STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

BEVERLY EAVES PERDUE EUGENE A. CONTI, JR.
GOVERNOR SECRETARY

March 29, 2011

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
Asheville Regulatory Field Office
151 Patton Avenue, Room 208
Asheville, NC 28801-5006

Attention: Ms. Sarah Hair
NCDOT Coordinator

Subject: Application for Section 404 Individual Permit and Section 401 Water Quality
Certification for the reconstruction and widening of I-85, from south of Concord
Mills/Bruton Smith Boulevard (SR 2894) to north of NC 73 in Cabarrus County.
Federal Aid Project No. NHIMF-85-2(62)48. State Project No. 34187.3.GV3.
Division 10. TIP No. I-3803B.

Debit $570.00 from WBS Element 34187.3.GV3

Dear Madam:

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) proposes to reconstruct and widen 1-85
to an eight-lane facility from south of Concord Mills/Bruton Smith Boulevard to NC 73 mn Cabarrus
County. From east of NC 73, the roadway will gradually merge lanes and tie into the existing four-
lane facility. This project 1s approximately 7.0 miles and contans four mterchanges including SR
2894 (Concord Mills/Bruton Smith Boulevard) Exit 49, SR 1394 (Poplar Tent Road) Exit 52, SR
1430 (Kannapolis Parkway) Exit 54, and NC 73 (Davidson Highway) Exit 55. 1-3803B was let as a
design-build project m July 2010. Included in this application package are the following: (1) this
cover letter, (2) ENG Form 4345, (3) State Historic Preservation Office concurrence forms, (4)
USFWS concurrence letter (5) Hydraulic Design and Permit Drawing Review Meetings
(Concurrence Point 4B and 4C) minutes, (6) Ecosystem Enhancement Program (EEP) confirmation
letter, (7) Stormwater Management Plan, (8) permit drawings, (9) and half-s1ze roadway plans.

Purpose and Need

The purpose of this project 1s to provide relief from present and future congestion and provide a
higher level of efficiency on I-85. Future traffic projections indicate that without the proposed
mmprovements to this section of I-85, traffic delays would continue. Traffic volumes on I-85 at I-485
are expected to increase from 100,400 vehicles per day (vpd) to 186,200 vpd by the year 2030. By
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the same year, traffic volumes on I-85 at NC 73 are expected to increase from 82,400 vpd to
168,400 vpd. Analysis also indicates 92 percent of the mainline road segments and ramp junctions
and 67 percent of the intersections currently operate at unacceptable levels of service (LOS E and F)
during peak moming and afternoon traffic periods.

Summary of Impacts

Waters of the U.S.: Construction of I-3803B will necessitate impacts to Jurisdictional Waters of the
U.S. The project lies n the Yadkin River Basm in HUC 03040105. The construction of I-3803B will
result in permanent 1impacts to 0.05 acre of wetlands and 1427 linear feet of stream. There are < 0.01
acre of temporary impacts to streams associated with a culvert extension and replacement of culvert
wingwalls. There will be no temporary impacts to wetlands or streams due to the placement of
temporary erosion control devices or temporary stream crossings.

Table 1. Summary of Jurisdictional Impacts

e Riparian | Non-riparian | _, | Surface Waters
Secﬁop | Wetlands (ac)’ | Wetlands (ac)” ptagms. (1) (ac) ’
1-3803B 0.05 0 1427 0.14

Summary of Utility Impacts

Utility relocations will be located outside of jurisdictional resources and thus will have no permanent
or temporary impacts to streams or wetlands.

Summary of Mitigation

Project impacts will require mitigation for 0.05 acre of ripanian jurisdictional wetlands and 1169
linear feet of stream within the Yadkin River Basin. NCDOT will utilize the North Carolina
Department of Environment and Natural Resources Ecosystem Enhancement Program (EEP) for

satisfying the federal Clean Water Act compensatory mitigation requirements for the unavoidable
impacts for I-3803B (see attached EEP letter).

PROJECT SCHEDULE

I-3803B 1s being built by a Design Build Team and 1s scheduled to begin construction upon receipt of

all necessary permits and approvals (anticipated July 2011) and completed by December 2013.
I-3803 A has been constructed.

NEPA DOCUMENT STATUS

The Final Environmental Assessment (FEA) and the Finding on No Significant Impact (FONSI) for
the FEA were approved by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 1n June 2009 and April
2010, respectively, for I-3803B and circulated to the appropriate agencies. The Concurrence Point

4B meeting was held on December 16, 2010 and the Concurrence 4C meeting was held on March 9,
2011.



INDEPENDENT UTILITY

The subject project complies with 23 CFR Part 771.111(f), which lists the Federal Highway
Admistration (FHWA) characteristics of independent utility of a project:

1) The project connects logical termini and 1s of sufficient length to address environmental
matters on a broad scope;

2) The project is usable and a reasonable expenditure, even 1f no additional transportation
mmprovements are made 1n the area;

3) The project does not restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable
transportation improvements.

RESOURCE STATUS

NCDOT received a final Jurisdictional Determination (JD) from the USACE on August 19, 2008
which will expire on August 19, 2013. Wetlands were delineated using the methodology outlined 1n
the 1987 US Army Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual. The North Carolina Division of

Water Quality’s (DWQ) Identification Methods for the Origins of Intermittent and Perennial Streams
was used to make stream determinations.

The Rocky Ruver, Coddle Creek and Irish Buffalo Creek are listed in the Final 2010 303(d) report.
Coddle Creek from a point 0.2 mile upstream of N.C. Hwy. 73 to the Rocky Ruver is listed for
ecological/biological integrity and turbidity. The Rocky River from 1ts source to the mouth of Reedy
Creek is listed for ecological/biological integrity, fecal coliform, and turbidity. Irnish Buffalo Creek
from the Kannapolis Water Supply Dam to the Rocky Ruver is listed for copper, turbidity, and

ecological/biological ntegrity. This project does not directly impact Insh Buffalo Creek; however,
tributaries to this stream are located within the project area.

No other streams within the project area are listed as 303(d). No streams within one mile of the

project are classified as ORW, HQW, WS-I1 or WS-II. All streams within the project area are Class C
waters.

IMPACTS TO WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES

Wetlands

Permanent ripanian wetland impacts total 0.05 acres and there are no non-riparian impacts for I-
3803B. Table 2 lists permanent impacts (fill, excavation, and mechanized clearing), temporary

impacts and hand clearing. Impacts are based upon final design for I-3803B presented in the March
2011 Concurrence Point 4C meeting.

Borrow/Waste Sites: Borrow and waste activities will occur on high ground, except as authorized by
permit. The NCDOT requires 1ts contractors to identify all areas to be used for borrow matenal, or
for disposal of dredged, fill or waste matenial. There will be additional waste for this project from the
median being removed; however, the contractor anticipates utilizing this material on the nearby
mterchange project (R-2123CE).



Table 2. I-3803B Wetland Impacts

- < Rlpanan ; i
Permltf*site _VYetlandID or : 53 ]?ermanent Temporvar'y_‘ Mitigation
in EA/JD | Impact Type Impacts |  _°.
No. Non- o e ~
Package | . . : (ac) (ac)
‘"Ra_l:lan 5 i
3 B Riparnan Clearing 0.02 0
12 D Riparian | Fill & Clearing 0.01 0
16 E Riparian Clearing <0.01 0
19 K Riparian Fill 0.01 0
20 L Ripanian | Excavation & 0.01 0
Clearing
Total 0.05 0 -
Surface Waters

Permanent stream impacts for I-3803B are 1427 linear feet. Tables 3 and 4 list the site number,
reference ID, stream name, amount of permanent impacts, amount of mitigation required, and DWQ

mndex number.

Table 3. 1-3803B Streams Impacted and Their Descriptions

Permtsm * Stl‘E:n; JI]I; i Stream Name | Intermitfenf(' ok DXVQ Index
No. | © |  Peremnia/ |  Ne.
o Package il s “
1 UT 10 UT to Rocky River Perennial 13-17
2 RR Rocky River Perennial 13-17
4 UT 8C UT to Rocky River Perennial 13-17
5 UT &B UT to Rocky River Perennial 13-17
6 UT 8 UT to Rocky River Perennial 13-17
7 UT 8A UT to Rocky River Perennial 13-17
8 UT 8Al UT to Rocky River Perennial 13-17
9 UT 7A UT to Coddle Creek | Intermittent/Perenmial | 13-17-6-(5.5)
10 CC Coddle Creek Perennial 13-17-6-(5.5)
11 UT 4 UT to Afton Run Perennial 13-17-6-6
13 UT 4B UT to Afton Run Perennial 13-17-6-6
14 UT 4A UT to Afton Run Perennial 13-17-6-6
15 UT 4 UT to Afton Run Perennial 13-17-6-6
16 UT1 UT to Inish Buffalo Perenmial 13-17-9-(2)
Creek
17 UT 1B UT to Irish Buffalo Perennial 13-17-9-(2)
Creek
18 UT1 UT to Irish Buffalo Perenmal 13-17-9-(2)
Creek
19 UT 14A UT to Rocky River Perennial 13-17
20 UT 15 UT to Insh Buffalo Perenmial 13-17-9-(2)
Creek
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Table 4. ‘ }-3803B Surface Water Im

acts

L Permanent Temporary | Impacts
Permit | T Stream | Stream | Requiring
Site No. Impacts | Impacts = | Mitigation
. 5 .(ft)f"-i' b @
Bank
I | stabilization 16 0 0 - 0
2 Bndge 0 0 0 - 0
42” RCP 24 0 24 2:1 48
4 Bank
Stabilization 14 0 0 B 0
42” RCP 52 0 52 2:1 104
5 Bank
Stabilization 14 0 0 } 0
6 7x7 RCBC 0 7 0 - 0
Lateral Ditch 11 0 11 2:1 22
Bank
7| Stabilization 24 0 0 - 0
Roadway Fill 699 0 699 2:1 1398
8 Bank
Stabilization 43 0 43 11 43
Bank
9 Stabilization 1 0 0 B 0
10 Bnidge 0 0 0 - 0
11 7x6 RCBC 47 27 47 2:1 94
36” RCP 18 0 18 2:1 36
13 Bank
Stabilization 49 0 0 - 0
36” RCP 43 0 43 2:1 86
14 Bank
Stabilization 26 0 0 ) 0
30”RCP 12 0 12 2:1 24
15 Bank
Stabilization 14 0 0 - 0
16 30”RCP 65 0 65 2:1 130
30” RCP 18 0 18 2:1 36
17 Bank
Stabilization 23 0 0 ) 0
66” RCP 8 0 8 2:1 16
18 Bank
Stabilization 27 0 0 ) 0
Roadway Fill 34 0 34 2:1 68
19 Bank
Stabilization 40 0 0 ) 0
20 (2) 18" RCP 95 0 95 2:1 190
Total 1427 34 1169 - 2295




PROTECTED SPECIES

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) list two federally protected species for
Cabarrus County as of September 22, 2010 (Table 5).

Table 5. Federally Protected Species in Cabarrus County

oo _ - Federal | Habitat - Biological
Scientific Name Common Name Status  Present L Ginchaten
Lasmigona decorata | Carolina heelsplitter E Yes No Effect
Hellanthus“ Schweinitz’s E Yes MANLAA*
schwenitzii sunflower

*May affect, not likely to adversely affect.

A letter from the USFWS dated January 30, 2008 and additional correspondence on March 3, 2009
(appended in the EA) concurred on the Biological Conclusions for these species. Mussel surveys
conducted 1n August and December 2007 and April, July, and October 2008 1n the Rocky River,
Coddle Creek, and Afton Run resulted in no occurrences of Carolina heelsplitter observed during the
surveys in any of these stream reaches.

Schweinitz’s sunflower has a “May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect” biological conclusion
based on suitable habitat present within the project area. A survey of suitable habitat was conducted
by NCDOT biologists on October 18, 24, and 25, 2006, resulting in no populations of the species
observed within the study area. A review of the NHP database of rare species and unique habitats on
January 3, 2008 revealed two known populations of Schweinitz’s sunflower within one mile of the
project study area. The project study area was expanded 1n November 2007 and NCDOT biologists
performed additional surveys within potential habitat of the expanded study area on August 28 and
September 17, 2008. During the expanded survey, no individuals of Schweinitz’s sunflower were
observed. The project area was resurveyed on October 5, 2009 with no occurrences of the species

found; however, due to a nearby population, the Biological Conclusion remains as “May Affect, Not
Likely to Adversely Affect.”

CULTURAL RESOURCES
The State Historic Preservation Office (HPO) and NCDOT concurred that the project will have no

direct effect on any known historic architectural or archaeological resources; however, architectural
sites fall within close proximity to the project right of way.

Archaeology

There will be no effect on any archaeological resources. The HPO concurred with these findings in
their February 26, 2008 response (see attached letter of concurrence).

Historic Architecture

Poplar Tent Presbyterian Church, which 1s listed in the National Register of Historic Places, 1s
located on the south side of Poplar Tent Road east of Shelton Road (see Roadway Plan Sheet 39).
The Blake House, which is eligible for listing in the Register, 1s located on the east side of Trinity
Church Road northwest of the I-85 interchange with NC 73 (see Roadway Plan Sheet 26). The

6




project was designed to avoid the taking of right of way or easements from either property. The
FHWA, NCDOT and HPO determined (Concurrence Form dated February 16, 2010, enclosed) that

the project, as currently designed, will have No Adverse Effect on either property with the provisions
noted on the Concurrence Form.

FEMA COMPLIANCE

The project will be coordinated with appropriate state and local officials and the Federal Emergency

Management Agency (FEMA) to assure compliance with FEMA, state, and local floodway
regulations.

INDIRECT AND CULMULATIVE EFFECTS

The widening of I-85 1n the project area 1s unlikely to cause significant indirect and cumulative
growth along the I-85 cornidor. Future development in the project area will continue to be centered
on residential and employment growth in Cabarrus County. Traffic services will be mamntained
throughout the project’s construction with no anticipated adverse effects on emergency services
coverage 1 the area. Likewise, no impacts to public services, such as public transportation, are
anticipated. The project will not disrupt community stability or neighborhood cohesion, impact
community facilities, negatively impact property values, alter emergency response, or have any
visual-aesthetic implications as the project is primarily within existing NCDOT night of way. The
widening of I-85 is not likely to spur development along the corridor, but may contribute to
development, particularly commercial uses at mterchange locations.

It is unlikely that the widening of I-85 will be the primary variable responsible for secondary growth.
Increased development in the project area is already expected based on the high growth projections
for the region. The roadway network 1s already experiencing an increase 1n traffic and modifications
to existing mterchanges in this area could improve traffic conditions and provide better access to
businesses and residences. These modifications could facilitate faster development of currently
vacant/undeveloped parcels as they become more attractive for large commercial, business, or

residential development. Increased traffic, noise, air pollution, and run-off from impervious surfaces
could follow this development.

Existing regulations and ordinances governing ongoing and future development 1n the project area
will serve to manage impacts that could result from the proposed I-85 improvements. Indirect and
cumulative effects were discussed 1n greater detail in the EA signed in June 2009.

MITIGATION OPTIONS

The NCDOT 1s commutted to mcorporating all reasonable and practicable design features to avoid
and mmimize jurisdictional impacts, and to provide either on-site or compensatory mitigation of all
remainng, unavoidable junisdictional impacts. Avoidance measures were taken during the planning
and NEPA compliance stages; minimization measures were incorporated as part of the project design.

Avoidance and Minimization
All jurisdictional features were delineated, field verified and surveyed within the right of way for

I-3803B. Using these surveyed features, preliminary designs were adjusted to avoid and/or minimize
impacts to jurisdictional areas. NCDOT employs many strategies to avoid and mmimize impacts to
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jurisdictional areas 1n all of its designs. Many of these strategies have been incorporated into BMP
documents that have been reviewed and approved by the resource agencies and will be followed
throughout construction. All wetland areas not affected by the project will be protected from
unnecessary encroachment. Individual avoidance and minimization items are as follows:

NCDOT will minimize long-term water quality impacts using the most recent Best Management
Practices for Protection of Surface Waters, as 1dentified in the Federal Aid Highway Program
(FHPM) and North Carolina Administrative Code, Chapter 4.

Sediment and erosion control measures will accommodate a 25-year storm event.

NCDOT will avoid placing erosion control devices in wetlands.

The use of preformed scour holes where applicable.

Grass swales are utilized where feasible to provide stormwater treatment. These are summarized
m the Stormwater Management Plan.

Special sediment control fence will be used at wetlands and low areas along the standard silt
fence.

The use of 3:1 fill slopes and rock plating 1n jurisdictional areas where practicable.

No niprap will be placed 1n the bed of the channels during stabilization of outlet structures.
Brnidges will be constructed at Rocky River and Coddle Creek to reduce impacts to streams.
Temporary work bridges will be used to construct the permanent bridges at Rocky River and
Coddle Creek. These temporary work bridges will not impact any jurisdictional features as the
bridge will span the tops of banks.

The design reconfigured the NC 73 mterchange to avoid impacts to wetlands and mmimzed
1mpacts to streams.

Utilized guardrail and greater slopes in the final design to avoid pipe extensions at several
locations across the project.

Avoided impacts to Afton Run and previously constructed mitigation project. Provided two
PSHs 1n the Afton Run vicinity to assist with additional roadway dranage.

Utilized guardrail, steeper slopes (1.5:1) and additional rock at the Rocky River crossing to avoid
parallel stream impacts.

A current stream blockage will be removed at Site 1 by removing rip rap placed in the channel
during previous pipe 1nstallation.

Provided an alternative solution to a perched pipe at Site 17 by utilizing a rock ladder at the
request of the agencies.

Provided larger rock (typically Class I) at ditch tie-ins with jurisdictional features to provide
increased stability at locations with greater volumes and high velocities.

At several locations with perched pipes, a junction box was used to dissipate energy flows n
those systems.

On-Site Mitigation

There are no on-site mitigation opportunities within the existing NCDOT night of way. At the request
of the agencies, on-site stream preservation sites adjacent to NCDOT night of way were fully
evaluated with the project. These sites were deemed unfeasible as a result of mitigation ratios vs.
land acquisition costs.
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Compensation

The NCDOT has avoided and minimized impacts to jurisdictional resources to the greatest extent
possible as described above. Total riparian wetland 1mpacts requiring mitigation are 0.05 acre. Total
stream 1mpacts requiring mitigation are 1169 linear feet. These impacts will be offset by the EEP at a
2:1 ratio with the exception of the 43 linear feet of bank stabilization impact at Site 8, which will be
mitigated at a 1.1 ratio. A copy of the EEP Acceptance Letter 1s included with this application.

Table 9. Summary of Mitigation Required

Riparian | Non-riparian | |
s Wetlands (ac) } ‘Wetlands (ac)’ | Streams (ft)
Total 0.10 0 2295
REGULATORY APPROVALS
Section 404

Application is hereby made for a USACE Individual Section 404 Permit as required for the above-
described activities.

Section 401

Application is hereby made for a Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the N. C. Division of
Water Quality.

A copy of this permut application and 1its distribution list will be posted on the NCDOT website at:
http://www.ncdot.org/doh/preconstruct/pe/neu/permit.html. If you have any questions or need
additional information, please contact Jason Dilday at jldilday@ncdot.gov or (919) 707-6111.

Sincerely,

EF Fwk

Gregory J. Thorpe, Ph.D., Manager
Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch

CC:
NCDOT Permit Application Standard Distribution List



APPLICATION FOR DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY PERMIT OMB APPROVAL NO. 0710-0003
(33 CFR 325) EXPIRES: 31 August 2012

Public reporting burden for this collection of information 1s estimated to average 11 hours per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching
existing data sources, gathering and mamtaming the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this
burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information, mcluding suggestions for reducing this burden, to Department of Defense, Washington
Headquarters, Executive Services and Communications Directorate, Information Management Division and to the Office of Management and Budget,
Paperwork Reduction Project (0710-0003). Respondents should be aware that notwithstanding any other provision of law, no person shall be subject to any
penalty for failing to comply with a collection of information if it does not display a currently valid OMB control number. Please DO NOT RETURN your form to
either of those addresses. Completed applications must be submiited to the District Engineer having junisdiction over the location of the proposed activity.

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT

Authorities: Rivers and Hasbors Act, Section 10, 33 USC 403; Clean Water Act, Section 404, 33 USC 1344; Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuanes
Act,Secﬁon103,33USC1413;Regdaio:megmnsofmeCapsofEngineels; Final Rule 33 CFR 320-332. Principal Purpose: Information provided on this

form will be used in evaluating the application for a permit. Routine Uses: This Information may be shared with the Department of Justice and other federal,
state, and local government agencies, and the public and may be made available as part of a public nofice as required by Federal law. Submission of
requested information is voluntary, however, if information is not provided the permit application cannot be evaluated nor can a permit be issued. One set of
original drawings or good reproducible copies which show the location and character of the proposed aclivity must be altached to this application {see sample
drawings and instructions) and be submitted to the District Engineer having junsdiction over the location of the proposed activity. An application that is not
completed m full will be retumed.

{ITEMS 1 THRU 4 TO BE FILLED BY THE CORPS)

1. APPLICATION NO. 2. HELD OFFICE CODE 3. DATE RECEIVED 4. DATE APPLICATION COMPLETE

(ITEMS BELOW TO BE FILLED BY APPLICANT)

5. APPLICANT'S NAME: 8. AUTHORIZED AGENT'S NAME AND TITLE (an agent is not required)

First - Middie - Last— First - Middie - Last—

Company — North Carolina Department of Transportation Company —

E-maill Address —  Project Development and Environmental Analysis E-mail Address —

6. APPLICANT'S ADDRESS. 9. AGENT'S ADDRESS

Address - 1598 Mail Service Center Address -

Cily— Raleigh State—- NC Jp— 27699-1598 Country — City — State — Zip—- Country —

7. APPLICANT'S PHONE NOs. W/AREA CODE. 10. AGENT'S PHONE NOs. W/AREA CODE

a. Residence b. Business ¢. Fax a_Resuence b. Business c. Fax
919-707-6111

STATEMENT OF AUTHORIZATION
11. | hereby authorize, o act m my behalf as my agent in the processing of this application and to fumish, upon request,
supplemental information i support of this penmit apphication.
APPLICANT'S SIGNATURE DATE

NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT OR ACTIVITY

12. PROJECT NAME OR TITLE (see mstruchons)
1-3803B - I-85 Widening from South of Concord Mills Blvd/Bruton Smith Blvd to north of NC 73.

13. NAME OF WATERBODY, IF KNOWN (i applicable) 14. PROJECT STREET ADDRESS (i applicable)
Rocky River, UTs to Rocky River, Coddle Creek, UTs to Coddle Creek and UTs to Insh Buffalo Creek
Address
15. LOCATION OF PROJECT
Latitude: °N .
Longitude:  “W City - State — Zip-
16. OTHER LOCATION DESCRIPTIONS, IF KNOWN (see mstructions) Brunswick and New Hanover Counties
State Tax Parcel ID Municipality
Section - Township —- Range -

17. DIRECTIONS TO THE SITE
Please see attached vicinity map and cover letter.
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8. Nature of ACtvity {Descnpion of prosect, mchude all feahures)
1-3803B - Proposed I-85 Widening from South of Concord Mills Blvd/Bruton Smith Blvd to north of NC 73. Approximately 7 mile fully controlled access
interstate with widening to the median.

9. Project Purpose (Describe the reason or puspose of the project, see mstructions)
The purpose of this project 1s to provide relief from present and future congestion and provide a higher level of efficiency on I-85.

USE BLOCKS 20-23 IF DREDGED AND/OR FILL MATERIAL IS TO BE DISCHARGED

20. Reason{s) for Discharge

Construction of roadway.

21. Type(s) of Material Being Discharged and the Amount of Each Type in Cubic Yards:

Type Type Type
Amount in Cubic Yards Amount in Cubic Yards Amount in Cubic Yards
Please see attached permit drawings.

22 Susface Area in Acres of Wetlands or Other Waters Filled (see mstructions)
Acres 0.05 acre of riparian wetland will be permanently impacted.

Or

Liner Feet 1427 linear feet of stream channel will be impacted.

23. Description of Avoidance, Minimization, and Compensation (see mstuctons)

Please see cover letter.

24. Is Ay Portion of the Work Aready Compleie? Yes L] No [¥] IF YES, DESCRIBE THE COMPLETED WORK

25. Addresses of Adjoming Propesty Owners, Lessees, Eic., Whose Property Adjoins the Waterbody (if mare than can be entered here, please attach a suppleental sf).
Address — Please see the attached list in the permit drawing package.
City — State — Zp-

26. List of Other Certifications or Approvals/Denials Receved from other Federal, State, or Local Agencies for Work Described in This Application.
AGENCY TYPE APPROVAL* IDENTIFICATION NUMBER DATE APPLIED DATE APPROVED DATE DENIED

* Would indude but 1s not resincted & zoning, building, and flood plain permits

27. Application 15 hereby made for a permit or permits to authorize the work described in this application. 1 certify that the information in this application is
compiete and accurate. | further certify that | possess the authority to undertake the work described herein or am acting as the duly authorized agent of the
applicant.

£ PLk ¢, brgesy 3. Thepe Mo 29 201

szﬁE OF APPLICANT SIGNATURE OF AGENT DATE

The application must be signed by the person who desires to undertake the proposed activity (applicant) or it may be signed by a duly authonzed agent if the

statement in block 11 has been filled out and signed.

18 U_S.C. Section 1001 provides that: Whoever, in any manner within the junsdiction of any department or agency of the United States knowingly and willfully
falsifies, conceals, or covers up any trick, scheme, or disguises a matenal fact or makes any false, fictitious or fraudulent statements or representations or
makes or uses any false wiiting or document knowing same to contain any false, fictitious or fraudulent statements or entry, shall be fined not more than

$10,000 or mprisoned not more than five years or both.
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Federal Aid #: NHIMF-85-2(51)47  TIP4: 1-3803B County' Mecklenburg/Cabarrus

CONCURRENCE FORM FOR ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS

Project Description: Add additional lanes from I-85, from [-485 in Mecklenburg County to
NC 73 in Cabarrus County

On 16 February 2010, representatives of the

4 North Carolina Department of Transpontation (NCDOT)
= Federal Highway Admimstration (FHWA)

24 North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office (HPO)
O Other

Reviewed the subject project and agreed on the effects findings listed within the table on the
reverse of this signature page.

Signed:

— 23 feBruney zoid

Representatiye, ‘Date
f5
L e W 2-23—/2
FHWA. for the Division Admunistrator. or other Federal Agency Date
Reprsebemati»e HPO Date

MM@&_A@% 2-34-1p
tate Historic Preservation Officer Date
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RECEIVED
United States Department of the Interior PMsion of Highways

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE FEB 05 2008
Asheville Field Office Precesestin
160 Zillicoa Street reconstiuction
Asheville, North Carolina 28801 Project Development and

Environmental Analysis Branch
January 30, 2008

Dr. Gregory J. Thorpe, Manager

Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch
North Carolina Department of Transportation

1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1548

Dear Dr. Thorpe:

Subject: Endangered Species Concurrence for TIP Project No. 1-3803B, Proposed Widening of
1-85 from 1-485 to NC 73, Mecklenburg and Cabarrus Counties, North Carolina

As requested by the North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT), we have reviewed
the natural resources information and biological conclusions for federally protected species for
the subject project. The following comments are provided in accordance with the provisions of
section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543) (Act).

The NCDOT proposes to widen I-85 from 1-485 (Charlotte Outer Loop) in Mecklenburg County
to NC 73 in Cabarrus County. Currently, I-85 varies from four to ei ght lanes along the project
length; the proposal is to widén 1t to eight to ten lanes. Lanes will be added primarily within the
existing maintamed right-of-way of the current facility.

According to the information provided, the entire project length was surveyed for the federally
endangered Schweinitz’s sunflower (Helianthus schwenitzii). Although there are occurrences of
the Schwernitz’s sunflower within a mile of the project area on Mallard Creek Road, no
individuals were located along the project length. Given the negative survey information, we
agree that there will be no 1mpact to listed species from implementation of this project.
Therefore, we believe the requirements under section 7(c) of the Act are fulfilled for this species.
However, obligations under section 7 of the Act must be reconsidered 1f: (1) new information
reveals impacts of this identified action that may affect listed species or critical habitat 1n a
manner not previously considered, (2) this action 1s subsequently modified 1n a manner that was
not considered m this review, or (3) a new species 1s listed or critical habitat 1s determined that
may be affected by the identified action.
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If you have questions about these comments please contact Ms. Marella Buncick of our staff at
828/258-3939, Ext. 237 In any future correspondence concerning this project, please reference
our Log Number 4-2-08-092.

Brian P. Cole
Field Supervisor

cc:

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

Mr. Steve Lund, Asheville Regulatory Field Office, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 151 Patton
Avenue, Room 208, Asheville, NC 28801-5006

Ms. Polly Lespinasse, Mooresville Regional Office, North Carolina Division of Water Quality,
610 East Center Avenue, Suite 301, Mooresvi.lle, NC 28115
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rage 1011

From: Dilday, Jason L

Sent: Monday, March 09, 2009 2:50 PM
To: Stroud, Wilson

Subject: FW: TIP 1-3803B

Wilson,

This is the response Marella had to the updated mussel survey for 1-3803B. This makes the Biological Conclusion a
"No Effect” for Carolina heelsplitter. Let me know if you have any questions.

Jason

Jason Dilday

Environmental Specialist

North Carolina Department of Transportation
Natural Environment Unut

(W) 919-431-6693

(F) 919-431-2002

jldilday@ncdot.gov

www.ncdot.org/

From: Marella_Buncick@fws.gov [mailto:Marella_Buncick@fws.gov]
Sent: Monday, March 09, 2009 2:44 PM

To: Dilday, Jason L

Subject: TIP 1-3803B

Jason,

1 have reviewed the file for 1-3803B, the widening of 1-85 from 1-485 to NC 73 in Mecklenburg and Cabarrus Counties,
including our concurrence letter from January of 2008. In your concurrence request you determined there would be
no effect to federally listed species for Mecklenburg and Cabarrus counties with the exception of Schweinitz's

sunflower and we concurred with your "not likely to adversely affect” determination for that species.

An additional survey for Carolina heelsplitter in October, 2008, found no native freshwater mussels in streams
affected by the project. These findings supported previous surveys that also found no native freshwater mussels.
Based on the updated survey data, the conclusions in our January 30, 2008 letter remain the same.

If you have further questions please call or e-mail.

Marella

marella buncick
USFWS

160 Zillicoa St.
Asheville, NC 28801
828-258-3939 ext 237

People don't resist change, they resist being changed.

Email correspondence to and from this sender :s subiect to the N.C. Public Records Law and mav oe disclosed to third parties.
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Subject: Minutes from the Interagency 4B Concurrence Meeting for Hydraulic Design
on December 16, 2010 for I-3803B in Cabarrus County

Team Members: Other Participants:
L1z Hair — USACE (absent) Khaled Al-Akhdar - NCDOT (TPMU)
Marella Buncick — USFWS James Dunlop — NCDOT
Marla Chambers - NCWRC Wilson Stroud — PDEA
Polly Lespmasse — NCDWQ (absent) Zahd Baloch — PDEA
Chnis Militscher — EPA (absent) Katina Lucas — NCDOT
Renee Gledhill-Early — SHPO Donnie Brew — FHWA
Bill Zerman — NCDOT (Hydraulics) Amy Simes — NCDENR
Jason Dilday —- NCDOT (NEU) Jonathan Henderson — HDR
Teresa Bruton — NCDOT (TPMU) (absent) James Rice — HDR
Rodger Rochelle - NCDOT (TPMU) (absent) Vickie Miller - HDR
Jackie Armstrong — NCDOT (TPMU) Wyatt Yelverton —- HDR
Rick Baucom — NCDOT (D1v-10) (absent) Josh Massrock — HDR
Larry Thompson — NCDOT (Div-10) John Jamison — HDR

Jim Seybert — Lane

Chip Hawke — Carolina Land

A general itroduction of the project was initiated by James Rice, hydraulic design engineer for
the Lane/HDR Design-Build (DB) Team. Introductions were made by all in attendance. James
Rice mitiated the review by describing the overall project as follows. This project consists of
widening approximately 7 miles of existing I-85 to the mnside median. The median will be paved
and there will be barrier between traffic. There are 2 major Y-Lines (Poplar Tent and NC73)
both of which will be transferred from an open shoulder section to a curb and gutter section and
the interchanges for both of these Y-Lines will be a diverging diamond interchange (DDI). James
noted that there are no specific stormwater requirements for this area; however, Coddle Creek
and Rocky Ruver are both 303(d) listed streams. The current design utilizes existing outfalls to
the greatest extent possible although the RFP requires replacement of any CSP within 8 feet of
the existing ground. Where feasible, the design has shifted outlets that were directly discharging
into jurisdictional streams to provide as much treatment as possible before entering a
junisdictional stream. The wetland and stream 1dentifications used n the discussions were taken
from the Natural Resources Technical Report (dated May 2008).

Plan sets with the current drainage design were available to use for the review and a meeting
agenda was provided to those 1n attendance.

The typical section and each plan sheet was then reviewed.

Polly Lespmasse of NCDWQ was unable to attend the meeting; however, she provided

comments prior to the meeting. Those comments were discussed as the plan sheets were
reviewed and are included below.
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Polly Lespinasse provided a comment for all sheets: Not clear what 1s bemg proposed (i.e.,
extension, new culvert).

James Rice: The set that was provided did not include drainage features. A set with updated
drainage will be provided to Polly for review and should clear up many of the questions with
what structures are proposed as well as which ones are being retained.

Marella Buncick asked about the interchange and project limats.

James Rice stated that the project does not tie to the 485 interchange and 1t actually begins n
Cabarrus County

PSH 4
e Pond —48” RCP with Riser pipe — Not disturbing.
e UTI10-2 @ 10(W)x9(H) RCBC — Not disturbing.
e Outlet of 48” RCP — Not disturbing.

No Comments on this sheet.

PSH 5

e Interchange with Speedway Blvd / Concord Mills Blvd.
e UTI10 — Outletting at structure 0502. We are replacing the existing CSP.

Polly Lespinasse: Two 24” cross pipes (runmng from Section B-C and A-D) — junisdictional
streams?

Jason Dilday answered that they are not jurisdictional.

Marla Chambers asked what the impacts are to UT 10 where the pipe ties to the channel.
James Rice answered that the impacts would be from rip rap only.

PSH 6

e Wetland A — Combining 2 existing discharge points to outlet into a PSH.
No comments on this sheet.

PSH 7

e Wetland A — Not disturbing.

e UT9 - 1.5:1 and rock plating to stay off the stream. Also taking existing outlet across to
other side of the road and discharging into a PSH.

e Rocky River —303(d), Class C.

e UT8 - 1.5.1 and rock plating to stay off the stream. Discharging on opposite side of road
from existing conditions to reduce direct discharge.

e Wetland B — In order to reduce the direct discharge mto UTS, there will need to be a
ditch to convey the water through the area adjacent to this wetland.

e Mitigation sites start here. Mitigation to be discussed at the end.
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Polly Lespmnasse: Any impacts to Rocky River or tributaries on the north side?

James Rice: There are no impacts to the Rocky River or the tributaries on the north side as
currently planned.

Polly Lespinasse: Bottom of the sheet depicts a wetland and what appears to be a stream, with
portions of the stream being impacted by fill. No structures or ditches depicted. Clanfy.
James Rice: There 1s not a jurisdictional stream adjacent to the wetland on the bottom of the
sheet. There 1s an existing ditch at that location.

Polly Lespmnasse: Top of sheet depicts a stream running parallel to the road and then tying into
Rocky River. The toe of the proposed fill appears to be close to this stream in some sections.
What 1s the proposed fill slope and how high 1s the slope?

James Rice: The fill height 1s high and 1t will be close to the existing channel. We have

proposed the use of rock plating in the area of the bridge to stabilize the fill adjacent to the
stream. The rock plating 1s not velocity control.

Marla Chambers asked 1f the channel/ditch that runs adjacent to the wetland at the bottom of the
sheet was jurisdictional.

James Rice: It 1s not a jurisdictional feature.

PSH 8

e UTS - Discharging on opposite side of road from existing conditions to reduce direct
discharge.

e Maintaining existing discharge points.

Polly Lespinasse: The bottom of the sheet depicts a dashed line beginning at the outlet of the

15” RCP. Is this a junisdictional stream? It appears that the cut slope will impact this feature.
Will 1t be relocated?

James Rice: This 1s not a jurisdictional stream. This 1s the existing berm ditch.

Polly Lespinasse: There 1s a 24” RCP just past Station 226. Is this jurisdictional?
James Rice: This is not a jurisdictional feature.

Marla Chambers asked where the pipe at Station 221+50 1s draining.
James Rice: It is draining toward the top of the page which 1s westerly

PSH 9
e UT8 — Not disturbing.
e UT8C — Extending 42” RCP on mlet end, adding rip rap on outlet end.

Polly Lespmasse: The bottom of the sheet depicts a dashed line (continuation from Sheet 8). Is

this a junisdictional stream? It appears that the cut slope will impact this feature. Will 1t be
relocated?

James Rice: This is not a jurisdictional stream. This is the existing berm ditch.
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Polly Lespinasse: Is the culvert being extended on the 42” RCP at Station 2347
James Rice: It 1s being extended on the inlet end.

Polly Lespinasse: Is this feature just before Station 238 jurisdictional at the inlet? Culvert
extension?

James Rice: It 1s not a jurisdictional feature. The culvert will be extended.

PSH 10

e UTR8 - Extending 7X7 RCBC. Channel realignments on the upstream end. The existing
culvert is not buried, is there any advantage to burying the 15’ extension? Removing
existing direct discharge and relocating outlet to discharge into a PSH.

e UTS8B — Extending 42” RCP. Flattened out lateral ditches to try to achieve grass swale
credit.

Marla Chambers and Marella Buncick both felt that burying the 15” extension would not do
anything for passage and felt that it could create a barrier for the 15°.

Polly Lespinasse: There is a feature located near the 24”” RCP near Station 245 (bottom of the
sheet) that runs to just past Station 250. Is this jurisdictional? The cut slope impacts this feature.
James Rice: This 1s not a jurisdictional feature. It is the existing berm ditch.

Polly Lespinasse: Is the 48” RCP being extended?
James Rice: Yes, the pipe is being extended.

Polly Lespinasse: There 1s a feature located near Station 250 (bottom of the sheet) that runs
almost to Station 255. The fill slope is very close to this feature.
James Rice: This 1s an existing ditch and not a jurisdictional feature.

Polly Lespinasse: A jurisdictional stream will be impacted by the fill slope at Station 255 at the
inlet of the 7 x 7 culvert. What will happen to this stream? Additionally, a cross section was
provided for the “ditch” at the ilet of the 7 x 7 culvert. Isn’t this a stream?

James Rice: We are currently working on this area and trying to determine 1f the inlet of the
pipe will need to be extended or if it can be avoided. The note on all of the streams state ““Cross
Section for Ditch” and will update this. This 1s a jurisdictional channel.

Marella Buncick asked about the outlet of the 42 pipe and suggested that this one may benefit in
the use of a junction box and rip rap at the outlet on the opposite side to stabilize the banks. The
concern was about energy dissipation at the outlet.

Comment noted.

PSH 11
e UT8 — Adding a PSH at existing outlet (1104).
e UTR8A - Not disturbing.

Polly Lespinasse: Is the feature at Station 260 jurisdictional?
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James Rice: This is not a jurisdictional feature.

Polly Lespinasse: Is there a jurisdictional feature at Station 2657
James Rice: This 1s not a jurisdictional feature.

Polly Lespinasse: Where is the origin of the jurisdictional stream at Station 2707

James Rice: This stream continues beyond the limits that location and surveys picked up. The
stream continues toward the bottom of the sheet.

PSH 12

e UT8A —1.5:1 and rock plating to stay off stream. Adding a drop structure at 1227 to
stabilize eroding channel. UT8A has been relocated and the main flow 1s now
channelized just beyond the existing right-of-way. There is a ditch block upstream
(north) of the existing 30” RCP which restricts the flow from UT8A reaching the remnant
channel from Sta. 274+00 to Sta. 277+00.

Polly Lespinasse: Does a jurisdictional stream begin at the outlet of the 30 RCP at Station 277?
James Rice: A stream does not start at the outlet of the 30” RCP. This area has been impacted
and the flow of the channel has been redirected (channelized) to the east of the old channel.

Polly Lespinasse: Provide the flow direction of the stream on the bottom of the sheet.
James Rice: Comment noted and will be included on future plan sets.

Marella Buncick asked if the ditch 1s flat.
James Rice: The slope on the ditch is not flat.

Marla Chambers asked if the current design 1s emptying into the old channel and if 1t 1s basically
being used as detention.

James Rice: Yes, the drainage 1s being directed to the old channel and it is acting as a detention
area. The old channel has a large scour hole in this area and currently holds water at the outlet.

Marella Buncick and Marla Chambers both asked 1f this area 1s jurisdictional and stated that this
1s a question for the permitting agencies.
Comment noted.

PSH 13

o UTS8A — The head waters of this stream are under the proposed fill slope and will need to

be relocated to outside the slope stake line. The jurnisdictional designation ends at the
outlet of the existing 30” pipe.

Polly Lespinasse: Is the 30” RCP at Station 289 conveying a jurisdictional stream?
James Rice: This 1s not a jurisdictional feature.
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Polly Lespinasse: What 1s happening to the junisdictional stream at the bottom of the sheet?
Looks like 1t will be impacted by the fill slope. Also, where 1s the origin of this stream?
James Rice: The origin of the stream 1s at the existing 30” RCP near Station 298. We will be
moving and relocating this section of stream nto a ditch section.

Marella Buncick asked if there 1s a need for additional armoring at the ditch transition or to try to
step 1t down and protect the outlet. Marella also asked what the slope on the ditch 1s entering the

stream and noted that 1t would be gaining a lot of water (roadway and industry) and may need
additional protection 1f possible.

James Rice: We will look into the need for additional armoring. The slope of the ditch entering
the stream is 2.1% and at the beginning of the ditch 1t is 4.27 %. We have flattened 1t as much as
possible but will evaluate the need for additional armoring at the tie in with the stream.

PSH 14
e Poplar Tent Interchange — DDI.
e Pond at 303+00 RT — Not disturbing.

Polly Lespinasse: Will the pond 1n the “C” Section be impacted?
James Rice: There will not be any impacts to the pond.

The DDI at this location reduces the footprint of the interchange but also mimimizes the
opportunities for additional stormwater treatment.

PSH 15
e UT7A — Extending 42” CSP on upstream side.

Polly Lespimasse: There 1s what appears to be a stream 1n the CA area near Station 325 (bottom

of the page). Will this feature be impacted? Also, are there any impacts proposed at the existing
outlet of the 42 RCP?

James Rice: The feature at the bottom of the page is an existing ditch and not a jurisdictional
feature. It will not be impacted. There are no impacts proposed at the 42” RCP outlet;
however, the inlet will be collared and extended.

Marella Buncick asked about the slope of the ditch at Station 325 at the top of the page which
outlets into UT7A.

James Rice: It 1s a steep slope and we will review placing armor on the opposite bank for
stability

PSH 16
e UT7A — Not disturbing.

Polly Lespinasse: Culvert being extended on the 66 RCP?
James Rice: The current design does not require extending the 66” RCP

PSH 17
e UT7A — Not disturbing.
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e UT7 — Able to remove 1 direct discharge at 353+50 It, but outlet at 1721 is opposite of a
deep cut, so no choice but to retain existing outlet.

Polly Lespinasse: Is the 30” RCP near Station 355 conveying a jurisdictional stream?
James Rice: This 1s not a jurisdictional feature.

Marla Chambers asked how much of the stream would be impacted.
James Rice: Impacts to the stream will be rip rap placed on the banks for stability.

PSH 18

e UT7 - Extended SBG to outlet into a PSH. At outlet 1801, outlet 1s opposite from a deep
cut, so no choice but to maintain existing outlet.

e Coddle Creek — Not disturbing.

Polly Lespinasse: Is there a jurisdictional feature at the top of the page at Station 375 (near the
15” RCP and where the fill slope juts out?

James Rice: This is not a jurisdictional feature.

PSH 19
e Coddle Creek —303(d), Class C.

e Detention or grass swale for roadway drainage discharging at Coddle Creek.
e PSH for deck dramnage.

Polly Lespinasse: Any impacts to Coddle Creek (i.e., riprap)?

James Rice: Only temporary impacts associated with removing the existing structure are
anticipated.

Marla Chambers noted that they would request a 10° stable, level bench under the bridge.

James Rice: This will be possible and was also included in the project commitments for both
Coddle Creek and the Rocky River.

PSH 20
e Afton Run — Not disturbing. Noise wall occurs 1n this area.

Polly Lespinasse: Is the 36” RCP at Station 398 conveying a jurisdictional stream?
James Rice: This 1s not a jurisdictional feature.

PSH 21
e Afton Run — Not disturbing.

e Mantaining existing outfalls to minimize impact to natural channel design associated
with Mitigation for the U-2009A Project.

e UT6 - Not disturbing.
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Polly Lespinasse: Is the 42” CMP conveying a jurisdictional stream (Station 413)? If so, what 1s
happening to 1t?

James Rice: This 1s not a jurisdictional feature.

Polly Lespinasse: Are there any impacts to Afton Run?
James Rice: The current design will not impact Afton Run. Due to the existing mitigation site

located within the interchange and the mimimal changes to this interchange, efforts were made to
avoid Afton Run and the current structures conveying it.

Polly Lespinasse: Is the 30” CMP near Station 418 conveying a jurisdictional stream?
James Rice: This is not a jurisdictional feature.

Marella Buncick asked that the velocities at the pipes outlets discharging into Afton Run Stream
Mitigation Area be included 1n the plans.
Comment noted.

Marella Buncick asked 1f there 1s anything that can be done at the inlet before the water reaches
Afton Run to reduce velocity, etc. She also asked how much extra water will be entering the

system and the concern was the stability of the stream (Afton Run) banks with the additional
inputs.

There were no answers to these questions at this time and everyone agreed to consider the 1ssue
of these pipes discharging into Afton Run.

PSH 22

e Afton Run — Not disturbing. Maintaining existing outfalls.
e UTS5 - Not disturbing 72” RCP.
e UT4 - Not disturbing. Mantaining existing outfalls.

Polly Lespinasse: Are there any impacts to Afton Run?
James Rice: The current design will not impact Afton Run.

Polly Lespinasse: What 1s happening to the stream at Station 422 at the outlet of the mult1 barrel
culvert and the 72 RCP (jurisdictional stream)?

James Rice: There are no impacts and current design 1s to retain existing structures. Efforts
were made to avoid impacts to Afton Run.

Polly Lespmasse: Where 1s the origin of the stream (top of page) at Station 433? Will 1t be
impacted by the fill slope?

James Rice: The jurisdictional stream begins at Station 431. This stream will not be impacted
by the fill slope.

Marla Chambers noted that she will be visiting the 4 barrel structure conveying Afton Run at
Station 422 to review 1t functionality.

Comment noted.

PSH 23
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e UT4 —extend 7X6 RCBC approx 20 ft. Scour hole at outlet
e Reducing direct discharges through use of PSH.

e UTA4C — Not disturbing.

e Wetland C — Not disturbing.

e Wetland D — Small impact.

Polly Lespmasse: What impacts are proposed to the jurisdictional stream at Station 4387
James Rice: The current design includes extending the outlet end of the culvert and attempting
to tie the stream back n taking into account the existing scour hole at the outlet.

Polly Lespmasse: There 1s a wetland at Station 445 (bottom of page) that 1s nght next to the fill
slope. What 1s the height of the fill and the proposed slope?

James Rice: We are currently showing a small area of impact to this wetland; however, we are
reviewing the slopes at these areas to try to avoid or mimimize these locations.

General discussion about the 6x6 RCBC commenced due to the culvert being perched and a
scour hole occurring at the outlet.

Marla Chambers asked about placing armor at the 6x6 RCBC.

Marella Buncick asked the slope on the existing 6x6 RCBC and if a drop box could be used at
this location.

James Rice: The slope 1s 0.8%.

Jason Dilday noted that the stream and wetlands were full of sediment due to an upstream
development.

Marella Buncick also asked 1f there was a possibility of pulling out the 6x6 RCBC and replacing.
James Rice: This project 1s widening to the median and 1t will not be replaced.

PSH 24
e UT4 — Not disturbing.
e UT4B - Extending 36” RCP

Polly Lespinasse: Where is the origin of the stream located between Station 449 and 450
(bottom of page)?
James Rice: This 1s not a jurisdictional feature.

Polly Lespinasse: Is the 30” RCP between Stations 452 and 453 conveying a jurisdictional
stream?

James Rice: This 1s not a jurisdictional feature.

Polly Lespinasse: What are the proposed impacts to the jurisdictional stream at Station 460?
James Rice: This pipe will be extended at the inlet and rip rap will be used at the outlet to
stabilize the existing scour hole.

PSH 25
e UT4A — Extend 36” RCP with a JB
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e UT4 — Not disturbing.
e Wetland G — Not disturbing. DDI interchange allows us to stay off of this wetland.

Polly Lespinasse: Is there a jurisdictional stream at the outlet of the 18” RCP between Stations
467 and 468?

James Rice: This is not a jurisdictional feature.

Polly Lespinasse: What are the impacts to stream located between Stations 471 and 4727
James Rice: The pipe will be extended at the outlet and rip rap placed on the banks for stability.

Marella Buncick asked about moving the PSH between Stations 472 and 473 away from the
wetland and stream and noted concern of constructing this due to the slope.

James Rice: It was not possible to move it further from the wetland due to the slope of the
existing ground.

PSH 26
e NC73 Interchange — DDI.
e UT4 - Extending pipes. Stream starts at the existing 30” RCP.
e UT1 - Extending pipe.
e Wetland E — Small impact.
e Pond — Not disturbing.

Polly Lespinasse: It appears that there are multiple jurisdictional features near the Ramp B
section (where the 30” RCP crosses Station 480). Clanfy any impacts.

James Rice: The survey at this location 1s incorrect. The jurisdictional stream begins at the
outlet of the 30” RCP. The 15 RCP does not convey a jurisdictional stream. There should only

be one JS line at this location originating from the 30” RCP  This will be corrected in the next
plan set.

Polly Lespinasse: Will the wetland located at the top of the page near Station 499 be a total
take?

James Rice: The current design shows a small impact to the wetland at this location due to the

fill slope. We are reviewing this location to determine if this impact 1s necessary and try to avoid
or mmmimize if feasible.

Polly Lespinasse: What are the impacts at the outlet of the 30 RCP at Station 500 (bottom of
the page)?

James Rice: We will be extending this pipe and have a ditch that will tie into the channel on
Sheets 26 and 27.

PSH 27
e UT1 — Not disturbing.
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Polly Lespinasse: Any impacts to the stream 1n the Ramp D section (near matchline sheet No.
46) with the 42” RCP?

James Rice: A ditch will be tying into the channel at this location.

PSH 28
e Wetland F — Not disturbing.

e UTI1B - Extending 30” RCP on upstream side. Adding rip rap at outlet end.
e UT1 - Extending 66” RCP. Utilizing PSH.

Polly Lespinasse: At the top of the page, between Stations 513 and 515, there 1s a jurisdictional
stream that doesn’t appear to start or end anywhere. Please clarify.

James Rice: The jurisdictional stream begins at the base of the current slope. The stream
should tie to the existing 30” RCP

Polly Lespinasse: What are the impacts associated with the 30” RCP at Station 5157
James Rice: There will be rip rap placed on the banks at the outlet of the pipe for stability.

Polly Lespinasse: What are the impacts associated with the 66 RCP at Station 5237
James Rice: This pipe will be extended at the outlet and rip rap used at the banks for stability.

PSH 29
e UT1 — Not disturbing.
e UTI1A - Not disturbing.
e Insh Buffalo Creek — Not disturbing.

Polly Lespimnasse: What are the impacts associated with the 30” RCP at Station 535?
James Rice: There are no impacts associated with the 30" RCP at this location. This is beyond
the limits of the project.

PSH 30-32
e No jurnisdictional features

Polly Lespinasse: Any impacts associated with the 2-9 x 8 culverts? (On Sheet 30)
James Rice: There are no impacts to this structure.

PSH 33 (Poplar Tent Road —Y6-
e Wetland J — Not disturbing.
e UT14 — Not disturbing.

No Comments on this sheet.

PSH 34
e UT14 - Tying to headwaters with a ditch.
e UTI14A and UT14B — Under fill slope.
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e Wetland K — Under fill slope. Total take.
e Detention.

Polly Lespinasse: Where is the origin(s) of the features (and associated wetland) just before

Station 31 (bottom of the page)? Looks like the wetland and origins of two streams will be
mmpacted by the fill slope.

James Rice: The streams (UT14A and UT14B) originate at the base of the slope in the small
wetland. These areas will be impacted by the project.

PSH 35-47
e No junisdictional features.

Polly Lespinasse: Will there be any impacts to the stream with the 42 RCP (top of the sheet)
near Station 20? (Sheet 46)

James Rice: A portion of this area was noted previously on Plan Sheets 26 and 27 Impacts are
associated with the pipe extension and tying in of the ditches. There will be no impacts
associated with the pipe conveying the stream beneath the grave (soil) road east of Ramp D.

PSH 48

e Wetland L — Impact.
No comments on this sheet.

Stream Preservation

Stream preservation opportunities were briefly mentioned. The four sites were noted in the
agenda with their approximate stream footage and preliminary cost estimates (see below). Due
to the number of team members who were unable to attend the meeting because of the weather,
the discussion about feasibility of the sites and ratios for stream preservation was postponed.
The Design-Build Team will work with NCDOT and the Team’s ROW consultant, Carolina Land
Acquisitions, to determine more accurate cost estimates for the property acquisition.

Site 7
e Approximately 1200 linear feet.

e Preliminary estimated property acquisition cost: 225K.
Site 7A

e Approximately 2100 linear feet.

e Preliminary estimated property acquisition cost: 880K.
Site 8

e Approximately 4925 linear feet.

e Preliminary estimated property acquisition cost: 957K.
Site 8A

e Approximately 4230 linear feet.
Preliminary estimated property acquisition cost: 759K.
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General Discussion
Jason Dilday noted that any pipe 48” or greater may require the use of Class II rock.

Meeting Adjourned
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Subject: Minutes from the Interagency 4C Concurrence Meeting for Hydraulic Design
on March 9, 2011 for I-3803B in Cabarrus County

Team Members: Other Participants:
Liz Hair - USACE Khaled Al-Akhdar —- NCDOT (TPMU)
Marella Buncick — USFWS Mark Staley - NCDOT (REU)
Marla Chambers - NCWRC Byron Moore — NCDOT (NEU)
Polly Lespinasse — NCDWQ LeiLam Paugh —- NCDOT (NEU)
Chnis Militscher — EPA Phil Harris - NCDOT (NEU)
Renee Gledhill-Early — SHPO (absent) Carla Dagnino — NCDOT (NEU)
Bill Zerman — NCDOT (Hydraulics) Jamal Atkins — NCDOT (TPMU)
Jason Dilday — NCDOT (NEU) Jacquelyn Bowles - NCDOT (TPMU)
Teresa Bruton — NCDOT (TPMU) (absent) Eric Hunter — NCDOT (Construction)
Rodger Rochelle - NCDOT (TPMU) (absent) Wilson Stroud - NCDOT (PDEA)
Jackie Armstrong — NCDOT (TPMU) Donnie Brew — FHWA
Rick Baucom — NCDOT (Div-10) (absent) Jonathan Henderson — HDR
Larry Thompson — NCDOT (Div-10) (absent) James Rice — HDR

Vickie Miller - HDR

Wyatt Yelverton - HDR

Josh Massrock — HDR

Jim Seybert — Lane

A general introduction of the project was initiated by James Rice, hydraulic design engineer for
the Lane/HDR Design-Build (DB) Team. Introductions were made by all 1in attendance. James
Rice 1nitiated the review by describing the overall project as follows. This project consists of
widening approximately 7 miles of existing I-85 to the inside median. The median will be paved
and there will be barrer between traffic. There are 2 major Y-Lines (Poplar Tent and NC73)
both of which will be transferred from an open shoulder section to a curb and gutter section and
the interchanges for both of these Y-Lines will be a diverging diamond mterchange (DDI). James
noted that there are no specific stormwater requirements for this area; however, Coddle Creek
and Rocky River are both 303(d) listed streams. Because of these crossings, the sediment and
erosion control was designed for the entire project to accommodate the 25 year storm event.

The current design utilizes existing outfalls to the greatest extent possible although the RFP
requires replacement of any CSP within 8 feet of the existing ground. Where feasible, the design
has shifted outlets that were directly discharging into jurisdictional streams to provide as much
treatment as possible before entering a jurisdictional stream. A bank stabilization detail and rip
rap at embankment detail has been added to the plan sheets where applicable also noting that no
rock 1s to be placed 1n the bed of jurisdictional streams.

Several additional items were passed out to those 1n attendance including a meeting agenda,
photos of each site, and stream preservation site information.

Each permuit site was then reviewed.
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Marla Chambers asked about what storm the drainage design would accommodate.
James Rice answered that drainage design was for the 10 year storm.

SITE 1 (Sheet 5)
e Replacing the existing 24” CMP with a new 24” CSP 1n same location due to the
requirements of the RFP.

e Impact to the JS 1s due to the 24” outlet rip rap pad.

Marla Chambers asked 1f the rip rap will be placed in the existing channel.
James Rice answered that the current stream contains rip rap in the channel.

Marla Chambers and Polly Lespinasse noted that this looks like an opportunity to remove a
stream blockage from previous construction activities. They requested a note included on the
plan sheet to remove rip rap from the channel. The impacts as shown 1n the permit impact

summary table are fine. They stated rip rap on the banks are fine, just selectively remove rock to
provide a channel at this location.

LeiLani Paugh asked the agencies 1if NCDOT would not be responsible for a headcut at this
location 1f one occurs noting that this blockage may currently be providing grade control.

Polly Lespinasse stated to selectively remove rock at this location and during construction she
would be available to review the location and determine the best solution.

A note will be added to the plan set stating “Clean out existing rip rap n stream bed and plan on
banks by hand.”

SITE 2 (Sheet 7)
e Bndge replacement over Rocky Ruiver.

e No permanent surface water impacts, the proposed piles will be outside the top of bank of
Rocky Ruver.

e A temporary work bridge will be utilized for construction of the bridge at Rocky River.

Marla Chambers asked if the stream preservation currently exists at this location.

James Rice stated that 1t is proposed mitigation and that we would discuss those areas at the end
of the meeting.

SITE 3 (Sheet 7)
e Mechamzed clearing impacts on wetland due to lateral ditch.

Polly Lespmasse and Liz Hair asked 1f we could avoid the wetland and do without the
mechanized clearing.

Jim Seybert stated that they would need the area during construction and most likely an
excavator track would go through this location.

Polly Lespinasse and Liz Hair asked the size of the entire wetland should the area be considered
a total take.
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James Rice answered 0.15 acre.
The agencies determine that the site would not be a total take.

SITE 4 (Sheet 9)
e Extending the existing 42” RCP.

e Surface water impacts are due to the roadway fill on the inlet end of the existing 42”
RCP.

e Bank stabilization impacts at the outlet end of the existing 42 RCP.

Polly Lespinasse asked if there 1s an extension on the outlet end of the pipe and if pipe burial 1s
an 1ssue.

James Rice noted there isn’t an extension at the outlet and pipe burial 1s not an issue.

Chnis Militscher asked 1f we will be removing the broken sections of pipe.
James Rice answered yes.

SITE S (Sheet 10)

e Extending the existing 42”” RCP.

e Surface water impacts are due to roadway fill and lateral ditches on the inlet end of the
existing 42” RCP and also the outlet end where we propose nstalling a junction box and
section of 42” RCP. A junction box is being utilized at the outlet end because the last
three sections of the existing pipe have fallen off due to the steep slope of the pipe
(3.17% slope on existing pipe). The junction box will allow the extension on the outlet
end to be installed at a flatter slope as well as dissipate energy before the water enters the
JS.

e Bank stabilization impacts at the outlet of the 42 RCP.

Polly Lespinasse asked about velocity of the ditch and slope and noted that on higher slopes and
velocities, they would prefer larger rock to be used and 1f smaller rock made 1t to the stream, then
they would request it to be removed.

James Rice stated the slope was 3% and that we would include Class I rock at this location.

Polly Lespinasse asked where Details C and D are located.
James Rice stated they are in the roadway set but will be included with the permit sheets.

Marla Chambers asked 1f there was anything that could be done to fix the perched pipe.
James Rice stated that we are utilizing a junction box at this location to help dissipate energy
and the pipe 1s in good condition.

SITE 6 (Sheet 10)
e Extending the 7° x 7° RCBC has been avoided by providing 1.5.1 side slopes and class ‘T’
rock plating around the culvert fill slope.
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e Temporary surface water impacts are anticipated due to removing and replacing the wing
walls on the 7° x 7° RCBC.

e Surface water impacts are due to tying 1n the lateral ditch to the JS. Embankment rip rap
has been provided at the end of the lateral ditch to reduce velocities at the tie in point.
The lateral ditch has been designed to provide grass swale treatment.

Polly Lespinasse asked 1f this location 1s a grass swale.
James Rice noted that the ditch was flattened out to get grass swale credit.

Polly Lespmasse noted they would like to see larger rock at the ditch outlets of larger systems.
James Rice stated that we would utilize larger rock (Class I) in this situation across the project.

Polly Lespinasse and Marella Buncick discussed a portion of the drainage near Site 6 1s being
directed to a Pre Formed Scour Hole near Site 5 to avoid additional inputs at Site 6.

SITE 7 (Sheet 12)
e Additional surface water impacts were avoided by increasing the side slopes to 1.5:1 and
armoring with class ‘I’ rip rap.
e A junction box 1s being proposed at the outlet end in order to dissipate energy and allow
the proposed 30” RCP extension to be installed at a flatter slope.
e Bank stabilization impacts are the only impacts at this site.

Polly Lespinasse noted that the current summary impact table is missing bank stabilization
impacts.

James Rice responded this will be corrected.

Polly Lespinasse stated her concern with the 9.5% slope of the ditch and why we added bank
stabilization.

Chris Militscher asked about the use of a PSH at the 18” pipe and his concern about the velocity
and stability of the ditch.
James Rice responded that the topo was too steep for a PSH.

Polly Lespinasse asked 1f 1t would be better to add additional rock at the non-jurisdictional area
and have the rip rap lined ditch.

Marla Chambers noted her concern about the angle the ditch 1s tying n and stability.

Marella Buncick stated that the ditch 1s outletting 1n a non-jurisdictional area and there are
additional constraints at this location.

James Rice stated that we could look at the angle of the ditch outlet, utilize larger rock at the
ditch tie-in and that we would change the grass swale title on the computation boxes.
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SITE 8 (Sheet 13)

e Surface water impacts are due to the roadway fill.
e Bank stabilization impacts occur where the lateral ditch ties to the JS.

Polly Lespinasse noted concern about the ditch alignment and tie-in. She also requested the use
of larger rock due to the slope on the ditch.

James Rice stated that they would reevaluate the alignment of the ditch and that larger rock
would be placed at the ditch outlets for stability

SITE 9 (Sheet 15)
e Impacts to the JS on the inlet end of the existing 42 CMP have been avoided by
increasing slopes to 2:1 and providing guardrail in this area.
e Bank stabilization impacts occur where the lateral ditch ties to the JS.

Polly Lespinasse noted the high slope on the ditch and if there was any way to tie the ditch in ata
better angle.

James Rice stated they followed the existing contours but will look at the area and try to align
the ditch outlet at a better angle.

SITE 10 (Sheet 19)
e Bndge replacement over Coddle Creek.

e No permanent surface water impacts, the proposed piles will be outside the top of bank of
Coddle Creek.

e A temporary work bridge will be utilized for construction of the bridge at Coddle Creek.

Polly Lespinasse asked if any stormwater treatment 1s being obtained 1n this area.
James Rice stated that a PSH is being used and on the right side they are utilizing a natural

draw and creating a berm to act as a detention area for storage that is designed to handle a 100
Yyear storm event.

Chris Militscher asked 1f the box 1s acting as a riser.
James Rice confirmed that 1t 1s.

Polly Lespinasse asked the dramnage area coming to the detention area.
James Rice indicated 1t was approximately 6.5 acres.

Chris Militscher asked about the concrete ditch on the north side.

Polly Lespinasse stated they typically ask for the concrete ditches to be taken out and replaced
with rip rap or that 1t be busted up and left 1n place.

Jim Seybert stated that he would be willing to bust it up and leave in place.

AFTON RUN (Sheet 21)
e Preformed scour holes have been proposed as an alternative for handling the additional
water runoff from the increased pavement.
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o The four barrel box culvert is 1n good condition on both the upstream and downstream
ends. Sediment 1s blocking three of the four overflow barrels; this 1s expected for a
stream of this size. The overall vegetation for this site 1s good and no visible signs of
erosion or instability were noticed during field visits.

Polly Lespinasse stated that the area appear to be getting more treatment than 1t currently gets
with the PSHs. She asked about the distance the PSHs are from the stream and how much
vegetation would be removed.

James Rice stated that they are 50° and 90’ from the stream.

Jim Seybert stated that about a 16’ wide path would be needed to get n to the area to place the
PSH and back out.

SITE 11 (Sheet 23)
e Surface water impacts were mimimized by using 2:1 side slopes and guardrail along the
roadway.

e Surface water impacts at outlet are due to extending the existing culvert as well as filling
m a large scour hole with rip rap.

e Temporary surface water impacts occur at the inlet end due to the removal and
replacement of the existing culvert wing walls.

Polly Lespinasse asked 1f contractors will be doing any work to the channel during construction
to fix the wing walls.

James Rice stated that they should not be 1n the channel working other than to put in the
diversion.

Chris Militscher asked the age of the culverts that are in need of work.

Bill Zerman stated they are less than 50 years old as they typically ask 50 year old culverts to be
replaced and these are being retained.

Khaled Al-Akhdar stated that he will email the CSR information on the culverts to Chris.

Marla Chambers asked if the culvert 1s perched and if there 1s a way to slope it rather than
dropping.
James Rice stated that the outlet 1s perched and the inlet 1s not, 1t currently has tree debris which

1s to be removed. We are going to lower the culvert extension to help. We are also proposing to
fill 1n the scour hole with rock.

SITE 12 (Sheet 23)

e Wetland impacts are due to the roadway fill.

e A preformed scour hole 1s proposed to avoid erosive velocities from the pipe outlet (Str#
2323) entering the wetland.

Polly Lespinasse asked how far the PSH 1s from the wetland and stream.
Jonathan Henderson stated it 1s 60-70° from the stream.
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SITE 13 (Sheet 24)

e Surface water impacts were mimimized by using 2:1 side slopes and guardrail along the
roadway at the outlet end. The existing 36” RCP is perched approximately 3’ so a
Junction box 1s proposed at the outlet end in order to dissipate energy and allow the
stallation of the new 36” RCP at a flatter slope.

e Surface water impacts occur due to the roadway fill on inlet end of the existing 36” RCP.

e Bank stabilization impacts occur where the lateral ditch ties 1n to the JS upstream of the
inlet and where the 36” RCP outlets into the JS.

Polly Lespmasse noted the bank stabilization 1s missing from the permit impact summary table
and voiced concern with the angle of the pipe and use of Class B rip rap on the opposite bank.
James Rice stated that we will update the summary table and also use Class I rip rap for
armorng. The angle of the ditch can not be altered.

SITE 14 (Sheet 25)

e Avoiding surface water and wetland impacts by using a DDI interchange design as well
as 1.5:1 side slopes and rock plating at the mnlet end of the 30” RCP. A junction box 1s
proposed at outlet end of the existing 30” RCP to dissipate energy and allow the new 30”
RCP to be installed at a flatter slope.

e Surface water impacts occur at the outlet end of the 30” RCP due to roadway fill.

e Bank stabilization impacts occur at outlet end of the 30” RCP.

Marella Buncick voiced concern about the distance and discharge at the PSH. She noted the
possibility that another channel will be cut at this location due to proximity and grade. She asked
if planting could be included 1n this area to avoid a channel forming.

James Rice stated that we followed guidelines on PSH design as far as Q10 discharge and

downstream slope of ground. We will monitor these areas during construction to determine if
additional measures are warranted.

Carla Dagnino asked 1f we will include the bank stabilization detail.
James Rice responded that it will be included.

SITE 15 (Sheet 26)

e Impacts to the JS were mmmimized using the DDI interchange design. A junction box is

proposed at the outlet end of the existing 30” RCP to dissipate energy and allow the new
30” RCP to be installed at a flatter slope.

e Surface water impacts are due to roadway fill.
e Bank stabilization impacts occur at the 30” RCP outlet.

No Comments.
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SITE 16 (Sheet 26 & 27)
e Wetland and surface water impacts were mmimized due to the DDI interchange design as
well as the use of 1.5:1 side slopes and rock plating on the inlet end of the 30”” RCP.

o Surface water impacts are due to the roadway fill and lateral ditch tying into the JS on the
outlet end.

Polly Lespinasse asked how high the slope 1s with the rock plating.
Jonathan Henderson stated 1t 1s 14’

Polly Lespinasse asked for the summary impact table to include a 30 RCP at this location rather
than roadway fill.

James Rice indicated that we will correct the summary impact table.

Polly Lespinasse voiced concern about the ditches tying 1n to the channel at 9% slopes.
James Rice stated that they utilized a junction box n this area. The ditches also have rock to
help dissipate energy and use Class I at the tie-in to help with stability.

SITE 17 (Sheet 28)
e Surface water impacts were mmimized on the outlet end by using 2:1 side slopes.
e Surface water impacts are on the inlet end due to roadway fill.
e Bank stabilization impacts occur at the 30” RCP outlet.

Polly Lespinasse and Marla Chambers discussed the potential use of a rock ladder at the outlet of
the pipe noting that this has been very successful in Division 10. Polly Lespinasse will contact
James Rice to provide additional information on rock ladders.

Chnis Militscher asked 1f using the rock ladder would be a non-mitigable impact because it is
essentially making the conditions better.

Polly Lespinasse stated that it would not require mitigation.

Marella Buncick noted her concern with the distance and discharge of the 18” pipe to the JS.
She noted that 1f we are going to the trouble of installing a rock ladder at the 30” RCP, it would
make sense to ensure that another channel will not form from the 18” pipe to the JS.

James Rice stated we will add rip rap from the 18 "pipe outlet to the scoured area. We will also
protect the scour hole at the 30” pipe with bank stabilization to prevent further damage.

SITE 18 (Sheet 28)
e Surface water impacts are on the outlet end due to roadway fill.
e Bank stabilization impacts occur at outlet of the 66” RCP.

Polly Lespinasse asked 1f there was any work on the inlet.

James Rice responded that they are extending the pipe and adding to the existing bank
stabilization at the outlet and no work will occur at the nlet of the pipe.
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SITE 19 (Sheet 34)

e Wetland and surface water impacts are due to roadway fill.
e The detention basin proposed at this site 1s for water volume reduction.
e Bank stabilization impacts occur where the lateral ditch ties to the JS.

Polly Lespinasse asked 1f the ditch is for overflow.
James Rice confirmed the ditch is for overflow of the detention basin.

SITE 20 (Sheet 48)

e Wetland and surface water impacts are due to roadway cut.

Several people questioned the jurisdiction of the stream at this location.
Jason Dilday noted that the project has an approved Jurisdictional Determination and Polly
Lespinasse stated several streams similar to this are considered jurisdictional.

James Rice asked 1f the area would be considered a total take.
The agencies agreed the site would not be considered a total take.

Potential Stream Preservation (Sites 7, 7A, 8 and 8A)

Vickie Miller led a discussion about the onsite stream preservation opportunities which have
been carried over from the earlier planning process. A handout was provided with stream length,
additional acreage to be purchased to provide a 100’ buffer, photos, and mapping. Each site was
then reviewed and updates on acquisition were provided. Stream preservation ratios were
discussed to determine 1f the sites would be feasible and cost effective. LeiLani Paugh noted that
for these sites to be inline with current mitigation costs per foot that a 2:1 ratio would be required
to move forward. The agencies mn attendance could not agree to that ratio during the meeting but

stated they would provide LeiLani a confirmation of the ratio they could agree to within one
week of the meeting.

Site 7
e Approximately 1200 linear feet.

e Preliminary estimated property acquisition cost: 225K.
A meeting 1s set up with the land owner to discuss the possibilities of purchase next week.

Site 7A
e Approximately 2100 linear feet.

e Preliminary estimated property acquisition cost: 880K.

One of the three landowners was very open to discussing purchase of the property for
preservation.

Site 8
e Approximately 4925 linear feet.
e Prelimmary estimated property acquisition cost: 957K.
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The City of Concord 1s the owner of this property and very open to discussing selling the area for
stream preservation. They noted that the process would be a little more involved as they would
have to include the Awrport Board n the discussions and negotiations.

Site 8A
e Approximately 4230 linear feet.
e Prelimmary estimated property acquisition cost: 759K.

Ths site has a family which is divided on their interest n selling the property for preservation.
It 1s unlikely this site will move forward for stream preservation at this time.

Meeting Adjourned
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April 12,2010

Ms. Liz Hair

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

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

Dear Ms. Hair:
Subject: EEP Mitigation Acceptance Letter:
1-3803B, I-85 Widening from I-485 to NC 73, Cabarrus County

The purpose of this letter is to notify you that the Ecosystem Enhancement Program (EEP) will provide the
compensatory stream and riparian wetland mitigation for the unavoidable impact associated with the above
referenced project. Based on the information supplied by the NCDOT on April 7, 2010, the impacts are located in

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

Yadkin Stream Wetlands Buffer (Sq. Ft.)
03040105 . Non- Coastal Zone
SP Cold Cool Warm Riparian Riparian | Marsh Zone 1 2
Impacts (feet/acres) 0 0 5,510 0.15 0 0 0 0
Mitigation Units
(Credits-up to 2:1) 0 0 11,020 0.30 0 0 0 0

Mitigation associated with this project will be provided in accordance with Section X of Amendment No. 2
to the Memorandum of Agreement between the N. C. Department of Environment and Natural Resources, the N. C.
Department of Transportation, and the U. S. Army Corps of Engmneers fully executed on March 8, 2007 (Tr1-Party
MOA). EEP commits to implement sufficient compensatory stream and riparian wetland mitigation in the
appropriate cataloging unit in the amount listed in the above table to offset the impacts associated with this project
by the end of the MOA year in which this project is permitted. If the above referenced impact amounts are revised,

then this mitigation acceptance letter will no longer be valid and a new mitigation acceptance letter will be required
from EEP.

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

Sipagrely, 8 g 2 7 3

Willlagd D. Gilmore, P.E.
EEP Director

1929

cc: Mr. Gregory J. Thorpe, Ph.D., NCDOT-PDEA

Mr. Brian Wrenn, Division of Water Quality, Wetlands/401 Unit
File: I-3803B

\y
Restoring... Enhancing... Protecting Our State ﬁ%ﬁ'{ﬁ\-ﬁ

North Carolina Ecosystem Enhancement Program, 1652 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, NC 27699-1652 / 919-715-0476 / www.nceep.net
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April 12,2010

Mr. Gregory J. Thorpe, Ph.D.

Manager, Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch
North Carolina Department of Transportation

1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1548

Dear Dr. Thorpe:
Subject: EEP Mitigation Acceptance Letter:
1-3803B, [-85 Widening from I-485 to NC 73, Cabarrus County
The purpose of this letter is to notify you that the Ecosystem Enhancement Program (EEP) will
provide the compensatory stream and riparian wetland mitigation for the subject project. Based on the

information supplied by you on April 7, 2010, the impacts are located in CU 03040105 of the Yadkin River
Basin m the Southern Piedmont (SP) Eco-Region, and are as follows:

vadkin Stream Wetlands Buffer (Sq. Ft.)
03040105 Riparia Non- | o ostal
SP Cold Cool Warm n Rlplfna Marsh Zonel | Zone2
(fig‘t‘,’::;‘: ) 0 o | sswo | ois 0 0 0 0
Mitigation Units
(Credits-up to 0 0 11,020 0.30 0 0 0 0
2:1)

EEP commits to implementing sufficient compensatory stream and riparian wetland mitigation
credits to offset the impacts associated with this project by the end of the MOA Year in which this project 1s
permitted, in accordance with Section X of the Amendment No. 2 to the Memorandum of Agreement
between the North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources, the North Carolina
Department of Transportation, and the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, fully executed on March 8, 2007. If
the above referenced impact amounts are revised, then this mitigation acceptance letter will no longer be
valid and a new mitigation acceptance letter will be required from EEP.

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

@.W @k

. Gilmore, P.E.
EEP Director

Sincerely,

cc: Ms. Liz Hair, USACE — Asheville Regulatory Field Office
Mr. Brian Wrenn, Division of Water Quality, Wetlands/401 Unit

File: I-3803B
Y,
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mant Dreanram 18R Mail Qanncra Mantar RDalainh NIM 27R00_1RR2 1 Q1Q_71R_NA7R | vananar nroan naot



STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN

Project: 34187.3.GV3

TIP No. I-3803B

Cabarrus County 03/29/2011

Hydraulics Project Manager: James Rice, P.E. / Wyatt Yelverton, P.E. (HDR Engineering),
Marshall Clawson, P.E. (NCDOT Hydraulics Unit)

ROADWAY DESCRIPTION

The I-3803B project consists of reconstruction and widening of I-85 to an eight-lane facility
from south of Concord Mills/Bruton Smith Boulevard to NC 73 1n Cabarrus County. The total
project length is 7.012 miles. The project creates impacts to unnamed tributaries (UTs) to the
Rocky River, UTs to Coddle Creek, UTs to Afton Run and UTs to Irish Buffalo Creek. The
project drainage systems consist of grated inlets with associated pipe systems, and rip rap
dissipaters at the pipe outlets. Jurisdictional Streams: Rocky River, Coddle Creek, Afton Run
and UTs to each of those streams as well as UTs to Irish Buffalo Creek.

ENVIRONMENTAL DESCRIPTION

The project 1s located within the Yadkin River Basin in Cabarrus County, which 1s not a CAMA
county. There are five wetlands located within the project limits. None of these wetlands were
considered “total takes.” The Yadkin River Basin 1s not subject to buffer rules; however, efforts
have been taken to minimize wetlands, streams and buffer impacts where practicable. Rocky
Ruver and Coddle Creek are both 303(d) listed streams. Rup rap dissipaters at pipe outlets have
been specified and fill slopes were tightened to 1.5:1 (horizontal to vertical) with rock plating to
reduce or avoid stream impacts.

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES AND MAJOR STRUCTURES

The primary goal of Best Management Practices (BMPs) 1s to prevent degradation of the states
surface waters by the location, construction and operation of the highway system. The BMPs are
activities, practices and procedures taken to prevent or reduce stormwater pollution. The BMP
measures used on this project to reduce stormwater impacts are:

* Rip rap dissipaters at pipe outlets.

* Pre-formed scour holes.

* Grass swales.
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Mgt

Hlighway N North Carolina Department of Transportation
CUStonWaeE Highway Stormwater Program

Nandivg

PREFORMED SCOUR HOLE CHECKLIST
GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION

Project: 195 rnpsdeg ____ TIPNe: 8802 ¢
. oo . 2 . Pl . o /27
Prepared by: 2 e Date: %2z /i1 Checked by: = o Date: 2,7y}
NCDOT Division: /< River Basin: _ Vdniw ./ f- Dz
City: ,"b,u'm:,) ';«.4 MG d S NCDWQ Stream Classification Esf
County: ETER 7T ATLS Primary: Lo
CAMA County: Yes No» Supplemental:
TVA County: Yes No» 303(d) Stream: Nes® No
Buffer Required:  Yes fi<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>