
Welcome to the public hearing for the Monroe Connector/Bypass project.
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2nd round of public hearings.  Maps have not changed since May 2009 Hearings.  
Focus tonight is on receiving input on new information presented in environmental 
document.

Page 3 of 58



Nov 18th

Federal Register publication Nov 22.  45 day comment period.
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Preliminary Corridor Segments were identified which included both new location 
alignments and existing roadway segments.  These segments were developed 
taking into consideration the previously studied corridors, route continuity, known 
natural and human environmental features, along with public and agency input. 

25 preliminary study alternatives were developed and evaluated.  Estimated impacts 
for these Preliminary Study Alternatives were compared and used in the 
identification of the 16 detailed study alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIS. 
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Segments shown in this figure were combined to develop the 16 endpoint–to-
endpoint detailed study alternatives.  These Detailed Study Alternatives were 
evaluated in the Draft EIS to reveal the potential effects each would have on the 
environment.  Additional evaluation completed as part of the Final EIS identified 
DSA D as the preferred alternative and this still holds true today. 
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• The identification of Detailed Study Alternative D as the Preferred Alternative is 
unchanged from the Final EIS but maps showing all the detailed study alternatives 
considered are available here this evening.  A selected Alternative will be identified 
as part of the Record of Decision.

• Also unchanged is the purpose which is to improve mobility and capacity within the 
project study area by providing a facility that allows for high-speed regional travel

• Preferred Alternative follows existing US 74 for approx. one mile from just east of I-
485 to east of Stallings Road

• For this segment, the toll road is 6 lanes wide and elevated on retained fill, 
with one-way frontage roads of 2 to 3 lanes on each side, for a total of 10-12 
lanes.

• From east of Stallings Road, the Preferred Alternative proceeds eastward on new 
location to the project terminus at existing US 74 between the towns of Wingate and 
Marshville

• For this segment, the Preferred Alternative has four lanes and 70-foot 
median.  (NOTE: the median width may be reduced during final design, 
which would reduce the footprint of the project.)

• The Preferred Alternative includes 8 interchanges.  Full interchanges are located 
at US 74 at the western end of the project, Indian Trail-Fairview Road, Unionville-
Indian Trail Road, Rocky River Road, US 601, NC 200, and Austin Chaney Road.  
Partial interchanges are located at Forest Hills School Road and US 74 at the 
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eastern end of the project.  

Preferred Alternative is unchanged from the Final EIS

- Purpose is to improve mobility and capacity within the project study

- A design-build construction contract was awarded October 2010

- Project financing already secured: 

$233,920,000 in State Annual Appropriation Bonds (Repaid with GAP funding)

$77,000,000 in STIP funding 

$10,000,000 in Senior Lien Turnpike Revenue Bonds (Repaid with Toll revenues)

$214,505,000 in State Annual Appropriation Revenue Bonds (Repaid with GAP 
funding)

$145,535,000 in GARVEE bonds. 
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The design criteria and typical roadway cross-section are influenced by the type of 
facility required to fulfill the project’s purpose and need.  A four-lane, median-
divided, controlled-access toll road was assumed for this project with a proposed 
design speed is 70 mph.  Two 12-foot lanes are proposed for each direction of 
travel, separated by a 70-foot median.  This median width is consistent with the 
NCDOT Roadway Design Standards Manual, and would allow for a future widening 
to three 12-foot travel lanes in each direction without having to provide a concrete 
median barrier or purchasing any additional right of way. The total right of way is 
proposed to be a minimum of 300 feet, but would be greater around interchanges.

The project is being developed as a Design-Build project.  Through this process, the 
design and design criteria will be re-evaluated to determine if any cost savings could 
be realized through activities such as reduction of the median width or the overall 
right of way.  Any changes to these criteria will be implemented only if they will result 
in a net reduction in costs or impacts without loss of service.  For instance, it is likely 
that a reduction in median width and/or reduction in paved shoulder widths will be 
considered.
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Overview Map PDFs
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While the Monroe Connector and Monroe Bypass projects have been 
discussed and studied for a very long time, the current study has been 
underway for the last 7 years.  This slide highlights some of our past 
activities including the original Record of Decision, or project approval, 
which was received in August 2010.  In November 2010 – the Southern 
Environmental Law Center brought suit against the FHWA and NCDOT on 
behalf of three environmental groups regarding the project’s environmental 
documentation, alleging that the study did not comply with the requirements 
of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
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October 24, 2011 - FHWA and NCDOT prevail in a federal District Court decision.  
SELC files an appeal  to the 4th US Circuit Court of Appeals.

A design-build construction contract was awarded in November 2011.  Design team 
held public meeting – December 2011

May 3, 2012 – A Three-judge panel of the court overturned the lower court’s 
decision, ruling that “the Agencies failed to take the required ‘hard look’ at 
environmental consequences” and remanded the case “so that the Agencies and 
the public can fully (and publically) evaluate the ‘no-build’ data.”

June 15, 2012 – NCDOT filed a petition for rehearing, seeking a review by the full 
circuit court of the legal analysis arising out of technical data/facts that NCDOT 
believes the higher court panel misunderstood.  

June 18-19, 2012 – NCDOT holds community workshops to provide a summary of 
the legal proceedings and updates on the right of way and construction process.
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June 29, 2012 – NCDOT petition for rehearing was denied 

July 3, 2012 – In response to the Circuit Court’s opinion, FHWA rescinds  the ROD.

- Project financing already secured: 

$233,920,000 in State Annual Appropriation Bonds (Repaid with GAP funding)

$77,000,000 in STIP funding 

$10,000,000 in Senior Lien Turnpike Revenue Bonds (Repaid with Toll revenues)

$214,505,000 in State Annual Appropriation Revenue Bonds (Repaid with GAP 
funding)

$145,535,000 in GARVEE bonds. 
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The last paragraph of the opinion summarizes the findings of the Appeals court.  

•Appeals Court ruling DOES say:

─NCDOT failed to disclose the 
underlying assumptions in the 
socioeconomic projections used.

─Therefore NCDOT failed to take the 
required “hard look” at environmental 
consequences.

Note that the previous litigation is over.  The project will not go back before a judge 
unless additional litigation is filed.
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To address the concerns raised in the Circuit Court’s opinion, NCDOT and FHWA 
re-evaluated and updated information presented in the Final EIS. All sections of the 
Final EIS (including the purpose and need, alternatives analysis, and impact 
analysis) were re-evaluated in light of current conditions in the project area and any 
new information that has become available since the Final EIS was published.  
Additional field reviews were conducted, environmental studies were updated, and 
there was additional coordination with resource agencies and local governments.  
All of this is documented in a Draft Supplemental Final EIS  that was signed by 
FHWA on November 8 and is now available for public and agency review and 
comment.  In addition, the Draft Supplemental Final EIS and supporting 
documentation specifically disclose and evaluate the critical assumptions of the no-
build data used in the analysis.  We are here tonight to answer your questions and 
receive your comments on the Draft Supplemental Final EIS.
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This presentation has focused on the updated ICE analysis since that was a key 
concern raised by the Circuit Court opinion, but it is important to keep in mind that 
all sections of the Final EIS were evaluated and updated in light of current 
conditions and any new information that has become available.  

This list includes items that were evaluated as part of the Draft Supplemental Final 
Environmental Impact Statement.

-Reconfirmed Purpose and Need for the project 

- which is to improve mobility and capacity within the project study area by 
providing a facility that allows for high-speed regional travel

-Updated existing conditions based on recent improvements in the US 74 corridor

-but reconfirmed these improvements do not satisfy the purpose and need of the 
project long term

-Minor updates to other sections but no changes to impacts or conclusions reported 
in the Final EIS

-Complete discussion presented in the Draft Supplemental Final EIS

There were minor updates to some sections to reflect current conditions in the study 
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area, but there were no changes to the conclusions reported in the Final EIS, 
including the selection of DSA D as the Preferred Alternative.

A complete discussion of all these topics is presented in the Draft Supplemental Final 
EIS, which is available for review on the project website and at several public review 
locations.  We also have some hard copies available for review tonight.
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Jamille can do this part:

The purpose of an indirect and cumulative effects analysis is to understand the 
impacts a project may have to the environment beyond the direct impact of building 
the project.  So, our charge is to look at three scenarios or situations: what is the 
environment now, what is the environment in the future without the project (called a 
No-Build Scenario) and what is the environment in the future with the project (called 
a Build Scenario).

For most projects only a Qualitative Analysis is completed to assess the types of 
changes expected and the general order of magnitude of those changes.  For the 
Monroe Connector/Bypass, the Qualitative ICE was completed in 2007 with the 
Draft EIS and the results showed that the most likely areas to see induced growth 
and impacts from indirect and cumulative effects were in central and eastern Union 
County.  Resource agencies (such as FWS) and others requested a more detailed 
analysis called a Quantitative ICE to estimate the exact acreage of changes and to 
specify more precisely the potential impacts to the environment.  Therefore NCDOT 
initiated the first Quantitative ICE Analysis what was completed in 2010 and 
included in the Final EIS.

The methods used and the results of the 2010 Quantitative ICE Analysis were 
critical issues in the litigation.  The focus of the 4th Circuit Court of Appeals opinion 
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was largely on the no-build data used in the environmental analyses.  To address 
concerns regarding the no-build data, the new Quantitative Indirect and Cumulative 
Effects (or ICE) analysis for the project was updated.

Turn over to Michael Baker, Inc.
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BAKER

Thank you.  I want to begin by acknowledging that I am about to start explaining 
some of the more detailed and technical issues behind how we completed our 
assessment of indirect and cumulative impacts.  I am going to provide a general 
overview and try to explain some very technical issues in the most understandable 
way that I can.  However, some of this information is challenging to summarize this 
short presentation and you may find that you have questions about this study.  We 
are trying our best to explain this because it is precisely these details that the 4th

Circuit Court of Appeals said that we did not fully explain in our prior reports.  
Therefore we want to be as open and transparent as we can about our report, its 
methods and its results.  We have copies of our report with us if you want more 
detail.  We also have staff members here tonight who are standing up right now and 
any one of these folks are knowledgeable about the details in the ICE report that I’m 
summarizing.  These staff members and I will be available after the presentation to 
answer any questions you have on the ICE report and I encourage you to talk with 
any of us after the presentation if you have any questions about the ICE analysis.

First, let me explain what we mean by indirect and cumulative effects. An indirect 
effect is one that occurs later in time and farther removed in distance than a direct 
impact.
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So, for example, a direct effect or impact would be if a new road was built through a 
watershed with a protected species and the new road directly affected the habitat of 
that species in some way, such as filling in a wetland or adding runoff to a stream.

An indirect impact would be if a road spurred a lot of new development (that wouldn’t 
have occurred without the road) near a protected species and the new development 
resulted in loss of habitat or other impacts to that species.

A cumulative impact would be if a lot of new development was expected with or 
without a new road and the new road spurred a additional development (that wouldn’t 
have occurred without the road) in addition to that development already expected and 
the total impact of all the new development resulted in crossing a some threshold of 
impact such as adding too much runoff to a stream that is a habitat for a protected 
species.

Thus, the challenges in completing any ICE analysis include a number of issues. 1: 
We have to identifying possible changes that might occur far away from the roadway 
and that are being built by others. 2: We have to identify whether changes are 
occurring with or without the proposed project. 3: We have to identify these possible 
changes far in the future.  Therefore any ICE analysis has some level of uncertainty 
given the uncertain nature of future actions by developers, property owners, local 
governments and the uncertain nature of the future of the local economy.
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For any ICE report, there are certain specific issues that may be critical to the

US Fish and Wildlife Service,

EPA,

NC Division of Water Quality,

NC Wildlife Resources Commission

and other resource agencies who review the analysis or to the community that is 
affected by the project.  Through the scoping process NCDOT conducted in 2009, 
the major issues identified were

the potential impacts to protected species,

the general impacts to wildlife habitat

and the potential for loss of agricultural and forested lands. 

Here you can see the four species in our study area that are listed as Endangered 
Species by the FWS.  As part of the general update of the environmental document 
additional surveys were conducted for all four species and no additional populations 
were found.  NCDOT and FHWA are continuing to coordinating with US Fish and 
Wildlife Service on all issues associated with protected species.
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The Quantitative ICE focused on the changes in land use between developed and 
undeveloped categories and focused on the results of those changes at a 
watershed level.

If you haven’t heard that term before, a watershed is the area of land where all of 
the water that is under it or drains off of it goes into the same place.  So, as you see 
in the map above, all the land colored brown is in the Goose Creek watershed; so all 
rain, snow, or other water that falls within that area drains through Goose Creek and 
eventually empties into Rocky River.

Now, why did use watershed in our report?  Well, if all the water in that area drains 
through that stream, then anything living in that stream is affected by what happens 
on the land within that watershed.  So if we want to understand what may happen to 
water quality in these streams, we need to understand what is happening to the land 
in these watersheds.  This is critical to assessing impacts for species like the 
Carolina Heelsplitter..  Also, watersheds are useful for dividing up the larger study 
area into reasonably sized areas of analysis and allows us to report results at a level 
that was small enough to be useful to resource agencies and others but also large 
enough to reasonably manage the inherent uncertainty of projecting the location of 
future development.  As you can imagine, predicating exactly when and where 
future development will occur is inherently uncertain.  Watersheds provide a 

Page 29 of 58



reasonably sized area to estimate changes in land use when predicting out this far 
into the future. Also, since the entire study area covered 5 miles around the proposed 
project and included 202,000 acres, we needed to break that up into reasonably sized 
parts to report results and assess impacts.  In total there are 19 watersheds within 
the study area.

Now the challenge we faced is that we need to estimate how much development 
would occur in the future (specifically the year 2030) within each of these watersheds 
with or without the project. Therefore, we need to determine the best available data at 
the appropriate scale and time frame for estimating the future growth at the 
watershed level or smaller, which I will discuss further in a moment.
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So, how did we actually analyze the possible indirect and cumulative effects.  As I 
said previously, we had to develop at least three scenarios

An existing land use scenario

A future land use scenario without the project (the No-Build)

A future land use scenario with the project (the Build)

We then had to compare these scenarios to see the differences and assess the 
possible impacts of those differences.
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Developing an existing land use scenario is relatively simple.  Union and 
Mecklenburg Counties both have high quality data for all tax parcels which includes 
information on land use.  We also have worked with recent, high quality aerial 
imagery to validate the land use data.  With those data sets we updated our Existing 
Land Use Scenario to reflect conditions as of the year 2010.  The previous 
Quantitative ICE used a 2007 base year.
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Now the challenge we faced is that we need to estimate how much development 
would occur in the future (specifically the year 2030) within each of these 
watersheds with or without the project.  To do that, we need to estimate how many 
people and how many jobs there will be in these areas to know how many homes 
there might be and how many stores there might be and so on.  To do that we need 
an estimate of the future population and the future employment at a scale similar to 
these watersheds.  It’s relatively easy to estimate existing population and jobs but 
estimating the future is much harder.  And it’s even more challenging to estimate 
future population and jobs at such a small scale.  A number research firms and 
government agencies develop long range projections of population or jobs at the 
overall county level but very few do any long range projections at levels smaller than 
a county.  In most metropolitan areas, including this region, the Metropolitan 
Planning Organization, or MPO, is the only group that produces projections that 
meet our needs.  Therefore, we needed to determine the if that is the best available 
data at the appropriate scale and time frame for estimating the future growth at the 
watershed level.
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What exactly are the MPO Projections?  Well, they are estimates of the existing and 
future population and jobs within various zones across the metropolitan region.  The 
MPO projections include all or parts of 11 counties across both North and South 
Carolina.  The MPO projections break the region into over 2,900 zones (which they 
call Traffic Analysis Zones).  In this map you can see all the zones within our study 
area.  Within our study area there are 383 zones, so the scale is much finer than the 
watersheds we are analyzing.

Now, for each zone, the MPO provides estimates for the existing (2010) and the 
future (2030) number of people and jobs within each zone.  So in this example, zone 
number XXXX has XXX people in 2010 and XXX people in 2030.  Now, it’s 
important to note here, that as with and projection of the future these are the best 
estimates the MPO has but there’s obviously a level of uncertainty associated with 
these estimates.  No one has a perfect crystal ball and the MPO can only do their 
best to estimate the future.  But, this is their best estimate and with this data we can 
build a good picture of how much more development is needed to provide homes 
and offices for these additional people and jobs.  Our challenge, though, is to 
determine what picture is it painting.  Is it a picture of the future with the Monroe 
Connector/Bypass or is it a picture of the future without the project.  
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Now, for each zone, the MPO provides estimates for the existing (2010) and the 
future (2030) number of people and jobs within each zone.  So in this example, zone 
number 9082 has 1,006 people in 2010 and 1,041 people in 2030.  It has 334 jobs 
in 2010 and 647 jobs in 2030.  So for this zone we see just a little population growth 
but a decent increase in jobs.  Now, it’s important to note here, that as with any 
projection of the future these are the best estimates the MPO has but there’s 
obviously a level of uncertainty associated with these estimates.  No one has a 
perfect crystal ball and the MPO can only do their best to estimate the future.  But, 
this is their best data available that meets the needs of our study and with this data 
we can build a good picture of how much more development is needed to provide 
homes and offices for these additional people and jobs.  Our challenge, though, is to 
determine what picture these projections are painting.  Is it a picture of the future 
with the Monroe Connector/Bypass or is it a picture of the future without the project?
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So, to assess that question and to understand if the MPO projections were even the 
most appropriate projections to use, we looked at the MPO projections from five 
different angles.
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First we assessed exactly how the MPO developed their projections.  As you can 
see in this timeline, the projections we used were most recently updated in 2010 but 
the actual basis for those projections were first developed starting in 2003 and have 
been developed and updated over a seven year period.
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We worked with the MPO to fully understand the methods used to develop and 
updates their projections and to explain that in our report. Our assessment revealed 
that two of the major components to the projections, the LUSAM model updates and 
the Top Down Control projections had not influence from the project.  However, our 
assessment did reveal the Bottom Up projections may have been influenced by the 
Monroe Connector/Bypass.  Specifically, there were up to eight factors used in the 
Bottom Up process and one of those factors, the Travel Time to Employment Factor, 
may have been influenced by the project.  This was a key issue in the litigation and 
the Court of Appeals decision and therefore it was an issue we wanted to fully 
address.

Page 38 of 58



Now, this is Map 6 from the current Indirect and Cumulative Effects analysis for the 
project.  We showed a similar figure to this at our June 2012 Public Meetings but we 
have since updated it to make it show all of the employment centers.

The Bottom Up Projections used a Travel Time to Employment factor calculated 
using a travel time model.  Now, the travel time was calculated to the nearest
employment center.  So for example, if you look at the red blobs on the map, those 
are the employment centers they were calculated travel time to.  So, if you lived in 
Wingate, the model was calculating your travel time to that red blob on the east side 
of Monroe, which is a major industrial area.  If you lived in Stallings, it would be 
calculating your travel time to Matthews.  Now, the key issue is that the travel time 
model included the Monroe Connector/Bypass in the roadway network when the 
MPO staff calculated travel times for future years.  This map shows you the original 
results of that travel time analysis.  As you can see on this map, there is a darker 
green area around the Monroe Connector/Bypass near Hemby Bridge.  This shows 
that the travel time model was showing shorter travel times to employment centers 
from areas in western Union County due to the roadway.  Most interesting, though, 
is if you look out in the vicinity of Wingate, the travel times do not appear to be 
affected by the roadway.  This is because of the method they used.  Since their 
focus was on a general assessment of how close any area was to jobs, their 
analysis used a simple travel time calculation to the NEAREST employment center.  
Since the employment centers they used are mostly along existing US 74, the 
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Bypass doesn’t improve travel times to those places, so their method wouldn’t show 
major improvements in travel time with the Bypass.

Now, to fully understand the influence the Bypass may have had on the MPO 
projections, NCDOT asked original researcher from UNCC who developed this travel 
time model and who completed the original projections to rerun his travel time model 
without the project in the road network.  His results showed that removal of the 
project from travel time model had no impact on final population and employment 
projections.  Basically, the travel times did not change enough to affect overall 
distribution of growth.  Therefore, we concluded that the project did not influence the 
methods or the assumptions used in developing the MPO projections.
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Next, we looked at the patterns of development that the MPO projections showed.  
The map above shows the pattern of household and population density for our study 
area in 2030.  If the MPO Projections assumed that the Bypass were built then you 
would expect to see higher than average densities at the interchange areas.  
However, when comparing densities along the Bypass corridor to zones south of US 
74, there densities are quite similar.  Thus, the patterns of growth and density did 
not indicate that the project was assumed in the MPO projections.  Based on this 
and our discussions with the staff who helped develop these projections, it 
was clear to us that the MPO projections better represented a No Build 
Scenario.

In addition, we looked at how other researchers had used the projections and found 
they had adjusted the MPO projections in creating a Build Scenario, again indicating 
that the MPO projections don’t best represent a Build Scenario.  Also we looked at 
how the MPO projections compared to projections produced by others and how the 
MPO projections compared to the 2010 Census actual counts.  Analyzing all of 
these factors indicated that the projections were more accurate than other forecasts. 
Lastly, we looked at various factors that are associated with growing counties and 
we found that Union County scored best on a variety of factors that tend to correlate 
with strong growth.  Therefore, it is reasonable to predict that while high growth may 
not always occur every year, over the long term Union County is likely to be among 
the faster growing counties in the overall Charlotte region.
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So, given all of the results of our assessment and review of the MPO projections,
we determined they were the best and most reasonable basis to use to help develop 
a No-Build Scenario.  We converted the projected growth in population and jobs to 
acres of new development and added that to the Existing Land Use Scenario to 
create a No-Build Land Use Scenario.  I think it’s important to point out here that we 
did not simply use the MPO projections as the NO BUILD period.  We interpreted 
them using local information and data from local planners and local zoning 
ordinances to create a representation of the land use in 2030 without the project.

Next we assessed the potential for induced growth if the project were built and we 
added the induced growth to the No-Build Scenario to create a Build Scenario.  
Again, it’s important to note here that we did not shift any growth around such as 
reducing growth in one area and adding it to another.  We estimated the induced 
growth that is likely to occur and added it over and above any growth in the No-
Build.
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Using the MPO projections and information gathered from local planners we 
developed an estimate of the 2030 Land Use under a No-Build Scenario.  This map 
shows the percentage change in development between the Existing conditions and 
the future No-Build.  The orange bars show the increase in developed land while the 
brown bars show the decrease in agricultural land and the green bars show the 
decrease in forested bars.  As you can see, every watershed has some increase in 
development but the biggest increases are generally in western and central Union 
County.  The general conclusion is that even without the Monroe Connector/Bypass, 
Union County will likely see a lot of additional growth and development over the next 
20 years or so.
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Our next step was to estimate the additional growth that would occur if the road is 
built.  We used a combination of four methods to develop our estimate.
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We conducted an accessibility analysis of the study area to see which parts of the
study area would get the greatest benefit from the construction of the road.  The 
map above shows the results of the simplified travel time analysis we conducted 
which shows the estimated travel time savings from the use of the road for trip going 
to the I-485 interchange.  We chose this point for calculating the travel time because 
many planners and others we interviewed noted the importance that improved 
access to I-485 meant to commuters and others in the study area.  The travel time 
savings shown here are not truly representative of the real travel time saving but 
they are useful for comparing which areas see the greatest benefit.  The most 
important takeaway from this analysis is that the central and eastern portions of the 
study area are the areas that will benefit most from the construction of the Bypass.  
In particular, areas along the Bypass and east of US 601 will see the greatest 
reduction in travel times.
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We used a scenario writing approach to identify areas most likely to see induced 
growth based on information from planning documents like the updated Union 
County Comprehensive Plan and the Wingate and Marshville Economic 
Development Plan.  We also relied on information provided by local planners who 
helped to identify specific areas that would likely see development with the 
construction of the Bypass and specific types of development that might occur with 
the Bypass.

We also used a build-out analysis to see which areas had the most capacity for 
induced growth.  If you remember back to the density map we showed earlier, the 
densities in western Union are much higher meaning that more land is already 
developed.  So relatively speaking, central and eastern Union County have much 
more undeveloped land which would make it easier for those areas to accept new 
development.

The results of theses analyses indicated that the areas of central and eastern Union 
County has high capacities for growth and strong interest and desire from local 
governments to encourage growth if the Bypass were built.
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Lastly we used a method known as a Hartgen Analysis, named from a researcher 
from UNC Charlotte, to roughly gauge the type of commercial development that 
might be likely in the vicinity of each interchange along the corridor.
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The results of our estimate of induced growth showed that there would be about 
2,100 acres of induced development.  The direct impact of the road itself is 
approximately 1,200 acres.  Of the induced growth, most is from residential 
development as areas of eastern Union see additional residential growth yielding 
about 4,900 additional households.  The induced commercial development is about 
300 acres and the induced industrial growth is about 100 acres.  Now, these are 
certainly some large numbers, especially the additional residential development, but 
in the context of the large study area and the expected amount of growth under the 
No-Build Scenario it is a very marginal addition to the overall development in the 
study area.  The total additional development is only about 1% of the total acreage 
in the study area.
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This map show the percentage increase in developed land and the percentage 
decrease in agricultural and forested land when we compare the Build and No-Build 
Scenarios.  Crooked Creek, Stewarts Creek and Rays Fork watersheds all see 
some small increases in development but the largest percentage increases are in 
the middle and lower Richardson Creek watersheds and the Salem Creek 
watershed.  This is consistent with the conclusions of the Qualitative ICE analysis.
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In terms of the actual impacts, the induced growth, while sizeable does not result is 
major impacts.  The indirect losses of forest and farmland are marginal compared to 
the overall acreage in the study are and compared to the losses expected with the 
No-Build.  Also, the induced growth is unlikely to adversely affect any protected 
species.
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Specifically looking at the protected species, the Carolina Heelsplitter is only found 
in two watersheds and neither of those watershed are expected to see any effects
from induced growth.  Therefore we are concluding that the project may affect but is 
unlikely to adversely affect the Heelsplitter.
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As to the three other species, based on their locations and the fact that most of the 
induced growth is expected in eastern Union County we have concluded the 
following for each:

For the Sunflower we may affect the species but the project is unlikely to adversely 
affect it.

For the Coneflower and for Michaux’s Sumac we expect there will be no effect from 
the project.

So that summarizes how we analyzed the indirect and cumulative effects for the 
Monroe Connector/Bypass.  Again, I understand that this short summary may not 
answer all of your questions, so I encourage you to read the full report and to ask 
questions of me and our staff around the room to help clarify anything you need.  I 
appreciate your time and now I’d like to let Jamille give you more information about 
the Right of Way process and the comment process.
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• Public comment period extends through January 6.

• NCDOT will review all comments received. Responses to substantive comments 
will be provided in the Final Supplemental Final EIS.

• NCDOT and FHWA intend to prepare a combined Final Supplemental Final EIS 
and Record of Decision, which will be the final environmental document prepared 
under NEPA.

• Final Supplemental Final EIS/Record of Decision expected to be issued in Spring 
2014.

- Right-of-Way acquisition and construction activities to resume following completion 
of environmental studies.

Resumption of these activities contingent on future litigation   
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After decisions are made regarding the final design, the proposed right-of-way limits 
will be staked in the ground.  If your property is affected, you will be contacted by a 
right of way agent who will show you the plans, explain how the project will affect 
you and advise you of your rights. If permanent right of way is required, a 
professional appraisal of your properties’ current market value at its highest and 
best use will be made and the right of way agent will make a written offer to you. 
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Please take time to fill out the Title 6 Public Involvement Form and the Comment 
Sheet tonight which are included in the back of the handout available at the 
welcome table.  If you prefer to fill out the comment sheet at home, please return it 
to the NCDOT at the address on the bottom of the form by January 6, 2014.
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The Preferred Alternative would include upgrading an approximately one-mile 
segment of existing US 74 at the western end of the project to a controlled-access 
highway facility with frontage roads.  For this segment, the toll road would be six 
lanes wide and elevated on retained fill, with one-way frontage roads of two to three 
lanes on either side, for a total of ten to twelve lanes.  For the remaining new 
location portion, the Preferred Alternative would have four lanes and a 70-foot 
median. 

NCDOT remains committed to incorporating community input into the aesthetic 
design process.  Two stakeholder meetings were held during the previous aesthetic 
design process.  Participants of this process   an architectural concept that included 
a combination of brick and arches, as the preferred concept to be carried forward 
into the creation of the aesthetic design standards document.  The Monroe Parkway 
Aesthetic Design Guide developed as result of this work will remain incorporated in 
the design-build contract for the project. 
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