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1 INTRODUCTION

A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that addresses the full range of alternatives and issues
important to the selection of a preferred alternative can be accomplished only in consultation with
those who have a stake in the decision. This technical report describes the scoping process, agency
coordination process, and public involvement activities, as well as the key issues and pertinent
information received through these efforts during preparation of the Draft EIS for the Complete 540
project.

11 PROPOSED ACTION AND PROJECT PURPOSE

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT), in cooperation with the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), proposes transportation improvements in the project study area and
surrounding region to address transportation needs as defined in the project’s Purpose and Need
Statement (Lochner, 2011). The focus of these improvements is a potential extension of the Triangle
Expressway (NC 540) from its current terminus at the NC 55 Bypass in Apex to the US 64/US 264
Bypass (I-495) in Knightdale. This action is designated as three projects in the NCDOT 2012-2018
STIP: R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829. Together, these STIP projects would combine to complete the
540 Outer Loop around the Raleigh metropolitan area. In some instances, the project is referred to as
having two phases: Phase | is the western portion of the study area between NC 55 Bypass in Apex
and 1-40 near the Wake/Johnston County line; Phase 1l is the eastern portion of the study area between
I-40 and US 64/US 264 Bypass (1-495) in Knightdale. NCDOT established a protected corridor for
the project between NC 55 Bypass and 1-40 in 1996 and 1997. For purposes of meeting the
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), both phases are being examined in
the current study as a single and complete project. It is likely that the project would be constructed in
phases, but depending on the availability of funding, may or may not be consistent with the current
phase descriptions noted.

The project study area is located south and southeast of the City of Raleigh between the towns of
Holly Springs to the west and Knightdale to the east. The project study area extends as far south as
NC 42 between Fuquay-Varina and Clayton. While most of the project study area is within Wake
County, a small portion of western Johnston County is also included. Figure 1 shows the project
study area.

This project, referred to as the Complete 540 - Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension, is intended
to improve transportation mobility and reduce forecast traffic congestion. The proposed action is
included in the Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and Durham-Chapel Hill-
Carrboro MPO joint 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), as well as the Capital Area MPO
2009 — 2015 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP). In addition, the proposed
action is included in the state’s system of Strategic Highway Corridors (SHC) aimed at providing a
safe, reliable, and high-speed network of highways within North Carolina (NCDOT, 2008). NCDOT
developed the Purpose and Need Statement (Lochner, 2011) for this project with input from federal
and state environmental regulatory and resource agencies, local government representatives, and the
public.

1.2 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

The project’s Alternatives Development and Analysis Report (Lochner, 2014) evaluated several
possible alternatives associated with this project through a three-tiered screening process. The
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alternatives remaining under consideration fall into two main categories: No-Build and Build
Alternatives.

The No-Build Alternative is the baseline comparative alternative. It assumes that the transportation
systems in the project study area will continue to develop as currently planned in the Capital Area
MPO and Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro MPO joint 2035 LRTP, but without the proposed Complete
540 - Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension project.

The project’s Build Alternatives were developed and evaluated as color-coded segments termed
Preliminary Corridor Alternatives. Combinations of the various Preliminary Corridor Alternatives
comprise end-to-end project alternatives. The end-to-end project alternatives remaining following the
screening process outlined in the Alternatives Development and Analysis Report are termed Detailed
Study Alternatives (DSAs), which will be documented and evaluated in detail in the project’s Draft
EIS. Ten Preliminary Corridor Alternatives comprise seventeen end-to-end DSAs. Figure 2 shows
the locations of the Preliminary Corridor Alternatives that make up the DSAs for the project. Table 1
lists the Preliminary Corridor Alternatives that make up each of the DSAs. The Orange Corridor
Alternative between NC 55 Bypass and 1-40 corresponds to a protected corridor established by
NCDOT for this project in 1996 and 1997.

The DSAs under consideration are proposed to be toll facilities. An open road (highway speed)
transponder-based system will likely be used as the primary means of toll collection. This would
allow drivers to travel unobstructed through the toll collection points at highway speeds.

Table 1. Preliminary Corridor Alternatives Comprising Each Detailed Study
Alternative

DSA Preliminary Corridor Alternatives
1 Orange to Green
2 Orange to Green to Mint Green to Green
3 Orange to Brown (South) to Tan (North) to Green
4 Orange to Brown to Green
5 Orange to Green to Teal to Brown to Green
6 Orange to Red to Green
7 Orange to Red to Mint Green to Green
8 Orange to Purple-Blue-Lilac to Green
9 Orange to Purple-Blue-Lilac to Green to Mint Green to Green
10 Orange to Purple-Blue-Lilac to Brown (South) to Tan (North) to Green
11 Orange to Purple-Blue-Lilac to Brown to Green
12 Orange to Purple-Blue-Lilac to Teal to Brown to Green
13 Orange to Lilac to Green
14 Orange to Lilac to Green to Mint Green to Green
15 Orange to Lilac to Brown (South) to Tan (North) to Green
16 Orange to Lilac to Brown to Green
17 Orange to Lilac to Green to Teal to Brown to Green
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2 AGENCY COORDINATION

In compliance with the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for
Users (SAFETEA-LU) Section 6002 (23 U.S.C. 8§ 139), a Section 6002 Project Coordination Plan has
been prepared for the Complete 540 — Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension project. This plan
describes the process for agency coordination and public involvement in the project development
process. The Project Coordination Plan was first presented to resource and regulatory agency
representatives at the resource and regulatory agency meeting held on December 8, 2009, and agencies
approved a draft of the Plan following the August 10, 2010 resource and regulatory agency meeting.
The Plan has been updated as needed during the course of the project, with the most recent update
occurring in November of 2013. A copy of the current version of this document is included in
Appendix A.

2.1 SCOPING

As part of preparation of an EIS, NEPA requires there to be an early and open process with project
stakeholders for determining the major and important issues that need to be addressed during the
study. This process is called scoping. To initiate the scoping process, NCDOT sent a formal scoping
letter, as required by NEPA, to state and federal resource and regulatory agencies on January 25, 2010.
A separate letter was sent to local agencies and officials on February 4, 2010. The purpose of these
letters was to solicit comments and collect pertinent project information early in the alternatives
development process. Coordination between NCDOT, FHWA, and the agencies has assisted with the
development of the DSAs. Copies of the formal scoping letters are included in Appendix B. The
resource and regulatory agency meeting held on February 16, 2010, served as the agency scoping
meeting for the project to discuss project study area environmental features and community
characteristics and potential issues of concern. More information about agency scoping for the project
is in Section 2.3.2.

2.2 NOTICE OF INTENT

Pursuant to Title 23, CFR Part 771, Environmental Impact and Related Procedures, the FHWA
published a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS for the proposed Complete 540 — Triangle
Expressway Southeast Extension project. The NOI was published in the Federal Register on
November 30, 2009 (Vol. 74, No. 228). A copy of the NOI is included with the Section 6002 Project
Coordination Plan in Appendix A.

2.3 RESOURCE AND REGULATORY AGENCY MEETINGS

The principal method for agency coordination on NCDOT projects is through meetings of the resource
and regulatory agencies, hosted monthly by NCDOT.

For the Complete 540 project, agencies participating in the process are:

Lead Agency
o Federal Highway Administration

Cooperating Agency
e US Army Corps of Engineers
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Participating Agencies
e US Army Corps of Engineers
US Environmental Protection Agency
US Fish and Wildlife Service
NC Department of Cultural Resources
NC Department of Environment and Natural Resources
o Division of Water Resources
o Division of Marine Fisheries
o NC Wildlife Resources Commission
e Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization

Designation as a Cooperating Agency signifies a somewhat higher level of involvement and
responsibility in the environmental review process. A Cooperating Agency can also be a Participating
Agency. Participating Agencies include any federal, state, or local agencies that may have an interest
in the project.

The sections below describe the resource and regulatory agency meetings that have been held for the
Complete 540 project to date. Detailed summaries of each of these meetings are in Appendix C.

2.3.1 December 8, 2009 Meeting

The purpose of this meeting was to introduce the project to representatives of the resource and
regulatory agencies. At this meeting, the project team presented a draft Section 6002 Coordination
Plan for the project and a draft Notice of Intent for announcing the project in the Federal Register.
Agency representatives had the opportunity to provide input on each of these items during and
following this meeting.

The project team also presented a map of the draft study area for developing project alternatives.
Following an initial request by the US Environmental Protection Agency, the resource and regulatory
agencies expressed interest in shifting the originally proposed northern study area boundary farther to
the north. This was suggested in order to allow early consideration of potentially shorter alternatives
closer to more heavily developed portions of the area and to allow evaluation of a larger number of
potential locations for the crossing of Swift Creek, providing options for minimizing impacts to habitat
of the federally protected dwarf wedgemussel. As a result of this request, the northern study area
boundary west of 1-40 was shifted from its original location near Ten Ten Road to north of Lake
Wheeler and Lake Benson. This shift resulted in most of the area within the town of Garner being
added to the project study area.

2.3.2 February 16, 2010 Meeting

As described in Section 2.1, this meeting served as the agency scoping meeting for the project. The
meeting discussion included initial information and input on the potential key project issues and key
environmental constraints that would affect the project. The project team also presented a preliminary
summary of the key elements of the need for the project and a preliminary draft statement of the
project’s purpose.

Four agencies (US Environmental Protection Agency, US Fish and Wildlife Service, NC Department
of Environment and Natural Resources, and NC Department of Cultural Resources) prepared formal
scoping responses, as did two local governments (Cary and Holly Springs) and the Capital Area
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Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPQO). Copies of the scoping responses are in Appendix B.
The following summarizes scoping comments made by these agencies and organizations:

US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

e Project expected to have significant direct impacts to jurisdictional wetland and streams,
protected water supply areas, protected mussel species, residences and business, prime and
unique farmland, and air quality.

e Project anticipated to have significant indirect and cumulative effects to human and natural
environmental resources in southern Wake County and western Johnston County.

¢ Recommends that improvements to Ten Ten Road, including a new location extension from
NC 50 to 1-40 interchange at Clayton Bypass be evaluated as a build alternative.

US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

e Project expected to have significant impacts on streams, wetlands, upland forest and other
habitat types. Impacts will include direct loss of habitat and fragmentation effects on
remaining habitat.

o USFWS is particularly concerned about impacts to the dwarf wedgemussel population in
Swift Creek. Impacts will include direct effects from project construction and indirect effects
on water quality from secondary development.

o Additional cumulative impacts to Swift Creek may occur in conjunction with the proposed
widening of 1-40 (STIP No. 1-5111).

e Proposed eastern terminus of protected corridor, with interchange at 1-40 and US 70 Bypass
would impact several tributaries of Swift Creek and is in close proximity to Swift Creek
mainstem. USFWS recommends alternative interchange locations away from Swift Creek and
its tributaries be considered.

e NCTA should explore innovative conservation measures to minimize effects to dwarf
wedgemussel.

e Surveys for Michaux’s sumac should be conducted within the species’ survey window (May-
October).

NC Department of Environment and Natural Resources (NCDENR)
Natural Heritage Program
o There are a number of records of rare species, significant natural heritage areas, and
conservation/managed areas within the project area.
e Project will cross nationally significant Swift Creek Aquatic Habitat, which contains
numerous existing records of rare mussel species, including dwarf wedgemussel.
e Itisimportant to keep sediment from reaching the Neuse River as there are rare aquatic
species locations farther south toward Clayton.

Division of Water Quality (now called Division of Water Resources)

e All named streams in project area have supplemental classification of nutrient sensitive waters
(NSW) of the State. Agency is concerned with sediment and erosion impacts.

o Swift Creek, Middle Creek, Walnut Creek, and Little Creek are listed as 303(d) waters of the
State. Agency is concerned with sediment and erosion impacts.
Project area includes surface waters classified as Water Supply Critical Area (WSCA).

¢ Riparian buffer impacts shall be avoided and minimized to the greatest extent possible.
Quantitative secondary and cumulative impacts analysis will be required because the project is
a new location road in areas with impaired streams and WSCA.
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NC Wildlife Resources Commission
o NCWRC is concerned about potential impacts due to new crossings of Swift Creek, Middle
Creek and the Neuse River, which contain several State and federal listed species.
o Neuse River in this area is designated as an Anadromous Fish Spawning Area and an Inland
Primary Nursery Area.

NC Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services
e Project would increase the loss of prime farm and forest land, negatively impacting
agricultural environmental balance in the project area.
e Location of the project should include consideration of farms near existing VVoluntary
Agricultural Districts (VAD).
e Economic impacts due to loss of agribusiness jobs associated with loss of agricultural
production are a concern.

NC Department of Cultural Resources
e Project area contains numerous archaeological sites which may be eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places.
e Much of the study area has never been surveyed to determine the presence or significance of
archaeological resources.

Town of Cary
o NCTA should investigate providing an interchange within the Town of Cary Comprehensive
Planning Area. Due to growth and development, an additional interchange may be needed
near the intersection of Kildaire Farm Road and Holly Springs Road, where there is currently
one interchange proposed.
e Moving the corridor off the protected alignment could negatively impact residential
communities, proposed greenways, proposed parks, and proposed thoroughfare improvements.

Town of Holly Springs
e Holly Springs supports the completion of the project and the project’s location in the current
proposed corridor.
e Planned interchange at Holly Springs Road and Kildaire Farm Road needs special evaluation.
Protected corridor area in the location is not adequate for on and off ramps.
e Town would prefer that the project be elevated on an overpass over Sunset Lake Road.

Capital Area MPO

e Phases | and Il should be developed as a single design and right-of-way acquisition project to
the extent possible.

e Project should provide a balanced transportation facility design that includes multimodal
considerations.

e CAMPO supports inclusion of Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) components in the
project design.

o Design of facility should minimize negative impacts to Swift Creek watershed and water
supply area.
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2.3.3 August 10, 2010 Meeting

At this meeting, the project team reviewed a revised Section 6002 Coordination Plan and received a
copy of a Draft Purpose and Need Statement for the project. The project team also began discussion
of alternatives development, evaluation, and screening at this meeting, presenting an overview of the
proposed methods for screening alternatives and discussing preliminary results of a qualitative first
tier screening of broad Alternative Concepts and a quantitative second tier screening of preliminary
alternatives.

The agencies agreed to eliminate from further consideration several of the preliminary alternatives that
were presented at the meeting. These preliminary alternatives each included a proposed new location
segment (known as Segment 38) east of 1-40, near the Wake and Johnston County line; this is
described in detail in the project’s Alternatives Development and Analysis Report. These options were
eliminated because their potential negative environmental effects did not appear to be offset by other
benefits, as compared to other preliminary alternatives under consideration.

2.3.4 September 8, 2010 Meeting

The purpose of this meeting was to discuss the project’s Draft Purpose and Need Statement and to
continue discussing the screening of preliminary alternatives under consideration for the project. A
preliminary alternative that would have combined upgrading existing roads west of 1-40 with a new
location roadway east of 1-40 (known as Hybrid Alternative #3) was eliminated at this meeting. It was
eliminated because it would have required many more relocations than other options under
consideration without providing any relative advantages. This is described in detail in the project’s
Alternatives Development and Analysis Report.

This meeting also served as a preview of the Public Informational Meetings that were held later this
same month.

2.3.5 November 2, 2010 Meeting

The primary purpose of this meeting was to review the results of the September 2010 Public
Informational Meetings and to review the project’s preliminary alternatives in light of impact data and
the results of the meetings. NCDOT summarized the public meetings, explaining that most public
comment expressed continued support of the project’s protected corridor between NC 55 Bypass and
I-40, and opposed several of the other corridors under consideration, particularly the Red, Blue, and
Purple Corridor Alternatives. The agencies agreed with NCDOT’s recommendation to eliminate
several of the preliminary alternative corridors presented at the September 2010 public meetings,
including the Blue, Purple, and Yellow Corridor Alternatives.

Following this meeting, and following subsequent coordination with the agencies and the area local
governments, NCDOT added four additional preliminary alternative corridors into consideration to
provide additional opportunities for avoiding or minimizing potential effects to community resources
and neighborhoods in the eastern part of the project study area. These were the Tan, Brown, Teal, and
Mint Green Corridor Alternatives.

2.3.6 January 20, 2011 Meeting

At this meeting, the project team discussed the extensive public input that occurred since the time of
the previous agency meeting in November 2010. Based on this public input and a closer review of the
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existing data, NCDOT recommended eliminating the Red Corridor Alternative due to its significant
community impacts and the Pink Corridor Alternative due to both its impacts and its inability to serve
traffic needs as well as other alternatives. The agencies agreed with the recommendation to eliminate
the Pink Corridor Alternative, but recommended retaining the Red Corridor Alternative due to its
potential for avoiding habitat for the federally protected dwarf wedgemussel.

2.3.7 August 22, 2012 Meeting

State legislation passed in March 2011, described in Section 4.4, limited evaluation of certain options
under consideration for the project, including the Red Corridor Alternative. This resulted in a
temporary halting of most project activities. The purpose of the August 2012 agency meeting was to
discuss approaches to advancing the project in light of the restrictions put in place by the State
legislation. One approach discussed was introducing new Preliminary Corridor Alternatives into
consideration for their ability to potentially reduce wetland impacts to a similar degree as the Red
Corridor Alternative while minimizing community impacts. One of these, the Lilac Corridor
Alternative, showed potential to balance impacts similarly to other options under consideration.

2.3.8 December 12, 2012 Meeting

At this meeting, the project team discussed the status of the project in light of the project advancement
approaches considered at the August 22, 2012, meeting. Coordination between the agencies to
advance the project in light of the State legislation was also discussed.

2.3.9 September 19, 2013 Meeting

Following the June 2013 passage of subsequent State legislation removing the alignment restrictions
previously imposed on the project by the 2011 legislation, NCDOT was able to resume project
activities. The Lilac Corridor Alternative was formally introduced into consideration. In addition, the
previously eliminated Blue and Purple Corridor Alternatives were reconsidered based on a potential
alignment following the Purple to Blue to the Lilac Corridor Alternative, based on the potential of this
alignment to reduce overall wetland impacts and to balance impacts similarly to other options under
consideration. These options were discussed at the September 2013 agency meeting.

At this meeting, NCDOT also presented its recommended DSAs, along with a revised Draft
Alternatives Development and Analysis Report documenting these recommendations.

2.3.10 December 12, 2013 Meeting

The purpose of this meeting was to finalize the DSAs for the project. At the meeting, the agencies
confirmed that they did not require any additional time (as covered by Section 8.5 of the Section 6002
Coordination Plan) to review the project’s Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report and
the recommended DSAs in light of the public and local government comments made since the October
2013 public meetings. USACE noted agreement to waive the additional time period for reviewing the
report as noted in the Section 6002 plan. Additionally, no agencies raised any objections to
proceeding with the 17 end-to-end alternatives as DSAs, and no agencies asked for any additional
alternatives to be considered. To date, no agencies have raised any Issues of Concern (per the Section
6002 Coordination Plan) on the project purpose and need, range of alternatives, alternatives screening,
or DSAs. Additionally, no Issues of Concern relative to these four areas of the study were raised at
the meeting.
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2.3.11 November 13, 2014 Meeting

The main purpose of this meeting was to discuss the appropriate locations and lengths of bridges over
natural resources along the project’s DSAs. To expedite this discussion, NCDOT reviewed project
information on natural resources, hydrology, and proposed designs in order to make suggestions about
which sites should be bridged. The agencies agreed with many of NCDOT”s suggestions, but
requested a field review of four of the sites before agreeing to the suggestions at those sites. The
agencies also suggested design modifications at another site in order to determine if a bridge would be
feasible.

The project team then held a field review meeting on December 2, 2014, to review the four sites
requested by the agencies. At this meeting, NCDOT and the agencies came to agreements on the
appropriate hydraulic conveyance structure at each of these four sites. NCDOT then incorporated
design modifications necessary to accommodate the agreed upon structure at each site.

Following selection of the project’s Preferred Alternative and Least Environmentally Damaging
Practicable Alternative (LEDPA), the project team and agency partners will review proposed bridge
sites and other sites on the LEDPA in greater detail.

2.4  AGENCY COORDINATION ON TECHNICAL REPORTS
2.4.1 Purpose and Need Statement

While there was extensive discussion of the project’s Purpose and Need Statement at several resource
and regulatory agency meetings (described in Section 2.3), only one agency submitted formal
comments about the Draft Purpose and Need Statement. This was the NC Division of Water Quality
(now known as the NC Division of Water Resources); a copy of the letter is in Appendix D. In
general, the comments in this letter suggested the following:

¢ Removing consistency with the State’s Strategic Highway Corridors Initiative as an element
of the project’s purpose;

o Clarifying the difference between the project’s study area used for alternatives development
and the study area used for traffic analysis purposes; and

e Making sure that the criteria used to screen project alternatives match the measures of
effectiveness described in the Purpose and Need Statement.

The project team incorporated and addressed each of these suggestions in a revised Purpose and Need
Statement.

2.4.2 Alternatives Development and Analysis Report

A copy of the Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report, dated January 13, 2012, was
distributed January 13, 2012 to the cooperating and participating agencies involved in the
environmental review process for this project, along with other organizations that requested to receive
a copy. This included:

o Federal Highway Administration
e US Army Corps of Engineers
e US Environmental Protection Agency
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e US Fish and Wildlife Service
NC Department of Cultural Resources
o NC Department of Environment and Natural Resources
0 Secretary’s Office
o Division of Water Resources
o NC Wildlife Resources Commission
e Capital Area MPO
o NC Department of Transportation
o0 State Highway Administrator
0 Project Development and Environmental Analysis
0 PDEA Human Environment Unit
o Office of Civil Rights
e Town of Garner
e Regional Transportation Alliance

NCDOT requested that recipients of the report provide written comments on the information and
conclusions in the report, including the report’s recommendations for DSAs. NCDOT also requested
that agency recipients identify any potential issues of concern that would result in the denial or
significant delay in the issuance of any environmental permits.

Written comments were received from the following agencies and organizations:

US Army Corps of Engineers

US Environmental Protection Agency
US Fish and Wildlife Service

NC Department of Cultural Resources
NC DENR Division of Water Resources
Capital Area MPO

Regional Transportation Alliance

In addition, a letter from the Southern Environmental Law Center (SELC) and a letter from the Town
of Garner regarding the project and Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report were
received.

Copies of all the written comments and letters are included in Appendix D. NCDOT responses to
these comments were provided in the project’s revised Alternatives Development and Analysis Report.
The revised Alternatives Development and Analysis Report also included report edits and updates that
were part of the responses.

A revised version of the Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report, dated September 2013,
was distributed on September 5, 2013, to the agencies and the organizations listed above. This version
of the report included revisions to the January 2012 version, as well as added material. It also
included NCDOT/FHWA recommended DSAs for detailed study in the project’s Draft EIS. Three
agencies submitted written responses to the revised report. The NC Division of Water Resources and
NC Division of Cultural Resources concurred with the recommended alternatives for detailed study.
USACE indicated that the alternatives recommended for detailed study meet the agency’s
requirements under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and NEPA. Copies of these responses are
included in Appendix D. The remaining agencies submitted no further response. In accordance with
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item 8.5 of the Section 6002 Coordination Plan for this project, no response is interpreted to mean that
the participating agency had no significant objections to the alternative screening report.

3 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The public involvement process is integral to the entire project development and decision-making
process. Public involvement activities described below are related to the development of the project’s
purpose and the development and evaluation of alternatives.

3.1 PUBLIC MEETINGS

NCDOT held public meetings on September 21, 22, and 23, 2010. The September 21 meeting was at
Wake Technical Community College from 4:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.; 558 people attended. The
September 22 meeting was at Holly Springs High School from 6:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.; 473 people
attended. The September 23 meeting was at Barwell Road Community Center in southeast Raleigh
from 4:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.; 146 people attended. The purpose of the meetings was to solicit public
input on the project including the project’s study area, purpose, and preliminary alternatives. Displays
at the meetings included maps of the project study area, Preliminary Corridor Alternatives, and
Improve Existing and Hybrid Alternatives, along with information on the transportation planning
process and the preliminary purpose for this project. Comment sheets were distributed to obtain
public input on the project study area, identified project needs and purposes, and range of alternatives.
This input helped to ensure that the range of reasonable alternatives, including broad Alternative
Concepts, covered the full spectrum of potential alternatives.

Over 2,100 comments were received during or following the meetings. The most common concerns
and issues raised by meeting attendees included:

e Continued support of the Orange Corridor Alternative between NC 55 Bypass and 1-40,
which the public has been aware of for nearly twenty years as the protected corridor, and
opposition to other new location corridors. Approximately 90 percent of those expressing an
alternative preference indicated support for the Orange Corridor Alternative.

e Opposition to new alternatives (other than the Orange corridor), particularly the Blue and
Purple Corridor Alternatives through Holly Springs and the Red Corridor Alternative in
Garner.

e Concern about the perceived inequity of a tolled Complete 540 project when existing
segments of 1-540 are untolled.

Following introduction of the Tan Corridor Alternative, NCDOT held another public meeting on
December 2, 2010, at the Barwell Road Community Center from 4:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.; 399 people
attended. The purpose of this meeting was to solicit input on the Tan Corridor Alternative and the
Green Corridor Alternative and to present information about these options in the Phase Il area, which
extends between 1-40 and US 64/US 264 Bypass. Over 250 comments were received at or following
this meeting. Most of these comments expressed opposition to the Tan Corridor Alternative due to
potential neighborhood impacts and support for using publicly-owned land in the Randleigh Farm
property for the project.

NCDOT held an additional round of three public meetings in October 2013 to present and receive
public comment on the NCDOT/FHWA recommended DSAs for evaluation in the project’s Draft EIS.
The first meeting was at Wake Technical Community College on October 14 from 4:00 p.m. to 7:30
p.m.; 810 people attended. The next meeting was at Barwell Road Community Center on October 15
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from 4:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.; 330 people attended. The third meeting was at Holly Springs High
School on October 16 from 6:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.; 545 people attended. Displays included maps of
the recommended DSAs, preliminary impact information, an illustration of the proposed typical
section, and a summary of the project purpose and need. A brief informational video providing an
overview of the project was shown on a continuous loop at each meeting. A handout brochure
describing the project, the recommended DSAs, the environmental review process, and the project
schedule was distributed. Comment sheets were provided at the meeting.

Over 1,100 comments were received during or following the meetings. The most common concerns
and issues raised by meeting attendees included:

e Strong opposition to the Purple-Blue-Lilac Corridor and a desire to see this option dropped
from consideration before the DSAs are finalized.

e Opposition to the Lilac Corridor.

e Continued opposition to the Red Corridor.

o Continued support for the Orange Corridor.

3.2 PUBLIC OUTREACH METHODS

NCDOT is using several different methods for communicating project information to the public,
soliciting feedback, and responding to comments and questions. These methods are described below:

3.2.1 Newsletters

To date, three project newsletters have been distributed to all property owners in the project study
area, a mailing list including over 56,000 individuals. The first newsletter, distributed in March 2010,
announced the start of the project study and provided introductory information about the project. The
second newsletter, distributed in September 2010, announced the public meetings and included a map
of the preliminary new location Corridor Alternatives. The third newsletter was distributed in
September 2013 to announce the October 2013 public meetings and to present and solicit input on the
recommended DSAs. A fourth newsletter will be distributed in early 2014 to announce the selection
of the DSAs. Copies of these newsletters are included in Appendix E.

3.2.2 Project Website

The project website (http://www.ncdot.gov/complete540) includes project information, documents,
maps, newsletters, meeting handouts, press releases, other project materials, and project contact
information. Visitors to the website can also submit comments and questions electronically through
the website.

3.2.3 Project Blog

The project blog (http://complete540.blogspot.com) is an interactive public outreach tool providing
another method for involving the public. New postings have been added to the blog approximately
twice per month and visitors are able to post comments in response to the postings. Postings are about
current study activities, project issues, and common questions about the project. To date, over 5,000
unique visitors have spent time on the project blog.
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3.2.4 Toll-Free Telephone Hotline/E-mail

A toll-free telephone number (800-554-7849) is available for the public to call with questions, request
information, or to provide comments about the project. In addition, the public can e-mail the project
team with comments or questions at complete540@ncdot.gov. To date, over 1,000 people have called
the project hotline and over 4,000 e-mails have been received.

3.3 SMALL GROUP MEETINGS

Throughout the study process, the project team has met with local organizations and citizens groups to
discuss the project. Several meetings were held during the development of preliminary alternatives in
the project study area. Meetings were requested by and held with the following groups:

e Protected Corridor Public Information Workshop (January 27, 2010) — Open to the public;
meeting notification sent to all property owners within 500 feet of the project’s protected
corridor (between NC 55 Bypass and 1-40)

e Upchurch Place Homeowners Association (August 14, 2010)

e Bentwinds Homeowners Association (October 13, 2010)

o Wake Technical Community College engineering staff (October 14, 2010)

e Cary Oil employees (October 14, 2010)

e Bells Pointe and Village of Wynchester Homeowners Associations (November 9, 2010)
e Village at Aversboro Homeowners Association (November 15, 2010)

o Ridgebrook, Ridgebrook Bluffs, and Westbury Homeowners Associations (November 16,
2010)

e Preserve at Long Branch Farm Homeowners Association (November 16, 2010)
e River Ridge Homeowners Association (November 22, 2010)

e Springfield Baptist Church leaders (November 23, 2010)

e Vandora Pines Homeowners Association (December 2, 2010)

e Jamison Park Homeowners Association (December 7, 2010)

e Bingham Station Homeowners Association (December 14, 2010)

e Springfield Baptist Church congregation (December 15, 2010)

e Penske Truck Leasing (January 12, 2011)

e Bridgepoint Construction Services and WRAL (January 14, 2011)
e Good Samaritan Baptist Church (January 24, 2011)

e Bridgepoint Construction Services and WRAL (February 16, 2011)
e McCullers Ruritan Club (July 24, 2012)

e Sunset Oaks Homeowners Association (October 7, 2013)

e Bentwinds Homeowners Association (October 22, 2013)
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3.4 PETITIONS

Following the Public Informational Meetings in September 2010 and October 2013, several
neighborhood groups circulated petitions regarding the project. Petitions have been submitted by the
following groups:

e Tyler Farms and Brookstone Homeowners — 86 signatures supporting the Orange Corridor
Alternative and opposing the Purple, Blue and Pink Corridor Alternatives.

e Upchurch Place Homeowners — 37 signatures opposing the Blue Corridor Alternative, the
project as a toll facility, and the project as a whole.

o Windward Pointe — 107 signatures opposing the Blue Corridor Alternative in the vicinity of
Holly Springs.

e The Village at Aversboro — 63 signatures opposing the Red Corridor Alternative.

o Ridgbrook, Ridgebrook Bluffs, and Westbury Homeowners — 121 signatures opposing the
Red Corridor Alternative, supporting selection of the Purple-to-Blue Corridor Alternative, and
requesting that if the Orange Corridor Alternative is selected, that the intersection at Lake
Wheeler Road be located as far south as possible with sound barriers.

o Bells Pointe Homeowners — 24 signatures opposing the Orange Corridor Alternative.

o Springfield North — 30 signatures supporting the Orange Corridor Alternative and opposing
the Purple and Blue Corridor Alternative.

e Bentwinds and surrounding neighborhoods — 470 signatures supporting the Orange Corridor
Alternative and opposing the Blue and Purple Corridor Alternatives.

e Jamison Park Board Homeowners Association Board of Directors — Signatures of Board
members supporting the Blue Corridor Alternative and opposing the Orange Corridor
Alternative and the Purple Corridor Alternative.

o Town of Garner — 356 signatures opposing the Red Corridor Alternative.

e Springfield Baptist Church — 1,096 signatures opposing the Red and Pink Corridor
Alternatives and the Preliminary Study Alternative that would connect the Orange Corridor
Alternative to the Red Corridor Alternative via improvements to a segment of 1-40.

e Sunset Oaks — 858 signatures expressing support for the Orange Corridor and opposition to
the Purple and Blue Corridors.

e Bentwinds and surrounding neighborhoods — 458 signatures expressing support for the Orange
Corridor and opposition to the Purple and Blue Corridors. The petition was also signed by NC
Representatives Paul Stam and Nelson Dollar, Wake County Commissioner Phil Matthews,
and Fuquay-Varina Mayor John Byrne.

e Brookstone and surrounding neighborhoods — 245 signatures expressing support for the
Orange Corridor and opposition to the Purple, Blue, and Lilac Corridors.

e Talicud Trail — 20 signatures expressing support for the Orange Corridor and opposition to the
Purple-Blue-Lilac Corridor.

e High Grove — 47 signatures expressing support for the Orange Corridor and opposition to the
Purple-Blue-Lilac Corridor.

¢ Hillington West and Turner Farms — 86 signatures expressing opposition to the Lilac Corridor.

e Upchurch Place — 19 signatures expressing opposition to both the Orange and Blue Corridors,
and also to the project as a whole.
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4 LOCAL GOVERNMENT COORDINATION

4.1 CAPITAL AREA MPO MEETINGS

NCDOT provides project updates at monthly meetings of the Capital Area MPO Executive Board and
Technical Coordinating Committee (TCC). These committees include representatives of all local
governments and other transportation-related groups in the region. Monthly meetings of these
committees provide a forum for presenting important project information, answering comments and
guestions, and engaging local government representatives in the project development process.

NCDOT presented project updates at Executive Board meetings on:

February 17, 2010
March 17, 2010
April 21, 2010

May 19, 2010

June 16, 2010
September 15, 2010
October 20, 2010
January 17, 2011
February 16, 2011
March 16, 2011

NCDOT presented project updates at TCC meetings on:

March 18, 2010
April 1, 2010
June 3, 2010
August 5, 2010
September 2, 2010
November 4, 2010
January 6, 2011
February 3, 2011
March 3, 2011
April 7, 2011

CAMPO also established a Complete 540 Working Group to provide a forum for the affected local
governments to discuss the project. To date, the working group has held four meetings:

September 5, 2013
October 3, 2013
January 9, 2014
September 8, 2014

Summaries of these meetings are in Appendix F.
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4.2

SMALL GROUP MEETINGS

NCDOT has met with local government staff and elected officials during development of preliminary
alternatives to solicit input, respond to local concerns, and receive updates on local issues and
constraints relative to the project. NCDOT staff attended the following meetings:

4.3

Garner Town Council (September 28, 2010)

Town of Holly Springs Engineering and Planning staff and Comprehensive Transportation
Plan consultant (October 4, 2010)

Town of Garner Planning staff (October 8, 2010)

Wake County Planning and Community Services staff (October 11, 2010)
Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro MPO (October 13, 2010)

Wake County Board of Commissioners (October 18, 2010)

City of Raleigh Public Utilities and Engineering staff (October 25, 2010)
Wake County Planning Board (November 3, 2010)

Holly Springs Engineering staff (November 8, 2010)

Wake County Historic Preservation Commission (November 16, 2010)
Town of Garner Meeting (November 17, 2010)

Garner Town staff (November 23, 2010)

Garner Town staff (December 3, 2010)

Clayton Town staff and Johnston County staff (December 14, 2010)
City of Raleigh staff (January 7, 2011)

City of Raleigh, Wake County, and CAMPO staff (January 19, 2011)
Garner Town staff (February 15, 2011)

Garner Town representatives and stakeholders (February 24, 2011)
Garner Town Council (August 6, 2012)

Southern Wake County mayors and managers, CAMPO, and Regional Transportation
Alliance (August 7, 2012)

Wake County Board of Commissioners (August 20, 2012)
Garner Town staff and stakeholders (August 22, 2012)

Southern Wake County mayors and managers, CAMPO, and Regional Transportation
Alliance (July 7, 2013)

Wake County Board of Commissioners (August 20, 2013)
Garner representatives and stakeholders (August 22, 2013)
Holly Springs Town Council (October 1, 2013)

LOCAL GOVERNMENT RESOLUTIONS AND STAFF COMMENTS

Following the Public Informational Meetings in September 2010, several local governments passed
resolutions regarding Complete 540:
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e The Town of Holly Springs passed a resolution supporting construction of the project in the
Orange Corridor Alternative (September 21, 2010).

e The Town of Garner passed a resolution supporting construction of the project in the Orange
corridor and opposing the Red Corridor Alternative (October 4, 2010).

e The Wake County Board of Commissioners passed a resolution supporting construction of the
project in the Orange Corridor Alternative and opposing the Blue, Purple, and Red Corridor
Alternatives (October 18, 2010).

e The Town of Fuquay-Varina passed a resolution supporting construction of the project in the
Orange Corridor Alternative (October 19, 2010).

e The Town of Knightdale adopted a resolution in support of NCDOT building a new roadway
for both phases of the Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension (October 20, 2010).

e The Capital Area MPO passed a resolution supporting the Orange Corridor Alternative and
urging that the entire remaining portion of the Outer Loop be built as a single project (October
20, 2010).

e The Capital Area MPO passed a resolution opposing the Red and Tan Corridor Alternatives
(March 17, 2011).

e The North Carolina General Assembly passed legislation to prevent construction of the project
north of the Orange Corridor Alternative; the legislation was signed into law (March 18,
2011).

e The Capital Area MPO passed a resolution expressing its “unwavering support for
construction of the Wake Outer Loop, as quickly as possible, in a location that meets the needs
of area citizens and requirements of federal law” (May, 16, 2012).

e The Capital Area MPO passed a resolution requesting that North Carolina Session Law 2011-
7 be repealed to allow study of alternative routes for the project in accordance with NEPA and
other federal laws and to allow construction of the project as quickly as possible (December
12, 2012). On December 20, 2012, the Capital Area MPO sent a letter to the North Carolina
General Assembly echoing this.

e Town of Holly Springs passed a resolution supporting construction of the project in the
Orange Corridor Alternative (October 1, 2013).

e The Town of Fuquay-Varina passed a resolution supporting construction of the project in the
Orange Corridor Alternative (October 19, 2013).

o The Wake County Board of Commissioners passed a resolution supporting construction of the
project in the Orange and Green Corridor Alternatives (October 21, 2013).

o The Town of Garner passed a resolution supporting construction of the project in the Orange
Corridor Alternative (October 22, 2013).

e The Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPQO) passed a motionto continue
support of the Orange Corridor Alternative (November 20, 2013).

Copies of these resolutions are in Appendix G.

Several local governmental and regulatory agencies, local interest groups, and local elected officials
have also submitted formal letters regarding Complete 540:
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o The Wake County Parks, Recreation & Open Space Department sent a letter (October 6, 2010)
raising concerns about Purple, Red, and Blue Corridor Alternatives crossing segments of
priority streams along Middle and Swift Creeks. Additionally there was concern expressed
specifically about the Blue Corridor Alternative near the planned Southeast Regional Park.
Modification of the Blue Corridor Alternative would avoid the acquired land for this park;
however, Wake County is in negotiations for an adjacent piece of land to expand the park that
could not reasonably be avoided with the Blue Corridor Alternative. They expressed support
for the Orange Corridor Alternative.

e The Town of Holly Springs supports the Orange Corridor Alternative and sent comments
(October 21, 2010) relative to the various alternative routes under consideration. The Town
further supports the use of the Orange Corridor Alternative and not the Blue or Purple
Corridor Alternatives at Holly Springs.

e The Garner Chamber of Commerce sent a letter (October 19, 2010) in support of the Orange
Corridor Alternative and in opposition to the Red Corridor Alternative. They cited impacts to
businesses and residences as the primary reason for their opposition to the Red Corridor
Alternative.

e The Town of Garner sent a list of concerns (October 20, 2010) in support of eliminating the
Red and Pink Corridor Alternatives. The reasons cited related to parks, recreational facilities,
orderly growth, planned industrial development, community cohesion, water quality, access,
and neighborhood impacts. The town reiterated in the letter their strong support for the
Orange Corridor Alternative.

e The Town of Cary sent a letter (October 20, 2010) in support of designating the project as a
bypass for the US 64 corridor and provided comments about the project’s purpose and need
statement.

o The YMCA of Garner and the YMCA of the Triangle sent a letter (October 22, 2010)
opposing the Red Corridor Alternative due to potential impacts on a planned YMCA site on
Aversboro Road.

e The North Carolina General Assembly’s Garner delegation, including two State
Representatives and two State Senators, sent a letter (November 30, 2010) asking NCDOT to
eliminate the Red and Pink Corridor Alternatives from further consideration, citing potential
impacts to Garner neighborhoods, the local tax base, and parks and other community facilities.

e The Wake County Board of Commissioners sent a letter (December 8, 2010) requesting
elimination of the Tan Corridor Alternative.

e The Mayor of Raleigh sent a letter (January 11, 2011) stating opposition to the Tan Corridor
Alternative and requesting that NCDOT work to develop other alternatives in the Phase 1l
project area.

e USACE sent a letter (January 26, 2011) indicating its opposition to eliminating the Red
Corridor Alternative.

e The Johnston County Board of Commissioners sent a letter (February 8, 2011) stating its
opposition to the Tan Corridor Alternative and requesting its elimination.

o USFWS sent a letter (February 17, 2011) regarding the Dwarf Wedgemussel studies and data
needs.

e USACE sent a letter (March 23, 2011) requesting more information regarding the Red and
Pink Corridor Alternatives.

e The Town of Garner sent a letter (October 6, 2011) expressing continued opposition to study,
consideration, or construction of the Red Corridor Alternative.
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o USACE sent a letter (February 17, 2012) affirming its position that the project’s
Environmental Impact Statement should “rigorously explore and objectively evaluate” the Red
Corridor Alternative.

e The Town of Garner sent a letter (March 7, 2012) stressing its concerns about detrimental
community impacts that could arise with continued “construction and/or study” of the Red
Corridor Alternative.

e The Wake County Board of Commissioners sent a letter (August 29, 2012) reaffirming the
County’s support of the Orange and Green Corridor Alternatives and requesting that the study
be completed as quickly as possible.

e FHWA and USACE sent a letter (December 7, 2012) indicating that the Red Corridor
Alternative should be studied in detail in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

o NC Representative Paul Stam submitted a letter (October 23, 2013) requesting that NCDOT
complete studies on the Purple Corridor Alternative as quickly as possible and expressing
support for the Orange Corridor Alternative.

o NC Representative Darren Jackson submitted a letter (November 12, 2013) suggesting that the
Orange Corridor Alternative is the best option for the project west of 1-40 and that potential
impacts east of 1-40 on the Sherriff’s training center and the wastewater treatment spray fields
should carry more weight than potential impacts to the Randleigh Farm property. The letter
also suggested that NCDOT complete necessary work as soon as possible in order to eliminate
the Red Corridor Alternative.

e NC Senator Tamara Barringer and Representative Nelson Dollar submitted a letter (November
12, 2013) expressing support for the Orange Corridor Alternative and opposition to the Red,
Blue, Purple, and Lilac Corridor Alternatives.

e The Town of Holly Springs submitted a letter (November 12, 2013) detailing the reasons why
the Town supports the Orange Corridor Alternative and opposes the Purple Corridor
Alternative.

e The Wake County Planning, Development and Inspections Division submitted a letter
(November 12, 2013) expressing support for the Orange Corridor west of 1-40 and the Green
Corridor east of 1-40, citing the importance of these routes in supporting the Wake County
Land Use Plan.

e The Wake County Division of Parks, Recreation and Open Space submitted a letter
(November 12, 2013) expressing support for the Orange Corridor Alternative west of 1-40 and
the Green Corridor Alternative east of 1-40, citing impacts to Wake County priority stream
corridors, the planned Southeast County Park, and a Natural Heritage site along Middle Creek
as concerns about the Purple, Blue, and Red Corridor Alternatives.

Copies of these letters are in Appendix H.
4.4  STATE LEGISLATION

North Carolina House Bill 225 and Senate Bill 165, which both passed the State General Assembly,
prevent implementation of the Complete 540 — Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension north of the
Orange Corridor Alternative. Governor Beverly Perdue signed the bill into law as North Carolina
Session Law (NCSL) 2011-7 on March 18, 2011. A copy of the legislation is in Appendix G.

As indicated in Section 6.3.3, the Capital Area MPO passed a resolution on December 12, 2012,
requesting that NCSL 2011-7 be repealed to allow study of alternative routes for the project in
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accordance with NEPA and other federal laws and to allow construction of the project as quickly as
possible. The Capital Area MPO sent a copy of the resolution to the North Carolina General
Assembly to encourage repeal of the law. On January 23, 2013, the Town of Garner sent a letter to the
Wake County delegation of the General Assembly affirming its opposition to the repeal of the law. A
copy of this letter is in Appendix G.

During its 2013 session, the North Carolina General Assembly passed two bills removing the
alignment restrictions previously imposed on the project by NCSL 2011-7. Governor Pat McCrory
signed House Bill 10 into law as NCSL 2013-94 on June 12, 2013, and signed House Bill 817 into law
as NCSL 2013-183 on June 26, 2013. By removing the restrictions imposed by NCSL 2011-7, this
legislation allowed NCDOT to fully resume the project’s environmental study. Copies of this
legislation are in Appendix G.
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APPENDIX A
Section 6002 Coordination Plan
(Including Notice of Intent)



Final Section 6002 Coordination Plan
for the Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension Project
(STIP Projects R-2721, R-2828, & R-2829)

COORDINATION PLAN

1. Purpose of Plan.

1.1. Section 6002 ComplianceThis plan is intended to satisfy the requiremengafor
Coordination Plan under Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU (23 U&139) for the
Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension, also knowmeaSouthern and Eastern
Wake Expressway, project (North Carolina Departmeifirafsportation [NCDOT]
State Transportation Improvement Program [STIP] Pt®jRe2721, R-2828, and
R-2829).

1.2. Integration of NEPA and Section 404 Requiremefitge process established in this plan
is intended to ensure that the requirements of the@h&tEnvironmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969, as amended, and Section 404 of the Cleam Méitean be satisfied as
part of a single process. Specifically, this plamisnded ensure that, to the maximum
extent practicable,

» there is regular communication and collaborative dsonsamong all agencies
that have information, experience, and/or expertiseaateto issues considered
in Section 404 permitting;

» the North Carolina Department of Environment and NatuesbRrces
(NCDENR) can issue Section 401, Riparian Buffer Autlaimans, Isolated
Wetland Permits, and State Stormwater Permits basedaymation developed
as part of the NEPA process; and

* the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) can issue #d®e404 permit for the
project promptly following the end of the NEPA processhewut the need for
supplemental NEPA studies,

» so that any other required permits or approvals can baebtaithout
unexpected issues or delays.

1.3. Agency CommunicatianThis plan establishes a framework for regular commtiaita
among all of the agencies involved in the environmentaweprocess. This
communication will include regular agency coordination megst These meetings will
provide a forum for open discussion and dialogue among agendieetings with one
or more individual agencies also may occur as part sfatucess. When possible, all
Participating Agencies will be informed of a smaller tmepto ensure all appropriate
parties are included and will be updated after the meeting.

January 25, 2011 1



2. Project Initiation

2.1.Project Initiation Notice The environmental review process for a project isatgtl
when the North Carolina Turnpike Authority (NCTA) subsrat project initiation notice
to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). Thigine was provided in the form
of a letter from NCTA to FHWA on November 20, 2009. A tiNdtice of Intent was
included with this notice.

2.2.Notice of Intent A Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impaatesbent (EIS)
for this project was published in the Federal RegistdM@vember 30, 2009. The project
initiation notice and the Notice of Intent are atetlas Exhibit 1.

3. Project Schedule

3.1.Schedule The NCTA will prepare a project schedule showinggated dates for
completing all environmental studies and permitting. A diefiedule for the Southern
and Eastern Wake Expressway project is shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Draft Project Schedule

Notice of Intent November 2009
Identify Detailed Study Alternatives Q1 2011
DEIS Q1 2012
Identify Preferred Alternative Q2 2012
FEIS Q1 2013
ROD Q4 2013
Permit Application(s) Q1 2014*
Let Contract/Begin Construction Q2 2014*

*Contingent upon funding.

3.2. Agency Consultation The schedule will be shared with the agencies autisked at a
Turnpike Environmental Agency Coordination (TEAC) meetiAgiency comments will
be considered and the schedule may be revised as apmopriat

3.3.Updating SchedulesThe project schedule may be revised from time to biynthe lead
agencies during the environmental review process. Scheduigehwill be
communicated to all Participating and Cooperating Ageranidshe public. Under the
statute, the schedule may be extended by the lead ag/émcagood cause, and may be
shortened only with the consent of Cooperating Agencies

4. Agency Roles

4.1.Lead Federal AgencyFHWA will be the lead Federal agency. As lead Fadeency
in the Section 6002 process, FHWA is responsible for matenigin decisions as
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specified in Section 6002. In addition, FHWA has an ol/ezaponsibility for
facilitating the expeditious completion of the environta¢review process.

4.2.Lead State AgencyNCTA, a division of the NCDOT, will be the Leadagt Agency,
and thus will share with FHWA the responsibilitiedlod “Lead Agency” under the
process defined in Section 6002.

4.3. Participating Agencies NCTA will issue letters inviting Federal and non-Fetlera
agencies to serve as Participating Agencies for eagécpaeveloped under this plan.
Participating Agencies include any Federal, State, or lgahcies that may have an
interest in the project.

4.3.1. Invitation List Invitations were sent to Federal and non-Federal agetitat, in
the judgment of FHWA and NCTA, may have an intereshéproject. Table 2
lists agencies identified as having an interest in théh®owand Eastern Wake
Expressway project. With the exception of the NC Dmpant of Environment
and Natural Resources (NCDENR), Division of Marine FHigse all agencies
have agreed to serve as participating agencies for thecprdnstead, NCDENR,
Division of Marine Fisheries indicated that it will defe NCDENR, Division of
Water Quality. Invitation letters and agency response®to are included as
Exhibit 2 to this Plan.

Table 2: Agency Roles

Cooperating Participating|
Agency Agency

US Army Corps of Engineers v v
US Environmental Protection Agency
US Fish and Wildlife Service

NC Department of Cultural Resources — Historic
Preservation Office

NC Department of Environment & Natural Resources
Division of Marine Fisheries
Division of Water Quality
Wildlife Resources Commission

Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization

ANERNERN NN VN AN

4.3.2. Deadline Invitation letters specify a 30-day deadline for agencesspond to
the invitation.

4.3.3. Federal Invitees A Federal agency that is invited to be a Particigatigency
will be presumed to have accepted the invitation, unlesagéecy informs
NCTA or FHWA in writing, by the deadline, that it: “(Ajas no jurisdiction or
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authority with respect to the project; (B) has no expexr information relevant
to the project; and (C) does not intend to submit commentiseoproject.”

4.3.4. Non-Federal InviteesNon-Federal agencies are not required to accept
designation; they become Participating Agencies only ¥ gfermatively accept
the invitation. If a non-Federal agency declines or shm¢sespond to the
invitation, the agency will not be considered a PartiagaAgency.

4.3.5. No Implied Support Designation as a Participating Agency shall not ynipht
the Participating Agency supports a proposed project; oamagirisdiction over,
or special expertise with respect to evaluation ofptiogect

4.3.6. No Effect on Other LawsNothing in Section 6002, or in this Coordination Plan,
preempts or interferes with any power, jurisdiction, resgmlity, or authority
that a Federal, State, or local government agencyppwitan planning
organization, Indian tribe, or project sponsor has vapect to carrying out a
project or any other provisions of law applicable to prgjeglans, or programs.

4.4, Cooperating AgenciesA Participating Agency also may be designated as a Catoppe
Agency. The responsibilities of a “Cooperating Agenasg defined in the CEQ
regulations and are unchanged by SAFETEA-LU. In gendealgnation as a
Cooperating Agency signifies a somewhat higher levetwdlvement and responsibility
in the environmental review process. Federal, Stalecalgovernment agencies can
be designated as Cooperating Agencies. As shown in Talble BSACE was invited to
become a Cooperating Agency for this project. It isgazed that due to other
program commitments, Cooperating Agencies will not bpaesible for funding or
writing portions of the NEPA document.

4.5.Local Government Coordinatioithe Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization
(CAMPO) will serve as the official local representatfor the project. CAMPO staff
will be provided the same opportunities for input as otheidizating Agencies. Local
municipalities will be kept apprised of project developmémtsugh their involvement
with CAMPO. The following municipalities are represshby CAMPO: City of
Raleigh, City of Creedmoor, Town of Angier, TownAygex, Town of Butner, Town of
Cary, Town of Clayton, Town of Franklinton, Towndquay-Varina, Town of Garner,
Town of Holly Springs, Town of Knightdale, Town of Ma@ville, Town of Rolesville,
Town of Wake Forest, Town of Wendell, Town of YoungsyilTown of Zebulon, Wake
County, and portions of Franklin, Granville, Harnett, d&atnston Counties.

4.5.1. CAMPO Technical Coordinating Committee (TCB)NCTA staff member will
represent NCTA at CAMPO Technical Coordinating CommitTe€ed) meetings.

4.5.2. Meeting SummariesSummaries of monthly TEAC meetings will be provided to
CAMPO members.
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5. Turnpike-Environmental Agency Coordination (TEAC) Meetings

5.1. TEAC Meetings The principal method for agency coordination on NCTAgutsj will
be TEAC meetings, which will be hosted by NCTA. Theseetings will be used as a
forum for discussing all NCTA projects, including thosengestudied under other
procedures as well as those being studied under Section 600ZEAL meetings will
be held at the NCTA office in Raleigh, unless othegvgigecified in the meeting
invitation.

5.2.Meeting Dates The schedule for the TEAC meetings will be determime&HWA and
NCTA after consultation with NCDOT and the ParticipgtAgencies. This schedule
will be established, to the extent possible, for 12-montiogge The schedule will be
coordinated with NCDOT interagency meetings to avoid iairze conflicts and
minimize travel. Changes to the schedule will be pledito the Participating Agencies
as far in advance as possible. Each year, onceabigib new schedule will be
distributed.

5.3.Meeting Agenda and Objective3 he agenda for each TEAC meeting will be circulated
via e-mail to all Participating Agencies. The agendaiddhtify (a) any specific issues
that NCTA would like to resolve at the meeting and (b) sacific issues on which
NCTA is seeking comments from the Participating Agenatdbe meeting.

5.4.Meeting Materials NCTA will post the agenda and materials for each TEAgting on
a secure web site accessible to all Participating Agenduidelines for circulating
meeting materials are provided below.

5.4.1. Secure Web SiteMeeting materials will be made available to Partitngga
Agencies via NCTAs Constructware Sitetp://ncturnpike.constructware.cpm

5.4.2. Timing of Circulation To the greatest extent possible, NCTA will postabenda
and materials at least two weeks in advance of tleinge In some cases,
materials will be provided less than two weeks in advamcejll be circulated in
the TEAC meeting itself. NCTA will not seek to resmissues or obtain
Participating Agency comments on materials that tiredgaating Agencies
received less than two weeks in advance of the meeting.

5.4.3. Availability of Paper CopieslIn addition to posting documents on the TEAC web
site, NCTA will make paper copies of meeting materiatslable to all attendees
at each meeting.

5.4.4. Large DocumentsDocuments that would be difficult or time-consuming fo
agencies to reproduce (e.g., large maps, lengthy bound daswwigmcolor,
fold-out pages, etc.) will be made available to PartieigaAgencies in hard-copy
format at a meeting (or by mail two weeks or moredveace) for discussion at a
subsequent meeting. NCTA will consult with the ParticngpAgencies to
determine when this type of distribution is appropriate.
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5.5. Meeting SummariesAfter each meeting, the NCTA will prepare a meesagmary.
The summary will list the attendees, topics discusseksolved issues, and action
items. The meeting summary will be posted in draft fayrthe TEAC web site for
review and comment two weeks in advance of the next ngeelfleetings may be
recorded on audiotape; the recording may be used in preplaeimgeeting summaries.
The meeting summaries will be included in the admirtisgraecord.

5.6. Attendees Participating Agencies (including Cooperating Agencied)designate
primary contacts for each NCTA project. These printanytacts will regularly attend
TEAC meetings. Attendance may vary from month tatna@epending on the issues
being discussed. Primary contacts for the SouthetrEastern Wake Expressway
project are listed in Table 3.

Table 3: Primary Agency Contacts

US Army Corps of Engineers Eric Alsmeyer
US Environmental Protection Agency Chris Militscher
US Fish and Wildlife Service Gary Jordan
ggf:ict()eepartment of Cultural Resources — Historic Presienvat Peter Sandbeck
NC Department of Environment & Natural Resources --

Division of Marine Fisheries Kevin Hart

Division of Water Quality Brian Wrenn

Wildlife Resources Commission Travis Wilson
Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization Chris Lirkas

6. ldentification and Resolution of Project Issues

6.1. Constraint Mapping and Environmental Datss early as practicable in project
development, NCTA will provide FHWA and the Participathkgencies with mapping
that shows key environmental resources, communitiesgtaphbic conditions, and other
constraints in the project area. This mapping alsbidehtify potential conceptual
alternatives for the project, to the extent possilhen “alternative” at this stage will
generally be defined as a corridor.) The mapping may lmargeamied by other
supporting materials. This mapping may be presented ®attieipating Agencies over
a series of TEAC meetings and/or field meetings.

6.2.Field Visits and Agency MeetingsOne or more field visits may be held with
Participating Agencies to discuss constraints and obsaiy mput into development of
alternatives. Attendees in field visits may be a sulmfthe Participating Agencies,
depending on the issues to be discussed on the fieldhasgiever, all Participating
Agencies will be informed of upcoming meetings to determitexesst in attending. The
results of the field visit(s) will be discussed at a TE&eeting, which will provide
another opportunity for agency input.
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6.3. General Project Issued hroughout the process, Participating Agencies wiiinvited to
identify issues that need to be considered by the Leadcheggeim preparing the
environmental documentation and making project decisiodsidimg issues that relate
to the agencies’ ability to approve (or comment favorabltherapproval of) any
necessary permits for the project. These issuebwileferred to as “general project
Issues.”

6.4.Issues of ConcernAt any time in the process, a Participating Agenay ientify an
“issue of concern” as defined in SAFETEA-LU, which isissue that in the agency’s
judgment could result in denial of a permit or substade#dy in issuing a permit.

6.4.1. Format Participating agencies will be strongly encouragedibong any “issues
of concern” in writing to FHWA and NCTA on agency lettead. Issues of
concern submitted in other formats (e.g., e-mail) algb be considered.

6.4.2. Timing. Participating Agencies are required by statute to iiyeanty issues of
concern “as early as practicable” in the environmeetaéw process, but this
determination is based on information provided by the leadcgggenin some
cases, it may not be practicable to identify an is$wemcern until late in the
process. The statute does not set a specific deddlin@ising these issues.

6.4.3. Request for CommentAt any point in the process, NCTA may ask the
Participating Agencies to state in writing whether traeeany issues of concern.
If such a request is made, NCTA will consult with Breaticipating Agencies
before setting a deadline for a response. If agreeldeblydad and Participating
Agencies, a deadline longer than 30 days could be established.

6.5. Monitoring and Updating NCTA will maintain a record of both “general projéxdues”
and “issues of concern” (if any) identified by the Pgrdating Agencies. Separate
meetings may be scheduled to resolve general projectiasdéor any issues of
concern. Additional issues may be added to the reaseldoon new information or
changed circumstances at any point in project developnidmns record will be posted
to the TEAC web site.

6.6. Resolving General Project IssueSeneral project issues that are not resolved among the
regular participants in the TEAC meetings can be edelVidr consideration by the more
senior officials within the relevant agencies. Any agentead or Participating — can
invoke the elevation process. The process is intendedflexiide, with specific
procedures determined on a case-by-case basis dependirggratitte of the issue. In
general, the elevation process will involve the follogvsteps:

* AParticipating Agency requests elevation on an issug@mwithe jurisdiction of
that agency. This request can be made in a TEAC meaeatingadetter or e-mail
to the other Participating Agencies and/or Lead Agencies.

* The request for elevation is placed on the agenda fousigon at a subsequent
TEAC meeting.
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» Ifthe issue is not resolved at that subsequent TEAGimge¢he issue is elevated
to more senior officials within the agencies.

» Each Participating Agency is responsible for identifying riore senior
official(s) within his or her agency who will be ditgcinvolved in the elevation.

» The Participating Agencies will work together to plan lthgistics and timing of
the elevation process, including any briefing materialstioer documents that
need to be prepared prior to a resolution of the issue.

6.7.Resolving Issues of Concertunder the statute, NCTA or the Governor may reqgaest
meeting at any time to resolve issues of concersudh a meeting is requested, FHWA
will convene a meeting in accordance with SAFETEA-LUasolve the specified issues
of concern. If an issue of concern is not resolvédimw30 days after such a meeting, a
report must be submitted to Congress and to the headsahaagencies, as provided in
SAFETEA-LU. If such a meeting is not requested, FH\WA BICTA will seek to
address and resolve the agencies’ issues of concerrnt a$ parmal agency
coordination during the environmental review process, andegtlilve the issue before
proceeding with subsequent studies. NCTA anticipateshisgpitocess will be invoked
rarely.

7. Development of Purpose and Need

7.1.Preliminary Purpose and Need Statement with Supporting lafaym Early in project
development, NCTA will prepare a brief preliminary sta¢@ét of purpose and need —
generally no more than one page in length. The prelmstatement of purpose and
need will be distributed to the agencies. This prelinyissatement will be accompanied
by supporting information to the extent that it is avaéabrhis information may
include:

* GIS map of study area (with study area identified)

* Summary of local concerns that resulted in projecttaxfdio the local
transportation plan(s)

» Traffic data related to project needs
» Justification for designation as NCTA project (basedumaling needs, etc.)
» Description of how the action will address the need.

7.2.Discussion aTEAC Meeting The preliminary purpose and need will be discussed with
the Participating Agencies at a TEAC meeting. Thi$pvdvide an early opportunity
for agency input into the purpose and need statement fprajext. In accordance with
Section 6002, the comment period will be 30 days (unless aeeagreed).

7.3. Determination of Purpose and Need Statemdihie purpose and need statement will be
refined, as appropriate, based on input from the ParticgpAgencies and the public.
Refinement of the purpose and need statement may be algittaive process that
occurs during the alternatives development and screening protks process will
include an opportunity for agencies and the public to commetiiepurpose and need
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statement as part of their review of the alternatsegsening report. (See Part 8.4 and
8.5 below.) The purpose and need statement will be detedrbly the time of selection
of detailed study alternatives.

8. Development and Screening of Alternatives

8.1.

8.2.

8.3.

8.4.

8.5.

8.6.

Conceptual AlternativesAn initial set of conceptual alternatives will be deped as
early as practicable in the process. The concepteashatives may be developed
concurrently with the preliminary purpose and need staten¥rese alternatives will
be provided to the agencies along with the environmentatreamtsmapping that
provides the basis for identifying issues of concern. E2et6.1 abovg

Alternatives DevelopmentThrough agency coordination and public involvement,
NCTA will develop a range of preliminary alternatives éonsideration. This range
may extend beyond the initial set of conceptual altaresti This effort is intended to be
comprehensive and inclusive. NCTA will maintain a sumnudrgll alternatives
suggested by Participating Agencies and the public.

Alternatives Screening ReporThe NCTA will prepare an alternatives screening report
that presents the development of alternatives, thidigasion for eliminating alternatives
from further consideration, and identifies alternatipesposed for detailed study. The
alternatives screening report will be provided to the &pdiing Agencies and discussed
in a TEAC meeting.

Opportunity for Public Input A summary of the purpose and need and alternatives
screening report will be made available for public review@rment. A public
meeting (or meetings) may be held in the project doemg the public comment period
on this report. This comment period will serve as tHaip'a opportunity for
involvement in both developing the purpose and need and deiregrtine range of
alternatives to be considered in the EIS. A summépublic input will be provided to
Participating Agencies. Agencies will be given not€¢he public meeting and will be
welcome to attend.

Opportunity for Agency Input Participating Agencies will be given a 30-day period to
provide additional comments on the alternatives screeapgytrfollowing distribution

of the report summarizing public comments. Participating Agsnwill not be asked to
concur on the alternatives screening report. Particgpéiyencies will be asked to
submit any significant objections to the alternativesesaing report in writing to FHWA
and NCTA on agency letterhead.

Lead Agency DecisianThe Lead Agencies identify the detailed study alternatased
on the comments received from Participating Agenciestag@ublic. In general, the
NCTA and FHWA will seek to resolve any issues or conceggarding the range of
detailed study alternatives at this stage of the prodesgissues that are not resolved at
this stage will need to be resolved prior to issuance etads 404 permit by the
USACE. ltis incumbent on all Participating Agenciesdise issues, concerns, or
comments in a timely manner and to also provide suggestiomssolution.
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9. Methodologies and Level of Detail for Alternatives Arsis

9.1. Proposed Methodologiesarly in project development, NCTA will prepare netis
outlining proposed methodologies for analyzing alternativehe materials will
summarize the methodologies intended to be used forsedsantive area within the
EIS — noise, air, water resources, traffic issuegrmary and cumulative impacts, etc.
Standard procedures will simply be referenced, where ajyic Any modifications to
standard procedures will be identified and discussed in depth.

9.2. Opportunity for Agency Input The proposed methodologies that vary from standard
procedures will be developed in consultation with agen@emg relevant information,
experience, or expertise. For example, the USACENEIIENR and other
Participating Agencies as appropriate will be consulteteireloping the methodology
for analyzing impacts to aquatic resources; the HPObeiltonsulted in developing
methodologies for analyzing impacts to historic sitesl(iding both architectural and
archeological resources).

9.3.0ngoing Coordination Methodologies for alternatives analysis may lieed
throughout the environmental review process. The Lead Agemall discuss
adjustments, as appropriate, with Participating Agenaid EAC meetings.

9.4.Level of Detail The Lead Agencies, in consultation with the Pauéiting Agencies,
will determine the appropriate level of design detail f@liprinary alternatives, for the
detailed study alternatives, and for the preferred altemat

9.4.1. Preliminary Alternatives The level of design for the detailed study altexasti
will be determined in consultation with the ParticipgtAgencies. There is no
presumption that any specific level of design is needesijgsue will be
determined based on the information needed to allow infodeeidion-making.

9.4.2. Detailed Study Alternativesin general, functional design will be used as the
basis for comparing the impacts of the alternatindte Draft EIS (known as the
Detailed Study Alternatives) and will be used for dep#lg the cost estimates
presented in the Draft EIS. A higher level of desigmitietay be developed for
Detailed Study Alternatives in some cases; this isslidevdiscussed with
Participating Agencies in accordance with Sections®2,and 9.3.

9.4.3. Bridging Decisions The Lead Agencies, in consultation with USACE and
NCDENR (and, if appropriate, other Participating Agencrai)determine
bridge locations and approximate lengths for each of thdestesiudy
alternatives. These issues also will be discuss@&EAC meetings with all
Participating Agencies.

9.4.4. Preferred Alternative The Preferred Alternative may be developed to a highe
level of detail in the Final EIS, in accordance with gaures specified in
FHWA/FTA guidance for the Section 6002 process. If phasadtouction is
anticipated, the higher level of design detail may beldped for a portion of the
Preferred Alternative. As allowed under Section 6002, tieehilevel of design

January 25, 2011 10



detail may be prepared for the purpose of developing maiyateasures and/or
for complying with permitting requirements (e.g., Secd®d permitting).

9.5.Lead Agency Decisianlf there are disagreements about methodology, ort éabeu
appropriate level of design detail, FHWA and NCTA waék to resolve those
disagreements with the agencies having the concern ase with relevant expertise —
for example, the HPO on historic resource issueder &bnsultation, the Lead Agencies
will determine the methodology to be used in the NEPAidmmnt. The basis for that
decision will be documented in the project file and providethe Participating
Agencies.

10. Selection of Preferred Alternative/LEDPA

10.1.Recommended Alternativdhe NCTA may choose to identify a Recommended
Alternative in the Draft EIS. The Recommended Alatire is only a recommendation
and is not a final decision.

10.2.Timing for Identifying Preferred Alternativel he following actions will be completed
before NCTA selects a Preferred Alternative:

» the Draft EIS has been issued and submitted to the Stedenghouse;

» a Section 404 Public Notice Request has been submitted t€BE/Sa#d the Public
Notice has been issued by the USACE;

* a public hearing on the Draft EIS has been held, andotimenent period on the
Draft EIS has ended.

10.3.Process for Identifying Preferred Alternativighe process for identifying a preferred
alternative will include:

» the NCTA will prepare an information package containingnapaicts comparison
matrix, responses to substantive comments on the Bi&fthat relate to selection
of the Preferred Alternative, and other pertinent imfation;

» the NCTA will provide the information package to the Rgrating Agencies at least
two weeks prior to the TEAC meeting at which the packadldoevidiscussed,;

» the Participating Agencies will be given a 30-day peraldiing the TEAC
meeting to provide comments on the information package there will be a
discussion of the alternatives comparison package alA& Teeeting; and

» ifrequested by the Participating Agencies, the NCTA arilange for a field review
of the alternatives.

10.4.0pportunity for Agency InputThe NCTA will provide FHWA and all Participating
Agencies with a copy of the preferred alternative infation package. The report will
be discussed at a TEAC meeting. Agencies will be prdwdth a 30-day period to
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comment on the report after the meeting (in additotihe comment opportunities
provided under Section 10.1 above). Agencies will not bedaskeoncur on the
Preferred Alternative. Agencies will be asked to submitsagyyificant objections in
writing to FHWA and NCTA on agency letterhead.

10.5.Lead Agency DecisionThe NCTA and FHWA will formally identify the Prefed
Alternative after considering all comments receivednfi@articipating Agencies,
including both written comments and comments provided oDtha# EIS and in
TEAC meetings.

11. Avoidance, Minimization, Mitigation, and Enhancement

11.1. Integration into Project DevelopmenDpportunities to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
impacts, and to enhance the impacted resources, vatisdered throughout the
process, including during initial development of alterresivAs allowed under
Section 6002, the Preferred Alternative may be developethighar level of detail for
purposes of developing mitigation measures and meeting pagmgguirements.

11.2. Required Compensatory Mitigatiom he Lead Agencies will consult with USACE and
NCDENR (and other Participating Agencies as appropriatdetermine the type, size,
and location of required compensatory mitigation fgraets to waters of the United
States.

11.2.1.0n-Site Mitigation The potential for on-site mitigation for impactsxaters of
the United States will be considered in the Draft EISHe detailed study
alternatives. This discussion will typically includéiacussion of conceptual on-
site mitigation locations. The potential for on-snéigation will be discussed in
more detail in the Final EIS.

11.2.2.0ff-Site/Ecosystem Enhancement Program (EERje NCTA will coordinate
with the Ecosystem Enhancement Program (EEP) duringcpiageelopment and
design regarding the use of credits from the EEP’sitdfmitigation sites to meet
mitigation requirements for impacts to waters of tm#éd States. The EEP also
may carry out on-site mitigation on behalf of NCTA.

12.Section 404/401 Permitting and Other Permits/Approvals

12.1. Early Coordination NCTA will conduct early coordination with the Haipating
Agencies to identify applicable permitting requirements tandetermine the analysis
and documentation required to satisfy those requireme&ds.Parts 6 and 9 above.
Permits that may be applicable to this project include:

* Section 404/401 Permits
» Successful completion of Section 7 consultation

» Successful completion of Section 106 process (and Settfp if applicable)
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12.2. Comment OpportunitiesThe environmental review process includes multiple
opportunities for comment by Participating Agenciegjescribed below:

12.2.1.Participating Agencies may submit comments at the TE®Etings and in other
meetings or field visits held during the environmental revieve@ss. NCTA will
prepare meeting summaries for all substantive meetmgsParticipating
Agencies. The meeting summaries will document comsnenatvided by
Participating Agencies.

12.2.2 Participating Agencies also will be invited to provide writtmments at various
points in the process as noted above. Agencies apeir@ged to provide their
written comments on agency letterhead; in particalgencies are strongly
encouraged to use letterhead when identifying issues ofrcone®wever, all
written comments submitted by agencies, including consrgrbmitted by
email, will be accepted and considered in decision-making.

12.2.3.If a Participating Agency raises an issue of condéen]ead Agencies will confer
with that agency, and with other agencies as appropriageldress those issues.

12.2.4.Meeting summaries and written agency comments (regamafléssmat) be
considered by the Lead Agencies in decision-making andwiihcluded in the
project files.

12.3. Jurisdictional DelineationsThe NCTA will prepare the necessary documentation t
obtain preliminary jurisdictional verification by the USE (and, as appropriate,
NCDENR) for all delineated wetlands and streams wittenraidor along each of the
detailed study alternatives (unless otherwise determined tasfphe discussion of
methodologies in accordance with Section 9 of this pldmese delineations will be
used as the basis for comparing wetlands and stream inpaloesDraft EIS. The
width of the corridor within which jurisdictional delingans are made will be
determined through coordination with the Participating Agendiarisdictional
determination on Detailed Study Alternatives will be parfed as preliminary, and
once the Preferred Alternative is determined, the jfurgddictional determination will
be conducted. NCTA will prepare the necessary documenttatiobtain final
jurisdictional verification (i.e., Rapanos jurisdicta determination forms) for the
Preferred Alternative.

12.4. Pre-Application ConsultationThe NCTA will engage in pre-application consultatio
as appropriate, with each agency that is responsiblad&ing a permit decision on
the project.

12.5. Request for Public NoticeThe NCTA will submit the Section 404 permit applicatio
to the USACE at the time the Draft EIS is issued. @pislication will typically be
submitted prior to identification of a Preferred Altemat therefore, it typically will
not identify the specific alternative for which the'pé is being requested. This
submittal will enable the USACE to issue a public notice taruse the FHWA/NCTA

January 25, 2011 13



public hearing on the Draft EIS as the USACE'’s public Imgaon the Section 404
application.

12.6. Public Hearing The public hearing on the Draft EIS will also seasethe public
hearing for the Section 404 permit application.

12.7. Refining the Permit ApplicatianAfter selection of a Preferred Alternative, thE T
will coordinate on a regular basis with the USACE, NENIR, and other Participating
Agencies as appropriate regarding all applicable permit apiplics for the project.
This coordination may occur as part of the TEAC meetamgBor in separate meetings
convened to discuss permitting issues. These meetingselitie discussions of:

* avoidance and minimization measures

e compensatory mitigation

* review of hydraulic design

* review of stormwater management plans
* review of construction methods

* review of final permit drawings

12.8. Permit Application and DecisionAfter the permitting meetings described above, the
NCTA will submit an updated Section 404 permit applicatiotheoUSACE and a
Section 401 certification request to NCDENR. Permit agpibns under other
applicable laws will also be filed. All permit applizats shall be filed in accordance
with the respective agency permitting requirements inepgdi¢he time of application.
All respective permitting agencies shall forward the peamplications to other
agencies for review as required by the respective ageguaiat®ns and/or rules.

12.9. Permit Decisions The permitting agencies will consider and act uperpérmit
applications in accordance with their procedures.

12.10.Permitting DelayIf a Section 404 permit (or any other permit or approgaipt
issued within 180 days after the FHWA issues a Record déibedROD)and a
complete permit application is submitted, the USDOT balrequired by Section 6002
to submit a report to the Congress — specifically, to theriise on Environment and
Public Works of the Senate and the Committee on Tratagmor and Infrastructure in
the House of Representatives. Reports must be submtted 60 days thereafter
until the issue is resolved. The same requirementeggpaiother permitting decisions.

12.11.Coordination After Permit Issuancifter permit issuance, NCTA will coordinate
directly with permitting agencies and others as requireithé&yerms of project
permits. Such coordination may include issues such as liagidwal project plans,
tracking compliance with permit conditions, and modifyingnpies to address changes
to the project’s design, construction methodology ostioiction timeframe.

January 25, 2011 14
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
TURNPIKE AUTHORITY

BEVERLY E. PERDUE 1578 MAIL SERVICE CENTER, RALEIGH, N.C. 27699-1578 DAVID W. JOYNER
GOVERNOR EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

November 20, 2009

John F. Sullivan, HI, P.E.
Division Administrator

FHWA North Carolina Division
310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410
Raleigh, NC 27601-1418

RE: STIP Projects R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829
Notification of Project Initiation

Dear Mr. Sullivan,

In accordance with Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, the North Carolina Turnpike Authority (NCTA) is
notifying the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) that planning, environmental, and engineering
studies for the proposed Southern and Eastern Wake Expressway project are underway. The project is
included in the 2009-2015 North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP) as Projects R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829. These three projects are being
developed as a single project in a single Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

NCTA, a division of NCDOT, will prepare an EIS on the proposed southern and eastern portions of the
Outer Loop around Raleigh and surrounding communities in Wake and Johnston Counties. The project
extends from the vicinity of NC 55 at SR 1172 (Old Smithfield Road) near Apex to the vicinity of US 64/US
264 Bypass in Knightdale, a distance of approximately 28 miles. The proposed project would complete the
Outer Loop.

It is anticipated that a Clean Water Act 404 Individual Permit will be required from the US Army Corps of
Engineers (Corps). NCTA will coordinate throughout project development with the Corps to ensure that
their concerns are addressed and incorporated into the EIS.

Enclosed, please find a Draft Notice of Intent to begin work on the environmental document for the
Southern and Eastern Wake Expressway project. If you have any questions or would like to discuss the

project in more detail, please contact Jennifer Harris at (919) 571-3004.

Sincerely

Steve'n D. 'eWitt, P.E. —\

Chief Engineer

c: Ms. Deborah Barbour, P.E., NCDOT
Ms. Jennifer Harris, P.E., NCTA

NORTH CAROLINA TURNPIKE AUTHORITY
TELEPHONE: 919-571-3000 FAX: 919-571-3015



NOTICES
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Highway Administration
Environmental Impact Statement; Wake and Johnston Counties, NC

December __, 2009

AGENCY:  Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), DOT
ACTION: Notice of Intent (NOI)

SUMMARY: The FHWA is issuing this notice to advise the public that an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) will be prepared for a proposed project in Wake and Johnston Counties,
North Carolina.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. George Hoops, P.E., Major Projects
Engineer, Federal Highway Administration, 310 Bern Avenue, Suite 410, Raleigh, North
Carolina 27601-1418, Telephone: (919) 747-7022.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Pursuant to Title 23, Code of Federal Regulations, Part
771, Environmental Impact and Related Procedures, the FHWA, in cooperation with the North
Carolina Turnpike Authority (NCTA), a division of the North Carolina Department of
Transportation (NCDOT), will prepare an EIS addressing the proposed completion of the
Raleigh Outer Loop. The proposed study area boundary begins in Wake County at NC 55 in the
vicinity of Apex and Holly Springs. The boundary extends southward along NC 55 and turns
eastward to parallel NC 42, crossing into Johnston County near Benson Road (NC 50). The
boundary turns northward near Clayton, extending to US 64/US 264 Bypass, in Knightdale. The
study area includes southeastern limits of Raleigh and the southern limits of Garner and Cary.
The proposed action is included in the 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan approved by the
Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO).

This project is designated as three projects in the NCDOT State Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP) — Projects R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829. These projects combine to form the
southern and eastern portions of the Outer Loop around Raleigh and surrounding communities,
completing the Outer Loop. The northern portion of the Outer Loop is open to traffic and the
western portion, the Western Wake Freeway, is currently under construction. The southern
portion of this project is proposed to tie into the Western Wake Freeway near Apex. The eastern
portion of this project is proposed to tie into the northern portion of the Outer Loop at the US
64/US 264 Bypass in Knightdale.

The EIS for the proposed action will consider alternatives that include improving existing
roadways as well as alternatives that involve building a new location facility. Multiple alternative



corridors for a new location facility may be evaluated. The analysis will also include a range of
non-highway improvement alternatives, including the “No-Build” alternative (continuation of the
existing condition), expanding transit service, transportation demand management (TDM), and
transportation system management (TSM). As part of the EIS, NCTA will study the feasibility
and impacts of developing the proposed project as a tolled facility.

Letters describing the proposed action and soliciting comments will be sent to appropriate
Federal, State and local agencies. Scoping will occur over a series of meetings with the agencies
and citizens informational workshops with the public. Information on the dates, times, and
locations of the citizens informational workshops will be advertised in the local news media and
newsletters will be mailed to those on the project mailing list. If you wish to be placed on the
mailing list contact Jennifer Harris at the address listed below. The Draft EIS will be available
for public and agency review and comment prior to the public hearing.

To ensure the full range of issues related to the proposed action are addressed and all significant
issues identified, comments and suggestions are invited from all interested parties. Comments
and questions concerning the proposed action should be directed to the FHWA at the address
provided above or directed to: Ms. Jennifer Harris, P.E., Staff Engineer, North Carolina Turnpike
Authority, at 5400 Glenwood Avenue, Suite 400, Raleigh, North Carolina, 27612. Telephone:
(919)571-3000. Email: sewake@ncturnpike.org.

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance Program Number 20.205, Highway Research, Planning
and Construction. The regulations implementing Executive Order 12372 regarding
intergovernmental consultation of Federal programs and activities apply to this program.)

Issued on:

George Hoops, P.E. — Major Projects Engineer
Federal Highway Administration
Raleigh, North Carolina
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Consumptive Use of up to 1.999 mgd;
Modification Date: October 28, 2009.

31. Novus Operating, LLC, Pad ID:
Wilcox #1, ABR-20090803, Covington
Township, Tioga County, Pa.;
Consumptive Use of up to 0.999 mgd;
Transferred Date: October 22, 2009.

32. Novus Operating, LLC, Pad ID:
Brookfield #1, ABR—20090804,
Brookfield Township, Tioga County,
Pa.; Consumptive Use of up to 0.999
mgd; Transferred Date: October 22,
2009.

Authority: Public Law 91-575, 84 Stat.
1509 et seq., 18 CFR Parts 806, 807, and 808.
Dated: November 17, 2009.
Stephanie L. Richardson,
Secretary to the Commission.
[FR Doc. E9—28514 Filed 11-27-09; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7040-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Highway Administration

Environmental Impact Statement:
Wake and Johnston Counties, NC

AGENCY: Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of Intent (NOI).

SUMMARY: The FHWA is issuing this
notice to advise the public that an
environmental impact statement will be
prepared for a proposed project in Wake
and Johnston Counties, North Carolina.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
George Hoops, P.E., Major Projects
Engineer, Federal Highway
Administration, 310 Bern Avenue, Suite
410, Raleigh, North Carolina 27601—
1418, Telephone: (919) 747-7022.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Pursuant
to Title 23, Code of Federal Regulations,
Part 771, Environmental Impact and
Related Procedures, the FHWA, in
cooperation with the North Carolina
Turnpike Authority (NCTA), a division
of the North Carolina Department of
Transportation (NCDOT), will prepare
an environmental impact statement
(EIS) addressing the proposed
completion of the Raleigh Outer Loop.
The proposed study area boundary
begins in Wake County at NC 55 in the
vicinity of Apex and Holly Springs. The
boundary extends southward along NC
55 and turns eastward to parallel NC 42,
crossing into Johnston County near
Benson Road (NC 50). The boundary
turns northward near Clayton,
extending to US 64/US 264 Bypass, in
Knightdale. The study area includes
southeastern limits of Raleigh and the
southern limits of Garner and Cary. The
proposed action is included in the 2035

Long Range Transportation Plan
approved by the Capital Area
Metropolitan Planning Organization
(CAMPO).

This project is designated as three
projects in the NCDOT State
Transportation Improvement Program
(STIP)—Projects R—2721, R—2828, and
R-2829. These projects combine to form
the southern and eastern portions of the
Outer Loop around Raleigh and
surrounding communities, completing
the Outer Loop. The northern portion of
the Outer Loop is open to traffic and the
western portion, the Western Wake
Freeway, is currently under
construction. The southern portion of
this project is proposed to tie into the
Western Wake Freeway near Apex. The
eastern portion of this project is
proposed to tie into the northern portion
of the Outer Loop at the US 64/US 264
Bypass in Knightdale. The EIS for the
proposed action will consider
alternatives that include improving
existing roadways as well as alternatives
that involve building a new location
facility. Multiple alternative corridors
for a new location facility may be
evaluated. The analysis will also
include a range of non-highway
improvement alternatives, including the
“No-Build” alternative (continuation of
the existing condition), expanding
transit service, transportation demand
management (TDM), and transportation
system management (TSM). As part of
the EIS, NCTA will study the feasibility
and impacts of developing the proposed
project as a tolled facility.

Letters describing the proposed action
and soliciting comments will be sent to
appropriate Federal, State and local
agencies. Scoping will occur over a
series of meetings with the agencies and
citizens informational workshops with
the public. Information on the dates,
times, and locations of the citizens
informational workshops will be
advertised in the local news media, and
newsletters will be mailed to those on
the project mailing list. If you wish to
be placed on the mailing list, contact
Jennifer Harris at the address listed
below. The Draft EIS will be available
for public and agency review and
comment prior to the public hearing.

To ensure the full range of issues
related to the proposed action are
addressed and all significant issues
identified, comments and suggestions
are invited from all interested parties.
Comments and questions concerning the
proposed action should be directed to
the FHWA at the address provided
above or directed to: Ms. Jennifer Harris,
P.E., Staff Engineer, North Carolina
Turnpike Authority, at 5400 Glenwood
Avenue, Suite 400, Raleigh, North

Carolina 27612. Telephone: (919) 571—
3000. E-mail: sewake@ncturnpike.org.

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Program Number 20.205, Highway Research,
Planning and Construction. The regulations
implementing Executive Order 12372
regarding intergovernmental consultation of
Federal programs and activities apply to this
program.)

Issued on: November 23, 2009.
George Hoops,

Major Projects Engineer, Federal Highway
Administration, Raleigh, North Carolina.

[FR Doc. E9—28626 Filed 11-27-09; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-22-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Highway Administration
[WisDOT Project 1206-07-03]

Notice of Intent to Prepare a
Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement; USH 18 & 151, CTH
PD to USH 12 & 14, Madison Urban
Area; Dane County, WI

AGENCY: Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), DOT.
ACTION: Notice of Intent to Prepare a
Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement.

SUMMARY: The FHWA is issuing this
notice to advise the public that a
Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (SDEILS) is being
prepared for transportation
improvements to the USH 18 & 151
(Verona Rd) corridor from CTH PD to
USH 12 & 14 in the Madison Urban
Area, Dane County, Wisconsin, WisDOT
Project 1206—07-03. The SDEIS is being
prepared in conformance with 40 CFR
1500 and FHWA regulations.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA), in cooperation with the
Wisconsin Department of
Transportation (WisDOT), is preparing a
Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (SDEIS) on
improvements needed to provide
capacity for existing and projected
traffic demand, to reduce high crash
rates, and to provide better connectivity
between land areas adjacent to the
highways on approximately 2 miles of
existing USH 18 & 151 (Verona Road)
from CTH PD (McKee Rd) to USH 12 &
14 (Madison South Beltline Hwy). The
previous DEIS corridor included three
focus areas: (1) The West Madison
Beltline Hwy (USH 12 & 14 from USH
14 in Middleton to Todd Dr in
Madison), (2) Interchange upgrades and
new grade separations on the West
Madison Beltline, and (3) the same
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Q

US.Department North Carolina Division 310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410
of Tronqurtotlon | ' Raleigh, North Carolina 27601
- Federal Highway August 17,2010

Administration

In Reply Refer To:

Mr. Eric Alsmeyer HDA-NC

US Army Corps of Engineers

Raleigh Field Office

3331 Heritage Trade Drive, Suite 105
- Wake Forest, North Carolina 27587

RE:  Invitation to Become Participating Agency and Cooperating Agency
Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension
Wake & Johnston Counties/STIP Projects: R-2721, R-2828, R-2829

Dear Mr. Alsmeyer:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in cooperation with the North Carolina Turnpike
Authority (NCTA), a division of North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT), is initiating the
project development, environmental, and engineering studies for the proposed Triangle Expressway
Southeast Extension project, also known as the Southern and Eastern Wake Expressway, in Wake and
Johnston Counties. This project is included in the 2009-2015 NCDOT State Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP) as Projects R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829. The study area boundary begins in Wake
County at NC 55 in the vicinity of Apex and Holly Springs. The boundary extends southward along NC
55 and turns eastward to parallel NC 42, crossing into Johnston County near Benson Road (NC 50). The
boundary turns northward near Clayton, extending to US 64/US 264 Bypass, in Knightdale. The study
area includes southeastern limits of Raleigh and the southern limits of Garner and Cary. ‘A Notice of
Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was published on November 30, 2009
(Federal Register Vol. 74, No. 228, page 62629).

Your agency was identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this letter, we are
extending to your agency an invitation to be a participating agency with the FHWA in the development of
the EIS for the subject project. This designation does not imply that your agency either supports the
proposal or has any special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project.

FHWA also requests the participation of the US Army Corps of Engineers as a cooperating agency in the
preparation of the Draft EIS and Final EIS, in accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on '
Environmental Quality's (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provision of the National
Environmental Policy Act.

Pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies are responsible to identify, as early as
practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project’s potential environmental or socioeconomic
impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an agency from granting a permit or other approval that
is needed for the project. We suggest that your agency’s role in the development of the above project
include the following as they relate to your area of expertise:

AMERICAN
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1) Provide meaningful and early input on defining the purpose and need, determining the range of
alternatives to be considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the
alternatives analysis.
2) Participate in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate.
3) Timely review and comment on documents provided for your agency’s input during the
environmental review process.

A federal agency who does not respond to this letter will automatically be designated as a participating
agency. If you wish to decline, we ask that your agency submit a separate letter stating your reason for
declining the invitation to Ms. Jennifer Harris, P.E., NCTA Director of Planning and Environmental
Studies, at 5400 Glenwood Avenue, Suite 400, Raleigh, North Carolina 27612 by September 15, 2010.
Pursuant to SAFETEA-LU Section 6002, any federal agency that chooses to decline the invitation to be a
participating agency must specifically state in its response that it:

e Has no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project;
e Has no expertise or information relevant to the project; and
e Does not intend to submit comments on the project.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies’ respective
roles and responsibilities during the preparation of the EIS, please contact Mr. George Hoops, FHWA
Major Projects Engineer, at (919) 747-7022 or Ms. Harris at (919) 571-3004.

‘Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this project.

Sincerely,

%@ Sullivan, III, P.E.

Division Administrator

cc:  Mr. George Hoops, P.E., FHWA
. Ms. Jennifer Harris, P.E., NCTA
Mr. Scott McLendon, USACE




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

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF.

September 15, 2010
Regulatory Division

SUBJECT: Action ID 2009-02240; TIP Project Nos. R-2721, R-2828 and R-2829,
Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension

Mr. John F. Sullivan, ITI, P.E.

Division Administrator, North Carolina Division -
- US Department of Transportation

Federal Highway Administration

310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410

Raleigh, North Carolina 27601

Dear Mr. Sullivan:

Please reference your August 17, 2010 letter requesting the participation of the US Army
Corps of Engineers as a cooperating agency in the preparation of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) and Final EIS for the proposed TIP Project Nos. R-2721, R-2828 and R-2829,
Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension, in Wake and Johnston Counties, North Carolina. It is
our understanding that this project is being developed and will likely be constructed under
authority of the North Carolina Turnpike Authority (NCTA) as a toll facility.

Pursuant to the Council on Environmental Quality, (40 CFR 1501.6 Cooperating
Agencies), we would be pleased to participate in the development of the necessary environmental
document as a Cooperating Agency as you have requested, with the understanding that the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) will act as the lead Federal agency. It is our intention
to formally adopt the FHW A National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document, in whole or
in part, provided it meets our requirements relative to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and
NEPA, when the Record of Decision (or Finding of No Significant Impact, as appropriate) is
completed. Please note that other program commitments will preclude us from funding or
writing any portion of the subject document. However, it is our intention to fully participate in
the development of the necessary document throughout the EIS development process.



Should you have any questions, please contact the undersigned in the Raleigh Field Office
at (919) 554-4884, extension 23.

Sincerély,
Eric C. Alsmeyer
Regulatory Project Manager

- Copies Furnished: -

Mr. Steven D. DeWitt

Chief Engineer

North Carolina Turnpike Authority
1578 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1578

Mr. Brian Wrenn
NCDENR-DWQ
Wetlands Section

585 Waughtown Street
Winston-Salem, NC 27107

Mr. Gary Jordan

United States Fish & Wildlife Service
Fish and Wildlife Enhancement

Post Office Box 33726

Raleigh, NC 27636-3726

Mr. Christopher Militscher

USEPA Raleigh Office

Office of Environmental Assessment
310 New Bern Avenue, Room 206
Raleigh, NC 27601

Mr. Travis Wilson

Highway Coordinator

North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
1142 1-85 Service Road

Creedmoor, NC 27522
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US.Department _ North Carolina Division 310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410
of Transportation | ‘ Raleigh, North Carolina 27601
Federal Highway August 17,2010

Administration

- InReply Refer To:
HDA-NC

Mr. Gary Jordan

US Fish and Wildlife Service
Raleigh Field Office

Post Office Box 33726
Raleigh, North Carolina 27636

RE:  Invitation to Become Participating Agency and Cooperating Agency
. Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension
Wake & Johnston Counties/STIP Projects: R-2721, R-2828, R-2829

Dear Mr. Jordan

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in cooperation with the North Carolina Turnpike
Authority (NCTA), a division of North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT), is initiating the
project development, environmental, and engineering studies for the proposed Triangle Expressway
Southeast Extension project, also known as the Southern and Eastern Wake Expressway, in Wake and
Johnston Counties. This project is included in the 2009-2015 NCDOT State Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP) as Projects R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829. The study area boundary begins in Wake
County at NC 55 in the vicinity of Apex and Holly Springs. The boundary extends southward along NC
55 and turns eastward to parallel NC 42, crossing into Johnston County near Benson Road (NC 50). The
boundary turns northward near Clayton, extending to US 64/US 264 Bypass, in Knightdale. The study
area includes southeastern limits of Raleigh and the southern limits of Garner and Cary. A Notice of
Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was published on November 30, 2009
(Federal Register Vol. 74, No. 228, page 62629).

Your agency was identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this letter, we are
extending to your agency an invitation to be a participating agency with the FHWA in the development of
the EIS for the subject project. This designation does not imply that your agency either supports the
proposal or has any special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project.

Pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies are responsible to identify, as early as
practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project’s potential environmental or socioeconomic
impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an agency from granting a permit or other approval that
is needed for the project. We suggest that your agency’s role in the development of the above project
include the following as they relate to your area of expertise:

1) Provide meaningful and early input on defining the purpose and need, determining the range of
alternatives to be considered, and the methodologies and level of detail requlred in the ‘
alternatives analysis.

2)- Participate in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as approprlate

3) Timely review and comment on documents provided for your agency’s input during the
environmental review process.

MOVING THE ==
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A federal agency who does not respond to this letter will automatically be designated as a participating
agency. If you wish to decline, we ask that your agency submit a separate letter stating your reason for -
declining the invitation to Ms. Jennifer Harris, P.E., NCTA Director of Planning and Environmental
Studies, at 5400 Glenwood Avenue, Suite 400, Raleigh, North Carolina 27612 by September 15, 2010.
Pursuant to SAFETEA-LU Section 6002, any federal agency that chooses to decline the invitation to be a
participating agency must specifically state in its response that it:

e Has no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project;

e Has no expertise or information relevant to the project; and

e Does not intend to submit comments on the project.

A federal agency that does not decline the invitation by the date specified above will automatically be
designated as a participating agency.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies’ respective

roles and responsibilities during the preparation of the EIS, please contact please contact Mr. George

Hoops, FHWA Major Projects Engineer, at (919) 747-7022 or Ms. Harris at (919) 571-3004.

Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this project.

Sincerely,
/F. s. van, 111, P.E.

Division Administrator

cc:  Mr. George Hoops, PE, FHWA
Ms. Jennifer Harris, PE, NCTA
Mr. Brian Cole, USFWS




Q

US.Department North Carolina Division 310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410
of Transportation Raleigh, North Carolina 27601
" Federal Highway August 17,2010

Administration

In Reply Refer To:
HDA-NC

Mr. Chris Militscher

US Environmental Protection Agency
310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410
Raleigh, North Carolina 27601

RE:  Invitation to Become Participating Agency and Cooperating Agency
Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension
Wake & Johnston Counties/STIP Projects: R-2721, R-2828, R-2829

Dear Mr. Militscher:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in cooperation with the North Carolina Turnpike
Authority (NCTA), a division of North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT), is initiating the
project development, environmental, and engineering studies for the proposed Triangle Expressway
Southeast Extension project, also known as the Southern and Eastern Wake Expressway, in Wake and
Johnston Counties. This project is included in the 2009-2015 NCDOT State Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP) as Projects R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829. The study area boundary begins in Wake
County at NC 55 in the vicinity of Apex and Holly Springs. The boundary extends southward along NC
55 and turns eastward to parallel NC 42, crossing into Johnston County near Benson Road (NC 50). The
boundary turns northward near Clayton, extending to US 64/US 264 Bypass, in Knightdale. The study
area includes southeastern limits of Raleigh and the southern limits of Garner and Cary. A Notice of
Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was published on November 30, 2009
(Federal Register Vol. 74, No. 228, page 62629).

Your agency was identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this letter, we are -
extending to your agency an invitation to be a participating agency with the FHWA in the development of
the EIS for the subject project. This designation does not imply that your agency either supports the
proposal or has any special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project.

Pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies are responsible to identify, as early as
practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project’s potential environmental or socioeconomic
impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an agency from granting a permit or other approval that
is needed for the project. We suggest that your agency’s role in the development of the above project
include the following as they relate to your area of expertise:

1) Provide meaningful and early input on defining the purpose and need, determining the range of
alternatives to be considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required in the
alternatives analysis.

2) Participate in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as approprlate

3) Timely review and comment on documents provided for your agency’s input during the
environmental review process.
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A federal agency who does not respond to this letter will automatically be designated as a participating
agency. If you wish to decline, we ask that your agency submit a separate letter stating your reason for
declining the invitation to Ms. Jennifer Harris, P.E., NCTA Director of Planning and Environmental
Studies, at 5400 Glenwood Avenue, Suite 400, Raleigh, North Carolina 27612 by September 15, 2010.
Pursuant to SAFETEA-LU Section 6002, any federal agency that chooses to decline the invitation to be a
participating agency must specifically state in its response that it:

e Has no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project;

e Has no expertise or information relevant to the project; and

e Does not intend to submit comments on the project.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies’ respective
roles and responsibilities during the preparation of the EIS, please contact Mr. George Hoops, FHWA
Major Projects Engineer, at (919) 747-7022 or Ms. Harris at (919) 571-3004.

Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this project.

Sincerely,

Eézaulhvan III, P.E.

Division Administrator

ec:  Mr. George Hoops, P.E.,.FHWA
Ms. Jennifer Harris, P.E., NCTA
Mr. Ted Bisterfield, EPA-Atlanta




STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
TURNPIKE AUTHORITY

BEVERLY E. PURDUE 1578 MAIL SERVICE CENTER, RALEIGH, N.C. 27699-1578 DAVID W. JOYNER
GOVERNOR EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

August 10, 2010

Mr. Travis Wilson

NC Wildlife Resources Commission
1142 1-85 Service Road

Creedmoor, NC 27522

RE: Invitation to Become Participating Agency and Cooperating Agency
Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension
Wake & Johnston Counties/STIP Projects: R-2721, R-2828, R-2829

Dear Mr. Wilson:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in cooperation with the North Carolina Turnpike
Authority (NCTA), a division of North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT), is
initiating the project development, environmental, and engineering studies for the proposed
Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension project, also known as the Southern and Eastern Wake
Expressway, in Wake and Johnston Counties. This project is included in the 2009-2015 NCDOT
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) as Projects R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829.

The study area boundary begins in Wake County at NC 55 in the vicinity of Apex and Holly
Springs. The boundary extends southward along NC 55 and turns eastward to parallel NC 42,
crossing into Johnston County near Benson Road (NC 50). The boundary turns northward near
Clayton, extending to US 64/US 264 Bypass, in Knightdale. The study area includes southeastern
limits of Raleigh and the southern limits of Garner and Cary. A Notice of Intent (NOI) to
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was published on November 30, 2009 (Federal
Register Vol. 74, No. 228, page 62629).

Your agency was identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this letter,
we are extending to your agency an invitation to be a participating agency with the FHWA in the
development of the EIS for the subject project. This designation does not imply that your agency
either supports the proposal or has any special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project.

Pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies are responsible to identify, as
early as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project’s potential environmental or
socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an agency from granting a
permit or other approval that is needed for the project. We suggest that your agency’s role in the
development of the above project include the following as they relate to your area of expertise:

NORTH CAROLINA TURNPIKE AUTHORITY
TELEPHONE: 919-571-3000 FAX: 919-571-3015



1) Provide meaningful and early input on defining the purpose and need, determining the
range of alternatives to be considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required
in the alternatives analysis.

2) Participate in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate.

3) Timely review and comment on documents provided for your agency’s input during the
environmental review process.

Please respond to this invitation prior to September 15, 2010. If you wish to accept this
invitation, please sign in the space below and return a copy to Ms. Jennifer Harris, P.E., NCTA
Director of Planning and Environmental Studies, at 5400 Glenwood Avenue, Suite 400, Raleigh,
North Carolina 27612. If you wish to decline, we ask that your agency submit a separate letter
stating your reason for declining the invitation.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies’
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of the EIS, please contact Ms. Harris
at (919) 571-3004 or Mr. George Hoops, FHWA Major Projects Engineer, at (919) 747-7022.

Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this project.

_ 'Fﬁ/‘ teven D. DeWitt, P.E.
Chief Engineer

Sincerely,

cc: Mr. George Hoops, PE, FHWA
Ms. Jennifer Harris, PE, NCTA

We accept the invitation to become a participating agency.

\Vw\w\ D O,

Print Name

NN

Signature
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Date




STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
TURNPIKE AUTHORITY

BEVERLY E. PURDUE 1578 MAIL SERVICE CENTER, RALEIGH, N.C. 27699-1578 DAVID W. JOYNER
GOVERNOR EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

August 10, 2010

Mr. Brian Wrenn
NCDENR-Division of Water Quality
1650 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1650

RE: Invitation to Become Participating Agency and Cooperating Agency
Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension
Wake & Johnston Counties/STIP Projects: R-2721, R-2828, R-2829

Dear Mr. Wrenn:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in cooperation with the North Carolina Turnpike
Authority (NCTA), a division of North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT), is
initiating the project development, environmental, and engineering studies for the proposed
Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension project, also known as the Southern and Eastern Wake
Expressway, in Wake and Johnston Counties. This project is included in the 2009-2015 NCDOT
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) as Projects R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829.

The study area boundary begins in Wake County at NC 55 in the vicinity of Apex and Holly
Springs. The boundary extends southward along NC 55 and turns eastward to parallel NC 42,
crossing into Johnston County near Benson Road (NC 50). The boundary turns northward near
Clayton, extending to US 64/US 264 Bypass, in Knightdale. The study area includes southeastern
limits of Raleigh and the southern limits of Garner and Cary. A Notice of Intent (NOI) to
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was published on November 30, 2009 (Federal
Register Vol. 74, No. 228, page 62629).

Your agency was identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this letter,
we are extending to your agency an invitation to be a participating agency with the FHWA in the
development of the EIS for the subject project. This designation does not imply that your agency
either supports the proposal or has any special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project.

Pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies are responsible to identify, as
early as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project’s potential environmental or
socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an agency from granting a
permit or other approval that is needed for the project. We suggest that your agency’s role in the
development of the above project include the following as they relate to your area of expertise:

NORTH CAROLINA TURNPIKE AUTHORITY
TELEPHONE: 919-571-3000 FAX: 919-571-3015




1) Provide meaningful and early input on defining the purpose and need, determining the
range of alternatives to be considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required
in the alternatives analysis.

2) Participate in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate.

3) Timely review and comment on documents provided for your agency’s input during the
environmental review process.

Please respond to this invitation prior to September 15, 2010. If you wish to accept this
invitation, please sign in the space below and return a copy to Ms. Jennifer Harris, P.E., NCTA
Director of Planning and Environmental Studies, at 5400 Glenwood Avenue, Suite 400, Raleigh,
North Carolina 27612. If you wish to decline, we ask that your agency submit a separate letter
stating your reason for declining the invitation.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies’
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of the EIS, please contact Ms. Harris
at (919) 571-3004 or Mr. George Hoops, FHWA Major Projects Engineer, at (919) 747-7022.
Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this project.

Sincerely,

L@q ven D. DeWitt, P.E.

"~ Chief Engineer

cc: Mr. George Hoops, PE, FHWA
Ms. Jennifer Harris, PE, NCTA

We accept the invitation to become a participating agency.

\%kﬂ\wm L&\}(% .
PrintTare
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
TURNPIKE AUTHORITY
BEVERLY E. PURDUE 1578 MAIL SERVICE CENTER, RALEIGH, N.C. 27699-1578 DAVID W. JOYNER
GOVERNOR EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
August 10, 2010 CH qg-ods ¥+

Mr. Peter Sandbeck

State Historic Preservation Office

North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources
4610 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-4610

RE:  Invitation to Become Participating Agency and Cooperating Agency
Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension
Wake & Johnston Counties/STIP Projects: R-2721, R-2828, R-2829

Dear Mr. Sandbeck:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in cooperation with the North Carolina Turnpike
Authority (NCTA), a division of North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT), is
initiating the project development, environmental, and engineering studies for the proposed
Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension project, also known as the Southern and Eastern Wake
Expressway, in Wake and Johnston Counties. This project is included in the 2009-2015 NCDOT
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) as Projects R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829.

The study area boundary begins in Wake County at NC 55 in the vicinity of Apex and Holly
Springs. The boundary extends southward along NC 55 and turns eastward to parallel NC 42,
crossing into Johnston County near Benson Road (NC 50). The boundary turns northward near
Clayton, extending to US 64/US 264 Bypass, in Knightdale. The study area includes southeastern
limits of Raleigh and the southern limits of Garner and Cary. A Notice of Intent (NOI) to
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was published on November 30, 2009 (Federal
Register Vol. 74, No. 228, page 62629).

Your agency was identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this letter,
we are extending to your agency an invitation to be a participating agency with the FHWA in the
development of the EIS for the subject project. This designation does not imply that your agency
either supports the proposal or has any special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project.

Pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies are responsible to identify, as
early as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project’s potential environmental or
socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an agency from granting a
permit or other approval that is needed for the project. We suggest that your agency’s role in the
development of the above project include the following as they relate to your area of expertise:

NORTH CAROLINA TURNPIKE AUTHORITY
TELEPHONE: 919-571-3000 FAX: 919-571-3015




1) Provide meaningful and early input on defining the purpose and need, determining the
range of alternatives to be considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required
in the alternatives analysis.

2) Participate in eoordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate.

3) Timely review and comment on documents provided for your agency’s input during the
environmental review process.

Please respond to this invitation prior to September 15, 2010. If you wish to accept this
invitation, please sign in the space below and return a copy to Ms. Jennifer Harris, P.E., NCTA
Director of Planning and Environmental Studies, at 5400 Glenwood Avenue, Suite 400, Raleigh,
North Carolina 27612. If you wish to decline, we ask that your agency submit a separate letter
stating your reason for declining the invitation.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies’
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of the EIS, please contact Ms. Harris
at (919) 571-3004 or Mr. George Hoops, FHWA Major Projects Engineer, at (919) 747-7022.

Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this project.
Sincerely,

g:Q“ teven D. DeWitt, P.E.
Chief Engineer

cc: Mr. George Hoops, PE, FHWA
Ms. Jennifer Harris, PE, NCTA
Ms. Renee Gledhill-Early, SHPO

We accept the invitation to become a participating agency.

E@ﬂe& Gledh| wan%;/ £RC/stIFo

Print Name
Signature U
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA

TURNPIKE AUTHORITY
BEVERLY E. PURDUE 1578 MAIL SERVICE CENTER, RALEIGH, N.C. 27699-1578
GOVERNOR
Received
August 10,2010 _
AUG 16 2010
Mr. Ed Johnson
Director

Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization
127 West Hargett Street, Suite 800
Raleigh, NC 27601

RE: Invitation to Become Participating Agency and Cooperating Agency
Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension
Wake & Johnston Counties/STIP Projects: R-2721, R-2828, R-2829

Dear Mr. Johnson:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A} in cooperation with tbe North Carolina Turnpike
Authority (NCTA), a division of North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT), is
initiating the project development, environmental, and engineering studies for the proposed
Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension project, also known as the Southern and Eastern Wake
Expressway, in Wake and Johnston Counties. This project is included m the 2009-2015 NCDOT
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) as Projects R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829.

The study area boundary begins in Wake County at NC 55 in the vicinity of Apex and Holly
Springs. The boundary extends southward along NC 55 and turns eastward to parallel NC 42,
crossing into Johnston County near Benson Road (NC 50). The boundary turns northward near
Clayton, extending to US 64/US 264 Bypass, in Knightdale. The study area includes southeastern
limits of Raleigh and the southern limits of Garner and Cary. A Notice of Intent (NOI) to

prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was publisbed on November 30, 2009 (Federal
Register Vol. 74, No. 228, page 62629).

Your agency was identified as an agency that may bave an interest in.the project; With this léﬁer,
we are extending to your agency an invitation to be a participating agency with the FHWA in the
development of the EIS for the subject project. This designation does not imply thatyour agency
either supports the proposal or has any special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project.

Pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies are responsible to 1dent1ﬂ as
garly as prachcable any issues of concern regarding the project’s potential énvironmental or/’\
socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an agency from granting a
permit or other approval that is needed for the project. We suggest that your agency’s role in the
development of the above project include the following as they relate to your area of expertise:

NORTH CAROLINA TURNPIKE AUTHORITY
TELEPHONE: 919-571-3000 FAX: 919-571-3015



1) Provide meaningful and early input on defining the purpose and need, determining the

range of alternatives to be considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required
in the alternatives analysis.

2) Participate in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate.

3) Timely review and comment on documents provided for your agency’s input during the
environmental review process.

Please respond to this invitation prior to September 15, 2010. If you wish to accept this
invitation, please sign in the space below and return a copy to Ms. Jennifer Harris, P.E., NCTA
Director of Planning and Environmental Studies, at 5400 Glenwood Avenue, Suite 400, Raleigh,

North Carolina 27612. If you wisb to decline, we ask that your agency submit a separate letter
stating your reason for declining the invitation.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies’
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of the EIS, please contact Ms. Harris
at (919) 571-3004 or Mr. George Hoops, FHWA Major Projects Engineer, at (919) 747-7022,

Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this project.

Sincerely, .

on Hanvua

‘j’:ﬁ\ teven . DeWitt, PE.
Chief Engineer

cc: Mr. George Hoops, PE, FHWA
Ms. Jennifer Harris, PE, NCTA

We accept the invitation to become a participating agency.




STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
TURNPIKE AUTHORITY

BEVERLY E. PURDUE 1578 MAIL SERVICE CENTER, RALEIGH, N.C. 27699-1578 DAVID W. JOYNER
GOVERNOR EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

August 10,2010

Mr. Sean McKenna
NCDENR-Division of Marine Fisheries
Pamlico District Office

943 Washington Square Mall
Washington, NC 27889

RE: Invitation to Become Participating Agency and Cooperating Agency
Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension
Wake & Johnston Counties/STIP Projects: R-2721, R-2828, R-2829

Dear Mr. McKenna:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in cooperation with the North Carolina Turnpike
Authority (NCTA), a division of North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT), is
initiating the project development, environmental, and engineering studies for the proposed
Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension project, also known as the Southern and Eastern Wake
Expressway, in Wake and Johnston Counties. This project is included in the 2009-2015 NCDOT
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) as Projects R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829.

The study area boundary begins in Wake County at NC 55 in the vicinity of Apex and Holly
Springs. The boundary extends southward along NC 55 and turns eastward to parallel NC 42,
crossing into Johnston County near Benson Road (NC 50). The boundary turns northward near
Clayton, extending to US 64/US 264 Bypass, in Knightdale. The study area includes southeastern
limits of Raleigh and the southern limits of Garner and Cary. A Notice of Intent (NOI) to
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was pubhshed on November 30, 2009 (Federal
Register Vol. 74, No. 228, page 62629).

Your agency was identified as an agency that may have an interest in the project. With this letter,
we are extending to your agency an invitation to be a participating agency with the FHWA in the
development of the EIS for the subject project. This designation does not imply that your agency
either supports the proposal or has any special expertise with respect to evaluation of the project.

Pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, participating agencies are responsible to identify, as
early as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project’s potential environmental or
socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an agency from grantinga
permit or other approval that is needed for the project. We suggest that your agency’s role in the
development of the above project include the following as they relate to your area of expertise:

NORTH CAROLNA TURNPIKE AUTHORITY
TELEPHONE: 919-571-3000 FAX: 919-571-3015




1) Provide meaningful and early input on defining the purpose and need, determining the
range of alternatives to be considered, and the methodologies and level of detail required
in the alternatives analysis.

2) Participate in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate.

3) Timely review and comment on documents provided for your agency’s input during the
environmental review process.

Please respond to this invitation prior to September 15, 2010. If you wish to accept this
invitation, please sign in the space below and return a copy to Ms. Jennifer Harris, P.E., NCTA
Director of Planning and Environmental Studies, at 5400 Glenwood Avenue, Suite 400, Raleigh,
North Carolina 27612. If you wish to decline, we ask that your agency submit a separate letter
stating your reason for declining the invitation.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies’
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of the EIS, please contact Ms. Harris
at (919) 571-3004 or Mr. George Hoops, FHWA Major Projects Engineer, at (919) 747-7022.

Thank you for your cbdl;ération and interest in this project. -
Sincerely,

. Steven D. DeWitt, P.E.
Chief Engineer

cc: Mr. George Hoops, PE, FHWA
Ms. Jennifer Harris, PE, NCTA

We accept the invitation to become a participating agency.

Print Name

Signature

Date




Giugno, Kiersten R

From: Hart, Kevin

Sent: Tuesday, January 25, 2011 3:56 PM

To: Giugno, Kiersten R

Cc: Deaton, Anne

Subject: RE: Southeast Extension (participating agency invitation)
Ki er st en,

At this time the NCDMF will defer to the NOARC on this project.
If you have any questions please |let nme know.
Kevi n Hart

From G ugno, Kiersten R

Sent: Wednesday, January 19, 2011 11:54 AM

To: Mkenna, Sean

Subj ect: Sout heast Extension (participating agency invitation)

Sean - attached is an invitation for DVF to serve as a participating agency pursuant to
Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU. | do not believe NCTA has received a response from DWV.

Pl ease review and respond for our records.

Thank you,

Kiersten R G ugno
Seni or Transportation Pl anner

NCTA General Engi neering Consultant
5400 G enwood Ave., Suite 400
Ral ei gh, NC 27612

1578 Muil Service Center
Ral ei gh, NC 27699- 1578

Tel 919. 420. 7558

Emai | correspondence to and fromthis 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
TURNPIKE AUTHORITY

BEVERLY E. PERDUE 1578 MAIL SERVICE CENTER, RALEIGH, N.C. 27699-1578 DAvVID W. JOYNER
GOVERNOR EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

January 25, 2010

Ms. Chrys Baggett

North Carolina Department of Administration
1301 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1301

RE:  Start of Study and Agency Scoping Meeting Notification
Southern & Eastern Wake Expressway, Wake and Johnston Counties
STIP Projects R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829

Dear Ms. Baggett,

The North Carolina Turnpike Authority (NCTA), a division of the North Carolina Department of
Transportation (NCDOT), has initiated the project development, environmental, and engineering
studies for the proposed Southern and Eastern Wake Expressway in Wake and Johnston Counties
(see attached figure). As it is currently defined, the project would address the proposed
completion of the Raleigh 540 Outer Loop, from NC 55 in Wake County in the vicinity of the
Towns of Apex and Holly Springs, east to the US 64/US 264 Bypass, in the Town of Knightdale,
a distance of approximately 28 miles. The proposed study area also includes the southeastern
limits of the City of Raleigh, the southern limits of the Towns of Garner and Cary, and portions
of the Town of Clayton and Johnston County. A Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was published on November 30, 2009 (Federal Register
Vol. 74, No. 228, page 62629).

This project is included in the 2009-2015 NCDOT State Transportation Improvement Program
(STIP) as Projects R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829. These three projects are being developed as a
single project in a single EIS. The three projects combine to form the southern and eastern
portions of the Outer Loop around Raleigh and surrounding communities, completing the Outer
Loop. The northern portion of the Outer Loop is open to traffic and the western portion, the
Western Wake Freeway, is currently under construction. The southern portion of this project is
proposed to tie into the Western Wake Freeway near Apex. The eastern portion of this project is
proposed to tie into the northern portion of the Outer Loop in Knightdale.

While much of the project area is rural and agricultural in nature, the area’s proximity to
employment centers in Raleigh and Research Triangle Park is stimulating a transition to suburban
land uses. Based on previous studies and natural systems screening, the project corridor includes
a number of streams, wetlands, and floodplains, as well as potential habitat for four federally
protected species: dwarf wedgemussel (Alasmidonta heterodon), Tar River spinymussel (Elliptio
steinstansana), Michaux’s sumac (Rhus michauxii), and the red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides
borealis).

NCTA plans to prepare an EIS for the Southern and Eastern Wake Expressway project in
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The EIS will consider

NORTH CAROLINA TURNPIKE AUTHORITY
TELEPHONE: 919-571-3000 FAX: 919-571-3015



alternatives that include improving existing roadways, alternatives that involve building a new
location facility, and various non-highway alternatives. We would appreciate any information
you might have that would be helpful in establishing the study area and project purpose and need,
identifying preliminary corridors, evaluating the potential environmental impacts of those
corridors, and establishing a viable range of alternatives for consideration. Also, please identify
any permits or approvals or other requirements of your agency.

In lieu of strictly following the NCDOT’s merger process, this project will follow coordination
procedures authorized under Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU for the environmental review
process. The key difference in the two approaches is that under the Section 6002 process formal
agency concurrence is not required at decision points in the study. However, NCTA still expects
agencies to highlight issues of concern, particularly those that could affect later permitting
decisions.

An agency scoping meeting will be held at the Turnpike Environmental Agency
Coordination Meeting on February 16, 2010 in the NCTA Board Room (Address: 5400
Glenwood Avenue, Suite 400, Raleigh, NC 27612). This meeting will be from 8:30 AM to
10:30 AM. The purpose of the meeting will be to identify significant issues related to the
proposed action that should be considered during the study process. We strongly encourage you
or a representative of your agency to participate in this meeting; however, if your agency can not
be represented, please provide written comments by March 31, 2010. Your response should be
mailed to the following:

Ms. Jennifer Harris, PE

North Carolina Turnpike Authority
1578 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1578

If you have any questions concerning the proposed project, please call Ms. Harris at
(919) 571-3004. Public inquiries about the project can also be made via e-mail at
sewake@ncturnpike.org.

Sincerely,

R —

Steven D. DeWitt, P.E.
Chief Engineer

Attachment: Project Study Area Figure

cc: Mr. David Joyner, NCTA
Ms. Jennifer Harris, P.E., NCTA
Ms. Reid Simons, NCTA
Mr. Roy Bruce, P.E., H.W. Lochner



STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
TURNPIKE AUTHORITY

BEVERLY E. PURDUE 1578 MAIL SERVICE CENTER, RALEIGH, N.C. 27699-1578 DAvVID W. JOYNER
GOVERNOR EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

February 4, 2010
ADDRESS

RE:  Start of Study and Local Officials Scoping Meeting Notification
Triangle Expressway Southeast Connector
Wake and Johnston Counties

Dear ADDRESSEE,

The North Carolina Turnpike Authority, a division of the North Carolina Department of
Transportation (NCDOT), is moving forward with planning, environmental and engineering
studies for the proposed Triangle Expressway Southeast Connector, also known as the Southern
and Eastern Wake Expressway, project in Wake and Johnston Counties.

This project is included in the 2009-2015 NCDOT State Transportation Improvement Program
(STIP) as Projects R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829. These three projects are being developed as a
single project in a single planning study. This project combines to form the southern and eastern
portions of the Outer Loop around Raleigh and surrounding communities, completing the Outer
Loop. The northern portion of the Outer Loop is open to traffic and the western portion, the
Triangle Expressway, is currently under construction.

Construction of the Southeast Connector is currently scheduled to be completed in phases. Phase
I is between NC 55 in Apex and Interstate 40 near the Johnston County line. Phase Il continues
the project at 1-40 and ends at US 64/US 264 Bypass in Knightdale. The entire project is nearly
30 miles long.

The Turnpike Authority anticipates preparing an environmental impact statement (EIS) for the
Southeast Connector project in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
The EIS will consider alternatives that include improving existing roadways, alternatives that
involve building a new location facility and various non-highway alternatives.

Beginning this month, the Turnpike Authority will provide monthly updates on the project at
Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO) Transportation Advisory Committee
(TAC) meetings, as well as at monthly Technical Coordinating Committee (TCC) meetings. At
the February 17, 2010 TAC meeting, the Authority will provide an overview of the project, the
proposed project study area and preliminary purpose and need for the project. In addition, the
Authority will seek input from local representatives to identify potential issues related to the
proposed action that should be considered during the study process.

NORTH CAROLINA TURNPIKE AUTHORITY
TELEPHONE: 919-571-3000 FAX: 919-571-3015



The CAMPO TAC meeting is scheduled for February 17, 2010 at 4:00 P.M. in Suite 800 of The
Professional Building, 127 West Hargett Street. We strongly encourage you or a representative to
participate in this meeting and/or to provide written comments. Written comments are appreciated
by March 26, 2010. Your response should be mailed to the following:

Ms. Jennifer Harris, PE

North Carolina Turnpike Authority
1578 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1578

If you have any questions concerning the proposed project, please call Ms. Harris at
(919) 571-3000.

Sincerely,

Steven D. DeWitt, P.E.
Chief Engineer

cc: Mr. David Joyner, NCTA
Ms. Jennifer Harris, P.E., NCTA
Mr. George Hoops, P.E., FHWA
Mr. Roy Bruce, P.E., H.W. Lochner
Mr. Beau Memory, NCDOT
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION 4
ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER
61 FORSYTH STREET
40 e ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8960 - ... ... . . .
9
January 25, 2010 FEB 2 200

Ms. Jennifer Harris, P.E. Cu
North Carolina Turnpike Authority/ NCDOT b
5400 Glenwood Avenue

Suite 400

Raleigh, North Carolina 27612

SUBJECT: EPA Comments on the Pre-Scoping Information, Notice of Intent to Prepare
an Environmental Impact Statement and Section 6002 Draft Coordination Plan for R-
2721/R-2828/R-2829, Southern and Eastern Wake Expressway Project, Wake and
Johnston Counties

Dear Ms. Harris:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4 Office is providing
scoping comments for the above referenced project consistent with Section 309 of the
Clean-Air Actand. Section.102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
The North: Carohna Turnpike Authorlty (NCTA) aspart of'the North Carolina..
Department of Transportatlon (NCDOT) and the. Federal Highway Admlmstratlon
(FHWA) are proposing to construct an approx1mately 30-mile, multi-lane toll fac111ty
between NC 55 near the towns of Apex and Holly Springs and US 64/US 264 Bypass in
Knightdale. The proposed project is considered to be the completion of the Raleigh
Outer Loop. The Southern and Eastern Wake Expressway projects are also referred to by
some entities as the Raleigh Southern Outer Loop or Interstate 540. EPA notes that
Exhibit 28 of the September 2, 2004, Strategic Highway Corridor Vision Plan that was
adopted by the NCDOT shows the proposed projects as Interstate 640.

The NCTA presented information at a Corridor Study and EIS pre-scoping
meeting on December 8, 2009, in which Mr. Christopher Militscher of my staff
participated. The presentation included a project history that began in 1996 with NCDOT
filing for a Protected Corridor for Southern Wake Expressway. The project was put on
hold several times: due to traffic forecasts. Thirty (30) parcels in Wake County have been
purchased by NCDOT for a preferred corridor. EPA requested that the identification of
the parcels. and acreage be provided in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement .

(DEIS). Mr. Militscher also requested that NCTA and FHWA, consider expanding the
proposed Proj¢ ect. Study Area to 1nclude areas between Lake Wheeler Lake Benson, and
the Town of Garner and eXIStmg Interstate 40/440 - . oo

Internet Address (URL) « hitp://www.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable « Printed with Vegetable Oil Based inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 30% Postconsumer)



- The proposed project is expected to have significant d1rect impacts to
Junsdlctlonal wetlands and streams, protected water supply areas, protected mussel
species, residences and businesses, prime and unique farmlands, air quality, etc. The
proposed project is also anticipated to have significant indirect and cumulative effects to
human and natural environmental resources in southern Wake County and western
Johnston County.

The Notice of Intent to prepare a DEIS dated November 30, 2009, identifies that

NCTA and FHWA will also examine the “No-build”, expanding transit service,
transportation demand management (TDM) and transportation system management

' (TSM) as non-highway improvement alternatives. The Notice of Intent does not state
that these non-highway alternatives will be examined in combination with one another or
combined with interim improvements or upgrades to other existing roadways in the
project study area. Other NCDOT Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) projects
should be identified and evaluated during scoping including I-5111, I-40 Widening in
Johnston County and R-2609, US 401 Widening in southern Wake County (Part of
Strategic Highway Corridor #42, NC 210 to I-40). EPA notes that improvements (e.g.
Widening to multi-lanes) to several existing east-west routes in southern Wake County .

- have not been identified in area transportation plans. Ten-Ten Road (State Route 1010)
which is a major east-west route in southern Wake County starts in Apex and US 1 and -

ends at NC 50. It is mostly a two-lane facility. NC 42 begins at US 401 and NC 55 near
Fuquay-Varina and joins with US 70 Business in Clayton. Except for a small segment
around Exit 312 at I-40, most of NC 42 in southern Wake County and western Johnston
County is a two-lane roadway. EPA believes that these routes are in need of
improvements and upgrades, including additional turn lanes and pos&ble extended multi-
lane sections.

‘Overall, there appears to have been very few highway improvements to existing
major roadways in southern Wake County in more than a decade. EPA acknowledges
improvements to Tryon Road, the proposed extension of Timber Drive in Garner, the
~ ongoing I-540 toll road that terminates at NC 55 north of Holly Springs, and the US 70-

Clayton Bypass. EPA recommends that improvements to Ten-Ten Road, including a new
‘location extension from NC 50 to the new I-40 Interchange for the US 70 Clayton Bypass
be evaluated as a ‘highway build alternative” cornblned with other non-hlghway measures'
as identified in the Notice of Intent. -

Under the Section 6002 draft Coordination Plan dated December 1, 2009, EPA

- hotes that in Section 10.3, Process for Identifying Preferred Alternative or Section 10.4,
Opportunity for Agency Input, there is no reference to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) determination of the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative
(LEDPA). As with other NCTA-lead projects, EPA continues to recommend that the

. transportation agencies make better use of the well-established NEPA/Section 404
Merger 01 Process. EPA plans to be a Participating Agency as per Section 4.3 of the
draft Coordination Plan.



EPA will contmue to stay involved with this proposed pI'OJ ect and will offer more
specific scoping comments when additional information, such as traffic forecasts, are
available for review. Please contact Mr. Christopher A. Militscher of my staff at 919- .

856-4206 or by e-mail at militscher. chns@epa gov should you have any questions
concerning these comments.

Sincerely,

Wl

Heinz J. Mueller, Chief
NEPA Program Office

Cc: J. Sullivan, FHWA
D. Barbour, NCDOT
S. McClendon, USACE
B. Wrenn, NCDWQ



United States Department of the Interior |
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FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Raleigh Field Office R
Post Office Box 33726 Lo
Raleigh, North Carolina 27636-3726 :

February 3, 2010

Ms. Jemnifer Harris, PE

North Carolina Turnpike Authority
1578 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1578

Dear Ms. Harris:

This letter is in response to your request for comments from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(Service) on the potential environmental effects of the proposed Southern and Eastern Wake
Expressway in Wake and Johnston Counties (TTP No. R-2721, R-2828, R-2829). These
comments provide information in accordance with provisions of the National Environmental
Pollcy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(c)) and Sect1on 7 of the Endangered Spec1es Act (ESA) of 1973
as amended (16 U S C 1531 1543)

Overall, the project will have s1gmf1cant impacts on fish and wildlife resources, including
nnpacts to streams wetlands upland forest and other habltat types. These. 1mpacts will be in the
form of d1rect loss of habltat and fragmentatlon effects on remalmng habltat Although these
habitats are already fragrnented by multlple land usés, add1t1onal cumulative habitat *
fragmentation effects will occur. The negative effects of habitat fragmentatlon usually extend
well beyond the project footprint. Forest fragmentation can lead to increased predation of some
species and increased brown-headed cowbird (Molothrus ater) parasitism of the nests of
neotropical migrant birds. Habitat fragmentation can also facilitate invasive and/or nonnative
species colonization of fragmented lands. Roads also act as physical barriers to wildlife
movement and cause significant wildlife mortality in the form of road-killed animals.

Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act requires that all federal action agencies (or their
designated non-federal representatives), in consultation with the Service, insure that any action
federally authorized, funded, or carried out by such agencies is not likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of any federally threatened or endangered species. The North Carolina
Natural Heritage Program (NCNHP) database lists four federally listed species for Johnston and
Wake Counties: dwarf wedgemussel (4lasmidonta heterodon), Tar River spmymussel (Elliptio
Steinstansana), red-cockaded woodpecker (chozdes borealis) and M1chaux s sumac (Rhus
michauxi). While the Tar River spmymussel and red—cockaded Woodpecker are unleely to
occur W1th1n the prOJect study area the dvvarf wedgemussel and_Mlchaux S sumac are both
known to occur w1th1n the study area o )

PLe o AE U AN T A I ety e
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The Service is particularly concerned about impacts to the dwarf wedgemussel population in
- Swift Creek. The protected southern corridor and preliminary eastern corridor cross Swift Creek
and its tributaries. Th1s population of dwarf wedgemussel is at risk from direct effects associated




with construction of the project (e.g. erosion and siltation from construction area), and from
indirect effects associated with the degradation of water quality from secondary development
induced by the new road. Increased impervious surface and storm water runoff from additional
development would likely further degrade the water quality within Swift Creek and its
tributaries. The rapid development in the last 10-15 years within the watershed of Swift Creek
below the Lake Benson Dam has already severely impacted the dwarf wedgemussel, with the
result that the species is increasing more difficult to find. Additional cumulative impacts may
occur in conjunction with the proposed widening of I-40 within this same study area (TIP No. I-
5111). The Turnpike Authority should begin to develop a strategy to avoid contributing to the
degradation of the water quality of the Swift Creek watershed.

The protected southern corridor and the preliminary eastern corridor appear to connect with I-40
at a particularly unfavorable location with regard to potential impacts to the dwarf wedgemussel.
This location puts the interchanges with I-40 and US 70 Bypass on top of several tributaries to
Swift Creek and also in close proximity to Swift Creek mainstem. The Service recommends
additional alternatives be considered which locate the interchange(s) farther away from Swift
Creek and its tributaries. In addition, the Turnpike Authority should explore innovative
conservation measures to minimize effects to the species. Additional mussel survey data would
be useful in assessing the current status of the dwarf wedgemussel within Swift Creek.

The Service anticipates a formal Section 7 consultation for this project. Sufficient time must be.
allowed for the completion of this process. From the time that a complete consultation initiation
package is received, the Service has 135 days to provide a final Biological Opinion. However,
communication regarding the consultation should be occurring long before formal consultation is
initiated.

Since Michaux’s sumac is known to occur within the project study area, surveys should be
conducted within suitable habitat to determine the presence or absence of this species. The
survey window for Michaux’s sumac is May — October.

The Service appreciates the opportunity to comment on this project. If you have any questions
regarding our response, please contact Mr. Gary Jordan at (919) 856-4520, ext. 32.

Sincerely,

Bl

Pete Benjamin
Field Supervisor

cc: Eric Alsmeyer, USACE, Wake Forest, NC
Travis Wilson, NCWRC, Creedmoor, NC
Chris Militscher, USEPA, Raleigh, NC
John Sullivan, FHWA, Raleigh, NC




North Carolina
Department of Administration

Beverly Eaves Perdue, Governor Moses Carey, Jr.. Secretary
March 30, 2010

Ms. Jennifer Harris

State of N.C. Turnpike Authority
1578 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1578

Re: SCH File # 10-E-4220-0283; SCOPING; Scoping notice for the Southern and Eastern Wake
Expressway, STIP Projects R-2721,-2828 and R-2829. Completion of the 540 Outer Loop
from NC 55 in Wake County to the US 64/US 264 bypass in Knightdale , approximate
distance of 29 miles.

Dear Ms. Harris:

The above referenced environmental impact information has been submitted to the State Clearinghouse
under the provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act. According to G.S. 113A-10, when a
state agency is required to prepare an environmental document under the provisions of federal law, the
environmental document meets the provisions of the State Environmental Policy Act. Attached to this
letter for your consideration are the comments made by agencies in the course of this review.

If any further environmental review documents are prepared for this project, they should be forwarded to
this office for intergovernmental review.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

M Bigpté (S7¢)
Ms. Chrys Baggett
State Environmental Review Clearinghouse

Attachments

cc: Region]

Mailing Address: Telephone: (919)807-2425 Location Address:
1301 Mail Service Center Fax (919)733-9571 116 West Jones Street
Raleigh, NC 27699-1301 State Courier #51-01-00 Raleigh, North Carolina

e-mail state.clearinghouse(@doa nc.gov

An Equal Opportunity/dffirmative Action Employer
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NCDENR

North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources

Beverly Eaves Perdue Dee Freeman
Governor Secretary
MEMORANDUM
T Valerie McMillan
State Clearinghouse
FROM: Melba McGee;ij
Environment Review Coordinator
RE: 10-0283 Scoping, Southern and Eastern Wake Expressway in Wake
County to US 64/264 Bypass in Knightdale
DATE: March 26, 2010

The Department of Environment and Natural Resources has reviewed the
proposed project. The attached comments are for the applicant’s
consideration. More specific comments will be provided during the
environmental review process.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond. If during the preparation
of the environmental document, additional information is needed, the
applicant is encouraged to notify our respective divisions.

Attachments

1601 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1601 One :
Phone: 919-733-4984 \ FAX: 918-715-3060 Internet: www.enr.state.nc.us Northcar()hna

An Equal Opportunity \ Affirmative Action Employer — 50% Recycled \ 10% Post Consumer Paper a t ”r a y



Ao
NCDENR

North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources

Dee Freeman
Secretary

Beverly Eaves Perdue

Govermor
March 22, 2010
MEMORANDUM
. TO: Melba McGee, DENR Environmental Coordinator
FROM: Harry LeGrand, Natural Heritage Program

SUBIJECT: Scoping — Southern and Eastern Wake Expressway (Completion of the 540 Outer Loop
from NC 55 in Wake County to the US 64/264 Bypass in Knightdale), Wake County;
STIP Projects R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829 '

REFERENCE: Project No. 10-0283

_ The Natural Heritage Program has a number of records of rare species, significant natural heritage areas,
and conservation/managed areas within the project area. The comments below are arranged from west
(NC 55) to east (US 64-264 Bypass), and they only relate to features in our database located within a
mile of the proposed corridor, not for the entire study area boundary. Several maps are enclosed that
show such features.

The proposed corridor would be located several tenths ofa mile north of Middle Creek Park, owned and
operated by Wake County. It appears that the park will not be impacted, if the highway is built where
shown in the scoping nofice. .

The proposed highway will cross the Nationally significant Swift Creek (Wake/Johnston) Aquatic
Habitat. This body of water contains numerous existing records of rare mussel species (see attached
Swift Creek Aquatic Habitat material), including the Federally Endangered dwarf wedgemussel
(Alasmidonta heterodon). Thus, it is extremely important that consultation with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service about the project and potential impacts to this species, as well as to other rare species,
be done early in the planning process. '

The proposed highway will also cross the Neuse River, near a small tract owned by Wake County, as
open space land. In addition, there is a County-significant natural area identified as the Neuse River
(Clayton) Forests that lies along a considerable stretch of the river. Though the impacts to the natural
area are inevitable with a new bridge crossing, impacts to the river itself do not dppear to be of Natural
Heritage concern because of the apparent absence of rare species near the crossing and for a number of
miles downstream. Nonetheless, it is important to keep sediment from reaching the river, as there are
rare aquatic species locations in the river much farther south toward Clayton.

In general, the proposed route does not appear to impact any significant sites and rare species, away from
Swift Creek and the Neuse River. However, there will likely be impacts to the forests along the Neuse
River, and there is considerable concern for impacts to the waters of Swift Creek.

1601 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1601 One i
Phone: 919-733-4984 \ FAX: 919-715-3060 Internet. www.enr.state.nc.us NorthCarolina

An Equal Opportunity \ Afirmative Action Employer - 50% Recycled \ 10% Post Consumer Paper a Z' /4 [’a’ t/



Please do not hesitate to contact me at 919-715-8697 if you have questions or need further information.

Enclosures
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Significant Natural Heritage Area Report 22 March 2010
Name Swift Creek (Wake/Johnston) Aquatic Habitat

IDENTIFIERS Ao 'ﬁ;ﬂ 8% ‘ﬁx

Site ID 781 P ‘A
"\f mn
Site Alias %“ % 201p
Macro Site Name ;
Mega Site Name ‘:’1
i i ,f.’/
Site Relations q\..?/
Owner Abbr. Owner Owner Comments
PW NC PUBLIC WATERS
LOCATORS

County  Johnston (NC)

Wake (NC)
Latitude 353455N Longitude 0783029W
Quad Powhatan Watershed Upper Neuse

Edmondson

Garner

Directions This portion of Swift Creek is located in the Neuse River Basin of Johnston and Wake counties. The significant portion of the
aquatic habitat includes the reach below Lake Benson Dam in Wake County to the confluence with Middle Creek in Johnston
County. Also includes portion of White Oak Creek from the confluence with Swift Creek upstream to Austin Pond.

SITE DESCRIPTION
Minimum Elevation: Feet Meters
Survey P
Maximum Elevation: Feet Meters
Site Description This aquatic habitat is contained entirely in the Piedmont Province. The rare species located in the creek include:

dwarf wedge mussel, yellow lance, Atlantic pigtoe, green floater, triangle floater, Roanoke slabshell, squawfoot,
eastern lampmussel, notched rainbow, Neuse River waterdog, and Carolina madtom.

Key Enviro Factors

Climate Description

Land Use History

Cultural Features

Additional Topics NW->SE VECTOR
SITE DESIGN

Site Mapped Mapped Date

Designer

Boundary Justification

Primary and Secondary Area 242.45 Acres Primary Area 242.45 Acres
Site Comments
Ground Survey Date 1998 Aerial Survey Date

SITE SIGNIFICANCE

Significance National

Site Significance Comments Endangered animal species; high quality aquatic ecosystem.
Biodivsig rating B1 - Outstanding

Biodivsig Comments

Other Values

Other Values Comments



Significant Natural Heritage Area Report 22 March 2010

Name Swift Creek (Wake/Johnston) Aquatic Habitat

>rotection Urgency

>rotection Urgency Comments

Vlanagement Urgency.

it

Vianagement Urgen'c'y' Cdtﬁments

REAL ESTATE/PROTECTION

“onservation Intentions High'Quality Waters designation

Number of Tracts
Designation

*rotection Comments

No protection status

MANAGEMENT
.and Use Comments
Natural Hazard Comments
“xotics Comments
Mfsite
nformation Needs
Vianagement Needs
Vianaged Area Relations
ELEMENT OCCURRENCES
Scientific Name Common Name G Rank S Rank EQ Rank EOID
Noturus furiosus Carolina Madtom G2 S2 H? 9621
Alasmidonta heterodon Dwarf Wedgemussel G1G2 S1 BC 13799
Alasmidonta undulata Triangle Floater G4 s2 E 8700
Elliptio lanceolata Yellow Lance G2G3 S1 BC 21894
Elliptio lanceolata Yellow Lance G2G3 S1 BC 21890
Elliptio roanokensis Roanoke Slabshell G3 S1 E 6291
Elliptio roanokensis Roanoke Slabshell G3 S1 E 26000
Fusconaia masoni Atlantic Pigtoe G2 S1 AB 11695
lLasmigona subviridis Green Floater G3 S1 X? 15369
Strophitus undulatus Creeper G5 S2 E 14759
Strophitus undulatus Creeper G5 S2 E 6567
Villosa constricta Notched Rainbow G3 S3 E 5097
REFERENCES

Reference Code
U93SMIOINCUS

US2ALDOINCUS

U91ALDOINCUS

Full Citation

Smith, 1.K., H.E. LeGrand, S.P. Hall, Z.E. Murrell, C.W. Nordman, and M.P. Schafale. 1993.
Regional inventory for critical natural areas, wetland ecosystems, and endangered species habitats,
of the Albemarle-Pamlico Estuarine region: Phase 3. NC Natural Heritage Program, Div. of Parks
and Recreation, Dept. of Environment, Health, and Natural Resources, Raleigh, NC.
Alderman, J.M. 1992. Station locations by species for proposed critical habitats. NC Wildlife
Resources Report. Nongame and Endangered Wildlife Program, NC Wildlife Resources
Commission, Division of Wildlife Management, Raleigh, NC.
Alderman, J.M. 1991. North Carolina Status Surveys for Fusconaia masoni, Elliptio lanceolata, and
Toxolasma pullus. Nongame Project Report to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Nongame and
Endangered Wildlife Program, NC Wildlife Resources Commission, Division of Wildlife
Management, Raleigh, NC.

VERSION
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Version Date 2003-02-24
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NC NHP County Element Search hitp://149.168.1.196/nhp/find.php

NC NHP County Element Search Results

Returned Elements: 92 using: WAKE ALL

. _— State Federal State Global County - Map -
Maijor Group Scientific Name Common Name Stius Status  Rank Rank Status Habitat
i;;:s':blag " Colonial Wading Bird Colony ~ None None None 53 G5 \(J:Vuaf::n-t Link
: Invertebrate ’ " Wake = .
- R Alasmidonta heterodon Dwarf Wedgemussel E E S1 G1G2 |\ rrent ) Link
* K}r:'iemrt;brate Alasmidonta undulata Triangle Floater T None 82 G4 / gjﬁn} ) Link
Invertebrate % ; Wake - :
Krirral Cambarus davidi Carolina Ladle Crayfish SR None  S2S3 G3 Current Link
Invertebrate . ; Wake - :
vl Dibusa angata A Caddisfly SR None  S2 G5 Current Link
¥ :‘n"fnr:bra‘e Elliptio lanceolata Yellow Lance E  FSC Si @ | gﬁ‘::nt ) Link
¥~ K‘rfm”;bra‘e Elliptio roanokensis Roanoke Stabshel T  None St B P \) Link
E;enrlt;brate Erynnis martialis Mottled Duskywing SR None  S283 G3 &Zﬁ; o Link
K IerebrEe  peonaia masoni Atantic Pigtoe E  FSC S1 @ ( ‘(‘:Vua:r‘:w Link
IVerBbrae  Gomphus septima Septima's Clubtail SR FSC sis2 G2 L2 ik
3 ke - )
rr\;femrt;brate Lampsilis radiata Eastern Lampmussel T None 8182 G5 ‘gua:r: nt Link
frfwﬁib’a‘e Lasmigona subviridis Green Floater E  FSC S1 a3 g’fr':gm Lirik
E;?;Ebrahe Lithophane lemmeri Lemmer's Pinion SR None  S1S3 G3G4 gbasﬁn; - Link
Invertebrate : 2 North Carolina Spiny Wake - ;
Aiial Orconectes carolinensis Crayfish sC None  S3 G3 Historical Link
Kllfnr;t;brate Papilio cresphontes Giant Swallowtail SR None 32 G5 \gbasl::i;e Link
Invertebrate ; : Wake - ,
Aniral Schizura sp. 1 A New Prominent Moth SR None  S183 GU Obscure Link
AWake - .
¥ K\:iemrt;brate Strophitus undulatus Creeper T None  S2 G5 , Cun_ez'D Link
T
L K“?”eib"ate Villosa constricta Notched Rainbow SC  None S3 < ‘é"j‘:g 2 Link
nima -Current
Natural Basic mesic forest (piedmont 3 Wake - Link
Community  subtype) N e e S B Current =i
Natural Coastal plain semipermanent Wake - Link
Community  impoundment Nons s Heme 89 & Current =i
Natural Coastal plain small stream Wake - ;
; 2 G5T3T4 Link
Community  swamp (brownwater subtype) O None  hene S8 Current ==
gznnf;::mi iy Dry-mesic oak--hickory forest None None None S5 G5 \é:vua:'!::n-t Link
gzﬁn::imi ty Floodplain pool None None None  S2S3 G37 \guari:z n-t Link
Natural - Wake - :
Community Granitic flatrock None None None 52 G3 Elirrarit Link

1 of 4

[Animal Assemblage 1] [Invertebrate Animal 17] [Natural Community 17] [Nonvascular Plant 4] [Vascular Plant 39]
[Vertebrate Animal 14]

3/22/2010 10:13 AM




NC NHP County Element Search

2 of 4

Natural
Community
Natural
Community
Natural
Community
Natural
Community
Natural
Community

Natural
Community

Natural
Community

Natural
Community

Natural
Community

Natural
Community
Natural
Community
Nonvascular
Plant
Nonvascular
Plant
Nonvascular
Plant
Nonvascular
Plant
Vascular
Plant
Vascular
Plant
Vascular
Plant
Vascular
Plant
Vascular
Plant

Vascular
Plant

Vascular
Plant

Vascular
Plant

Vascular
Plant

Vascular
Plant

Vascular
Plant
Vascular
Plant

Vascular
Plant

Vascular
Plant

Low elevation seep

Mesic mixed hardwood forest
{piedmont subtype)

Piedmont longleaf pine forest

Piedmont monadnock forest
Piedmont/coastal plain acidic
cliff

Piedmont/coastal plain heath
bluff

Piedmont/low mountain alluvial

forest

Piedmont/mountain bottomfand

forest

Piedmont/mountain levee
forest

Piedmont/mountain
semipermanent impoundment

Ultramafic outcrop barren
Campylopus oerstedianus
Cleistocarpidium palustre
Sphagnum subsecundum
Tortula plinthobia
Acmispon helleri
Agastache nepetoides
Buchnera americana
Cardamine douglassii
Carex reniformis

Carex tetanica

Cirsium carolinianum
Clematis catesbyana
Cyperus granitophilus
Dichanthelium annulum
Dichanthelium sp. 9
Didiplis diandra
Fothergilla major

Gillenia stipulata

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

Oersted's Campylopus
Prairie Pleuridium
Orange Peatmoss

A Chain-teeth Moss
Carolina Birdfoot-trefoil
Yellow Giant-hyssop
American Bluehearts
Douglass's Bittercress
Kidney Sedge

Rigid Sedge

Carolina Thistle
Coastal Virgin's-bower
Granite Flaisedge
Ringed Witch Grass
A Witch Grass

Water Purslane

Large Witch-alder

Indian Physic

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

SR-D

SR-D

SR-P

SR-0

SR-T

SR-P

SR-P

SR-P

SR-P

SR-P

SR-P

SR-P

SR-T

SR-P

SR-L

SR-P

SR-T

SR-P

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

FSC

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

S3

S1

527

S3

S5

837

837

51

S1

S1

S1

5§17

83

S1

SH

S2

S1

S1

S2

82

S2

S1

S2

S1

S3

S2
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Vascular
Plant

Vascular
Plant
Vascular
Plant
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Plant
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Plant
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Plant
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Plant

Vascular
Plant

Vascular
Plant
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Plant

Vascular
Plant
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Plant

Vascular
Plant

Vascular
Plant

Vascular
Plant

Vascular
Plant

Vascular
Plant

Vascular
Plant

Vascular
Plant
Vascular
Plant
Vascular
Plant

Vascular
Plant

Vertebrate
Animal
Vertebrate
Animal

Vertebrate
Animal

Vertebrate
Animal

Vertebrate
Animal

Helenium brevifolium
Isoetes piedmontana
Liatris squarrulosa
Lindera subcoriacea
Magniolia macrophylla
Matelea decipiens
Micranthes pensylvanica
Monotropsis odorata
Polygala senega

Portulaca smallii
Pseudognaphalium helleri
Pycnanthemum virginianum
Rhus michauxii

Ruellia humilis

Ruellia purshiana
Sagittaria weatherbiana
Scutellaria australis
Scutellaria nervosa
Silphium terebinthinaceum

Solidago radula

Symphyotrichum lasve var.
concinnum

Thermopsis mollis
Tradescantia virginiana

Trifolium reflexum

Trillium pusillum var.
virginianum

Aimophila aestivalis
Ambloplites cavifrons
Ambystoma tigrinum
Condylura cristata pop. 1

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

Littleleaf Sneezeweed
Piedmont Quiliwort
Earle's Blazing-star
Bog Spicebush
Bigleaf Magnolia
Glade Milkvine

Swamp Saxifrage
Sweet Pinesap
Seneca Snakeroot
Small's Portulaca
Heller's Rabbit-Tobacco
Virginia Mountain-mint
Michaux's Sumac

Low Wild-petunia
Pursh's Wild-petunia
Grassleaf Arrowhead
Southern Skulicap
Veined Skullcap

Prairie Dock

Western Rough Goldenrod

Narrow-leaf Aster

Appalachian Golden-
banner

Virginia Spiderwort
Buffalo Clover
Virginia Least Trillium
Bachman's Sparrow

Roanoke Bass

Eastern Tiger Salamander

Star-nosed Mole - Coastal

Plain Population
Bald Eagle

SR-P

SR-P

SR-P

SR-P

SR-T

SR-D

SR-P

SR-P

E-SC

T

SR-0

SR-T

SR-P

SR-P

SR-P

SR-P

SR-P

SR-P

SR-P

SR-T

E

sC

SR

None

None

None

FSC

None

None

None

FSC

None

None

None

None

None

None

FSC

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None
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FSC

FSC
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March 23, 2010

MEMORANDUM
To: Melba McGee, Environmental Coordinator, Office of Legislative and Intergovernmental
Affairs

From:  Brian Wrenn, Transportation Permitting Unit, NC Division of Water Quality 8“’-)

Subject: Scoping comments on proposed Southern and Eastern Wake Expressway from NC55 to US
64/US 264 Bypass in Wake County, TIP Project Nos. R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829, State
Clearinghouse Project No. 10-0283.

Reference your correspondence dated January 25, 2010 in which you requested comments for the
referenced project. Preliminary analysis of the project reveals the potential for multiple impacts to
perennial streams and jurisdictional wetlands in the project area. More specifically, impacts to:

Stream Name | River Basin Clasfittrl EZtnilon (s) Stl;?lﬂ;:::_lex 303(d) Listing
Lake Wheeler Neuse WS-IIILNSW 27-43-(1)
Lake Benson Neuse WS-IIINSW:CA 27-43-(5.5) . .
Swift Creek Neuse C;NSW 27-43-(8) Biological Integrity
Dutchman’s Neuse WS-III;NSW 27-43-4.5 B :
Branch
Sunset Lake Neuse B;NSW 27-43-15-(2)
Bass Lake Neuse B;NSW 27-43-15-3
Camp Branch Neuse C;NSW 27-43-15-5
Rocky Branch Neuse C;NSW 27-43-15-4.5
Bells Lake Neuse __CNSW 27-43-15-6
Panther Branch Neuse C:NSW 27-43-15-9
Terrible Creek Neuse B;NSW 27-43-15-8
Middle Creek Neuse C;NSW 27-43-15 Biological Integrity,
B Low DO, Turbidity
White Oak Neuse C;NSW 27-43-11
Creek
Mabhlers Creek Neuse C;NSW 27-43-9
Walnut Creek Neuse C;:NSW 27-34-(4) Biological Integrity,
Copper, PCB,
Turbidity
Big Branch __Neuse C;NSW 24-34-11
| Neuse River _ Neuse . NSW 27-(36)
Little Creek Neuse C:NSW 27-43-15-10 Biological Integrity
Gully Branch Neuse C;NSW 27-43-15-10-2

One .
NorthCarolina

;\ atural, !l/
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Further mvestigah’bns at a higher resolution should be undertaken to verify the presence of other streams
and/or jurisdictional wetlands in the area. In the event that any jurisdictional areas are identified, the
Division of Water Quality reqtiests that the NC Turnpike Authority (NCTA) consider the following
environmental issues for the, pff_':i_fiosed project:

Project Specific:Comments:

2

el

All of the named streams 1n the study area have a supplemental classification of NSW waters of the
State. NCDWQ 1s very concerned with sediment and erosion impacts that could result from this
project. NCDW(Q recommends that highly protective sediment and erosion control BMPs be
implemented to reduce the risk of nutrient runoff to these streams. NCDWQ requests that road design
plans provide treatment of the storm water runoff through best management practices as detailed in
NCDOT’s NPDES BMP Toolbox.

Swift Creek, Middle Creek, Walnut Creek, and Little Creek are listed as 303(d) waters of the State.
They are listed for a variety of reasons including biological integrity, low dissolved oxygen, copper,
PCBs, and turbidity. NCDWQ is very concerned with sediment and erosion impacts that could result
from this project. NCDWQ recommends that the most protective sediment and erosion control BMPs
be implemented in accordance with Design Standards in Sensitive Watersheds to reduce the risk of
nutrient runoff to these creeks. Of particular concern is the listing for Middle Creek due to copper. A
recent NCDOT study on stormwater runoff from bridges has shown that copper is a pollutant in
stormwater runoff that frequently exceeds state standards. NCDWQ requests that road design plans
provide treatment of the storm water runoff through structural best management practices as detailed
in NCDOT’s NPDES BMP Toolbox.

Review of the project reveals the presence of surface waters classified as Water Supply Critical Area
(WS CA) in the project study area. Given the potential for impacts to these resources during the
project implementation, NCDWQ requests that NCDOT strictly adhere to North Carolina regulations
entitled Design Standards in Sensitive Watersheds (15A NCAC 04B .0124) throughout design and
construction of the project. This would apply for any area that drains to streams having WS CA
classifications. Should a crossing be located within the WS CA, NCDOT will be required to design,
construct, and maintain hazardous spill catch basins in the project area. The number of catch basins
installed shall be determined by the design of the crossing. Runoff shall enter the basin(s) prior to
flowing into the stream. The basin(s) shall be designed in consultation with NCDWQ.

This project is within the Neuse River Basin. Riparian buffer impacts shall be avoided and minimized
to the greatest extent possible pursuant to 15A NCAC 2B.0233.

Due to the fact that this project is a new location road being constructed in areas with impaired
streams and water supply watershed critical areas, NCDWQ will require a quantitative secondary and
cumulative impacts analysis. This analysis shall quantitatively model impacts to water quality from
secondary and cumulative development resulting from this road project. This analysis shall be
conducted in consultation with NCDWQ.

It is NCDWQ’s understanding that NCTA intends to develop this project using FHWA's SAFETEA-
LU 6002 process. NCDWQ would prefer that NCTA, as a division of NCDOT, develop this project
and all future projects under the multi-agency Merger Process. NCDOT along with 1ts partnering and
participating agencies, and under the direction of the Interagency Leadership Team, has expended
considerable time and money to develop, implement, and streamline the Merger Process.
Furthermore, NCDWQ 1s of the opinion that the Merger Process is a more accountable process that



results in projects that hold up under scrutiny of the NEPA process and Sections 404 and 401 of the
Clean Water Act,

General Project Comments:

1.

The environmental document shall provide a detailed and itemized presentation of the proposed
mmpacts to wetlands and streams with corresponding mapping. If mitigation is necessary as required
by 15A NCAC 2H.0506(h), it is preferable to present a conceptual (if not finalized) mitigation plan
with the environmental documentation. Appropriate mitigation plans will be required prior to
1ssuance of a 401 Water Quality Certification.

Environmental assessment alternatives shall consider design criteria that reduce the impacts to
streams and wetlands from storm water runoff. These alternatives shall include road designs that
allow for treatment of the storm water runoff through best management practices as detailed in the
most recent version of NCDWQ Stormwater Best Management Practices, such as grassed swales,
buffer areas, preformed scour holes, retention basins, etc.

After the selection of the preferred alternative and prior to an issuance of the 401 Water Quality
Certification, NCDOT is respectfully reminded that they will need to demonstrate the avoidance and
minimization of impacts to wetlands (and streams) to the maximum extent practical. In accordance
with the Environmental Management Commission’s Rules {15A NCAC 2H.0506(h)}, mitigation will
be required for impacts of greater than 1 acre to wetlands. In the event that mitigation is required, the
mitigation plan shall be designed to replace appropriate lost functions and values. The NC Ecosystem
Enhancement Program may be available for use as wetland mitigation.

In accordance with the Environmental Management Commission’s Rules {15A NCAC 2H.0506(h)},
mitigation will be required for impacts of greater than 150 linear feet to any single perennial stream.
In the event that mitigation 1s required, the mitigation plan shall be designed to replace appropriate
lost functions and values. The NC Ecosystem Enhancement Program may be available for use as
stream mitigation. '

NCDWQ 1s very concerned with sediment and erosion impacts that could result from this project.
NCDOT shall address these concerns by describing the potential impacts that may occur to the
aquatic environments and any mitigating factors that would reduce the impacts.

If a bridge is being replaced with a hydraulic conveyance other than another bridge, NCDWQ
believes the use of a Nationwide Permit may be required. Please contact the US Army Corp of
Engineers to determine the required permit(s).

If the old bridge is removed, no discharge of bridge material into surface waters is allowed unless
otherwise authorized by the US ACOE. Strict adherence to the Corps of Engineers guidelines for
bridge demolition will be a condition of the 401 Water Quality Certification.

Whenever possible, NCDWQ prefers spanning structures. Spanning structures usually do not require
work within the stream or grubbing of the streambanks and do not require stream channel
realignment. The horizontal and vertical clearances provided by bridges shall allow for human and
wildlife passage beneath the structure. Fish passage and navigation by canoeists and boaters shall not
be blocked. Bridge supports (bents) shall not be placed in the stream when possible.

Bridge deck drains shall not discharge directly into the stream. Stormwater shall be directed across
the bridge and pre-treated through site-appropriate means (grassed swales, pre-formed scour holes,



10.

11.

12.

J:3:

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

vegetated buffers, etc.) before entering the stream. Please refer to the most current version of
NCDWQ’s Stormwater Best Management Practices.

[f concrete 1s used during construction, a dry work area shall be maintained to prevent direct contact
between curing concrete and stream water. Water that inadvertently contacts uncured concrete shall
not be discharged to surface waters due to the potential for elevated pH and possible aquatic life and
fish kills.

If temporary access roads or detours are constructed, the site shall be graded to its preconstruction
contours and elevations. Disturbed areas shall be seeded or mulched to stabilize the soil and
appropriate native woody species should be planted. When using temporary structures the area shall
be cleared but not grubbed. Clearing the area with chain saws, mowers, bush-hogs, or other
mechanized equipment and leaving the stumps and root mat intact allows the area to re-vegetate
naturally and minimizes soil disturbance.

Placement of culverts and other structures in waters, streams, and wetlands shall be below the
elevation of the streambed by one foot for all culverts with a diameter greater than 48 inches, and 20
percent of the culvert diameter for culverts having a diameter less than 48 inches. to allow low flow
passage of water and aquatic life. Design and placement of culverts and other structures including
temporary erosion control measures shall not be conducted in a manner that may result in dis-
equilibrium of wetlands or streambeds or banks, adjacent to or upstream and down stream of the
above structures. The applicant is required to provide evidence that the equilibrium is being
maintained if requested in writing by NCDWQ. If this condition is unable to be met due to bedrock
or other limiting features encountered during construction, please contact NCDWQ for guidance on
how to proceed and to determine whether or not a permit modification will be required.

If multiple pipes or barrels are required, they shall be designed to mimic natural stream cross section
as closely as possible mcluding pipes or barrels at flood plain elevation, floodplain benches, and/or
sills may be required where appropriate. Widening the stream channel shall be avoided. Stream -
channel widening at the inlet or outlet end of structures typically decreases water velocity causing
sediment deposition that requires increased maintenance and disrupts aquatic life passage.

If foundation test borings are necessary: it should be noted in the document. Geotechnical work is
approved under General 401 Certification Number 3624/Nationwide Permit No. 6 for Survey
Activities.

Sediment and erosion control measures sufficient to protect water resources must be implemented and
maintained in accordance with the most recent version of North Carolina Sediment and Erosion
Control Planning and Design Manual and the most recent version of NCS000250.

All work in or adjacent to stream waters shall be conducted in a dry work area unless otherwise
approved by NCDWQ. Approved BMP measures from the most current version of NCDOT
Construction and Maintenance Activities manual such as sandbags, rock berms, cofferdams and other
diversion structures should be used to prevent excavation in flowing water.

Sediment and erosion control measures shall not be placed in wetlands and streams.

Borrow/waste areas shall avoid wetlands to the maximum extent practical. Impacts to wetlands in
borrow/waste areas could precipitate compensatory mitigation.



19.

20.
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While the use of National Wetland Inventory (NW1) maps, NC Coastal Region Evaluation of Wetland
Significance (NC-CREWS) maps and soil survey maps are useful tools, their inherent inaccuracies
require that qualified personnel perform onsite wetland delineations prior to permit approval.

Heavy equipment shall be operated from the bank rather than in stream channels 1n order to minimize
sedimentation and reduce the likelihood of introducing other pollutants into streams. This equipment
shall be mspected daily and maintained to prevent contamination of surface waters from | eakmg: fuels,
lubricants, hydraulic fluids, or other toxic materials.

. In most cases, NCDWQ prefers the replacement of the existing structure at the same location with

road closure. If road closure is not feasible, a temporary detour should be designed and located to
avoid wetland impacts, minimize the need for clearing and to avoid destabilizing stream banks. If the
structure will be on a new alignment, the old structure shall be removed and the approach fills
removed from the 100-year floodplain. Approach fills should be removed and restored to the natural
ground ¢levation. The area shall be stabilized with grass and planted with native tree species. Tall
fescue shall not be used in riparian areas.

. Riprap shall not be placed in the active thalweg channel or placed in the streambed in a manner that

precludes aquatic life passage. Bioengineering boulders or structures should be properly designed,
sized and installed.

Thank you for requesting our input at this time. NCDOT is reminded that issuance of a 401 Water
Quality Certification requires that appropriate measures be instituted to ensure that water quality
standards are met and designated uses are not degraded or lost. If you have any questions or require
additional information, please contact Brian Wrenn at 919-733-5715.

CC?

Eric Alsmeyer, US Army-Corps of Engineers, Raleigh Field Office
Clarence Coleman, Federal Highway Administration

Chris Militscher, Environmental Protection Agency (electronic copy only)
Travis Wilson, NC Wildlife Resources Commission

File Copy
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= North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission &

Gordon Myers, Executive Director

MEMORANDUM
TO: Melba McGee
Office of Legislative and Intergovernmental Affairs, DENR
FROM: Travis Wilson, Highway Project Coordinator
Habitat Conservation Program
DATE: March 16, 2010

SUBJECT: Respornse to the start of study notification from the N. C. Turnpike
Authority regarding fish and wildlife concerns for the proposed Southern
~ and Eastern Wake Expressway, Wake and Johnston Counties, North
Carolina. TIP Nos. R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829, SCH Project No. 10-
0283

This memorandum responds to a request for our concerns regarding impacts on
fish and wildlife resources resulting from the subject project. Biologists on the staff of
the N. C. Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC) have reviewed the proposed
jmprovements. Our comments arc provided in accordance with certain provisions of the
National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(c)) and the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661-667d).

NCTA is proposing to construct 2 multilane facility on new location. We have
review the project study area and identified multiple resources that should be considered
for avoidance and minimization during the planning of this project. Potential impacts
includs new crossings of Swift Creek, Middle Creek and the Neuse River. Our records
indicate the following state and federal listed species are located in these drainages:

Alasmidonta heterodon Dwarf Wedgemussel
Alasmidonta undulata Triangle Floater
Elliptio lanceolata Yellow Lance

Elliptio roanokensis Roanoke Slabshell
Fusconaia masoni Atlantic Pigtoe
Lampsilis radiata Eastern Lampmussel
Strophitus undulatus Creeper

Villosa constricta Notched Rainbow
Noturus furiosus Carolina Madtom
Necturus lewisi Neuse River Waterdog

Mailing Address: Division of Inland Fisheries ¢ 1721 Mail Service Center * Raleigh, NC 27699-1721
Telephone: (919) 707-0220 = Fax: (919) 707-0028
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Memo 2 March 16, 2010

The Neuse River at this location is also designated as an Anadromous Fish Spawning
Area as well as an Inland Primary Nursery Area.

Furfhermore we will reiterate the benefits of utilizing the NEPA/404 Merger
Process for the planning and development of this project. The Merger process is the
product of years of interagency coordination that has resulted in a valuable method for
progressing transportation projects through planning by outlining expectations for the
level of information and feedback provided by all parties at specific points in the process.
Having participated in both the Section 6002 and Merger processes, the Merger process
presents a consistent and predictable platform for decision making and documentation.
However to help further facilitate document preparation and the review process, our
general informational needs are outlined below:

1. Description of fishery and wildlife resources within the project area,
including a listing of federally or state designated threatened, endangered,
or special concem species. Potential borrow areas to be used for project
construction should be included in the inventories. A listing of designated
plant species can be developed through consul tation with:

NC Natural Heritage Program

Dept. of Environment & Natural Resources
1601 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1601.

WWW.nenhp.org
and,

NCDA Plant Conservation Program
P. Q. Box 27647

Raleigh, N. C. 27611

(919) 733-3610

2. Description of any streams or wetlands affected by the project. The need for
chamnelizing or relocating portions of streams crossed and the extent of
such activities.

3. Cover type maps showing wetland acreages impacted by the project.
Wetland acreages should include all project-related areas that may undergo
hydrologic change as a result of ditching, other drainage, or filling for
project construction. Wetland identification may be accomplished through
coordination with the U. 8. Army Cotps of Engineers (COE). If the COE
is not consulted, the person delineating wetlands should be identified and
criteria Jisted.

4. Cover type maps showing acreages of upland wildlife habitat impacted by the
proposed project. Potential borrow sites should be included.

5. The extent to which the project will result in loss, degradation, or
fragmentation of wildlife habitat (wetlands or uplands).

6. Mitigation for avoiding, minimizing or compensating for direct and indirect
degradation in habitat quality as well as quantitative losses.

ad
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Memo Page 3 March 16, 2010

7. A cumulative impact assessment section which analyzes the environmental
effects of highway construction and quantifies the contribution of this
individual project to environmental degradation.

8. A discussion of the probable impacts on natural resources which will result
from secondary development facilitated by the improved road access.

9. If construction of this facility is to be coordinated with other state, municipal,
or private development projects, a description of these projccts should be
included in the environmental document, and all project sponsors should
be identified.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input in the early planning stages for this
project. If we can further assist your office, please contact me at (919) 528-9886.

ce: Gary Jordan, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Raleigh
Rob Ridings, DWQ, Raleigh
Eric Alsmeyer, USACE, Raleigh
Chris Militscher, EPA

85
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT ANDL__ "% "proyeawumber

NATURAL RESOURCES 10-0283
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH County

Wake, Johnston
Inter-Agency Project Review Response

Project Name  NC Turnpike Type of Project  Scoping - Scoping notice
Authority/NCDOT for Southern & Eastern

Wake Expressway, STIP
Projects R-2721, R-2828 &
Comments provided by: R-2829. Complete 540
QOuter Loop from NC55 to
[J Regional Program Person US 64/US 264 bypass,
approx 29 miles
X Regional Supervisor for Public Water Supply Section

[]  Central Office program person

Name Michael Douglas-Raleigh RO Date; 02/12/2010

Telephone number: UG - 7&/ —4f 7.4()

Program within Division of Environmental Health:

. Public Water Supply

[1 Other, Name of Program:

Response (check all applicable):

[0 No objection to project as proposed

[0 Nocomment

[] Insufficient information to complete review
[C] Comments attached
A

See comments below
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Return to:
Public Water Supply Section
Environmental Review Coordinator for the
Division of Environmental Health
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“Project-Number-~ _ | |
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DEPARTMEN
NATU 10-0283
DIVISION OF E EALTH County
Wake, Johnston
Inter-Agency Project Review Response
Project Name  NC Turnpike Type of Project  Scoping - Scoping notice
Authority/NCDOT for Southern & Eastern

Wake Expressway, STIP
Projects R-2721, R-2828 &

R-2829. Complete 540
QOuter Loop from NC55 to

[0  The applicant should be advised that plans US 64/US 264} bypass,
and specifications for all water system approx 29 miles

improvements must be approved by the Division of Environmental Health prior to the
award of a contract or the initiation of construction (as required by 15A NCAC 18C
.0300et. seq.). For information, contact the Public Water Supply Section, (918)
733-2321.

O This project will be classified as a non-community public water supply and must comply
with state and federal drinking water monitoring requirements. For more information the
applicant should contact the Public Water Supply Section, (819) 733-2321.

] If this project is constructed as proposed, we will recommend closure of feet of
adjacent waters to the harvest of shellfish. For information regarding the shellfish
sanitation program, the applicant should contact the Shellfish Sanitation Section at (252)
726-6827.

O The soil disposal area(s) proposed for this project may produce a mosquito breeding
problem. For information concerning appropriate mosquito control measures, the
applicant should contact the Public Health Pest Management Section at (919) 733-6407.

L] The applicant should be advised that prior to the removal or demolition of dilapidated
structures, an extensive rodent control program may be necessary in order to prevent the
migration of the rodents to adjacent areas. For information concerning rodent control,
contact the local health department or the Public Health Pest Management Section at
(919) 733-6407.

| The applicant should be advised to contact the local health department regarding their
requirements for septic tank installations (as required under 15A NCAC 18A. 1900 et.
sep.). For information concerning septic tank and other on-site waste disposal methods,
contact the On-Site Wastewater Section at (919) 733-2895.

O The applicant should be advised to contact the local health department regarding the
sanitary facilities required for this project.

W If existing water lines will be relocated during the construction, plans for the water line
relocation must be submitted to the Division of Environmental Health, Public Water
Supply Section, Technical Services Branch, 1634 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North
Carolina 27699-1634, (919) 733-2321.

X For Regional and Central Office comments, see the reverse side of this form.

Jim McRight PWSS 02/12/2010

Reviewer Section/Branch Date



NORTH CAROLINA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION

INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW

COUNTY : WAKE F02: HIGHWAYS AND ROADS STATE NUMBER: 10-E-4220-048.
JOHNSTON DATE RECEIVED: 02/03/2010

AGENCY RESPONSE: 03/23/2020
REVIEW CLOSED: (03/27/2020

CLEARINGHOUSE COORDINATOR P
CC&PS - DIV OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT . -
FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT PROGRAM ; i

MSC # 4719 :
RALEIGH NC ) L ot
REVIEW DISTRIBUTION ' T ey
CC&PS - DIV OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT o HECEWED

DENR LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS e
DEPT OF AGRICULTURE

4
DEPT OF CULTURAL RESOURCES FEB i) 2010

DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION mﬂ “ Yapping P

TRIANGLE J COG

PROJECT INFORMATION -

APPLICANT: State of N.C. Turnpike Authority

TYPE: Naticnal Environmental Policy Act
Scoping

DESC: Scoping notice for the Southern and Eastern Wake Expressway, STIP Projects
R-2721,-2828 and R-2828. Completion of the 540 Outer Loop from NC 55 in Wake
County to the US 64/US 264 bypass 1in Knightdale , approximate distance of 29
miles. -

The attached project has been submitted to the N. C. State Clearinghouse for

intergovernmental review. Please review and submit your response by the above
indicated date to 1301 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-1301.

If additional review time is needed, please contact this office at (919)807-2425.

AS A RESULT OF THIS REVIEW FOLLOWING IS SUBMITTED: D NO COMMENT &] COMMENTS ATTACHE.

SIGNED BY: DATE: d?ABQEé§OIC>
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NORTH CAROLINA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION

INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW

COUNTY: WAKE FO02: HIGHWAYS AND ROADS STATE NUMBER: 10-E-4220-0283
JOHNSTON DATE RECEIVED: (02/03/2010
AGENCY RESPONSE: 03/23/2020
REVIEW CLOSED: (3/27/2020

MS HOLLY GILROY
CLEARINGHOUSE COORDINATOR

DEPT OF AGRICULTURE

1001 MSC - AGRICULTURE BLDG 7
RALEIGH NC iy
REVIEW DISTRIBUTION

CC&PS - DIV OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT
DENR LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS
DEPT OF AGRICULTURE
DEPT OF CULTURAL RESQURCES 'ﬁjv
DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION )
TRIANGLE J COG
PROJECT INFORMATION
APPLICANT: State of N.C. Turnpike Authority
TYPE: National Environmental Policy Act

Scoping

DESC: Scoping notice for the Southern and Eastern Wake Expressway, STIF Projects
R-2721,-2828 and R-2829%. Completion of the 540 Outer Loop from NC 55 in Wake
County to the US 64/US 264 bypass 1in Knightdale , approximate distance of 29
miles.

P

The attached project has been submitted to the N. C. State Clearinghouse for
intergovernmental review. Please review and submit your response by the above
indicated date to 1301 Mail Service Céenter, Raleigh NC 27699-1301.

I1f additional review time is needed, please contact this office at (919)807-2425.

A5 A RESULT OF THIS REVIEW THE FOLLOWING IS SUBMITTED: [:] NO COMMENT Ezi/ESMMHNTS ATTACHED

SIGNED BY: %% /%L&:L?‘j' DATE: R[4/




stevenW. Troxter  1NOTth Carolina Department of Agriculture R—

Commissioner and Consumer SerViCeS Environ}\r::;a;zlefmgram
Agricultural Services

Ms. Valerie McMillan February 19, 2010
State Clearinghouse

N.C. Department of Administration 475
1301 Mail Service Center - P
Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1301 :

State #: 10-E-4220-0283
RE: Southern and Eastern Wake Expressway

Dear Ms McMillan:

The footprint of the proposed Southern and Eastern Wake Expressway has potential of irreversible damage
and increases the loss of prime farm and forest land thereby negatively impacting agricultural environmental
balance in the immediate area. The US DOT and the NCDOT should give due consideration of routing and / or
designs that reduce to loss of farm and forest land activities due to potential negative environmental and economic
impacts by the placement of the road’s footprint. Providing friendly and accessible agricultural crossover points for
agricultural equipment and livestock in conjunction with the use of agricultural easements at access points and
along the proposed right ways would lessen the negative impacts on the adjacent farms and forest land.

Farm and forest lands are natural resources with no mitigation process. These agribusiness resources
cannot be replaced nor relocated once converted to other uses. Placement of the Expressway should give
consideration of farms near existing Voluntary Agricultural Districts (VAD) designed to recognize and protect key
agricultural production centers. Transportation planning priorities should considered highway placement and its
potential negative impact on VAD and land resources. These plans should also negate the formation of
incompatible and inaccessible land units that degrades agricultural production capabilities.

Agricultural production incomes from locally grown products have a considerable multiplier influence. It is
estimated that for every 40 acres converted from agricultural production, one agribusiness job and its associated
economic activity is lost indefinitely. Additional acreage loss is most likely to occur beyond the Southern and
Eastern Wake Expressway footprint due to the subdivision and reduced agricultural production capacity from
development pressures. Furthermore the costs of community services used by agricultural business are minimal
and therefore are net contributors to county budgets. Both current and future cost for the conversion land from
production agriculture is needed for an accurate evaluation which is not accurately recognized by the Farmland
Conversion Impact Rating using Form AD 1006.

Based on the secondary, cumulative, and direct impacts, this project has potential to adversely
impact the agricultural environmental and economic resources in the proposed area. The total negative
impact on the environmental and agribusiness economy will be proportionately related to the total acres of farm and
forest land taken out of production.

geoh‘ully,

Dewitt Hardee
Environmental Program Manager

E-mail: dewitt.hardee@ncagr.gov
1001 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Carolina, 27699-1001 (919) 733-7125 @ Fax (919) 716-0105
TTY: 1-800-735-2962 Voice: 1-877-735-8200
An Equal Opportunity Affirmative Action Employer
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County to the US 64/US 264 bypass in Knightdale , approximate distance of 29
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North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources

State Historic Preservation Office
Peter B. Sandbeck, Administrator
= Office of Archives and History
Division of Historical Resources
David Brook, Director

Beverly Eaves Perdue, Governor
Linda A, Calisle, Secretary
Jeffrey J. Crow, Deputy Secretary

R

February 15, 2010 FeB 21
MEMORANDUM

43 & Jennifer Harris ;
North Carolina Turnpike Authority < -

FROM: Peter Sandbeck @’ﬁig PB7

SUBJECT:  Start of Study and Agency Scoping Meeting Notification, Southern And Eastern Wake
Expressway, R-2721, R-2828 and R-2829, Wake and Johnston Counties, CH 98-0457

Thank you for your letter of January 25, 2010, concerning the above project. We have reviewed the
information that accompanied your letter and offer the following comments.

The proposed study area for the Southern and Eastern Expressway confains Qumerous Native American and
historic petiod archaeological sites, some of which may be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of
Historic Places. In addition, much of the study area has never been surveyed to determine the presence or
significance of archaeological resources. We recommend that you or your cultural resource consultants contact
us as project corridors and alternates are developed for the project. We will then be able better able to evaluate
the potential effects upon archaeological resources and the need for any additional archaeological investigations

ptior to project implementation.

In terms of historic buildings and districts, we urge yout consultants to consult our maps and files for the latest
updates to the Wake County inventory.

We look forward to working with you and your staff on this project. Representatives of our agency plan to
attend the scoping meeting on February 16, 2010.

The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 CFR

Part 800.

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions concerning the above comment,
please contact Renee Gledhill-Earley, envitonmental review coordinator, at 919/807-6579. In all future
communication concerning this project, please cite the above referenced tracking number.

&t Steven D. DeWitt, NC Turnpike Authority
Matt Wilkerson, NCDOT
State Clearinghouse

Location: 100 East Jones Street, Raleigh NC 27601 Mailing Address: 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4617 Telephone/Fax: (919) 807-6570/807-6599



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

TOWN Of CARY
P.0. Box 8005

316 North Academy Street
Cary, NC 27512-8005

tel: 919-469-4011

fax: 919-460-4910

www.townofcary.org

March 17, 2010

Ms. Jennifer Harris, P.E.

North Carolina Turnpike Authority
1578 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699

Subject: Comments on the Study of the Triangle Expressway Southeast Connector
Dear Ms. Harris:

On behalf of the Cary Town Council, | respectfully submit the following comments in
response to your February 4, 2010 request for comments on the environmental impact
study (EIS) process for the Triangle Expressway Southeast Connector from NC 55 in
Apex to the US 64/US 264 Bypass in ‘Knightdale. The commentsare listed below and-
include phases ¢ of the prOJect such as the enV|ronmentaI |mpact study process deslgn
and constructlon R .. : ‘

¢ The NCTA shouId Work closely with the Town to- establlsh a thorough and proactive
communications plan. The NCTA should implement an aggressive public information
and educational initiative for the potentially impacted residents and neighborhoods.
The NCTA should hold regular meetings with the Town of Cary to present the
communications plan and discuss concerns with the environmental impact study,
construction effects on the quality of life, and traffic flow impacts among other
issues. The NCTA should provide ample time for press releases such as community
meetings, detours, and other pertinent information.

e The NCTA should investigate providing an interchange within the Town of Cary
Comprehensive Planning Area. An interchange is currently proposed at the
intersection of Kildaire Farm Road and Holly Springs Road. Due to growth and
development, there may be too much traffic at a single point and an additional
interchange may be needed in this area.

e The NCTA should closely investigate any impacts of moving the corridor off the -
protected alignment. This could negatively impact residential communities, proposed
~..greenways, proposed parks, and proposed thoroughfare improvements. The NCTA
should avoid impacting four current and proposed parks within the study-area, '
~“including the existing Middle’ Creek Park and the proposed Barley Park. In add|t|on,
‘there are three greenways existing and proposed that cross perpendicular to the -
protected corridor. The greenway names are: Middle Creek Greenway, Camp



Ms. Jennifer Harris, P.E.
March 17, 2010

Branch Greenway, and Optimist Farm Greenway. There is an existing historical
farm, the Olive Farm, located south of the protected corridor. In addition, there are
several small historical buildings within the study area. There is an existing water
treatment facility, the South Cary Water Reclamation Facility, located at the southern
end of West Lake Road. Future thoroughfare improvements and development site
plans have been planned with respect to the location of the protected corridor.

e The NCTA should address Town of Cary concerns about how changes to the
protected corridor could impact the recently adopted Cary Comprehensive
Transportation Plan. The Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) was adopted
by Town Council in 2008. The transportation network in Cary was analyzed for
connectivity, social, economic, ecological, and traffic data with respect to the location
of the protected corridor. Potential impacts to these components of the CTP should
be considered through the EIS.

e The NCTA should work closely with Town of Cary to review and provide comments
for the alternate alignments that will be included in the draft EIS. The NCTA should
contact the Town of Cary in a reasonable amount of time prior to releasing the draft
EIS for review and comments. The Town will review and provide comments to
proactively form a communications plan to respond to the anticipated release of the
draft EIS. The NCTA should continue to accept and review stakeholder comments
throughout the EIS, design, and construction stages of the project.

e The NCTA should plan for and address noise impacts before, during and after
construction. The NCTA should revise the NCDOT Traffic Noise Abatement Policy to
plan for and provide noise barriers for all subdivisions approved, not just properties
with building permits, prior to the record of decision (ROD). The NCDOT should
-revise this naligy prior to the final EIS for the Triangle Expressway Southeast
Connector, and the revised policy should apply for this project. '

e The NCTA should work closely with the Town of Cary early in the process to identify
and mitigate utility conflicts. Excavations and heavy construction operations over
and around utility infrastructure have the potential to damage lines and disrupt
service. Potential proposed and existing Town of Cary utility conflicts within the
study area include: the South Cary Water Reclamation Facility, water towers, fiber
optic cable, traffic signal cable, water and sanitary sewer service (see Attachment A
for approximate existing and proposed water and sewer locations). Potential -
proposed and existing external utility conflicts include Progress Energy distribution
lines, substations, and transmission lines. Other possible proposed and existing
conflicts include Time Warner Cable, gas lines, and cellular towers, among others.



Ms. Jennifer Harris, P.E.
March 17, 2010

e The Town of Cary requests that the NCTA evaluate traffic impacts associated with
construction. The NCTA should evaluate emergency response routes to ensure that
service can be maintained. Traffic detour routes can lead to increased congestion
and delays, which would increase driver inconvenience, confusion, and frustration. It
is standard practice at the Town of Cary to give ample notice to drivers and
residents of when, where, and how long a detour will be in place. In addition, the
NCTA should give consideration to coordinating with schools and bus routes,
coordinating signal work with the Town of Cary, coordinating the C-Tran bus route
with the Town of Cary, and ensure that mobility is maintained through the
construction area. The NCTA should evaluate and study the corridor for transit
improvements, such as an HOV lane, buses, and rail.

o The NCTA should consider impacts to existing and proposed subdivision and site
plans. Subdivisions and site plans will continue to be approved and lots platted
throughout the EIS process. Subdivisions and site plans that are within 500’ of the
Triangle Expressway Southeast Connector protected corridor and the Town of Cary
Comprehensive Planning Area as of March 8, 2010 are listed below (see Attachment
B for the map of locations). '

Subdivisions within 500' of the Protected Corridor and the Town
of Cary Comprehensive Planning Area
(List as of March 8, 2010)

Subdivision Name Acres Lots
South Lake PH3 13.9398 15
Oxford Greene 32.6973 24

.| Clancy-Morrison. 19.4583 . 15 .
Langston 77.802 72
Betty Truelove Daniels 6.81494 3
Belle Point 40.138 26
Brookshire Manor 23.4825 17
Jamison Park PH1 53.4068 136
Jamison Park PH2 78.0921 73
South Lake PH2 11.9468 12




Ms. Jennifer Harris, P.E.

March 17,2010

(List as of March 8, 2010)

Site Plans within 500' of the Protected Corridor and the Town of Cary
Comprehensive Planning Area

Site Plan Number | Project Name Status Acres | Use .,

00-SP-034 Middle Creek Park | Complete | 90.23 | Softball Fields
Softball Fields

99-SP-153 Middle Creek High | Complete | 203 High School
School

99-SP-247 Middle Creek Park | Complete | 203 Park

The Town would appreciate advance notification of any opportunities for additional

public input on the EIS, including public workshops and hearings so that we may alert

our citizens. We appreciate your consideration of our comments on this important

matter. Please feel free to contact Kristen Dwiggins in our Engineering Department at
(919) 462-3930 or via email at kristen.dwiggins@townofcary.org should you have any
further questions relating to this issue. The Town of Cary looks forward to working with
the Turnpike Authority on this important study process.

Best regards,

Harold Weinbrecht, Jr.

Mayor




B TOWN OF HOLLY SPRINGS
lolly ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT
Sprinds  Po Box 8 Holly Springs, NC 27540

NORTH CAROLINA  (919) 557-3938 ¢ FAX (919) 552-9881

[-540 SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR
1st COMMENTS
3/25/2010

Please feel free contact Kendra Parrish, PE, CFM at 557-3931 or
Kendra.Parrish@hollyspringsnc.us with any questions or comments regarding these

comments.

Comments:

1.

2.

Holly Springs supports the completion of the 1-540 Southeast Connector!

The Town of Holly Springs supports the location of the 1-540 Southeast Connector
in the current corridor protection area. If for some reason the location of 1-540
cannot be located in this area we request that the new location be south of Holly
Springs due to all of the existing development within the town limits.

Holly Springs is getting ready to embark upon a major multimodal Transportation
Plan Update. We would like to meet with the Turnpike Authority a couple times
throughout the process for coordination.

The planned interchange at Holly Springs Rd/Kildare Farm Road/I-540 needs
special evaluation. What is in the corridor protection plan is not adequate to NCDOT
design standards for on and off ramps. This presents a problem for Holly Springs
because as development plans come in we know there needs to be more right of
way however, NCDOT can not endorse a design due to NEPA.

Holly Springs requests a copy of the environmental investigation in our area for
documentation.

Holly Springs prefers that the grade separated bridge over Sunset Lake Road be an
overpass.

There are 3 greenway connections planned that cross 1-540 and will need to be
accommodated. These greenways are major connectors between adjacent
municipalities. 1-behind the Scott’'s Laurel Subdivision off of Kildare Farm Rd, 2-
Woodcreek Subdivision on Sunset Lake Road, 3-Area that runs parallel to Pierce
Olive Road.

Adjacent to Middle Creek the Town has a major existing sewer trunk line. This will
need to be preserved and factored into the road design.

03/23/11

Page 1 of 2




Lty TOWN OF HOLLY SPRINGS
Holly ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT
Sprinds  Po Box 8 Holly Springs, NC 27540
NORTH CAROLINA  (919) 557-3938  FAX (919) 552-9881

9. The overpass of Main Street (east of NC 55 Bypass) shall accommodate 100 ft right
of way for a 4 lane median divided facility.

10.Sunset Lake Rd and Kildare Farm Rd are both 100 ft right of way with 4 lane
median divided facilities as well.

11.Holly Springs would like to discuss noise walls and when the warrants will be
evaluated. If needed what materials and height would be evaluated.

Questions:
1. If 1-540 is relocated outside of the corridor protection area onto existing facilities
that will be upgraded, will it still remain a toll road?

2. Will transit corridor be included with the 1-540 design?

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the process.

03/23/11
Page 2 of 2
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March 18, 2010

Ms. Jennifer Harris, PE

Staff Engineer

North Carolina Turnpike Authority
5400 Glenwood Avenue

Raleigh, NC 27612

Re: Southern & Eastern Wake Expressway (STIP Projects R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829)
Notice of Intent Agency Response

Dear Ms Harris,

In reference to the Notice of Intent published in the Federal Register on November
30, 2009, this letter is to inform the North Carolina Turnpike Authority (NCTA) that
the Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) is supportive of the
development of an environmental impact statement for the proposed action.

The Capital Area MPO wishes to continue to build upon the cooperative planning
relationship established in the Memorandum of Understanding dated May 13%, 2007
(attached). As the designated agency responsible for the 3-C planning process under
Section 134 of Title 23 United State Code and Chapter 136 of the North Carolina
General Statutes, CAMPO looks forward to the opportunity to serve as a participating
agency in the planning and designh development process for this project.

The MPO encourages NCTA to develop and  designate a preferred corridor and
alignment in a timely manner in order to assist in proper transportation planning and
coordination of development activities in this rapidly growing area. A designated
corridor is also essential to expedite the acquisition of necessary right of way for the
project, thus keeping overall project costs to a minimum.

Planning and design of this major transportation facility should be in harmony with
the adopted regional Long Range Transportation Plan and Triangle Regional Model.
This should include consideration for the long term needs of the transportation
corridor by accommodating the ultimate cost effective design of this facility rather
than incorporating design elements to minimize initial construction costs that will
result in higher retrofits in the future such as resizing of bridges or interchanges once
tolls are removed from the facility. The MPO recognizes that the current regional
model has produced traffic volumes that are lower than the initial model that
included this project. The MPO wishes to express the need for continued coordination
with NCTA to ensure reasonable traffic volumes are included in an update of the
Triangle Regional Model currently under development.

127 W. Hargett Street, Suite 800 Raleigh, NC 27601 Phone: (919) 996-4400 Fax: (919) 807-8517
WWW.campo-nc.us



Ms. Jennifer Harris, PE March 18, 2010
NC Turnpike Authority
Notice of Intent Agency Response Page 2

The Southern and Eastern Wake Expressways are portions of the larger 540 Outer Loop
project. As such these projects should be developed as a single design and right-of-
way acquisition project to the extent possible. This will minimize long term project
costs and result in an overall savings for the taxpayers. Any study of financial,
economic and congestion impacts should include an analysis of the full completion of
the Outer Loop.

The Southern and Eastern Wake Expressway will serve as the backbone of the
transportation network in this area and should provide a balanced transportation
facility design that includes multimodal considerations such as:

= Park and Ride facilities at major interchanges and other appropriate locations.

Transit Vehicle toll exemption and priority.

= Transit vehicle and High Occupancy Vehicle priority through the use of
designated lanes, toll stalls or other means.

s Coordination with existing and proposed bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the
project corridor.

The MPO supports the inclusion of Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) components
in the project design that are consistent with the adopted regional ITS architecture.
This will maximize the transportation investment by enabling the most efficient
management of traffic operations within the corridor.

The design of this new facility should minimize negative impacts to the Swift Creek
Watershed and water supply area. To accomplish this, the ultimate facility design
should include a toolbox of sustainable design elements such as use of BMPs
throughout the project and consideration of onsite storm water treatment such as
sustainable landscaping elements that are compatible with local soil type and
drainage capability and that are native to the region.

The staff at CAMPO looks forward to working with NCTA to develop this vital
transportation facility for the future. If you need any further assistance or have
questions please contact my office at (919) 996-4400.
Sincerely,

7

Edison H. Johnson, Jr., PE, FITE
Executive Director, N.C. Capital Area MPO

cc: George Hoops, P.E. - Federal Highway Administration
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NORTH CAROLINA

4 Turnpike Authority

Turnpike Environmental Agency Coordination (TEAC)

Meeting

MEETING MINUTES

FINAL

Date: December 8, 2009
9:00 a.m. To 10:15 a.m.
NCTA Board Room
Project:

Southern and Eastern Wake Expressway Spotlight:

Attendees:

George Hoops, FHWA

Christopher Militscher, USEPA

Eric Alsmeyer, USACE

Gary Jordan, USFWS

Rob Ridings, NCDWQ

Deanna Riffey, NCDOT-NEU

Erica McLamb, NCDOT-NEU
Rachelle Beauregard, NCDOT-NEU
Amy Simes, NCDENR

Missy Pair, NCDOT-PDEA

Steve Gurganus, NCDOT-PDEA-HEU
Dewayne Sykes, NCDOT-Roadway Design Unit

Presentation Materials (Posted on TEAC website):

e Agenda

e Project Introduction PowerPoint Presentation
e Draft Project Study Area Map

¢ Notice of Intent

e Draft Section 6002 Project Coordination Plan
[ ]

Purpose:

STIP R-2721, R-2828, and R-2929 — Southern and Eastern Wake Expressway

Tony Houser, NCDOT-Roadway Design Unit
Lonnie Brooks, NCDOT-Structure Design Unit
Jennifer Harris, NCTA

Christy Shumate, HNTB

Spencer Franklin, HNTB

Kevin Markham, ESI

Roy Bruce, Lochner

Kristin Maseman, Lochner

Karin Ertl, Lochner

Brian Eason, Lochner

Steve Browde, Lochner

Wendee Smith, Mulkey

Draft 2010 Calendar for Concurrence, Interagency, and NCTA Meetings

Introduce project and present draft project study area, Notice of Intent, and draft Section 6002 Project

Coordination Plan for the project.

General Discussion:

The following information was discussed at the meeting:

e Project Introduction: Lochner gave a brief PowerPoint presentation to introduce the project and
provide background information. Printed copies of the PowerPoint slides were provided to
meeting attendees. Highlights of the presentation are as follows:

Turnpike Environmental Agency Coordination Meeting — 12/08/09
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e Project length is about thirty miles, extending from NC 55 at the Western Wake Freeway/NC
540 to I-540 at the Knightdale Bypass.

¢ Initial project studies were conducted by NCDOT in the 1990s and a protected corridor for the
Southern Wake Expressway has been filed. The protected corridor for R-2721 (NC 55 to US
401) was filed in 1996; the protected corridor for R-2828 (US 401 to 1-40) was filed in 1997.
To date, approximately thirty parcels have been purchased by NCDOT in order to preserve
the corridor.

e |n addition to the No-Build Alternative, multiple Build Alternatives, including alternatives on
new location and upgrading existing roadway alternatives, as well as alternative modes, will
be evaluated in this study. Alternative modes may include mass transit, transportation
demand management, transportation system management, and others as identified.

e Key project issues that have been identified to date include potential impacts on area
streams, the presence of federally-protected mussel species, potential indirect and
cumulative effects, widespread residential development in the project area, and coordination
with multiple jurisdictions. Other project issues will be identified through scoping and as the
study progresses.

e Under the current draft schedule, the Draft EIS is scheduled for completion in early 2012, with
a Record of Decision in late 2013.

Lochner then displayed a video simulation of an aerial flyover of the protected corridor for
Southern Wake and a representative corridor for Eastern Wake to highlight locations of key area
features. The representative corridor shown for Eastern Wake has not been protected—it is
simply shown for reference purposes.

¢ Notice of Intent: NCTA provided printed copies of the Notice of Intent (NOI) for the project,
which was published in the Federal Register on November 30, 2009. NCTA highlighted key
information in the NOI, stressing that a range of alternatives will be evaluated for the project,
including multiple new location and upgrade existing roadway alternatives along with several
types of non-highway improvement alternatives.

e Draft Project Study Area: Maps showing the boundaries of the draft project study area were
displayed and discussed. Lochner pointed out that the northern boundary of the study area in
southern Wake County was set to avoid the Swift Creek watershed to the north, but to include
Ten-Ten Road, an east-west facility. The western and southern boundaries were set to include
NC 42 and NC 55, which together form a key east-west route through the study area.

Following an initial request by EPA, the resource and regulatory agencies expressed interest in
the proposed northern study area boundary shifted to the north to allow early consideration of
potentially shorter alternatives closer to more heavily developed portions of the area. This shift,
which would create a larger study area, may also allow evaluation of a larger number of potential
locations for the crossing of Swift Creek. This could be helpful in considering how to best
minimize impacts to federally-protected mussel species.

NCDOT had a suggestion about the proposed southern study area boundary in light of potential
issues at the 1-40 interchange at NC 42. The study area will be shifted slightly in this area to
include the area around the NC 42 and the Clayton Bypass.

e Draft Section 6002 Project Coordination Plan: In lieu of following the NCDOT's merger
process, this project will follow coordination procedures authorized under Section 6002 of
SAFETEA-LU for the environmental review process. The key difference in the two approaches is
that formal concurrence is not required at decision points in the study. However, NCTA still

Turnpike Environmental Agency Coordination Meeting — 12/08/09
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expects the agencies to highlight issues of concern, particularly those that could affect later
permitting decisions. Printed copies of the draft Project Coordination Plan prepared for this
project were provided. The plan contains a list of suggested cooperating and participating
agencies for the project. Formal invitation letters will be sent to request formal agreement to act
as cooperating or participating agencies. The current draft Project Coordination Plan will be
finalized in the coming few months as the scoping process proceeds. After this, revisions can be
made to the Project Coordination Plan at any time throughout the study as conditions warrant.
Participants will be apprised of all revisions to the Project Coordination Plan and will be afforded
opportunity to discuss the revisions.

Q&A:
1. How much of the project study area is shown in the flyover video?
The width of the area shown is fairly small (roughly one mile wide)—the project study area is a lot
wider than the area shown (as much as twelve miles wide in some locations).

2. Why doesn't the study area include areas to the north of the existing northern boundary? Is the
Swift Creek watershed a critical water supply watershed?
The existing northern boundary would keep any new location alternatives south of the Swift Creek
water supply watershed. NCTA will determine if it is a critical water supply watershed.

Note: Within the Swift Creek watershed, the Lake Benson watershed area has been designated
by DWQ as a Critical Area (WS-Ill). The Lake Wheeler portion of the Swift Creek watershed is
designated as WS-IlI, but not as a Critical Area.

3. Could the study area boundary be shifted to the north? This could allow development of shorter
new location alternatives.
The boundary could and will be shifted for the purposes of environmental constraints mapping
and preliminary screening of alternative concepts.

4. What existing facilities would this project likely alleviate traffic from? Is reduction of traffic
congestion on existing facilities likely to be an element of the project purpose?
The project would likely draw traffic off of I-40, 1-440, Ten-Ten Road, NC 42 and other adjacent
facilities. Reduction of traffic congestion will likely be an element of the project purpose.

5. The agencies would like information on the parcels already acquired by NCDOT under corridor
protection.
All 30 parcels were acquired as a result of hardship requests from the original property owners.
Key details of the acquired parcels will be provided.

6. What happens to parcels acquired through corridor protection if the protected corridor is not
chosen as the preferred alternative?
Each parcel is first offered for purchase to its original owner, then to adjacent property owners,
and then to the wider public.

Previous Action Items:
e None

New Action Items:

e TEAC members will provide to NCTA comments on the draft Project Coordination Plan and the
draft study area.

e Lochner will update the draft project study area boundary and NCTA will provide copies of
updated maps.

e NCTA will determine the protective status of the Swift Creek watershed (see above).

o NCTA will provide details of parcels acquired by NCDOT under corridor protection; details will
include acreage, location, and, if possible, purchase price.

Turnpike Environmental Agency Coordination Meeting — 12/08/09
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Resolutions:
e None

Next Steps:
e Continue to consider potential adjustments to the draft study area boundary; begin to consider
scoping issues.
e Next meeting will be the scoping meeting; it is tentatively scheduled for February 16, 2010.
Coordinate with HPO and NCWRC representatives, who were not able to attend this meeting, to provide
information about this meeting and the upcoming scoping meeting.

Turnpike Environmental Agency Coordination Meeting — 12/08/09



P NORTH CAROLINA

4 Turnpike Authority

Turnpike Environmental Agency Coordination (TEAC)
Meeting

MEETING MINUTES
Date: February 16, 2010

8:30 a.m. To 10:15 a.m.
NCTA Board Room

Project:  STIP R-2721, R-2828, and R-2929 — Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension (Raleigh Outer
Loop)

Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension Spotlight:

Attendees:
George Hoops, FHWA Dewayne Sykes, NCDOT-Roadway Design Unit
Christopher Militscher, USEPA Aketa Emptage, NCDOT-OCR
Eric Alsmeyer, USACE Neal Strickland, NCDOT-Right of Way Branch
Gary Jordan, USFWS Tony Houser, NCDOT-Roadway Design Unit
Brian Wrenn, NCDWQ Jennifer Harris, NCTA
Travis Wilson, NCWRC Christy Shumate, HNTB
Dolores Hall, NCOSA (via telephone) Kevin Markham, ESI
Amy Simes, NCDENR Roy Bruce, Lochner
Mickey Sugg, USACE Kristin Maseman, Lochner
Missy Pair, NCDOT-PDEA Karin Ertl, Lochner
Derrick Weaver, NCDOT-PDEA Steve Browde, Lochner
Steve Gurganus, NCDOT-PDEA-HEU Wendee Smith, Mulkey

Nilesh Surti, NCDOT-TPM

Presentation Materials (Posted on TEAC website):

e Agenda
Revised Section 6002 Project Coordination Plan
Revised Project Study Area Map
Scoping Handout
Community Characteristics Summary
Draft Preliminary Purpose and Need
Environmental Constraints Map and Legend
Swift Creek Critical Watershed Area Map
Area Socioeconomic Characteristics Maps

Purpose:
Obtain agency scoping comments; discuss preliminary statement of purpose and need.

General Discussion:
The following information was discussed at the meeting:
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e Project Name: NCTA explained that the project name is under development. “Triangle
Expressway Southeast Connector” and “Triangle Expressway Extension” have both been used as
project names. The Notice of Intent for the project, which was published in November 2009,
referenced the project as the “Raleigh Outer Loop.” NCTA will need to make it clear when the
project ROD is filed with EPA that the project’'s NOI referenced the earlier name. Regardless of
the project name, NCTA will study the full range of alternatives during the NEPA study.

e Revised Project Study Area: Lochner presented the revised project study area map, showing
the expanded study area boundary. The study area was revised following the December TEAC
meeting per USEPA comments. The expanded study area incorporates the Swift Creek Water
Supply Watershed area, the Town of Garner, and the NC 42/Clayton Bypass area in Clayton.
NCTA stressed that the study area reflects the area within which new location alternatives will be
considered. For the purposes of the overall NEPA project, upgrade existing facilities alternatives
will be considered throughout the Raleigh area.

NCDWQ has concerns about potential impacts to critical watershed areas by any alternatives
developed in these areas. USFWS has concerns about potential impacts to endangered mussel
species south of the Lake Benson dam. USEPA asked that the expanded study area boundary
be retained rather than reduced to eliminate options that may impact the critical watershed areas.

e Section 6002 Coordination Plan: NCTA explained that the Section 6002 Coordination Plan has
been revised slightly since the December 2009 TEAC meeting. Revisions were minor editorial
changes. USEPA has recently provided input on the Plan to NCTA and this input will be
incorporated into another revision. USACE asked that NCTA make every effort to provide
agencies with TEAC meeting materials two weeks in advance of meetings where decisions will be
required.

Several agencies expressed a desire for the NCTA to follow the NCDOT merger process.
Agencies indicated that the merger process allows for concurrent activity on the project while also
facilitating linear decision-making, and that the merger process makes it clear what decisions are
expected for each meeting. Agencies also indicated that the merger process has been fine tuned
through the years through the collaborative work of various agencies and also includes a useful
dispute resolution process.

NCDOT noted that the merger process is Section 6002 compliant; however, neither NCDOT nor
NCTA is required to follow merger. FHWA noted that NCTA should clearly identification of
decision points prior to TEAC meetings. Both Section 6002 and the merger process flow through
the same decision points and address the same issues. If new issues arise during either
process, they must be addressed by the team. FHWA asked for agency ideas on ways to
enhance the Section 6002 process. NCTA and FHWA has considered agencies’ positions on
using the merger process versus the Section 6002 process and has elected to continue to use
the Section 6002 process in lieu of the merger process.

e Scoping Handout: Lochner reviewed this summary of the project, highlighting some of the key
project issues that have been identified and noting key environmental constraints. Maps showing
the locations of known environmental constraints were also displayed.

USEPA asked for clarification on Limited English Proficiency (LEP) issues with regards to the
project. Environmental Justice (EJ) and LEP are covered by two separate Executive Orders.
NCDOT Office of Civil Rights asked to be actively included in the development of the project

approach relative to EJ and LEP issues.

NCDOT noted that voluntary agricultural districts (VADs) have their own public hearing
requirements if they may be directly impacted by the project. NCDOT recommends that VAD
hearings be held around the time of the corridor public hearing for the project. NCDOT
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Q&A:
1.

recommended that NCTA review Governor Hunt's 1981 Executive Order relative to Soil and
Water Conservation District coordination for this project.

USEPA requested that only reasonable preliminary alternatives be brought to the agencies for
consideration; options should be kept simple, without excessive crossover connectors and
numerous alternative segments.

USEPA inquired about the status of the traffic forecasts for this project since this issue has
delayed the project in the past. NCTA responded that the “no-build” traffic for 2035 is complete,
and that data are already available for an analysis of a “build” alternative along the protected
corridor. This information will be posted to Constructware. USEPA expressed concern about the
range of percentage increases in predicted traffic volumes along segments of NC 42.

NCDWQ noted the significance of indirect and cumulative effects (ICE) associated with this
project and the potential impacts on the numerous streams in the area. USEPA is also
concerned about ICE and the ability of the area to support development from water supply and
wastewater treatment capacity perspectives. The project team should collect information on the
status of area wastewater treatment plants, including their capacity and permit status. The
project team should also obtain information on the new Dempsey Benton wastewater treatment
plant on NC 50. NCDOT recommended that a screening ICE report be prepared. NCWRC noted
that effective addressing of ICE will require a strong cooperative approach with local
governments. USFWS noted that Section 7 will be a major project issue.

Purpose and Need: Lochner summarized the key study area characteristics underlying the need
for the project and described preliminary concepts for the project purpose. The project purpose
includes a primary goal, improving transportation mobility between areas south and east of
Raleigh and areas west and north of the city, as well as other desirable outcomes.

With regards to local government support for the project, which will be an important element of
the project need, USEPA expressed concern that local communities in the study area are
competing for growth and development with the expressed desire to grow and expand their
municipal boundaries. USEPA is concerned that there is not a coordinated effort relative to
growth management and the ability of the area to provide public services. USEPA expects
serious environmental issues in the project area relative to water supply and wastewater
treatment capacity because of this growth competition.

USACE and USEPA noted that Research Triangle Park (RTP) and other areas west and north of
Raleigh are not the only employment centers/trip destinations in the area; there are other strong
trip attractors. USACE noted that this project provides connectivity for the entire 540 Loop.

NCDOT suggested that the discussion of project need include a clear explanation about why the
Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO) has included this project in its Long
Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). NCDOT also recommended that economic development not
be included in the project purpose and need as a desirable outcome.

General: Future graphics and maps displayed at TEAC meetings should include the date when
they were printed or last revised.

NCTA has placed maps showing the locations of protected corridor parcels purchased by

NCDOT on Constructware. NCTA has also posted spreadsheets listing details for each of these
approximately 30 parcels.

What is the definition of Limited English Proficiency?
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LEP individuals are unable to speak, read, or write in English. Project materials must be
translated into another language if either 5% of the individuals in a community or 1,000
individuals in the community are classified as LEP.

What is the large historic site shown on the constraints map on Old Stage Road just north of the
protected corridor?

It is the Williams Crossroads site; it was placed on the State Study List but is not currently listed
on the National Register.

Previous Action Items:

TEAC members will provide to NCTA comments on the draft Project Coordination Plan and the
draft study area.

Lochner will update the draft project study area boundary and NCTA will provide copies of
updated maps. (Completed)

NCTA will determine the protective status of the Swift Creek watershed. (Completed)

NCTA will provide details of parcels acquired by NCDOT under corridor protection; details will
include acreage, location, and, if possible, purchase price. (Completed)

New Action Items:

Agencies to review scoping handout and constraints mapping and provide to NCTA information
about additional environmental issues and constraints.

NCTA/FHWA to review process for agency coordination.

Lochner will add STIP project R-2609 (US 401) to the list of other projects in the study area.
Lochner will contact NCDOT Office of Civil Rights to coordinate on LEP and EJ considerations
and analysis for the project.

NCTA/Lochner will coordinate with County Soil and Water Conservation Districts.

NCTA will place completed traffic forecast and analysis reports to Constructware.

Lochner will collect information on study area wastewater treatment plants.

Resolutions:

None

Next Steps:

NCTA will continue to develop project purpose and need. Continue to consider potential
adjustments to the draft study area boundary; begin to consider scoping issues.
Develop Community Characteristics Report.

Public workshops to be held in summer 2010.
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Turnpike Environmental Agency Coordination (TEAC)
Meeting

MEETING MINUTES

Date: August 10, 2010
10:00 a.m. to 11:30 a.m.
NCTA Board Room
Project:  STIP R-2721, R-2828, and R-2929 — Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension

Triangle Expressway Extension Spotlight:

Attendees:
Rob Ayers, FHWA
Christopher Militscher, USEPA
Eric Alsmeyer, USACE
Scott McLendon, USACE
Gary Jordan, USFWS
Brian Wrenn, NCDENR-DWQ
Travis Wilson, NCWRC
Amy Simes, NCDENR (via telephone)
Renee Gledhill-Earley, NCDCR-HPO (via telephone)
Missy Pair, NCDOT-PDEA
Herman Huang, NCDOT-PDEA, HEU

Jason Moore, NCDOT-Roadway Design Unit
BenJetta Johnson, NCDOT-TMSD
Chris Lukasina, CAMPO

Jennifer Harris, NCTA

Christy Shumate, HNTB

Spencer Franklin, HNTB

Gail Tyner, ESI

Joanna Rocco, URS

Roy Bruce, Lochner

Brian Eason, Lochner

Kristin Maseman, Lochner

Doug Taylor, NCDOT-Roadway Design Unit
Sam St. Clair, NCDOT-Roadway Design Unit
Tony Houser, NCDOT-Roadway Design Unit

Presentation Materials (Posted on TEAC website):

e Agenda

Draft Purpose and Need Statement

Purpose:

Karin Ertl, Lochner
Steve Browde, Lochner
Wendee Smith, Mulkey

Final Meeting Minutes — 2/16/10 TEAC Meeting
Revised Section 6002 Draft Project Coordination Plan

Handout 1 — Alternatives Screening Methodology Summary
Handout 2 — Qualitative First Tier Screening of Alternative Concepts
Handout 3 — Quantitative Second Tier Screening of Alternative Concepts

Discuss purpose and need statement and alternatives screening process.

General Discussion:

The following information was discussed at the meeting:

e Project Coordination Plan: NCTA stated that a revised version of the Draft Project Coordination
Plan has been posted to Constructware. The revisions were based on similar edits that were
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made to the Project Coordination Plan for the Cape Fear Skyway project. NCTA distributed
invitation letters to representatives of State agencies, asking for the agencies to become
participating agencies under the Project Coordination Plan. FHWA will distribute a similar letter to
representatives of federal agencies. Agencies are requested to submit to NCTA any final
comments on the Project Coordination Plan before the next TEAC meeting on September 8,
2010.

e Purpose and Need: Lochner summarized the three key elements of the project need: the need
for improved mobility in the project, underscored in the Capital Area Metropolitan Planning
Organization (CAMPO) Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP); the limited transportation
options for efficient local and through travel in the region due to increasing congestion on existing
freeways and a lack of alternative routes and travel modes; and existing and projected poor levels
of service (LOS) on major roadways in the project area. Lochner summarized the project
purpose as improving transportation mobility to enhance connectivity in the area and to provide
additional high-speed, efficient regional transportation infrastructure for local and regional traffic.
Other desirable outcomes include system linkage and support for federal sustainability and
livability goals.

NCDENR-DWQ asked how a reduction in congested vehicle miles traveled (one of the measures
of effectiveness listed in the Draft Purpose and Need Report for meeting project purpose) would
differ from improvement in LOS. HNTB explained that measuring changes in congested vehicle
miles traveled provides information on congestion levels throughout the local transportation
network. LOS only provides information on congestion levels for a specific link in that network.

NCDENR-DWQ asked whether the study area for traffic analysis is different from the study area
for alternatives development. NCTA explained that the limits of the study area for traffic analysis
are broader than those for alternatives development because the former must consider more of
the regional transportation network outside the immediate project area. NCDENR-DWQ stated
that this discrepancy between the two study areas is confusing in the Draft Purpose and Need
Report and suggested that this issue be clarified in the report.

FHWA suggested that more information be provided about potential thresholds for meeting the
project purpose under each of the measures of effectiveness listed in the Draft Purpose and
Need Report. NCTA explained that it could be difficult to set thresholds that do not arbitrarily
eliminate otherwise reasonable alternatives. CAMPO indicated that their LRTP includes
measures of effectiveness but does not identify minimum requirements for meeting them.

USEPA asked why information about US 401 is not included in the traffic figures in the Draft
Purpose and Need Statement. HNTB explained that traffic data for existing conditions and no-
build scenarios are available for US 401. HNTB will include this information in the figures.

NCDENR-DWQ questioned the appropriateness of including the NC Strategic Highway Corridor
vision as part of the need for the project. NCTA explained that this was included as supporting
information to explain that current and projected LOS do not support that vision. NCTA will more
closely examine this issue and consider revising the report text to clarify.

FHWA asked how public involvement will be incorporated into purpose and need development.
Lochner explained that public workshops to present this information, along with information about
alternatives development will be held in late September. Project purpose and need will be
finalized after considering all public and agency comments received. NCTA explained that
agency comments received will also be considered in finalizing the project purpose and need.
The Draft Purpose and Need Statement will be posted to the project website.

e Alternatives Screening: NCTA summarized the methodology used for screening alternative
concepts and preliminary alternative corridors and then provided an overview of the results of
screening alternative concepts (Qualitative First Tier Screening). NCTA stressed that improve
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existing and hybrid new location/improve existing concepts may prove to be worthy of more
consideration for this project than for past NCTA projects.

NCTA explained that for the first screening, alternative concepts were qualitatively compared to
the no-build alternative. USEPA asked whether combinations of concepts could be considered
as such combinations may be better able to meet elements of project purpose and need than
each concept alone. USEPA also stated that “maybe” could be a more accurate answer than
“yes” or “no” in qualitatively assessing whether each alternative concept meets each element of
purpose and need.

NCDOT-PDEA asked if CAMPO has done any modeling to see how much transit ridership is
needed to achieve quantitative improvements in, for example, area commute times. CAMPO
indicated that in its traffic model the Southeast Extension is assumed to be a multimodal facility,
with mass transit using the roadway along with cars and trucks. CAMPO expects that the
Southeast Extension will be developed so that it is consistent with the LRTP.

FHWA asked why the measures of effectiveness for meeting the project purpose were not used
to screen alternative concepts. NCTA responded that it would be difficult to quantify the ability of
each alternative concept to meet the measures of effectiveness for the project purpose. Lochner
added that the first tier screening of alternative concepts is meant to determine whether each
concept would be able to fulfill the main points of the project and purpose and need; those that
meet those points will then be subject to the quantifiable measures of effectiveness. Several
agencies suggested that NCTA consider qualitatively screening the alternative concepts
according to the measures of effectiveness. NCDENR-DWQ and NCWRC also suggested the
NCTA consider eliminating the following two elements of the first tier screening: consistency with
the NC Strategic Highway Corridor program and ability to improve system linkage. Several
agencies also suggested that NCTA more clearly explain the first tier screening process.

FHWA asked whether CAMPO has any documentation of how mode choices for specific areas
are made for the LRTP. CAMPO stated that regardless of mode, there is no east-west corridor in
southern and eastern Wake County that can handle projected traffic volumes. CAMPO views the
540 Outer Loop as the backbone of the transportation network in this area.

Lochner presented preliminary alternative corridors currently under consideration. These include
several new location alternatives, as well as improving existing facilities alternatives and hybrid
new location/improve existing facilities alternatives. Lochner described preliminary impact
estimates for these alternatives. NCTA recommended several alternatives for elimination based
on magnitude of impacts on relocations and jurisdictional resources. USFWS asked that NCTA
not eliminate Alternative O from further consideration at this point because, while it would require
a large number of relocations and would directly impact the Swift Creek Watershed Critical Area,
it is the only new location alternative that would avoid dwarf wedgemussel habitat. The agencies
agreed to eliminate Alternatives B, D, F, H, K, and M from further consideration. These
alternatives each use Segment 38, rather than Segment 9, at the eastern project terminus. In all
cases, alternatives using Segment 38 would have greater impacts to jurisdictional resources and
would require more relocations that similar alternatives using Segment 9. The agencies also
agreed to eliminate Improve Existing Alternative #2 and Hybrid Alternative #2 (each includes
upgrading and widening NC 55 and NC 42) due to the large number of relocations each would
require. NCTA and Lochner will complete the third tier qualitative screening on the remaining
alternatives.

Previous Action ltems:
e Agencies to review scoping handout and constraints mapping and provide to NCTA information
about additional environmental issues and constraints.
[Scoping responses were received from USEPA, USFWS, NCDCR-HPO, NCDENR-DWQ,
NCWRC, NCDENR-NHP, NCDENR-DEH, NC Floodplain Mapping Program, and NCDACS (NC
Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services), as well as CAMPO, Cary, and Holly Springs.]
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NCTA/FHWA to review process for agency coordination.

[After additional discussion, the NCTA and FHWA have determined that the Section 6002 Project
Coordination Plan process will be followed for this project.]

Lochner will add STIP project R-2609 (US 401) to the list of other projects in the study area.
[Completed]

Lochner will contact NCDOT Office of Civil Rights to coordinate on LEP and EJ considerations
and analysis for the project.

[Completed]

NCTA/Lochner will coordinate with County Soil and Water Conservation Districts.

[Completed]

NCTA will place completed traffic forecast and analysis reports to Constructware.

[Posted under 2010-02-16 folder.]

Lochner will collect information on study area wastewater treatment plants.

[This information has been added to study area environmental constraints mapping.]

New Action Items:

FHWA to distribute letters inviting federal agencies to become cooperating/participating agencies
under the Project Coordination Plan.

[Distributed on August 17, 2010.]

Agencies to provide final comments to NCTA on Project Coordination Plan by September 8,
2010.

NCTA/Lochner to clarify distinction between traffic study area and project study area for
alternatives development in Purpose and Need Report.

HNTB to review existing and projected traffic for US 401 and add this information to traffic figures
in the Purpose and Need Report.

Agencies to provide comments on Draft Purpose and Need Statement by September 8, 2010.
NCTA/Lochner to consider revising first tier qualitative screening of alternative concepts to clarify
the link between this screening and the measures of effectiveness for project purpose.
NCTA/Lochner to complete third tier qualitative screening of alternatives and present results at
September TEAC meeting.

Agencies to provide comments on alternatives screening methodology and draft alternative
concepts by September 8, 2010.

Resolutions:

None

Next Steps:

TEAC meeting — September 8, 2010.

Public workshops scheduled for September 21, 22, and 23, 2010.

Revise Purpose and Need Statement following review of agency and public comments.
Complete third tier quantitative screening for preliminary alternative corridors.
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Turnpike Environmental Agency Coordination (TEAC)
Meeting

MEETING MINUTES

Date: September 8, 2010
8:30 a.m. To 9:00 a.m.
NCTA Board Room

Project:  STIP R-2721, R-2828, and R-2929 — Triangle Expressway Extension (Raleigh Outer Loop)

Triangle Expressway Extension Spotlight:

Attendees:
George Hoops, FHWA John Burris, HNTB
Eric Alsmeyer, USACE Joanna Rocco, URS
Gary Jordan, USFWS David Griffin, URS
Travis Wilson, NCWRC Roy Bruce, Lochner
Deloris Hall, NCDCR (via telephone) Brian Eason, Lochner
Doug Taylor, NCDOT-Roadway Design Unit Kristin Maseman, Lochner
Jennifer Harris, NCTA Wendee Smith, Mulkey

Christy Shumate, HNTB

Presentation Materials (Posted on TEAC website):
* Agenda
» Draft Meeting Minutes — 8/10/10 TEAC Meeting
» Handout 4 — Alternatives Screening, Quantitative Third Tier Screening of Alternative Concepts
*  Newsletter #2

Purpose:
Continue discussion on purpose and need statement and alternatives screening.

General Discussion:
The following information was discussed at the meeting:

» Purpose and Need and Alternatives Screening Methodology: NCTA has received comments
on the draft Purpose and Need Report from NCDENR-DWQ. Comments on both purpose and
need and the alternatives screening methodology will be accepted until after the September
public workshops. A revised Purpose and Need Report and a draft Alternatives Report will then
be completed and made available to agencies, local governments and the public for comments.
Other agencies indicated they do not plan to submit written comments and will defer to NCDENR-
DWQ’s comments.

» Alternatives Screening: Lochner summarized the results of the quantitative third tier screening
of alternatives carried forward from the second tier screening, which included nine new location
alternatives, two improve existing facilities alternatives, and two hybrid new location/improve
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existing facilities alternatives. This round of screening included more evaluation criteria and a
more detailed examination of impacts than the second round of screening.

USFWS and NCWRC stated that National Heritage Program (NHP) occurrences should not be
used in the impacts summary table in Handout 4 because the NHP GIS database is too general
to provide useful comparative information. Instead, they suggested that federal and state listed
species occurrences would provide more useful comparative information.

The agencies agreed to eliminate Improve Existing Alternative #3 and Hybrid Alternative #3 (each
includes upgrading and widening Ten-Ten Road) because each of these would require much
larger numbers of relocations than all other alternatives without providing clear advantages. In
addition, because Improve Existing Alternative #1 and Hybrid Alternative #1 remain under
consideration, viable alternatives are not limited to new location options at this point.

NCTA will discuss with NCDOT Roadway Design staff the nine new location alternatives, Improve
Existing Alternative #1, and Hybrid Alternative #1 to identify geometric constraints and other
design considerations influencing the further development of these alternatives. After presenting
these alternatives to the public at the September workshops, NCTA expects to select Detailed
Study Alternatives (DSAs) by November of this year.

Section 6002 Cooperating Agency Invitation: USACE has received the FHWA letter inviting it
to be a cooperating agency under the Project Coordination Plan and will sign and return it to
FHWA soon.

Previous Action Items:

FHWA to distribute letters inviting federal agencies to become cooperating/participating agencies
under the Project Coordination Plan.

[Letters were distributed on August 17, 2010.]

Agencies to provide final comments to NCTA on Project Coordination Plan.

[No additional comments were received.]

NCTA/Lochner to clarify distinction between traffic study area and project study area for
alternatives development in Purpose and Need Report.

[Clarification will be included in revised Purpose and Need Report, available by mid-October, after
the public workshops.}

HNTB to review existing and projected traffic for US 401 and consider adding this information to
traffic figures in the Purpose and Need Report.

[This information was not included on the initial traffic figures because only segments that
experienced more than 10 percent change in traffic between the No-Build and Build scenarios
were modeled; however, this traffic information for US 401 will be added for information.]
Agencies to provide comments on Draft Purpose and Need Report.

[Written comments were received from NCDENR-DWQ. Other agencies indicated that they will
not provide additional written comments.]

NCTA/Lochner to consider revising first tier qualitative screening of alternative concepts to clarify
the link between this screening and the measures of effectiveness for project purpose.
[Clarification will be included in draft Alternatives Report, available by mid-October, after the
public workshops.]

NCTA/Lochner to complete third tier qualitative screening of alternatives and present results at
September TEAC meeting.

[Handout 4 presented at the September TEAC meeting includes the results of the third tier
gualitative screening.]

Agencies to provide comments on alternatives screening methodology and draft alternative
concepts.

[A draft Alternatives Report will be prepared following public workshops in late September and
made available for agency and public review and comment.]
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New Action Items:

* Lochner to revise alternatives impact table to replace Natural Heritage Program Occurrences as
an evaluation criterion with separate breakouts of federal and state protected species.

Resolutions:
* None

Next Steps:
*  Public workshops on September 21, 22, and 23, 2010.

* Revise Purpose and Need Report according to agency and public comments.
» Prepare draft Alternatives Report and circulate for agency and public review and comment.
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Turnpike Environmental Agency Coordination

(TEAC) Meeting

MEETING MINUTES

Date: November 2, 2010
9:30 a.m. To 11:30 a.m.
NCTA Board Room

Project:  STIP R-2721, R-2828, and R-2929 — Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension

(Raleigh Outer Loop)

Triangle Expressway Extension Spotlight:

Attendees :

George Hoops, FHWA

Christopher Militscher, USEPA

Eric Alsmeyer, USACE

Gary Jordan, USFWS

David Wainwright, NCDENR-DWQ

Travis Wilson, NCWRC

Amy Simes, NCDENR

Delores Hall, OSA (via telephone)

Regina Page, NCDOT Congestion Management
(via telephone)

Deanna Riffey, NCDOT-Natural Environment
Unit

Steve Gurganus, NCDOT-Human Environment
Unit

Derrick Weaver, NCDOT-PDEA

Doug Taylor, NCDOT-Roadway Design Unit

Tony Houser, NCDOT-Roadway Design Unit

Presentation Materials (Posted on TEAC website):
* Agenda
» Draft Meeting Minutes — 9/8/10 TEAC Meeting

* Handout 5 — Public Informational Meetings (Sept. 2010), Summary and Comment Analysis

Chris Lukasina, CAMPO
Gerald Daniel, CAMPO
Steve DeWitt, NCTA
Jennifer Harris, NCTA
Christy Shumate, HNTB
John Burris, HNTB

Kevin Markham, ESI
Joanna Rocco, URS

Roy Bruce, Lochner
Kristin Maseman, Lochner
Doug Wheatley, Lochner
Steve Browde, Lochner
Wendee Smith, Mulkey
Tim Savidge, Catena Group
Mike Wood, Catena Group

» Handout 6 — Preliminary Alternative Corridors, Major Constraints/Issues

* Impact Table — Southeastern Extension Preliminary Alternative Corridors by Phase, Summary of

Potential Impacts

Purpose:

Discuss revisions to purpose and need statement, summary of public comments and alternatives screening

discussion.
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General Discussion:
The following information was discussed at the meeting:

» Purpose and Need Update: NCTA stated that the revised version of Purpose and Need is on
Constructware. The revisions address comments from earlier TEAC meetings and written
comments from NCDENR-DWQ. Also, written responses to NCDENR-DWQ comments are posted
to Constructware.

» Alternatives Screening: The Alternatives Development and Analysis Report is being prepared and
should be distributed prior to next month’s TEAC meeting.

e Summary of Public Comments (Handout 5): Lochner presented the summary of public
responses to date, indicating that over 1,000 people attended the September Public Informational
Meetings. To date over 2,000 comments have been received. Several neighborhood petitions have
also been received with nearly 1,000 signatures. Most comments express support for the project
located in the protected corridor and dismay over other new location alternatives. Some comments
related to the perceived “fairness issue” of tolling only a portion of this loop facility.

Lochner stated that the public comments are helpful in evaluating alternative corridors as they
typically include details relative to human and natural environment impacts.

Several local governments have passed resolutions regarding the project. Most indicate support for
the project located in the project corridor. The Wake County Board of Commissioners resolution
states opposition to the blue, purple, red, and pink corridors. The City of Garner resolution states
opposition to the red corridor.

NCTA explained that public involvement activities have included significant effort to educate the
public on the project development process. That included explaining to citizens the role of the
protected corridor in the study process.

» Alternatives Screening Discussion (Handout 6): Lochner summarized the major constraints and
relative advantage of each corridor in the Phase | and Phase Il areas, mentioning a few new
constraints that have emerged since the Public Informational Meetings. There is a proposed mixed-
use development (Randleigh Farm property) planned jointly by Wake County and City of Raleigh
and purchased using open space funds. The green corridor in Phase Il would bisect this property.
Adjacent to Randleigh Farm is a potential historic site known to include remnants of a nineteenth
century mill and with anecdotal evidence of Civil War significance. OSA suggested meeting with
NCTA staff to review the known facts related to the historic significance of this property. To avoid or
minimize impacts to the Randleigh Farm and the adjacent potential historic sites, two other corridor
alternatives in the Phase Il area were reintroduced. The tan corridor would impact Randleigh Farm
along its eastern edge, reducing the amount of direct impacts to the site relative to the green
corridor. The grey corridor would completely avoid the Randleigh Farm area, including an eastern
swing into Johnston County.

USACE asked whether there have been traffic projections for the various alternative corridors.
HNTB stated that preliminary traffic projections are similar for the protected corridor (orange) and
the blue and purple corridors to the south. The red corridor to the north is projected to serve smaller
traffic volumes than the others. USEPA requested that traffic data be made available to TEAC
members and NCTA agreed.

NCTA asked for agency feedback on eliminating some of the preliminary alternative corridors from
further consideration. In considering the red corridor, discussion turned to dwarf wedgemussel
habitat in the Swift Creek watershed. USFWS indicated that the red corridor may be the only
alternative with a chance for a “no adverse effect” determination for the species. The Catena Group
has found fairly young dwarf wedgemussel individuals in Swift Creek in the vicinity of the Wake-
Johnston County line, near the protected corridor. They have not yet surveyed the area between
Lake Wheeler and Lake Benson, and there have been limited past surveys in this area. State listed
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Turnpike Environmental Agency Coordination
(TEAC) Meeting

MEETING MINUTES

Date: January 20, 2011
1:00 p.m. To 4:00 p.m.
NCTA Board Room

Project:  STIP R-2721, R-2828, and R-2929 — Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension
(Raleigh Outer Loop)

Triangle Expressway Extension Spotlight:

Attendees:
George Hoops, FHWA (via telephone)
Christopher Militscher, USEPA
Eric Alsmeyer, USACE
Gary Jordan, USFWS
Brian Wrenn, NCDWQ
Travis Wilson, NCWRC

Jennifer Harris, NCTA
Kiersten Giugno, HNTB
Spencer Franklin, HNTB
John Burris, HNTB
Kevin Markham, ESI
Roy Bruce, Lochner

Delores Hall, OSA (via telephone)

Doug Taylor, NCDOT-Roadway Design Unit
Michael Bright, NCDOT-Utilities

Herman Huang, NCDOT-PDEA HEU
Ronnie Williams, Mayor-Town of Garner
Hardin Watkins, Town of Garner

Chris Lukasina, CAMPO

David Joyner, NCTA

Steve DeWitt, NCTA

Presentation Materials (Posted on TEAC website):

 Agenda

Kristin Maseman, Lochner
Doug Wheatley, Lochner
Steve Browde, Lochner

Jay Bissett, Mulkey
Wendee Smith, Mulkey

Tim Savidge, Catena Group
Russ Owen, Garner resident
Jeff Swain, Garner resident

* Handout 7 — Public Involvement — November 2010 through January 2011

 Handout 8 — Red and Pink Corridor Elimination
 Red and Pink Corridor Elimination slideshow

Purpose:
Continue discussion of alternatives

General Discussion:

The following information was discussed at the meeting:

 Summary of Public Involvement (Handout 7): Lochner presented the summary of public
involvement activities between November 2010 and the present. Public involvement has
centered around two main issues. The first was presenting and receiving comments on the Tan
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corridor, an alternative added in the Phase Il area to minimize impacts to the Randleigh Farm
property and to avoid three large communications towers. NCTA held a Public Informational
Meeting in December to solicit input on the Tan and Green corridors. NCTA has received nearly
300 public comments opposing the Tan corridor, mostly due to neighborhood impacts. Local
residents have also submitted a petition opposing the Tan corridor, signed by over 700 people.
On December 8, 2010, the Wake County Board of Commissioners sent a letter to NCTA asking
that NCTA remove the Tan corridor from consideration. On January 5, 2011, the Raleigh City
Council voted to send a letter asking NCTA to remove the Tan corridor from further consideration
and to seek other alternative routes.

The second main issue in recent public involvement has been strong opposition to the Red and
Pink corridors. In November, over 1,000 local residents attended a public meeting organized by
Town of Garner to discuss the Red corridor. Attendees overwhelmingly expressed strong
opposition to the Red corridor. In December, several hundred local residents attended a public
meeting organized by the Springfield Baptist Church to address potential impacts of the Red and
Pink corridors to church-owned property. Garner residents have submitted a petition signed by
356 people opposing the Red corridor. Springfield Baptist Church has submitted a petition signed
by 1,086 people, and letters from 970 individuals, opposing the Red and Pink corridors. To date,
NCTA has also received several hundred e-mail comments, letters, and telephone hotline
comments opposing the Red corridor and several hundred comments opposing the Pink corridor.
Garner’s State Legislative delegation also submitted a letter asking for the Red and Pink corridors
to be eliminated.

Lochner stated that the Town of Garner asked NCTA to look at another potential corridor that
would follow I-40 north from the Orange protected corridor, but would turn eastward south of
White Oak Road to avoid the Greenfield South Business Park and Springfield Baptist Church
area. This was shown on maps as the Forest Green corridor. This corridor has not yet been
presented to the general public.

« Draft Alternatives Report: Lochner explained that the Draft Alternatives Report is still being
reviewed but is anticipated to be distributed to the agencies within a month.

e Corridor Elimination Discussion (Handout 8): Lochner presented a slideshow summarizing the
development and evaluation of project alternatives to date. Following the November TEAC
meeting, the Blue, Purple and Yellow corridors were eliminated from further study, the Pink
corridor was modified to connect to the Orange protected corridor, and the Tan and 1-40 corridors
were added. Since then, the Forest Green corridor was developed, as described in the previous
discussion. USACE asked what advantage the Forest Green corridor would provide over the
Green corridor and NCTA explained that it would create an alignment following a portion of 1-40
but avoiding the Greenfield South Business Park area farther north. It would also shift a portion
of the 1-40 interchange area out of the immediate vicinity of Swift Creek. USFWS stated that the
Forest Green would not offer an avoidance or minimization option for Dwarf wedgemussel
impacts.

Catena provided a brief summary of recent Dwarf wedgemussel surveys. Biologists found three
mussel species in Swift Creek between Lake Benson and Lake Wheeler, but none were rare
species. Downstream of Lake Benson, biologists have found five Dwarf wedgemussel
individuals. USFWS stressed that this number is representative and does not mean there are
only five Dwarf wedgemussel individuals in this part of Swift Creek. In 2007 surveys in this area,
biologists found seven individuals; in 2001 and 2002, they found one or two individuals. This
suggests that the species is still reproducing in this part of Swift Creek, but does not provide
enough information to make conclusions about long-term viability of the species.
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Only one mussel was found in Mahler’s Creek, a tributary of Swift Creek downstream of Lake
Benson, but it was not a rare species. Current conditions in Mahler’s Creek make it poor quality
habitat for the Dwarf wedgemussel.

General natural resource habitat quality in Swift Creek between Lake Benson and Lake Wheeler
is quite good; the area is largely forested.

Lochner then showed the Town of Garner’s “Visual Letter to the North Carolina Turnpike
Authority”, a roughly 15-minute video explaining local officials’ and residents’ concerns about the
Red corridor. After the video, Lochner summarized the key disadvantages of the Red corridor
and Pink corridor and explained the reasons why NCTA recommends eliminating these two
corridors as they are not reasonable corridor for detailed study in the EIS.

USFWS stated that it has no legal authority to tell NCTA not to eliminate the Red or Pink
corridors. However, USFWS could not go on record agreeing with the Orange protected corridor
as the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternatives (LEDPA) based on the
information currently available. The recovery plan for the Dwarf wedgemussel, adopted in the
early 1990s, requires a viable population of the species in Swift Creek. USFWS has to make
judgments based on this goal. Unless we uncover information demonstrating that Swift Creek
does not contain viable habitat that will promote the long-term survival of the species, the
agency’s decisions must err on the side of protecting the species and its habitat. This lack of
information could push the USFWS towards a Jeopardy Opinion. It is imperative that the right
guestions be identified and answers found.

USFWS has applied for federal funding to do detailed studies of Dwarf wedgemussel viability in
Swift Creek. These studies would include: 1) provide an accounting (compliance/success) of
existing conservation measures in the Swift Creek watershed; 2) evaluate the effectiveness of
existing conservation measures; 3) determine habitat and mussel population viability in Swift
Creek. If the application for funding is denied, then the USFWS may ask the NCTA to fund the
studies. NCTA is interested in further discussions with USFWS about these studies

If the Dwarf wedgemussel population is found not to be viable, but habitat is found to be viable,
USFWS would consider captive propagation as a mitigation technique. The technology for this
has already been developed at Virginia Tech.

USACE asked whether any monitoring has been done on the effectiveness of Dwarf
wedgemussel impact mitigation for the Clayton Bypass project. USFWS replied that it was not
aware of any recent monitoring efforts, although Johnston County did do some monitoring in the
past.

USACE asked whether USFWS would need to wait until Section 7 consultation is complete to be
able to support the protected corridor as the project LEDPA. USFWS replied that since the
project is not going through the merger process, it does not have to provide concurrence on
LEDPA. USFWS also stated that the Section 7 process can’'t be completed until after a LEDPA is
selected. NCTA remarked that on the Monroe Bypass project, it selected a tentative LEDPA to
be finalized pending the conclusion of Section 7 consultation.

USEPA remarked that much of the analysis presented today would be the kind of information that
would typically be included in the Draft EIS and that typically, agencies wouldn’t be asked to
consider elimination of all but one alternative until the Draft EIS is published. USEPA also
pointed out that it could be problematic from a 404 Permit standpoint to eliminate the Red corridor
prior to preparing the Draft EIS since it would have lower wetlands impacts than the protected
corridor. USEPA stressed that it would have concerns about NEPA compliance if the Red
corridor is eliminated at this point.
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NCTA explained that, due to its impacts and lack of public support, construction of the project in
the Red corridor would have extreme difficulty being funded and likely never be built. NCTA also
stressed that the community and economic impacts of waiting until 2012 to eliminate the Red
corridor are highly significant.

USACE stated that it is concerned about eliminating the Red corridor at this point because it has
the smallest amount of wetland and stream impacts. It could be difficult to issue a 404 Permit for
the project knowing that this alternative was eliminated before it could be studied in detail for
inclusion in the Draft EIS.

USEPA emphasized the need for stormwater controls at each crossing of Swift Creek (Red and
Orange) to avoid potential contamination by a hazardous spill. This is an issue for water quality
related the critical watershed area along the Red corridor and related to endangered species
along the Orange corridor.

NCTA asked whether USACE would oppose elimination of the Pink corridor, too. USACE
explained that it might not oppose eliminating it if the Red corridor remained under consideration.

USFWS stressed that federal agencies must fully comply with all applicable laws, statutes,
policies, procedures, etc., and are under constant risk of being sued for not doing so.

There was some discussion about whether there may be other alternatives in the project study
area that would meet the needs of NEPA while avoiding such major community impacts. The
project team has not been able to identify any other alternatives that would avoid these impacts
and despite extensive community involvement, there have been no suggestions from the public
for new alternatives. Agency representatives were asked if they knew of any other potential
alternatives NCTA should consider, but no such alternatives were suggested. It is possible that
the Improve Existing Alternative, which would widen 1-40, 1-440 and US 64/US 264 Bypass up to
twelve lanes, could be reintroduced into consideration. It was eliminated at the November TEAC
meeting because of concerns about its feasibility and its ability to meet the project’s traffic needs.

USFWS mentioned that it is more concerned with the indirect and cumulative effects of the
project on loss of habitat than on direct impacts on the Dwarf wedgemussel.

NCDWQ stated that in the past, agencies have accepted letters of commitment as proof that
agreed-upon mitigation strategies will be implemented. NCDWQ now requires stronger proof
through enactment of local ordinances.

NCDWQ also questioned whether there was any relative advantage to the new Forest Green
corridor. Lochner explained that this option would shift a portion of the 1-40 interchange out of the
Swift Creek area. USFWS did not feel that this shift would offer much advantage from a habitat
impact standpoint. Each agency representative agreed that the Forest Green corridor and the I-
40 corridor, which would connect the protected corridor to the Red corridor, should be eliminated
from further consideration.

USACE requested a detailed explanation of the how the traffic analysis information shown in
Handout 8 (comparing traffic volumes on project segments along the Red or Pink corridors and
the protected corridor) was derived. There was also interest in more information about impacts of
various alternatives on the existing roadway network. NCTA will provide this information.

As long as another option for minimizing Dwarf wedgemussel impacts is studied in detail, the
agencies could support elimination of the Pink corridor since it would require out of direction
travel, limiting it ability to meet the project’s traffic needs.
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Phase Il (Eastern) Corridors: NCTA explained that in the time since the September public
informational meetings, it has learned of additional constraints in the Phase Il (eastern) project
area. The project team has been exploring new and modified alternative alignments in this area.
Lochner reviewed these, describing the Tan corridor, Brown corridor and Teal corridor. The
Brown corridor would begin near the southern end of the Tan corridor, avoid Good Samaritan
Baptist Church (impacted by the Tan corridor), and follow the general alignment of Brownfield
Road, extending through sprayfields for a City of Raleigh water treatment plant and avoiding the
Preserve and Long Branch Farm neighborhood. The Teal corridor would connect the Green
corridor to the northern end of the Brown corridor.

USACE asked why the Tan corridor is still under consideration since the City of Raleigh has
asked that NCTA eliminate it. NCTA responded that Raleigh has asked NCTA to look at other
options besides the Tan corridor, but hasn't stated that the Green corridor should be selected.

There was some discussion about the three communications towers adjacent to the Green
corridor. One of the guying wires for one of these three towers is within the corridor. NCTA has
learned that the guying wire cannot be shifted without having to dismantle and relocate the tower.
It could cost $15 million to $20 million to move the tower and take at least five years to complete
permitting and construction prior to dismantling the current tower.

There was agency interest in further evaluation of the Brown corridor and elimination of the Tan
corridor. NCTA mentioned that if new corridors in the Phase 1l area, such as the Brown corridor,
are retained for further study, there will need to be public outreach to notify the community.

At the conclusion of the meeting Garner Mayor Ronnie Williams spoke about the enormous stress
the Garner community is under while it waits for the Red corridor to be eliminated.

Previous Action Items:

NCTA/Lochner will follow up with Delores Hall regarding Randleigh Farm property and adjacent
potential historic site. (Completed. NCDOT archaeologists have consulted with Dolores Hall;
NCDOT then provided information to NCTA/Lochner)

Catena Group to survey Swift Creek above Lake Benson Dam and Mahler's Creek and review
existing survey data for White Oak Creek and Little Creek. They will coordinate scope, etc.
directly with Kevin Markham. (Completed)

Lochner will eliminate the following corridors: blue, purple, yellow, grey, and options west of NC
55 Bypass (white). (Completed)

NCTA will prepare a press release to publicize corridor eliminations; Lochner will develop an
accompanying email distribution list. (Completed)

Lochner will explore the following corridor modifications/additions: orange-to-pink; orange-to
widen 1-40 (to 10 lanes)-to red. Lochner will prepare basic impacts information and summarize
major constraints. (Completed)

NCTA will make traffic analysis for improve existing and hybrid options available to TEAC
members. (Completed)

NCTA/Lochner will complete Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report ASAP (in
progress).

New Action Iltems:

NCTA/Lochner will consider eliminating the Red and Tan corridors

NCTA/Lochner will eliminate the Forest Green and Pink corridors

NCTA will meet with USFWS and NCWRC to discuss Dwarf wedgemussel study needs and
approach to Section 7 consultation.

HNTB will prepare more detailed explanation of traffic impacts of Red corridor, including effects
on existing roadway network.
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* NCTA/Lochner will continue to develop corridor options for Phase Il of the project for future
discussion at a TEAC meeting
* NCTA/Lochner will distribute Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report ASAP.

Resolutions:
* None.

Next Steps:
» Complete Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report and circulate for agency review
and comment.
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Interagency Project Meeting

MEETING MINUTES
FINAL

Date: August 22, 2012
8:30 a.m. to 10:30 a.m.
NCDOT Century Center — Structure Design Conference Room C

Project:  STIP R-2721, R-2828, and R-2929 — Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension
(Raleigh Outer Loop)

Attendees:
George Hoops, FHWA Phil Harris, NCDOT — NES
Clarence Coleman, FHWA Colin Mellor, NCDOT — NES
Christopher Militscher, USEPA (via telephone) Elizabeth Lusk, NCDOT — NES-PMG
Scott McLendon, USACE Deanna Riffey, NCDOT — NES-PMG
Monty Matthews, USACE (via telephone) BenJetta Johnson, NCDOT — TMSD
Eric Alsmeyer, USACE Mark Staley, NCDOT — Roadside Env. Unit
Gary Jordan, USFWS Art McMillan, NCDOT - Hydraulics
Rob Ridings, NCDWQ Matt Lauffer, NCDOT — Hydraulics
Travis Wilson, NCWRC John Rouse, NCDOT - Division 4
Delores Hall, OSA (via telephone) Wally Bowman, NCDOT - Division 5
Amy Simes, DENR Kiersten Bass, HNTB
Ronnie Williams, Mayor-Town of Garner Fred Skaer, Dawson & Associates
Hardin Watkins, Town Manager, Town of Garner John Studt, Dawson & Associates
Ed Johnson, CAMPO Roy Bruce, Lochner
Chris Lukasina, CAMPO Kristin Maseman, Lochner
Scott Slusser, NCDOJ Jeff Schlotter, Lochner
Greg Thorpe, NCDOT — PDEA Steve Browde, Lochner
Eric Midkiff, NCDOT — PDEA Jay Bissett, Mulkey
Jennifer Harris, NCDOT — PDEA Wendee Smith, Mulkey
Harrison Marshall, NCDOT — PDEA-PICS Michael Wood, Catena Group
Tony Houser, NCDOT — Roadway Design Unit Tim Savidge, Catena Group
Kevin Fischer, NCDOT - Structures Mgmt. Nancy Scott, Catena Group

Presentation Materials:
e Agenda

e Handout 9 (revised) — FHWA Project Advancement Plan
e Handout 10 (revised) — Potential Purpose and Need Refinement
e Handout 11 — Potential Additional New Location Corridors
e Project Advancement Presentation
Purpose:

Present project status update; discuss project advancement; discuss purpose and need refinement.

General Discussion:
The following information was discussed at the meeting:
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Project Status Update: Lochner provided an update on project activities that have occurred
since the last TEAC meeting in January 2011. NC Session Law 2011-7, which was passed in
March 2011, has limited advancement of the project, although NCDOT has continued to
coordinate with agencies to find a path forward. NCTA/NCDOT published the Draft Alternatives
Development and Analysis Report (DADAR) in January 2012 and sent copies to the agencies.
Several agencies submitted written responses to the report. To date, Detailed Study Alternatives
(DSAs) for inclusion in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) have not been finalized.
FHWA has indicated that NCTA/NCDOT should identify a clear plan for moving the project
forward—in response, NCTA/NCDOT prepared a Project Advancement Plan in July 2012 through
collaborative efforts with local and regional partners. Dawson & Associates, a Washington DC
based environmental policy firm, was engaged to guide and assist in developing the
Advancement Plan.

FHWA Project Advancement Plan: Dawson & Associates provided an overview of the Project
Advancement Plan, explaining that agency acceptance, community support, and legal
defensibility are key goals of the Plan. The major elements of the Plan are: 1) refinement of the
project Purpose and Need Statement, 2) evaluation of additional alternatives, 3) revised
screening of project alternatives, and 4) additional public involvement. Purpose and Need
refinement is supported by SAFETEA-LU Section 6002, FHWA guidance, and MAP-21
considerations. Two elements—support for local planning objectives and financial viability—are
being evaluated as NCDOT considers refining the Purpose and Need Statement.

Potential Purpose and Need Refinement: Dawson & Associates explained that 404(b)(1)
guidelines, which are one of the key elements of USACE'’s review of environmental documents,
require evaluation of alternatives’ “practicability” in light of the overall project purpose. Including
local planning as part of the NEPA project purpose could be appropriate, but it is unlikely to be
appropriate with respect to the 404 guidelines. It is suggested that the revised Purpose and Need
Statement include both a statement of overall project purpose that would apply to 404 guidelines,
along with a more detailed statement of project purpose under NEPA. The latter could be refined
to include local planning considerations.

Potential Additional Alternatives: Dawson & Associates explained that the alternatives
screening process will be updated to include evaluation with respect to a refined Purpose and
Need Statement. It will also include evaluation of new Alternative Corridors, possibly including
Lilac, Plum, and a modified version of Red. The Lilac and Plum Alternative Corridors were
identified as possible ways to minimize wetland impacts and impacts to Dwarf wedgemussel
habitat in Swift Creek relative to the Orange Corridor Alternative, while also avoiding the
community impacts associated with other alternatives. The modified version of the Red Corridor
Alternative was identified to evaluate whether Section 4(f) impacts in the vicinity of the Red
Corridor can be avoided.

Comments/Questions:

USACE stated that it is sensitive to local planning efforts with respect to this project, but that it
must consider this factor at the appropriate step in the process. USACE also reminded the group
that alternatives screened out of further consideration based on the NEPA project purpose could
still be “practicable” under the 404 guidelines. USACE has not yet seen evidence allowing the
agency to determine that the Red Corridor Alternative is not practicable from a 404 perspective
and therefore allowing USACE to support dropping the alternative. However, USACE also stated
that they believed that practicability information may be developed for the screening process, and
the Red Corridor may be screened out since there is another alternative. USACE would prefer
that the environmental process not separate the 404 process from the NEPA process.

Several agencies stated that they have not yet seen a NEPA project successfully use local
planning as a primary component of project purpose. FHWA indicated that it had tried in the past
on other projects to use consistency with local plans as a primary project purpose but had
encountered pushback from some of the agencies. As a result, consistency with plans was
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sometimes used as a screening factor rather than as a primary project purpose. USEPA stated
that NEPA documents often discuss whether alternatives are consistent with local plans, but do
not require alternatives to match or mirror local planning objectives. USACE indicated that it
would be problematic to have a local planning component front and center in the project purpose.
USACE also pointed out that local plans are not developed according to NEPA.

There was some discussion about the impact of the Red Corridor Alternative on Section 4(f)
resources. The project team explained that the Red Corridor Alternative would impact Section
4(f) resources, but a modified version of it (known as the Red Modified Corridor Alternative) would
avoid them. However, the Red Modified Corridor only appears to meet the minimum roadway
design standards.

USEPA asked what corridor width is being used to evaluate impacts at this stage and how those
corridors were laid out. Lochner explained that impacts are being evaluated both for the 1,000-
foot study corridors and for 300-foot conceptual right-of-way widths. The conceptual rights-of-
way were laid out to minimize impacts to the greatest extent possible. Dawson & Associates
explained that impact screening criteria are being refined and more information will be presented
at a future agency meeting. USEPA asked for the uniquely different length of the Lilac Corridor
Alternative and asked that information on the existing and new alternative corridors include
information on the length of each color-coded corridor segment. The Lilac Corridor Alternative
where it is uniquely different from other corridors is 9.2 miles long. Impacts will be reported for
end-to-end project alternatives including the various color-coded corridors.

USFWS asked whether the 1-40 interchange on the Plum Corridor Alternative would actually be
two separate interchanges. Lochner confirmed that it would. NCDOT expressed concern at the
close proximity of the two extra interchanges on Plum with respect to the NC 50 interchange and
the US 42 interchange.

USACE asked for clarification about whether NC Session Law 2011-7 poses a problem for
evaluating alternatives for impacts. Dawson & Associates explained that the desktop-level
analysis that appears to be permissible relative to the law should allow a robust screening of
impacts. USACE asked if NWI wetland maps would be used to screen for wetland impacts and
the project team stated that they would.

USACE asked if FHWA has approved the Project Advancement Plan. FHWA responded that it is
comfortable with the process as outlined in the Plan, but has not issued any formal approval. A
letter (dated August 7, 2012) from FHWA to NCDOT relative to the advancement plan was
provided to all participants in the revised Handout 9 at the meeting.

USEPA asked for a description of “Environmental Sensitive Zones” as indicated in the Johnston
County 2030 Comprehensive Plan in Handout 10. The project team explained that this is a
Johnston County designation. Lochner will provide more information about how this designation
is defined in the Comprehensive Plan in future project documentation. CAMPO indicated that
Johnston County does not extend water or sewer infrastructure into Environmental Sensitive
Zones.

USEPA asked whether one of the new corridor alternatives impacts the City of Raleigh
sprayfields near 1-40. Dawson & Associates confirmed that the Lilac Corridor Alternative does
impact this area, but also stated that this facility is being transitioned to a solid application facility
and that an alternative could likely be designed consistent with the solid application facility.
USEPA asked whether these sprayfields could be considered a Section 4(f) resource. FHWA
stated that it did not appear that this site would be a Section 4(f) resource, but that it would verify
this.

USACE confirmed that it would prefer to consider more than one alternative in the Draft EIS. If
another corridor exists that minimizes jurisdictional impacts relative to the Orange Corridor
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Alternative it could certainly be considered. USACE stressed that it is committed to finding a way
for the project to move forward, that it has not made a preference regarding alternatives, and that
it wants a document and decision that are defensible.

CAMPO asked for more clarification about why support for local planning objectives is too specific
for the overall project purpose for 404 guidelines. Dawson & Associates explained that the
overall project purpose needs to be broad enough not to automatically preclude alternatives.
Several agencies reiterated this.

USEPA asked whether agency comment letters submitted in response to the January 2012
DADAR would receive formal responses. The project team confirmed that responses would be
prepared as part of the next revision of the DADAR.

FHWA suggested reviewing the Section 6002 Project Coordination Plan to consider updating it to
allow for written agency approval of the determination of DSAs in the environmental process and
to revise the schedule included in the Plan.

USFWS suggested that future mapping of project alternatives show the Plum Corridor Alternative
more fully, clearly showing that the traffic movements are bifurcated and result in roadway on
both sides of Swift Creek.

Previous Action Items:

NCTA/Lochner will consider eliminating the Red corridor and southern portion of the Tan corridor
(Southern portion of the Tan corridor was eliminated after January 2011 TEAC meeting; Red
corridor remains under consideration)

NCTA/Lochner will eliminate the Forest Green and Pink corridors (Completed)

NCTA will meet with USFWS and NCWRC to discuss Dwarf wedgemussel study needs and
approach to Section 7 consultation (Held initial meeting — additional coordination is ongoing)
HNTB will prepare more detailed explanation of traffic impacts of Red and protected corridor
alignments, including effects on existing roadway network (Completed)

NCTA/Lochner will continue to develop corridor options for Phase Il of the project for future
discussion at a TEAC meeting (Completed)

NCTA/Lochner will distribute draft alternatives report (Completed)

New Action ltems:

NCDOT/Lochner will provide lengths for all of the color-coded Corridor Alternatives in future
project documentation

Lochner will provide more information about how the Environmental Sensitive Zone designation is
defined in the Johnston County Comprehensive Plan in future project documentation

NCDOT will review the Section 6002 Coordination Plan to determine whether any updates need
to be made

Lochner will revise maps of alternatives to display the Plum Corridor Alternative more fully
Written comments on the Project Advancement Plan, if desired, should be submitted to NCDOT
as soon as possible following this meeting

Resolutions:

None

Next Steps:

Investigate refinement of project purpose and need to include support for local planning
objectives and financial viability

Interagency Project Meeting — 8/22/12



. ey
A, &
&) ot/
Y OF TR st

’
‘

'| NORTH CAROLINA

Turnpike Authority

Interagency Project Meeting

MEETING MINUTES

FINAL
Date: December 12, 2012
8:30 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.
NCDOT Century Center — Hydraulics Conference Room
Project:  STIP R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829 — Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension
(Raleigh Outer Loop)
Attendees:
George Hoops, FHWA Jennifer Harris, NCDOT — PDEA (via telephone)
Christopher Militscher, USEPA (via telephone) Tris Ford, NCDOT — PDEA-PICS
Eric Alsmeyer, USACE (via telephone) Tony Houser, NCDOT — Roadway Design Unit
Gary Jordan, USFWS Rachelle Beauregard, NCDOT — NES-PMG
Rob Ridings, NCDWQ (via telephone) Deanna Riffey, NCDOT — NES-PMG
Travis Wilson, NCWRC Matt Lauffer, NCDOT — Hydraulics
Dolores Hall, OSA (via telephone) John Rouse, NCDOT - Division 4 (via telephone)
Renee Gledhill-Early, HPO Wally Bowman, NCDOT - Division 5
Amy Simes, DENR Chris Murray, NCDOT - Division 5
Amy Chapman, DENR Kiersten Bass, HNTB
Hardin Watkins, Town of Garner Fred Skaer, Dawson & Associates (via telephone)
Ed Johnson, CAMPO John Studt, Dawson & Associates (via telephone)
Chris Lukasina, CAMPO Roy Bruce, Lochner
Eric Midkiff, NCDOT — PDEA Kristin Maseman, Lochner

Presentation Materials:

December 7, 2012, letter from FHWA and USACE to NCDOT regarding the project

Purpose:
Discuss letter and project status.

General Discussion:

The following information was discussed at the meeting:

NCDOT summarized the December 7, 2012, letter from FHWA and USACE to NCDOT. NCDOT
explained that the letter indicates that the Project Advancement Plan (discussed at the August 22,
2012, Interagency Project Meeting) would not support USACE permitting requirements. The
letter also indicates that both agencies do not support modifying the NEPA project purpose for
this project to include local plan support. The letter also indicates that USACE believes that the
Red Corridor will need to be studied in detail in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
and that FHWA plans to rescind the project’'s Notice of Intent (NOI) due to the complication
created by NC Session Law 2011-7. A new NOI can be filed once this issue is resolved.

Interagency Project Meeting - 12/12/12



Page 2 of 2

o NCDOT confirmed that the State still intends to pursue the project as it is in the STIP and
CAMPO'’s LRTP and expects that rescinding the NOI will create only a temporary pause in the
project until a new NOI can be filed once the items raised in the letter are adequately addressed
to allow for full NEPA compliance.

e USEPA asked if FHWA's increased emphasis on expeditious project development was part of the
reason FHWA will rescind the NOI. FWHA stated that while efficiency is important, the lack of a
clear path for project advancement in light of NC Session Law 2011-7 is the main reason for
rescinding the NOI.

e USFWS expressed concern that the pause in the project could hinder continued studies on the
Dwarf Wedgemussel (DWM) being funded through this project. The field season for the species
will begin in the Spring; if the survey window elapses while the project is paused, an entire year
could be lost from the perspective of this work. NCDOT indicated that it will try to see if this work
can continue even while the NOI is rescinded because the work has value beyond just this
project.

e USEPA asked if there have been efforts to address the problems created by NC Session Law
2011-7. CAMPO indicated that State legislators are aware of the problems and may work to
address them during the 2013 legislative session.

e CAMPO has had conversations with FHWA about future land use modeling and its influence on
indirect and cumulative effects (ICE) analysis. CAMPO is in the process of finalizing new
forecasts using a new modeling method (Community Viz), which should produce more robust and
defensible results. This could be incorporated into project analysis as documented in the Draft
EIS.

Previous Action ltems:

e NCDOT/Lochner will provide lengths for all of the color-coded Corridor Alternatives in future
project documentation (Completed)

¢ Lochner will provide more information about how the Environmental Sensitive Zone designation is
defined in the Johnston County Comprehensive Plan in future project documentation (Completed)

e NCDOT will review the Section 6002 Coordination Plan to determine whether any updates need
to be made (Completed)

e Lochner will revise maps of alternatives to display the Plum Corridor Alternative more fully
(Completed)

¢ Written comments on the Project Advancement Plan, if desired, should be submitted to NCDOT
as soon as possible following this meeting (Completed)

New Action Items:
e None

Resolutions:
e None

Next Steps:
e To be determined
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Federal Highway

Administration

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
North Carolina Division Wilmington District, Corps of Engineers
310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410 69 Darlington Avenue
Raleigh, NC 27601 Wilmington, NC 28403-1343
HDA-NC Regulatory Division/1145b

December 7, 2012

Mr. Terry R. Gibson, P.E.

Chief Engineer

North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT)
1536 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1536

SUBJECT: Action ID 2009-02240; STIP Nos. R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829
Dear Mr. Gibson:

This letter is in regards to the North Carolina Session Law 2011-7 (N.C.S.L. 2011-7) and its
impact on the Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension project proposed by the North Carolina
Turnpike Authority (NCTA). The law, which was passed on March 18, 2011, states that the
Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension project shall not be located north of an existing
protected corridor established by the North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) in
1995, except in the area of Interstate 40 East. Consequently, the law restricts the location of
alternative corridors prior to the engineering and environmental analysis required by the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other Federal laws. Based on this restriction, Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) found it imperative that the process to advance the project be
fully supported and concurred with by all Federal agencies. In an effort to do this, a series of
meetings and discussions were held with multiple stakeholders to resolve issues and advance the
project. Through these meetings, the following concerns have been identified by the Army
Corps of Engineers (Corps) and FHWA regarding the approach and its ability to successfully
advance the project under the requirements of NEPA and Section 404 (b)(1) Guidelines (40 CFR
Part 230).

The NCDOT and NCTA, in consultation with Dawson and Associates, developed a Project
Advancement Plan which included a proposal to evaluate refinements to the project purpose to
reflect input from public involvement [possibly including local plan support and financial
viability as elements of the NEPA project purpose] and an evaluation of additional potential
alternatives. Both the Corps and FHWA have concerns that, for this project, including local plan
support as a primary NEPA project purpose may inappropriately limit the study of a full range of
Detailed Study Alternatives. The Corps believes that it would not support their requirement



under the 404 (b)(1) Guidelines (40 CFR Part 230) to analyze and objectively compare
alternatives for this project that requires a Clean Water Act permit.

In the evaluation of alternatives, the Corps continues to believe that in regards to streams and
wetlands, the Orange to Red to Green Alternative appears to be a less environmentally damaging
alternative and should be included as an alternative to be analyzed in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS). Please note that, at this time, the Corps is not able to make a decision
on the practicability of any of the alternatives. That decision will not be made until after the
Corps has issued a public notice (following publication of the DEIS) seeking comments from the
public, Federal, State and local agencies, including any consolidated state viewpoint or written
position of the Governor, on the Detailed Study Alternatives and the factors that the Corps
considers in our public interest decision. The decision will be based on an evaluation of the
probable impacts, including cumulative impacts, of the proposed activity on the public interest,
and will reflect the national concern for both protection and utilization of important resources.
Factors, including the cumulative effects thereof, which may be relevant to the proposal that will
be considered include, but are not necessarily limited to community cohesion, relocations,
impacts to existing and proposed business centers, recreation, including parks, historic properties
(Section 4(f) issues), water supply and conservation, ecological conservation, economics,
aesthetics, general environmental concerns, wetlands, fish and wildlife values, flood hazards,
flood plain values (in accordance with Executive Order 11988), land use, navigation, shoreline
erosion and accretion, water quality, energy needs, safety, food and fiber production, mineral
needs, considerations of property ownership, and, in general, the needs and welfare of the
people. The Corps evaluation process for this project is consistent with the review for all other
transportation projects in North Carolina, and with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act,
including the 404 (b)(1) Guidelines (40 CFR Part 230).

Therefore, in consideration of the concerns above, the Corps and the FHWA believe the project
can no longer move forward with the Project Advancement Plan and satisfy all Federal
environmental requirements in a concurrent manner. As a result, the FHWA will withdraw the
Notice of Intent (NOI), meaning we will no longer continue to develop the environmental impact
statement and federally fund the project. Our withdrawal does not prevent the project from being
reinitiated in the future. NCDOT or other applicant/sponsors may restart the project at any time
by requesting a new NOI with sufficient support that all constraints have been relieved to allow
compliance with NEPA.

Should you have any questions, please call George Hoops of the FHWA at (919) 747-7001 or
Eric Alsmeyer of the Corps at (919) 554-4884, extension 23.

Sincerely, E ) Sincerely,
fed TN~ A I

For John F. Sullivan, III, P.E. teven A. Baker
ederal Highway Administration Colonel, U. S. Army
Division Administrator District Commander



Copies Furnished:

Mr. David Joyner

Executive Director

North Carolina Turnpike Authority
1578 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1578

Mr. Eric Midkiff

North Carolina Department of Transportation
Project Development and Environmental Analysis
1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1548

Mr. Mitch Vakerics

Office of Congresswoman Renee Ellmers
1533 Longworth HOB

Washington, DC 20515

Mr. Rob Ridings

Division of Water Quality
Transportation Permitting Unit

North Carolina Department of
Environment and Natural Resources

1650 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1650

Mr. Chris Lukasina

Capital Area Metropolitan Planning
Organization (CAMPO)

127 West Hargett Street, Ste. 800

Raleigh, NC 27601

Mr. Heinz Mueller

Chief, NEPA Program Office

Office of Policy and Management

US Environmental Protection Agency
61 Forsythe St., SW

Atlanta, GA 30303

Mr. Gary Jordan

US Fish and Wildlife Service
PO Box 33726

Raleigh, NC 27636



Mr. Travis W. Wilson

Eastern Region Highway Project Coordinator
Habitat Conservation Program

NC Wildlife Resources Commission

1718 Hwy 56 West

Creedmoor, NC 27522

Mr. Peter Sandbeck

NC State Historic Preservation Office
4619 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-4619
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‘ Turnpike Authority

Interagency Project Meeting

MEETING MINUTES
FINAL

Date: September 19, 2013
10:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m.
NCDOT Century Center — Structure Design Conference Room C

Project:  STIP R-2721, R-2828, and R-2929 — Complete 540 - Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension
(Raleigh Outer Loop)

Attendees:
George Hoops, FHWA Steve McKee, NCDOT - Utilities
Clarence Coleman, FHWA Don Proper, NCDOT - Utilities
Christopher Militscher, USEPA (via telephone) Ed Reams, NCDOT - Utilities
Eric Alsmeyer, USACE Kyle Pleasant, NCDOT - Utilities
Henry Wicker, USACE (via telephone) Robert Memory NCDOT - Utilities (on telephone)
Gary Jordan, USFWS BenJetta Johnson, NCDOT — TMSD
Rob Ridings, NCDWR Nick Lineberger, NCDOT — TMSD
Travis Wilson, NCWRC Rupal Desai, NCDOT — TPB
Amy Simes, NCDENR Andie Cozzarelli, NCDOT - TPB
Renee Gledhill-Early, SHPO (via telephone) Adam Snipes, NCDOT —TIP
Ed Johnson, CAMPO Alla Lyudmirskaya, NCDOT - WZTC
Jennifer Harris, NCDOT — PDEA Kiersten Bass, HNTB
Eric Midkiff, NCDOT — PDEA Joe Milazzo, Regional Transportation Alliance
Tony Houser, NCDOT — Roadway Design Unit Fred Skaer, Dawson & Associates (via telephone)
Wally Bowman, NCDOT — Division 5 John Studt, Dawson & Associates (via telephone)
Tris Ford, NCDOT - HES Roy Bruce, Lochner
Greg Smith, NCDOT - HES Kristin Maseman, Lochner (via telephone)
Deanna Riffey, NCDOT — NES Jeff Schlotter, Lochner (via telephone)
Mary Pope Furr, NCDOT — Historic Architecture Brian Eason, Lochner

Presentation Materials:
e Agenda

e Final Interagency Project Meeting Minutes — December 12, 2012
e Handout 12 — Project Status Update
e Handout 13 — Revised Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report Summary
e Handout 14 — Recommended Detailed Study Alternatives
e Handout 15 — Project Schedule
e Newsletter No. 3
e Frequently Asked Questions
e Presentation
Purpose:

Present project status update; discuss revised Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report;
discuss recommended Detailed Study Alternatives.
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General Discussion:

The following information was discussed at the meeting:

Project Status Update (Handout 12): Lochner provided an update on project activities that
have occurred since the TEAC meetings in January 2011, August 2012, and December 2012. In
late 2010 and early 2011, efforts were underway to determine the Detailed Study Alternatives
(DSAs) for full evaluation in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). NC Session Law
2011-7, passed in March 2011, limited advancement of the project in the area of the Red
Corridor. NCDOT continued to coordinate with agencies and local groups to find an effective
path forward. A Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report was published in January
2012. Agencies submitted written comments on the draft report. Additional study corridors (Lilac
and Plum) were developed and preliminarily evaluated. In December 2012, FHWA and USACE
sent a joint letter to NCDOT indicating that full evaluation of the Red Corridor would be required
to advance the project. NC Session Laws 2013-94 and 2013-183 were passed that repealed the
2011 law that limited project advancement. Following this two and a half year pause in the study,
the immediate project objective remains to determine the DSAs for inclusion in the Draft EIS.
Previously eliminated corridors have been reevaluated in conjunction with the additional corridors
that were developed.

Revised Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report (Handout 13): The January
2012 draft report was revised and updated to address agency comments and incorporate new
project information and analysis. The current draft report was issued in early September for
review and comment. The revised draft report contains responses to agency comments,
evaluation of additional corridors (Lilac and Plum), and recommended DSAs. Agency comments
on the September 2013 version of the draft report are due to NCDOT by October 21, 2013.

Recommended Detailed Study Alternatives (Handout 14): Lochner presented the NCDOT
rationale for recommending ten color-coded corridors as the building blocks for the DSAs. These
ten color-coded corridors can be combined to form 17 unique end-to-end routes that make up the
DSAs.

Project Schedule (Handout 15): An aggressive schedule has been established for the project in
order to expedite the selection of a Preferred Alternative in accordance with Section 2 of NC
Session Law 2013-94. Some elements of study have been and will continue to be completed in
segments or phases culminating in a Draft EIS in the spring of 2015 with Public Hearings that
summer and the selection of a Preferred Alternative by fall of 2015.

Discussion:

USEPA sought clarification on how the NC Session Law 2011-7 restrictions were removed.
NCDOT explained that the text that was added in 2011 was stricken with the 2013 legislation.
There are now no legislative restrictions on any corridors under consideration for this project.

There was interest in the current status of the additional mussel surveys and assessments that
have been ongoing during this pause in the study process. The agreed upon work has
progressed in accordance with the mutually defined scope of study. The work is not finished and
is not ready for agency review at this time. NCDOT will provide additional information at a
subsequent interagency meeting. This information will be fully documented for review and
included in the Draft EIS.

USEPA asked about added development in the Red Corridor during the pause in the study,
particularly in reference to the Village of Aversboro subdivision and the Greenfield Business Park.
The Village of Aversboro has continue to build and sell homes in the north phase of the
development as that project moves towards completion and build-out. The two businesses that
were in the process of developing in the Greenfield Business Park are complete and in operation.
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The SHPO inquired about the way Section 4(f) resources are reported on the impacts chart.
They would like to see separate impacts for historic resources and parks/recreation areas. All of
the impacts on the table are park impacts and there are no historic impacts based on the
available data used for the preliminary screening. This will be noted on the tables in the Draft
Alternatives Development and Analysis Report and other relevant materials.

The NCDWR asked that the tables be expanded to include impacts for any Outstanding
Resource Waters (ORW) or any High Quality Waters (HQW) in addition to the Critical Watershed
Areas and the 303(d) streams. Subsequent to the meeting, it was reconfirmed that there are no
ORW or HQW streams in the project study area.

The SHPO asked when historic architecture information would be available for the Purple and
Blue Corridors. The survey work has not yet started. The SHPO requested the data be made
available if the Purple and Blue Corridors will be considered for elimination.

NCDOT asked if there were any comments on the Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis
Report or Recommended DSAs. No comments regarding these items were made during the
meeting.

Previous Action ltems:
e None

New Action Items:
e Agency review comments on the September 2013 Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis
Report due to NCDOT by October 21, 2013.
e NCDOT will provide a status update on mussel surveys at a future interagency meeting.
e Impact tables to be adjusted to reflect no historic resource impacts and note that Section 4(f)
impacts that are listed are for parks/recreational areas.

e Add impacts to ORW and HQW to tables, if appropriate. There are none of these resources in
the study area. (Completed)

Resolutions:
e None

Next Steps:
e Public Meetings on recommended DSAs

e Agency comments on Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report
e November and/or December interagency meeting to discuss comments made by the agencies on
the Draft Alternatives Report, review public comments, and select DSAs

Interagency Project Meeting — 9/19/13
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Interagency Project Meeting

MEETING MINUTES
FINAL

Date: December 12, 2013
11:45 a.m. —12:45 p.m.
NCDOT Century Center — Structure Design Conference Room C

Project:  STIP R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829 — Complete 540, Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension

Attendees:
George Hoops, FHWA Wally Bowman, NCDOT — Division 5
Clarence Coleman, FHWA Nick Lineberger, NCDOT — TMSD
Christopher Militscher, USEPA (via telephone) Tris Ford, NCDOT - HES
Eric Alsmeyer, USACE Deanna Riffey, NCDOT — NES
Jean Gibby, USACE Matt Lauffer, NCDOT - Hydraulics
Thomas Brown, USACE Kyle Pleasant, NCDOT - Utilities
Gary Jordan, USFWS Donald Proper, NCDOT - Utilities
Rob Ridings, NCDWR Mark Staley, NCDOT - REU
Travis Wilson, NCWRC Kiersten Bass, HNTB
Amy Simes, NCDENR Fred Skaer, Dawson & Associates (via telephone)
Renee Gledhill-Early, SHPO (via telephone) John Studt, Dawson & Associates (via telephone)
Dolores Hall, NCOSA (via telephone) Roy Bruce, Lochner
Ed Johnson, CAMPO (via telephone) Kristin Maseman, Lochner
Eric Midkiff, NCDOT — PDEA Jeff Schlotter, Lochner
Jennifer Harris, NCDOT — PDEA Michael Wood, Catena Group
Richard Hancock, NCDOT - PDEA Tim Savidge, Catena Group
Tony Houser, NCDOT — Roadway Design Unit Nancy Scott, Catena Group

Tim Little, NCDOT - Division 4

Presentation Materials:
e Agenda

e Final Interagency Project Meeting Minutes — September 19, 2013
e Handout 16 — Public Meetings - Summary and Comment Analysis
e Handout 17 — Revised Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report
e Handout 18 — Detailed Study Alternatives
e Handout 19 — Section 6002 Coordination Plan Update
e Presentation
Purpose:

Present project status update and summary of public comments; discuss revised Draft Alternatives
Development and Analysis Report; discuss recommended Detailed Study Alternatives.

General Discussion:
The following information was discussed at the meeting:

e Project Status Update: Lochner provided an update on project activities that have occurred
since the Interagency Meeting in September 2013, when the revised Draft Alternatives
Development Analysis and Report and the recommended Detailed Study Alternatives (DSAs) for
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the project were discussed. Agencies were then asked to submit comments about the revised
report and the recommended DSAs. The CAMPO Working Group met on October 3 to discuss
the recommended DSAs. Three public meetings were held on October 14, 15, and 16 to present
the recommended DSAs and to solicit public comments. To the extent possible, work including
some field investigations and preliminary design, has continued on the project during this period
in order to expedite the overall project schedule.

e Public Meetings — Summary and Comment Analysis (Handout 16): The three public
meetings in October were very well attended and there has been extensive public comment about
the recommended DSAs. The input from these meetings was combined with input received from
the public in late 2010 and early 2011 on preliminary alternatives. To date, public comments
about project alternatives reveal strong support for the project and the Orange Corridor, and
strong opposition to the Red, Purple, Blue, and Lilac Corridors. Several local governments have
also passed resolutions supporting the Orange Corridor and opposing others.

e Revised Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report (Handout 17): Four agencies
responded to NCDOT's request for comments on the revised Draft Alternatives Development and
Analysis Report; three agencies did not submit responses. The agency comments either
explicitly or implicitly support proceeding with the recommended DSAs. None of the comments
request eliminating, adding, or modifying any alternatives.

o Detailed Study Alternatives (Handout 18): Lochner reviewed the ten color-coded corridors that
are the building blocks for the DSAs. These ten color-coded corridors can be combined to form
17 unique end-to-end routes that make up the DSAs. Based on the preliminary data available for
the project, the previously recommended DSAs remain as viable feasible alternatives that appear
to have sufficient merit to warrant further evaluation and study as part of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement. Therefore, all 17 of the previously recommended DSAs will be carried forward
in the environmental study. Should additional project information become available as studies
are completed that substantially alters the merits of any alternative, this decision could be
reevaluated at that time.

e Section 6002 Coordination Plan Update (Handout 19): Lochner reviewed changes that have
been made to the Section 6002 Coordination Plan for this project since its previous January 2011
version. Changes include an update to the project schedule and primary agency contacts.

e Update on Dwarf Wedgemussel Studies: The Catena Group reviewed the work that has been
completed to date on the Dwarf Wedgemussel (DWM) studies requested by USFWS. This work
is being documented in a technical report that will be submitted to NCDOT in February or March
of 2014. The studies have included a review of existing conservation measures established for
DWM as part of other projects in the Swift Creek watershed, characterization of the Swift Creek
watershed with respect to DWM habitat, and an assessment of historical trends and current
viability of the species in Swift Creek.

e Discussion:
HPO reminded the group that their response letter to the revised Draft Alternatives Development
and Analysis Report stated that the report did not include any mention of archaeological studies
for the DSAs. NCDOT will indicate in the final report that the required archaeological studies will
be completed and documented in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

USEPA asked for clarification on why the “bulbouts” at different interchanges on the map of DSAs
are different sizes. NCDOT explained that the bulbout areas correspond to the wider study
corridor around the interchange areas and vary depending on the roadway geometry, existing
facilities, and other constraints at each interchange area. The bulbout areas do reflect the
relative magnitude of each interchange area. In particular, the size of the interchange areas at
540, 1-40, and the US 70 Bypass were questioned since they are substantially larger than other

Interagency Project Meeting — 12/12/13



interchanges. The geometry of ramp movements in a freeway to freeway high speed interchange
require more land area than a typical interchange. At 540, 1-40, and US 70 Bypass there are
three freeways converging at a single interchange.

NCDOT Uitilities inquired about the basis of the preliminary wetland impacts along the Purple and
Blue Corridors. These impacts are based on National Wetlands Inventory mapping data and the
300 foot preliminary right of way within the larger study corridor.

The NCDOT suggested that the agencies would not require any additional time (as described in
Section 8.5 of the Section 6002 Coordination Plan) to review the Draft Alternatives Development
and Analysis Report and the recommended DSAs in light of the public and local government
comments made since the October public meetings. The reason provided by NCDOT included
that the public comments remain consistent with those previously provided and therefore would
not cause the need to make addition adjustments to the DADAR. USACE noted agreement that
no additional review would be necessary based on the information presented during this meeting
and no other agencies objected.

No agencies raised any objections to proceeding with the 17 end-to-end alternatives as DSAs,
and no agencies asked for any additional alternatives to be considered.

Based on today’s discussion, past Issues of Concern (per the Section 6002 Coordination Plan)
have been resolved and that there are no outstanding issues regarding the project purpose and
need, range of alternatives, alternatives screening, or DSAs. Additionally, no Issues of Concern
relative to these four areas of the study were raised at the meeting.

USEPA informed the group that there is a new Executive Order (EO) pertaining to the impact of
federal projects on children’s health, and suggested that NCDOT seek guidance from FHWA
regarding the need to address the EO in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

Previous Action Items:

Agency review comments on the September 2013 Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis
Report due to NCDOT by October 21, 2013 (revised to November 4, 2013). (Completed)
NCDOT will provide a status update on mussel surveys at a future interagency meeting.
(Completed)

Impact tables to be adjusted to reflect no historic resource impacts and note that Section 4(f)
impacts that are listed are for parks/recreational areas. (Completed)

Add impacts to ORW and HQW to tables, if appropriate. There are none of these resources in
the study area. (Completed)

New Action Items:

NCDOT will indicate in the final Alternatives Development Analysis and Report that the required
archaeological studies will be completed and documented in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement.

Lochner will investigate the requirements of the new EO pertaining to the impact of federal
projects on children’s health and work with NCDOT and FHWA regarding the appropriate method
for addressing it.

Next Steps:

Public announcement of Detailed Study Alternatives
CAMPO Working Group meeting — January 9, 2014
Complete technical base studies on DSAs

Prepare Draft Environmental Impact Statement
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Interagency Project Meeting

MEETING MINUTES

Date: November 13, 2014
9:00 a.m. —11:00 a.m.

FINAL

NCDOT Century Center — Structure Design Conference Room C

Project:
(Raleigh Outer Loop)

Attendees:
Clarence Coleman, FHWA
Cynthia Van Der Wiele, USEPA
Gary Jordan, USFWS
Rob Ridings, NCDWR
Travis Wilson, NCWRC
Dolores Hall, SHPO (via telephone)
Alex Rickard, CAMPO
Eric Midkiff, NCDOT — PDEA
Jennifer Harris, NCDOT — PDEA
Maria Baez, NCDOT — PDEA
Tony Houser, NCDOT — Roadway Design Unit
Maira Ibarra, NCDOT — Roadway Design Unit
Nick Lineberger, NCDOT — TMSD
Colin Mellor, NCDOT — NES
Deanna Riffey, NCDOT — NES
Rachelle Beauregard, NCDOT — NES

Presentation Materials:
e Agenda

Presentation

Purpose:

STIP R-2721, R-2828, and R-2929 — Complete 540 - Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension

Matt Lauffer, NCDOT — Hydraulics

Charles Smith, NCDOT — Hydraulics

Kyle Pleasant, NCDOT — Utilities

Donald Proper, NCDOT — Utilities

Mark Staley, NCDOT — REU

Kiersten Bass, HNTB

Fred Skaer, Dawson & Associates (via telephone)
John Studt, Dawson & Associates (via telephone)
Roy Bruce, Lochner

Brian Eason, Lochner

Doug Wheatley, Lochner

Kristin Maseman, Lochner

Wendee Smith, Mulkey

Jonathan Scarce, Mulkey

Brian Dustin, Mulkey

Handout 20 — Approach to Interagency Coordination on Bridging Decisions
Handout 21 — Hydraulic Conveyance Suggestions
Handout 22 — Suggested Bridge Length Locations and Lengths

Present project status update and review bridging suggestions to be used in evaluating Detailed Study

Alternatives (DSAS).

General Discussion:

The following information was discussed at the meeting:

e Project Status Update: Lochner provided an update on project activities that have occurred
since the Interagency Meeting in December 2013, when the DSAs for the project were finalized.
A CAMPO Working Group meeting was held on January 9, 2014. The project team has been
completing various required technical studies and documenting the results of these studies in

corresponding technical reports.
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e Approach to Interagency Coordination on Bridging Decisions (Handout 20): There are a
total of over 1,200 natural system sites, which include wetlands, streams or ponds, inside the
study corridors along the roughly 100 total miles of the DSAs. Preliminary hydraulic analysis
showed that there were 81 sites along the DSAs where hydraulic conditions and proposed
designs require incorporation of a major hydraulic conveyance structure (defined as a 72-inch
pipe or larger). Based solely on hydraulic analysis, 17 of these sites would require bridges, with
the remaining 64 requiring culverts.

To increase the efficiency of interagency coordination on bridging decisions, the project team
reviewed the preliminary hydraulic recommendations and the characteristics of the natural
systems sites along the DSAs to make additional suggestions for bridging. The project team
compiled this information and distributed it as part of the Interagency Meeting information
distributed on October 9, 2014, and presented this information to USACE and NCDWR in
consultation on October 23, 2014, to receive input on those suggestions. Based on the
consultation with USACE and NCDWR, two handouts were revised and distributed to the
agencies on November 6, 2014.

e Hydraulic Conveyance Suggestions (Handout 21): Of the original 17 sites found to require
bridging on the basis of preliminary hydraulic analysis, the project team suggested extensions of
7 of the bridges; additional bridging was not recommended at the remaining 10 sites.

Of the 64 sites for which preliminary hydraulic analysis recommended culverts for hydraulic
conveyance, the project team considered bridging 8 of the sites. Following consultation with
USACE and NCDWR, 5 of the 64 sites were found to warrant additional interagency discussion.
Following distribution of the Interagency Meeting information in October, USFWS requested that
Site 74 be discussed during the Interagency Meeting.

e Suggested Bridge Locations and Lengths (Handout 22): The project team presented a
detailed table compiling the original preliminary hydraulic recommendations and any suggested
modifications for each hydraulic site along the DSAs. The project team also presented aerial
mapping of the sites recommended for bridging (including those recommended for extended
bridges), the sites where a bridge is suggested instead of the originally recommended culvert,
and the sites noted by USACE, NCDWR, and USFWS for additional discussion.

e Discussion:
The meeting discussion focused on certain hydraulic sites identified by agency representatives.
For some of the sites, agency representatives requested a field visit in order to better understand
conditions at the site—a field meeting is scheduled for December 2, 2014, to view these sites.
Discussion according to site number as shown on the meeting handouts was as follows:

Site 34 (Swift Creek, Red Corridor) — The project team recommendation was an extended bridge.
USFWS asked if it would be feasible to lengthen the bridge further or to shift the service road
proposed in this location in order to minimize the encroachment into the floodplain with the
service road. Minimization of impacts in this area could be beneficial for dwarf wedgemussel
habitat. The project team will investigate possible minimization and will also try to determine the
property value of the adjacent undeveloped residential parcel. A field review of this site was
requested prior to making any final determinations about bridging at this site.

Site 35 (Yates Branch, Red Corridor) — NCDOT Roadway Design Unit staff indicated that the
interchange design at this site may need to be modified to better accommodate the ramp
terminals with respect to the end of the bridges. The interchange design will be coordinated with
the NCDOT Roadway Design Unit now that approximate bridge lengths have been identified at
this location.

Site 63 (Tributary to Swift Creek, Orange Corridor) — NCDWR asked if it would be possible to
make modifications at this site so that stream SEW (as shown on mapping) would be under the
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bridge. These modifications could include extending the proposed bridge or possibly relocating
the stream. This would require bridge extensions on both the mainline and the ramp. Mulkey
noted that the stream is intermittent and that its quality may not warrant this modification. No
additional changes will be needed at this site beyond what was suggested in the meeting
materials.

Site 21 (Tributary to Swift Creek, Orange Corridor) — Habitat connectivity was raised by NCWRC
and NCDWR as a consideration for this site. There was discussion about ways to maintain
habitat connectivity while possibly shortening the bridge to reduce costs. At this site, NCDWR
indicated that maintaining stream integrity would have a higher priority than minimizing the total
wetland impact. A field review of this site was requested prior to making any final determinations
about bridging at this site.

Site 24 (Tributary to Swift Creek, Orange Corridor) — USFWS and NCWRC indicated that it is
important to consider this site from the perspective of aquatic and terrestrial habitat connectivity.
Depending on the size, stability and condition of this stream, placing the mainline and the ramps
on the north side of the site on bridges could be a preferred modification. A field review of this
site was requested prior to making any final determinations relative to bridging at this site.

Site 33 (Tributary to Neuse River, Green Corridor) — The project team explained the proposed
bridge could be shortened slightly, providing a cost savings, while only slightly increasing the
wetland impact at the site. There was consensus that this would be a worthwhile modification.

Site 43 (White Oak Creek, Red Corridor) — The project team also proposed shortening the
recommended bridge slightly to provide a notable cost savings, with a small increase in wetland
impact. There was consensus that this would be a worthwhile modification.

Site 1 (Middle Creek, Orange Corridor) — This site, currently proposed to have a culvert, had
been noted for further bridging consideration at the October 23 meeting with USACE and
NCDWR. It was explained that there is substantial urban development in this area, with a culvert
downstream of this location, and that a bridge would add roughly $3.5 million to the construction
cost. A field review of this site was requested prior to making any final determinations about
bridging at this site.

Site 3 (Rocky Branch, Orange Corridor) — USEPA asked why a culvert is proposed for this site
instead of a bridge. It was explained that the interchange design in this location already
minimizes the total project footprint in this area. To modify the design to include a bridge, the
footprint would need to expand to accommodate the bridge ramps, which would increase impacts
to wetlands and streams downstream of the site. The consensus at the meeting was that no
bridging will be included at this site.

Site 4 (Camp Branch, Orange Corridor) — This site, currently proposed to have a culvert, had
been noted for further bridging consideration at the October 23 meeting with USACE and
NCDWR. Mulkey explained that this stream channel is notably incised and has minimal
connectivity to nearby wetlands, so the quality of the site was relatively low, suggesting that a
bridge would not be necessary. The consensus at the meeting was that no bridging will be
included at this site.

Site 17 (Tributary to Guffy Branch, Orange Corridor) — This site is in the vicinity of a National
Register historic site known as the Panther Branch School. HPO has requested that bridging not
be incorporated in the vicinity of this site in order to minimize the project’s visual impacts to the
site. NCDWR suggested that alternative minimization techniques (other than bridging) could be
considered at this site and expressed a willingness to work together with HPO to achieve impact
minimization to both the historic site and the natural systems in this area. The consensus at the
meeting was that no bridging will be included at this site.
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Site 76 (Guffy Branch, Blue Corridor) — This site, currently proposed to have two culverts, was
noted for further discussion about bridging. Agency representatives noted that this site’s location
along a continuous wooded segment of Guffy Branch make habitat connectivity upstream and
downstream of the site an important consideration. USFWS and NCWRC have reviewed all of
the hydraulic sites with respect to habitat connectivity considerations and noted this site and Site
74 (discussed below) as the two sites where this is a particularly important consideration.
Lochner explained that notable design modifications would be needed at this site to
accommodate a bridge. These modifications would include raising the profile at this site to the
extent that it would also affect profiles of grade separated highways east and west of this site.
NCWRC indicated that it will be very important for the project team to document the design
constraints that would make bridging this site difficult and to note that further strategies for
minimizing habitat connectivity impacts at this site will be considered if the Preferred Alternative
includes the Blue Corridor. Alternative conveyance structures, such as dry floodplain barrels,
might be preferable because they could accommodate some upstream/downstream permeability
to wildlife. The consensus at the meeting was that no bridging will be included at this site at this
time.

Site 74 (Little Creek, Blue Corridor) — This site, currently proposed to have a culvert, was noted
for further discussion about bridging. As for Site 76, USFWS and NCWRC noted that this was
one of the two sites noted where habitat connectivity considerations are an important factor.
Mulkey indicated that the wetland at this site is isolated and the stream channel is somewhat
incised. USFWS and NCWRC noted this site as a particularly good candidate for modification to
provide a means for wildlife to cross the site. The agencies suggested that the project team
investigate the possibility of a single span slab bridge at this site. The consensus at the meeting
was that bridging will be included at this site.

All Other Sites — No issues of concern were raised at the meeting with the hydraulic conveyance
suggestions for all other sites. Hydraulic conveyance for these sites will be as described in the
meeting materials.

Meeting attendees also briefly discussed the timeframe for Section 7 consultation for the dwarf
wedgemussel. NCDOT anticipates completing subsequent phases of the dwarf wedgemussel studies
after the Draft EIS is prepared. It was noted that the Draft EIS will likely indicate that the Biological
Opinion is unresolved, and then formal consultation with USFWS will begin once a Preferred Alternative
is selected. USFWS noted that this sequence of events would not impede their ability to appropriately
consider the Preferred Alternative or determine the LEDPA.

Previous Action Items:
o NCDOT will indicate in the final Alternatives Development Analysis and Report that the required
archaeological studies will be completed and documented in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. (Completed)

New Action ltems:

e NCDOT will arrange a field review meeting on December 2, 2014. At this meeting, agency
representatives will view Sites 1, 21, 24, and 34. Final determinations about bridging at these
sites will be made during the field review meeting.

e Lochner will investigate possible minimization and modifications at Site 76 as noted above.

Next Steps:
e Complete technical study reports — January 2015

e Prepare Draft Environmental Impact Statement — Spring 2015
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NORTH CAROLINA
‘ Turnpike Authority

Interagency Project Field Meeting

MEETING MINUTES
FINAL

Date: December 2, 2014
8:00 a.m. — 2:00 p.m.
NCDOT Greenfield Parkway Offices

Project: STIP R-2721, R-2828, and R-2929 — Complete 540 - Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension
(Raleigh Outer Loop)

Attendees:
Eric Alsmeyer, USACE Ray Lovinggood, NCDOT — Hydraulics
Cynthia Van Der Wiele, USEPA Roy Bruce, Lochner
Gary Jordan, USFWS Brian Eason, Lochner
Rob Ridings, NCDWR Wendee Smith, Mulkey
Travis Wilson, NCWRC Jonathan Scarce, Mulkey
Charles Smith, NCDOT — Hydraulics Brian Dustin, Mulkey

Presentation Materials:
e Field Handout of Maps and Table for the four sites to be visited.

Purpose:
This field review meeting is adjunct to the Interagency Meeting for the project held on November 13,

2014. During that meeting to review bridging suggestions to be used in evaluating Detailed Study
Alternatives (DSAs), four hydraulic crossing locations were identified for field review prior to making final
determinations about bridging at these sites.

General Discussion:
The following information was discussed during the field review:

e Site 24 (Tributary to Swift Creek, Orange Corridor): At the Interagency Meeting in November,
USFWS and NCWRC indicated that Site 24 should be visited in the field in order to consider this
site from the perspective of aquatic and terrestrial habitat connectivity. Depending on the size,
stability and condition of this stream, placing the mainline and the ramps on the north side of the
site on bridges could be a preferred modification. However, after visiting Site 24, all agreed to
keep the bridging at this site as it was suggested at the Interagency Meeting in November.
Should the Orange Corridor be the Preferred Alternative, floodplain culverts should be added
under the mainline and the ramps on the north side of Site 24.

e Site 21 (Tributary to Swift Creek, Orange Corridor): Habitat connectivity was raised by
NCWRC and NCDWR as a consideration for this site during the Interagency Meeting in
November. There was discussion about ways to maintain habitat connectivity while possibly
shortening the bridge to reduce costs. At this site, NCDWR indicated that maintaining stream
integrity would have a higher priority than minimizing the total wetland impact. During the field
visit, possible reductions in the suggested bridge lengths were discussed. It was agreed that the
bridges should be shortened on both ends while maintaining the streams and associated buffers.
On the west end, the bridge should be shortened to the extent practicable and still maintain
streams and buffers. This will increase wetland impacts. On the east end, the bridge also should
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be shortened to the extent possible and still maintain streams and buffers. There was discussion
concerning possible alignment adjustments and shifts to improve the stream and wetland
crossings at this site. The proximity of the NC 50 interchange, the Turner Farms subdivision, and
hydraulic crossing Sites 20 and 21 make it difficult to adjust the alignment at Site 21.

e Site 34 (Swift Creek, Red Corridor): During the Interagency Meeting in November, the USFWS
asked if it would be feasible to lengthen the suggested bridge further or to shift the service road
proposed in this location in order to minimize the encroachment into the floodplain with the
service road. The project team agreed to investigate possible minimization of the impact of the
service road and agreed to estimate the property value of the adjacent undeveloped residential
parcel. During the field visit, a revised plan for the service road was presented. The plan shifts
the service road from one side of 540 to the other. This would require a bridge over 540 to
access the undeveloped residential parcel. The estimated cost of the revised service road is
approximately $4.5 million. An estimate of the value of the land south of 540 that would be
landlocked without the service road is around $3.1 million. All agreed that the revised service
road or buying the land was preferable to what was proposed previously for the service road.
This concept will be presented to NCDOT Roadway Design and if they approve the design
revision, the modified service road concept will be used. Next the group discussed the previously
suggested bridge extension on the west end. All agreed during the field visit to drop the roughly
700 feet of bridge extension at this location. If the Red Corridor is the Preferred Alternative,
floodplain culverts should be provided in the western area of the floodplain for equalization of
flood flow.

e Site 1 (Middle Creek, Orange Corridor): This site, currently proposed to have a culvert, was
identified as a site for field review, particularly the existing crossing of Middle Creek at Sunset
Lake Road. During the field review meeting, there was a desire expressed to have the existing
pipes under Sunset Lake Road be replaced with a bridge instead of the planned triple box culvert.
There are several streams at the mainline crossing location. It was decided to provide a bridge at
the mainline crossing of Middle Creek (main channel) with buffers. This can likely be
accomplished with a roughly 90 foot long single span bridge. To minimize stream impacts, other
streams in the area can be routed to the main channel. Additional design analysis will be needed
to determine the bridge length that best accommodates the main stream and buffers. At the
Sunset Lake Road crossing of Middle Creek, it was decided that a single-span cored-slab bridge
should be provided instead of the triple box culverts suggested.

Previous Action Items:

e NCDOT will arrange a field review meeting on December 2, 2014. At this meeting, agency
representatives will view Sites 1, 21, 24, and 34. Final determinations about bridging at these
sites will be made during the field review meeting. (Completed)

e Lochner will investigate possible minimization and modifications at Site 76 as noted in the
November Interagency Meeting notes. (Completed)

New Action Items:
e Lochner will coordinate with NCDOT Roadway Design on the planned changes to the functional
design plans, particularly the service road shift at Site 34.
e Functional design plan revisions will be made at the above sites as indicated in the summary
notes.
e Update the Hydraulics Study Report to include design analysis for Site 1A — Middle Creek at
Sunset Lake Road.

Next Steps:
e Complete technical study reports — January 2015

e Prepare Draft Environmental Impact Statement — Spring 2015
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NCDENR
North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources
Division of Water Quality

Beverly Eaves Perdue Coleen H. Sullins Dee Freeman
Governor Director Secretary

September 7, 2010

MEMORANDUM

To: Christy Shumate, NCTA
From:  Brian Wrenn, NCDWQ, Transportation Permitting Unit

Subject: Comments on proposed Purpose and Need Statement for the Triangle Expressway Southeast
Extension in Wake and Johnston Counties, TIP Nos. R-2721, R-2828, R-2829.

NCDWAQ has reviewed the Draft Purpose and Need Statement for the subject project. Below are our
comments regarding the Draft Purpose and Need statement:

1. In Section 2.2 summary of Need for Proposed Action, Need #3, contains the following language in
the last paragraph:

“This type of congestion is not consistent with the purpose of the State’s Strategic Highway Corridors
Initiative, which is to provide a safe, reliable, and high-speed network of highways.”

Strategic Highway Corridor (SHC) initiatives are not appropriate problem statements for Purpose and
Need statements. The problem is previously identified in Needs #1, #2, and earlier sections of Need
#3. Any reference to SHC initiatives should be removed from the Purpose and Need Statement.

2. In Section 2.3 Purpose of Proposed Action, the opening paragraph details the purpose statement. It
includes language regarding improving mobility in the study area. It was explained in the August 10,
2010 that the study area (for traffic analysis purposes) is bigger than the project study area (for
alternatives analysis purposes). Use of such similar terminology is confusing. NCDWQ recommends
that a clearer distinction be made between the traffic study area and the project study area.

3. In Section 2.3.2 Measures of Effectiveness for Meeting the Project Purpose, NCTA provides four
measures for measuring the effectiveness of alternatives to meet the project purpose. NCDWQ is in
agreement with these metrics. In Handout #2, NCTA provides criteria for alternatives screening. The
screening criteria are different from the Measures of Effectiveness in Section 2.3.2, and include
references to the SHC initiative and system linkage, neither of which is included in the project
purpose. The screening criteria should not include language that references desired outcomes of the
project. Desired outcome criteria should only be considered when analyzing detailed study
alternatives at later stages of the selection process. The alternatives screening criteria should mirror
the measures of effectiveness stated in the Draft Purpose and Need statement.

Transportation Permitting Unit One .
1650 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1650 NorthCarolina
Location: 2321 Crabtree Blvd., Raleigh, North Carolina 27604 //
Phone: 919-733-1786 \ FAX: 919-733-6893 Wdtﬂrﬂ y

Internet: http://h20.enr.state.nc.us/ncwetlands/

An Equal Opportunity \ Affirmative Action Employer



Thank you for requesting our input at this time. NCTA is reminded that issuance of a 401 Water Quality
Certification requires that appropriate measures be instituted to ensure that water quality standards are
met and designated uses are not degraded or lost. If you have any questions or require additional
information, please contact me at 919-733-5715 or 336-771-4952.

cc: Eric Alsmeyer, US Army Corps of Engineers, Raleigh Field Office
George Hoops, Federal Highway Administration
Chris Militscher, Environmental Protection Agency (electronic copy only)
Travis Wilson, NC Wildlife Resources Commission
File Copy



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Raleigh Field Office
Post Office Box 33726
Raleigh, North Carolina 27636-3726

January 25, 2012

Jennifer Harris, PE

North Carolina Turnpike Authority
1578 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1578

Dear Ms. Harris:

This letter is in response to your January 13, 2012 Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis
Report for the Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension project in Wake and Johnston Counties,
North Carolina (TIP Nos. R-2721, R-2828, R-2829). The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(Service) provides the following comments in accordance with provisions of the National
Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(c)) and Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act
of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543).

General Comments

As you know, the Service has been very involved in this project through the Turnpike
Environmental Agency Coordination meetings. At these meetings, the Service has frequently
stated its concern regarding the likely adverse effects of the project on the federally endangered
dwarf wedgemussel (DWM, Alasmidonta heterodon) within the Swift Creek watershed (Neuse
River basin). It is anticipated that the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), as the lead
federal action agency, will initiate formal Section 7 consultation by submitting to the Service an
initiation package which includes a Biological Assessment (BA). In return, the Service will
conduct an analysis to determine if the project will jeopardize the continued existence of the
dwarf wedgemussel and issue a Biological Opinion (BO). Since there is a significant lack of
information needed to develop the Environmental Baseline portions of the BA and BO, the NC
Turnpike Authority (NCTA) has agreed to fund additional studies within the Swift Creek
watershed to fill in the information gaps. We applaud the NCTA’s decision to fund these
studies, and we believe that the information obtained will expedite the Section 7 consultation and
increase the probability of accurate conclusions.

In order to avoid a Jeopardy BO, the action agency must not “engage in an action that reasonably
would be expected, directly or indirectly, to reduce appreciably the likelihood of both the
survival and recovery of a listed species in the wild by reducing the reproduction, numbers, or
distribution of that species.” In order for the Service to ultimately recover the DWM, the 1993
Dwarf Wedgemussel Recovery Plan requires, among other criteria, that a viable population (i.e.
a population containing a sufficient number of reproducing adults to maintain genetic variability,



and annual recruitment is adequate to maintain a stable population) occur in Swift Creek.
Therefore, maintenance of such a population in the post-project Swift Creek watershed is vitally
important. We cannot understate the significance of this issue.

Rapid development within the Swift Creek watershed below the Lake Benson Dam over the last
10-15 years has severely impacted the DWM. Mussel survey data from this timeframe implies a
declining population. It is currently unknown if the DWM population in Swift Creek is viable,
or whether the habitat conditions are sufficient to maintain a viable population. We are hopeful
that the aforementioned studies will answer these questions. Also, as part of the Service’s
recovery efforts for the DWM in North Carolina, a workshop was recently held to initiate the
evaluation of statewide conservation actions for the species. Workshop participants included
species experts from the Service, the NC Wildlife Resources Commission, NC Natural Heritage
Program, North Carolina State University and environmental consultants. The long-term vision
of the workshop was to provide a foundation for strategic planning for conservation of DWM in
North Carolina. The next step coming out of this workshop is to develop predictive models
useful for comparing the effectiveness of proposed actions. The Service and our partners plan to
test the models on Swift Creek (Neuse Basin). Therefore, Swift Creek weighs very heavily in
our plans to recover the DWM.

The Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report states that the NCTA continues to
recommend the elimination of the Red Corridor Alternative, thus leaving only one remaining
corridor alternative (Orange) within Phase I. We acknowledge and understand the NCTA’s
rationale for arriving at this conclusion, especially noting the Red Corridor’s significant and
disproportionate impacts on the human environment. The Orange Corridor, being the protected
corridor with right-of-way purchases made many years ago prior to any comprehensive
environmental analysis, obviously greatly minimizes impacts on the human environment.
However, the Orange Corridor has great potential to adversely affect the DWM since it crosses
Swift Creek, tributaries to Swift Creek, and a significant portion of the watershed. The Orange
Corridor connects to I-40 at a particularly unfavorable location for the DWM. This location puts
the interchanges with I-40 and US 70 Bypass on top of several tributaries to Swift Creek and also
is in close proximity to the Swift Creek main stem. The DWM is at risk from direct effects
associated with construction of the project (e.g. erosion and siltation from construction) and from
indirect effects associated with the degradation of water quality from secondary development
induced by the new road. Increased impervious surface and storm water runoff from additional
development would likely further degrade the water quality of Swift Creek and its tributaries.
Also, other proposed projects within the same study area such as the proposed widening of I-40
(TIP No. I-5111) and at least two bridge replacements on Swift Creek could cumulatively
contribute to a decline in habitat quality for the DWM. In summary, the Service finds the
Orange Corridor very problematic.

In the event that the Service issues a “No Jeopardy” BO (which remains to be determined), the
action agency will be required to implement Reasonable and Prudent Measures (RPM) in order
to minimize the effects of take on the species. The information developed from the additional
studies being conducted will assist in the Jeopardy Analysis and in developing the RPM and the
Terms and Conditions for implementing them. Although there is a wide range of RPM of
different forms and scope which may be developed, one possible RPM may involve captive



propagation and augmentation of DWM in the Swift Creek watershed. Though much of the
technical and procedural knowledge for propagating DWM has previously been developed, the
Service and our partners lack a dedicated facility and staff to conduct DWM propagation on a
large scale. The ability or the lack thereof, to propagate DWM and augment the population in
Swift Creek may factor significantly in our analysis to determine whether this project will
jeopardize the continued existence of the species.

Specific Comments

Page 4-5 states “the dam on the southeast side of Lake Benson acts as a barrier between
populations of the species upstream and downstream of this point, precluding genetic exchange
between these two populations.” This statement would be true if there were DWM upstream of
Lake Benson. To the best of our knowledge, the species has never been collected upstream of

Lake Benson.

Page 5-16 states “Because the Orange Corridor Alternative would cross I-40 in this area, it has
the potential to negatively impact habitat important for the survival of the Dwarf Wedgemussel
in Wake County.” We would add Johnston County to this, as most DWM observations have
been in Johnston County, and the Johnston County portion of the Swift Creek DWM population
is exposed to water quality degradation from a larger amount of the overall watershed.

The Service appreciates the opportunity to review this document. We look forward to discussing
it at the next Turnpike Environmental Agency Coordination meeting. If you have any questions
regarding our response, please contact Mr. Gary Jordan at (919) 856-4520, ext. 32.

Sincerely,

g\"’ Pete Benjamin
Field Supervisor

Electronic copy: Chris Militscher, USEPA, Raleigh, NC
Travis Wilson, NCWRC, Creedmoor, NC
Eric Alsmeyer, USACE, Raleigh, NC
Scott McLendon, USACE, Wilmington, NC
George Hoops, FHWA, Raleigh, NC
Brian Wrenn, NCDWQ, Raleigh, NC



Maseman, Kristin

From: Alsmeyer, Eric C SAW [mailto:Eric.C.Alsmeyer@usace.army.mil]

Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2012 1:23 PM

To: Bass, Kiersten R

Cc: Roberts, Tracy; Wrenn, Brian; Chris.Lukasina@campo-nc.us; militscher.chris@epa.gov; Midkiff, Eric;
gary_jordan@fws.gov; george.hoops@dot.gov; Harris, Jennifer; Gledhill-earley, Renee; Wilson, Travis W.; McLendon,
Scott C SAW

Subject: RE: Southeast Extension Alternatives Development and Analysis Report/AID SAW-2009-02240 (UNCLASSIFIED)

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

Kiersten: The Corps has the following comments on the Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report (DADAR)
that was submitted on 1/9/2012.:

1) Please note that we have NOT reached a decision regarding your recommendation to eliminate the Orange to Red
to Green alternative from further study in the draft EIS.

2)  Figure 5-3, "Potential Impacts to Planned Parks and Recreational Facilities", should show a 300 foot optimized
corridor (similar to Figure 5-4) to give a better depiction of how the facilities would likely be impacted by the corridor.

3) As we discussed at our meeting on December 20, 2011, Table 5-9 on page 5-36 should include a row for the Orange
Corridor Alternative showing the values for "predicted" wetlands and streams, to allow a valid comparison between the
Red and Orange Alternatives.

4)  The results of the Prediction Methodology, in Table 1 of Appendix |, do not seem to demonstrate that the
Prediction Methodology provided much, if any, more reliability at predicting wetland acreages than the NWI Wetlands.
Statistical analysis to show the accuracy of the Prediction Methodology will be required before it can be used to
compare the Red and Orange Alternatives.

Please reply or call if you have any questions or if | may serve you in any other way.

The Wilmington District is committed to providing the highest level of support to the public. To help us ensure we
continue to do so, please complete the Customer Satisfaction Survey located at our website at
http://per2.nwp.usace.army.mil/survey.html to complete the survey online (Paper copies available upon request).

Eric Alsmeyer

Project Manager

Raleigh Regulatory Field Office

US Army Corps of Engineers, Wilmington District

3331 Heritage Trade Drive, Suite 105, Wake Forest, NC 27587

Tel: (919) 554-4884, x23

Fax: (919) 562-0421

Regulatory Homepage: http://www.saw.usace.army.mil/WETLANDS

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE



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

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF: February 1 7,2012

Regulatory Division/1145b

SUBJECT: Action ID 2009-02240; STIP Nos. R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829

Steven D. DeWitt, P.E.

Chief Engineer

North Carolina Turnpike Authority
1578 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1578

Dear Mr. DeWitt:

Reference the proposed North Carolina Turnpike Authority (NCTA) project known as the
Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension toll facility (TIP Nos. R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829),
from NC 540 currently under construction at NC 55 in Holly Springs, to existing I-540 north of
Poole Road and Clayton, in southern Wake and northeastern Johnston Counties, North Carolina.
Reference also my March 23, 2011 letter asking for additional information regarding
alternatives; my meeting on December 20, 2011, with representatives of the North Carolina
Department of Transportation, including the NCTA and its consultants, and of the Federal
Highway Administration; and NCTA’s submittal on January 9, 2012, of the revised Draft
Alternatives Development and Analysis Report (DADAR), for the subject project.

We understand that Governor Perdue signed legislation (Senate Bill 165) on March 18,
2011, that restricted the study, planning, and development of the Triangle Expressway Southeast
Extension from the area north of the protected corridor and west of Interstate 40 (the area of the
Red and Pink Corridors). We believe that state law which restricts the consideration of
reasonable and practicable alternatives does not preclude our requirement under the 404 (b)(1)
Guidelines-(40 CFR Part 230) to analyze and objectively compare alternatives for this or any
project that requires a Clean Water Act permit. While we are sensitive to the potential impacts to
communities, public recreation facilities, and an industrial park in the Town of Garner,
associated with the Red Corridor, we believe that its elimination from further consideration
compromises our ability to satisfy our statutory requirements under the Guidelines.

The DADAR recommends that the Orange to Red to Green Corridor not be included as a
reasonable and practicable alternative for detailed study in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) because it has significant and disproportionate impacts on the human
environment, has limited ability to meet traffic needs, and is not a feasible and prudent
Alternative under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966.

Our permit program requires that we make a complete, thorough, and unbiased review of
all factors associated with a proposed project within jurisdictional waters of the United States.
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A major component of the review is the consideration of reasonable and practicable alternatives,
required by both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Clean Water Act 404
(b)(1) Guidelines (40 CFR Part 230). The 404 (b )(1) Guidelines require that the Corps can
permit a project only if the applicant demonstrates that other alternatives are not practicable,
available or less environmentally damaging. Practicable relates to cost, logistics or technology.
As is FHWA, we are required to satisfy the provisions of NEPA which include the requirement
to develop an EIS to examine all reasonable alternatives to the proposal, with reasonable
alternatives including those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic
standpoint, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of the applicant. Table 5-2 in the
DADAR, Preliminary Alternatives — Summary of Potential Impacts, describes impacts to 43.7
acres of wetlands, and 29,770 linear feet of stream, for a 300- foot right-of-way for the end-to-
end Orange to Red to Green Alternative that includes the Red Corridor, based on map data
including the National Wetlands Inventory. This compares to impacts to 88.1 acre of wetlands
- and 36,110 linear feet of stream for the end-to-end Orange to Green Alternative. Furthermore,
the US Fish and Wildlife Service has indicated that construction within the Orange Corridor
would result in an adverse impact to the federally endangered dwarf wedge mussel (Alasmidonta
heterodon) and that formal consultation will be required. Based on this information, the Orange
to Red to Green Alternative appears to be a less environmentally damaging alternative and
should be included as an alternative to be studied the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS). Nothing in our administrative record for this project indicates that the Orange to Red to
Green Alternative is not practicable under the 404 (b) (1) Guidelines.

We are being asked to eliminate every alternative segment for a major portion of the
corridor, with the exception of one, including the elimination of the least environmentally
damaging alternative, prior to the release of a DEIS and before we, the agencies and the public
have had an opportunity to conduct a side-by-side comparison of the one remaining segment
alternative with the Red Corridor, with the usual level of data that is available after the DEIS,
including detailed wetland delineation information, functional design, an analysis of the indirect
and cumulative impacts, and additional data related to our twenty-one public interest review
factors. Where we have previously elected to eliminate alternatives from further consideration
prior to release of a DEIS, 1) the eliminated alternative clearly had unacceptable impacts to
cither the natural or human environment as compared to other alternatives under consideration,
and 2) there was a sufficient number of remaining alternatives that encompassed a range of
impacts to both the natural and human environment that the alternatives could be reasonably
compared. Therefore, we believe it is premature to eliminate what we believe to be the
environmentally preferable alternative from further consideration

We understand that FHWA has determined that several 4(f) properties may be impacted
by the Red Corridor. Furthermore, we are also aware of the restriction that Section 4(f) of the
Department of Transportation Act of 1966 places upon FHWA including a stipulation that
FHWA cannot approve the use of land from publicly owned parks, recreational areas, wildlife
and waterfowl refuges, or public and private historical sites unless there is no feasible and
prudent alternative to the use of land, or the action includes all possible planning to minimize
harm to the property resulting from use. While this may be a consideration utilized by FHWA in

determining a preferred alternative, we do not concur that the Department of Transportatioft Act
should be used to define a reasonable range of alternatives under NEPA, and believe that it
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cannot be used to eliminate alternatives that should otherwise be considered under the Clean
Water Act 404(b)(1) Guidelines. We continue to believe that in order for the EIS to satisfy our
respective agencies’ responsibilities, it should rigorously explore and objectively evaluate the
Red corridor. For the reasons discussed above, if the NCTA elects to complete its NEPA
analysis and release a DEIS without including the Orange to Red to Green Alternative as an
alternative for detailed study, and the NCTA intends to pursue Department of the Army
authorization for this project, we may find it necessary to terminate our cooperating agency
status with the FHWA and supplement the FHWA EIS with our own document.

Should you have any questions, please call Mr. Alsmeyer at (919) 554-4884, extension

23.
Sincerely,
S At Qs
- S. Kenneth Jolly
Chief, Regulatory Division
Wilmington District
Copies Furnished:

Mr. Mitch Vakerics

Office of Congresswoman Renee Ellmers
1533 Longworth HOB

Washington, DC 20515

Mr. Clarence Coleman

Federal Highway Administration
310 New Bern Ave., Room 410
Raleigh, North Carolina 27601-1442

Mr. Brian Wrenn _

Division of Water Quality

North Carolina Department of
Environment and Natural Resources

1650 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1650

Mr. Chris Lukasina

Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO)
127 West Hargett Street, Ste. 800

Raleigh NC 27601



Mr. Heinz Mueller

Chief, NEPA Program Office

Office of Policy and Management
US Environmental Protection Agency
61 Forsythe St., SW

Atlanta, GA 30303

Mr. Gary Jordan

US Fish and Wildlife Service
PO Box 33726

Raleigh, NC 27636

Mr. Travis Wilson _
NC Wildlife Resources Commission
1142 1-85 Service Road

Creedmoor, NC 27522

Mr. Peter Sandbeck

NC State Historic Preservation Office
4619 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-4619
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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

February 16,2012

MEMORANDUM

To: Jennifer Harris, PE, Director of Planning and Environmental Services, Turnpike
Authority

From: Brian Wrenn, Transportation Permitting Unit, Division of Water Quality @/j'j

Subject: Comments on the Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report related to the

proposed Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension, Wake and Johnston Counties,
Federal Aid Project No. STP-0540(19), State Project Nos. 6.401078, 6.401079, and
6.401080, TIP Project Nos. R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829.

This office has reviewed the referenced document dated received January 18, 2012. The NC Division of
Water Quality NCDWQ) is responsible for the issuance of the Section 401 Water Quality Certification
for activities that impact Waters of the U.S., including wetlands. It is our understanding that the project
as presented will result in impacts to jurisdictional wetlands, streams, and other surface waters. NCDWQ
offers the following comments based on review of the aforementioned document:

1. NCDWQ agrees with carrying forward the alternatives identified in section 3.8, page 538,
However, NCDWQ feels that the Red Alternative should continue to be studied through the DEIS.

2. Any alternatives in this analysis and the DEIS should be compared using data gathered through the
same methodologies. Table 5-9, page 5-36 states that the data for the Red Alternative was gathered
using a predictive model while the Orange Alternative data was based on delineated streams and
wetlands. This is not a fair comparison and should be corrected to provide consistency throughout
the analysis.

NCDWQ appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on your project. Should you have any questions
or require any additional information, please contact Brian Wrenn at 919-807-6365.

cc: Eric Alsmeyer, US Army Corps of Engineers, Raleigh Field Office (electronic copy only)
George Hoops, Federal Highway Administration
Chris Militscher, Environmental Protection Agency (electronic copy only)
Gary Jordan, US Fish and Wildlife Service (electronic copy only)
Travis Wilson, NC Wildlife Resources Commission
File Copy

Transportation and Permitting Unit

1650 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1617 One .
Location: 512 N. Saisbury St. Raleigh, North Carolina 27604 NorthCarolina
Phone: 919-807-6300 \ FAX: 819-807-6492 / /
Internet: www.ncwaterquality.org N dtllr ﬂ y

An Equal Opportunity \ Affirmative Action Employer



North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources

State Historic Preservation Office
Ramona M. Bartos, Administrator

Beverly Eaves Perdue, Governor Office of Archives and History
Linda A. Carlisle, Secretary Division of Historical Resources
Jeffrey J. Crow, Deputy Secretary David Brook, Ditector

February 20, 2012

MEMORANDUM

TO: Jennifer Harris
Planning and Environmental Studies
NC Turnpike Authority

FROM: Ramona M. Bartos (2)9}}!&« Rauaona M Roudos,
)

SUBJECT: Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension Project, R-2721, R-2828 and R-2829,
Wake and Johnston Counties, CH 98-0457

Thank you for your memorandum of January 13, 2012, transmitting the Draft Alternatives Development and
Analysis Reportt for the above cited project. We have reviewed the document and offer the following
comments.

The elimination of an alternative based on its potential to affect historic resources appears to be premature in
that the only historic resources considered to this point are those that are already National Register-listed
properties. The possibility that National Register-eligible properties may or may not be present in any of the
alternatives has not been taken into consideration. Thus, alternatives that may have as yet unidentified Section
106 and 4(f) properties in them may become unusable.

We would also note that while National Register-listed or eligible properties are mentioned as being protected
by Section 4(f), the lack of detail in the several figures and text give the impression that only public parks are
being given full consideration under the regulation.

With regard to archaeological resources, we have no issues that involve alternative selection and concur with
the decision to retain the five preliminary study alternatives outlined in the report. As the project develops
further, we will continue to consult regarding the need for archaeological investigations once the preferred
alternative is selected. We look forward to working with you and your staff on this project.

The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 CFR
Part 800.

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions concerning the above comment,
please contact Renee Gledhill-Eatley, environmental review coordinator, at 919/807-6579. In all future
communication concerning this project, please cite the above referenced tracking number.

cc: Matt Wilkerson, NCDOT
Mary Pope Furr, NCDOT

Location: 109 East Jones Street, Raleigh NC 27601 ~ Mailing Address: 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4617 Telephone/Fax: (919) 807-6570/807-6599
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February 16, 2012

Ms. Jennifer Harris, P.E.

Director of Planning and Environmental Studies
North Carolina Turnpike Authority

1578 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, N.C. 27699-1578

SUBJECT: Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report; Triangle Expressway
Southeast Extension (Raleigh Southern Outer Loop); Wake and Johnston Counties; TIP Nos.: R-
2721/R-2828/R-2829

Dear Ms. Harris:

The North Carolina Turnpike Authority (NCTA) and the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) have requested comments on the above subject report in consideration
of the Turnpike Environmental Agency Coordination (TEAC) process. The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) is providing preliminary technical assistance comments as requested
and consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean
Air Act (CAA).

EPA understands that the intent of this draft report is to document the alternatives
development and screening process utilized by the NCTA and to present NCTA’s findings of
detailed study alternatives for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The NCTA is
also requesting that EPA provide any issues of concern that would result in the denial or
significant delay in the issuance of any environmental permits for the proposed project. EPA has
attached some NEPA technical assistance comments for the transportation agencies to consider
as the NEPA process goes forward (See Attachment A).

EPA proposes to stay involved with the transportation, permitting and resource agencies
under NEPA for the proposed project to help to ensure that a reasonable and appropriate range of
alternatives under NEPA be evaluated. It is recommended that consideration of a non-toll
combination or ‘hybrid’ alternative that will potentially meet some or part of the project purpose
be carried forward for detailed study for comparative purposes under NEPA, such as Mass
Transit, TSM and with specific roadways improvements. Additionally, the environmental
benefits of Mass Transit “Hybrid” might also be evaluated in a comparative fashion to the new
location DSAs (Orange to Green or Brown), including potentially air quality benefits, less
impacts and disruption to neighborhoods, schools and places of worship, reduced natural
resource impacts such as wetlands, streams, and endangered species habitat, etc. Under a Mass
Transit ‘Hybrid” option, the transportation agencies may also wish to consider evaluating

intemet Address (URL) ¢ http:/www.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable « Prinled with Vegetable Oll Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 30% Postconsumer)



express bus services between major commuting and activity centers, public parking areas for
commuters, etc. Please contact Mr. Christopher A. Militscher of my staff at 404-562-9512 or
919-856-4206 or by e-mail at militscher.chris@epa.gov should you have any questions.

Sincerely,

| }-, | )) w\) )

Heinz J. Mueller, Chief
NEPA Program Office

w/ATTACHMENT A

cc: H. Wicker, Acting Chief, USACE-Wilmington District
E. Alsmeyer, USACE-Raleigh Field Office
B. Wrenn, NCDWQ
G. Hoops, FHWA



ATTACHMENT A
NEPA Technical Assistance Comments
Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report for
An Environmental Impact Statement
Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension (Raleigh Southern Outer Loop/I-540)
Wake and Johnston Counties, N.C.
TIP Nos.: R-2721, R-2828, and R-2929

Purpose and Need

Section 1.2.1 of the report summarizes the need for the proposed project, including ‘goal
for region’s overall transportation system is to provide a cost-effective system that, among other
things maintains long-term mobility for people and the movement of goods’. This section refers
the reader to Section 3.4.1 of the report. Neither this stated goal nor the subsequent section
identifies an actual need or existing problem with the current transportation system. The second
need statement in Section 1.2.1 refers to ‘limited transportation options to provide sufficient
capacity for efficient, high-speed local and through travel between rapidly growing communities
south and east of Raleigh and major employment and activity centers along the 540 Quter Loop
and along highways connecting to the Outer Loop, such as I-40, NC 147 and US 1/64°. This is
statement of need is not supported by data. The rationale for a ‘parallel’, high-speed corridor to
existing [-40 is not documented in the report. This section also refers to ‘limited transit options
in the area’ and refers the reader to Section 3.2. Section 3.2 discusses the project study area
traffic conditions. There are no details or any analysis of current or future transit in this section
of the report under Purpose and Need. The third need statement in Section 1.2.1 includes poor
levels of service (LOS). The LOS need was established using 2008 traffic data along [-40
between NC 147 and Lake Wheeler Road, and most segments of I-40 between White Oak Road
and NC 42, most of NC 42, and NC 50 between NC 42 and US 70. The transportation agency
predictions are that substantial portions of the roadway network in and near the project study
area will deteriorate to LOS E or F by 2035. Figure 1-4 includes many multi-lane facilities
outside of the project study area depicted on Figure 3-1. Many of the roadway segments
identified in Figure 1-4 appear to have little to do with traffic conditions in the project study area
and would be influenced by other network deficiencies and traffic patterns.

Traffic congestion as expressed by current (2008) LOS is depicted on Figure 1-3 of the
report. Most of the roadway segments in the project study area are LOS A-C and LOS D. The
potential causes of the LOS E along NC 42 have not been fully detailed. NC 42 is primarily a 2-
lane rural route with no control of access. There were previously planned NCDOT
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) projects that were one time being considered to
addresses the current deficiencies along NC 42 between US 401 and 1-40. Spot transportation
improvements along NC 50 could also address the sections which have 2008 LOS E.



The primary need of the proposed Outer Loop project appears to be future congestion in
the 2035. The details of the traffic models and forecasts are not specifically identified in the
report but appear to be generally based upon past development and population growth. Since
2009, the project study area’s growth rate has substantially decreased from the two previous
decades. In the last 3 years, the growth in southern Wake County has been well below previous
years and new development is reported to have stagnated. There is no current demographic
information in the report that would identify this significant socio-economic change in the
project study area or when the current trend in development might be reversed.

The purposes of the proposed project are identified in Section 1.2.2 of the report. The
first purpose is to improve mobility during the peak travel period and the second purpose is to
reduce forecast congestion. Another desirable outcome that is stated in Section 1.2.2 includes,
‘improve system linkage’. This section refers to the ‘final link in the 540 Outer Loop envisionea
move than 40 years ago’. The same ‘line on the map for the 540 Outer Loop’ from 40 years ago
appears to the location of the Orange Corridor. The report does not have any specific measures
as to how mobility will be improved during the peak travel period. Removing a signalized
intersection can potentially improve mobility. It is difficult to understand a purpose of reducing
forecasted congestion when the traffic modeling, growth projections and other assumptions are
not identified in the report.

The ‘system linkage’ issue as part of a purpose and need statement is recognized by
FHWA as being very problematic. EPA recommends that the transportation agencies refer to the
FHWA'’s Purpose and Need Guidance for FHWA-funded Projects in North Carolina (Version 2,
February 2009). EPA and other Merger Team representatives attended this very valuable
training sponsored by FHWA. From this Guidance (Page 17): “It will be a rare situation where
system linkage will be the primary purpose. We don’t typically decide to link something just
because we can”. From the statements in the report, however, it appears that system linkage is a
primary purpose for the project. The report did not provide the supporting data required to
identify any actual need concerning mobility (high-speed) or capacity issues along the existing
roadways consistent with current guidance and policies.

For some additional information on Purpose and Need, please see the technical assistance
information below and the website link:

Using Purpose and Need in Decision-making

As noted above, the purpose and need define what can be considered reasonable, prudent, and
practicable alternatives. The decision-making process should first consider those alternatives which meet
the purpose and need for the project at an acceptable cost and level of environmental impact relative to
the benefits which will be derived from the project.

At times, it is possible that no alternative meets all aspects of the project's purpose and need. In such a
case, it must be determined if the alternatives are acceptable and worthwhile pursuing in light of the cost,
environmental impact and less than optimal transportation solution. To properly assess this, it is important
to determine the elements of the purpose and need which are critical to the project, as opposed to those
which may be desirable or simply support it, the critical elements are those which if not met, at least to
some minimal level, would lead to a "no-build" decision. Determining critical needs could include policy
decisions as well as technical considerations.



Other times, the cost or level of environmental impact are not acceptable and an alternative that only
partially meets the purpose and need or the no-build alternative must be considered. If the costs are
justified in relation to the transportation benefits, then a less than full-build alternative may be acceptable
http://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/projdev/tdmneed.asp

In addition to the aforementioned general guidance, an equally important component of
the NEPA decision-making and public disclosure processes includes the evaluation of reasonable
alternatives not within the lead transportation agency’s area of expertise, such as mass transit
options. One very important socio-economic benefit from Mass Transit options is the creation of
numerous permanent jobs without the disproportionate requirement for infrastructure
maintenance. Most highway construction projects provide only temporary employment during
construction and very minimal permanent employment opportunities. Another obvious benefit of
transportation agencies studying Mass Transit options and performing a reasonable comparison
(40 CFR Section 1502.14) is that there are potentially fewer and less substantial indirect and
cumulative impacts associated with most Mass Transit options compared to new location, multi-
lane toll road alternatives. According to the FHWA, the maintenance of the existing 46,726 plus
mile Interstate system and other multi-lane roadways is of a National interest and concern.
Transportation agencies and policy-makers have been searching for the means to fund all of
these “Every Day Count” priorities including thousands of bridge replacement projects.
Conventional highway funding sources such as Federal and State sales taxes on fuels, highway
trust fund taxes on vehicle inspections and emissions testing, and general revenue tax sources are
not believed to be adequate to meet the demand for all of the new location, multi-lane highways
and Interstates.

First Tier Screening of Alternatives Concepts

In Section 2 of the report, alternative concepts were considered as listed on Page 2-1,
including TDM, TSM, Mass-Transit or Multi-modal Alternative Concepts and Build
Alternatives. It is stated that “those concepts that cannot be developed to meet the purpose of the
project will be removed from further consideration”. The purposes of the project were narrowly
defined in the previous section of the report. The highway ‘threshold criteria’ as further defined
and as alluded to in the report to meet purpose and need were ‘pre-disposed’ to eliminate all but
new location, multi-lane toll road alternatives. These potential issues were identified by resource
and permitting agencies at previous TEAC meetings.

Section 2.2.1 discusses the ability to improve transportation mobility for trips within or
traveling through the Southeast Extension project study area during the peak travel period. Two
‘measures of effectiveness’ (MOE) were identified in the report and used average speed and
travel times. For average speed, the project study area does not include the main segment of I-40
(Figure 5-7). For travel times, the project study area does not include the main segment of 1-40
(Figure 5-7). For average speed, “Alternative concepts that that would result in the
comparatively largest increase in average speed over current forecast conditions for 2035 would
meet this MOE”. For travel times, “The largest comparatively reduction in travel times for the
typical user of the transportation system traveling through the project study area over current
forecast conditions for 2035 would meet this condition”. Because mass-transit and multi-modal
options in the project study area is either non-existent or severely limited to a few isolated
locations within the project study area (Page 2-3), these MOE’s are believed to be biased towards
personal vehicle use and alternative concepts that promote new location, high-speed highways.



Section 2.2.2 discusses the ability to reduce forecast traffic congestion on the
existing roadway network within the project study area. The poor LOS multi-lane sections of I-
40 are not located in the defined project study area. Projected increases in traffic volumes are
not quantified in this section. Three MOE’s are identified in this section, including total vehicle
hours traveled on average daily period, congested vehicle miles traveled on peak travel period,
and congested vehicle hours traveled on peak travel period. These MOEs are for the major
roadway network which includes congested areas outside of the defined project study area. Most
of the MOEs relate to improving travel times and increasing vehicle speeds throughout the
existing roadway network. The transportation agencies are promoting high-speed facilities in the
project study area that is primarily rural and suburban between the two project termini. FHWA
has conducted numerous safety studies concern high speed facilities: “In 2008, there were 37,261
fatalities on our Nation’s roadways. Of these; 11,674 (31 percent) were speeding-related!”. Source:
http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/speedmgt/

Also included on this FHWA website is a 2007 chart depicting fatality rates per road
type: Interstate facilities in rural areas had a rate almost double that of Interstates in urban areas.
This FHWA report also includes the following potentially relevant information:

Speeding—traveling too fast for conditions or in excess of the posted speed limits—is a factor in
almost one-third of all fatal crashes and costs America approximately $27.7 billion dollars in economic
costs each year. Speeding is a safety concern on all roads, regardless of their speed limits. Much of the
public concern about speeding has been focused on high-speed Interstates.

Considering the extremely significant costs of fatalities associated with high-speed
Interstate facilities, especially in rural areas, the proposed purpose of the project “to provide
sufficient (additional) capacity for efficient, high speed local and through travel” (Page 1-2) the
transportation agencies may wish to consider and evaluate this relevant safety issue in the DEIS.

Section 2.2.3 discusses the ability to improve system linkage in the roadway network in
the project study area. The discussion includes the statement: “the project would provide the key
remaining link in the Outer Loop system”. None of the no-build alternative concepts can meet
this narrowly defined criterion. Please refer to the following: “Care should be taken that the

purpose and need statement is not so narrowly drafted that it unreasonably points to a single solution”
(FHWA Administrator: 7/23/03 Memorandum on Guidance on “Purpose and Need”).

http://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/guidebook/Gjoint.asp

The report notes that the traffic study area used for analysis of MOEs was different than
the project study area (Page 2-9; “to create the traffic study area”). This two different study area
approach is believed by EPA to be unprecedented in North Carolian. The rationale provided in
this section of the report is potentially very biased towards new location highways. Under
Section 2.1.4, there is future transit improvements cited that are substantially out of the project
study area. Most of these future projects are included in 2025 and 2035 horizon years and do not
specifically address any of the limited current congestion or future projected congestion in
southern Wake County.

The report identifies several MOEs, including average speed, travel times, average daily
VHT, congested VMT, and congested VHT. All of these measures and the undefined Triangle
Regional Model (TRM) are biased towards eliminating TDM, TSM and Mass Transit/Multi-
modal Alternative Concepts (“Travel times could not be determined for TDM, TSM, and Mass



Transit/Multi-Modal Alternative Concepts using TRM”).. An example can be found in Table 2-1
where the average daily speeds in the ‘traffic study area’, PM Peak Period, shows a 3.5 percent
change for Hybrid #3 and a 5.7% change for a New location highway. Hybrid #3 was also
subsequently ‘screened out’ by the transportation agencies. As identified on Page 2-14, only 50
area buses enter the ‘traffic study area’. There is no connecting mass transit to most of the
project study area. Commuters in the project study area (and beyond) have little to no choice bu
to take privately owned vehicles (There would need to be a twelve-fold increase in the number
of buses serving the area to achieve the required threshold”’, Page 2-15). Section 2.4.4 of the
report provides the rationale for eliminating the Mass Transit/Multi-modal Alternative Concept,
including the inability to improve mobility, reduce forecast traffic congestion, and improve
system linkage. The report only identified buses as the potential means to accommodate
commuters in the project study area. Light rail was not considered for the mobility analysis nor
was a full comparative combination of alternatives, such as some TSM, some modest increases
in express bus services from significant commuting areas and a light rail project connecting
major commuting centers and destinations. The highway transportation agencies, including the
North Carolina Turnpike Authority, might wish to further consult with other transportation
officials (e.g., CATS and FTA) on the potential benefits of Mass Transit options for urban and
suburban areas.

Forecasted congestion based upon out of date growth projections is not an existing
transportation problem. A combination of light rail and some local roadway improvements
would also potentially meet the purpose of improving ‘system linkage’ and potentially eliminate
‘future congestion’. However, this concept was not fully evaluated in the report. Page 2-2 cites
that “The TSM Alternative will neither complete the Outer Loop system nor provide faster access
to the 1-40/1-540 network for residents in the project study area”. TSM was eliminated in the
previous section of the report (i.e., Section 2.4.3). Most of the east-west section of I-40 is
outside of the project study area. Most of I-540 is not included in the project study area. The
report concludes that, ‘“’the Mass Transit/Multi-modal Alternative Concept would fail to meet the
two primary elements of [the] project purpose: improving mobility and reducing congestion”.

As previously identified in the report, there is minimal existing congestion within the project
study area and the purpose is based on future ‘forecasted’ congestion. There are other
transportation alternatives that can improve mobility, including light rail

Table 2-7 of the report provides a summary of quartile rankings of MOEs for Build
Alternative Concepts. As anticipated from the previous TRM analyses, the New Location
Freeway ranks 4 out of 4 for the six (6) total MOEs. However, the TRM analysis was evaluated
as ‘Freeway’. The proposed project is being proposed as solely as a toll facility. According to
FHWA and NCTA team representatives; there is no other means of potentially funding the I-
540/Raleigh Southern Outer Loop without tolling.

The Hybrid Alternatives Concepts (Hybrids 1, 2 and 3) were also developed using
improve existing and new location segments to meet future capacity that is not supported by
current traffic numbers (i.e., AADT). For example, Hybrid 1 is proposed to be improving
existing roadways to 10-lane, controlled access facilities. Hybrid 2 and 3 are proposed as 6-lane,
controlled access facilities. Capacity issues within the project study area were not fully identified
or evaluated in the report. The traffic study area does not correspond to the project study area anc
the rationale included in the report is not substantiated by either facts or precedent. Hybrid 3 was



retained for the next level of screening but was never seriously considered by the transportation
agencies (See section below).

It is also noted that the transportation agencies have mixed regulatory terminology
regarding the development of alternatives and the first tier screening of alternative concepts
(Page 1-3). The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations on NEPA refer to
reasonable alternatives (40 CFR Section 1502.14(a) and (c). A ‘practicable’ altemative is
essentially a Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Guideline term utilized under the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers’ determination of the ‘Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable
Alternative’ (LEDPA). The NCTA and FHWA are not utilizing the NEPA/Section 404 Merger
process and the issue of practicability does not generally become a consideration until after the
draft environmental document and the USACE’s selection of the LEDPA. Without specific
information on jurisdictional impacts, funding, etc., none of the current build Alternative
Concepts in this report may truly be ‘practicable’.

Development of Preliminary Corridor Segments

FHWA and NCTA should consider the proposed project in light of the requirements at 40
CFR Section 1506.1(a)(2). Page 3-2 includes the statement that several alternative corridors were
developed and analyzed in the mid-1990’s and public hearings were held to present the corridor
proposed for protection (‘Hard-ship’ purchases totaling 36 parcels). The report does not fully
address the early acquisition needs or what environmental features were identified during this
development of a protected corridor. The report does not include the specifics or the relevant
documentation for these pre-Notice of Intent (NOI) public hearings. Approximately 464 acres of
right of way representing 32% of the needed protected corridor has already been purchased.
Most of the purchased properties were reported in previous TEAC meetings to include
undeveloped land along the Phase I portion of the proposed project (The ‘Orange’ corridor). The
Orange Corridor represents approximately 17 miles of the total project length of approximately
22 miles. However, other reports, including the NCDOT website indicate that the proposed I-
540/Raleigh Southern Outer Loop (Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension) is approximately
33 miles. An accurate length of the different Phases (i.e., I and II) of the proposed project should
be included in a Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

The statement on Page 3-3 is noted regarding NCDOT’s compliance with 23 CFR
710.501(b). EPA suggests that the transportation agencies may wish to provide a copy of the
concurrence letter concerning 23 CFR 710.501(c)(2) compliance in the Draft EIS.

On page 3-5 of the report, it is stated that: “Agency representatives, local governments
and the public have not proposed many potential corridor segments beyond those currently
under consideration”. It is most likely the responsibility of the transportation agencies to develop
new corridors and alignments and not the parties cited above as they would be unfamiliar with
Interstate design requirements, innovate funding solutions, etc. The transportation agencies
potentially screened out Hybrid 3 Alternative Concept Segment by the statements made in
Section 3.5.3 on Tolling.

This section of the report again differentiates between the project study area and the
traffic area conditions beyond the boundaries of the project study area. The rationale provided
on Pages 3-1 and 3-2 is not a reasonable approach. Several agencies during TEAC meetings



requested that the transportation agencies consider the inclusion of the project study area to the
north side of 1-40 between 1-440 in the east and to US 1/US 64 to the west. Using traffic data for
these areas outside of the project study area is not consistent with other N.C. Outer Loop projects
studied under NEPA. The transportation agencies declined this recommendation and maintained
that the reasoning for the differences of a project study area and a traffic study area would be
fully addressed in the DEIS.

It is very important to note that the Preliminary Study Corridors are 1,000 feet wide as is
noted in the first sentence in Section 3 of the report. Some other key issues identified in this
report are the local planning organization requests to construct a 6-lane, new location toll facility
and the recommendations for interchanges at Holly Springs Road, Bells Lake Road, US 401, Old
Stage Road, NC 50, I-40, White Oak Road, US 70, Old Baucom Road, Aubum Knightdale Road,
and Poole Road. In addition, there are also interchanges proposed at the termini at NC 55/1-540
and 1-540. In total, 13 interchanges are proposed. There is no actual traffic data or public
surveys demonstrating why commuters would leave local free roadways where there is little to
no congestion and utilize a 6-lane toll facility. The relevant studies on building multi-lane, toll
facilities in rural/suburban areas that have very few existing traffic problems are not referenced
in this report. The local planning organizational ‘need’ for a 6-lane facility is not supportable
when portions of I-40 between the RDU airport exit and the Lake Wheeler Road exit had been 4-
lanes for decades and only recently a widening project to 6-lanes was completed on the most
significant east-west corridor in N.C. Much of the transportation planning relies on the TRM.
The assumptions and specific parameters used in these types of models are not disclosed in this
report. The NCDOT webpage indicates there is no funding for the proposed project. From the
NCDOT website, it appears that some of the statements provided in the report may conflict with
the information being provided to the resource agencies. Please see:
http://www.ncdot.gov/projects/southeastextension/

Transportation demands, social and economic demands and mobility considerations are the basis
for additional transportation infrastructure in southeastern Wake County. The proposed Southeast
Extension would link the towns of Clayton, Garner, Fuquay Varina, Holly Springs, Apex, Cary and
Raleigh. The project would increase the capacity of the existing roadway network and divert traffic
from secondary roads in areas experiencing substantial growth.

The Southeast Extension project has been officially on hold following enactment of North Carolina -
Session Law 2011-7 (N.C. S.L. 2011-7) in March 2011. This law restricts the Turnpike Authority
from considering alternatives for the Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension that are north of the
protected "Orange" corridor. Since March 2011, our project work has been limited while we
evaluate the implications of this law and how it impacts our ability to progress the project in
accordance with the federal National Environmental Policy Act as well as the federal Clean Water
Act.

Target dates for project milestones including publication of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) will remain uncertain until ways can be identified to address agency concerns while
meeting the requirements of N.C. S.L. 2011-7 and the National Environmental Policy Act. The



previously anticipated Draft EIS date of February 2012 is uncertain at this time due to the project
having been delayed since March 2011.

The Southeast Extension study will consider various solutions for addressing area transportation
needs. These studies will consider several options, including improving existing roads
and building a new roadway, along with non-roadway options such as mass transit.

A protected corridor preserves the location of a new road from encroaching development. In the
mid-1990s, the North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT), under the Transportation
Corridor Official Map Act, established a protected corridor for Phase I of the Southeast Extension
between NC 55 in Apex and I-40 near the Johnston/Wake County line. The Turnpike Authority will
evaluate the protected corridor, as well as other possible routes, as part of this study.

The report does not identify the social and economic demands for the proposed Raleigh
Southern Outer Loop. The report does not demonstrate how a multi-lane toll facility will divert
traffic from (free) secondary roads. The report does not address the Project Financial Feasibility
Study for tolling. The NCDOT webpage is information is potentially not consistent with the
report as mass transit and other options were screened out by the FHWA and NCTA in the first
tier because it did not meet the primary purposes of the project (e.g., “Complete the I-540/Quter
Loop as was envisioned 40 years ago”). The statement concerning the consideration of other
options being studied appears to be somewhat confusing based upon the narrow statements of the
project’s purposes and the very strict screening criteria to eliminate all other alternative concepts
that are not a new location, multi-lane, toll road. FHWA and NCDOT officials have previously
expressed their concerns at other project meetings with maintaining North Carolina’s current
1,014.78 mile Interstate system'. The DEIS may also wish to include the NCDOT TIP No. I-
5111, I-40 Widening and Improvements in Wake and Johnston County, that is meant to add
additional capacity to I-40 within the project study area.

Second Tier Screening of Preliminary Corridor Segments

As with several other turnpike projects, the transportation agencies presented a matrix of
‘impacts’ for over 40 different new location segments based upon 1,000-foot corridor
information. None of the actual impacts from the 300-350 feet of needed right of way was
studied or ‘ground-truthed’. Some of the segments were as short as 0.35 miles (#35) while other
segments were more than 11 miles (#26). For the Phase I area, there were realistically 5 corridors
studied in the second tier, including Orange, Red, Blue, Pink and Purple as a ‘cross-over’ (Figure
4-3). The transportation agencies requested that all of the segments comprising Blue, Purple, Red
and Pink be eliminated. The permit and resource agencies agreed to eliminate the Blue and the
Purple. Some of the permitting and resource agencies requested that Red and Pink be retained
with Orange as Detailed Study Alternatives for comparative purposes under NEPA, 40 CFR
Section 1502.14(a).

Beyond the potential screening of some very ‘unreasonable’ alternatives under the
Second Tier Screening process utilized by the transportation agencies, there is a very real



concern expressed by certain resource agencies at past TEAC meetings that reasonable
alternatives are being eliminated at this pre-DEIS stage based upon unverified GIS level maps
and data using 1,000-foot corridor impact information. Table 4-3 of the report presents the
segment composition of the new location Preliminary Study Corridors. The transportation
agencies eliminated 12 corridor segments at the Second Tier evaluation. Preliminary Study
Alternatives are identified in Table 4-4 with information on the Orange to Red to Green
segments left blank in the table (“The Red Alignment”).

Third Tier Screening of Preliminary Corridor Alternatives

Table 5-1 represents screening criteria using both potential right of way impacts for
certain resources (e.g., Residential and business relocations) and 1,000-foot corridors for other
resources (e.g., Section 4(f) applicable resources). The transportation agencies efforts in this
Third Tier screening exercise were identified as being problematic by several agencies. Impacts
and estimates are being based upon ‘potential’ right of way locations within a 1,000-foot
corridor. From a statistically analysis perspective, a ‘typical 300-foot right of way’ within 1,000
feet creates enormous potential errors in the impact data. Efforts to shift potential right of way
alignments for various resources were potentially made for some Preliminary Corridor
Alternatives and not for others.

A primary case to this point is identified on Page 5-6 of the report concerning the Critical
Water Supply Area to Swift Creek. This section of the report stresses the impact (Calculated to
10.6 acres) to this environmental feature and impacts to 303(d) listed streams. For an objective
analysis, the transportation agencies should evaluate other TIP projects with similar resource
impact issues (e.g., TIP No.: U-3109; Critical Water Supply Area impacted; TIP No.: U-3321;
several miles of 303(d) listed streams potentially impacted).

EPA notes the comments in the report concerning third tier screening results, impact
comparison, public and agency input, third tier screening conclusions, justifications for
eliminating the Pink and Red alternatives based upon various criteria, petitions received from
different stakeholder groups, etc. EPA notes the DSAs identified in Figure 5-7 which shows the
primary DSAs (Orange — Phase I; and Green or Brown — Phase II, with the minor corridor
adjustments for using Mint Green, Teal and Tan Alternatives). The transportation agencies
should also provide an explanation of the control of access differences between a ‘freeway’ type
design and an ‘expressway’ design in the DEIS.

An Additional Reference:

' North Carolina Projects: One of the first Interstate 40 relocation projects was the construction of a
southern bypass for Interstate 40 around Winston-Salem. Built and opened to traffic in 1993, Interstate 40
now bypasses downtown Winston-Salem. The former freeway alignment is now part of Business Loop I-
40. A future Winston-Salem Northern Beltway is planned for construction starting in 2010 or later; this belt
route would be designated as Interstate 74 and Interstate 274 once it opens to traffic. The Greensboro
Urban Loop, which is partially constructed, currently carries Interstate 40 around downtown Greensboro.
The portion of the loop that carries Interstate 40 was constructed south of downtown through the early to
mid-2000s. The southeastern section opened on February 21, 2004, and the southwestern portion
opened on February 21, 2008. With the opening of this bypass, Interstate 40 was relocated onto the
bypass, and the old freeway alignment was re-designated as Business Loop 1-40. Portions of the
Greensboro Urban Loop are designated as part of Interstate 73, and the future northern half of the loop is
tentatively designated Future Interstate 840. In North Carolina, a recent widening between the Durham



Freeway (Exit 279) and Interstate 540 (Exit 283) brings Interstate 40 up to seven lanes. This stretch
receives 147,000 vehicles per day, so the widening is generally a welcomed sight. Expansion to eight
lanes, which entails adding a fourth westbound lane, was completed on October 1, 2003, The $12 millior
project began in 2001.Even with these additional lanes other sections of Interstate 40 are planned for
improvements as the area continues to gain population. Source; http://www.interstate-quide.com/i-
040.html




Maseman, Kristin

From: Riffey, Deanna

Sent: Thursday, February 09, 2012 11:06 AM

To: Bass, Kiersten R

Subject: RE: Southeast Extension Alternatives Development and Analysis Report

Hello Kiersten.
I only have a couple of comments on the report:

1) Section 5.2.2.4 on page 5-17 - In the first paragraph, first sentence one important advantage is
mentioned, but yet none are listed in this paragraph. If you skip on down to the 3™ paragraph then two
advantages are mentioned and explained. A little confusing.

2) On figures I was looking for Bass Lake. It seems that Bass Lake was not colored blue like the other water
bodies. The shape is there just not color.

3) Also on Figure 4-2, according fo Table 4-1, I believe that segment 39 is not supposed o be shown on this
figure like the other eliminated segments.

Deanna

From: Bass, Kiersten R

Sent: Thursday, February 02, 2012 9:57 AM

To: Roberts, Tracy; agamber@ncdot.gov; Johnson, Benjetta L; Wrenn, Brian; Ellis, Bruce O; Dagnino, Carla S;
Chris.Lukasina@campo-nc.us; militscher.chris@epa.gov; Shumate, Christy; Chang, David S; Riffey, Deanna; Sykes,
Dewayne L; Hall, Dolores; Keener, Donna; Ed.Johnson@ci.raleigh.nc.us; Lusk, Elizabeth L; Simes, Amy;
eric.c.alsmeyer@usace.army.mil; Midkiff, Eric; gary jordan@fws.gov; george.hoops@dot.gov; hwatkins@garnernc.gov;
Harris, Jennifer; joe@letsgetmoving.org; samuel.k.jolly@usace.army.mil; kmarkham@esinc.cc; Kristin Maseman; Brooks,
Lonnie I; Clawson, Marshall W; Pair, Missy; Beauregard, Rachelle; Gledhill-earley, Renee; Roach, Renee B; Ridings, Rob;
Roy Bruce; scott.c.mclendon@usace.army.mil; Franklin, Spencer T; Gurganus, Stephen J (Steve) - HEU; Dewitt, Steve;
tsavidge@thecatenagroup.com; Wilson, Travis W.; Ford, Tris B; Bowman, John W; wsmith@mulkeyinc.com; Barrett,
William A; Lipscomb, Sharon M

Subject: RE: Southeast Extension Alternatives Development and Analysis Report

All, to date the NC Turnpike Authority has received one comment letter on the Draft Alternatives Development and
Analysis Report for the Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension project. Comments received are from the US Fish and
Wildlife Service and are attached for your use.

th).

We look forward to receiving your comments over the next two weeks (comment deadline is February 16™). If you have

guestions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Thank you,

Kiersten R. Bass

Senior Transportation Planner

NCTA General Engineering Consultant

1 South Wilmington St, Raleigh, NC 27601
1578 MS Center, Raleigh, NC 27699-1578
919.707.2725

From: Bass, Kiersten R
Sent: Friday, January 13, 2012 2:54 PM
To: Roberts, Tracy; Emptage, Aketa A; amy.simes@ncmail.net; agamber@ncdot.gov; Johnson, Benjetta L; Wrenn, Brian;

1



Ellis, Bruce O; Dagnino, Carla S; Chris.Lukasina@campo-nc.us; militscher.chris@epa.gov; Shumate, Christy; Chang, David
S; Riffey, Deanna; Sykes, Dewayne L; Hall, Dolores; Keener, Donna; Ed.Johnson@ci.raleigh.nc.us; Lusk, Elizabeth L;
eric.c.alsmeyer@usace.army.mil; Midkiff, Eric; gary jordan@fws.gov; george.hoops@dot.gov; hwatkins@garnernc.gov;
Harris, Jennifer; joe@letsgetmoving.org; samuel.k.jolly@usace.army.mil; kmarkham@esinc.cc; Kristin Maseman; Brooks,
Lonnie I; Clawson, Marshall W; Pair, Missy; Beauregard, Rachelle; Gledhill-earley, Renee; Roach, Renee B; Ridings, Rob;
Roy Bruce; scott.c.mclendon@usace.army.mil; Franklin, Spencer T; Gurganus, Stephen J (Steve) - HEU; Dewitt, Steve;
tsavidge@thecatenagroup.com; Wilson, Travis W.; Ford, Tris B; Bowman, John W; wsmith@mulkeyinc.com; Barrett,
William A

Cc: Johnson, Kristen M

Subject: RE: Southeast Extension Alternatives Development and Analysis Report

All, due to the file size of the Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report for the Southeast Extension project
(recently sent on my behalf by Tracy Roberts) you will need to log on to Constructware to download the
report: http://secure.constructware.com/

For those of you not familiar with how to locate the document in Constructware, please see the attachment for
instructions or feel free to contact me for assistance. Similarly if you need assistance with logging into Constructware
(username and/or password) please contact Kristen Johnson (kmjohnson4@ncdot.gov).

Thank you,

Kiersten R. Bass

Senior Transportation Planner

NCTA General Engineering Consultant

1 South Wilmington St, Raleigh, NC 27601
1578 MS Center, Raleigh, NC 27699-1578
919.707.2725

From: Tracy Roberts [mailto:system@constructware.com]

Sent: Friday, January 13, 2012 2:43 PM

To: Emptage, Aketa A; amy.simes@ncmail.net; agamber@ncdot.gov; Johnson, Benjetta L; Wrenn, Brian; Ellis, Bruce O;
Dagnino, Carla S; Chris.Lukasina@campo-nc.us; militscher.chris@epa.gov; Shumate, Christy; Chang, David S; Riffey,
Deanna; Sykes, Dewayne L; Hall, Dolores; Keener, Donna; Ed.Johnson@ci.raleigh.nc.us; Lusk, Elizabeth L;
eric.c.alsmeyer@usace.army.mil; Midkiff, Eric; gary jordan@fws.gov; george.hoops@dot.gov; hwatkins@garnernc.gov;
Harris, Jennifer; joe@Iletsgetmoving.org; samuel.k.jolly@usace.army.mil; kmarkham@esinc.cc; Bass, Kiersten R; Kristin
Maseman; Brooks, Lonnie I; Clawson, Marshall W; Pair, Missy; Beauregard, Rachelle; Gledhill-earley, Renee; Roach,
Renee B; Ridings, Rob; Roy Bruce; scott.c.mclendon@usace.army.mil; Franklin, Spencer T; Gurganus, Stephen J (Steve) -
HEU; Dewitt, Steve; tsavidge@thecatenagroup.com; Wilson, Travis W.; Ford, Tris B; Bowman, John W;
wsmith@mulkeyinc.com; Barrett, William A

Subject: Southeast Extension Alternatives Development and Analysis Report

The North Carolina Turnpike Authority (NCTA) has prepared a Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report for
the Triangle Expressway Southeast Extension project. This report documents the alternatives development and
screening process and presents NCTA's recommendations for detailed study alternatives. Environmental and resource
and regulatory agency coordination regarding project alternatives has included Turnpike Environmental Agency
Coordination (TEAC) meetings held in August, September, November 2010, and January 20, 2011. At the January
meeting we discussed recommended alternatives to be studied in detail in the project's Draft Environmental Impact
Statement.

A copy of the Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report is available for download for your review and
comment. NCTA requests written comments from your agency on the report and specifically on the recommendations
for detailed study alternatives as presented in the report. In addition, please specify, as applicable, any comments your



agency considers to be issues of concern that would result in the denial or significant delay in the issuance of any
environmental permits.

NCTA plans to discuss this project on March 21, 2012. In order to maintain our project schedule, please provide
comments on the draft report by February 16, 2012 so that we can assess your comments, make any necessary revisions
to the draft report and distribute it prior to the March meeting.

Thank you for your continued participation in the study for this project. If you have any questions or comments, please
do not hesitate to contact me at jhharrisl@ncdot.gov or 919.707.2704 or Kiersten Bass at krbass@ncdot.gov or
919.707.2725.



Maseman, Kristin

From: Bass, Kiersten R <krbass@ncdot.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2012 11:31 AM

To: Maseman, Kristin

Cc: Bruce, Roy

Subject: FW: Project: R-2721, R-2828, R-2829: (Triangle Expressway Southeast Ext. Project,

Wake and Johnston Counties)

From: "Memory, John R" <rmemory@ncdot.qov>

To: "Harris, Jennifer" <jhharrisl@ncdot.qgov>

Sent: Wed, Feb 8, 2012 16:20:45 GMT+00:00

Subject: Project: R-2721, R-2828, R-2829: (Triangle Expressway Southeast Ext. Project, Wake and Johnston
Counties)

Ms. Harris,

| have reviewed the Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report for the above subject project. At this time, |
have no comments due to information within the report reflects no information on potential utility conflicts. However, a
major utility relocation is subject to impact areas outside the future project limits.

R. Memory

J. Robert Memory, CPM
State Utility Agent

NCDOT - Utilities Unit

1555 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1555
Direct: 919.707.7191

General Office: 919.707.6690
Fax: 919.250.4151

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



Maseman, Kristin

From: Bass, Kiersten R <krbass@ncdot.gov>

Sent: Friday, February 17, 2012 4:18 PM

To: Maseman, Kristin

Subject: Fw: SE Ext. Alts Development and Analysis Report

Attachments: SE Ext Draft Alternatives Report_with HES-PICS comments_02-17-12.docx

Connected by DROID on Verizon Wireless

From: "Ford, Tris B" <tbford@ncdot.gov>

To: "Bass, Kiersten R" <krbass@ncdot.qov>

Cc: "Harris, Jennifer" <jhharrisl@ncdot.gov>, "Roberts, Tracy" <terobertsl@ncdot.gov>
Sent: Fri, Feb 17, 2012 21:02:55 GMT+00:00

Subject: SE Ext. Alts Development and Analysis Report

Kiersten,

Please see attached HES-PICS' comments on the SE Extension Alternatives Analysis Report in track changes format. We apologize
for missing the deadline by one day in delivering these comments and hope that they will be able to be incorporated as you all are
inclined