hamidi, K.
Zak; Gettier, Lawrence; Parkins, Lorna; Thompson, Larry B; 'marella_buncick@fws.gov';
Chambers, Marla J; Clawson, Marshall W; Watson, Malcolm C; Staley, Mark K; Wilkins,
Ronald B; Gledhill-earley, Renee; Baucom, Richard W; 'sarah.e.hair@usace.army.mil’;
'scott.c.mclendon@usace.army.mil’; Gurganus, Stephen J (Steve) - HEU; Slusser, Scott
(SSLUSSER@ncdoj.gov); Franklin, Spencer T; swagg@mbakercorp.com; Mcfadden,
Timothy T; tpeacock@rkk.com; Tina Swiezy (tswiezy@rkk.com); Fischer, Kevin

Subject: RE: Monroe Connector/Bypass (R-3329/R-2559) -- Agency Meeting - July 18 DRAFT
MINUTES

Jamal: Thanks for the answer to my question. | do not see a need to review Dr. Appold's methodology or the proposal and
contract, but | appreciate the offer. Hope you are doing well and thanks again.

"Alavi, J S" ---08/07/2012 01:38:34 PM---Hi Chris, I'll answer question #1.

From: "Alavi, J S" <jalavi@ncdot.gov>

To: "Mellor, Colin" <cmellor@ncdot.gov>, Chris Militscher/R4/USEPA/US@EPA, "Shumate, Christy" <cmshumate@ncdot.gov>

Cc: "Johnson, Alan" <alan.johnson@ncdenr.gov>, "Simes, Amy" <amy.simes@ncdenr.gov>, "Blackburn, Barney R" <bblackburn@ncdot.gov>, "Moose, Barry S"
<bmoose@ncdot.gov>, Carl Gibilaro <carl.gibilaro@atkinsglobal.com>, "Dagnino, Carla S" <cdagnino@ncdot.gov>, "Karoly, Cyndi" <cyndi.karoly@ncdenr.gov>,
"W ainwright, David" <david.wainwright@ncdenr.gov>, "Lewis, Ed F" <elewis@ncdot.gov>, "Lusk, Elizabeth L" <ellusk@ncdot.gov>, "epittman@ncdoj.gov"
<epittman@ncdoj.gov>, "george.hoops@dot.gov" <george.hoops@dot.gov>, "Thorpe, Gregory J" <gthorpe@ncdot.gov>, "Nelson, Jane C"
<jcnelson@ncdot.gov>, "Gilstrap, Jesse W" <jgilstrap@ncdot.gov>, "Harris, Jennifer" <jhharrisl@ncdot.gov>, "kgilland@mbakercorp.com™
<kgilland@mbakercorp.com>, "Hamidi, K. Zak" <khamidi@ncdot.gov>, "Gettier, Lawrence" <Igettier@ncdot.gov>, "Parkins, Lorna"

<LPARKINS @mbakercorp.com>, "Thompson, Larry B" <lthompson@ncdot.gov>, "marella_buncick@fws.gov" <marella_buncick@fws.gov>, "Chambers, Marla J"
<marla.chambers@ncwildlife.org>, "Clawson, Marshall W" <mclawson@ncdot.gov>, "Watson, Malcolm C" <mcwatson@ncdot.gov>, "Staley, Mark K"
<mstaley@ncdot.gov>, "Wilkins, Ronald B" <rbwilkins@ncdot.gov>, "Gledhill-earley, Renee" <renee.gledhill-earley@ncdcr.gov>, "Baucom, Richard W"
<rwbaucom@ncdot.gov>, "'sarah.e.hair@usace.army.mil™ <sarah.e.hair@usace.army.mil>, "'scott.c.mclendon@usace.army.mil"
<scott.c.mclendon@usace.army.mil>, "Gurganus, Stephen J (Steve) - HEU" <sjgurganus@ncdot.gov>, "Slusser, Scott (SSLUSSER@ncdoj.gov)"
<SSLUSSER@ncdoj.gov>, "Franklin, Spencer T" <stfranklin@ncdot.gov>, "swagg@mbakercorp.com" <swagg@mbakercorp.com>, "Mcfadden, Timothy T"
<tmcfadden@ncdot.gov>, "tpeacock@rkk.com" <tpeacock@rkk.com>, "Tina Swiezy (tswiezy@rkk.com)" <tswiezy@rkk.com>, "Fischer, Kevin"
<wkfischer@ncdot.gov>

Date: 08/07/2012 01:38 PM

Subject: RE: Monroe Connector/Bypass (R-3329/R-2559) -- Agency Meeting - July 18 DRAFT MINUTES

Hi Chris,
I'll answer question #1.

The future projections will be done in 5-year increments. However, to develop those projections, the
consultant (Stephen Appold with UNC’s Kenan-Flagler Business School) will spend much effort
analyzing the effects of the recession, which followed the very high growth period beforehand. Land
use data for any off year (2011, 2012, 2016, etc.) will be interpolated using the latest approved land
use data set and Steve's 5 year projections.

Dr. Appold’s methodology is very solid. It has been reviewed by the Metrolina Regional Model team

members and approved by the executive committee. If you would like to review the methodology, we
will be happy to provide you with the contract and the proposal for this task.

C1-7



Thanks, Jamal

Jamal S. Alavi, PE, CPM
Transportation Engineering Manager
Metrolina Planning Group

Transportation Planning Branch, NCDOT
1554 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, NC 27699
Tel: 919-707-0970

http://wwww.ncdot.or g/doh/preconstruct/tpb/

From: Mellor, Colin

Sent: Monday, August 06, 2012 8:48 AM

To: Chris Militscher; Shumate, Christy

Cc: Johnson, Alan; Simes, Amy; Blackburn, Barney R; Moose, Barry S; Carl Gibilaro; Dagnino, Carla S; Karoly, Cyndi;
Wainwright, David; Lewis, Ed F; Lusk, Elizabeth L; epittman@ncdoj.gov; 'george.hoops@dot.gov'; Thorpe, Gregory J;
Alavi, J S; Nelson, Jane C; Gilstrap, Jesse W; Harris, Jennifer; 'kgilland@mbakercorp.com'; Hamidi, K. Zak; Gettier,
Lawrence; Parkins, Lorna; Thompson, Larry B; 'marella_buncick@fws.gov'; Chambers, Marla J; Clawson, Marshall W;
Watson, Malcolm C; Staley, Mark K; Wilkins, Ronald B; Gledhill-earley, Renee; Baucom, Richard W;
'sarah.e.hair@usace.army.mil’; 'scott.c.mclendon@usace.army.mil'; Gurganus, Stephen J (Steve) - HEU; Slusser, Scott
(SSLUSSER@ncdoj.gov); Franklin, Spencer T; swagg@mbakercorp.com; Mcfadden, Timothy T; tpeacock@rkk.com; Tina
Swiezy (tswiezy@rkk.com); Fischer, Kevin

Subject: RE: Monroe Connector/Bypass (R-3329/R-2559) -- Agency Meeting - July 18 DRAFT MINUTES

Chris,

| can answer question #2 and the answer is yes. Yes - updates to the ICE have the POTENTIAL to affect future land use projections
and therefore may affect the ICl analysis. When we have re-scrutinized all the ICE input we will definitely re-evaluate the water
quality model.

Colin

Colin Méellor
NCDOT - PDEA, Natural Environment Section
(919) 707-6139

From: Chris Militscher [mailto:Militscher.Chris@epamail.epa.gov]

Sent: Friday, August 03, 2012 11:56 AM

To: Shumate, Christy

Cc: Johnson, Alan; Simes, Amy; Blackburn, Barney R; Moose, Barry S; Carl Gibilaro; Dagnino, Carla S; Mellor, Colin;
Karoly, Cyndi; Wainwright, David; Lewis, Ed F; Lusk, Elizabeth L; epittman@ncdoj.gov; 'george.hoops@dot.gov'; Thorpe,
Gregory J; Alavi, J S; Nelson, Jane C; Gilstrap, Jesse W; Harris, Jennifer; 'kgilland@mbakercorp.com'; Hamidi, K. Zak;
Gettier, Lawrence; Parkins, Lorna; Thompson, Larry B; 'marella_buncick@fws.gov'; Chambers, Marla J; Clawson, Marshall
W; Watson, Malcolm C; Staley, Mark K; Wilkins, Ronald B; Gledhill-earley, Renee; Baucom, Richard W;
'sarah.e.hair@usace.army.mil’; 'scott.c.mclendon@usace.army.mil'; Gurganus, Stephen J (Steve) - HEU; Slusser, Scott
(SSLUSSER@ncdoj.gov); Franklin, Spencer T; swagg@mbakercorp.com; Mcfadden, Timothy T; tpeacock@rkk.com; Tina
Swiezy (tswiezy@rkk.com); Fischer, Kevin

Subject: RE: Monroe Connector/Bypass (R-3329/R-2559) -- Agency Meeting - July 18 DRAFT MINUTES

Christie: Thanks for the additional information. I do not have any specific comments on the Baker
presentation but I did have two potentially related questions:

1. Do you know if MUMPO is planning to look at population and traffic growth projections in their future

2
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updated LRTP in smaller (less than 5 year) time increments (e.g., "pre-2009 recession and post-
recession)?

2. Are you planning to internally re-evalaute the findings from the ICI Water Quality Analysis that was
provided to some of the agencies? My reason for asking is that I thought that the ICE findings can
potentially shape the transportation agencies' assumptions used in an ICI study. It may not, but I cannot
recall if there is a connection between the two types of analyses.

From Baker presentation:

Removal of Bypass results in minor changes to travel times and composite scores Y21 (of 256) TAZs increase travel time
by more than 1 minute Y14 TAZs see 1% or more change in composite score /Average Composite Score change is 0.21%
Maximum Composite Score change is 3.9% Still assessing the overall implications to ICE Report

Thanks again.

————— "Shumate, Christy" <cmshumate@ncdot.gov> wrote: -----

To: Chris Militscher/R4/USEPA/US@EPA

From: "Shumate, Christy" <cmshumate@ncdot.gov>

Date: 08/03/2012 10:47AM

Cc: "Johnson, Alan" <alan.johnson@ncdenr.gov>, "Simes, Amy" <amy.simes@ncdenr.gov>, "Blackburn,
Barney R" <bblackburn@ncdot.gov>, "Moose, Barry S" <bmoose@ncdot.gov>, Carl Gibilaro
<carl.gibilaro@atkinsglobal.com>, "Dagnino, Carla S" <cdagnino@ncdot.gov>, "Mellor, Colin"
<cmellor@ncdot.gov>, "Karoly, Cyndi" <cyndi.karoly@ncdenr.gov>, "Wainwright, David"
<david.wainwright@ncdenr.gov>, "Lewis, Ed F" <elewis@ncdot.gov>, "Lusk, Elizabeth L"
<ellusk@ncdot.gov>, "epittman@ncdoj.gov" <epittman@ncdoj.gov>, "'george.hoops@dot.gov
<george.hoops@dot.gov>, "Thorpe, Gregory J" <gthorpe@ncdot.gov>, "Alavi, J S" <jalavi@ncdot.gov>,
"Nelson, Jane C" <jcnelson@ncdot.gov>, "Gilstrap, Jesse W" <jqgilstrap@ncdot.gov>, "Harris, Jennifer"
<jhharrisl @ncdot.gov>, "'kgilland@mbakercorp.com™ <kgilland@mbakercorp.com>, "Hamidi, K. Zak"
<khamidi@ncdot.gov>, "Gettier, Lawrence" <lgettier@ncdot.gov>, "Parkins, Lorna"
<LPARKINS@mbakercorp.com>, "Thompson, Larry B" <lthompson@ncdot.gov>,
"'marella_buncick@fws.gov' <marella buncick@fws.gov>, "Chambers, Marla J"
<marla.chambers@ncwildlife.org>, "Clawson, Marshall W" <mclawson@ncdot.gov>, "Watson, Malcolm C"
<mcwatson@ncdot.gov>, "Staley, Mark K" <mstaley@ncdot.gov>, "Wilkins, Ronald B"
<rbwilkins@ncdot.gov>, "Gledhill-earley, Renee" <renee.gledhill-earley@ncdcr.gov>, "Baucom, Richard
W" <rwbaucom@ncdot.gov>, "'sarah.e.hair@usace.army.mil'" <sarah.e.hair@usace.army.mil>,
"'scott.c.mclendon@usace.army.mil™ <scott.c.mclendon@usace.army.mil>, "Gurganus, Stephen J (Steve)
- HEU" <sjgurganus@ncdot.gov>, "Slusser, Scott (SSLUSSER@ncdoj.gov)" <SSLUSSER@ncdoj.gov>,
"Franklin, Spencer T" <stfranklin@ncdot.gov>, "swagg@mbakercorp.com" <swagg@mbakercorp.com>,
"Mcfadden, Timothy T" <tmcfadden@ncdot.gov>, "tpeacock@rkk.com" <tpeacock@rkk.com>, "Tina
Swiezy (tswiezy@rkk.com)" <tswiezy@rkk.com>, "Fischer, Kevin" <wkfischer@ncdot.gov>

Subject: RE: Monroe Connector/Bypass (R-3329/R-2559) -- Agency Meeting - July 18 DRAFT MINUTES
Chris,

We will clarify this in the minutes. The 2003/2004 socioeconomic forecasts are forecasts of future population and employment (year
2030) developed by MUMPO for use in their long range planning and travel demand modeling. These are the forecasts that we used
in the indirect and cumulative effects analysis to represent the future No-Build condition. MUMPO is currently updating their long
range transportation plan and associated socioeconomic projects; however, these will not be available for at least nine months and
likely a year. Therefore, the 2003/2004 projections are still the best available forecast data that has been reviewed and approved by
regional leaders. We are still investigating options for other socioeconomic forecasts that may inform any update to the ICE and if
you have any recommendations we will gladly look into those.

Attached is a pdf of the presentation made at the agency meeting that explains the data and methodology used in the ICE study. We
would be happy to review the presentation with you via conference call or answer any questions you have.

Thanks,



Christy

From: Chris Militscher [mailto:Militscher.Chris@epamail.epa.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2012 1:16 PM

To: Shumate, Christy

Cc: Johnson, Alan; Simes, Amy; Blackburn, Barney R; Moose, Barry S; Carl Gibilaro; Dagnino, Carla S; Mellor, Colin;
Karoly, Cyndi; Wainwright, David; Lewis, Ed F; Lusk, Elizabeth L; epittman@ncdoj.gov; 'george.hoops@dot.gov'; Thorpe,
Gregory J; Alavi, J S; Nelson, Jane C; Gilstrap, Jesse W; Harris, Jennifer; 'kgilland@mbakercorp.com'; Hamidi, K. Zak;
Gettier, Lawrence; Parkins, Lorna; Thompson, Larry B; 'marella_buncick@fws.gov'; Chambers, Marla J; Clawson, Marshall
W; Watson, Malcolm C; Staley, Mark K; Wilkins, Ronald B; Gledhill-earley, Renee; Baucom, Richard W;
'sarah.e.hair@usace.army.mil’; 'scott.c.mclendon@usace.army.mil'; Gurganus, Stephen J (Steve) - HEU; Slusser, Scott
(SSLUSSER@ncdoj.gov); Franklin, Spencer T; swagg@mbakercorp.com; Mcfadden, Timothy T; tpeacock@rkk.com; Tina
Swiezy (tswiezy@rkk.com); Fischer, Kevin

Subject: Re: Monroe Connector/Bypass (R-3329/R-2559) -- Agency Meeting - July 18 DRAFT MINUTES

Christie: | read in the meeting minutes that only 2003-2004 socioeconomic data is available. Maybe | have confused
myself on this issue because the 2010 U.S. Census is completed.

http://quickfacts.census.gov/gfd/states/37000.html

Thanks.

Email correspondence to and from this sender is subject to the N.C. Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties.

[attachment "Baker Presentation for Agency Meeting_7_18_12.pdf" removed by Chris
Militscher/R4/USEPA/US]

4
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Monroe Connector/Bypass
Agency Update
O

July 18, 2012

Outline of Today’s Discussion

O

July 18, 2012
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» On May 3, 2012, the US Court of Appeals (4t
Circuit) stated that NCDOT had failed to disclose
critical assumptions underlying their decision to
build the Monroe Connector/Bypass:

* In sum, although we need not and do not decide
whether NEPA permits the Agencies to use
MUMPOQO's data in this case, we do hold that by
doing so without disclosing the data’s underlying
assumptions and by falsely responding to public
concerns, the Agencies failed to take the required
“hard look’ at environmental consequences.”

» They also stated that the MUMPO data from which
the quantitative ICE Build and No-Build projections
were developed contained the Connector in the
travel time to employment. They further stated that
this inclusion was not shared with the agencies and
cast doubt on the findings of the analysis.

C1-12



Build vs Build
O

July 18, 2012

Right of Way & Construction

O

July 18, 2012
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Community Meetings

O

July 18, 2012

Moving Forward

O

July 18, 2012
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What are the rules for ICE Analysis?

O

July 18, 2012

Guidance Recommendations on Data Use

O

July 18, 2012
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Guidance Recommendations on Data Use

O

Trend extrapolation techniques are limited in the application to indirect/cumulative
effects analysis, because the techniques are only useful in creating base case or no-
action forecasts - extrapolation is not helpful in evaluating project alternatives
that will by definition change conditions on which historical trends are
based. Also, this type of forecasting technique is unnecessary when accepted
forecasts have been developed already by local or regional agencies for the study
area. Page V-9

Example 2 — Detailed Analysis Techniques: . . . Develop a general No Action Scenario
for the study area based on 20-year growth projections furnished by the local
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). Page 1V-31

¢ The guidance says the MPO forecasts should be used in the analysis.
How are they used?
o Provide a control total for future population and employment at the small area level.
o Provide guidance on how much growth will occur and where it will occur.

July 18, 2012

MPO Forecasts can be used two ways:

O

Choice AB® Choice B

MPO Forecasts MPO Forecasts

July 18, 2012

Guidance from
planners and
analysis create a
(higher) Build
Forecast

_____ Represent — Represent Build
No Build Alternative
Alternative

C1-16

Guidance from
planners and
analysis create a
(lesser) No Build
Forecast




MPO Forecasts can be used two ways:

O

Choice A Choice B

MPO Forecasts | MPO Forecasts |

----- Represent No Build | -~ Represent Build |

Alternative Alternative |
Appropriate when research ! Appropriate when research
indicates the regional land | indicates the regional land |
----- use impacts of the - use impacts of the project |
project are not ] are represented in the '

represented by the forecasts forecasts

July 18, 2012

Basis for Choice A vs Choice B

O

» Discuss with local planners what will future
development look like with and without the project

* ldentify constraints to development that would affect
growth patterns regardless of the project

« ldentify related actions (such as development of
water and sewer lines) that would affect
development densities with and without the project

—> Based on the above process, we determine if the
estimated development is a better match for the
build, or the no build option.

July 18, 2012
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Use of the MUMPOQO Data in the ICE

O

e TAZ level socioeconomic data from MUMPO served
as control totals for developing the ICE No Build
land use scenario.

» Based on consultations with local planners and use
of the Hartgen method, additional development was
added to create a Build land use scenario.

July 18, 2012

Steps taken for the Monroe

Connector/Bypass ICE

July 18, 2012
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Mecklenburg — Union
Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MUMPO)

O

MUMPO, in cooperation with the State,
developed its current transportation
plan from 2001 to 2005. The purpose
of the plan was to: 1) Assist governing
bodies and official agencies in
determining courses of action and in
formulating attainable capital
improvement programs in anticipation
of community needs; and, 2) Guide
private individuals and groups in
planning their decisions which can be
important factors in the pattern of
future development and redevelopment
of the area.

July 18, 2012

1. Trip Generation 2. Trip Distribution

¢ How many trips and for what * Which origins and destinations will
purpose? i be linked together?
« Defines origins and destinations i

Travel Demand
Model

3. Mode Split 4. Trip Assignment

» Given trip origins and destinations, | * How will the trips be made across the
how will travelers get around viathe | transportation network?
available travel modes? !

July 18, 2012
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Data by Traffic

Analysis Zone and Transit

Note that the land use forecasts and
transportation network are completely
separate inputs to the model. The
methods the MPO uses to develop each
input determines whether there is any
connection between the two.

July 18, 2012

Traffic Analysis Zones

O

July 18, 2012
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Traffic Analysis Zones and Major Roads (2008)

O

July 18, 2012

How were the MUMPO land use forecasts developed?

Top-
Down
, Forecast

July 18, 2012
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Forecasting Roles

O

TO p— * Projects Regional Population &
Employment totals

D own - Sets county totals

« Distributes growth developed in the top-down model at the
county-level based on Traffic Area Zones (TAZs)

* DOES NOT include adjustments to regional growth patterns
other than within counties

* MUMPO process only applied to central and western Union
County

* Local planners refine the in-county land use
allocation based on adopted plans and local
land use expertise, basically this serves as a
reality check on the anticipated growth

July 18, 2012

Forecasting Factors

*Regional Forecast

«County Level Forecast (Allocated using variables statistically tested
against 228 metropolitan counties in 27 regions)
«Past economic and demographic trends
*Economic and demographic conditions (as of 2003)
<Influence of income on growth patterns
*Proximity
eLand availability
<Past land use and infrastructure policies

*Developable Residential Land

*Redevelopable Residential Land

*Recent Population Change

*Travel Time to Employment Centers (note: this is the only factor that
includes the Monroe Connector)

*Water Availability

*Sewer Availability

*Expert Panel (High Growth Areas)*

*Growth Policy Factor*

C1-22




Accessibility Considerations

O

 Large scale transportation projects was a factor omitted from the
top down analysis (From Hammer Report, p. 14)

» Does include the regional “build” network including the Monroe
Connector, but only in travel time to employment calculations for
future year(s).

» Considers travel time from each TAZ to the NEAREST
employment center, NOT regional employment centers

 Reflects local advisors’ expectations (in 2003-2004) of whether
new roads would be built

» Reflects the assumptions in adopted land use plans regarding the
anticipated road network

July 18, 2012

How does this affect the ICE Study

O

* This component, which includes the estimation of total job and population
growth for each county, DID NOT include the Monroe Connector

Top-
Down

B Otto m - « Includes the regional “build” network (with Monroe Connector) for the travel
time component only, and only for central and western Union County
» The way travel time to employment was calculated does not capture regional

travel time impacts, it only captures impacts within Union County to the
nearest employment center also within Union County

= Adopted land use plans at the time this analysis was done did not reflect
impacts of the Monroe Connector

* Members of the Expert Panel stated during the interview process for the ICE
study that the Monroe Connector WAS NOT included in their expectations

July 18, 2012
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What do the Forecasts Represent?

O

July 18, 2012

Conclusion

O

July 18, 2012
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Does MUMPO agree with our conclusion?

O

* NCTA and NCDOT met with MUMPO on June 19th,

» They agreed with the conclusion that use of their
data for the No-Build Option was appropriate.

o Because the regional control totals on county populations and
employment from the top-down process

o Because inclusion of the project in the travel time to
employment factor had minimal impact on that factor.

o Because the planners and the Expert Panel members involved
in the bottom up process did not anticipate the MC in the long
term forecasts.

* Minutes for the meeting will be included in
administrative record.

July 18, 2012

Preliminary Results of Travel Time to Employment
Factor Reexamination

O

* MUMPO, NCDOT and other modelers worked
together to reexamine the Travel Time to
Employment Factor

o Assess the differences with and without the Monroe Connector
in the roadway network

» Removal of Bypass results in minor changes to travel
times and composite scores

o 21 (of 256) TAZs increase travel time by more than 1 minute
o 14 TAZs see 1% or more change in composite score

« Average Composite Score change is 0.21%

~ Maximum Composite Score change is 3.9%

« Still assessing the overall implications to ICE Report

C1-25




Undeveloped

Land Identified

July 18, 2012

Density

Density 2
categorization of Undeveloped
undeveloped Land
land based on =

recent plans -
Total Build Out

Capacity

O

Use of MUMPO Data in No Build Scenario

TAZ Forecast
Total Build
Out Capacity

% of Build Out

Total
Undeveloped
Land
X

% of Build Out

Acres of New
Development

New
Development
Added to

Existing
Development =
No Build Land

Use Scenario

Build Scenario Diagram

Review of
newer plans
that

anticipate
construction
of the MC

July 18, 2012

Discussions
with planners
and local
officials
regarding
development
potential with
the MC

Analysis of
Regional
Accessibility
Changes
(Travel Time
SEWS))

O

Analysis of
Interchange
Areas using
Hartgen
Method (Type
of road,
Utility
Availability)
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What do these outcomes mean?

O

* Union County has been, is, and will continue to grow
rapidly without the Monroe Connector

» Future growth levels are not highly dependent on the
Monroe Connector

* The timing and distribution of future growth IS
affected by the Monroe Connector, as shown in our
Build Alternative results

July 18, 2012

Union County Growth Factors

July 18, 2012
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What ARE the forecasts?

O

Union County:

Avg
Annual
Growth Time
Year Population Rate Period
2000* 123,677 4.7% 1990 to 2000
2005* 162,929 6.4% 2000 to 2005
2010* 201,292 4.7% 2005 to 2010

2030** 337,317 See below

* US Census Bureau
** MUMPO Forecast

Difference between 2010 population and 2030
forecast has a 3.4% average annual growth rate

July 18, 2012

Union County and Growth

O

» Analyzed regional growth trends and underlying
reasons for growth

o Compared 8-county region
~ Mecklenburg, Union, Cabarrus, Rowan, Iredell, Lincoln, Gaston
and York

o Growth trends and factors analyzed
~ Historical growth trends
~ Trends relative to MUMPO forecasts
~ Population density
~ Median household income
~ Housing differences (size, cost)
= School quality
~ Commuting time

July 18, 2012
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Regional Population Growth

O

July 18, 2012

Regional Growth Rates (Average Annual)

O

m 7 County Region

= Union County

= Mecklenburg
County

1990 - 2000- 2005- 2010 -
2000 2005 2010 2030

July 18, 2012
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Union County Population Data

O

» By 2008, annual Union County growth rates far
exceeded those estimated by MUMPO in their
population forecasts with the MC neither built nor
under construction

» According to US Census Data, Union County had
the greatest percentage population increase in
North Carolina from 2000 to 2010.

o Why is there rapid growth in Union County in the absence of
the Monroe Connector?

July 18, 2012

Population Density (per Sq Mi)
O

700
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Median Household Income

O

$70,000
$60,000
$50,000

% $40,000
2 $30,000
" $20,000
$10,000
$0

%
& &
O

Q
&8

B Median Household Income (2000) = Median Household Income (2010)

Housing Characteristics

O

" 2
=)
=] C Qo
X
] o 8
b3
0, =
% Owner 83.3% 74.1% 68.1% 74.1% 74.9% 61.9% 69.7% 72.1%
occupied
0, -
% Rer!ter 16.7% 25.9% 31.9% 25.9% 25.1% 38.1% 30.3% 27.9%
occupied
Median Home
Value ($) $203,200 $172,200 $124,500 $168,200  $156,700 $190,900 $128,700  $164,700
% Single Family
Detached 84.9% 76.6% 75.0% 73.0% 67.9% 60.3% 67.5% 68.1%
Housing
Median Number
of Rooms per 6.4 5.7 5.3 5.7 5.6 5.6 5.4 5.7

Unit
Source: American Community Survey 2008-2010, 3-Year Estimates, Table DP04 (Selected Housing Characteristics)
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School Quality (SAT Scores)

O

School System % Tested Math (M) Critical Writing M+CR M+CR+W

Score Reading (W) Score

(CR) Score

Cabarrus County 65.3 522 497 483 1019 1502
Schools
Gaston County 58.3 495 480 455 975 1430
Schools
Iredell-Statesville 60.4 524 502 480 1026 1506
Schools
Lincoln County 58.7 513 478 456 991 1447
Schools
Charlotte- 68.5 507 495 480 1002 1482
Mecklenburg Schools
Union County Public 68.7 524 503 491 1027 1518
Schools
Rowan-Salisbury 51.9 495 474 453 969 1422
Schools
York 1 42.0 478 457 432 935 1367
York 2 - Clover 59.0 493 486 460 979 1439
York 3 - Rock Hill 54.0 482 470 455 952 1407
York 4 - Fort Mill 72.0 535 529 505 1064 1569

Sources: North Carolina State Board of Education, Accountability Services, Division SAT Report 2011;

I South Carolina Department of Education, Public School District Distribution Mean SAT Scores for 2011 I

School Quality (Graduation Rates)
O

Cabarrus County Schools 84.1
Gaston County Schools 75.4
Iredell-Statesville Schools 85.1
Lincoln County Schools 81.6
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools 735
Union County Public Schools 89.1
Rowan-Salisbury Schools 76.9
York 1 78.3
York 2 - Clover 77.3
York 3 - Rock Hill 785
York 4 - Fort Mill 91.2
Sources: North Carolina State Board of Education,
Accountability Services Division, 4-Year Cohort Graduation Rates;
South Carolina Department of Education,

m Annual School District Report Cards _
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Commute Times
O
L me g mm
Mean Travel Time to Difference from Mean Travel Time to Difference from
Work Regional Average Work Regional Average

Cabarrus County 26.0 3.6% 27.0 3.4%
Gaston County 25.0 -0.4% 24.6 -5.7%
Iredell County 24.2 -3.6% 24.5 -6.1%
Lincoln County - - 27.1 3.8%
Mecklenburg County 24.7 -1.6% 26.0 -0.4%
Rowan County 23.2 -7.6% 233 -10.7%
Union County 27.8 10.8% 29.0 11.1%
York County 24.0 -4.4% 27.2 4.2%
Charlotte MSA 25.1 26.1
Notes: 2010 Travel Time data not available for Lincoln County.
Sources: 2000 Census Summary File 3, American Community Survey 2008-2010 3-Year Estimates Table S0802

July 18, 2012

Conclusions

O

 In the absence of the Monroe Connector, growth in
Union County has exceeded that of other counties in the
area

» Factors driving growth in Union County appear to be
available land, high median income, and the area school
system

» Commuting time is higher for residents of Union County
than for other counties in the area
o But this has not deterred the fast pace of growth for over a decade

» The practical “No Build” since 2001 demonstrates that
rapid growth in Union County will likely continue,
regardless of whether the Monroe Connector is built.

July 18, 2012
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Conclusions

O

July 18, 2012

Next Steps

O

July 18, 2012
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Next Steps

July 18, 2012

O
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Monroe Bypass Agency Meeting

MEETING MINUTES
Date: September 12, 2012

12:30 PM to 2:30 PM
NCDOT Century Center — Structures Conference Room

Project:  STIP R-3329/R-2559 Monroe Connector/Bypass — STP-NHF-74(90)

Attendees:
George Hoops, FHWA Marshall Clawson, NCDOT — Hydraulics
Scott Jones, FHWA (phone) Jamal Alavi, NCDOT — TPB
Chris Militscher, USEPA (phone) Greg Thorpe, NCDOT -- PDEA
Liz Hair, USACE Jennifer Harris, NCDOT - PDEA
Marella Buncick, USFWS Rick Baucom, NCDOT - Div 10
David Wainwright, NCDWQ Christy Shumate, NCTA-GEC
Alan Johnson, NCDWQ Carl Gibilaro, Atkins
Amy Simes, NCDENR Ken Gilland, Michael Baker Eng.
Scott Slusser, NCDOJ Lorna Parkins, Michael Baker Eng.
Phil Harris, NCDOT - NES Scudder Wagg, Michael Baker Eng. (phone)
Tris Ford, NCDOT — HES - PICS Tommy Peacock, RKK
Colin Mellor, NCDOT - NES Tina Swiezy, RKK
Carla Dagnino, NCDOT - NES Stephen Roberts. RKK
Elizabeth Lusk, NCDOT - NES Sam Stutt, UIG (phone)
Barney Blackburn, NCDOT — REU Greg Miller UIG (phone)

Tim McFadden, NCDOT — DB

Presentation Materials:
* Agenda
» Powerpoint presentation
»  Draft Union County Growth Factors Memo

Purpose:
Provide an update on the Monroe Bypass project status, including current activities and future

activities.

The project status was presented in a PowerPoint presentation given by Carl Gibilaro, Ken
Gilland and Lorna Parkins.

Summary of PowerPoint Presentation

Current Activities - Analysis activities completed to date where no changes were identified:
Geoenvironmental, Floodplains and Floodways, Historic Architecture, Archaeology, Air Quality and
Community Impact Assessment. The community impact assessment analysis revealed that there have
not been any notable changes in the area. Between 2000 and 2010 there was a 49% population increase
in the Demographic Study Area (DSA). This growth is consistent with the 49% growth which occurred
between 1990 and 2000. African American populations did drop slightly; there was a slight increase in
Hispanic populations; but the general locations of these populations remained the same. No new
subdivisions or commercial developments have been constructed within the project corridor since the
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) was published.

Agency Coordination Meeting - 9/12/12
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Activities currently underway are as follows:

* Indirect and Cumulative Effects — working with MUMPO and those involved in the development of
the socio-economic projections to remove any influence the project may have had in the socio-
economic projections and to quantify the impact, if any, that the project may have had in the No-
Build representation. The result of this analysis will be used to analyze other components of the
EIS to determine the significance of the new information.

» Future Land Use Plans - meeting once again with local planners to discuss their plans and
determine if anything has changed since the last analyses.

» Traffic Modeling and Forecasting - determining if there will be any changes in regard to the traffic
forecasts.

» Threatened and Endangered (Section 7) - new surveys are being scheduled. Atkins will be
completing the plant surveys and the Catena Group will be updating the mussel surveys. No
significant changes are anticipated at this time.

* Noise Impact Analyses - Noise impact analysis procedures have been updated since the original
analyses. The Traffic Noise Analysis will be updated to conform to the new policies and
procedures.

» Alternatives Review - Additional documentation is being prepared clarifying the analyses
completed as part of the improve existing US 74 alternatives and TSM/TDM options.

Ongoing Outreach Activities — Interviews with local officials and staff are being scheduled to identify any
changes in local municipalities’ long range plans or visions for growth within their jurisdiction. Questions
to be asked include any proposed developments, long term growth expectations, land use plan updates,
and any changes since previous interviews. A list of questions to be asked of the local officials is
included in the handout attached to these minutes. It was noted that the question regardin%; the use of
the “Green Growth Toolbox” question is a direct result of a suggestion made at the July 18" agency
meeting. These interviews will be used to verify and or supplement data used in the updated Indirect and
Cumulative Effects (ICE) analysis.

Union County Growth Factors Memo — an analysis of the historic and future growth of the Charlotte
region was performed by Baker and a draft of this Technical Memorandum was distributed for review
following this agency meeting. Details of the analysis are included in the attached PowerPoint
presentation and the actual Technical Memorandum. The Technical Memorandum concludes that the
historic growth within Union County will continue based on the characteristics of Union County that are
shown in research on regional growth to cause some counties to grow faster than others. Factors that
appear to be driving the local growth include available land, household income, housing affordability, and
quality of schools. Commute times, however, do not appear to be a critical factor.

NCDOT is working closely with the people who prepared the original Union County “bottom up” land use
distribution model to remove any influence of the Monroe Connector/Bypass to the Travel Time to
Employment factor, which was one of the 8 factors considered for future growth in Union County. This
information will then be reviewed to determine if there is any effect on current assumptions. Based on
any new information, the ICE document will be revised and updated accordingly.

Purpose and Need — Purpose and Need has been discussed at length in the past and can be broken
down into four parts: 1) Improve mobility and capacity within the corridor, 2) Allow for high speed regional
travel, 3) Consistent with NC Intrastate System, Strategic Highway Corridor program, and 4) Allows
access to properties along US 74. The need for the project is an existing problem. The roadway is
currently overcapacity with low travel speeds during the peak hours and 1/3 of the existing interchanges
functioning at a level of service of E or F. These problems will continue to worsen in the future and must
be addressed for the facility to be consistent with local and state plans. NCDOT has not identified any
changes that would result in changing the project’s purpose and need. Agencies were asked to provide
any new information that should be considered.

Next Steps — Future near term activities include updating the previous natural resources investigations,
completing the meetings with local planners / officials and reassess the alternative analyses and impacts.
Anticipated topics of discussion at the next agency meeting include: indirect and cumulative effects,
upgrade existing US 74 alternatives, traffic forecasts, alternatives development and analysis, natural and

Agency Coordination Meeting - 9/12/12
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jurisdictional resources, and noise. Agencies should provide information on any updated information or
new developments in the study area that they are aware of.

Q&A | COMMENTS:

1.

NCDWQ questioned in determining the growth in Union County, how was the model influenced by the
growth boom that was occurring in 2004.

It is notable that of the forecasts available in 2009 (after the boom period ended), the MUMPO
forecasts from 2004 did a better job of predicting the 2010 population level in Union County than
other forecasts prepared by other sources (see powerpoint presentation scatter diagram). The
models take into account the cyclical economic effects of a region and look at what the region has to
offer to attract future growth.  Also, Union County growth has continued through the recession and
is still robust.

USACE asked what the next steps would be once the new ROD is complete.

An environmental document will be prepared to document everything that has been reanalyzed and
any new information that is available since the Final EIS was approved. The type of document to be
prepared is currently being reviewed and a final determination of the document type will not be made
until any required changes and/or updates are identified. One scenario discussed includes this
document being made available for agency and public review and comment and a public hearing
being held. Following the comment period, comments would be considered and addressed prior to
issuance of a new ROD. Once published, this new ROD would have a 150 day litigation window in
which it may be challenged. The 404 permit with USACE is currently suspended and the 401 permit
was withdrawn. At this time we anticipate design, permit application/modification, and right-of-way
acquisition to resume following approval of the new ROD.

USFWS inquired if a new Water Quality Analysis will be completed.

Until the updated data is received, we do not know if there will be any significant changes to land use
in the area. Unless there are significant changes to the existing land uses, a new Water Quality
Analysis will not be completed. It is recognized that if land use does change, the Biological
Assessment will need to be revisited. USFWS assumes there will be some changes based on the
amount of time that has passed since the original analyses were completed.

USFWS also asked if a Supplemental EIS was required to issue a ROD. They were not familiar with
the process of preparing an EA at this point in the process.

This issue is under review by FHWA and a decision is dependent on the significance of the changes
identified as part of the reevaluation and new analyses.

USEPA expressed concern that since the original project required an EIS, and new studies and
analyses are being undertaken, it may not be appropriate to prepare an EA.

FHWA requested that further discussion on this topic be tabled until additional information can be
received. FHWA continues to review and evaluate new information in order to help guide how to
proceed. It was requested if the agencies have additional information to share on this matter to
please do so. USEPA stated that CEQ rules dictate the type of document that is required. If there is
an existing DEIS and FEIS, then this process requires the last document be supplemented.

USFWS commented that there are still many unanswered questions regarding the project. There
were comments on the previous ICE which they felt were not addressed. Socioeconomic data and
water quality information will be very important to them as part of any decision-making process. It
was requested that any new documentation clearly explain how the 1 factor (travel time to
employment) fits in within the 8 total factors considered in the model. They have also heard statistics
of this project being just 20 miles of a 2400 mile road network amongst other items included as part of
court documents and many items appear to be mixed and matched and/or have different scales or
geographic coverage. They would request that all information presented, including what the project
baseline is as well as the impacts associated with the project, are made very clear and
understandable. Consistency when developing comparisons and drawing conclusions would make
the document easier for the agencies and the public to understand.

Agency Coordination Meeting - 9/12/12
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NCTA is very interested in understanding what unanswered questions remain. NCTA acknowledged
that they understood that the burden to make sure everything is clear is on them and the purpose of
these meetings is to try to explain this very technical and detailed information as clearly as possible.

7. USFWS was also concerned with the aggressive project schedule and requested frequent updates in
order that the agencies understand what is going on and can offer appropriate input.

8. USFWS questioned whether the Project Legacy in eastern Union County is included in the ICE
analyses.
NCTA did have some information on the project. It was discussed in the qualitative ICE analysis
report. Additional information regarding this proposed project may be available and it will be included
in future land use scenarios, if it is determined that the project is reasonably foreseeable. The Town
of Marshville had previously requested that NCDOT-Transportation Planning Branch do an analysis
of the Legacy proposal but there was not a common vision among local officials regarding Project
Legacy. Because of the lack of a common vision, Project Legacy is not included in Mecklenburg
Union Metropolitan Planning Organization’s socioeconomic projections or Metrolina Regional Travel
Demand Model.

Previous Action Items:
* None.

New Action Items:

» Agencies review Union County Growth Factors Memo and provide comments to the project team.

» Agencies to provide project team with any new project specific information or regulatory guidance
relevant to this process that an agency deems relevant.

» Agencies to provide NCDOT with information of potential development that could impact future
growth estimates.

» USACE to provide any permit information to NCDOT regarding Project Legacy and other projects
in Union County.

e NCTA will email Union County Growth Memo to USEPA.

* NCTA would request the agencies to specify any questions or comments they feel have remained
unanswered since the previous EIS. It is anticipated that the responses to any unanswered
guestions will depend on the result of current study; however, it is very possible that NCTA can
clarify or respond to some of these questions with current existing information. As the schedule
to move forward is aggressive, it is prudent to address all unanswered questions as expeditiously
as possible.

» Agencies were asked to provide any new information that should be considered with respect to
the project’s purpose and need.

Resolutions:
* None.

Next Steps:
* NCDOT will continue analyses to identify any changes that may have occurred since approval of
the FEIS.
* Present project coordination plan and discuss steps for moving ahead.
* Next Meeting — October 17 or 18, 2012

Agency Coordination Meeting - 9/12/12
C1-39



Monroe Connector/Bypass
STIP R-3329/R-2559
Fed Aid # ST6NHF—74(90)

Agenda
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Overview of Current Activities

O

Overview of Current Activities

O
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Overview of Current Activities

O

Local Officials’ Outreach

O

9/28/2012
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The August 2009 interview covered land use and economic

development trends, growth management and natural resource
rotection — in general, have any of these dynamics affecting future
and use changed since the previous interview?

Have any chan%§§ to future land use plans, transportation plans or
other plans, policies or projections been made that incorporate

information from the 2010 Census?

Have new or amended land use regulations been developed since
August of 2009? Please see the list we have provided of documents
we collected and reviewed during the previous environmental
documentation effort. Are there any updates to those plans or
regtl)ﬂations? If there have been any changes, please provide specific
web link or a copy of the document.

Has the local regulation of natural resources (including stream
buffers) changed since August 2009? If so, how?

C1-43
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* What can you tell us about any proposed or approved developments
that have come to light since t¥1e Au%ust 2009 Interviews? What
information is available about any of these planned or approved
developments that are not built yet? Can you provide any details and
locations for these projects?

» Have long-term growth expectations changed since the previous
interview and if so how?

» Has the city/town/county updated its Comprehensive Plan or Land Use
plan since August 2009?

If so, does this updated plan reflect conditions in the future with or without the
Monroe Connector?

» We are reviewing and considering the predictions of future growth
(2030 forecast year) included in the previous EIS. Are there any other
factors that have changed since Au%ust 2009 that might affect the level
of future growth and the location of that growth in your community?

Do these changes reflect the future with the Monroe Connector/Bypass, without
the Monroe Connector/Bypass, or is there no difference on that basis?

» Have there been any changes in capacity of utility
infrastructure or expectations about the future capacity
since the last round of interviews? Do any of those changes
affect growth expectations?

¢ Are you or other planners or development review staff
familiar with the North Carolina Wildlife Resources
Commission’s “Green Growth Toolbox”?
(http://216.27.39.101/greengrowth /)
Have you attempted to implement any of the practices, ordinances or
other policies recommended by the toolbox?

Have you attempted to incorporate any other low-impact design type
policies into zoning, subdivision or other land development
ordinances?

How would you rate the likelihood of incorporating any low-impact
design principles in future regulations or plans?
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Union County and Growth

O

9/28/2012

Union County Growth Forecasts

O

9/28/2012
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Table 1: Population and MUMPO Forecast Status for CMSA
Counties

Population

117,081

79,076
York

Anson NC None 23,474 25,275 26,948 3,474
93,205 122,660
Hog0s 130340

M NC Wi 55

[ 32,170 34,068

84,958 96,287 98,078 13,120 15. 1.5%

So

Regional Population Growth

O

9/28/2012
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Average Annualized Growth Rates Comparison

O

9/28/2012

Union County Population Data

O

9/28/2012
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Union County Growth Factors

O

9/28/2012

Population Density (per Sq Mi)

O

9/28/2012
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Median Household Income

9/28/2012

Housing Characteristics for the CMSA

Anson
County
County
County
County
Lincoln
County
County
County
Rowan
County
Chester
County, SC
Lancaster
County, SC

AT B -------------

% Renter-occupied
o omevale -------------

-------—-----
-------—-----
-------—-----

9/28/2012
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School Quality (SAT Scores)
. . . .
Average SAT Scores for County-Wide School Districts in the CMSA
Critical
. Math . Writing
Sel Svst # % Reading ; M+C | M+CR+
School System Tested | Tested (0%} (CR) w) R w
Score 5 Score
Score

159 w0
Cabarrus County Schools 1169 65.3 522 497 483 1019 1502
1136 583 495 480 455 975 1430

847 60.4 524 502 480 1026 1506

449 58.7 513 478 456 991 1447

5240 68.5 507 495 480 1002 1482

676 519 495 474 453 969 1422

339 57 495 465 442 960 1402

1635 68.7 524 503 491 1027 1518

93 27 491 451 453 942 1395

399 54 454 440 423 894 1317

hool System Graduation Rate (%)

Anson County Sl

Cabarrus County Schools

Cleveland County Schools

Chester, SC
Lancaster, SC
York1

York 2 - Clover

York 3 - Rock Hill

York 4 - Fort Mill
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Commute Times
@)
I
- Mean Travel Time to Difference from Regional Mean Travel Timeto  Difference from Regional
Work Average Work Average

26.0 3.6% 27.0 3.4%
24.2 -3.6% 24.5 -6.1%
24.7 -1.6% 26.0 -0.4%
23.2 -7.6% 23.3 -10.7%
_ 27.8 10.8% 29.0 11.1%
28.1 11.9% 27.8 6.5%
27.9 11.1% 27.0 3.4%

9/28/2012

Conclusions

O

* Prior work by Hammer and others suggest that income
and land availability serve as the prominent growth
factors that would tend to attract a greater share of
regional growth within a metropolitan region.

» This memo, assessing regional characteristics in 2000
and 2010 of the Charlotte CMSA, confirms that Union
County has advantages that would predict higher than
average growth, based on median income, housing stock,
school quality and population density.

» Data suggest that these factors have driven growth in
Union County, and will continue to drive future growth.

9/28/2012
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¢ Other factors, such as straight-line proximity to
Charlotte may also tend to favor future growth in
Union County.

» Commute time does not appear to be a driving factor
in Union County growth. The role of the connector
and its impacts on the intensity and location of
future growth will be included in the revised
Quantitative ICE.

* Models developed by MUMPO in 2004 have been
relatively accurate in predicting future growth
without the Connector.

» Working with Paul Smith to calculate exact affect of
Travel Time to Employment with and without the
MC.

Results will determine level of adjustment, if any, needed to
the No Build land use for the ICE.

» Review other possible new information to determine
if it affects current assumptions.

New information may require adjustments to ICE or other
supporting documents.

C1-52
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“Improve mobility and capacity within the project
study area by providing a facility for the US 74
corridor from near I-485 in Mecklenburg County to
between the towns of Wingate and Marshville in
Union County that allows for high-speed regional
travel consistent with the designations of the North
Carolina SHC program and the North Carolina
Intrastate System, while maintaining access to
properties along existing US 74.”

» Need is an existing problem

» Roadway is currently over capacity and will continue
to be overcapacity with no improvements

C1-53
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Purpose and Need

O

Next Steps

O
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Monroe Bypass Agency Meeting

MEETING MINUTES

Date: October 17, 2012
1:00 PM to 2:30 PM
NCDOT Century Center — Structures Conference Room

Project:  STIP R-3329/R-2559 Monroe Connector/Bypass — STP-NHF-74(90)

Attendees:
George Hoops, FHWA Jim Dunlop, NCDOT — Congestion Mgmt
Chris Militscher, USEPA (Phone) BenJetta Johnson, NCDOT — Cong. Mgmt (Phone)
Liz Hair, USACE (Phone) Lawrence Gettier, NCDOT — Traffic Control
Marla Chambers, NCWRC (Phone) Malcolm Watson, NCDOT — Design Build
David Wainwright, NCDWQ Jennifer Harris, NCDOT - PDEA
Alan Johnson, NCDWQ Rick Baucom, NCDOT - Div 10
Scott Slusser, NCDOJ Christy Shumate, NCTA-GEC
Greg Thorpe, NCDOT - PDEA Carl Gibilaro, Atkins
Phil Harris, NCDOT - NES Ken Gilland, Michael Baker Eng.
Tris Ford, NCDOT — HES - PICS Lorna Parkins, Michael Baker Eng.
Colin Mellor, NCDOT - NES Scudder Wagg, Michael Baker Eng.
Elizabeth Lusk, NCDOT — NES Nancy Scott, The Catena Group
Michael Turchy, NCDOT - NES Tim Savidge, The Catena Group

Jamal Alavi, NCDOT - TPB

Presentation Materials:
* Agenda
* Indirect and Cumulative Analysis Review PowerPoint Presentation

Purpose:
Provide an update on the Monroe Bypass project, including current activities and future activities.

The Indirect and Cumulative Analysis Review was presented in a PowerPoint presentation given
by Scudder Wagg, and Carl Gibilaro provided additional updates of project analyses.

Indirect and Cumulative Effects Analyses Update

Prior to the update, Mr. Wagg mentioned that no comments were received on the Union County Growth
Memo which was distributed at the September 12, 2012 Agency Meeting. Attendees were asked if there
were any questions or comments on the Memo but none were offered. In that the Union County Growth
Memo will be incorporated into the final Indirect and Cumulative Effects Assessment document, the
agencies will have another opportunity to comment but the project team would like comments as soon as
possible so that any changes could be incorporated into the final analysis documentation.

Mr. Wagg then began his presentation with an overview of how MUMPO developed their socioeconomic
forecasts and explained once again the Top Down, Bottom Up and Expert Panel roles in developing the
models. An overview of the recent work by Paul Smith was presented explaining how he re-ran the
original bottom up allocation model removing all influences of the Monroe Connector/Bypass. Prior to his
retirement, Mr. Smith was employed by the University of North Carolina Charlotte and originally

Agency Coordination Meeting - 10/17/12
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developed this model. Mr. Smith has removed the influence of the project to the Travel Time to
Employment factor and Mr. Wagg shared the new results.

The removal of the project only resulted in minor changes to travel times and composite scores within the
model. Of the 256 Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ) within Union County: 59% had no travel time changes,
33% had a travel time change increase of less than 1 minute, 8% had a travel time increase of more than
1 minute. The maximum change was 5.7 minutes and the average change within Union County was 18
seconds. Similarly for the composite scores, again 59% had no change, 36% had a change of less than
1% and 5% had a greater than 1% change in their composite score. The maximum change in the
composite score of an individual TAZ was 3.9% with the average change being 0.21%. Those that
changed saw a decline in their composite score due to the increased travel time.

The effect of these changes on the land use forecasts are as follows:

1. In TAZs where the composite score had declined, the allocation model had consumed all
available land in the original allocation. When the allocation analysis was redone with the
new composite scores all available land in the affected TAZs was also consumed.

2. The allocation model output once the Monroe Connector/Bypass was removed from the
Travel Time Analysis was EXACTLY the same as the original model output. So while there
were very minor changes in the composite score for some TAZs, the composite score
change did not change the final allocation model output for those TAZs.

With this analysis, it has been confirmed that the MUMPO forecasts do in fact most closely represent the
No-Build condition. Any updates to the Indirect and Cumulative Effects document will focus on new
information available since the completion of the original report.

Michael Baker Corporation has completed new interviews with local planners to identify any new
information since 2009 (when original study was done) regarding future land use in the area. Based on
these interviews, most changes are expected to occur in eastern Union County assuming the Monroe
Connector/Bypass is constructed. This will induce new development but move anticipated development
further from the Goose Creek and Duck Creek basins to the eastern portion of the county. These
watersheds are of key interest because they contain critical habitat for the federally-protected Carolina
heelsplitter.

MUMPO is currently developing new household and employment forecasts. While draft regional and
county control totals may be available in late October, approval of these totals and the TAZ-level
forecasts are not expected prior to late first quarter of 2013. ICE Guidance recommends that current
adopted forecasts be used in analyses and that the use of preliminary data is not appropriate. A draft ICE
document is anticipated to be complete in late October. As appropriate, any apparent changes in the
regional or county-level forecasts will be addressed in the update of the qualitative ICE report.

Mr. Wagg asked the group if the approach described seemed reasonable or if there were any questions
about it. There were no concerns or questions from USEPA, USACE or NCWRC.

Updated T&E Plant Surveys

Mr. Gibilaro provided an update of the recent field surveys completed by Atkins. Scientists visited the
project site from September 17" thru 21° surveying for populations of Schweinitz’s sunflower, Michaux’s
sumac and Georgia aster. A detailed memo regarding these surveys was prepared and is available for
review if any agencies would like a copy. No new populations of any threatened or endangered plant
species were found with the project corridor and a biological conclusion of No Effect was made. This
determination considered only possible direct impacts. The Catena Group will be analyzing whether
there are any indirect effects to these species as part of their work.

Updated Noise Impacts

Mr. Gibilaro also provided an update of the Noise Impact Analysis Addendum recently completed by
Atkins. Recent changes by the Federal Highway Administration and NCDOT regarding noise analysis
and abatement required the preparation of this noise report addendum. The policy changes in the

Agency Coordination Meeting - 10/17/12
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determination of reasonableness of the inclusion of barriers make it easier for areas to qualify for noise
barriers than by the previous policies.

While there has not been any new major development in the area, the new analyses identified 190
receptors in the project vicinity versus only 153 receptors in the previous study. The new analyses
identified abatement measures at eight locations as feasible and reasonable for the benefit of 140
impacted receptors. The previous noise analyses only identified three locations as feasible and
reasonable. Following the re-initiation of the project design work, a Design Noise Impact Analysis will be
prepared where final determinations of noise abatement will be made.

Q&A | COMMENTS:

During the presentation of the ICE update, the representative of NCDWQ had several questions to make

sure he understood what was being presented.

1. Slide 10 — Did the Expert Panel assume that the Monroe Connector was present?
No. The project team verified with MUMPO and local planners that the land use plans adopted at that
time did not include the Monroe Connector/Bypass, and these plans served as the basis for their
assumptions.

2. Slide 12 — The Top Down approach did not include the project, the Expert Panel did not include the
project, and the Bottom Up approach included it but only for local trips, correct?
Correct, it was included in the LRTP roadway network which was a component of the “travel time to
employment” factor which was one of eight factors in the Bottom Up approach.

3. Slide 13 — Are the travel times mentioned regional or local?
Those are for local trips within Union County only.

4. Slide 19 — These changes would be the same regardless of population?
Yes, the TAZ composite scores that rose were already near their capacity and redoing this process
does not create excess capacity. These areas were already assumed to be heavily developed.

5. When you go back and redo your study, will you look at regional travel times as well as local?
The regional travel times were included in the original study.

6. Do you have a graphic of the Land Use Plan prior to the Connector?
We do have one that was reviewed but do not have it with us today. It was reviewed and included in
the previous analysis. The current Land Use Plan was completed in 2010.

7. Slide 12 — Will you go back and add the project to the Top Down, Bottom Up and Expert Panel to
develop the Build Scenario? This might be necessary from a standpoint of defending your numbers.
No. Now that we have determined that the MUMPO model best represents the No-Build scenario,
there are various accepted techniques available to create the Build scenario. The Top Down, Bottom
Up and Expert Panel analyses are only used for regional long range forecasting/planning.

Previous Action Items:

» Agencies review Union County Growth Factors Memo and provide comments to the project team.
No comments received as of 10/17/12.

» Agencies to provide project team with any new project specific information or regulatory guidance
relevant to this process that an agency feels is relevant. No additional information provided as
of 10/17/12.

» Agencies to provide NCDOT with information of potential development that could impact future
growth estimates. No additional information provided as of 10/17/12.

* NCDOT will forward to USACE a project schedule and upcoming steps.

» USACE to provide any permit information to NCDOT regarding Project Legacy and other projects
in Union County. No additional information provided as of 10/17/12.

*  NCTA will email Union County Growth Memo to USEPA. Provided via email on 9/28/12.

Agency Coordination Meeting - 10/17/12
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New Action Items:
» Provide Marla Chambers with a copy of the Threatened and Endangered Field Survey

Memorandum.
Resolutions:
* None.
Next Steps:
* NCDOT will continue analyses to identify any changes that may have occurred since approval of
the FEIS.
* Prior to the next meeting, working towards determining if an updated Water Quality Analysis will
be required.

* Anticipate initiating discussions as to the type of document that will be prepared to satisfy NEPA.
* Next Meeting — November 8, 2012

Agency Coordination Meeting - 10/17/12
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Monroe Connector/Bypass
Agency Update
O

October 17, 2012

Outline of Today’s Discussion

O

October 17, 2012




Provide background and additional documentation
on growth trends in the region.

Provide answer to the question: why is Union County
growing so quickly?

To help corroborate the high level of growth
forecasted in the No Build Scenario.

In the absence of the Monroe Connector, growth in
Union County has exceeded that of other counties in the

area
Factors driving growth in Union County appear to be
available land, high median income, and the area school
system
Commuting time is higher for residents of Union County
than for other counties in the area

But this has not deterred the fast pace of growth for over a decade
The practical “No Build” since 2001 demonstrates that

rapid growth in Union County will likely continue,
regardless of whether the Monroe Connector is built.
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Union County Growth Memo Next Steps

O

October 17, 2012

How were the MUMPO land use forecasts developed?

O

b Up B

Forecast, o

County
Advisory
Group

October 17, 2012




Metrolina Model TAZs by Area

O

October 17, 2012

Forecasting Roles (MUMPO Area)

O

TO p - » Projects Regional Population &
Employment totals

D own « Sets county totals

« Distributed growth developed in the top-down model at the
O O I I l — county-level based on Traffic Area Zones (TAZSs)
e DID NOT include adjustments to regional growth patterns other
than within counties

« MUMPO process only applied to central and western Union
County

* Local planners refined the in-county land use
allocation based on adopted plans and local
land use expertise, basically this served as a
reality check on the anticipated growth

October 17, 2012



Forecasting Roles (RPO Area)

O

TO p - » Projects Regional Population &
Employment totals

D own « Sets county totals

BOttO A0,  ° Used expert panel review and

handsetting process to allocate
U p control total growth to TAZ level

October 17, 2012

Forecasting Factors

*Regional Forecast

«County Level Forecast (Allocated using variables statistically tested
against 228 metropolitan counties in 27 regions)
*Past economic and demographic trends
*Economic and demographic conditions (as of 2003)
Influence of income on growth patterns
*Proximity (straight line distance from centroid of county)
eLand availability
*Past land use and infrastructure policies

MUMPO Forecasting Area Only

*Developable Residential Land
*Redevelopable Residential Land

*Recent Population Change
B Otto m = *Travel Time to Employment Centers (note: this is the only factor that
included the Monroe Connector)
*Water Availability
«Sewer Availability
*Expert Panel (High Growth Areas)*
*Growth Policy Factor*

Octobér”



Accessibility Considerations (MUMPO Area)

O

« Large scale transportation projects omitted from the top down
analysis (From Hammer Report, p. 14)

Top-
Down

B tt « Included the regional “build” network including the Monroe
O O I I I = Connector, but only in travel time to employment calculations for
final allocation period (2020-2030).
U » Considered travel time from each TAZ to the NEAREST
p employment center, NOT regional employment centers

« Reflected local advisors’ expectations (in 2003-2004) of whether
new roads would be built

 Reflects the assumptions in adopted land use plans regarding the
anticipated road network

October 17, 2012

Accessibility Considerations (RPO Area)

O

TO p -  Large scale transportation projects omitted
from the top down analysis (From Hammer
D Own Report, p. 14)
B Otto M- & Reflected local advisors’ expectations (in 2003-
2004) of whether new roads would be built
 Reflects the assumptions in adopted land use
U p plans regarding the anticipated road network

October 17, 2012




How does this affect the ICE Study

O

« This component, which includes the estimation of total job and population
growth for each county, DID NOT include the Monroe Connector

Top-
Down

« Included the regional “build” network (with Monroe Connector) for the
travel time component only, and only for central and western Union County

» The way travel time to employment was calculated does not capture regional
travel time impacts, it only captures impacts to the nearest employment
center.

» Adopted land use plans at the time this analysis was done did not reflect
impacts of the Monroe Connector

* Members of the Expert Panel stated during the interview process for the ICE
study that the Monroe Connector WAS NOT included in their expectations

October 17, 2012

Bottom Up Allocation Process Reassessment

O

* MUMPO, NCDOT and other modelers worked
together to reexamine the Travel Time to
Employment Factor

o Assess the differences in travel times with and without the
Monroe Connector in the roadway network

o Assess the resulting changes to the Composite Score

o Rerun the allocation process to assess any changes to
population and employment allocations

October 17, 2012



Bottom Up Allocation Process

O

Recalculate

Travel Time To Recalculate

Composite Land
Development
Factor Score

Rerun Population
and Employment
Allocation Model

Compare to

Previous Allocation
for Differences

Employment
without Monroe
Connector/Bypass

October 17, 2012

Travel Time and Composite Score Changes

O

» Removal of Bypass results in minor changes to travel
times and composite scores
o Travel Time Changes (out of 256 TAZS)
~ 150 TAZs (59%) have no change
~ 85 TAZs (33%) have increase of less than 1 minute
= 21 TAZs (8%) increase by more than 1 minute
~ Maximum change is 5.7 minutes
« Average change is 18 seconds
o Composite Score Changes (out of 256 TAZS)
= 150 TAZs (59%) have no change
« 92 TAZs (36%) have change of less than 1%
~ 14 TAZs (5%) have 1% or more change in composite score
~ Average Composite Score change is 0.21%
~ Maximum Composite Score change is 3.9%

October 17, 2012



Change in Travel Time

O

October 17, 2012

Change in Composite Score

O

October 17, 2012




Allocation Model Process

O

TAZs with higher

Land available and Composite score scores have higher

zoning determines determines percent

percentage of
available land
requested by model

total capacity of of available land
each TAZ consumed by TAZ

October 17, 2012

Composite Score Change
Affect on Forecasts

O

¢ For those TAZs where the
composite score declined, the
allocation model had
consumed all available land in
the original allocation.

* The decrease in composite
score did NOT result in the
model requesting less land for
development than was
available in those TAZs.

¢ The allocation model output
once the Monroe
Connector/Bypass was
removed from the Travel
Time analysis was EXACTLY
the same as the original
model output

October 17, 2012




What do these outcomes mean?

O

» Based on this reallocation analysis and previous
work the MUMPO forecasts most closely represent a
No-Build Condition

o Reallocation analysis shows that without the Monroe
Connector/Bypass included in the Travel Time to Employment
Factor the TAZ allocation is identical to the original TAZ
allocation

» Updates to the ICE will focus on new information
available since the completion of the last report.

October 17, 2012

Updates to ICE
O

INTERVIEWS, NEW PLANS AND OTHER NEW
INFORMATION

October 17, 2012



» Completed interviews with 20 of 21 local
jurisdictions or agencies

» Resulting information will be compiled into an
update to the ICE report including updates to the
future land use scenarios.

» Most changes to future land use scenarios will be
minor.

» Changes to both No Build
and Build

Small changes as most of the
area was already forecasted
to be developed.

Changing from one
development category to
another (i.e. from
commercial to medium
density residential)
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New Union County Land Use Plan
Explicitly assumes MC in projected land use

Larger area of
medium density
housing

Affects Build
Scenario with
higher levels of
low and medium
density residential
development.

Interviewed Union County Partnership for Progress

Proposal is not incorporated into any local plans
Two localities have expressed official support for the project

Vast majority of land is not zoned for use

No financing plan for development

No plan for providing utilities

CSX has indicated the site is good

and is interested in continuing

coordination on possible development

Not interested in pursing
environmental study of the site right now

Development is considered highly
speculative

No changes to either scenario
warranted based on current
information
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MUMPO is currently developing a new round of
household and employment forecasts

Forecasts expected to be complete in 15t Quarter of 2013

Draft Regional and County control totals expected by end
of October

Discussions with MUMPO staff indicate that regional
control total expected to be lower than currently adopted
forecast

ICE Guidance recommends using adopted forecasts, thus
use of preliminary data in Quantitative ICE not
appropriate.

Qualitative ICE will be updated to discuss potential
differences with lower MUMPO forecasts

Finalize analysis of needed updates to ICE and
develop new report
Expected draft by end of October

Assess changes to Land Use Scenarios

Determine need for an updated water quality assessment and
biological assessment

C1-72



Monroe Bypass Agency Meeting

MEETING MINUTES
Date: November 8, 2012

2:15 PMto 4:30 PM
NCDOT Century Center — Structures Conference Room

Project:  STIP R-3329/R-2559 Monroe Connector/Bypass — STP-NHF-74(90)

Attendees:
John Sullivan, FHWA Tim McFadden, NCDOT - D/B
George Hoops, FHWA Malcolm Watson, NCDOT - D/B
Loretta Barren, FHWA Kevin Fischer, NCDOT - Structures Mgmt
Chris Militscher, USEPA (Phone) Jennifer Harris, NCTA
Marella Buncick USFWS Rick Baucom, NCDOT — Div 10
Liz Hair, USACE Christy Shumate, NCTA-GEC
Marla Chambers, NCWRC Carl Gibilaro, Atkins
David Wainwright, NCDWQ Brad Allen, Atkins
Alan Johnson, NCDWQ (Phone) Ken Gilland, Michael Baker Eng.
Scott Slusser, NCDOJ Scudder Wagg, Michael Baker Eng.
Greg Thorpe, NCDOT-PDEA Michael Wood, The Catena Group
Phil Harris, NCDOT - NES Nancy Scott, The Catena Group
Michael Turchy, NCDOT - NES Tim Savidge, The Catena Group

Mark Staley, NCDOT — REU

Presentation Materials:
* Agenda
* Indirect and Cumulative Analysis Review PowerPoint Presentation

Purpose:
Discuss ongoing activities and update agencies of findings to date of current analyses.

Indirect and Cumulative Analysis Review

Mr. Gilland and Mr. Wagg provided the group with an update of the Indirect and Cumulative Effects
analysis via PowerPoint. A copy of their presentation is included with these minutes. Mr. Gilland began
the presentation with a review of the MPO forecast development process. This information has been
presented at previous meetings and was presented to determine if the group had any questions or
concerns prior to NCTA going forward with this information.

Following Mr. Gilland, Mr. Wagg then provided the group with an update of the Travel Time Factor
Reassessment work which has been completed. Mr. Paul Smith, who is the original developer of the
model, removed all instances of the Monroe Connector/Bypass from the travel time to employment
portion of the Mecklenburg-Union Metropolitan Planning Organization model. It was explained that
changes discussed today were to the Land Use Model (LUM) and not the Travel Demand Model. Output
of the LUM was compared to that of the previous analyses to determine what effect this change would
have on the previous analyses. Mr. Smith reran the Travel Time to Employment Factor and TAZ travel
times changed as follows: 59% of the Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) had no change, 33% of the TAZs
increased by less than one minute and only 8% increased by greater than one minute. The maximum
change across all 256 TAZs was 5.7 minutes with an average change of 18 seconds. Mr. Smith
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recalculated the Composite Scores using the results of the Travel Time to Employment runs, and the
scores changed as follows: 59% of the Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) had no change, 36% of the TAZs
increased by less than one percent and only 5% increased by greater than one percent. The maximum
change across all 256 TAZs was 3.9% with an average change of 0.21%.

Mr. Smith reran the entire LUM incorporating these new travel times, and it was determined that these
resulting population and employment allocations are exactly the same as the original LUM runs and that
no changes are necessary to our original No-Build land use scenario to address the Travel Time factor.
An update of the ongoing Indirect and Cumulative Effects analysis was also provided by Mr. Wagg. The
update is undergoing an internal review, and there is not an estimate as to when it will be completed.

Since no changes were needed to address the Travel Time factor, the only changes to incorporate into an
update would be the result of new information that has come to light since the last report was completed
in 2010. The travel time benefit analysis completed as part of the original Quantitative ICE report was
presented graphically to the group as well to review the basis for the development of the previous Build
Scenario. Unlike the Smith analysis that analyzed travel time to the nearest employment center, this
analysis calculated travel times from TAZs to the 1-485/US 74 interchange. The greatest travel time
improvement was found in the eastern portion of the project showing a decrease in travel times of
between eight and ten minutes in the areas northeast of Monroe and around Wingate and Marshville. An
overview of the recent local officials’ interviews was also shared along with identified changes in planned
land use. The predominant change was in the Wingate and Marshville areas with a higher than
previously anticipated area of medium density housing. It was clarified that while the results shared were
presented numerically, these values are actually central points within a wider range of likely results. A
twenty- to thirty-year county level forecast could exhibit a 10% to 20% range of error while for forecasts at
a TAZ level the error could be much higher. The Hammer Report (county-level forecasts) documented a
range of minus 25% to plus 15%. Overall the updates to the ICE Land Use Scenarios as a result of the
new information gathered resulted in a 1% increase in total development for both the Build and No-Build
Scenarios.

It was shared with the group that MUMPO is currently updating their household and employment
forecasts but these will not be available until late first quarter of 2013. Current ICE guidance
recommends the use of adopted forecasts thus the use of any preliminary data provided by MUMPO in a
Quantitative ICE is not appropriate. Preliminary control totals for the region and county level are available
and the differences between those control totals and those in the adopted forecasts will be evaluated in a
gualitative assessment.

Q&A | COMMENTS:

1. USEPA stated that the Water Quality Analyses will be their main focus. They do not completely
understand the subtle changes that have been made to the ICE. NCDOT attempted to provide clarity
on the changes that had taken place in projected land use and the results of reassessing the travel
time component of the existing MUMPO model. If USEPA has additional questions they wish to
submit, NCDOT can address them.

2. USFWS questioned how Mr. Smith removed the project from the transportation network of the LUM.
The LUM used a raster travel time model which used information about speed from the Travel
Demand Model and merged that data with the local road speeds provided by GIS data. The Monroe
Connector/Bypass was removed from the Travel Demand Model road network and the travel time to
employment component of the LUM was re-run.

3. Mr. Wood asked on a TAZ level, is the travel time measured to the closest employment center?
The times, as computed by Mr. Smith, were measured using a raster technique where for each cell
(or 100x100 foot pixel) of the raster had a travel time calculated then for each TAZ, the travel time of
all cells within that TAZ were averaged so that each TAZ would only have one travel time.

4. USFWS asked if TAZ geographic boundaries change with each planning period.

Agency Coordination Meeting - 11/08/12
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10.

11.

12.

It is preferable to keep TAZs constant across planning periods to allow for past comparisons but they
could be revised based on new census data. If the census identifies significant growth in an area, the
TAZs could be split.

DWQ asked for clarification that the travel times discussed today were mostly dealing with local
travel. For instance if a driver used an interstate for 10 miles you wouldn’t see much difference but
utilizing local roads for 10 miles would result in changes to travel time.

FHWA clarified that the work to date was addressing the court’s concerns that the LUM included the
project as part of the No-Build analysis. The analysis completed thus far has shown that there is no-
effect on the LUM and its use in the No-Build scenario. The particular travel time analysis MUMPO
completed for its forecasting purposes is very different from the travel time analysis completed to
assess indirect land use effects for the ICE report.

FHWA asked for clarification that the allocated growth was based on your professional judgment and
that adding all the additional growth in the TAZs would not equal the control totals.

Correct, no growth was shifted, but new growth was added to the study area. This was done to
provide a conservative assessment of impacts for each watershed in the FLUSA. Reapportionment
to keep overall growth level within the study area equal would have taken growth from other portions
of Union County and added growth in eastern Union County. There are methodologies for doing this,
but it was determined during the previous Quantitative ICE that growth would be added rather than
reallocated, and this decision was carried forward for this analysis.

NCWRC understood that changes were made and they were run through the model and nothing
changed. What has changed with the Build scenario?

New land use plans provided by the locals were incorporated. Several towns had updated their land
use plans which may have affected the No-Build and/or Build scenarios.

USACE questioned what all these results mean.

The Travel Time to Employment change is a nonfactor in the analysis. FHWA noted that this
information is being reviewed by the FHWA Resource Center. It is FHWA'’s opinion that a change of
1% due to updated future land use plans is insignificant when considering the error range in the LUM
but they would like the perspective of the agencies. The project will still need to go back to the public
with this information and explain all assumptions and variability of the model.

DWQ was concerned that while it is determined that there is no difference with local growth(local
travel time) per the result of the information just provided. What is the impact on regional
growth/travel times?

The regional impact has been analyzed and additional development in eastern Union County was
shown in both the previous Build Scenario and in the updated Build Scenario. Regional travel times
are documented in the 2010 Indirect and Cumulative Effects Quantitative Analysis.

NCWRC asked if the number of households and employees expected is available. This information
was available in the previous report.

The increase in number of households is available but the number of employees is not as clear. It
can be backed out of the analysis once it has undergone internal review. Note that, like the other
portions of the land use forecast, this will be estimation.

USFWS asked if the actual area of the road is included in the impervious area calculations.
Yes, it is included under the Transportation category and it assumes the entire right of way of the
Monroe Connector/Bypass.

NCWRC noted that several watersheds showed impacts in the previous report. Some of these
watersheds are already of low quality. She suggested that more be done to protect the quality of
these watersheds if the project results in additional impervious areas. During development of the
updated Quantitative ICE, local planners were asked if they were familiar with the NCWRC'’s Green
Growth Toolbox, and if they planned on using those concepts to limit the effects of future
development. This educational effort was conducted, at the request of NCWRC to increase the
awareness of local planners of this online resource, which includes sample ordinances that could be
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adopted to limit future effects of development whether indirectly caused by the Monroe
Connector/Bypass or not. NCDOT is committed to performing the required mitigation for the effects
of the connector as documented in the previous environmental document.

13. USEPA expressed concerns with the Goose and Sixmile Creek watersheds. They are being
impacted by other area projects. There is a lack of enforcement in the area and it is therefore a
cumulative effect. He is concerned that controls are in place in the area but water quality continues to
decline. This project may result in a small impact (less than 1%) but in Section 7, for impaired waters,
that may be the difference. It should be noted that cumulative effects were previously addressed in
the original Quantitative ICE report and deemed appropriate by the resource agencies. There are no
estimated changes in Goose and Sixmile Creeks between the Build and No-Build scenarios for the
Monroe Connector, so there is no difference in cumulative impacts between project alternatives in
those watersheds. FHWA asked the agencies to provide information or other methodologies that
might result in different conclusions.

14. USFWS requested verification that since there are no changes in the land use, the water quality
impacts will not be remodeled?
If the range of error is taken into account there is no change in the projected development. Ms. Harris
explained in lieu of the meeting that took place between NCDOT and USFWS on 11/7, this issue
needs further discussion in regards to if and where additional water quality modeling needs to be
completed. FHWA feels that additional modeling is not necessary and once a thorough explanation
of the differences found in the most recent study is provided to the agencies, stakeholders, and the
public sufficient information will have been provided to show that no additional water quality analysis
would be necessary.

15. NCWRC questioned if there is a 15 — 20% error rate, why don’t the results show a range?
In early iterations of the original Quantitative ICE, a range was included in the results and discussions
at that time it was concluded that using a range was confusing, so a decision was made to include a
single value as a representative result. This decision was carried forward in the update. It was
further explained that this was the best estimate available based on the tools available. FHWA
pointed out that these analyses did not include the roadway as a toll facility, and stated that the tolling
aspect could reduce the number of drivers using the facility. This could reduce the indirect
development attributable to the facility. He also corrected that the 15 — 20% range is not truly an
error range but rather the variability of the results.

16. NCWRC questioned if the existing imperviousness was determined.
Percent impervious cover in both the original report and the update was determined using standard
values in the TR55 model. This is consistent with the ICE guidance. In the original ICE report GIS
data from Mecklenburg County was used to analyze the actual impervious surface area by land use
type and the actual imperviousness was lower for existing development than the assumptions from
the TR55 model. This result was discussed with agencies at previous meetings and it was
determined that the TR55 model values should be used to maintain consistency with ICE guidance.

17. USFWS questioned the steps moving forward and agency roles and expectations.
FHWA acknowledged that further discussions would need to take place between FHWA and USFWS
on this subject prior to any determination on steps moving forward.

18. NCWRC asked how the cumulative effects were identified.
Cumulative effects were developed using information provided by local officials regarding new
developments, recent or proposed zoning changes and new area plans. This is consistent with the
determination of cumulative effects in the previous version of the Quantitative ICE, which was
accepted by the agencies.
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Previous Action Items:
» Provide Marla Chambers with a copy of the Threatened and Endangered Field Survey
Memorandum. A copy of the Threatened and Endangered Field Survey Memorandum was
provided to Ms. Chambers and Ms. Buncick on 11/5/12

New Action Items:
» Additional discussion to take place between USFWS and FHWA regarding the appropriateness
and need to perform updated water quality impact modeling.
 FHWA asked the agencies to provide information or other methodologies that should be
considered with respect to evaluating impacts.

Resolutions:
* None.

Next Steps:
* Next Meeting — TBD
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Monroe Connector/Bypass
Agency Update
O

INDIRECT AND
CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS
REVIEW

THIS PRESENTATION INCLUDES
INFORMATION AND FINDINGS THAT ARE
UNDER DEVELOPMENT AND MAY BE
SUBJECT TO CHANGE

November 8, 2012

Outline of Today’s Discussion

O

RECAP OF MPO FORECAST DEVELOPMENT

REVIEW RESULTS OF MUMPO MODEL REVISION

o Reallocation of Population, Households and Employment to address
Travel Time to Employment Factor

REVIEW INFORMATION FROM INTERVIEWS WITH
LOCAL STAFF

REVIEW CHANGES TO ICE LAND USE MODEL
REEVALUATION OF LAND USE DATA

November 8, 2012
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Recap of MPO Forecasts

Development Process

November 8, 2012

How were the MUMPO land use forecasts developed?

O

Top-

Bottom- Down

U Forecast 7

2030 TAZ forecasts

November 8, 2012
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Forecasting Factors

e O

Nov

Metrolina Model TAZs by Area

O

November 8, 2012
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Accessibility Considerations (MUMPO Area)

O

« Large scale transportation projects omitted from the top down
analysis (From Hammer Report, p. 14)

B tt « Included the regional “build” network including the Monroe
O O m = Connector, but only in travel time to employment calculations for
final allocation period (2020-2030).
l I « Considered travel time from each TAZ to the NEAREST
p employment center, NOT regional employment centers

EX ert « Reflected local advisors’ expectations (in 2003-2004) of whether
new roads would be built

« Reflects the assumptions in adopted land use plans regarding the
anticipated road network

November 8, 2012

Accessibility Considerations (RPO Area)

O

« Large scale transportation projects omitted
from the top down analysis (From Hammer
Report, p. 14)

« Reflected local advisors’ expectations (in 2003-
2004) of whether new roads would be built

« Reflects the assumptions in adopted land use
plans regarding the anticipated road network

November 8, 2012
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MPO Forecasts
Represent
No Build

Alternative

Guidance from
planners and

MPO Forecasts can be used two ways:

O

Choice A B Choice B

MPO Forecasts
Represent Build
Alternative

Guidance from
planners and

analysis create a
(higher) Build
Forecast

analysis create a
(lesser) No Build
Forecast

November 8, 2012

MPO Forecasts can be used two ways:

O

Choice B

Choice A

MPO Forecasts MPO Forecasts
————— Represent No Build ! - Represent Build
Alternative i Alternative

Appropriate when research |

indicates the regional land |

use impacts of the project |

are represented in the i
forecasts

l Appropriate when research
indicates the regional land |
use impacts of the '

project are not i
represented by the forecasts |

November 8, 2012
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Travel Time Factor
Reassessment

O

MODEL RE-RUN BY PAUL SMITH

November 8, 2012

Bottom Up Allocation Process Reassessment

O

* MUMPO, NCDOT and other modelers worked
together to reexamine the Travel Time to
Employment Factor

o Paul Smith, who ran the initial land allocation model, revised
the model to remove any influence of the Monroe Connector
on travel time to nearest employment center.

o Assessed the differences in travel times with and without the
Monroe Connector in the roadway network

o Assessed the resulting changes to the Composite Score

o Reran the allocation process to assess any changes to
population and employment allocations
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Bottom Up Allocation Process

O

Recalculate
Travel Time To
Employment

Recalculate

Composite Land Rerun Population

and Employment

Compare to

Previous Allocation
for Differences

without Monroe Development Allocation Model

Connector/Bypass Factor Score

November 8, 2012

Travel Time and Composite Score Changes

O

» Removal of Bypass results in minor changes to travel
times and composite scores
o Travel Time Changes (out of 256 TAZSs)
« 150 TAZs (59%) have no change
« 85 TAZs (33%) have increase of less than 1 minute
« 21 TAZs (8%) increase by more than 1 minute
» Maximum change is 5.7 minutes
« Average change is 18 seconds
o Composite Score Changes (out of 256 TAZs)
« 150 TAZs (59%) have no change
« 92 TAZs (36%) have change of less than 1%
« 14 TAZs (5%) have 1% or more change in composite score
« Average Composite Score change is 0.21%
» Maximum Composite Score change is 3.9%

November 8, 2012
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Composite Score Change
Affect on Forecasts

O

November 8, 2012

What do these outcomes mean?

O

November 8, 2012
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Updates to ICE
O

INTERVIEWS, NEW PLANS AND OTHER NEW
INFORMATION

November 8, 2012

ICE Analysis Land Use Methodology

* Build Scenarios

o Compared accessibility between Build and No Build Scenarios

« Indicated greatest improvements in areas around and east of
Monroe

o Completed “Hartgen” analysis of Interchange areas

~ Indicated moderate commercial potential at all interchanges
except Forest Hills School Road

November 8, 2012
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Travel Time Analysis for ICE

November 8, 2012

O

Local Officials’ Outreach

O

November 8, 2012
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Interviews
Respondent m
s

Centralina COG Diane Dil — Centralina Planner I September 12, 2012
Sonya Gaddy, Land Use Administrator September 11, 2012

Union County

Planning

ORI BT A S Amanda Reid - Town Manager September 12, 2012
Town of Indian
Trail

Town of Mint Hill John Hoard - Planner September 14, 2012

Town of
[venimgon it
Town of Wesley Josh Langen - Planning and Zoning September 12, 2012

Charlotte —
Mecklenburg
Plannin,

City of Monroe Doug Britt - Senior Planner September 11, 2012

Town of Stallings Brian Matthews - Town Manager September 14, 2012
Lynne Hair - Town Planner

Union County
Partnership for

Progre

November 8, 2012

Updated Questions

November 8, 2012

C1-88



Completed interviews with 20 of 21 local
jurisdictions or agencies (Hemby Bridge Mayor could
not be reached to schedule an interview, information
obtained from Union County)

Obtained new GIS zoning data, information on new
developments, and changes to water and sewer
policies

Resulting information was use to develop updates to
the future land use scenarios (Build and No Build).

New Union County Land Use Plan
Explicitly assumes MC in projected land use

Larger area of
medium density
housing

Affects Build
Scenario with
higher levels of
low and medium
density residential
development.

C1-89



How to Interpret Results

» Results are reported numerically,

O

o But 20-year forecasts should be considered to represent the
central point within a range of likely results

o Many unexpected factors can influence growth in the future

» The analysis was designed to be conservative

o “new” growth was added beyond the control totals imposed by
the MUMPO TAZ forecasts.

o Re-apportionment within the FLUSA was not done.

November 8, 2012

Updated 2030 No-Build Land Use Compared to Original No-Build

O

% of Total
Area Updated

Difference in Percentage
Between Original and
Updated Results

Total Residential
Low Density Residential
Medium Density Residential
High Density Residential
Commercial
Industrial/Office/Institutional
Transportation
Total Developed
Total Agricultural
Total Forested
Total Other
TOTAL

Total Area | % of Total Total Area
(acres) Area Original | (acres)
Original Updated
2030 No 2030 No
Build Build
97,900 48% 97,500
81,300 40% 80,400
13,600 6% 14,000
3,100 2% 3,100
4,800 2% 5,600
8,500 4% 8,600
12,800 6% 12,800
124,200 61% 124,500
37,800 19% 37,700
38,200 19% 38,000
1,800 1% 1,800
202,000 100% 202,000

48%
40%
7%
2%
3%
4%
6%
62%
19%
19%
1%
100%

<1%)
<1%)

1%1

No Change
1%

<1%1

No Change
1%

<1%|

<1%)

No Change

Notes: Results have been rounded to the nearest 100 acres and whole percent. Differences were calculated prior to
rounding. Totals may appear not to equal the sum of the parts because of rounding.

November 8, 2012
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Changes in No-Build Impervious Cover in 2030 for the
Original and Updated ICE Analysis

[Watershed Name Original 2030 |Updated 2030 |Difference in
Percentages

Beaverdam Creek No Change

chard Creek (Upper) 18% 18% <1%t
16% 16% <1%1
Bearskin Creek 31% 31% <1%%
Richardson Creek (Middle) 27% 27% <1%1
(Gourdvine Creek 8% 8% No Change
[Salem Creek 13% 13% <1%1
Six Mile Creek 30% 30% <1%%
Twelve Mile Creek 25% 25% <1%1
Richardson Creek (Lower) 15% 15% <1%1
20% 21% <1%
Four Mile Creek 34% 35% 1%1
Crooked Creek 25% 26% 1%
17% 18% >1%1
37% 37% 1%}
McAlpine Creek 37% 37% <1%%
Bakers Branch 8% 8% No Change
[Wide Mouth Branch 12% 12% <1%1

Notes: Results have been rounded to the nearest one whole percent. Differences were calculated prior
to rounding. Totals may appear not to equal the sum of the parts because of rounding.

November 8, 20

Changes in 2030 RPA Land Use, Original Report
to Updated Report

Land Use Total Area % of Total Total Area | % of Total Difference in Percentage
(acres) Area Original (acres) Area Between Original and
Original Updated Updated Updated Calculations
Total Residential 97,400 48% 99,400 49% 1%1
Low Density Residential 80,100 40% 81,600 40% <1%1
Medium Density Residential 14,300 7% 14,800 7% <1%1
High Density Residential 3,000 2% 3,100 2% <1%1
Commercial 5,100 3% 5,900 3% <1%1
Industrial/Office/Institutional 8,700 4% 8,700 4% No Change
Transportation 13,900 7% 13,900 7% No Change
Total Developed 125,200 62% 127,900 63% 1%1
Total Agricultural 37,200 18% 35,600 18% <1%|
Total Forested 37,700 19% 36,700 18% 1%
Total Other 1,800 1% 1,800 1% No Change
TOTAL 202,000 100% 202,000 100%

Notes: Results have been rounded to the nearest one whole percent. Differences were calculated prior
to rounding. Totals may appear not to equal the sum of the parts because of rounding.
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Changes in 2030 RPA Percent Impervious by Watershed, Original
Report to Updated Report

O

‘Watershed Name Original Updated Difference in
Impervious Cover |Impervious Percentages
Cover

Beaverdam Creek No Change
chard Creek (Uppe: 18% <1%1
d

172 <L
Bearskin Creek 31% No Change
Richardson Creek (Middle) 29% No Change
Gourdvine Creek 8% No Change

15% 1260
Sixmile Creek 30% No Change
Twelvemile Creek 25% No Change

17% 1%1
22% No Change
35% 1%1
27% No Change
18% 1%

November 8

Updated Indirect Land Use Comparison, Build to No Build

O

2030 Updated No-Build 2030 Updated RPA

Total Area % of Total Area  Total Area % of Total Area  Difference
Land Use Category (acres) (acres) from 2030 No-
Build

Total Residential 97,500 48% 99,400 49% 1%1

Low Density Residential 80,400 40% SNe00 40% <1%1

Medium Density Residential 7% 7% <1%1

14,000 14,800

High Density Residential 3,100 2% 3,100 2% 0%

Commercial 5,600 3% 5,900 3% <1%7

Industrial/Office/Institutional 4% 4% <1%1
8,600 8,700

Transportation 12,800 6% 13,900 7% 1%1

Total Developed 124,500 62% 127,900 63% 1%1

Total Agricultural 37,700 19% 35,600 18% 1%

Total Forested 38,000 19% 36,700 18% 1%

Total Other 1,800 1% 1,800 1% 0%
TOTAL 202,000 202,000

Notes: Results have been rounded to the nearest 100 acres. Differences were calculated prior to rounding. Totals may appear not to equal the sum of the parts because of
rounding.

November 8, 2012
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Incremental Effects of Original 2030 RPA Land Use Changes (in

acres) by Watershed

November 8, 2012

Area/Watershed Difference From Difference From Difference From
Updated No-Build — | Updated No-Build — | Updated No-Build —

Total Developed Total Agricultural Total Forested

Study Area
Beaverdam Creek
Richardson Creek
(Upper)

Rays Fork
Bearskin Creek
Richardson Creek
(Middle)
Gourdvine Creek
Salem Creek
Sixmile Creek
Twelvemile Creek

Richardson Creek
(Lower)
Stewarts Creek

Fourmile Creek
Crooked Creek
Goose Creek

Trvins Creek
McAlpine Creek
Bakers Branch
Wide Mouth Branch

Incremental Effects of Updated 2030 RPA Land Use Changes (in

acres) by Watershed

November 8, 2012

Area/Watershed Difference From Difference From Difference From
Updated No-Build — | Updated No-Build — | Updated No-Build —
Total Developed Total Agricultural Total Forested

Study Area
Beaverdam Creek
Richardson Creek
(Upper)

Rays Fork
Bearskin Creek
Richardson Creek
(Middle)
Gourdvine Creek
Salem Creek
Sixmile Creek
Twelvemile Creek

Richardson Creek
(Lower)
Stewarts Creek

Fourmile Creek
Crooked Creek
Goose Creek

Irvins Creek
McAlpine Creek
Bakers Branch
‘Wide Mouth Branch
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Revising the MUMPO model to remove travel time to
employment in Union County had no effect on
MUMPO land use allocations

Union County is anticipated to remain one of the
most rapidly growing counties in the region
After interviews with local agencies, further analysis

identified minor changes to anticipated 2030 land
use for both the Build and No Build Alternatives

MUMPO is currently developing a new round of household
and employment forecasts

Forecasts expected to be complete in 1st Quarter of 2013
Draft Regional and County population totals expected soon

Discussions with MUMPO staff indicate that regional
projected population is expected to be lower than currently
adopted forecast

ICE Guidance recommends using adopted forecasts, thus use
of preliminary data in Quantitative ICE not appropriate.
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North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources

Division of Water Quality
Beverly Eaves Perdue Charles Wakild, P.E. Dee Freeman
Governor Director Secretary

Memo

To: Jennifer Harris

From: Alan Johnson

Date: November 5, 2012

Subject: Monroe Bypass Meeting, November 8th

| reviewed some information submitted by Southern Environmental (SE) dated October 23, 2012. They
brought forth some issues that should be clarified or re-clarified.

1) The Top Down approach (pg 3). In reading the submittal and from our last meeting it was mentioned
that the Top Down study did not take into consideration “roads”. It assumes access from point “A” to
“B” was linear or straight line. Therefore, growth was not a factor of a road network but a function
primarily of other factors: schools, land availability, etc. The comment by SE is that because access to
locations was linear, the Top Down model did not take the transportation network into account, thus the
bypass and current road network are essentially the same. Basically growth is coming, but the question
is, how does the two transportation possibilities affect growth?

2) The SE states (pg 8) a NCDOT study in 2007 stating that short and long term traffic issues could be
“dramatically” reduced with an acceptable level of service along the Hwy 74 corridor in Union County,
except for one interchange. |s the group familiar with this study? Has this been discussed?

3) Based on our last meeting, my understanding regarding Legacy Park was that it may or may not be
built regardless of the bypass thus it wasn’t considered as an indirect impact. Based on the information
submitted by SE (pg 9, emails) the bypass is touted as integral to the project. It is also mentioned on
the Legacy Park website.

4) It would seem to me redistribution of growth is just as important as total growth. Thus if there is no
difference in the construction of the two roads regarding overall growth, would not there be a
redistribution of growth and change in growth pressure due to the construction of the bypass?

5) As stated at the last meeting, the Bottom Up study took into account getting to the local 7-Eleven, when
it should have been looking at how to get to Charlotte (regional view). We should be sure to compare
apple/apple.

Given | have just joined the group; hopefully this isn’t a rehash of previous discussions. If you have any
questions please let me know.

Thank you

Mooresville Regional Office
Location: 610 East Center Avenue, Suite 301, Mooresville, NC 28115
Phone: (704) 663-1699\Fax: (704) 663-6040\ Customer Service: 1-877-623-6748
Internet: http://portal.ncdenr.org/web/wq
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Harris, Jennifer

From: Johnson, Alan
Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2013 12:12 PM
To: Shumate, Christy; Dagnino, Carla S; Lusk, Elizabeth L; Slusser, Scott

(SSLUSSER@ncdoj.gov); Harris, Philip S; Wainwright, David; Hair, Sarah E SAW;
'George.Hoops@dot.gov'; Baucom, Richard W; Simes, Amy; Mcfadden, Timothy T;
Clawson, Marshall W; Ford, Tris B; Mellor, Colin; marella_buncick@fws.gov;
Militscher.Chris@epamail.epa.gov; Scott.Jones@dot.gov; Alavi, J S; Thorpe, Gregory J;
Chambers, Marla J; john.sullivan@dot.gov; loretta.barren@dot.gov; Turchy, Michael A;
Staley, Mark K; Baucom, Richard W; Michael Wood; Nancy Scott
(nscott@thecatenagroup.com); Tim Savidge (tsavidge@thecatenagroup.com); Fischer,

Kevin

Cc: Harris, Jennifer; Carl Gibilaro; Gilland, Ken; Parkins, Lorna; swagg@mbakercorp.com;
Allen, Thomas B (Thomas.Allen@atkinsglobal.com)

Subject: RE: Monroe Connector/Bypass (R-3329/R-2559) Agency Meetings

To the group:

Coming into the middle of a project such as this can be confusing. Especially as we focus on computer models that most
of us don’t really have any clue. With thatin mind, | have a question that may have been answered already.

First, the purpose of the bypass? My understanding is that the bypass is to relieve traffic congestion on Hwy 74. Yet
(and | may be misunderstanding what has been said in the past couple of meeting), at the last meeting, it is stated that
travel time to employment centers for the area basically isn’t affected.

Second, my understanding of a “bypass” is that the purpose of a bypass is to get through traffic “around” a town, and
not about getting local traffic to an employment center. Thus, | would think this would be more an economical benefit
to the “region” or county (if you want to say it that way) due to better transportation. Therefore, | would think that
regional travel time would be important and the roads affect on that.

And third, my take away from the previous meetings is that regardless of the road, growth is inevitable.
So if the road doesn’t affect growth, and it doesn’t affect travel times, what is the purpose of the road?

| am probably missing something, but just putting it out there. Christy, if you want to direct me to any person, in
general, that would be fine or we can touch on this at the next meeting.

From: Shumate, Christy

Sent: Tuesday, January 15, 2013 12:15 PM

To: Dagnino, Carla S; Lusk, Elizabeth L; Slusser, Scott (SSLUSSER@ncdoj.gov); Harris, Philip S; Wainwright, David;
Johnson, Alan; Hair, Sarah E SAW; 'George.Hoops@dot.gov'; Baucom, Richard W; Simes, Amy; Mcfadden, Timothy T;
Clawson, Marshall W; Ford, Tris B; Mellor, Colin; marella buncick@fws.gov; Militscher.Chris@epamail.epa.gov;
Scott.Jones@dot.gov; Alavi, J S; Thorpe, Gregory J; Chambers, Marla J; john.sullivan@dot.gov; loretta.barren@dot.gov;
Turchy, Michael A; Staley, Mark K; Baucom, Richard W; Michael Wood; Nancy Scott (nscott@thecatenagroup.com); Tim
Savidge (tsavidge@thecatenagroup.com); Fischer, Kevin

Cc: Harris, Jennifer; Carl Gibilaro; Gilland, Ken; Parkins, Lorna; swagg@mbakercorp.com; Allen, Thomas B
(Thomas.Allen@atkinsglobal.com)

Subject: Monroe Connector/Bypass (R-3329/R-2559) Agency Meetings

Good afternoon,
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| hope everyone is having a good new year!

Attached are draft minutes from the November 8, 2012 agency meeting about this project. Comments would be
appreciated by February 1.

We are planning to meet in February to continue discussions about updates we have completed in response to the court
decision. We also plan to discuss comments that we continue to receive about the project’s documentation. If you
have questions or topics that you would like to discuss specifically, please let us know.

Thanks!
Christy

Christy Shumate, AICP

Senior Transportation Planner

NCTA General Engineering Consultant
1578 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1578

Tel (919) 707-2700

Dir (919) 707-2729
cmshumate@ncdot.gov

Email correspondence to and from this sender is subject to the N.C. Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties.
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

PAT MCCRORY ANTHONY J. TATA
GOVERNOR SECRETARY

March 22, 2013
Memorandum to: Alan Johnson, NCDWQ
From: Jennifer Harris, P.E.

Subject: STIP R-3329/R-2559 Monroe Connector/Bypass
Responses to NCDWQ Questions — 11/15/2012 and 1/16/2013

Thank you for meeting with us on February 20, 2013 to discuss this project. We appreciated
the opportunity to provide some project history and answer some of your questions. A copy
of the presentation reviewed at the meeting is attached. As discussed, we are providing
written responses in this memorandum to questions raised in your memo dated November 5,
2012 and your email dated January 16, 2013.

The following responses relate directly to the November 5 letter; however, they are also
responsive to the questions in the January 16 email.

Question #1: The Top Down approach (pg 3). In reading the submittal and from our last
meeting it was mentioned that the Top Down study did not take into consideration “roads”.
It assumes access from point “A” to “B” was linear or straight line. Therefore, growth was
not a factor of a road network but a function primarily of other factors: schools, land
availability, etc. The comment by SE is that because access to locations was linear, the Top
Down model did not take the transportation network into account, thus the bypass and
current road network are essentially the same. Basically growth is coming, but the question
is, how does the two transportation possibilities affect growth?

Response #1: Our reading of the SELC statement in their October 23, 2012, letter to
Colonel Baker suggests that their contention is as follows: the top-down forecasting
process used distance as a proxy for travel time in calculation of some variables in the
modeling process and that distance did not change to reflect growth and possibly
increasing travel times in suburban counties. Therefore, this represents an assumption
that travel time will not increase along with growth. They contend that this assumption
must mean that the transportation infrastructure improvements are assumed to occur to
keep up with growth and therefore the proposed project is an underlying assumption in
the top-down forecasting process.

However, the methodology for the Hammer Study used in the Top Down model is well
summarized in the report and does not support SELC’s contention. The methodology is
summarized below (I apologize for the length of the explanation, but there are a number
of technical factors to go through).
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The study looks at statistical relationships between the proximity of various attractors of
growth (specifically households in three income groups and earnings in three industry
categories). As we have previously documented, the attractors Dr. Hammer analyzed
show on their own that Union County would likely see higher than average rates of
growth. Dr. Hammer’s analysis, however, also analyzed proximity of different counties
to those attractors by analyzing each county’s proximity to attractors in other counties
and within its own county. The essence of the analysis is how close new jobs are able to
locate relative to the locations of the labor force and vice-versa. The basis of the analysis
is the proximity of attractive land uses, not travel times between activity centers.

Thus, the top-down forecasting did not use distance as a proxy for travel time. The top-
down forecasting used distance as a basis for its “proximity” variable. As Dr. Hammer’s
report indicates on page 33, proximity is an important variable as a major dictum of real
estate is location, location, location, or more importantly “relative location — i.e., where
the land is located relative to everything else in the built environment.” His description
of the variable calculation is as follows: “For a given county, the value of a proximity
variable was computed by summing the values of the attractor across all counties in the
given metro area, when weighted by an inverse function of distance to the county for
which the variable was being measured.” So for example, for households in the top
income group, to get the proximity variable for this attractor for Union County, one
would sum together for each county pair (including Union County itself) the following
formula.

Total Households in Top Income Group in Union County
(Distance from Union County to Other County + Intra-County Impedance Variable +
Terminal Impedance)® >

The Intra-County Impedance Variable was the estimated distance of travel within each
county and was estimated using a geometrically based function that varied as the square
root of the county land area. This was to adjust the assumption to assume greater
distances in larger counties and smaller distances in smaller counties. The purpose of
this variable is to estimate the proximity of attractors so that two counties that have the
same base value of an attractor but where one is smaller and the other larger
geographically, the relative proximity of that attractor in the smaller county would be
greater as the attractor would be closer to all other points within that county. The
Terminal Impedance was a constant for all calculations and represented the terminal
distance, or the distance at the end of any trip such as walking to one’s car. The factor,
constant and variable were adjusted for each calculation based on the best fitting
regression analysis when Dr. Hammer analyzed the dataset of 228 counties in 27
metropolitan regions. Therefore, this proximity variable was calculated in a manner that
best fit the historical experience of multiple metropolitan regions that have highly
variable transportation infrastructure investment histories. To claim that this variable
somehow assumes one specific project in one county in the Charlotte metropolitan region
is an exceptional stretch of logic.

Furthermore, the distances calculated are very rough approximations as the distance is

based on a weighted centroid location. Yet, the manner in which the county centroids
were calculated actually assumed increasing distances to the suburban counties in the
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future years. The distance was calculated (in miles) between two centroids (or center
points) of each county based on the longitude and latitude. The first center point was the
geographic center point of each county. The second center point was the centroid of the
county’s households (initially as computed from the 1990 Census). The model then
weighted the two centroid locations in its calculations with the household weighted
centroid as three-quarter of the weight and the geographic centroid as one-quarter of the
weight. For suburban counties such as Union where households would tend to be located
closer to the regional core (Mecklenburg County), their household-weighted centroids
would tend to be closer to the regional core than their geographic centroids. However, as
applied in the calibrated model, the household-weighted centroid was “progressively
shifted toward the county geographic centers to reflect a probably filling-up process” (pg
34). In other words, as the model was applied to calculate the proximity variable for
future years, the household-weighted centroid (which accounts for three-fourths of the
weighting) was shifted further away from the regional core, reflecting the increasing
distance between the center of development as development continued further from the
regional core. Thus, this variable did change in response to the growth in the
suburban counties to reflect the greater distances between locations. This
component of the Hammer analysis directly contradicts the assertion made by SELC that
the top-down model “inherently” assumes transportation improvements that result in no
increases in travel time.

Question #2: The SE states (pg 8) a NCDOT study in 2007 stating that short and long term
traffic issues could be “dramatically” reduced with an acceptable level of service along the
Hwy 74 corridor in Union County, except for one interchange. Is the group familiar with this
study? Has this been discussed? This question relates to the first email question from the
January 16, Email Question #1: What is the Purpose and Need of the Project?

Response #2: This also relates to your first email question on January 16. As we stated
in our meeting, it is important to note that the Purpose and Need of the Monroe
Connector/Bypass study is:

...to improve mobility and capacity within the project study area by providing a
facility for the US 74 corridor from near I-485 in Mecklenburg County to between the
towns of Wingate and Marshville in Union County that allows for high-speed regional
travel consistent with the designations of the North Carolina SHC program and the
North Carolina Intrastate System, while maintaining access to properties along
existing US 74.

As such, the US 74 Corridor Study (Stantec, 2007) does not, in itself, meet the purpose
and need of the project, as the proposed long-term solution (a six-lane Superstreet) would
not allow high speed regional traffic in the design year, as discussed in Section 3.3.2 of
the Final EIS, where it was considered as an additional Transportation Systems
Management (TSM) alternative. Points considered in this determination included:

e Concept 2 could have minor improvements to mobility and capacity due to
increased intersection capacity resulting from improved traffic progression with
coordinated signals. However, the amount of traffic projected for 2035 (see
Revised Monroe Connector/Bypass Traffic Forecast Memo, HNTB, March
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2010), along US 74 would overwhelm the effectiveness of this concept and
congestion would continue to be present along US 74.

e Concept 2 would not serve high-speed regional travel. Average travel speeds
with these improvements are expected to be less than 30 mph through the
corridor in 2035.

This is not to say that the US 74 Corridor Study did not provide useful recommendations
for potential improvements to the existing facility. Since the Final EIS was released in
May 2010, all of the study’s short-term recommendations have been implemented by
NCDOT in the corridor, including signal timing optimization, signal phasing
modification, increased turn lane storage lengths, and lane assignment modification.
Additionally, the recommended long-term improvements, with the exception of
converting to a superstreet facility, have been implemented, including implementation of
a closed loop signal system and addition of lanes at some intersections.

While these improvements have reduced existing congestion along US 74, they do not
provide a long-term solution to high speed travel through the region and as such they are
not a reasonable alternative to the Monroe Connector/Bypass. Traffic studies have
shown that by the design year of the project, these improvements, even with the
installation of a superstreet, would not allow for high speed regional traffic. Thus, they
do not meet the purpose and need for this project.

It is clear that the purpose of the US 74 Corridor Study was to provide recommendations
for interim and immediate actions until such time as the Monroe Connector/Bypass was
constructed. The study itself notes that “this vital transportation corridor [US 74] will be
in critical need of additional through lanes on US 74 or alternate routes will need to be
identified to meet the demands of the public.”

Question #3: Based on our last meeting, my understanding regarding Legacy Park was that it
may or may not be built regardless of the bypass thus it wasn’t considered as an indirect
impact. Based on the information submitted by SE (pg 9, emails) the bypass is touted as
integral to the project. It is also mentioned on the Legacy Park website.

Response #3: As per our discussion, and the presentation at the October 17°2012,
agency meeting, interviews with local staff, in particular economic development staff,
indicate that the Legacy Park project is highly speculative. Summaries of these
conversations are attached to this memo. From those discussions, the SELC is correct as
per their statement that Legacy will not be built if the Monroe Connector/Bypass is not
built.

However, our interviews show that if the Monroe Connector/Bypass is built the Legacy
project was still highly speculative. Planning staff stated that their most optimistic
estimate was that there was a 25% chance the project would move forward in some form
if the Monroe Connector/Bypass were built. We presented this information at the agency
meeting.

Subsequent to the October agency meeting, NCDOT conducted further discussions with
representatives of CSX on November 29 and 30" and with Union County Planning on
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January 31. These discussion summaries (included) provided further documentation as
to the speculative nature of any future Legacy Development.

CEQ guidance explains that “It is often possible to consider the likely purchasers and the
likely development trends in that area or similar areas in recent years; or that the land
will be used for an energy project, shopping center, subdivision, farm or factory”. Based
on the documented interviews and the fact that the majority of land where the proposed
Legacy Park would be located is neither zoned nor planned for residential use, it would
be a serious stretch of logic to claim that the construction of the Monroe
Connector/Bypass would result in the full build out of the proposed development by the
design year of the Monroe Connector/Bypass Project.

CEQ guidance further states that “[t]he agency cannot ignore these uncertain, but
probable, effects of its decision.” Based on the information we have to date, it would
appear that the probability of the development of Legacy Park is relatively low under a
Build Scenario. Furthermore, it would seem inaccurate to claim that the entire Legacy
Park project as proposed would be a probable induced impact. In essence, while the
construction of the Monroe Connector/Bypass may increase the likelihood of the
development of Legacy Park, that is not the same as making the development of Legacy
Park probable. Nevertheless, we will continue to monitor this potential development and
any new information we find will be shared with the agencies and factored into our final
determination as to the likelihood of this project as it pertains to our ICE study.

Question #4: 1t would seem to me redistribution of growth is just as important as total
growth. Thus if there is no difference in the construction of the two roads regarding overall
growth, would not there be a redistribution of growth and change in growth pressure due to
the construction of the bypass?

Response #4: The difference between the No-Build and Build (i.e. the incremental
effects) are just as important as the cumulative effects, and the potential for changes in
growth pressures under a Build Scenario is certainly an important aspect of how we
develop a reasonable Build Land Use Scenario. In NCDOT’s 2010 Quantitative ICE
report, we documented in detail how we developed a Build Scenario looking at what
local staff told us about their growth expectations under a Build Scenario and we
documented extensively the differences between a No-Build and Build Scenario.

Based upon our study, it was anticipated that growth would most likely be shifted (at
least to some degree) from the western portion of the FLUSA to the eastern portion.
However, NCDOT, FHWA, and our agency partners agreed that while redistribution
within the study area was possible, using the more conservative scenario with no
redistribution was most likely to represent a worst case scenario in each watershed.

This was done in no small part because of the need to present a worst case analysis of the
sensitive Goose Creek Watershed in the western portion of the FLUSA. While it would
have been defensible to take residential development out of Goose Creek under a Build
Scenario, we felt, and the agencies concurred, that it would be most appropriate to
maintain a conservative assessment of this area.
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Question #5: As stated at the last meeting, the Bottom Up study took into account getting to
the local 7-Eleven, when it should have been looking at how to get to Charlotte (regional
view). We should be sure to compare apple/apple.

Response #5: You are correct that the Travel Time to Employment Analysis conducted
for the MUMPO bottom-up forecasting process focused on the localized travel time
impacts by calculating travel time to the nearest employment center. Those employment
centers were in places like Monroe, Matthews and Wingate. This is consistent with their
intention of trying to analyze and predict what parts of the metropolitan region would be
most attractive for growth at the sub-county area of analysis.

The reason for re-analyzing this factor as part of our current ICE update was to clarify
that the Monroe Connector/Bypass had no impact on the final results of the MUMPO
forecasts and thus did not bias the control totals that were used in developing the No-
Build land use scenario in the 2010 quantitative ICE. The design of MUMPO’s travel
time analysis, in particular the location of their employment centers, would tend to
minimize the travel time benefits of the Monroe Connector/Bypass. This is clear in that
a comparison of travel times with and without the Monroe Connector/Bypass shows the
greatest travel time change was in the western parts of Union County. This result was
not a specific intention of their methodology, but simply a result of the different purpose
of their travel time analysis.

The travel time analysis that was conducted by NCDOT and our consultants for the
quantitative ICE analysis, and other travel time analyses completed for the EIS, were
calculated using completely different methods. As to the travel time analysis completed
for the ICE report, the travel time was calculated from every parcel in the study are to the
[-485 interchange. This was chosen as the most representative location in the study area
for showing travel time benefits on a regional basis. The analysis showed that the
greatest travel time savings would accrue to areas in the eastern end of the study area.
This analysis was designed to help identify those areas with the greatest travel time
benefits relative to regional destinations and therefore those areas most likely to see
greater development in a Build Scenario. This accounts for the difference in results of
the travel time analysis completed for the ICE compared to the travel time analysis
completed by MUMPO for their bottom-up forecasting process.

Email Question #2: My understanding of a “bypass” is that the purpose of a bypass is to get
through traffic “around” a town, and not about getting local traffic to an employment center.

Response #6: Based on previous studies, it is anticipated that users of the Monroe
Bypass/Connector will include regional as well as commuter traffic. For those living in
the eastern part of Union County and working in Charlotte or for those living in Charlotte
and working in eastern Union County, time savings could be significant. It is anticipated
that travel at the Monroe Bypass/Connector would travel at approximately 60 miles per
hour in both design year (in the DEIS, the Design Year was 2030). The following table
shows the 2030 travel time savings that commuters living in the Marshville area would
have with the Monroe Connector/Bypass (adapted from Table 1-5 of the DEIS):

C1-103



Existing US 74 Monroe Connector/Bypass

Peak Period | Average Travel Time | Average Speed Travel Time | Time
Speed (minutes) (mph) (minutes) Savings
(mph)

Westbound | 24 50 60 20 30

AM Peak

Eastbound 29 47 60 20 27

PM Peak

Total 97 40 57

However, your point underscores the reasoning behind our freshly validated assumption
that the Bottom-up forecasting process does not represent the impacts of the Monroe
Connector Bypass because it only measured travel time to the nearest (and therefore
local) employment centers.

Email Question #3: my take away from the previous meetings is that regardless of the road,
growth is inevitable. So if the road doesn’t affect growth, and it doesn’t affect travel times,
what is the purpose of the road?

Response #7: Response #6 shows the travel time advantage associated with the Monroe
Connector/Bypass. Based on the previous Quantitative ICE study, NCDOT has stated
that the construction of the Monroe Bypass/Connector will lead to an increase in medium
density residential development as well as increased commercial development. We are
currently in the process of updating the Quantitative ICE due to changes in land use plans
and development since the original Quantitative ICE was finalized, and preliminary data
indicates that the Quantitative ICE in the next Monroe environmental document would
project similar increases. While we do not anticipate the results of the ICE to cause
significant environmental effects, NCDOT has always maintained that a degree of
development would be caused by the proposed facility.

I would also point back to Response #2 with regards to the Purpose and Need of the
project and the Strategic Highway Corridor (SHC) program. SHC was developed by
NCDOT in collaboration with the Department of Commerce and the Department of
Environment and Natural Resources to provide a network of high-speed, safe, reliable
highways throughout North Carolina. The goal of the SHC is to ensure that our highway
system maintains mobility, connectivity to activity centers, connectivity to interstates,
interstate relief routes, major hurricane evacuation routes, and corridors that are part of a
national or statewide highway system.

Again, we appreciated the opportunity to meet with you to discuss this project. If you have
additional questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at 919-707-6025 or
jhharris1(@ncdot.gov.
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mailto:jhharris1@ncdot.gov

Project: R-3329/R2559 Monroe Connector

Subject: Indirect and Cumulative Impacts Quantitative Analysis, Legacy Park Development
Meeting Date/Time: 9/27/12, 2:30pm
Meeting Location: Conference Call

Attendees:

Melanie Underwood — Interim Director, Union County Partnership for Progress
Gretchen Carson — Staff, Union County Partnership for Progress

Ken Gilland — Baker Engineering

Scudder Wagg — Baker Engineering

Meeting Notes:

On Thursday, September 27, 2012, Gretchen Carson and Interim Director Melanie O’Connell Underwood
of Union County Partnership for Progress (Partnership) spoke with Scudder Wagg and Ken Gilland of
Michael Baker Engineering (Baker) with regards to the Legacy Park Project.

The discussion began with the Partnership asking what had prompted the call. Baker stated that the call
was prompted by recent queries by parties associated with the Monroe Connector/Bypass legal case,
environmental agencies, and the Charlotte Observer, all of which had asked if the project had been
included in the past quantitative indirect and cumulative effects (ICE) study and if it would be included in
any updates to the ICE study.

Ms. Carson answered that she and Director O’Connell had recently met with the past director (Maurice
Ewing) to make sure that they had all available information about the Legacy Project. There is currently
no work underway for the project due to the current economic conditions and the delay in construction of
the Monroe Connector/Bypass. No offers have been made on any parcels in the area, and there are
currently no plans to request land use plan changes or develop infrastructure plans to support Legacy
Park. No financing plans have been developed for Legacy Park. Currently, the Partnership considers the
project dead.

It is the case that the area proposed for Legacy Park appears to be suitable for development. Currently,
there are no intensive housing developments in the area proposed for the park. CSX has noted to the
Partnership that the long, straight railroad alignment in this area would accommodate sidings and the site
offers potential benefits with the anticipated expansion of the Port of Wilmington. Anson County and the
Town of Marshville have passed resolutions of support for the project. The Union County Planning
Department is aware of the project but to date no changes in land use plans or zoning have been adopted
or proposed to accommodate the full proposal. The current infrastructure is sufficient to support existing
development and some future development but will not support the size or scale of the proposed Legacy
Park.

Baker asked, what were the chances of Legacy Park being developed with or without the construction of
the Connector. The Partnership answered that there was no chance of Legacy Park being constructed if
the Monroe Connector/Bypass were not built. If the Connector/Bypass were built, the chances that some
portion of the proposed Legacy Park might develop was about 25 percent in the next 5 to 10 years;
however no phasing plan or feasibility study would be developed unless the bypass is constructed.

Baker asked about proposed project phasing if Legacy Park were built. The Partnership answered that of
approximately 5,000 acres identified on the Partnership website as comprising Legacy Park, it was
anticipated that the first phase of the project would cover approximately 300 acres, but that number was
subject to change. The figure was based on preliminary discussions with CSX about one particular tract.
The Partnership asked if they could go to the next phase of project development (an environmental study)
would CSX think this was a good idea and were informed that the railroad did not believe current
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conditions warranted advancing the project. Nothing was purchased and no landowners were directly
contacted.

The Partnership stated that if Union County were approached by a developer or business, that they would
be open to exploring future prospects. There had been one small rail project in the Legacy Park area in
the past few years, but it was not associated with Legacy Park.

The Partnership stated that they were merging with the Monroe Economic Development Council and
might cease to exist within a year.

Baker asked about other planned development. The Partnership answered that four communities in the
area (Indian Trail, Stallings, Mint Hill, and Mathews) were looking into the possibility of pooling resources
to encourage future developments in the form of a business park. A future meeting will determine
anticipated next steps in this very preliminary effort.

The Partnership asked if Baker was aware of the Strategic Plan for Economic Development, Town of

Marshville, Town of Wingate, and Baker answered that the plan had informed the potential build scenario
for that portion of the ICE study area.
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Project: R-3329/R2559 Monroe Connector

Subject: Indirect and Cumulative Impacts Quantitative Analysis, Legacy Park Development
Meeting Date/Time: 1/31/2013, 4:15pm
Meeting Location: Conference Call

Attendees:

Richard Black — Director, Union County Planning Department
Scudder Wagg - Baker Engineering

Meeting Notes:

The discussion began with Mr. Wagg asking Mr. Black about his familiarity with the proposed Legacy
Park development and in particular, how it was considered in the most recent Union County Land Use
Plan (as part of the Comprehensive Plan). Mr. Black noted that he had discussed Legacy Park many
times with Maurice Ewing who was the former director of economic development for the county and the
main proponent of the project. Mr. Ewing had been a member of the Steering Committee organized to
help guide the development of the first draft of the new Union County Comprehensive Plan, produced by
Clarion Associates. The draft plan had been developed between 2006 and 2008 and it included a land
use plan and map that included planned industrial and commercial land uses on the site of the proposed
Legacy Park development. This first draft had been initiated at the request of the Board of
Commissioners in 2006. The timing of the plan adoption meant that the draft plan was developed under
the supervision of one group of Planning Board and Board of Commissioners. But by the time the draft
plan was ready to present to the Planning Board and Board of Commissions, an intervening election had
resulted in a new majority on both bodies. These new members wanted to more thoroughly review the
draft plan and to revise many parts of it. Thus the Planning Board undertook a year-long review and
revision process. During that process, many Planning Board members expressed their skepticism of the
likelihood of the Legacy Park proposal, suggesting that it was too big, required cooperation from too many
property owners and was unlikely to be realized.

During the Planning Board review and revision process, Mr. Ewing did participate in meetings to
encourage the Board to include the Legacy Park project in the plan. Mr. Black noted that Mr. Ewing
presented resolutions of support for various jurisdictions including Marshville and Wingate, statements of
support from organizations such as the Charlotte Regional Partnership and land use concepts plans
developed by consultants. The final plan, however, did not include non-residential development within
the proposed Legacy Park site except for areas immediately adjacent to US 74 and the CSX corridor that
were identified for industrial development in the previously adopted land use plan from 1998.

Mr. Wagg asked for an assessment of the likelihood that the Legacy Park site would see substantial non-
residential development with or without the construction of the Monroe Bypass/Connector. Mr. Black
noted that his understanding of the proposal was that it relied on three elements: CSX development of an
intermodal terminal, sewer and water utility capacity and improved access to Charlotte via a direct
connection to the proposed Monroe Connector/Bypass. Mr. Black was under the impression that without
any of those three items, development would be very unlikely to occur. For access to the Monroe
Connector/Bypass, the Legacy Park proposal would also require a new road connection to Forest Hills
Road and construction of an interchange at Forest Hills Road.

Mr. Black noted that the most essential element of the three was the CSX intermodal terminal. Mr. Black
was told by Mr. Ewing and others that the intermodal terminal was key because it would attract a series of
industrial businesses related to the intermodal terminal. Mr. Black was under the impression, however,
that CSX was not interested in development of an intermodal terminal and therefore, with or without
construction of the Monroe Connector/Bypass, the prospects for sizeable development of the Legacy
Park site were unlikely.
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Mr. Black did note that if the Monroe Connector/Bypass were built, he would expect greater levels of non-
residential development in the areas east of Monroe and north of Wingate and Marshville. This section of
the county, he noted, was the most supportive of growth, politically. Currently, however, this area of the
county is very far from 1-485, Charlotte and the rest of the region, limiting its potential for development.
The Monroe Connector/Bypass would improve accessibility to that section of the county and therefore
likely result in increases in non-residential development. Mr. Black expressed some uncertainty as to the
exact location of that non-residential development within the eastern portions of Union County. Mr. Black
did note that the Legacy Park site was relatively far from the eastern terminus of the Monroe
Connector/Bypass and those areas closer to the proposed interchanges and eastern terminus of the
project would be more likely to see development first.
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Project: R-3329/R2559 Monroe Connector

Subject: Indirect and Cumulative Impacts Quantitative Analysis
Meeting Date/Time: Various (e-mail communications between 11/29/12 and 11/30/12)

Attendees:

Vance E. Bennett — CSX
Jim Van Derzee: CSX
Scudder Wagg - Baker Engineering

Communication Notes:

The purpose of this communication was to better understand the role of CSX in the Legacy Park
development and gather information on the expectations of CSX staff regarding the potential for
development of the site. Scudder began the discussion by asking:

Our staff spoke with Melanie Underwood and Gretchen Carson about the potential for
development and one specific item they noted was that they had spoken recently to CSX
staff about possibly conducting an environmental study of the site to advance project
development but that CSX staff felt the current conditions did not warrant such action.
Can you confirm this or provide any information as to why that decision was made? Also,
if there is any additional information you can provide about the likelihood and possible
timing of any development at Legacy Park we would greatly appreciate it. Specifically, we
would want to know your assessment of whether and how much of the site might be
developed by 2030 if the Monroe Connector/Bypass were built and if it were NOT built.
Any specific reasons for your assessment would also be helpful.

Jim responded with the following:
This is very difficult to speculate. There are two separate, largely unrelated, development
opportunities at Legacy Park for CSX.

1. Rail-Served Industrial Development Projects The property is adjacent to a
CSX main line, which would enable sidetrack construction to serve new industries that
locate to the property. Because we don’t know what types of industries will locate there,
we cannot determine the road access requirements and whether or not the Bypass would
make a difference. As far as the timing, this could happen as soon as a project starts
that is a suitable fit for Legacy Park, which is impossible to predict. I've offered Legacy
Park to numerous industrial development projects, but none have pursued it yet. As
CSX'’s Manager Industrial Development, this is my primary role with Legacy Park.

2. Construction of a new intermodal facility that would transfer shipping
containers between railcars and trucks. Because the local shipment would be made by
truck, the road accessibility is critical to making this work. There are many other
challenges that need to be overcome before | would recommend proceeding with an
environmental study. As CSX'’s Director Intermodal Port Strategy, this is Vance’s
primary role with Legacy Park.

I recommend that the environmental study be done after a need has been clearly
determined.

Vance responded by noting the following regarding the possible new intermodal facility:
Jim’s comments are correct and | would just like to add that CSX normally would conduct

a market assessment before an environmental study is conducted to measure the current
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and future if CSX was to build an Intermodal facility at any location. | would suggest that
be considered if you have not done so already.

Later Vance further clarified regarding the need and process for doing a market assessment:
CSX would take the lead on such a study if it were a CSX planned facility. In this case,

since it is a private terminal facility it would not be CSX'’s call on developing that
research. If it were however, CSX would typically hire a consultant like RS&H, Moffat &
Nichol or Tran-Systems to develop such a report.

Lastly, in response to a request to rate the quality of the Legacy Park site for rail-served industrial
development and for the potential for the intermodal terminal development, Jim responded:
[O]verall, | rate the Legacy Site very high, with the potential to land some large industrial

development projects. Its topography, rail access, and geographic location make this
one of the best sites in the greater Charlotte area.

As for the other challenges with the intermodal opportunity, we do not currently have the
necessary combination of shipment volume and distance to make rail work.

C1-110



Monroe Connector/Bypass

Project Update

February 20, 2013

Outline of Today’'s Discussion

Project Overview and History

United States Court of Appeals Decision

Indirect and Cumulative Effects Analysis

Development of Metrolina / MUMPO Forecasts

» Schedule for Advancing Project
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Project History

Jan 2007 — Notice of Intent for Monroe
Connector/Bypass

Mar 2009 — Draft EIS

May 2010 — Final EIS

Jul 2010 — USFWS Concurrence

Aug 2010 — Record of Decision

Sep 2010 — Submitted permit applications
Nov 2010 — SELC files lawsuit

Dec 2010 — 401 Water Quality Certification

Project History

Apr 2011 — USACE EA/FONSI and 404 permit

Oct 2011 — District Court rules in favor of NCDOT/FHWA
Oct 2011 — SELC files appeal

May 2012 — Circuit Court rules against NCDOT/FHWA
May 2012 — 401 withdrawn/404 suspended

Jul 2012 — FHWA rescinds ROD
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Purpose and Need

e Purpose

...to improve mobility and capacity within the project study
area by providing a facility for the US 74 corridor from near
[-485 in Mecklenburg County to between the towns of
Wingate and Marshville in Union County that allows for
high-speed regional travel consistent with the designations
of the North Carolina SHC program and the North Carolina
Intrastate System, while maintaining access to properties
along existing US 74.

Purpose and Need

 Needs

o Existing and Projected Roadway Capacity
Deficiencies

o Inability to Serve High-Speed Regional Travel
Consistent with the Designations and Goals of State
and Local Transportation Plans
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Alternatives Considered

TSM

0 Stantec study
TDM
Mass transit

Upgrades to existing US 74
o Widening
0 Superstreets

New Location Alternatives

Guidance for Assessing ICE

NCDOT developed a set of approaches for ICE
analysis

» Developed in cooperation with
o FHWA
o NCDENR

o North Carolina State Attorney
General’'s Office

o County and Municipal Officials
» Guidance went into effect in 2001
» Eight-step process
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Qualitative Analysis (2009)

Steps that should be taken to assess Qualitative
ICE impacts.

o Step 1: Definition of the Future Land Use Study Area
(FLUSA)

» Step 2: Identification of the FLUSA's Directions and Goals

» Step 3: Inventory of Notable Features

» Step 4: Identification of Important Impact Causing
Activities

» Step 5: Identification and Analysis of Potential
Indirect/Cumulative Effects

® Reference: Guidance for Assessing ICE of Trans. Proj. in NC (Nov. 2001)

Qualitative Future Land Use Study Area

" Reference: Monroe Qualitative ICE (January 2009) — Figure 1
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Qualitative Analysis
Potential Indirect Impacts by Zone

Summary of Potential Indirect Impacts by Zone — New Location Alternative

Potential for Potential for Potential for indirect effects on
improved access | accelerated growthas | sensitive resources as a result of
Zone and mobility a result of the project accelerated growth
1 None None None
2 Moderate Low Low
3 Moderate Moderate Moderate
4 None None None
5 High High Moderate

®  Reference: NCDOT Qualitative ICE Assessment, January 2010

Quantitative Analysis (2010)

» Step 6: Analyze Indirect/Cumulative Effects

o Step 7: Evaluate Analysis Results

» Step 8: Assess the Consequences and Develop
Appropriate Mitigation and Enhancement Strategies

Focus of the Quantitative ICE

 Land use

e Water quality

» Threatened and endangered species and habitat
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Quantitative ICE Project Study Area

Reference: NCDOT, Monroe Quantitative ICE Assessment, April 2010

Quantitative ICE Methodoloqgy

Existing Land Use (2007)
o GIS data, NCGAP land cover, aerial photography

o Categorize as Developed or Undeveloped

» Developed — Residential (low, medium or high density),
Commercial, Industrial/Office/Institutional

» Undeveloped — Ag, Barren, Forest, Other

No-Build Land Use (2030)

o Interviews with planners
o Review future land use plans and zoning
o Future population and employment projections
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Quantitative ICE — Future Population and

Employment Projections

Choice A Choice B

r ~ e ~
MPO Forecasts MPO Forecasts
— Represent —  Represent Build
No Build Alternative Alternative
. J \ J
r 2 e 2
Guidance from Guidance from
|| planners and analysis || planners and analysis
create a (higher) Build create a (lesser) No
Forecast Build Forecast
\ J \ J
[} [ )

Use of MUMPPO Data in
No Build Scenario

Total Undeveloped
Land

X
% of Build Out

Density
Density X
categorization of
undeveloped land
based on recent = =
g Total Build Out % of Build Out
Capacity

TAZ Forecast
Total Build
Undeveloped Land Out Capacity

New Development

Undeveloped Land Added to Existing

Identified

Development=No
Build Land Use
Scenario

Acres of New
Development
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Quantitative ICE — 2030 No-Build

« MUMPO TAZ data best represents No-Build

o0 Residential development (population) allocation
o0 Non-residential development (employment) allocation

« Build (added to No-Build)

o Improvements in accessibility/travel time
0 Hartgen analysis at interchanges

Quantitative ICE — Travel Time Analysis

" Reference: NCDOT, Monroe Quantitative ICE Assessment, April 2010
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Quantitative ICE — Travel Time Analysis

* Regional accessibility

Measured travel time from each parcel in Study
Area to 1-485

Greatest travel time savings in eastern Union
County

Quantitative ICE Land Use Comparison
Build to No-Build

® Reference: NCDOT, Monroe Quantitative ICE Assessment, April 2010
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Criticisms

NCDOT failed to account for the causes of future

urbanization in the absence of the project.

0 The record is devoid of evidence establishing that the region is developmentally
saturated such that a major toll road will have no appreciable environmental
impact.

NCDOT failed to explain methodology and use accurate
inputs.
NCDOT created a No-Build scenario that assumed the

existence of the project and used that baseline to
determine the growth-inducing impacts of the project.

There is an inaccurate Statement in the August 2010
Record of Decision.

Union County Land Development Factors

Factor Weight |
2010 2020 | 2030

Developable Land B 3 3
[Travel Time to Emp 3 3 3 |
Water 2 2 2
Sewer 2 2 2
Redevelopable 2 3 3
Population Change 3 1 Not used
Expert Panel 2 2 2
Growth Policy 1 1 1

** Travel time to employment factor based on future road network, which
included Monroe C/B for year 2030.

“Reference: Smith, MUMPO Population Projections and Employment Allocations, 2004 °©
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Appeals Court Decision

The Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit
vacated the decision because they found that
the agencies failed to take the required “hard
look’ at environmental consequences” because
the agencies used the MPQO'’s socio-economic
data without disclosing the data’s underlying
assumptions and by falsely responding to
public concerns.

® Reference: Appeal:11-2210, Document 43

How we are addressing court ruling

» Disclose underlying assumptions of how the
socioeconomic forecasts were created — regional,
county, TAZ levels

* Re-examine MUMPQ's allocation of population and
employment

o Quantify influence of Monroe Connector/Bypass in travel time to
employment factor

» Updates/changes due to delay (2010-current)
* Explain why Union County is growing without project
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Travel Demand Model

LAND USE
FORECASTS: TRANSPORTATION
Population and NETWORK:
Employment Locations and
Data by Traffic Capacities of Roads
Analysis Zone and Transit

1. Trip Generation 2. Trip Distribution

* How many trips and for what purpose? | ¢ Which origins and destinations will be
* Defines origins and destinations linked together?

Travel Demand
Model

3. Mode Split 4. Trip Assignment

¢ Given trip origins and destinations, *How will the trips be made across the
how will travelers get around via the transportation network?
available travel modes?

Socioeconomic Forecasts

e Metrolina Region employment and population
forecast performed by Dr. Thomas Hammer
(CDOQOT) — basis for county control totals

« MUMPO TAZ Population Projections and
Employment Allocations performed by UNCC
team led by Mr. Paul Smith

» Final County forecasts and TAZ population
projections and employment allocation adjusted
by MUMPO
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Flow Chart of Population Projects &

Employment Allocations

Demoqgraphic and Economic Forecast
Dr. Thomas Hammer

Regional Analysis s —

CHARLOTTE REGION:

Criteria
+2002 Pop-Empl Density Index < 1,000

SUB-COUNTY DISTRICTS *191-2002 Pop Growth 3%/yr or more
* 1981-2002 Empl Growth 3%/yr or more.

« Estimation of future o™ T e
national employment by
industry

» Forecast of regional o
employment and L
demographics by straight

,,,,,,,,

sssssss

forward linkage between a8 -
regional and national ,
economy e e

Reference: Hammer, Demographic and Economic Forecast for Charlotte Region, Dec. 2003  ®
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Allocation of Regional Totals to Counties

e Dr. Thomas Hammer’s growth allocation process
included demand side factors including:

0 32 equations for employment by sector

o0 3 equations for demographic variables of upper,
middle and low-income housing

Dr. Thomas Hammer’s growth allocation process
included supply side factors including:

o0 Land area and land availability
o Past land use and infrastructure policy

o0 Location proximity between employment and
households

° Reference: Hammer, Demographic and Economic Forecast for Charlotte Region, Dec. 2003  ©

Dr. Hammer’'s Assumptions

Model allocations are not sensitive to large scale
infrastructure projects.

o At the Region Level.
o At the County Level.

See pages 10, 11, 12, 13, 69
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Top Down Forecast Proximity Factor

SELC Statement on top down forecast assumes that
distance is a proxy for travel time.

Distance was used as a basis for a “proximity factor”

If County A has high attractiveness for growth then
its neighbor County B will also be somewhat
attractive to growth,

SELC claims that by assuming proximity does not
change that Dr. Hammer’s analysis assumes
transportation infrastructure will be improved to
accommodate growth.

Top Down Forecast Proximity Factor

Proximity factor was calculated by using weighing two
“centers” to calculate distance an average proximity

« Geographic center: the physical center of each county
(25%)
* Household-weighted center: the center of the county

if all households were weighted evenly across the
county (75%)

* Based on 1990 Census for first forecast year

» Shifted progressively farther from regional core for
each successive forecast year. (p 33-34)
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County Centroids

Top Down Forecasting Calibration

Dr. Hammer’s analysis included numerous statistically
tested and validated relationship formulae to forecast
population and employment.

His formulae were based on detailed regression
analyses looking at 228 counties across 27 metropolitan
regions.

Further, his regressions were calibrated to the 1990 to
2000 time period.

To claim the proximity variable implicitly assumes one
specific roadway project in one county is a stretch.

C1-127



Mecklenburg — Union
Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MUMPO)

Allocation of County Growth Totals to TAZsS

« MUMPO’s Population Projections and
Employment Allocations 2000 -2030

o Prepared by UNCC Team led by Mr. Paul
Smith

o Created a model and process to generate
TAZ forecasts within the MUMPO planning
area boundaries

* Expert panel reviewed model inputs/outputs
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Quantitative FLUSA with TAZs

Union County Land Development Factors

Factor Weight
2010 2020 2030

Developable Land 2 3 3

Travel Timeto Emp 3 3 3

Water 2 2 2

Sewer 2 2 2
Redevelopable 2 3 3
Population Change 3 1 Not used
Expert Panel 2 . 2
Growth Policy 1 1 1

“Reference: Smith, MUMPO Population Projections and Employment Allocations, 2004
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Re-Examination of MUMPQO Population
Projects and Employment Allocation

Recalculate
Travel Time To
Employment
without Monroe
Connector/Bypass

Recalculate Rerun Population Compare to

Composite Land and Employment Previous

Development Allocation Model All.ocatlon for
Factor Score Differences

TAZ Level Allocation Process Reassessment

« MUMPO, NCDOT and other modelers worked
together to reexamine the Travel Time to
Employment Factor

0 Assess the differences in travel times with and without the
Monroe Connector in the roadway network

0 Assess the resulting changes to the Composite Score

o0 Rerun the allocation process to assess any changes to
population and employment allocations
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Travel Time to Employment

Travel Time Score Changes

Removal of Bypass results in minor changes to

travel times scores
Travel Time Changes (out of 256 TAZS)
» 150 TAZs (59%) have no change
» 85 TAZs (33%) have increase of less than 1 minute
» 21 TAZs (8%) increase by more than 1 minute
* Maximum change is 5.7 minutes
» Average change is 18 seconds

®  Reference: Smith, email: Land Use Allocation, July 2012
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Composite Score Changes

Removal of Bypass results in minor changes to

composite Scores
Composite Score Changes (out of 256 TAZS)
» 150 TAZs (59%) have no change
92 TAZs (36%) have change of less than 1%
14 TAZs (5%) have 1% or more change in composite score
Average Composite Score change is 0.21%
Maximum Composite Score change is 3.9%

®  Reference: Smith, email: Land Use Allocation, July 2012

Change in Composite Score
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Composite Score Change

Affect on Forecasts

* For those TAZs where the composite score
declined, the allocation model had consumed all
available land in the original allocation.

* The decrease in composite score did NOT result
in the model requesting less land for
development than was available in those TAZs.

» The allocation model output once the Monroe
Connector/Bypass was removed from the Travel
Time analysis was EXACTLY the same as the
original model output. {

Conclusion

MUMPO population projection and employment
allocation is not sensitive to the presence or
absence of the Monroe Connector Bypass Project.
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Updates due to Delay

» 2010 Census data
* New land use plans

Example of Change: Eastern Union County

* New Union County Land Use Plan
» Explicitly assumes MC in projected land use

* Larger area of
medium density
housing

» Affects Build
Scenario with
higher levels of
low and medium
density residential
development.
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Example of No Chanqge: Legacy Park

Interviewed Union County Partnership for Progress (UCPP), Union
County Planning Director and CSX Staff

Proposal is not incorporated into any local plans

o Three localities have expressed official support for the project

Vast majority of land is not zoned for use
No financing plan for development
Basic utility capacity needs are included in long range plans

o No funding or plan for building utility infrastructure to site.

CSX has indicated the site is good and is
interested in continuing coordination

o Notinterested in pursing environmental study of the site

o Do not see the market demand for an
intermodal terminal at this time.

Development is considered highly
speculative by UCPP and Planning Staff

Development of Intermodal Terminal by CSX is
key to any significant development at the site

No changes to either scenario warranted
based on current information

Union County Growth Factors

Household income
Housing characteristics
School quality
Commute times
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Schedule

* Finalize analysis and development of Environmental
Assessment
o May 2013

» Conduct Public Hearings / Workshops
o0 June 2013

* Finalize ROD*
o October 2013

*If based on the studies, the FHWA determines that a supplemental EIS is not
necessary, the FHWA shall proceed to a ROD.
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

PAT MCCRORY ANTHONY J. TATA
GOVERNOR SECRETARY
April 10, 2013

Memorandum to: File

From: Jennifer Harris, P.E.

Subject: STIP R-3329/R-2559 Monroe Connector/Bypass
Meeting with USACE, February 19, 2013

PARTICIPANTS: Carl Pruitt USACE District Office
Henry Wicker USACE Regulatory Division
Liz Hair USACE Asheville Field Office
John Sullivan, 1l FHWA Division Administrator
Clarence Coleman, P.E. FHWA North Carolina Division
George Hoops, P.E. FHWA North Carolina Division
Scott Jones FHWA Attorney Advisor
Jamie Shern NCDOT Office of the COO
Scott Slusser NCDOT Attorney General’s Office
Jennifer Harris, P.E. NCDOT PDEA Unit
Michael Turchy NCDOT PDEA-NES
Christy Shumate HNTB
Scudder Wagg, A.l.C.P. Michael Baker Engineering
Ken Gilland, P.G. Michael Baker Engineering

A meeting was held on February 19, 2013 to discuss the Monroe Connector/Bypass project,
in particular the February 5, 2013 letter from the Southern Environmental Law Center
(SELC) to the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). A PowerPoint presentation was used
to facilitate the discussion and a copy is attached.

With Regards to the SELC contention on the Suspended Monroe Permit: We understand
the USACE’s position that the permit cannot be held in suspension indefinitely. NCDOT and
FHWA are in the process of updating the environmental documentation for the Monroe
Connector/Bypass and are committed to a thorough, transparent process. We would
appreciate further coordination on this issue with USACE as appropriate.

Legacy Park Status: NCDOT has spoken with all parties involved in the potential
development of Legacy Park to the east of Marshville. Our discussion summaries were
shared with the USACE via email on February 21, 2013 and are attached. Based on these
interviews, we conclude that the development of Legacy Park cannot be considered
reasonably foreseeable. However, we will continue to monitor this situation and consider
new information as it becomes available. We will contact USACE and our agency partners if
any information is found that could alter this conclusion.
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The process going forward: The determination of a final document has not been made at this
time. The options would be to prepare an EA (based on CFR 771.130(c))) or to develop a
Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Statement. Based on the results of the information
obtained during the environmental review, a decision will be made as to the most appropriate
document format.

Meeting with US Fish and Wildlife (USFWS): NCDOT and FHWA are committed to
working with USFWS with regards to the Section 7 coordination for the Monroe
Connector/Bypass. We are currently gathering/assessing all information and once we have
reached a decision on what we believe to be appropriate (based on this information) we plan
to meet with USWFS to present our findings and seek feedback on our anticipated approach
for moving forward with the project.

Attachments:
Legacy Correspondence Summaries:

Union County Partnership for Progress (9/27/12)

CSX Discussions (11/29-30/12)

Dick Black, Union County Planning Department (1/31/13)
PowerPoint Slides from meeting

C1-138



Project: R-3329/R2559 Monroe Connector

Subject: Indirect and Cumulative Impacts Quantitative Analysis, Legacy Park Development
Meeting Date/Time: 9/27/12, 2:30pm
Meeting Location: Conference Call

Attendees:

Melanie Underwood — Interim Director, Union County Partnership for Progress
Gretchen Carson — Staff, Union County Partnership for Progress

Ken Gilland — Baker Engineering

Scudder Wagg — Baker Engineering

Meeting Notes:

On Thursday, September 27, 2012, Gretchen Carson and Interim Director Melanie O’Connell Underwood of Union
County Partnership for Progress (Partnership) spoke with Scudder Wagg and Ken Gilland of Michael Baker
Engineering (Baker) with regards to the Legacy Park Project.

The discussion began with the Partnership asking what had prompted the call. Baker stated that the call was
prompted by recent queries by parties associated with the Monroe Connector/Bypass legal case, environmental
agencies, and the Charlotte Observer, all of which had asked if the project had been included in the past quantitative
indirect and cumulative effects (ICE) study and if it would be included in any updates to the ICE study.

Ms. Carson answered that she and Director O’Connell had recently met with the past director (Maurice Ewing) to
make sure that they had all available information about the Legacy Project. There is currently no work underway
for the project due to the current economic conditions and the delay in construction of the Monroe
Connector/Bypass. No offers have been made on any parcels in the area, and there are currently no plans to request
land use plan changes or develop infrastructure plans to support Legacy Park. No financing plans have been
developed for Legacy Park. Currently, the Partnership considers the project dead.

It is the case that the area proposed for Legacy Park appears to be suitable for development. Currently, there are no
intensive housing developments in the area proposed for the park. CSX has noted to the Partnership that the long,
straight railroad alignment in this area would accommodate sidings and the site offers potential benefits with the
anticipated expansion of the Port of Wilmington. Anson County and the Town of Marshville have passed
resolutions of support for the project. The Union County Planning Department is aware of the project but to date no
changes in land use plans or zoning have been adopted or proposed to accommodate the full proposal. The current
infrastructure is sufficient to support existing development and some future development but will not support the
size or scale of the proposed Legacy Park.

Baker asked, what were the chances of Legacy Park being developed with or without the construction of the
Connector. The Partnership answered that there was no chance of Legacy Park being constructed if the Monroe
Connector/Bypass were not built. If the Connector/Bypass were built, the chances that some portion of the proposed
Legacy Park might develop was about 25 percent in the next 5 to 10 years; however no phasing plan or feasibility
study would be developed unless the bypass is constructed.

Baker asked about proposed project phasing if Legacy Park were built. The Partnership answered that of
approximately 5,000 acres identified on the Partnership website as comprising Legacy Park, it was anticipated that
the first phase of the project would cover approximately 300 acres, but that number was subject to change. The
figure was based on preliminary discussions with CSX about one particular tract. The Partnership asked if they
could go to the next phase of project development (an environmental study) would CSX think this was a good idea
and were informed that the railroad did not believe current conditions warranted advancing the project. Nothing was
purchased and no landowners were directly contacted.
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The Partnership stated that if Union County were approached by a developer or business, that they would be open to
exploring future prospects. There had been one small rail project in the Legacy Park area in the past few years, but
it was not associated with Legacy Park.

The Partnership stated that they were merging with the Monroe Economic Development Council and might cease to
exist within a year.

Baker asked about other planned development. The Partnership answered that four communities in the area (Indian
Trail, Stallings, Mint Hill, and Mathews) were looking into the possibility of pooling resources to encourage future
developments in the form of a business park. A future meeting will determine anticipated next steps in this very
preliminary effort.

The Partnership asked if Baker was aware of the Strategic Plan for Economic Development, Town of Marshville,
Town of Wingate, and Baker answered that the plan had informed the potential build scenario for that portion of the

ICE study area.
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Project: R-3329/R2559 Monroe Connector

Subject: Indirect and Cumulative Impacts Quantitative Analysis
Meeting Date/Time: Various (e-mail communications between 11/29/12 and 11/30/12)

Attendees:

Vance E. Bennett — CSX

Jim Van Derzee: CSX

Scudder Wagg - Baker Engineering

Communication Notes:

The purpose of this communication was to better understand the role of CSX in the Legacy Park development and
gather information on the expectations of CSX staff regarding the potential for development of the site. Scudder
began the discussion by asking:

Our staff spoke with Melanie Underwood and Gretchen Carson about the potential for
development and one specific item they noted was that they had spoken recently to CSX staff about
possibly conducting an environmental study of the site to advance project development but that
CSX staff felt the current conditions did not warrant such action. Can you confirm this or provide
any information as to why that decision was made? Also, if there is any additional information you
can provide about the likelihood and possible timing of any development at Legacy Park we would
greatly appreciate it. Specifically, we would want to know your assessment of whether and how
much of the site might be developed by 2030 if the Monroe Connector/Bypass were built and if it
were NOT built. Any specific reasons for your assessment would also be helpful.

Jim responded with the following:
This is very difficult to speculate. There are two separate, largely unrelated, development
opportunities at Legacy Park for CSX.

1. Rail-Served Industrial Development Projects The property is adjacent to a CSX main
line, which would enable sidetrack construction to serve new industries that locate to the property.
Because we don’t know what types of industries will locate there, we cannot determine the road
access requirements and whether or not the Bypass would make a difference. As far as the timing,
this could happen as soon as a project starts that is a suitable fit for Legacy Park, which is
impossible to predict. I’ve offered Legacy Park to numerous industrial development projects, but
none have pursued it yet. As CSX’s Manager Industrial Development, this is my primary role with
Legacy Park.

2. Construction of a new intermodal facility that would transfer shipping containers
between railcars and trucks. Because the local shipment would be made by truck, the road
accessibility is critical to making this work. There are many other challenges that need to be
overcome before I would recommend proceeding with an environmental study. As CSX’s
Director Intermodal Port Strategy, this is Vance’s primary role with Legacy Park.

| recommend that the environmental study be done after a need has been clearly determined.

Vance responded by noting the following regarding the possible new intermodal facility:
Jim’s comments are correct and | would just like to add that CSX normally would conduct a

market assessment before an environmental study is conducted to measure the current and future
if CSX was to build an Intermodal facility at any location. | would suggest that be considered if
you have not done so already.
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Later VVance further clarified regarding the need and process for doing a market assessment:
CSX would take the lead on such a study if it were a CSX planned facility. In this case, since it is

a private terminal facility it would not be CSX’s call on developing that research. If it were
however, CSX would typically hire a consultant like RS&H, Moffat & Nichol or Tran-Systems to

develop such a report.

Lastly, in response to a request to rate the quality of the Legacy Park site for rail-served industrial development and

for the potential for the intermodal terminal development, Jim responded:
[O]verall, | rate the Legacy Site very high, with the potential to land some large industrial

development projects. Its topography, rail access, and geographic location make this one of the
best sites in the greater Charlotte area.

As for the other challenges with the intermodal opportunity, we do not currently have the
necessary combination of shipment volume and distance to make rail work.
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Project: R-3329/R2559 Monroe Connector

Subject: Indirect and Cumulative Impacts Quantitative Analysis, Legacy Park Development
Meeting Date/Time: 1/31/2013, 4:15pm
Meeting Location: Conference Call

Attendees:

Richard Black — Director, Union County Planning Department
Scudder Wagg - Baker Engineering

Meeting Notes:

The discussion began with Mr. Wagg asking Mr. Black about his familiarity with the proposed Legacy Park
development and in particular, how it was considered in the most recent Union County Land Use Plan (as part of the
Comprehensive Plan). Mr. Black noted that he had discussed Legacy Park many times with Maurice Ewing who
was the former director of economic development for the county and the main proponent of the project. Mr. Ewing
had been a member of the Steering Committee organized to help guide the development of the first draft of the new
Union County Comprehensive Plan, produced by Clarion Associates. The draft plan had been developed between
2006 and 2008 and it included a land use plan and map that included planned industrial and commercial land uses on
the site of the proposed Legacy Park development. This first draft had been initiated at the request of the Board of
Commissioners in 2006. The timing of the plan adoption meant that the draft plan was developed under the
supervision of one group of Planning Board and Board of Commissioners. But by the time the draft plan was ready
to present to the Planning Board and Board of Commissions, an intervening election had resulted in a new majority
on both bodies. These new members wanted to more thoroughly review the draft plan and to revise many parts of it.
Thus the Planning Board undertook a year-long review and revision process. During that process, many Planning
Board members expressed their skepticism of the likelihood of the Legacy Park proposal, suggesting that it was too
big, required cooperation from too many property owners and was unlikely to be realized.

During the Planning Board review and revision process, Mr. Ewing did participate in meetings to encourage the
Board to include the Legacy Park project in the plan. Mr. Black noted that Mr. Ewing presented resolutions of
support for various jurisdictions including Marshville and Wingate, statements of support from organizations such as
the Charlotte Regional Partnership and land use concepts plans developed by consultants. The final plan, however,
did not include non-residential development within the proposed Legacy Park site except for areas immediately
adjacent to US 74 and the CSX corridor that were identified for industrial development in the previously adopted
land use plan from 1998.

Mr. Wagg asked for an assessment of the likelihood that the Legacy Park site would see substantial non-residential
development with or without the construction of the Monroe Bypass/Connector. Mr. Black noted that his
understanding of the proposal was that it relied on three elements: CSX development of an intermodal terminal,
sewer and water utility capacity and improved access to Charlotte via a direct connection to the proposed Monroe
Connector/Bypass. Mr. Black was under the impression that without any of those three items, development would
be very unlikely to occur. For access to the Monroe Connector/Bypass, the Legacy Park proposal would also
require a new road connection to Forest Hills Road and construction of an interchange at Forest Hills Road.

Mr. Black noted that the most essential element of the three was the CSX intermodal terminal. Mr. Black was told
by Mr. Ewing and others that the intermodal terminal was key because it would attract a series of industrial
businesses related to the intermodal terminal. Mr. Black was under the impression, however, that CSX was not
interested in development of an intermodal terminal and therefore, with or without construction of the Monroe
Connector/Bypass, the prospects for sizeable development of the Legacy Park site were unlikely.

Mr. Black did note that if the Monroe Connector/Bypass were built, he would expect greater levels of non-
residential development in the areas east of Monroe and north of Wingate and Marshville. This section of the
county, he noted, was the most supportive of growth, politically. Currently, however, this area of the county is very
far from 1-485, Charlotte and the rest of the region, limiting its potential for development. The Monroe
Connector/Bypass would improve accessibility to that section of the county and therefore likely result in increases in
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non-residential development. Mr. Black expressed some uncertainty as to the exact location of that non-residential
development within the eastern portions of Union County. Mr. Black did note that the Legacy Park site was
relatively far from the eastern terminus of the Monroe Connector/Bypass and those areas closer to the proposed
interchanges and eastern terminus of the project would be more likely to see development first.
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Monroe Connector/Bypass

Project Update

February 19, 2013

Outline of Today’s Discussion

United States Court of Appeals Decision

Indirect and Cumulative Effects Analysis

Development of Metrolina / MUMPO Forecasts

Schedule for Advancing Project
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Appeals Court Decision

The Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit
vacated the decision because they found
that the agencies failed to take the required
“*hard look’ at environmental
consequences” because the agencies used
the MPO’s socio-economic data without
disclosing the data’s underlying
assumptions and by falsely responding to
public concerns.

Guidance for Assessing ICE

NCDOT developed a set of approaches for ICE
analysis

» Developed in cooperation with
o FHWA
o NCDENR

o North Carolina State Attorney
General’s Office

o County and Municipal Officials
* Guidance went into effect in 2001
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Qualitative Analysis

Steps that should be taken to assess Qualitative
ICE impacts.

o Step 1: Definition of the Future Land Use
Study Area (FLUSA)

o Step 2: Identification of the FLUSA'’s
Directions and Goals

« Step 3: Inventory of Notable Features
» Step 4: Identification of Important Impact
Causing Activities

o Step 5: Identification and Analysis of Potential

Indirect/Cumulative Effects
Reference: Guidance for Assessing ICE of Trans. Proj. in NC (Nov. 2001)

Qualitative Future Land Use Study Area

. Reference: Monroe Qualitative ICE (January 2010) — Figure 1 y
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Qualitative Analysis
Potential Indirect Impacts by Zone

Summary of Potential Indirect Impacts by Zone — New Location Altermative

Potential for Potential for Potential for indirect effects on
improved access | accelerated growthas | sensifive resources as a result of
Zone and mobility a result of the project accelerated growth
1 None None None
2 Moderate Low Low
3 Moderate Moderate Moderate
4 None None None
5 High High Moderate

Quantitative ICE Analysis
o Step 6: Analyze Indirect/Cumulative Effects
» Step 7: Evaluate Analysis Results

e Step 8: Assess the Consequences and
Develop Appropriate Mitigation and
Enhancement Strategies

Focus of the Quantitative ICE
e Land use
« Water quality

 Threatened and endangered species and
habitat
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Quantitative ICE Project Study Area

Reference: NCDOT, Monroe Quantitative ICE Assessment, April 2010

Local Land Use Plan Assumptions

Local Land Use Plan mcluded the Project | Local Land Use Plan excluded the Project
Indian Trail Monroe (except Rocky River Corridor)
Union County Marshville
Rocky River Corridor in Monroe Matthews
Mint Hill
Stallings
Wingate
Central Carolina COG
Charlotte-Mecklenburg
®  References: FEIS, Appendix H-10 y
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Quantitative ICE Land Use Comparison
Build to No-Build

Reference: NCDOT, Monroe Quantitative ICE Assessment, April 2010

Quantitative ICE
Future Conditions

The FEIS ICE utilized MUMPO's socio-
economic forecasts of employment and
population for MUMPO 2030 Long-Range
Transportation Plan as an input for the
analysis of future land use changes in the
project area (per ICE guidance).
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Development of Socio-
Economic Forecast

Travel Demand Model

LAND USE
FORECASTS: TRANSPORTATION
Population and NETWORK:
Employment Locations and

Data by Traffic Capacities of Roads
Analysis Zone and Transit

1. Trip Generation 2. Trip Distribution

* How many trips and for what purpose? | ®Which origins and destinations will be
*Defines origins and destinations linked together?

Travel Demand
Model

3. Mode Split 4. Trip Assignment

*Given trip origins and destinations, *How will the trips be made across the
how will travelers get around via the transportation network?
available travel modes?
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Socio-Economic Forecasts

* Metrolina Region employment and population
forecast performed by Dr. Thomas Hammer
(CDOT) — basis for county control totals

« MUMPO TAZ Population Projections and
Employment Allocations performed by UNCC
team led by Mr. Paul Smith

* Final County forecasts and TAZ population
projections and employment allocation adjusted
by MUMPO

Flow Chart of Population Projects &

Employment Allocations
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Demographic and Economic Forecast
Dr. Thomas Hammer

Reqgional Analysis -

CHARLOTTE REGION:
SUB-COUNTY DISTRICTS

* Estimation of future L T
national employment by
industry

» Forecast of regional
employment and
demographics by straight T
forward linkage between - S |~
regional and national "
economy [ e | e

Reéference: Hammer, Demographic and Economic Forecast for Charlotte Region, Dec. 2003  ©

Allocation of Reqgional Totals to Counties

e Dr. Thomas Hammer’s growth allocation process
included demand side factors including:

0 32 equations for employment by sector

0 3 equations for demographic variables of upper,
middle and low-income housing

Dr. Thomas Hammer’s growth allocation process
included supply side factors including:

o0 Land area and land availability
o Past land use and infrastructure policy

0 Location proximity between employment and
households

O Reference: Hammer, Demographic and Economic Forecast for Charlotte Region, Dec. 2003 ©
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Dr. Hammer’s Assumptions

Model allocations are not sensitive to large scale
Infrastructure projects.

o0 At the Region Level.
o0 At the County Level.

See pages 10, 11, 12, 13, 69

MUMPO Adopted Forecast Population

Dr. Hammer’s 2030 Population Forecast

MUMPO Adopted 2030

County Lower Most-Likely Upper Limit Population Forecast
Anson County 36.967 40,847 43,175
Cabarrus County 247,142 283,115 304,699
Cleveland County 125,373 134,563 140,077
Gaston County 235,228 249,261 295,071
Iredell County 227,287 259,906 279.477
Lincoln County 113,206 128,857 138,247
Mecklenburg County 1,051,400 1,157,311 1,220,858 1,270,274
Rowan County 183,747 200,639 210,774
Stanly County 80.171 87.366 91.682
Union County 268,543 312,147 338,309 337,317
Cherokee County 83,228 93,168 99,132
Chester County 52,278 58.306 61.923
Lancaster County 91,781 101,680 107.619
Union County, SC 38.480 41,466 43,258
York County 272,096 305,228 334,080

Reference: Hammer, Demographic and Economic Forecast for Charlotte Region, 2003 &

[ )
MUMPO Adopted 2030 Population Forecast.
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MUMPO Forecasts (2004)

Mecklenburg | Change ?’?EUI?;L%:: Union Change i:léf;:lzgf
2005 837,844 168,728
2010 931,591 93,747 2.1% 200,290 31,562 3.5%
2015 1,024,722 93,131 1.9% 231,986 31,696 3.0%
2020 1,110,893 86,171 1.6% 266,617 34,631 2.8%
2025 1,196,462 85,569 1.5% 301,053 34,436 2.5%
2030 1,270,724 74,262 1.2% 337,317 36,264 2.3%

Mecklenburg — Union
Metropolitan Planning

Organization (MUMPO)
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Allocation of County Growth Totals to TAZS

« MUMPQ'’s Population Projections and
Employment Allocations 2000 -2030

o Prepared by UNCC Team led by Mr. Paul
Smith

o Created a model and process to generate
TAZ forecasts within the MUMPO planning
area boundaries

» Expert panel reviewed model inputs/outputs

Quantitative FLUSA with TAZs
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Union County Land Development Factors

Factor Weight

2010 2020

2030

Developable Land 3
Travel Timeto Emp 3
Water 2
Sewer 2
Redevelopable 2
Population Change 3
Expert Panel 2
Growth Policy 1

e A" Bl B B o I O L U5 I S

ot used

b—-[\)ZwNI\wa

“Reference: Smith, MUMPO Population Projections and Employment Allocations, 2004 ©

Re-Examination of MUMPQO Population

Projects and Employment Allocation

Recalculate Recalculate

Travel Time To @omposite Land Rerun Population

Employment
without Monroe
Connector/Bypass

and Employment

Development Allocation Model

Factor Score
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TAZ Level Allocation Process Reassessment

* MUMPO, NCDOT and other modelers worked
together to reexamine the Travel Time to
Employment Factor

o Assess the differences in travel times with and
without the Monroe Connector in the roadway
network

0 Assess the resulting changes to the Composite
Score

0 Rerun the allocation process to assess any
changes to population and employment
allocations

Travel Time Score Changes

Removal of Bypass results in minor changes to travel

times scores
Travel Time Changes (out of 256 TAZS)
* 150 TAZs (59%) have no change
* 85 TAZs (33%) have increase of less than 1 minute
e 21 TAZs (8%) increase by more than 1 minute
* Maximum change is 5.7 minutes
» Average change is 18 seconds

®  Reference: Smith, email: Land Use Allocation, July 2012
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Composite Score Changes

Removal of Bypass results in minor changes to

Composite scores
Composite Score Changes (out of 256 TAZs)
* 150 TAZs (59%) have no change
* 92 TAZs (36%) have change of less than 1%
* 14 TAZs (5%) have 1% or more change in composite score
* Average Composite Score change is 0.21%
* Maximum Composite Score change is 3.9%

®  Reference: Smith, email: Land Use Allocation, July 2012

Change in Composite Score
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Composite Score Change

Affect on Forecasts

* For those TAZs where the
composite score declined, the
allocation model had consumed all
available land in the original
allocation.

» The decrease in composite score
did NOT result in the model
requesting less land for
development than was available in
those TAZs.

» The allocation model output once
the Monroe Connector/Bypass was
removed from the Travel Time
analysis was EXACTLY the same
as the original model output.

Conclusion

MUMPO population projection and employment
allocation is not sensitive to the presence or absence
of the Monroe Connector Bypass Project.
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Other Project Studies

Project Studies

Proposed Monroe Connector Preliminary Traffic
and Revenue Study (2006)

Technical Memorandum, Proposed Monroe
Connector/Bypass Comprehensive Traffic and
Revenue Study, Initial Report of Independent
Economist (2009)

Final Report Proposed Monroe
Connector/Bypass Comprehensive Traffic and
Revenue Study (2010)
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Traffic and Revenue Study

* Wilbur Smith Associates conducted a study
to assess the feasibility of toll-backed
financing for the Monroe Connector / Bypass

« Kenan Institute of Private Enterprise at the
University of North Carolina’s Kenan-Flagler
Business School independently reviewed the
socio-economic estimates prepared under
the leadership of MUMPO

Kenan Institute Study Area
(Shown with the Draft and Final ICE FLUSA)

C1-162



Household and Population Forecasts for the
Corridor Study Area (132,436 acres)

Kenan Adjustments for Kenan Adjustments due

MUMPO Projections “National Correction to Project

Households | Population | Households | Population | Households | Population
2005 | 42,595 120,054 2,595 120,054 42,595 120,054
2010 | 49,393 140,267 45,164 128,258 45,346 128,732
2015 | 56,454 161,371 51,556 147,364 51,968 148,486
2020 | 62,479 178,152 57,056 162,689 57,974 165,207
2025 | 68,407 194,812 62,469 177,902 63,869 181,775
2030 | 74,497 211,973 68,029 193,573 69,843 198,613

Reference: Appold, Evaluation of the Socio-economic Estimates Underlying the Study of the Feasibility of the
Proposed Monroe Connector/Bypass, September 2009

Change in Household and Population
Forecasts within the Corridor Study Area

Change in Kenan
Kenan National Forecast due to
Correction Kenan Project project 2005 to
MPO Forecast Adjusted Adjusted 2030 (%)
Houscholds  Population | Houscholds Population | Houscholds Population | Houscholds Population
Corridor
2005 42,595 120,054 | 42,595 120,054 | 42,595 120,054
2030 74,497 211,973 | 68,029 193,573 | 69,843 198,613 | 4% 4%
Zone 1
2005 14,118 38,774 | 14.118 38,774 | 14,118 38,774
2030 19,307 55,413 | 17,631 50,603 17,730 50,871 1% 1%
Zone 2
2005 11,017 30,859 | 11,017 30,859 | 11,017 30,859
2030 16,676 47,280 | 15,228 43,176 | 15474 43,842 [ 2% 2%
Zone 3
2005 7,617 20,404 | 7,617 20,404 | 7,617 20,404
2030 11,369 30,980 | 10,382 28,291 11,074 30,225 | 9% 9%
Zone 4
2005 6,164 19,084 | 6,164 19,084 | 6,164 19,084
2030 17,827 51,435 | 16,279 46,970 | 16,455 47,580 | 3% 3%
Zone 5
2005 3,679 10,933 | 3,679 10,933 | 3,679 10,933
2030 9,318 26,865 | 8,509 24,533 | 9,110 26,095 | 16% 14%

Reference: Appold, Evaluation of the Socio-economic Estimates Underlying the Study of the Feasibility of the
Proposed Monroe Connector/Bypass, September 2009
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Kenan Institute Conclusion

Growth trends via zones are similar to the Qualitative
and Quantitative ICEs developed by NCDOT.

Reference: Appold, Evaluation of the Socio-economic Estimates Underlying the Study of the Feasibility of the
Proposed Monroe Connector/Bypass, September 2009

Union County
Growth Factors
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Population Density (per Sg Mi)

Median Household Income
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Housing Characteristics for the CMSA

Cabarrus

2
g
g
e
]
=
8
2
2
<

% Owner-occupied 83.3

Cleveland

aston County)|

Iredell County

Mecklenburg

Stanly County

a

[Rowan County|

Lancaster

York County,
SC

% Renter-occupied 167 347 259 338 319 259 25.1 38.1 30.3 30.3 23.6 269 27.9

Median Home Value (3) 203,200 81,700 172200 104,800 124500 168200 156,700 190900 124000 128700 85800 129400 164,700

76.6 67.5 75.0 73.0 67.9 60.3 74.9 67.5 68.5 75.0 68.1

Rooms per Unit 547 53 53 57 5.6 5.6 b5 54 5 5.6 57
Percentage of Units by Number of Bedrooms

No bedroom K . 0.8 0.8 i3 0.6 0.6 12 0.9 jif5 0.1 12 0.7

1 bedroom X X 45 48 5Y7) 3.7 25 109 52 3.8 45 3.0 57

2 bedrooms X X 244 31.8 30.9 244 275 25.1 /5] 317 326 275 245

3 bedrooms X E 47.1 524 47.3 50.3 53.0 39.1 54.4 48.1 48.1 529 48.6

4 bedrooms . . 17.7 87 123 16.6 129 19.1 o5 11.9 112 127 16.1

r more bedroom X X 53 i3 25 43 85 45 27 3.0 35 27 43

School Quality (SAT Scores)

Average SAT Scores for County-Wide School Districts in the CMSA

School System

Anson County Schools

Cabarrus County Schools
Cleveland County Schools

Gaston County Schools

Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools
Rowan-Salisbury Schools

Stanly County Schools

Chester, SC
Lancaster, SC

-
Score
53.7 436

159

1169

589

1136

847

449

5240

676

339

1635

93
399

65.3

58.6

58.3

60.4

58.7

68.5

519

57

68.7

27
54

522

500

495

524

513

507

495

495

524

491
454
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Critical
Reading
(CR) Score

497

470

480

502

478

495

474

465

503

451
440

Writing (W)
Score

483

451
455
480
456

480

453
442
491

453
423

863

1019

970

975

1026

991

1002

969

960

1027

942
894

M+CR+W

1270

1502

1421

1430

1506

1447

1482

1422

1402

1518

1395
1317




School Quality (Graduation Rates)

School System Graduation Rate (%)

Anson County Schools
Cabarrus County Schools
Cleveland County Schools
Gaston County Schools
Iredell-Statesville Schools

Lincoln County Schools

Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools

Rowan-Salisbury Schools

Stanly County Schools

Chester, SC
Lancaster, SC
York 1

York 2 - Clover
York 3 - Rock Hill

York 4 - Fort Mill

Commute Times

[
- Mean Travel Time to Difference from Regional Mean Travel Time to  Difference from Regional
Work Average Work Average
26.0 3.6% 27.0 3.4%
25.0 -0.4% 24.6 5.7%
242 -3.6% 245 6.1%
Mecklenburg County 24.7 -1.6% 26.0 -0.4%
Rowan County 232 -7.6% 233 -10.7%
Stanly County - - 25,3
27.8 10.8% 29.0 11.1%
Chester County 281 11.9% 27.8 6.5%
Lancaster County 279 11.1% 27.0 3.4%
24.0 -4.4% 27.2 4.2%
251 26.1
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Example of Chanqge: Eastern Union County

* New Union County Land Use Plan
» Explicitly assumes MC in projected land use

o Larger area of
medium density
housing

» Affects Build
Scenario with
higher levels of
low and medium
density residential
development.

Example of No Change: Legacy Park

Interviewed Union County Partnership for Progress (UCPP), Union County
Planning Director and CSX Staff

Proposal is not incorporated into any local plans
o Three localities have expressed official support for the project

Vast majority of land is not zoned for use

No financing plan for development

Basic utility capacity needs are included in long range plans
o No funding or plan for building utility infrastructure to site.

CSX has indicated the site is good and is

interested in continuing coordination

o Not interested in pursing environmental study of the site

o Do not see the market demand for an
intermodal terminal at this time.

Development is considered highly
speculative by UCPP and Planning Staff

Development of Intermodal Terminal by CSX is
key to any significant development at the site

No changes to either scenario warranted
based on current information

C1-168



Schedule

» Finalize analysis and development of Environmental
Assessment
o May 2013

e Conduct Public Hearings / Workshops
0 June 2013

* Finalize ROD*
o October 2013

*If based on the studies, the FHWA determines that a supplemental EIS is not
necessary, the FHWA shall proceed to a ROD.

C1-169



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
WILMINGTON DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
69 DARLINGTON AVENUE
WILMINGTON, NORTH CAROLINA 28403-1343

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF: April 17,2013

Regulatory Division

Action ID No. SAW-2009-0876
Monroe Bypass, Turnpike Authority/North Carolina Department of Transportation STIP No. R-2559 and R-3329,
State Project No. 8.T7690401

Mr. Terry Gibson. P.E.

NC Department of Transportation,
Division of Highways

1578 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, North Carolina 27699

Dear Mr. Gibson:

Please reference the Department of the Army (DA) permit issued to the North Carolina Turnpike Authority
(NCTA) on April 15, 2011, for construction of approximately 20 miles of a four to six-lane controlled-access
highway and service roads, the majority of which will be on a new location in Mecklenburg and Union Counties,
North Carolina.

As you know the Southern Environmental Law Center (SELC) filed suit against the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and State of North Carolina, alleging that information provided in the Final Environmentai
Impact Statement (FEIS) was inadequate and incomplete, thereby invalidating FHW A’s National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) documentation and the NC Division of Water Quality’s Section 401 Water Quality Certification
issued for the project. A final decision on the federal complaint was rendered on October 25, 2011, by Chief, United
States District Court Judge James Dever which denied the plaintiff’s motion for summary judgment. In the case
against the NC Department of Transportation (NC DOT) and NCTA, the court ruled in favor of NC DOT and
NCTA by finding that their analysis complied with NEPA. The SELC immediately appealed this decision to the 4th
Circuit Court of Appeals, which on May 3, 2012, vacated and remanded the lower court ruling by finding that NC
DOT and FHWA “did violate NEPA by failing to disclose critical assumptions underlying their decision to build the
road and instead provided the public with incorrect information.”

By letter dated May 21, 2012, at the request of NC DOT, the Wilmington District, U.S. Army, Corps of
Engineers, (District) suspended the 404 authorization for the Monroe Bypass pursuant to our regulations found at 33
CFR 325.7 (c). The NC Division of Water Quality withdrew the 401 Certification for the Monroe Bypass on June 8,
2012.

The District understands that you are presently reevaluating the data as part of the NEPA process associated
with this project to make sure that you disclose critical assumptions underlying your decision to build the road and
provide the public with detailed and accurate information. However, at this point the District believes that it is
necessary to revoke your permit pursuant to 33 CFR 325.7 (d). When the permit was initially suspended, it was
anticipated that the reevaluation would be limited and quickly finished. However, NC DOT has conducted a
reevaluation that is more thorough than anticipated, and the process is not likely to be concluded until an in-
determinant time in the future. As a decision cannot be made on the DA Permit until your reevaluation is
concluded, we believe that it is not in the public interest to delay a decision until an in-determinant time in the
future. Once your reevaluation is completed you may submit the updated information in a new application, and we
will consider it accordingly. Please be aware that since your permit is revoked, no work in waters and wetlands
should be under-taken.

C1-170



Please feel free to coordinate with us as you continue your process. Questions or comments may be
addressed to Mr. Henry Wicker at the Wilmington Regulatory Division, telephone number (910) 251-4930.

Sincerely,

teven A. Baker
Colonel, U. S. Army
District Commander

Copies Furnished:

Mr. John F. Sullivan, P.E., Division Administrator
Federal Highways Administration

North Carolina Division

310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410

Raleigh, NC 27601

Mr. Christopher A. Militscher, REM, CHMM
USEPA Region 4 NEPA Program Office

61 Forsyth Street, SW

Atlanta, GA 30303

Ms. Marella Buncick

US Fish and Wildlife Service
160 Zillicoa St.

Asheville, NC 28801

Ms. Amy Chapman

Transportation Permitting Supervisor
NCDWQ

1650 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1650

Mr. Alan Johnson

NCDWQ, Transportation Permitting
610 East Center Avenue, Suite 301
Mooresville, NC 28115

Ms. Jennifer Harris

NCDOT, Project Development
1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699

Ms. Marla Chambers

Western NCDOT Permit Coordinator

North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
12275 Swift Road

Oakboro, NC 28129
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APPENDIX C
APPENDIX C-2
USFWS COORDINATION

Document Date Page
USFWS Endangered Species Concurrence Letter 07/29/10 C2-1
Letter from USFWS re: Request for Clarification Regarding _
Potential Impacts to Federally Listed Species 08/18/11 €2-5
Letter from USFWS re: Proposed Meeting to Discuss Administrative 08/23/11 co-8
Record in Pending Litigation
Letter from USFWS re: Recommendation to Reinstate Consultation 12/20/12 C2-11
Meeting Summary from 7/10/13 meeting with USFWS 07/10/13 C2-14
Letter from USFWS re: Comments on Draft Technical Report 09/30/13 C2-43
Letter from NCDOT to USFWS re: Re-initiation of Section 7 10/23/13 C2-47
Informal Consultation
Biological Assessment 10/23/13 C2-49
Draft Technical Report on Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts
to Federally Listed Species (Response to FWS Letter dated 10/23/13 C2-137
December 20, 2012)
Responses to FWS Letter Dated September 30, 2013 10/23/13 C2-255
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United States Department of the Interior

AUG 2 2010

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE o
Asheville Field Office g
160 Zillicoa Street
Asheville, North Carolina 28801

July 29, 2010

Mr, Steven D. DeWitt, P.E.

North Carolina Turnpike Authority
1578 Maii Service Center

Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1578

Dear Mr. DeWitt:

Subject: Endangered Species Concurrence and Comments on the Final Environmental Impact
Statement for the Proposed Monroe Connector/Bypass Project, Mecklenburg and
Union Counties, North Carolina, TIP Nos. R-3329 and R-2559

We have reviewed the Biological Assessment (BA) and your concurrence request regarding’
potential impacts to federally listed species for the subject pr oject and the final Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). We provide the following comments in accordance with the provisions
of sectlon 7 of the Endangeled Spec1es Act of 1973 as amended (16 U S C. 1531 1543) (Act)

The North Carolina Turnplke Authority proposes to Con_struct a new—locatlon, controlled-access
toll facility from I-485 in Mecklenburg County to US 74 between the towns of Wingate and
Marshville in Union County, about 20 miles in length. The project is known as the Monroe
Connector/ Bypass, and the recommended preferred alternative (RPA) roughly patallels existing
US 74 to the north, connecting to existing US 74 on both the eastern and western termini.

We have been involved in the development of this project and have provided extensive
comments in writing and through participation in agency coordination meetings. Our concerns
for the implementation of the project have included impacts to streams and wetlands and wildlife
habitat and, in particular, the potential for indirect impacts to the Goose and Sixmile.Creek
watersheds, both of which are occupied by the federally endangered Carolina heelsplitter
(Lasmigona decorata) and are designated critical habitat for the heelsplitter in Goose and Duck
Creeks. The RPA has no direct impacts to the Goose or Sixmile Creek watersheds or federally
listed species. The followmg p10v1des our concurrence w1th your, concluswns for fedel ally hsted
spemes f01 the RPA ‘ ' S

¢
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Carolina heelsplitter (Lasmigona decorata)

We have reviewed the BA and your conclusions regarding the impacts of this project on the
federally endangered Carolina heelsplitter and its designated critical habitat in the Goose Creek
watershed. In addition, we have carefully reviewed the source documents for the BA, including
the draft and final EISs, the Qualitative and Quantitative Indirect and Cumulative Effects
Assessments, and the Indirect and Cumulative Effects Water Quality Analysis. According to the
information provided, levels of impervious surface and water quality parameters were the
primary indirect effects analyzed. Current levels of imperviousness in the Goose and Sixmile
Creek watersheds are at 13 percent and 25 percent, respectively, and are expected to increase to
17 percent and 30 percent in the 2030 no-build scenario. These changes are independent of the
project, which shows little change in the levels of imperviousness between the build and no-build
scenarios. Given that aquatic habitat degradation begins at levels of 6 percent imperviousness,
these watersheds are already experiencing negative changes affecting the long-term viability of
the heelsplitter in both Goose and Sixmile Creeks. Water quality parameters modeled for these
watersheds show similar trends for the build and no-build scenarios.

Although the analysis concluded that the effects to the Carolina heelsplitter from the proposed
project are very similar to the no-build scenario, it acknowledged that there is a level of
uncertainty associated with the conclusions because of the assumptions used in the analysis of
effects. In order to address this uncertainty, you have agreed to fund conservation in the Flat
Creek watershed in South Carolina to help offset any potential but unpredictable impacts to the
species. In addition, you have agreed to fund the continued operation of the U.S. Geological
Survey’s stream gauge on Goose Creek for 5 years. Based on the analysis, the information
provided, and the proposed conservation, we concur that the proposed project is “not likely to
adversely affect” the Carolina heelsplitter in the project area. However, the Carolina heelsplitter
is one of the most critically endangered species in the Southeastern United States and is rapidly
declining throughout its range, primarily from the effects of increased impervious surface area as
aresult of urbanization. Without significant conservation efforts this species is likely to become
extinct in the near future. Given the degree of imperilment of the Carolina heelsplitter and in
accordance with section 7(a)(1) of the Act, we encourage you to consider implementing
additional measures to help further the purposes of the Act, such as conservation and restoration
within the Goose and Duck Creek watershed and/or the purchase of additional land or credits in
the Flat Creek watershed.

Schweinitz’s sunflower (Helianthus schweinitzii)

We have reviewed the BA and your conclusions regarding the impacts of this project on the
federally endangered Schweinitz’s sunflower (Helianthus schweinitzii). Multiple surveys of the
proposed project corridors located no sunflowers in the corridors, but there are two occurrences
of the Schweinitz’s sunflower in the vicinity of the RPA. The plants occur near Interchange 3
(Indian Trail/Fairview Road), and portions of both occurrences are in a Union Power Utility
right-of-way. One group of plants is a known Element Occurrence (EO) 77, the other group,
newly found during surveys, currently is named ESI 1. There will be no direct impacts to these
plants from project construction. However, given the proximity of the sunflowers to the project,
there were concerns about indirect impacts. In order to avoid and minimize impacts to the plants
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at this location, the area will be fenced during construction. In addition, to prevent negative
impacts after construction, you have agreed to manage EO 77 and ESI 1 by posting “No Mow”
signs at each occurrence, managing the plants using the “NCDOT Roadside Vegetation
Management Guidelines in Marked Areas,” and working with Union Power to include these sites
in their Schweinitz’s Sunflower Restricted Sites Plan. Based on the negative survey data in the
project right-of-way, the fencing to protect the plants close to the project during construction,
and the proposed post-construction measures, we concur that the proposed project is “not likely
to adversely affect” the Schweinitz’s sunflower in the project area.

Based on the information provided and the conservation measures proposed for the Carolina
heelsplitter and the Schweinitz’s sunflower, we believe the requirements under section 7(c) of
the Act are fulfilled. However, obligations under section 7 of the Act must be reconsidered if:
(1) new information reveals impacts of this identified action that may affect listed species or -
critical habitat in a manner not previously considered, (2) this action is subsequently modified in
a manner that was not considered in this review, or (3) a new species is listed or critical habitat is
determined that may be affected by the identified action.

Comments on the Final EIS

Our letter of June 12, 2009, identifies a number of concerns regarding the draft EIS. We
continue to be concerned about the level of impacts to streams and wetlands and the impacts to
terrestrial wildlife habitat. As indicated in the table on page 2-33 of the final EIS, the impacts to
streams (perennial and intermittent combined) are still over 23,000 linear feet, and there are over
8 acres of impacts to wetlands. Even with further minimization, the impacts to streams are likely
to remain at about 4 miles of streams directly impacted by the project. Every opportunity to
further minimize these impacts should be made; and, where possible and feasible, mitigation for
the unavoidable impacts should be on or near the site. Impacts to terrestrial wildlife habitat,
particularly fragmentation as a direct impact of the project, have not been addressed. There still
is no analysis of patch size and the degree to which the RPA fragments those patches. If wildlife
passage is needed on parts of the project, such an analysis is a tool to appropriately identify and
design the type of structures neéded to conserve wildlife and protect the traveling public.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments and will continue to participate in the
planning process for this project. If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Marella Buncick
of our staff at 828/258-3939, Ext. 237. In any future correspondence concerning this project,
please reference our Log Number 4-2-07-132.

Singeyely,

N7

Brian P. Cole
Field Supervisor
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-, John F. Sullivan, III, Division Administrator, Federal Highway Administration, 310 New

Bern Avenue, Suite 410, Raleigh, NC 27601
. Chris Militscher, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1313 Alderman Circle,
Raleigh, NC 27603 ‘ '

. Brian Wrenn, North Carolina Division of Water Quality, Central Office, 2321 Crabtree

Boulevard, Suite 250, Raleigh, NC 27604

. Marla J. Chambers, Western NCDOT Permit Coordinator, North Carolina Wildlife
Resources Commission, 12275 Swift Road, Oakboro, NC 28129

. Liz Hair, Asheville Regulatory Field Office, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 151 Patton
Avenue, Room 208, Asheville, NC 28801-5006
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Asheville Field Office
160 Zillicoa Street
Asheville, North Carolina 28801

August 23, 2011

Mr. John F. Sullivan, III, P.E.
Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410
Raleigh, North Carolina 27601

Dear Mr. Sullivan:

Subject: Proposed Meeting to Discuss Administrative Record in Pending Litigation — North
Carolina Wildlife Federation v. North Carolina Department of Transportation,
C.A. No. 5:10-CV-476-D, U.S.D.C, ED.N.C

In our August 18, 2011, letter to you, we requested additional information about the analysis of
impacts by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the North Carolina Turnpike
Authority concerning the proposed Monroe Connector/Bypass Project (Project) on which we
issued an Endangered Species Act Not Likely to Adversely Affect INLTAA) concurrence last
year. It has come to our attention that our letter raised numerous concerns within the FHWA and
the North Carolina Department of Transportation. We recognize that our letter referenced legal
issues outside our primary area of expertise. We referred to legal briefs without knowledge of
the entire administrative record before the Court in the above-referenced litigation and without
legal counsel. We acknowledge that our letter should not have referenced these documents, and
we did not intend to imply that we have taken any action or plan to take any action based on our
limited review of the briefs. We would, however, appreciate the opportunity to speak with you
about the information available.

We are concerned about any potential for miscommunication between our agencies. As I stated
in my August 18, 2011, phone call to you informing you about the letter, I am willing and would
like to meet with you to discuss the information considered regarding the Project. To that end, I
suggest that we meet at the earliest opportunity in Atlanta. A representative from our Regional
Office management will be at the meeting.
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Please let me know when you would be available for such a meeting and if you have questions.
We would welcome your input on an agenda for this meeting. I can be reached 828/258-3939,

Ext. 223.
Sincerely,
éztar/l‘ ( %

Brian P. Cole
Field Supervisor
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Asheville Field Office
160 Zillicoa Street
Asheville, North Carolina 28801
December 20, 2012

Mr. John F. Sullivan, III, P.E.
Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410
Raleigh, North Carolina 27601

Dear Mr. Sullivan:

Subject: Recommendation to Reinitiate Consultation Regarding Potential Impacts to Federally
Listed Species for the Proposed Monroe Connector/Bypass Project, Mecklenburg and
Union Counties, North Carolina, TIP Nos. R-3329 and R-2559

In a letter dated July 29, 2010, in accordance with the provisions of section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543) (Act), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (Service) concurred with Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) determination of
“Not Likely to Adversely Affect” regarding construction of the subject project and associated
impacts to federally listed species, including the endangered Carolina heelsplitter and its
designated critical habitat and the endangered Schweinitz’s sunflower. This determination was
based on the Biological Assessment (BA) prepared by the FHWA and the North Carolina
Turnpike Authority/ Department of Transportation (NCDOT) (May 25, 2010) and submitted for
our review (received complete July 26, 2010). The Record of Decision (ROD) for the project
was issued on September 1, 2010.

Since our July 29, 2010, concurrence letter, there have been a number of significant events
related to this project. Most notably, a series of legal actions and decisions, beginning with a
2011 lawsuit filed on behalf of several environmental groups citing a number of deficiencies in
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis and documentation for the project. In
October 2011, the United States District Court for the Eastern District of North Carolina ruled in
favor of the transportation agencies (FHWA and NCDOT). However, the District Court decision
was appealed, and on May 3, 2012, the 4™ Circuit Court of Appeals ruled against the
transportation agencies. Subsequent to that decision, the FHWA rescinded its ROD for the
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project Environmental Impact Statement and began addressing the elements of concern stated in
the appellate court opinion document. Work on the project was halted in May 2012.

Impacts to Carolina Heelsplitter

While there are no direct impacts to the Carolina heelsplitter from constructing the bypass of
Monroe as designed, the Service is concerned about the indirect effects on the Carolina
heelsplitter and its designated critical habitat from the indirect and cumulative effects (ICE) of
induced growth in the Goose and Sixmile Creek watersheds. The original BA relied heavily on
the ICE analysis, which disclosed the impacts of the project and compared those with a
“no-build” scenario. Prior to concurring with the FHWA'’s determination of effects, we asked
for clarification regarding whether the project was included in the “no-build” scenario. We were
assured that it was not. Documents submitted initially to the District Court stated that the project
was included as part of the “no-build” scenario but that its influence had been factored out or
“was not significant for the Goose and Sixmile Creek watersheds and the Carolina heelsplitter.
According to the appellate court opinion, one of the primary areas of concern was the inclusion
of the project in data used to develop the “no-build” scenario.

In order to address the concerns of the appellate court, the NCDOT has chosen to rerun models
specifically excluding the project from the “no-build” baseline and reanalyze the resulting data.
Since June 2012, we have participated in monthly meetings regarding the project and have
provided comments about various aspects of the revised modeling process. Specifically, we
have explained that data generated for the entire study must also be scalable to the Goose and
Sixmile Creek watersheds in such a way that it is clear which changes in these watersheds are
attributable to the project and what the impacts of these changes are to the Carolina heelsplitter
and its designated critical habitat.

Given the confusion regarding the inputs to various models, the interaction of those models, the
data produced, and the changes in conditions in the Goose and Sixmile Creek watersheds since
data were gathered in 2009, we recommend that the FHWA prepare a new BA or substantially
revise the 2010 BA and reinitiate consultation. The new or revised document should include a
thorough explanation of the process and analysis of the data resulting from the rerun of the
model for the “no-build” and the “build” scenarios specific to the Goose and Sixmile Creek
watersheds. '

Impacts to Schweinitz’s Sunflower

The Service’s concurrence for impacts to the Schweinitz’s sunflower also was included in the
July 29, 2010, letter. Since that time, more refined project design information regarding utility
relocations and other activities outside of the previously surveyed corridor revealed additional
areas of suitable habitat for the Schweinitz’s sunflower that could be affected by project
construction. In project meetings in the spring of 2012, we requested that surveys be conducted
and the results documented. These data also should be included in a new or revised BA.

We are committed to working with the FHWA to ensure it remains in compliance with the Act and
NEPA. Reinitiating consultation at this stage of the project will help ensure unnecessary delays do
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not occur later as the project planning process nears completion. If you have questions or
comments regarding our request, please contact me at (828) 258-3939, Ext. 223 or Marella
Buncick at (828) 258-3939, Ext. 237.

Sincerely yours,

bl P éa

Brian P. Cole
Field Supervisor

Electronic copy to:

Ms. Michelle Everson, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Atlanta, GA

Ms. Catherine Liller, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Lakewood, CO

Mr. Chris Militscher, Environmental Protection Agency, Atlanta, GA

Ms. Marla Chambers, North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission, Oakboro, NC
Ms. Liz Hair, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Asheville, NC

Ms. Amy Euliss, North Carolina Division of Water Quality, Raleigh, NC

Ms. Jennifer Harris, North Carolina Turnpike Authority, Raleigh, NC
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MEETING INFORMATION

Meeting
Description: The Monroe Connector/Bypass Project (Connector/Bypass)

Meeting with Fish and Wildlife Service representatives to discuss the project’s current status
Meeting Purpose: and findings from work completed on the Indirect and Cumulative Effects Analysis.

Location, Date,

Time: FWS Regional Office, Atlanta, Georgia, July 10, 2013, 10:00

ATTENDEES

John Sullivan (FHWA) George Hoops (FHWA) Leopoldo Minanda (FWS) Jack Arnold (FWS)*
Marella Buncick (FWS)* Mark Cantrell (FWS)* Michelle Eversen (FWS) Janet Mizzi(FWS)

Jennifer Harris (NCDOT)* | Carl Gibilaro (Atkins)* Tim Savidge (Catena)* Elizabeth Scherrer (Atkins)*
Scudder Wagg (M. Baker)*

*PARTICIPATED IN MEETING VIA PHONE

DECISIONS AND ACTION ITEMS:

Provide the individuals from Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) with a summary of the results of our Draft ICE analysis and discuss
next steps for their review and comment on the ICE report and updated Section 7 information. The powerpoint presentation and
handouts are attached.

MEETING HIGHLIGHTS:

FHWA intends to issue a Draft Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) followed by the possibility of a
combined Final Supplemental FEIS and Record of Decision (ROD).

Mr. Savidge asked what the Vacant Property input represented in the Land Use Allocation Model (LUSAM) model presented in
Slide 8. Mr. Wagg responded that it represented undeveloped and redeveloped land and added that it was only used for properties in
Mecklenberg County.

Ms. Eversen asked how the employment centers were chosen by Paul Smith. Mr. Wagg responded that Mr. Smith chose to include
local employment centers in his model to forecast Mecklenburg-Union Metropolitan Planning Organization (MUMPO) growth and
that at the time, any number of definitions could have been chosen to represent this input in the model.

Ms. Eversen asked if the project provided travel time savings. Mr. Wagg responded that Mr. Smith's model will minimize travel
time benefits due to the employment centers he chose. At this point, Slide 16 was shown to the group. This slide showed only minor
changes to travel time scores with and without the project under Mr. Smith’s methodology. Afterwards, Mr. Wagg explained that
this should not be confused with the travel time benefit provided by the project based on NCDOT’s analysis to regional employment
centers shown in Slide 33.

Ms. Mizzi asked that if there are no changes in impervious surfaces, did we then assumed there is no change in water quality? Mr.
Wagg explained that once the Socio-Economic (SE) data was reallocated for the build condition, through the land-use analysis, the
changes in impervious surface throughout the study area were identified. Overall, there was little difference in impervious surface
change throughout the study area and no change in impervious surface in the Goose or Sixmile Creek watersheds as shown on Slide
38.

Upon Mr. Savidge’s species update for the Carolina Heelsplitter as shown on Slides 40 & 41 and the lack of changes in impervious
surface previously discussed, Ms. Mizzi asked why we did not consider changing the conclusion to No Effect for this species. Mr.
Savidge responded that it was considered, but due to the proximity of the project (approximately 1.5 miles), and the inherent level of
uncertainty with land forecast models, it was more appropriate to maintain the May Effect Not Likely to Adversely Effect
determination. Ms. Eversen then asked if Mr. Savidge believed that this was being conservative. Mr. Sullivan responded that it was
and added that there are several factors that were included in the analysis that were also conservative, including the proposed
roadway being modeled as a free facility. By assuming a free facility (non-toll), the impacts may be greater than those of a tolled
facility.
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Ms. Scherrer next provided a plant survey and effects update for the Schweinitz’s Sunflower, Michaux’s Sumac, and Smooth
Coneflower in addition to confirming that the previous effects determination remains valid as shown on Slides 42 thru 44. Ms.
Mizzi asked how Ms. Scherrer believed that the effects determination of Not Likely to Adversely Effect can remain valid when Ms.
Scherrer described a 4% decrease in the Schweinitz’s potential habitat. Ms. Scherrer explained that the change described was a
rough approximation of potential habitat reduction from the indirect effects associated with the project based on the limited land use
data available. Ms. Scherrer added that the species is quick to colonize newly disturbed habitats and she and others discussed the
lack of impacts to occupied habitat and the fact that the 4% decrease of potential habitat expected with the project is a very small
amount of the potential habitat in the action area.

Ms. Buncick stated that additional water services are now allowable in Goose Creek, whereas under the previous Indirect and
Cumulative Effects (ICE) analysis, they were prohibited and this impediment to growth should be included in the ICE analysis. Mr.
Wagg noted that the ICE analysis did not consider the inter-basin transfer moratorium a limitation on development in the long term
and therefore the recent change in rules would not affect the methodology, results or conclusions of the ICE analysis. Ms. Buncick
than asked how far north along US 601 from the new interchange with the project would development occur due to this project. Mr.
Wagg responded that growth is expected to occur close to the interchange (within one mile) in the Stewarts Creek watershed and no
change in growth is expected to occur along US 601within the Goose Creek Watershed. Then Ms. Buncick asked if US 601 were
widened, would growth associated with the project occur within the Goose Creek watershed? Mr. Wagg responded that the potential
for US 601 being widened is low and that he believes that there is neither induced growth nor potential for development or traffic
increase in Goose Creek due to this project and it was agreed that NCDOT would include information regarding this issue.

Ms. Harris described the schedule moving forward with the approval of the Draft Supplemental FEIS occurring in July or August
followed by Public Involvement. Thereafter, we are currently considering combining the Final SFEIS and ROD into one document
and completing it by the end of the year.

Mr. Sullivan sought to clarify what remained to be completed towards updating our consultation with the FWS. Ms. Buncick
recommended that an updated Biological Assessment (BA) be submitted. Ms. Harris asked if that would require a new concurrence.
Ms. Mizzi replied that it would. Mr. Sullivan had a differing opinion on the length of time a concurrence is valid, as long as there is
no information pertaining to impacts to the species that were not previously considered. Mr. Sullivan asked if new mitigation would
be required and noted that, based on FWS’s previous concurrence, mitigation was already paid for the conservation of the Carolina
Heelsplitter in South Carolina. Ms. Buncick acknowledged that mitigation was previously paid for by NCDOT.

Ms. Buncick than asked if NCDOT planned on completing an update to the ICE — Water Quality Analysis. Mr. Sullivan described
the limited changes that have been identified and presented during the meeting, which led the team to believe that a new water
quality analysis would not be necessary. Mr. Cantrell responded that he would prefer to see a new BA and water quality analysis.

Mr. Cantrell asked about the status of the Savannah Lilliput within the action area streams, as this species could become listed
during the life of the project. Mr. Savidge indicated that updated mussel surveys were conducted in 2012, and results were similar
to 2009, and the Savannah Lilliput still persists in South Fork Crooked Creek, and is most concentrated within the proposed
crossing area of the creek.

Ms. Buncick then stated that she believed that there is new information and that the project has changed. Mr. Sullivan responded
that the project has not changed and that the new data has resulted in the same conclusion as previously described. Ms. Buncick
provided no examples of changes that would trigger the need to develop a new BA or water quality analysis. Ms. Eversen then
asked if Mr. Sullivan was only looking to supplement the existing documentation and he and Ms. Harris confirmed this approach.
Mr. Minanda and Ms. Mizzi indicated that an alternate approach instead of a new BA may be sufficient based on the information
presented to the FWS that FHWA and NCDOT would be able to respond to the FWS’s last letter and include any updated
information along with an update to the effects determination. They also recommended that the team work with Ms. Buncick to
identify what she will need as part of this documentation. Afterwards, FWS will respond to the updated request for concurrence in
the effects determinations. Ms. Buncick indicated that the alternate approach to an updated BA may be possible as long as the
questions raised in the letter were addressed. Ms. Buncick recommended that the request for concurrence include updated graphics
to the original BA specific to Goose and Sixmile Creek in addition to updates to the BA for new surveys and analyses. Ms. Harris
stated that she would send the updated mussel survey and plant survey reports (which were e-mailed before the conference call was
completed). Ms. Buncick also reaffirmed that the FWS concurrence will only be good for approximately six months. Then Ms.
Buncick stated that she would recommend that the letter include that “original conclusions not changed based on new information”.
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Monroe Connector/Bypass Project Status

We are preparing Draft Supplemental FEIS to
assess changes:

e Traffic
o Alternatives
e Land Use

ICE Significant Issues?

We determined, after consulting with resource
agencies and the public, that we must evaluate the
following issues through quantitative analysis.

* Land Use Changes, then effect on
« Water Quality
» Carolina Heelsplitter and its critical habitat
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How Did We Evaluate Land Use Changes?

* We reviewed MUMPOQO'’s land use models to
evaluate land use changes without the project

» We reviewed other research on Union County
land use forecasts

» We evaluated the induced growth effect of the
project

MUMPO 2035 LRTP

The 2035 LRTP forecasts less
than one household/acre in
most TAZs adjacent to the
Monroe Connector/Bypass
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How would MUMPO'’s Forecasts Change
without the Monroe Connector/Bypass?

We found that the MUMPO'’s 2035 LRTP
socioeconomic forecasts for household,
population, and employment in Union County
would not change if the Monroe
Connector/Bypass was not included in the
socioeconomic allocation models.

2035 LRTP Land Use Allocation Model (LUSAM)

2030 LRTP §V-V4
Growth ratio to
Increments District

Vacant Planners
Property Judgment

District
Control
Totals

Excel Workbook
Calculates Forecast Year
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Weighting Used in LUSAM for Union Co.

Input

Forecast Year

2015 2025 2035

2030 LRTP Growth Increments
TAZ Ratio to District Control
TAZ Vacant Land

Travel Time to TAZ 10010

Planner Judgment

100 100 40

0 0 60
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

Does the Project Affect MUMPQO'’s Land Use
Model Calculations for Union County?

1. Based on the weighting, the project can’t
influence the following inputs

* Travel time to TAZ 10010

e Planner judgment

2. We need to evaluate whether the project
influences the change over time from the
2030 LRTP population projections and
employment allocations (Mr. Paul Smith)

*10
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July 10, 2013

LUSAM Change Factor

LUSAM calculations for the 2035 horizon
years used the difference between forecasts
for the 2030 LRTP horizons as shown in the

table:
Change Factor
2035 LTRP 2035 LRTP A between 2030 LRTP
Base Year Forecast Year Horizon Years
2005 2015 2010 & 2020
2015 2025 2020 & 2030
2025 2035 2020 & 2030

°11

The 2030 LRTP Population Projections and
Employment Allocation Model for Union Co.

gg e imeoempioymen: ETEIER

Developable land also a model constraint  -12

C2-21 6



Mr. Smith’s Process for Calculating TAZ
Allocations without the Project

Rerun
Population and
Employment
Allocation
Model

Recalculate

Travel Time To Recalculate

Composite Land
Development
Factor Score

Compare to
Previous
Allocation for
Differences

Employment
without Monroe
Connector/Bypass

° 013

Location of Employment Centers Used in MUMPOQO'’s
(Mr. Smith) Travel Time to Employment Factor

C2-22
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Mr. Smith’s Travel Time to Employment
Factor Results without the Project

He calculated the removal of the Connector /
Bypass results in minor changes to travel times
scores

Travel Time Changes (out of 256 TAZS)
» 150 TAZs (59%) have no change

» 85 TAZs (33%) have increase of less than 1
minute

» 21 TAZs (8%) increase by more than 1 minute
* Maximum change is 5.7 minutes
» Average change is 18 seconds

Reference: Smith, email: Land Use Allocation, July 2012 15

Mr. Smith’s Composite Score Results
without the Project

. °16
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Mr. Smith’s Results Without the Project are
the Same as the Results with the Project

The allocation model output once the Monroe
Connector/Bypass was removed from the
Travel Time analysis was EXACTLY the same
as the original model output

17

Conclusion

The inputs for the LUSAM workbooks
for the socioeconomic forecasts for the
2035 LRTP would not change if the
project was not included in the LRTP.

*18
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How Did MUMPO Establish LUSAM District
Control Totals In Union County?

MUMPO set the household, population and
employment targets in the LUSAM workbooks
based on the following inputs:

* Interpolation and extrapolation of the 2030 LRTP
forecasts (2005 Forecasts),

* NC State Data Center Demographic Projections
(Summer 2007) and

« Hammer Report Five-Year Forecasts.

How Did We Determine That The Project Did Not
Influence Dr. Hammer’s Regional Forecasts?

« Dr. Hammer's regional forecasts were developed
by an employment led model

e Dr. Hammer'’s forecasts were based on straight
forward linkage between regional and national
economy of 42 industry sectors

» Dr. Hammer's regional forecasts does not include
transportation projects as a variable.

° 20
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Dr. Thomas Hammer, Demographic and
Economic Forecast for Charlotte Region, Dec. 2003

Dr. Hammer documents that his allocation models
and outputs do not include large scale
infrastructure projects.

See pages 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, & 69

He notes two adjustments he makes to his model

results

» He adjusted model outputs to account for NC 16
in Lincoln County — p.16

* He raised upper limits for the crossing over the

, Catawba River — p. 69 v

MUMPQ’s 2035 LRTP Land Use Model
Shows No Difference Between Build and No-Build
Build Connector/Bypass No-Build

0

° 022
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What Does Other Research
Conclude About Union County
Land Use Change?

23

Operations Research and Education
Laboratory at ITRE/NCSU

Land Use Study Final Report for Union Co. Public
School System 2006-2007

Factors Contributing to  Possible Constraints to

Growth Growth
sLow taxes *Highway Congestion
*Good quality schools sLack of water/sewer
sComparatively *Presence of Carolina
reasonable land prices Heel Splitter in Goose
Creek
*Delay in Monroe C/B
Project .

C2-27
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Kenan Institute of Private Enterprise at the UNC

Chapel Hill Kenan-Flagler Business School

Work to support Comprehensive Traffic and
Revenue Study for Toll Revenue Bond Ratings

Independent review of MUMPQO socioeconomic
forecasts

o Dr. Hammer’s work

o MUMPO TAZ allocation model and projections
Interviews with business leaders planners,
Regional Scan

Kenan Institute Study Area

« Study Area 132,436 acres compared to FLUSA 202,000 acres «26
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Kenan Institute Forecasts Compared to MUMPO
2035 LRTP Forecasts for the Corridor

FHWA calculated
MUMPO Projections | Kenan Adjustments | Projections based on
(2008) due to Project National Correction

- HH Pop. HH Pop. HH Pop.
2005 42,595 120,054 42,595 120,054 42,595 120,054
49,393 140,267 45,346 128,732 45,164 128,258
56,454 161,371 51,968 148,486 51,556 147,364
62,479 178,152 57,974 165,207 57,056 162,689
68,407 194,812 63,869 181,775 62,469 177,902

74,497 211,973 69,843 198,613 68,029 193,573

N
[=]
.
(=]

N| N
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Reference: Appold, Evaluation of the Socio-economic Estimates Underlying the
Study of the Feasibility of the Proposed Monroe Connector/Bypass, September 2009

Kenan Institute Growth Redistribution

28
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We Calculated Household and Population Forecasts
Change with the Corridor Study Area due to the project

Change in Household and Population Forecasts within the Corridor Study Area (Map )

Reference: Appold, Evaluation of the Socio-economic Estimates Underlying the Study of the Feasibility
of the Proposed Monroe Connector/Bypass, September 2009

Corridor
2005 42,595
2030 74,497
Zone 1
(200 [SESIE
2030 19,307
11,017
2030 16,676
7,617
2030 11,369
TN -
17,827
2005 3,679
2030 9,318
[ ]

MPO Forecast?

Households Population

120,054
211,973

38,774
55,413

30,859
47,280

20,404
30,980

19,084
51,435

10,933
26,865

Kenan Project Adjusted
Household

s Population
42,595 120,054
69,843 198,613
14,118 38,774
17,730 50,871
11,017 30,859
15,474 43,842
7,617 20,404
11,074 30,225
6,164 19,084
16,455 47,580
3,679 10,933
9,110 26,095

FHWA Calculated

Adjustment due to Change Calculated due to
Correction project in 2030 (%)
Household

s

42,595
68,029

14,118
17,631

11,017
15,228

7,617
10,382

6,164
16,279

3,679
8,509

Population Households

120,054

193,573 3%
38,774

50,603 1%
30,859

43,176 2%
20,404

28,291 7%
19,084

46,970 1%
10,933

24,533 7%

Population

3%

1%

2%

7%

1%

6%

©29

Our Review of the Kenan Institute Report

When we isolated the change in corridor shown in

the Kenan Institute report due to the project, we
found a shift of 1814 households to the project

corridor above MUMPQO'’s 2030 forecasts for the

corridor.

*30
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How Are We Considering Potential For
Induced Growth in the ICE?

. We used the MUMPO Forecast as control totals to
develop a No-Build Scenario.

. We applied the control totals to land use plans and zoning
plan estimates of build out growth.

. We converted that growth to an image of land cover of a
No-Build Scenario.

. We estimated induced

growth and added the

additional growth to the

No-Build Scenario

to create the

Build Scenario

° 31

Induced Growth Estimation

» Accessibility Analysis: to see which areas
would most benefit from the proposed project
and thus most likely to see induced growth,

» Scenario Writing Approach: to identify areas
most likely to see induced growth based on
planning information and interviews,

» Build-out Analysis: to see which areas had the
most capacity for induced growth,

* Hartgen Analysis: to estimate potential
commercial growth at interchange areas.

° 032
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Accessibility Analysis

° 033

Scenario Writing and Build-Out Analyses

* Based on interviews and planning information

o Wingate and Marshville Economic
Development Plan

o Updated Union County Comprehensive Plan

° °34
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Hartgen Analysis

Yields a qualitative level of likely commercial and
industrial development at interchange areas.

" | Road 18200 11 0 57 Good Fair Good Poor
4 | Rocky River Road 16,100 11 0 71 Good Fair Good Poor
5 | Concord Highway 54,300 21 0 11.0 Good Fair Good Poor
6 | Morgan Mill Road 20.400 21 0 127 Good  Fair Good Poor
7 | Austin Chanev Road 17.400 08 1) 16.7 Fair  Good Fair Poor
I Forest Hills School
Road 3,600 19 0 18.6 Poor  Poor Poor Poor
9 | US 74 Business 37.100 19 0 19.6 Fair Fair Fair Poor
° o35

ICE Land Use Results
Land Use Category Total Area % of Total ~ Total Area % of Total  Difference
(acres) Area (acres) Area from 2030
No-Build
Total Residential 97,900 48% 99,700 49% 1%1
Low Density Residential 79,500 40% 80,600 40% <1%1
Medium Density 14,900 7% 15,600 8%
. . 1%1
Residential
High Density Residential 3,500 2% 3,500 2% 0%
Commercial 5,600 3% 5,900 3% 0%
Industrial/Office/ 8,700 4% 8,800 4% 0%
Institutional
Transportation 12,800 6% 13,900 7% 1%1
Total Developed 125,000 62% 128,200 63% <2%%
Total Agricultural 37,500 19% 35,500 18% 1%
Total Forested 37,700 19% 36,500 18% 1%
Total Other 1,800 1% 1,800 1% 0%
TOTAL 202,000 100% 202,000 100%
Notes: Results have been rounded to the nearest 100 acres and whole percent. Differences were calculated prior to rounding. Totals
may appear not to equal the sum of the parts because of rounding. 36
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ICE Land Use Results

Goose Creek
Watershed

(Acres)

Six Mile
Creek
Watershed
(Acres)

Results have been rounded to the nearest 100 acres. Differences were calculated prior to rounding.

37

ICE Percent Impervious Surface by Watershed

Watershed Name Original (2010 Report)

2007 2030 No- 2030 Build Changein 2010
Baseline Build Build from  Baseline
No-Build

Beaverdam Creek 6% 7% 7% 0%
Richardson Creek
(Upper) 14% 18% 18% 0%
Rays Fork 12% 16% 17% 1%
Bearskin Creek 24% 31% 31% 0%
Richardson Creek
i) 23% 27% 29% 2%
Gourdvine Creek 6% 8% 8% 0%
Salem Creek 9% 13% 14% 1%
Sixmile Creek 25% 30% 30% 0%
Twelvemile Creek

22% 25% 25% 0%
Richardson Creek
(Lower) 10% 15% 16% 1%
Stewarts Creek 15% 20% 22% 2%
Fourmile Creek 32% 34% 34% 0%
Crooked Creek 21% 25% 27% 2%
Goose Creek 13% 17% 17% 0%
Irvins Creek 35% 37% 37% 0%
McAlpine Creek 36% 37% 37% 0%
Bakers Branch 6% 8% 8% 0%
Wide Mouth
Branch 10% 12% 12% 0%

6%

14%
12%
24%

23%
6%
9%

26%

22%

10%
15%
32%
22%
13%
35%
36%

5%

10%

2030 No-
Build

7%

18%
16%
31%

27%

8%
13%
31%

25%

15%
21%
35%
26%
18%
38%
38%

8%

12%

2030 Build

Updated

7%

18%
17%
31%

30%

8%
16%
31%

25%

17%
23%
35%
28%
18%
38%
38%

8%

12%

Change in
Build from

No-Build

0%

0%
1%
0%

3%
0%
3%
0%

0%

2%
2%
0%
2%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%

e

Updated (2013 Report)

Change in
Updates
from
Original
0%

0%
0%
0%

1%
0%
2%
0%

0%

1%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
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ICE Impervious Surface Results

° 39

Species Updates

Carolina Heelsplitter (Lasmigona decorata)

Survey Results (Updated in 2011/2012):
* No new populations found.
* No change in known populations in Six Mile Creek.

« Change in known populations (numbers not
range)in Goose Creek.

Finding to be included in the ICE (2013):

 No measureable differences in impervious surface
were found between the 2030 No-Build and 2030
Build within the Goose Creek or Six Mile Creek
.watersheds consistent with the previous finding. ..

C2-35
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Conclusion

Carolina Heelsplitter (Lasmigona decorata)

Biological Conclusion of
May Effect Not Likely to Adversely Effect
remains valid.

41

Species Update
Schweinitz’s Sunflower, Michaux’s Sumac, &
Smooth Coneflower

Project Study Area Survey Results (Updated in 2012):

* No populations found of Smooth Coneflower nor
Michaux’s Sumac.

* Change in two known populations of the
Schweinitz’s Sunflower were found (in decline).

* Approximately 35 acres of potential habitat exists
for these species.

Note: This included additional survey in areas of
possible design modifications and utility relocations.

042
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Effects Update

Schweinitz’s Sunflower, Michaux’s Sumac, &
Smooth Coneflower

Finding included in the Draft ICE (2013):

Schweinitz’s Sunflower: There are potential
effects associated with the proposed project
resulting in approximately a four percent
decrease in potential suitable habitat.

Michaux’s Sumac & Smooth Coneflower: No
direct, indirect, nor cumulative effects
anticipated to occur as a result of the proposed
action.

® 043

Conclusion

Schweinitz’s Sunflower

Biological Conclusion of
May Effect Not Likely to Adversely Effect
remains valid.

Michaux’s Sumac & Smooth Coneflower

Biological Conclusion of
No Effect
remains valid.

° 044
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July 10, 2013

Candidate Species

Georgia Aster

Finding included in the Draft ICE (2013):

* As its habit typically overlaps substantially
with that of the Schweinitz’s sunflower, the
analysis of potential indirect and
cumulative habitat losses found for the
Schweinitz’s Sunflower would be generally
valid for the Georgia aster.

® 045

Questions?

° 46

C2-38 23



Reference 1

Timeline of MRM Projection Development
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Reference 2
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September 30, 2013

Jennifer Harris

North Carolina Department of Transportation
1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1548

George W. Hoops, P.E.

Major Projects Engineer

North Carolina Division

Federal Highway Administration
310 New Bern Avenue

Suite 410,

Raleigh, NC 27601

Dear Ms. Harris and Mr. Hoops:

Subject: US Fish and Wildlife Service Comments on the Draft Technical Report on Direct,
Indirect and Cumulative Impacts to Federally Listed Species for the Monroe
Connector/Bypass.

On August 28", 2013, we received your request (via email and phone call) for review of the Draft
Technical Report on Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Impacts to Federally Listed Species for the
Monroe Connector/Bypass (Technical Report). The following comments are provided in
accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531-
1543) (Act).

The reanalysis and Technical Report were prepared as the result of a court decision in May 2012
and subsequent discussions with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), including a
December 2012 letter and a meeting held in July 2013, in which the Service recommended that
FHWA reinitiate section 7 consultation with the Service based on the changes in information and
the new data developed for the project. The Service committed to review and respond promptly
to a new or revised biological assessment.

The Technical Report is not a biological assessment, nor does it request consultation from the
Service; rather it is a technical report of new information concerning the indirect and cumulative
impacts to federally listed species. The Act requires action agencies to provide the best scientific
and commercial data available concerning the impact of the proposed project on listed species or
designated critical habitat. Therefore, the Service’s review and comments provided below are
only intended to provide a technical and biological review of the Draft Technical Report such
that it contains the best scientific and commercial data available.
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General Comments

Throughout the document multiple data sets are discussed making it difficult for the reader to
determine which data set was being discussed at any given time. For ease of review and
clarification, we recommend removing discussion of previous results and focusing this document
on the updated/revised no build and build alternative comparison. Attempting to show the
differences between the last version and the new version makes this document very difficult to
understand. Similarly, as this document should stand alone in any review, please provide a full
name for the first use of any acronyms used.

The document reportedly summarizes the conclusions reached in the evaluation of indirect and
cumulative impacts (ICI). Can the larger ICI report be made available for review as well? It is
helpful to have all the original data when reviewing a document of this nature. How does
Federal Highways anticipate procedurally incorporating comments and moving forward?

Generally, there are a number of locations throughout the Technical Report where the baseline
has changed or ongoing planning efforts are mentioned. However, there is a lack of any follow
up discussion concerning these issues. These are noted below.

Section 1.3

As noted in the Services letter of December 2012 and later in the July 2013 meeting with the
Service, the update is also required because our previous concurrence regarding impacts to listed
species was based largely on the analysis of indirect and cumulative impacts resulting from
development induced from the project. The updated information regarding these impacts
represents a changed condition, and therefore, requires re-initiation of section 7 consultation.

Section 3.4

On page 9, the Technical Report notes that water and sewer moratoria were rescinded in Union

County in 2012; however, there is no further discussion of this. What is the impact or potential
impact of Union county rescinding the water and sewer moratorium? We recommend adding a
discussion of the potential impacts of this rescission.

The Technical Report also notes that Mecklenburg County now administers the Goose Creek
Management Plan. The Management Plan was completed in 2009. We recommend adding an
update of any progress that has been made on the Goose Creek management plan under
Mecklenburg County administration?

The Technical Report notes that both Unionville and Fairview are concentrating plans for
development along the US 601corridor. In particular, Unionville expects to grow because of the
new interchange with the project and US 601. We recommend including a cumulative impact
analysis of the towns of Fairview and Unionville plans for development in the Goose Creek
watershed?

Section 5.0

This section is critical to an accurate assessment of indirect and cumulative impacts. However,
the Technical Report does not identify whether this section has been updated or not. The first
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reference to the data is on page 58 and that reference is to the 2009 MPO projections. Are those
the projections that include the project in the no build analysis? Please clarify.

On pages 62-63, the Technical Report notes that there is travel time savings and new water and
sewer potential in the southeastern section of the Goose Creek basin, yet concludes that
additional development is unlikely to be spurred by the addition of a freeway. Please provide
further justification for this conclusion given that it would be logical to conclude that proximity
plus time savings plus water and sewer expansion would result in a greater potential for
development?

While The Technical Report is intended to summarize Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Impacts
to federally listed species, there is no conclusion or summary of Section 5.0 that pulls together
the information in the section or makes a conclusion as to the impacts to listed species. We
recommend adding a summary and conclusion at the end of Section 5.0.

Section 6.2

On the bottom of page 68, the reference to the last observation of Michaux’s sumac in the
FLUSA identifies 1794. This must be a typographical error as the species was not identified
until 1875. Please correct this information.

At the bottom of page 69, the Technical Report notes that according to the Biological
Assessment the NCTA will commit to on-site conservation of two extant populations of
Schweinitz’s sunflower? Please provide additional information as to what type of protection will
be provided. Will it be in perpetuity?

At the top of page 70, the Technical Report notes that “It is not anticipated that future
development will cause substantial cumulative effects. This terminology is vague and, while
possibly suitable in a National Environmental Policy document, has no relevance an assessment
of possible affects to a federally listed species during the consultation process. Please provide
clarification as to specific definition of “substantial”. Are adverse effects likely to occur, and if
so, in what form will they occur and how will they be avoided, minimized and mitigated?

Additionally, the reference on page 69 to the 2010 Biological Assessment raises the question of
whether this assessment will be updated. The Federal Highway Administration is required to
provide the best available scientific and commercial information during the consultation process
and the existing biological assessment is now over three years old. Is the species status
information still accurate? Is there any new information that should be updated? We
recommend that this be addressed in the request for re-initiation of consultation.

Section 6.5

In the discussion of impervious surface on page 72, the first paragraph refers to the previous ICE
for land use. Is this the data that includes the project? It is difficult to follow which data sets are
being used in this section. Please clarify.

On page 73, there is reference to Section 5.3 but the Technical Report does not contain a Section
5.3. Please correct this reference.

C2-45



On page 73, it appears that there is a 1% increase in imperviousness from the previous data
presented. Please provide a more detailed explanation of the reason for this increase. For
example, has the baseline changed and if so, how and where was it changed relative to the
location of the listed species?

Section 6.7

This section is rather confusing, referencing a no build as well as two build scenarios on page 74,
whereas other Sections of the Technical Report only reference one build scenario. Please
provide clarification as to which data were used for this discussion and what this section is
concluding regarding traffic pattern changes.

On page 76 there is a discussion of the changes to US 601 north of the project. The Technical
Report notes that there is not a project to improve US 601 north of the project in the long range
plan for MUMPO. Given the discussion of the planned development in Unionville and Fairview
on US 601 north of the Monroe Connector Bypass, it would seem that such improvements would
be being considered at least at the comprehensive transportation plan level.

Section 6.9

This Section of the Technical Report does not provide a definitive conclusion as to the impacts to
federally listed species; rather it assesses the difference between any conclusions drawn from the
2010 Biological Assessment and those based on the new modeling. We recommend that in any
re-initiation letter to the Service, specific determination be spelled out for each federally listed
species that may occur within the action area.

Section 7.0

The purpose of this section is unclear. Efforts for local governments to voluntarily protect
sensitive resources could be discussed if they are implementing any protective measures. The
FHWA/NC Turnpike Authority/NCDOT could discuss any measures that are being taken to
further conservation of listed species.

The Service continues to recommend re-initiation of consultation to fulfill Federal Highways
section 7 responsibilities under the Act. If Federal Highways concludes that the proposed action
may affect listed species, we request that you address our comments on this document and
prepare a request for concurrence which includes your determination of effects for federally
listed species. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this draft Technical Report and
look forward to continued coordination on this project. If you have any questions regarding
these comments, please contact Marella Buncick (828) 258-3939 x237 or myself at (828) 258-
3939 x223.

Field Supervisor

Janet A. Mizzi
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

PAT MCCRORY ANTHONY J. TATA
GOVERNOR SECRETARY

October 23, 2013

Ms. Marella Buncick

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
160 Zillicoa Street

Asheville, North Carolina 28801

SUBJECT: Re-initiation of Section 7 Informal Consultation for Carolina heelsplitter
(Lasmigona decorata), Schweinitz’s sunflower (Heliantus schweinitzii), Michaux’s
sumac (Rhus michauxii), and smooth coneflower (Echinacea laevigata) relating
to Monroe Connector/Bypass, Mecklenburg and Union Counties, North Carolina.
Federal Aid Project Number STP-NHF-74(90), WBS Element 34533.1.TA1, STIP
Project Numbers R-3329 and R-2559

Dear Ms. Buncick:

We are providing a Biological Assessment, Draft Technical Report on Direct, Indirect and
Cumulative Impacts to Federally Listed Species Response to FWS Letter dated December 20,
2012 (DTR), and Responses to the FWS Letter Dated September 30, 2013. By submittal of
these documents, NCDOT is requesting re-initiation of Section 7 informal consultation for the
subject project.

The Biological Assessment is based primarily on the information in the DTR. The DTRis a
subset of the Indirect and Cumulative Effects (ICE) report that are relevant to the federally
listed species. The DTR takes information provided in the ICE and then performs a more
detailed, scaled-down analysis of the potential for the project to impact federally listed
species. The August 14, 2013 Draft ICE was provided to you via email on October 2, 2013.

In the Biological Assessment, we have concluded the proposed action will have “No Effect”
on the smooth coneflower and Michaux’s sumac. A conclusion of “May Affect/Not Likely to
Adversely Affect” was reached for the Carolina heelsplitter and Schweinitz’s sunflower. In
addition it was concluded that the proposed action “May Affect/Not Likely to Adversely
Affect” designated Critical Habitat (Unit 1) for the Carolina heelsplitter.

We are requesting your written concurrence with these findings. We would appreciate a
response by November 6, 2013, if possible. Your timely attention to this matter is greatly

MAILING ADDRESS: TELEPHONE: 919-707-2540 LOCATION:

NC DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION FAX: 919-715-5361 TRANSPORTATION BUILDING
DIRECTOR OF PRECONSTRUCTION 1 SOUTH WILMINGTON STREET
1538 MAIL SERVICE CENTER WEBSITE: WWW.NCDOT.GOV RALEIGH NC

RALEIGH NC 27699-1538
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appreciated. If you need further information, or have any questions concerning these
materials, please contact me at 919-707-6025 or jhharrisl@ncdot.gov.

Sincerely,

guwk&-u Harvug-

Jennifer Harris, P.E.
Project Development Section Head — Western Region and Turnpike

cc: George Hoops, P.E., FHWA
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BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT

AN ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO CAROLINA
HEELSPLITTER (Lasmigona decorata) and DESIGNATED CRITICAL
HABITAT, SCHWEINITZ’S SUNFLOWER (Helianthus schweinitzii),
MICHAUX’S SUMAC (Rhus michauxii), and SMOOTH CONEFLOWER
(Echinacea laevigata)

MONROE CONNECTOR/BYPASS

MECKLENBURG and UNION COUNTIES, NORTH CAROLINA

FEDERAL AID PROJECT NUMBER STP-NHF-74(90)
WBS ELEMENT 34533.1.TA1
STIP PROJECT NUMBER R-3329/R-2559

PREPARED FOR:

Federal Highway Administration
Raleigh, North Carolina

AND

North Carolina Turnpike Authority
A Division of North Carolina Department of Transportation
Raleigh, North Carolina

October 2013
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The North Carolina Turnpike Authority (NCTA), a division of the North Carolina Department of
Transportation (NCDOT), in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA),
proposes to construct a project known as the “Monroe Connector/Bypass” in Mecklenburg and
Union Counties, North Carolina. The purpose of this Biological Assessment (BA) is to review
the project and determine whether the proposed action may affect federally listed species that
occur in the Action Area (Figure 1).

The proposed roadway is included in the NCDOT’s 2013-2023 State Transportation
Improvement Project (STIP), project numbers R-3329 (Monroe Connector) and R-2559 (Monroe
Bypass), as a controlled-access toll road extending from US 74 near [-485 in Mecklenburg
County to US 74 between the towns of Wingate and Marshville in Union County, a distance of
approximately 20 miles. NCDOT previously studied these as two separate projects; however,
the two projects are now being advanced by NCTA as a single project at the request of the
Mecklenburg-Union Metropolitan Planning Organization (MUMPO).

This Biological Assessment (BA) is based upon information provided in the Draft Technical
Report on Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Impacts to Federally Listed Species Response to FWS
Letter dated December 20, 2012 (DTR), the Responses To USFWS September 30, 2013
Comments on the Draft Technical Report, and analyses detailed in this report.

This BA addresses likely effects to federally protected species associated with the proposed
Monroe Connector/Bypass. This BA is prepared in accordance with legal requirements
established under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) (16 U.S.C. 1536 (¢)), and is
consistent with the standards established in U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Region 4
guidance (USFWS 2005), FHWA guidelines (USDOT 2002), and NCDOT guidance (NCDOT
2002).

The species evaluated in this BA are:

Carolina heelsplitter (Lasmigona decorata) and its designated Critical Habitat
Schweinitz’s sunflower (Helianthus schweinitzii)

Michaux’s sumac (Rhus michauxii)

Smooth coneflower (Echinacea laevigata).

1.1 Statutory Authority of Action

Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA (16 USC 1531-1544 and Section 1536) requires that each Federal
agency shall, in consultation with USFWS, insure that any action authorized, funded, or carried
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out by such agency, is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of an endangered or
threatened species, or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat.

NCDOT derives their statutory authority via North Carolina General Statutes (NCGS) 143B-345
and 346 and FHWA derives their statutory authority via 49 US Code (USC) 104.

As defined in 50 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 402.02, “actions” include all activities
or programs of any kind authorized, funded, or carried out, in whole or in part, by federal
agencies in the United States or upon the high seas. Since the propo