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APPENDIX A1

AGENCY CORRESPONDENCE
FEDERAL AGENCIES

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION - NOVEMBER 5, 1993

US DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, FOREST SERVICE - OCTOBER 28, 2003

US DEPARTMENT OF ARMY, CORPS OF ENGINEERS - NOVEMBER 24, 2003

US DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE -
NOVEMBER 18, 2004





ATLANTA REGIONAL OFFICE
3125 Presidential Parkway - Suite 300
Atlanta, Georgia 30340 "

NOV 05 1993

Mr. H. Franklin Vick, P.E.

Manager, Planning and Environmental Branch
State of North Carolina

Department of Transportation
Division of Highways

Post Office Box 25201

Raleigh, North Carolina 27611-5201

Dear Mr. Vick:

This acknowledges receipt of your letter dated October 8,
3, soliciting comments on the proposed construction of the
Greenville southwest bypass in Pitt County, North Carolina. It
appears that the improvements will not impact hydroelectric
developments under the Jjurisdiction of the Federal Energy

Regulatory Commission. Therefore, we have no comment.

Very truly yours,

Dl b MMk

Robert Crisp, P.E.
Dlrector





United States Forest National Forests

United States Federal

Department of Service in North Carolina Court House Building
Agriculture 100 Otis Street
' P.0. Box 2750
Asheville, NC 28802
Reply to: 2730 K
Date:

Mr. H. Franklin Vick

Manager, Planning and Environmental Branch
N.C. Division of Highways

P. 0. Box 25201

Raleigh, NC 27611-5201

Dear Mr. Vick:

October 28, 1993

Bypass) from NC.11-903 South of Greenville to US 264 West of Greenville, Pitt
County, NC, SP: 8.1221401, FAP: STP-11(1), TIP: R-2550, as requested by your

October 8, 1993 letter.

There are no Forest System lands impacted by the project; therefore, we have no

comments on the project.

Please contact Joe Moore at 704-257-4247, if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Minerals

Enclosures





DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY Q.,e
WILMINGTON DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
PO. BOX 1890

WILMINGTON, NORTH CAROLINA 28402-1890
November 24, 1993

IN REPLY REFER TO

Planning Division ?i
G

VIRONNES

Mr. H. Franklin Vick, P.E., Manager
Planning and Environmental Branch
Division of Highways
North Carolina Department

of Transportation
Post Office Box 25201
Raleigh, North Carolina 27611-5201

Dear Mr. Vick:

This is in response to your letter of October 8, 1993, requesting
our comments on the initiation of a study of the project, "NC 11-903
(Greenville Southwest Bypass), From NC 11-903 South of Greenville to
US 264 West of Greenville, Pitt County, Federal Aid Number STP-11(1),
State Project Number -8.1221401, TIP Number R-2250" (Regu]atory Branch
Action I.D. hu 199400192). = :

From the u.s. Army Corps of - Eng1neers (COE) perspect1ve, our review
and comments focus on impacts to COE projects, flood plains, and other
environmental aspects, primarily waters and wetlands. The proposed

project would not impact any COE-constructed flood control or navigation
projects.

The proposed project study corridor is sited in Pitt County and a
portion of the jurisdiction of the city of Greenville, both of which
participate in the National Flood Insurance Program. From a review of
the September 1990 Pitt County Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), it
appears that the proposed roadway may affect the flood plain of Swift
Creek, an approximate study stream. Based on the April 1986 Greenville
FIRM, a portion of the study corridor appears to cross Green Mill Run,
a detailed study stream with 100-year flood elevations determined and a
floodway defined. If the study reaches of either of these streams are
impacted by the selected road alignment, we suggest that you coordinate
with the affected jurisdictional unit(s) for compliance with their flood
plain ordinances and possible changes to their flood insurance maps
and/or reports. In addition, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
should address the effects of potential upstream flooding from stream
crossings.  Executive Order 11988 should also be complied with.

CEIVE

NOV 29 1993

DIVISICN OF
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Our Regulatory Branch has reviewed your letter and has the following
comments.

a. For each alternative, wetland impacts must be described in terms
of acreage, location, and type.

b. It is recommended that median construction be eliminated through
all waters and wetlands crossings.

c. Wetland impacts associated with borrow and waste areas should
be identified.

d. Level and type of mitigation anticipated should also be
addressed.

Department of the Army permit authorization pursuant to Section 404
of the Clean Water Act of 1977, as amended, will be required for the
discharge of excavated or fill material within waters and/or wetlands in
conjunction with this project. Specific permit requirements will depend
on design of the project, extent of fill work within waters and wetland

areas (dimensions, fill amounts, etc.), construction methods, and other
factors.

If you have any questions regarding Department of the Army permits,
Mr. Henry Wicker of our Washington Field Office, Regulatory Branch, may
be contacted at (919) 975-5811, Extension 26.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project

of further assistance to you, please do not hesitate t

o
(¢

Sincerely,

. \

Chief, Planning Division

BCF (w/cy of inc. corres.):
CESAW-CO-E/Taylor
CESAW-PD-E/Long
CESAW-CO-EW/Wicker
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November 18, 1993

Mr. H. Franklin Vick

Planning and Environmental Branch
N.C. Department of Transportation
P. 0. Box 25201 ;
Raleigh, North Carolina 27611-5201

NvERes

DIVISICN OF Q*?
' G HIGHWAYS </
Fs 74

A V/EONW\‘{\

e,

Dear Mr. Vick:

Please reference your October 8, 1993, letter requesting our input
into the scoping process prior to preparation of a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed NC 11-903,
Greenville Southwest Bypass (from NC 11-903 south of Greenville to
US 264 west of Greenville, Pitt County, North Carolina, Federal Aid

Number STP-11(1), State Project Number 8.1221401, TIP Number R-
2250).

Based on the information provided with your 1letter, alternative
bypass alignments may adversely impact wetlands in the wupper
reaches of Swift Creek and Fork Swamp, tributaries of the Neuse
River. These streams and their associated wooded wetlands provide
habitat for anadromous fishery resources for which we are

responsible. 'Therefore, the DEIS should address the following
issues and information needs.

1. The DEIS should describe the streams and wetlands found in the

project corridor and assess the type and acreage of wetlands
impacted by each alternative.

2. The DEIS should discuss each alternative alignment considered

with regard to wetland avoidance and environmental impact
minimization.

3. The DEIS should describe the anadromous fishery resources
found in the project area and potential adverse impacts on these

resources. Of particular concern are new stream crossings with
bridges or culverts.

4. The DEIS should describe construction techniques (e.g.,
bridging, steep side slopes, narrow medians) that will be
incorporated into project plans to minimize wetland losses. We

recommend bridging wetlands to the maximum extent practical to
avoid loss of these important resources.

5. If, after avoidance and minimization of wetland involvement,
the selected bypass alignment requires unavoidable wetland losses,
the DEIS should provide a mitigation plan to compensate for

© ATMOSA,
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wetlands lost. Unless compensation for wetland losses is
incorporated as a part of the project, we will likely recommend
against federal authorization of this project. Accordingly, we
encourage the North Carolina Department of Transportation to
address wetland mitigation early in the project planning process
and in accordance with the publication Applyving the Section 404
Permit Process to Federal-Aid Projects and the Memorandum of
Agreement Between the Environmental Protection Agency and the
Department of the Army Concerning the Determination of Mitigation
Under the Clean Water Act Section 404 (b) (1) Guidelines.

The North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries and the North
Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission are excellent sources of
information concerning specific fishery resources in the project
area. A representative of our Beaufort Branch Office is available

to discuss National Marine Fisheries Service's concerns at any
time.

Sincerely,

a/Andyeas Mager,
Assistant Regional Director
Habitat Conservation Division

cc: FWS, ATLA, GA
FWS, Raleigh, NC
EPA, ATLA, GA
NCDEHNR, Raleigh, NC
NCDEHNR, Morehead City, NC
COE, Wilmington, NC
F/SEO2





APPENDIX A.2

AGENCY CORRESPONDENCE
STATE AGENCIES

NC DEPARTMENT OF CULTURAL RESOURCES - NOVEMBER 26, 2006
-- FEBRUARY 22, 2005
-- APRIL 15, 2003
-- MAY 1, 1997
-- MAY 16, 1996
-- SEPTEMBER 29, 2005
--JULY 7, 1995
-- NOVEMBER 30, 1993
NC DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES, DIVISION
OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH - OCTOBER 31, 2001
-- NOVEMBER 10, 1993
NC DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES, DIVISION
OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT -- NOVEMBER 10, 1993
NC DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES, DIVISION

OF LAND RESOURCES -- NOVEMBER 1, 1993

NC DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES, DIVISION
OF LAND RESOURCES -- OCTOBER 26, 1993

NC DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES, DIVISION
OF MARINE FISHERIES --NOVEMBER 12, 1993

NC DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES,
WASHINGTON REGIONAL OFFICE -- NOVEMBER 15, 1993

GRIFFITHS FORESTRY CENTER -- NOVEMBER 15, 1993

NC WILDLIFE RESOURCES COMMISSION -- NOVEMBER 1, 2001

-- JANUARY 21, 1990





North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources

State Historic Preservation Office
Peter B. Sandbeck, Administrator

Michael . Easley, Governor Office of Archives and History
Lisbeth C. Evans, Secretary Division of Historical Resources
Jeffrey J. Crow, Deputy Secretary David L. 5. Brook, Director

November 27, 2006

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

Willlam Wescott
US Army Corps of Engineers
Washington Field Office

Peter Sandbeck % PM w{&.{;&——

SUBJECT: Concurrence Point 3, Greenville Southwest Bypass R-2250, Pitt County,

GS 93-0035

In accordance with the NEPA /Section 404 Merger 01 Process and Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act, we offer our comments on the above referenced undertaking and our

abstention from Concurreuce Point 3.

It 1s our understanding that the Greenville Southwest Bypass will be a state-funded project. This
means that, rather than the Federal Highway Administration; the Army Corps of Engincers
(USACOE) will be the lead federal agency for the project and will comply with Section 106.

We I:Iav

e determined that the Greenville Southwest Bypass Alternative 4-EXT, chosen as the

preferred alternative, will have an adverse effect upon the Renston Rural Historic District, a
property listed 1n the National Register in 2003 and described as follows.

The Renston Rural Historic District is locally significant under Critetion A in the history of
tobacco cultivation in Pitt County and under Criterion C in the area of architecture. The
district encompasses approximately 1,650 acres of farmland, most of which is occupied by
several farms that remain under the ownership and cultivation of the same families as In the
late nineteenth and early twendeth centuries. The flat, well-drained fields are characteristic of
the tobacco landscape of castern Notth Carolina. With few exceptions, field patterns remain
unchanged since the petiod of significance (ca. 1890-1953). Architectural resources include
farmbouses and outbuildings that reflect popular national styles and examples of vernacular
building types common in the region, including tenant and sharecropper’s houses, tobacco
curing barns, stilted dairies, and packhouses. The outstanding continuity of the historic
landscape reflects the historical importance of tobacco production to the regional economy.

www.hpo.dcr.state.nc.us

Location Mailing Address Telephone/Fax
ADMINISTRATION 507 N. Blount St, Raleigh NC 4617 Mail Service Cenier, Raleigh NC 276934617 (919) 733-4763 » 733-8653
RESTORATION 515 N. Blount St Raleigh NC 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4617 (919) 733-6547 » 715-4801

SURVEY & PLANNING 515 N. Blount S, Raleigh NC 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4617 (919) 733-6545 » 715-4801





The district tetains integrity from its period of significance and reflects the agricultural and
architectural history of Pitt County.

According to the project plans distributed at the November 16, 2006, meeting, Alternative 4-EXT
will bisect the Reaston Rural Historic District and adversely affect its cohesive landscape. This
action will result in a major loss of the district’s integrity, impaiting its ability to convey its cultutal,
social, historical, and architectural significance. In addition to the direct damage of the road with its
proposed interchange at NC903, the undertaking is likely to spur future development that 1s
incompatible with its rural nature and further damage the character and integrity of the historic
district.

Given the damage to the historic resources of the area, the State Iistoric Preservation Office did
not find Alternative 4-EXT to be the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative
(LEDPA}. Thus, as 2 member of the Merger Team and following NEPA /Section 404 Merger 01
procedures, we have abstained from sigmng the Concurrence Point 3 JLEDPA form.

We understand that the Merger 01 process can move forward without our concurrence and that we
may participate 10 all other stages of Merger 01. We also anticipate consultation with the USACOE
pursuant to Section 106 and the reguiatons of the Advisory Counal on Historic Preservation at 36
CFR 800. We are prepared to enter into discussions about possible mitigation of the adverse effect
upon the Renston Rural Historic District and urge the USACOE and Department of Transportation
to set up a meeting with the affected property owners in the historic district to solicit suggestions
about mitigation cfforts.

ce: Elizabeth Smyre, NCDOT
Chris Militscher, EPA
Gary Jordan, USFWS
Rob Ridings, NCDWQ
Travis Wilson, NCWRC
Tom Tysinger, MPO
Ron Sechler, NMDMF

. Sean McKenna, NCDMF

Mary Pope Furr, NCDOT
Matt Wilkerson, NCDOT





State Project # 8.1221401 TIP # R-2250 County: Pitt

CONCURRENCE FORM FOR ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS

Project Description: Southwest Greenville Bypéss

On February 8, 2005, representatives of the

X North Carolina Department of Transportation NCDOT)
] Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)

X North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office (HPO)
] Other

Reviewed the subject project and agreed

There are no effects on the National Register-listed property/properties located within the
project’s area of potential effects and listed on the reverse.

There are no effects on the National Register-eligible propefty/propex’ties located within
the project’s area of potential effects and listed on the reverse.

project’s area of potennal effects. The property/propertles and the effect(s) are listed on
" the reverse.

There is an effect on the National Register-eligible property/properties located within the

project’s area of potential effects. The property/propert1es and effect(s) are listed on the
reverse.

w\ - There is an effect on the National Register-listed prdpérty/propertws located within the

udmfw B 2.22- 2005

Representatz N():DOT

Date

FHWA, for the Division Administrator, or other Federal Agency ' ‘ Date
Q&@u M\(«QQ %QAQM ‘ D-93-05

" Representative, HPO ' Date

Qs W, _ ; 22705

State Historic Preservation Officer

Date





State Project #8.1221401 -~ TIP#R-2250  County: Pitt

Properties within the area of potential effects for which there is no effect. Indicate if property is
National Register-listed (NR) or determined eligible (DE).

Renston Rural Hlstonc District (NR) ‘
‘No Effect for Alternative to Upgrade Ex1st1ng NC 11

Alfred McLawhorn House (DE) ‘
No Effect for Alternative 5 and Alternatlve 5 Extens1on

Properties within the area of potential effects for which there is an effect Indicate property status
(NR or DE) and descnbe the effect.

Renston Rural Historic District (NR)
Adverse Effect for Alternative 1 and Alternative 1 Extenswn
Adverse Effect for Alternative 1A and Alternative 1A Extension

Adverse Effect for Alternative 1B and Alternatlve 1B Extension
Adverse Effect for Alternative 4

Adverse Effect for Alternative 4 Extension
No Adverse Effect for Alternative 5 and Alternative 5 Extension

Alfred McLawhorn House (DE)

A A< T ffant £ Als +3 4+~ TT, A I 11 r+41. ;
AQVETse Ciieli 107 Adternative 1o upgraae LJXISLlng NU 1L (uuo is a change in

-effects from the form signed 4/15/2002, due to addztlonal deszgn work)

Willia_m Amos Shivers House (DE) :
No Adverse Effect for Alternative 5 and Alternative 5 Extension

Reason(s) why the effect is not adverse Gf apphcable)

Renston Rural Historic District (NR)

NCDOT shall consult with the HPO and the property owners to develop environmental
commitments.

William Amos Shivers House (DE)
There will be no construction activities within the historic boundaries of the property.

Initialed: NCDOTMP4  Fawa wo (B





| .Fe'de'ralAid# STP-11(1) . TIP#R-2250

CONCURRENCE FORM FOR ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS

Project Description: Greenville Southwest Bypass, NC 11 to Greenville Northwest Bypass

. Qﬁ 4/15/2003, representatives of the o

E/ North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) - L o o
[{]/ ederal Highway Administration (FHWA) :

North Carolina State Hlstonc Preservation Office (HPO)
[] - Other

, Rev1ewed the subject project and agreed

[:] There are no effects on the Natlonal Register-listed property/propertles located within the
‘ project’s area of potent1a1 effect and listed on the reverse.

Mhere are no effects on the National Reg1ster—ehg1b1e property/propertles located w1th1n
“ the project’s area of potentlal effect and listed on the reverse.

‘ O There is an effect on the National Reglster-hsted property/propertles located within the

project’s area of potential effect. The pféperty/propemes and the effect(s) are hsted on.
the reverse.

E/ There is an effect on the National Register-eligible property/propemes located within the -

project’s area of potential effect. The property/propert1es and effect(s) are listed on the
reverse.

Slgned

MMMM . | .-4'4--5,;-2055

: Representa v& NCDOT Date

m/)w—— ' ' H115loz

FHWA, for the Division Administrator, or other Federal Agency .

Date

W?a@@ . u%:;

4 ysjos

Date .

State Historic Preservation Ofﬁc_er





TG e e : .
@ n ———i o “F“HeralAzd# STP- 11(1) - TIP #R-2250

ﬂlﬁ-
s

County: Pitt

Propertres within the area of potential effect for which there is no effect Indrcate if property is -
Natlonal Reglster-hsted (NR) or determined e11g1b1e (DE). '

Wr.ham Amos Shivers House (DIL)

. No effect for Alternatives 1, 1a, 1b, 4, and Improve Existing NC 11 ‘.
A.W. Ange and Compainy Store (DE, SL)

No effect for Alternatives 1, 1a, 1b, 4, and Improve Existing NC 11
Alfred McLawhorn House (DE)

No effect for Alternatives 1, 1a, 1b, 4, and Improve Emstmg NC 11
Charles McLawhorn House (DE)’

No effect for Alternative 4 and Improve Exrstmg NC11
Cox-Ange House (NR) ‘

Determined to be outs1de the APE for all altematlves and Improve Ex1stmg NC 11
Properties within the area of potential effect for whrch there is an effect Indicate property status
(NR or DE) and describe the-effect.

" Charles McLawhorn House (DE)
Adverse effect for Alternative 1
No adverse effect for Altemativg?a
No adverse effect for Alternative 1b

Reason(s) why the effect is not adverse (if applicable).

Charles McLawhorn House (DE) : . . L
. Effect.is not adverse for Alternatives 1a and ib because:  ho ROW will e

accbunrm From h\shmc_ bouwbwj,ho coﬂ%hUQHoq
within  bou ' MOL hoaa vl be |

oor\ho'llm‘ Occess 1000 hom rOUMps |

Initialed: NcpoT MPY rawa TRk ~ HPO SDM





Federal Aid # 5TP - 11 ( l} 'fIP # K 72750 'Count‘y ?\W

CONCURRENCE FORM FOR PROPERTIES NOT ELIGIBLE FOR \
THE NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES

BncfPrQ_]cct Description NC 1) /NC 403 SOQH’\NE’:'\' %UO&SS &om MC i
o 05 24 Weet R Guunville | avoidance abrevnodives

On L} . \?' Cﬁ' , represcntatives of the

v North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT)
Federal Highway Administration (FHwA)

"V North Carolina State Historic Prescrvation Office (SHPO)
Othur

revicwed the subject project at

A scoping meeting

v/ Historic architectural resources photograph review suss:on/consultaﬂon
Other

e
/

All partics present agreed

there are no propertics over fifty years old within the project’s arca of potential effects.
there are no prOpcmcs lcss than fifty vears old which arc considered to mect Cntcnon
Consideration G within the project’s arca of potcntml cffects.

l\ N

there arc properties over fifty years ol d (list attachcd) within the project’s arca of potential effects,
but bascd on the historical information available and the photographs of cach property, propertics
identificd as FWL&(‘”\M * =17 arc considered not cligible
for National chxst‘cr and no further evaluation of theni is necessary.

e
vV

__there are no National Register-listed propertics within the project’s arca of potential effects.

Signed:

Lo P 7 .7 . B
Rc.prcsmt/'itwwc/ NCDOT ‘

ate

M%ﬁﬁ%@/ - 7 /74

Fsz’Ufor the Division ﬁdmlmstrawr or other chuai Ancncy "~ Date

\./\’)Ua/\@-ﬂ@(h/xv e ; v o 5 L\I\ 0\'7

chmsuntaﬂvc SHPO

"Datc

A A we»[/ ’, o | :f:"?\» 5/(/?’)

Statc Historic Prcscnamon Officer

Date

II'a survey report is prepared . a [nal copy of this ferm and the attached list will be included.





James B. Hunt Jr., Governor
Betty Ray McCain, Secretary

North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources

Division of Archives and History
Jeffrey J. Crow, Director

May 16, 1996

Nicholas L. Graf

Division Administrator P \
Federal Highway Administration

Department of Transportation b

310 New Bern Avenue , ;
Raleigh, N.C. 27601-1442

Re: Historical Background Report, NC 11-903
(Greenville Southwest Bypass) from NC 11-902
south of Greenville to US 264 west of
Greenville, Pitt County, Federal Aid Number STP-
11(1), State Project Number 8.1221401, TIP R-
2250, GS 93-0035, ER 96-8768

Dear Mr. Graf:

Thank you for your letter of April 17, 1996, concerning the above project. We
have completed our review of the Historical Background Report by Kenneth W.
Robinson and offer the following comments.

We concur with the report findings that the three corridor alternatives have roughly
equal potential for containing archaeological resources and are unlikely to contain
archaeological remains that will require preservation in place. Further, we agree
with the recommendation that an archaeological survey be conducted along the
preferred alternative, once the final corridor is selected. Upon identification of the

preferred alternative, we should be consulted about the extent and types of surveys
appropriate to the project area.

The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’ E Regulations
for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 CFR Part 800.

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions

concerning the above comment, please contact Renee Gledhill-Earley, environmental
review coordinator, at 919/733-4763.

Sincerely,

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

DB:slw

@ H. F. Vick

109 East Jones Street * Raleigh, North Carolina 27601-2807 %@





James B. Hunt, Jr.,, Governor
Betty Ray McCain, Secretary

North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources

Division of Archives and History
William S. Price, Jr., Director .

July 7, 1995
MEMORANDUM

TO: H. Franklin Vick, P.E., Manager
Planning and Environmental Branch
Division of Highways
Department of Tfan ortation

FROM: David Brook é NISY/
, Deputy State HiStofic Preservatlon Officer

SUBJECT: NC 11-903 (Greenville Southwest
Bypass), from NC 11-902 south of
Greenville to US 264 west of Greenville,
Pitt County, R-2250, Federal Aid Project
STP-11(1), State Project 8.1221401

We have received a verbal request from your staff to clarify our recommendation
regarding historic architectural resource surveys for the above project.

A comprehensive survey of historic architectural resources in Pitt County was
conducted in 1989. In our letter of November 30, 1993, we identified twenty
structures of historical or architectural importance within the general area of the
project. After a review of our survey site files for these properties, we believe the
following are potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places:

Alfred McLawhorn House (PT 358). This property was included in the state
study list on January 12, 1989.

Charles McLawhorn Houses and Farm (PT 360 and PT 361). This property
was included in the state study list on January 12, 1989.

“William Amos Shivers House (PT 377)

We recommend that an architectural historian with the North Carolina Department
of Transportation evaluate these properties for National Register-eligibility and

report the findings to us. No further historic architectural survey is necessary for
this project. .

AThe above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations
for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 CFR Part 800.

109 East Jones Street * Raleigh, North Carolina 27601-2807





Nicholas L. Graf
July 7, 1995, Page 2

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions

concerning the above comment, please contact Renee Gledhill-Earley, environmental
review coordinator, at 919/733-4763.

DB:slw

cc: N. Graf
B. Church





North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources

James B. Hunt, Jr., Govemor

‘ Division of Archives and History
Betty Ray McCain, Secretary

William S. Price, Jr., Director
September 29, 1995

Nicholas L. Graf

Division Administrator

'Federal Highway Administration
Department of Transportation
310 New Bern Avenue

Raleigh, N.C. 27601-1442

Re: Historic Structures Survey Report for NC 11/NC
903 Southwest Bypass from NC 11 to US 264
west of Greenville, Pitt County, R-2250, Federal
Aid Project STP-11(1), State Project 8.1221401,
ER 96-7333 ‘

Dear Mr. Graf:

Thank you for your letter of August 16, 1998, transmitting the historic structures
survey report by Ed Davis concerning the above project.

For purposes of compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation

Act, we concur that the following properties are eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places under the criterion cited:

Charles MclLawhorn Houses. Windy Oaks is an unaltered vernacular dwelling
with applied Greek Revival ornamentation and the Charles McLawhorn House
is one of the most exuberant examples of the Colonial Revival style in the
county. Both houses are eligible for the National Register under Criterion C
for architecture. Please see our comments in the attachment regarding
eligibility under Criterion A for agriculture.

Alfred Mclawhorn House. This house is an excellent example of a
vernacular dwelling with outstanding applied ornamentation, and is eligible
under Criterion C for architecture. Please see our comments in the '
attachment regarding eligibility under Criterion A for agriculture.

We also believe that, contrary to your determination of non-eligibility, the William
Amos Shivers House is eligible for the National Register. Please see our comments
in the attachment regarding this property.

The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations
for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 CFR Part 800.

109 East Jones Street » Raleigh, North Carolina 27601-2807





Nicholas L. Graf
September 29, 1985, Page 2

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions
concerning the above comment, please contact Renee Gledhill-Earley, environmental
review coordinator, at 919/733-4763.

b AL
avid Brook v ' ,
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

DB:siw
At’tachhnent
cc: . F. Vick

“B. Church





James B. Hunt, Jr., Governor Divizag OHM;;I;WA pd H
Betty Ray McCain, Secretary _ 1% i ;

North Carolina Department of Cultural Reso

%es

%, PIViSion

November 30, 1993

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

H. Franklin Vick, P.E., Manager
Planning and Environmental Branch
Division of Highways

Department of Transportation

~David Brook M\j M@’&Q

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

NC 11-903 (Greenville Southwest Bypaés)), from NC
11-902 south of Greenville to US 264 west of
Greenville, Pitt County, Federal Aid STP-11(1), State

Project 8.1221401, TIP R-2250, GS 93-0035, CH 94-
E-4220-0271

We have received information concerning the above project from the State
Clearinghouse.

A comprehensive survey of historic architectural resources in Pitt County was
conducted in 1991. We have conducted a search of our maps and files and have

located the following structures of historical or architectural importance within the
general area of the project:

PT 47
PT 48
PT 50
PT 53

Noah Forbes, Jr., House |

Joseph F. Pollard Tobacco Barn
(former) Red Oak Christian Church
Joseph Franklin Pollard Store

PT 159 School

PT 358 Alfred McLawhorn House

PT 360 Charles McLawhorn House

PT 361  Charles McLawhorn House and Farm
PT 368 House |

PT 369 Samuel Kittrell House
PT 370 Allen House

109 East Jones Street * Raleich North Carolina 27601-2807





H. Franklin Vick
November 30, 1993, Page 2

PT 373 Charlie Case House
PT 375 House
PT 376 John J. May House
PT 377 William Amos Shivers House
PT 378 Godfrey A. Evans House
PT 379 Benjamin F. Manning House
PT 381 Reedy Branch Free Will Baptist Church
PT 382 Josephus Moye House
PT 383 May School
We have enclosed maps showing the locations of the above properties.

The Charles McLawhorn House and Farm (PT 361) and the Alfred McLawhorn
House (PT 358) were both placed on the state study list on January 12, 1989,
because they appear worthy of further investigation to definitely determine their
eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. For purposes of
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and barring a finding to the

contrary, we consider these properties eligible for the National Register and
protection under federal law.

A review of our archaeological site files indicates that there are no recorded sites
within the general corridor alignment currently under consideration. However,
there is a high probability that both prehistoric and historic archaeological sites
exist within the corridor, particularly in the vicinity of Swift Creek and Horsepen
Swamp. We recommend that an archaeological survey be conducted along the
impact' corridor prior to initiation of construction activities.

The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's
Regulations for Compliance with Section 106, codified at 36 CFR Part 800.

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions
concerning the above comment, please contact Renee Gledhill-Earley,
environmental review coordinator, at 919/733-4763.

DB:slw
Enclosure

cc:  State Clearinghouse

N. Graf (w/enclosure)
B. Church
T. Padgett
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NCDOT/P8E BRANCH Fax:919-733-9794

Project Name

]

Jan '8 ’02 11:59 P.08

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND
NATURAL RESOURCES
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

Project Number
&,

lotér-:&éehof ProIect ;agw‘;_afw' Response

‘v . ” Mt 103
5. Type 0 v AC ////féf”‘

The applicant should be. adwsed !hat plans and spacifications or all water system '

improvements must be approved by the Division of Environmental Health prior to the

award of a contract or the inhiation'of construction (as required by 15ANCAC 18C

.0300et. seq.). For mformatron, comact the Pubhc Water Supp!y Secﬂon (919)
733-2321. - : L

This project will be classiﬂe‘d asa tpoﬁ-comgﬁunity-aublio water supply and must comply
with state and federal drinking water monitofing requirements. For more information the
applicant should contac! the Public Water Supply Sectnon (919) 733-2321.

If this project is constructed as proposad we Wru recommend closure of feet of
adjacent waters to the harvest of shelifish. For information regarding the shellfish
sanitation program, the apphcant shouldf—contact the Shelifish Sanitation Section at (252)

726-6827.

The soil disposal area(s) proposed for this pro;ect may produce a mosquito breeding
problem. For information concerning appropriate mosquito control measures, the
applicant should contact the F'ublu: Heatttt Pest Management Section at (252) 726-8970.

The applicant should be adwsed that prlor o’ the remaval or demolition of dilapidated
structures, a extensive rodent controt: program may be necessary in order to prevent the
migration of the rodentsio’ adjacent: areas. :For. information concerning rodent control,

contact the local heatth department or the Pubhc Health Pest Management Section at
{919) 733-6407. _

The applicant should- be advised 1o contac( the local health department regarding their
requirements for septic tank lnstallahons (as required under 15A NCAC 18A. 1900 et

sep.). For information concerning septic-tark and other on-site waste disposal methods,
contact the On-Site Wastewater Sechon at (919) 733-2895.

The applicant should be adv!sed to contact the Iocal health department regarding the
sanitary facilities requwed for uus pro[ect

It existing water lines: will be relocaled dunng the construction, plans for the water line
relocation must be submitted to the Division of Environmental Health, Public Water

Supply Section, Technical Seivices’ Branch 1634 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North
Carolina 27699-1634, (919) 733-2321

For Regional and Cen_gral Office oqmmeo_to,-see the reverse side of this form.
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% Inter-Agency Pro]ect Rev1ew esponse = ' &

Project Name_

b : .

\/;b e I\C

D

éemtn\‘l i

The apphcant should be adv1sed that plans and spec1f1cat10ns for all water system
improvements must be approved by the Division of Environmental Health prior to the award

~of a contract or the initiation of construction (as required by 15A NCAC 18C .0300 et. seq)

1000

|

WL

For mformatlon contact the Pubhc Water Supply Section, (919) 733-2460

_'Thls pro;ect will be class1f1ed asa non-communlty public water supply and must comply W1th

state and federal drinking water monitoring requirements. For more mformatmn the apphcant
should contact the Public Woater Supply Section, (919) 733-2321.

If thls project is constructed as proposed, we will recommend closure of feet of ad]acent
waters to the harvest of shellfish.. For information regarding the shellfish sanitation progra

m, the applicant should contact the Shellfish Sanitation Branch at (919) 726-6827.

The spoil chsposal area(s) proposed for this project may produce a mosquito breeding problem.
For information concerning appropriate mosquito contro]l measures, the applicant shoulde
contact the Public Health Pest Management Section at (919) 726-8970.

The applicant should be adv1sed that prior to the rremoval or demohtlon of dilapidated .
structures, an extensive rodent control program may be necessary in order to prevent the
migration of the rodents to adjacent areas. The information ‘cohcerning rodent control,

contact the local health department or the Public Health Pest Management Section at (919)
733 6407.

The applicant should be advised to contact the local health department regarding their

ALi 1L

requirements for septic tank installations (as required under 15A NCAC 18A .1900 et. seq.).
For information concerning septic tank and other on-site waste d1sposal methods .contact the
On-Site Wastewater Section at-(919) 733-2895.

The apphcant should be advised to contract the local health department regardmg the sanltary
fac1ht1es required for this project.

If existing water lines will be relocated dun the construction, plans for the water line
relocation must be submitted to the Division of Environmental Hea th, Public Water Supply
Section, Plan Review Branch, 1330 St. Mary’s Street, Ra1e1gh North Carohna, (919) 733-2460.

Moo sl o petS | o S

Reviewer Section/Branch Date

DEHNR 3198 (Revised 8/93)

Division of Environmental Health





. State of North Carolina

Department of Environment,
Health and Natural Resources

m‘ .
Division of Environmental Management

Y
St ;
James B. Hunt, Jr., Governor ——‘!_

Jonathan B. Howes, Secretary | D E H ‘ R

A. Preston Howard, Jr., P.E., Director

November 10, 1993

MEMORANDUM

TO: Melba McGee, Policy and Development

FROM: Monica Swiharg%WWater Quality'Pléhhing

SUBJECT: Project Review #94-0271; Scoping Comments - NC DOT

Proposed Improvements to NC 11-903 South of Greenville to
US 264 West of Greenville, TIP #R-2250

The Water Quality Section of the Division of Environmental
Management requests that the following topics be discussed in the
environmental documents prepared on the subject project:

A, Identify the streams potentially impacted by the project. The
stream classifications should be current. Based on the
information provided, the project appears to cross portions of
several creeks classified C SW NSW (Gum Swamp, Swift Creek,
Horsepen Swamp) in the Neuse River Basin and Harris Mlll Run
classified as C NSW in the Tar River Basin.

B. Identify the linear feet of stream channelizations/
relocations. If the original stream banks were vegetated, it
is requested that the channelized/relocated stream banks be

revegetated.
C. Number of stream crossings.
D. Will permanent spill catch basins be utilized? DEM requests

that these catch basins be placed . at all water supply stream
crossings. Identify the responsible party for maintenance.

E. Identify the stormwater controls (permanent and témporary) to
be employed.

F. Please ensure that sediment and erosion and control measures
are not placed in wetlands.

P.O. Box 29535, Raleigh, North Carolina 27626-0535  Telephone 919-733-7015 FAX 919-733-2496
An Equal Opportunity Affrmative Action Employer 80% recycled/ 10% post-consumer paper





Melba McGee
November 10, 1993.

Page 2
'G.  Wetland Impacts
1) Identify the federal manual used for identifying and
delineating jurisdictional wetlands.
2) = Have wetlands been avoided as much as possible?
. 3) Have wetland impacts been minimized?
4) Discuss wetland impacts by plant communities affected.
5) Discuss the quality of wetlands 1mpacted
6) Summarize the total wetland impacts. '
7). List the 401 General Certification numbers requested from
. . DEM.
H. Will borrow locations be in wetlands? Borrow/waste areas

should avoid wetlands to the maximum extent practicable.
Prior to approval of any borrow/waste site in a wetland, the
" contractor shall obtain a 401 Certification from DEM.

I. Did NCDOT utilize the existing road alignments' as much as
possible? Why not (if applicable)?

J. To what extent can traffic congestion management techniques

: alleviate the traffic problems in the study area?

K. Please provide a conceptual mitigation plan to help the

. environmental review. The mitigation plan may state the
following:
1. Compensatory mitigation will be considered only after

wetland impacts have been avoided and minimized to the
maximum extent possible.

2. On-site, in-kind mitigation is the preferred method of
mitigation In-kind mitigation within the same watershed
is preferred over out-of-kind mitigation.

3. Mitigation should be in the following order:
restoration, creation, enhancement, and lastly banking.

Written concurrence of 401 Water Quality Certification may be
required for this project. Applications requesting coverage under
our General Certification 14 or General Permit 31 will require
written concurrence. Please be aware that 401 Certification may be

denied if wetland impacts have not been avoided and minimized to
the maximum extent practicable.

10430er.mem
cc: Eric Galamb





DIVISION OF LAND RESOURCES
LAND QUALITY SECTION
November 1, 1993

MEMORANDUM

TO: Nancy Smith
Regional Manager ,
Washington Regional \Qffice

FROM: Floyd Williams
Regional Engineer ™
Land Quality Section \
Washington Regional Office

 RE: Project #94-0271

Review of Scoping Process for Env1ronmental Impact
Statement

N.C. Department of Transportation

Proposed NC 11-903 (Greenville Southwest Bypass), from

NC 11-903 South of Greenv1lle to US 264 West of
Greenville

Pitt County
State Project Number 8.1221401

This project must be consistent with the N.C. Sedimentation
" Pollution Control Act of 1973 as amended. Temporary and

permanent erosion and sedimentation control measures and/or
devices must be utilized throughout the project to prevent
sediment from leaving the limits of construction and entering
adjacent properties, wetlands and natural watercourses.

Borrow and waste areas, along with other associated land-
disturbing activities, must be addressed according to the
Memorandum of Agreement between DOT and the N.C. Sedimentation
Control Commission. Periodic inspections will be made by
personnel of the Land Quality Section to ensure compliance.





- State of North Carolina O Qu
Department of Environment, Health, and Natural Resources
Division of Land Resources

James G. Martin, Govemor . PROJECT REVIEW COMMENTS

William W. Cobey, Jr., Secretary -
Project Number: qHY-27) . County: _ 777
Project Name: L.,F:)Z’t7//

Geodetic Survey

This project will impact geodetic survey mafke
Survey should be contacted prior to construction at P.O:
Raleigh, N.C. 27611 (919) 733-3836. Intentional destruction of a
geodetic monument is a violation of N.C. General Statute 102-4.

(_—"This project will have no impact on geodetic survey markers.

Other (comments attached)

For more information contact the Geodetic Survey office at (91%) 733-3836.

P o flinrre /O —7 653

Revxeweé . : Date

Erosion and Sedimentation Control

No comment

This project will require approval of an erosion and sedimentation
control plan prior to beginning any land-disturbing activity if more
than one (1) acre will be disturbed.

:If an environmental document is required to satisfy Environmental
Policy Act (SEPA) requirements, the document must be submitted as part
of the erosion and sedimentation control plan.

'\

If any portion of the project is ldcated within a High Quality Water
Zaone (HQW), as classified by the Division of Environmental Management,
increased design standards for sediment and erosion control will apply.

The erosion and sedimentation control plan required for this project
should be prepared by the Department of Transportation under the
erosion control program delegation to the Division of Highways from the

North Caroclina Sedimentation Control Commission.

Other (comments attached)

For more information contact the Land Quality Section at. (919) 733-4574.

Reviewer Date

P.O. Box 27687 e Ralelgh, N.C. 27611-7687 e Telephone (919) 733-3833
An Equal Opportunity Affirmative Action Employer '





State of North Carolina
Department of Environment,
‘Health and Natural Resources
Division of Marine Fisheries

James B. Hunt, Jr., Governor
Jonathan B. Howes, Secretary

William T. Hogarth, Ph.D., Director

'MEMORANDUM

TO: Melba McGee g
THROUGH: Mlke Street;zéfij///
FROM: Katy West 7( Co/
DATE: 12 November 1993
SUBJECT:

Scoping for TIP #R-2250 Greenville Southwest Bypass, from
NC 11-903 south of Greenville to US 264 west of
Greenville, Pitt. County

The North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries offers the
following suggestions for your consideration in the preparation of
an Environmental Impact Statement for the Greenv1lle Southwest

Bypass:

1.

Include a description of wildlife and fishery resources
in the vicinity. Potential impacts on the migration and
spawning of anadromous fish should be considered.

Impact on wetlands should be minimized and mitigation

- measures for direct and indirect degradation in habitat

quality should be proposed.

The option to bridge streams, wetlands and other
sensitive habitat should be fully considered.

1424 Carolina Avenue, Washington, North Carolina 27889 Telephone 919-946-6481 FAX 919-946-3716

An Equal Opportunity Affirmative Action Employer





State of North Carolina

Department of Environment, Health, and Natural Resources

INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW — PROJECT COMMENTS

Reviewing Office:

Washington Regional Office

Project Number:

q4-- 0211

Due Date:
nhslaz

After review of this project it has been determined that the EHNR permit(s) and/or approvals indicated may need to be obtained in
" order for this project to comply with North Carolina Law.

Questions regarding these permits should be addressed to the Regional Offuce indicated on the reverse of the form.
Ali applications, information and gundehnes relative to these plans and permits are available from the same

Regional Office.

Normal Process

a 404 permit trom Corps of Engineers. An inspection of site is neces-

~ sary to verity Hazard Classification. A minimum fee of $200 00 must ac-

company the application. An additional processing fee based on a
percentage or the total project cost wili be required upon completion

Time
(statutory time
PERMITS SPECIAL APPLICATION PROCEDURES or REQUIREMENTS limit)
Permit to construct & operate wastewater treatment Application 90 days .beforé begin construction or award of 30 days
]_—_] facilities, sewer system extensions, & sewer - construction contracts On-site inspection. Post-application
systems not discharging into state surface waters. technical conference usual (90 days)
NPDES - permit to discharge into surface water andfor Application 180 days before begiq activity. On-site inspection. 90-120 days
permit to operate and construct wastewater facilities Pre-application conference usual. Additionally. obtain permit to
D discharging into state surface waters. construct wastewater treatment facility-granted atter NPDES Reply (N'A)
time, 30 days after receipt of plans or issue of NPDES
permit-whichever is later.
. . 30 days
1] water Use Permit Pre-application technical conference usually necessary
— IN:A)
7 days
D Well Construction Permit Complete application must be received and permit issued
. . prior to the installation of a well. (15 days)
) Application copy must be served on each adjacent riparian property 55 days
D Dredge and Fill Permit owner. On-site inspection. Pre-application conference usual. Filling
may require Easement to Fill from N.C. Department of (90 davs)
Administration and Federal Dredge and Fill Permit.
Permit to construct & operate Air Pollution Abatement 60 days
D facilities.andror Emission Sources as per 15A NCAC 21H.060% N/A (90 aays:
%y open burning associated with subject proposal
“Zf must be in compliance with 15A NCAC 2D.0520.
Democlitiprror renovations of structures containing
asbesfos material must be in compliance with 15A . 60 oays
AC 2D.0525 which requires notification and removal N/A
prior to demolition. Contact Asbestos Control Group
919-733-0820 (9C gays)
[ ]| Complex Source Permit required under 15A NCAC 2D.0800.
The Sedimentation Poliution Control Act of 1973 must be properly addressed for any land disturbing activity. An erosion & sedimentatior
D control plan will be required it one or more acres to be disturbed. Pian filed with proper Regional Office {Land Quality Sect) at least 30 20 days
days before beginning activity. A fee of $30 for the first acre and $20.00 for each additional acre or part must accompany the plan (30 days:
D The Semmemation Pollution Control Act of 1973 must be addressed with respect to the referrenced Local Ordinance: (30 daysi
On-site inspection usual. Surety bond filed with EHNR. Bond amount
D Mining Permit varies with type mine and number of acres of atfected land Any area 30 days
mined greater than one acre must be permited. The appropriate bond (60 days)
. must be received before the permit can be issued.
D North Carolina Burning permit On-site inspection by N.C. Division Forest Resources if permit 1 day
exceeds 4 days (N/A)Y
Special Ground Clearance Burning Permit - 22 On-site inspection by N.D. Division Forest Resources required “if more 1 aay
D counties in coastal N.C. with organic soils than five acres of ground clearing activities are involved. Inspections (N/A)
should be requested at least ten days before actual burn is planned.”
90-120 days
D Oil Refining Facilities N/A (N/A)
i permit required, application 60 days before begin construction.
Applicant must hire N.C. qualified engineer to: prepare plans. - 30 days
D Dam Safety Permit inspect construction, certity construction is according to EHNR approv-
ed plans. May also require permit under mosquito control program. And (60 days)

LERIvA

Continued on reversc






Several geodetic monumems are located in or near the project area. If any monuments need to be moved or destroyed. please notify.
N.C. Geodetic Survey. Box 27687 Rale|gn N.C. 27611

Abandonment of any wells. if required, must be in accorc_jance with Titie 15A, Subchapter 2C.0100

Notification of the prope'r regional office is requested if *

orphan” underground storage tanks (USTS) are discovered during any excavation operation

Compliance with 15A NCAC 2H.1000 (Coas!a‘l Stormwater Rules) is required. 45 days

Normal Processj
) Time
. (statutory time
PERMITS SPECIAL APPLICATION PROCEDURES or REQUIREMENTS limit
File surety bond of $5,000 with EHNR running to State of N.C. 10 gays
D Permit to drill exploratory oil or gas well conditional that any well opened by drill operator shall, upon (NIA)
abandonment, be plugged according to EHNR rules and regulations.
D Geophysical Exploration Permit Application filed with EHNR at least 10 days prior to issue of permit ) 10 days
. Application by letter. No standard application form. (N/A)
State Lakes Construction Permit Application fee based on structure size is charged. Must include 15-20 days
D : descriptions & drawings of structure & proof of ownership (N/A)
of riparian property.
@/ ' 60 gays
401 Water Quality Centification Fesr F< N N/A (130 days)
I..-b'/‘ ‘\.Jf
D . . . 55 days
CAMA Permit for MAJOR development $250.00 fee must accompany application (150 days,
22 days
D CAMA Permit for MINOR development $50.00 fee must accompany application (25 days:
*

Other comments (atzach additional pages as necessary. being certain to cite comment authority):

(N A

REGIONAL OFFICES

Questions regardmg these per'mts should be addressed to the Regional Office marked helow.

A _D Asheville Regional thce
53 Woodfin Place

Asheville, NC 28801

(704) 251-6208

D Mooresville Regional Office

D Fayettewlle Regional Office
Suite 714 Wachovia Building
Fayetteville, NC 28301
(919; 486-1541

D Ralenga ‘Regional Otfice
919 North Main Street; £.0. Box 950 )

Mooresvilie, NC 28115
(704) 663-1699

D Washington Regional Office
1424 Carolina Avenue
Washington, NC 27889
(919) 946-6481

3800 Barrett Drive, Suite 101
Raleigh, NC 27609
(919) 332314

D Wiimington Regional Office
127 Cardinal Drive Extcnsion
Wilmington. NC 28405
(919) 395-3900

D Winston-Salem Regional Office
8025 North Point Bivd.
Suite 100
Winston-Salem, NC 27106
(919) 896-7007





Griffiths Forestry Center
2411 01d US 70 West

Clayton, North Carolina 2752(Q
November 4, 1993 <

MEMORANDUM
TO: Melba McGee : SR e
Policy Development SCIERA- T
FROM: Don H. Robbins |
Staff Forester ,4%67

SUBJECT: DOT—DEIS/Scoping for the Proposed-Improvements to NC 11-

903 Greenville S/W Bypass TIP #R-2250 in Pitt County
PROJECT: #94-0271

DUE DATE: 11-15-93

This project will impact woodland and some of it is pine
plantations under intensive forest management. The attached map
shows the approximate locations of these plantations as follows -

. Blue represents private plantations that are.50 acres or
~less in size.

Orange represents private plantatlons that are 50 acres
plus in size.

Yellow represents Weyerhaeuser and Champion Company
plantations.

Efforts should be made to avoid these areas if at all possible.’

The DEIS should address the following -

1. The total forest land acreage by types that would be taken out
of forest production as a result of this project.

2. The productivity of the forest soils as indicated by the soil
series that would be involved within the proposed project.

3. The impact upon ex1st1ng greenways within the area of the
proposed project.

4.

The provisions that the contractor will take to sell any
merchantable timber that is to be removed. This practice is
encouraged to minimize the need for piling and burning during
construction. If any burning is needed, the contractor should

comply with all laws and regulations pertaining to debris
burning.





Page 2

5. The provisions that the contractor will take during the
construction phase to prevent erosion, sedimentation and
construction damage to forest land outside the right-of=-way

and construction 1limits. Trees outside the construction

limits should be protected from construction activities to

avoid: .

a. Skinning of tree trunks by machinery.

b. Soil compaction and root exposure or injury by heavy
equipment.

c. Adding layers of fill dirt over the root systems of

trees, a practice that impairs root aeration.

d. Accidental spilling of petroleum products or other
’ damaging substances over the root systems of trees.

We would hope that a route could be chosen, that would have the

least impact to forest and related resources in that area.

_DHR:la

Q

: Warren Boyette - CO
Ralph Cullom - D4
Tom Harris - Pitt County
File

o]
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3 North Carohnanl d ;e'Resources Commission &

MK'F&MMW s

Melba MeGee' s e
ormee °fL“"”‘*‘““‘*mﬂWmm Aftsss DBNR

FROM: David Cox, Higim ij
Habitat Cunservcnon Pmm_

DATE: Novcmbcr 1, 2001 K e

SUBJECT: Request for mroim;ﬁoﬁm theN C Dq;mment of Transportation
(NCDOT) regurding fish and wildlife concems for the proposed Groenville
Southwest Bypass, It ts to NC 11 and US 264 Buginess, Pitt
County, North’ Clrolinu. m No: R~ 2250. SCH iject No." 02-E-0176.

' This memorandum mpendnn..g;raqwit ﬁomMr Wmm D Gilmore of the
NCDOT for our concems ¢, 1§ impacts on fish and wildlife resources resulting from
the subject project.: Biologints ¢ onthe staff of the N C, Wildlifc Resources Cormmission
(NCWRC) have reviewed the pr improvements. Our comments are provided in

accordance with certain provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.3.C.
%3%2((:2)&)}) ggd tgm Figh and thdh& Comimahnn Act (48 Stat 401; 28 amcndcd 16
567 i

We have no specific concerns mmmgﬂns project. However, to help facilitate

documnent preparation and the nvicw mous. nutgmeml hf’onmnon:l nceds ure
outlincd below: :

1. Deseription of ﬁshory and wﬁdhfa mourcel within the projecl urea,

including & listing of fedaally or. state designated threatened, endungered,
or special concem Potantial borrow areas to be used for project
construction should b m:lubi in the inventorics. A listing of designated
plant species mbe developed ﬂwush consultation with:

'I‘hoNntlmle ngmm
N.C. Dhndmo!";zb and Recreation
1618 Mail Service Center”
Releigh, N. C. 27699-1615
OW TGS

and,

M"“ﬂs Address: Dmsmn ol Inland Pisheries + 1721 Mail Service Conter » Raleigh, NG 27699-1721

‘Telephone: (9!9) 733-3633 ext. 281 * Pax: (919) 715-764)





512 N. Salisbury Street, Raleigh, North Carolina 27604-1188, 919-733-3391
Charles R. Fullwood, Executive Director

Jarnuary &1, 199

MEMORANDUM

TO: . Melba McGee, Environmental Rssesswmen
Department of MRCD

FROM: Robert C. Maddrey
M.C. Wildlife Resources Commission

SUBJECT = Request for information from the N.C. Department
of Transportation regarding fish and wildlife
concerns for the proposed construction of the
NC 11-983 (Greenville) bypass, PFitt County,
North Carolina.

This correspondence responds to a reguest from H.F.
Vick of the N.C. Departwment of Transportation (NMCDOT) for
our concerns. vegarding impacts on fish and wildlife
resources resulting from the proposed construction of the -
Greenville bypass of NC 11-9@3 from NC 11-9G3 South of
Greenville to US 264 West of Greenville. The Wildlife
Resources Commission (WRC) is concerned over potential
adverse impacts to wildlife. fisheries, and wetland
resouwrces within and adjacent to the construction corridor.
We are ezpecially concerned over impacts on wetland
resources in and adjacent to Horse Branch, Scuthwest Creek
ane the Trent River. These wetland areas are important to a
variety of avian and tervestrial species and provide
important travel corridors for wildlife.

Due to limited information in Mr. Vick®s memovandum of
12-8~-93, we can express our concerns and requests for
information only in general terms. We would be more
favorable to options which use existing roadway alignments.
Our ability to evaluate project impacts and provide
beneficial recommendations when reviewing the project
Environmental Assessment will be enhanced by inclusion of
the following information: - '





it

Complete inventories for wildlife and fisheries
resources within, adjacent to, or utilizing the
study corridors. Fotential borrow areas to be
used for project construction should be included
in the inventories.

Acocurate data on Btate and Federally listed rare,
threatened, and endangered species, including
State and Federsal species of special concern,
within, adjacent to, or ubtilizing study corridors.

Cover type maps showing wetland acreapges impacted
by the project. Wetland acreages should include
all projected related areas that may undergo
hydrologic change as & result of ditching, obther
drainage, o filling for project construction.

The need for channelizing or relocating portions
of streams crossed and the extent of such

cacktivities.

Cover type maps showing &creages of upland
wildlife habitat impacted by the proposed project.
Fotential borrow sites should be included.

The extent of habitat fragmentation in uplands and
wetlands and impacts associated with
fragmentation.

Mitigation for avoiding, minimizing owr
compensating for direct and indirect degradation
in habitat guality as well as quantitative losses.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input in the

early planning stages for this project. If we can be of
further assistance, please call on us.

[

~

Dennis Stewart





APPENDIX A.3

LOCAL AGENCIES & ORGANIZATIONS

CITY OF GREENVILLE - NOVEMBER 8, 2001

CITY OF GREENVILLE - DECEMBER 29, 1993

CITY OF GREENVILLE - DECEMBER 14, 1992
TOWN OF AYDEN - MARCH 23, 1994
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P.O. Box 7207

" CITY OF GREENVILLE

' NORTH CAROLINA
: i “27835-7207

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

November 6, 2001

Nov o &
: Mr. William D. Gilmore, P. E Managcr o
} Project Development and Environmental Analysis Btanch
;- North Carolina Department of Transpox’catxon G

1548 Maxi Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548

Dear Mr. Gilmore:
RE: Greenville Southwest BychSS' iD No R—2250

In response to your September 27 2001 letter, we have the following updated comments about
the project: : _ .

1. We are concemed that the "westem” Altematlve (ALt 4:and 4A) will not fulfill the purpose
and need, because it may be t9o far west. Good modclmg and adequate thought about the
traffic likely to use the bypass and traffic cuzrent]y on NC-11 is needed to provide the
analyses necessary to selcct on re}ect t]:us altcmatwe for further study.

2. Related to comment #1, we are concerned that a cucultous nature of the western alternative
will not provide the time savings that would encourage traffic in the southem and western
portion of the metropolitan area from using the bypass. Constructmg the Southwest Bypass
closer to residents who may usc it would i 1mprovc thc success in meeting the purpose and
need. - : >

3. The “unprove existing corridor™ alternative does not help relieve the current and future
congested thoroughfares and‘intérsections. It would also severely affect the numerous homes
and businesses along the corridor at a tremendous community, economic, and financial cost.
It does not adequatety relieve the critical roadway and intersection congestion problems.

This alternative should not be "sclecte‘d for' further study.

4. Corridor #3 would cross the new h.tgh school s&te and a farm identified by NCDOT as
potentially historic. This altemanve should not be sclected for furtber study.
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William Gilmore
November 6, 2001
Page 2

Substantial developments (hotising; a high school, futere middle and elementary school) are
occurring along Forlines Road. This may affect the ultimate location of the Fire Tower Road

- extension project. The succes§ of that project depends on the Southwest Bypass project.

The area west of Allen Road, .ébuth of the i'ailiroad. tracks, and north of US-13 has been
recently added to the City’s E'TJ and is zoned by the City and identified by the Pitt County
Development Commission forf'-'ﬁitdre light 'iudué&i&l!v‘varehouse development.

Qur recent discussions with NCDOT staff. ﬁnd that there are no regular progress meetings to
keep this project on track. We would'be more than happy to attend these meetings and to
provi ide whatever assistance is nceded to make the study successful.

We are greatly concerned abou the i increase in the number of alternatives. Too many
alternatives will lengthen the planning and envmronmental process.

If you have any further questwns, do not: hesnate to call me at (252) 329-4520. Thank you for
the opportunity to provide updated comments on ﬂ'llS ‘critical project.

Sincerely,

S~

T. N. Tysinger, Jr.,'PE
Director of Public Works

Cce:

’_‘@Q?(W

Marvin Davis, City Manager

Tom Robinson, Pitt County Manager - - |
John Connet, Winterville Town Manager =
Coltice Moore, Board-of Transportation Meimber ; -
Transportation Advisory Committee Members -
Technical Coordinating Committee Members
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City of Greenville Recvd
| North Carolma Dee b 442

P.O. Box 7207 — Greenville, N.C. 27835-7207
December 14, 1992

Mr. L. J. Ward, P.E., Manager
Planning and Environmental Branch
NC Department of Transportation
P. O. Box 25201

Raleigh, NC 27611-5102

Dear Mr. Ward:

Subject: Review of Scoping Sheets for Improvements to NC 11
From US 264 to NC 11-903, Greenville, Pitt County,
'~ TIP Project R-2250.
I ——

The City of Greenville appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the
referenced project. This is a high priority project for the Greenville Urban
Area as indicated at the North Carolina Department of Transportation's
Transportation Improvement Program hearings held in Greenville on December 10,
1992. We have several concerns for which we offer comments:

1) PROJECT LIMITS - The limits of this project have received significant
discussion by both the Technical Coordinating Committee and Transportation
Advisory Committee of the newly formed Greenville Urban Area MPO. Both
committees strongly recommend that this project extend to NC 11 south of

Winterville as depicted on both the Greenvxlle and Winterville Thoroughfare
Plans.

2) ACCESS CONTROL - It is recommended that this project be a limited access

freeway type facility with interchanges and grade separations at mutually
agreed upon locations.

3) DESIGN SPEED - It is recommended the design speed be established such that
the posted speed limit can be 55 mph.

4) SPECIAL FEATURES — It appears the proposed alignment will cross the Pitt
County Landfill. It is suggested that Pitt County be contacted to minimize
potential conflicts between roadway construction and landfill operations.

Please understand that we recognize this project is of utmost importance to this

growing area. Mr. Glen Whisler, City Engineer is planning to be present at the
December 16 scoping meeting.

Should you have any questions, please contact Mr. Tom Tysinger, Jr., Director of

Public Works at (919) 830-4520. Thank you again for the opportunity to
participate.

Sincerely,

MMW

Ronald R. Kimble
City Manager

cc: G. R. Shirley, P.E., NCDOT Division Engineer
Ed Lewis, NCDOT Project Planning Engineer

T. N. Tysinger, Jr., P.E, Director of Public Works, City of Greenville
Glen Whisler, P.E., City Engineer, City of Greenville





CITY OF GREENVILLE "

NORTH CAROLINA
27835-7207

' December 29, 1993
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT ,

- Ms. Jane Daughtridge

Regional Clearinghouse Coordlnator
Mid-East Commission

P. O. Drawer 1787

Washington, NC 27889

RE: NC-11 903 (Greenville Southwest Bypass), From NC 11-903

South of Greenville to US-264 West of Greenville, Pitt County,

Federal Aid Number STP-11(1l), State PrOJect Number 8.1221401,
TIP Number R-2250

State Application Identifier $#94-E-4220-0271

Dear Ms. Daughtridge:

In response to the NC Intergovernmental Review Process/Review

and Comment Form for the referenced project, attached are our
comments as requested. :

Should you have any questions, do not he51tate to contact me

at 830-4520.
Sincerely, . \I
T. N. Ty51§L r., P.E.
Director of Pu ¢ Works
spc
.Enclosure

cc: Ronald R. Kimble, City Manager
Glen E. Whisler, P.E., City Engineer





State Application Intention 94-E-4220-0271
NC-11-903 (Greenville Southwest By Pass)

Comments:

The City of Greenville has strongly supported this project for
a number of years. The Southwest Bypass in conjunction with the
nearly completed Northwest Bypass will provide relief for Memorial
Drive. Currently Memorial Drive is the major north - south route
in Greenville and carries in excess of 30,000 vehicles per day.
Numerous traffic signals and the resulting congestion make Memorial
Drive an undesirable route for north - south through traffic.

Originally the southwest Bypass was .proposed -as a 1loop
facility that would connect the Northwest Bypass to Fire Tower Road
at Memorial Drive. However, as a result of the Thoroughfare Plan
Update adopted in 1990 the Southwest Bypass was proposed to

continue southerly as a bypass facility connecting to NC-11 south
of Winterville.

To minimize environmental impacts, the City of Greenville
supports a corridor that avoids the Pitt County Landfill and
crossing of Swift Creek. This results is a westward shift as
compared to the location shown on the Thoroughfare Plan and allows
for a routing that avoids existing development. The suggested
location is also considered beneficial in terms of anticipated
traffic increase on NC-11 as the Global Transpark in Kinston
develops.

The construction of the Southwest Bypass as a fully controlléd

limited access freeway similar to the Northwest Bypass 1is also
recommended.

The City of Greenville will continué.to»strongly support a
Southwest Bypass and recommends that a location as far west
connecting to NC-11 south of Winterville and moved westerly to

avoid existing and planned residential development be considered by
NCDOT. -





TOWN OF AYDEN

O

P.O. Box 219 * Ayden, North Carolina 28513
Fax 919-746-7001

Phone 919-746-7030
am———

MAR 2 4 1994

DIVISICN OF
March 23, 1994

Mr. Franklin Vick, PE, Manager
Planning and Environmental Branch
Division of nghways

NC DOT

PO Box 25201

Raleigh, NC 27611

Deaf Mr. Vick:

I am writing in reference to the proposed Greenville Southwest Bypass project in Pitt
County, Project R-2250 in the TIP.

Ayden will certainly be impacted by the bypass as all proposed corridor alternatives intersect
with NC 11 just north of our current city limits.  We are interested in the project and see
many benefits to our community from a proposed interchange in this area.

I feel it would be beneficial to our Town Board members, for information and for seeking
input from others, if we could have representatives from your Branch make a presentation
of the proposed bypass project to our Board. I know the corridor information you have at
this point is very preliminary, but the information would be useful to them and would
provide an opportunity for them as a group to ask questions.

Our Board meets the 1st and 2nd Mondays each month. I hope you will consider making

a presentation to our Board. I will contact you in the next few days regarding this
opportunity.

Sincerely,

~ ‘L";'y {
# ﬂt‘:"/ﬁ ’
S

Rick Benton
Town Manager

HIGHWAYS
g\

@











APPENDIX B

NOTICE OF INTENT

JANUARY 7, 1994





[4910-22]

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Highway Administration

»ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: PITT COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA
AGENCY: federal Highway Administration (FHWA) , DOT.

ACTION: Notiée of Intent. v

SUMMARY : The FHWA is issuing this notice to advise the public
that an environmental impact statement will be prepared for a
préposed highway project within the City of Greenville and
Pitt County, North Carolina. -

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Roy C. Shelton, Operatibns~
Engineer, Federal Highway Administration, Suite 410, 310 New
Bern Avenue, Raleigh, North Carolina 27601, Telephone (919)
856-4350. | | |
'SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION: The FHWA, in cboperation_with'the
North carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT), will
prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS) on a proposed
Green?ille Southwest Bypass in the City of Greenville and Pitt
County. The proposed action will be the construction of a
multilane divided controlled access highway on new location
ftom NC 114903 south of Greenville around the southern and
wéstérn_portions of the city to.US 264 west of .Greenville.
This proposed facility is a portibn'df a planned complete
bypass facility whichb ultimately will provide for travel
around Greenville and will relieve existing traffic congestion
along NC 11-903 through Greenvilie. The proposed action is

part of the 1990 Greenville Thoroughfare Plan.





Alternatives under considerétion include: (1) The "no-
build" alternati\}e, (2) improve existing fac1lities, and (3)
a controlled access highway on new location.

Letters describing the proposed action and soliciting -
comments afe being sent to appropriate Federal, State and
local agehci‘es. citizens Informational Workshops and meetings
with local offi‘cials and neighborhood groups will be h_eld‘ in
the study area. Public hearings 'will also be held.
Information on” the 'time_ and place ~of the workshops and
bhearings will be provided in the'local news media. The draft
EIS will be available for public and agency review and comment
at the time of the hearing. |

To ensure 'the' -full range of issues related to the
proposed action are addressed and all significant issues
identifiecl, comments and suggestions are invited from all
interested parties. Comments and questions concerning the
proposed action should be direCted to the FHWA at the address
.'provi above.

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance Program Number -
20.205, Highway Planning and Construction. The regulations
implementing Executive Order 12372 regardihg intergovernmental
».consultation on Federal programs and écti\fities.-apply'.to. this
prograni) .

Issued on: JAR 07 1004

f .
RO?C. Shelton
Ope€rations Engineer
Raleigh, N. C.
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245 is currently being designed and/or
constructed around the south side of
Texarkana, Arkansas-Texas. The
southern terminus will be at the
Louisiana state line, and its location
determined based on existing and new
location U.S. 71 corridors.
Alternatives to be considered are:

(1) The “Do-Nothing” Alternative, ..
where roads are constructed according
to the regional plan with the exception
of the proposed facility;

(2) The “Reconstruction” Altematlve,
where existing U.S. 71 and roads on the
regional plan are upgraded to handle
traffic forecast for the proposed facility,
but with less than full control of access;
and - :

(3) The “New Location” Alternative,
considering several different alignments
and full control of access.

Letters describing the proposed action

and sohmung ‘cornments will be sent to
appropriate Federal, state,-and local
agencies and to private organizations,
including conservation groups and
groups of individuals who have
expressed interest in the project in the

- ~ past, and to major Arkansas, Louisiana

and northeast Texas newspapers. A
series of public involvement sessions_
will be held in the areas to be affected.

-In addition, a formal public hearing will

be held. Public notice will be given of
the time and place of the public
involvement sessions and the public
hearing. The draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) will be available
for public and agency review and

.comment prior to the public hearing. An

agency scoping meeting was held on
December 7, 1993 at the Arkansas State.
Highway and Transportation
Department offices in Little Rock,
Arkansas.

To ensure that the full range of issues
related to this proposed action &x
addressed and all significant issues
identified, comments and suggestions
are invitea from sisinweresied pames
Comments or questions concerning this
proposed action and the EIS should be
directed to the FHWA at the address
provided above.

{Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Program Number 20.205, Highway Planmng
&nd Construction. The regulations
implertienting Executive Order 12372
regarding intergovernmental consultation of
Federal programs and activities apply to this
program.) .

- Issued on: January 3, 1994.

Wendall L. Meyer,

Environmental and Design Specialist, FHWA,
Little Rock, Arkansas.

[FR Doc. 94-983 Filed 1-13-94; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-22-M

. metropohtan areas.

.common location at I-65.

Environmental Impact Statement:
Multiple Counties, Alabama

AGENCY: Federal Highway
Administration (FHWAJ, DOT.
ACTION: Notice of intent. -

SUMMARY: The FHWA is issuing this
notice to advise the public that two
Environmental Impact Statements will
be prepared for a proposed highway that
will traverse the nortgern sectlon of the
State of Alabama.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT. Mr
Joe D. Wilkerson, Division
Administrator, Federal Highway

Administration, 500 Eastern Boulevard,

suite 200, Montgomery, Alabama
36117-2018, Telephone (205)223-7370.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
FHWA, in cooperation with the State of
Alabama Department of Transportation,
will prepare two Environmental Impact
Statements (EIS’s) for PrO)ect DPS~- .
A002(001). The proposal is to construct
a multi-lane, limited acGess roadway

" that ' will function as a major segment of
-a Memphis to Atlanta transportation

corridor. The facility will providea -
direct link between the two :

The facility, approxlmately 273.58

studies and assessment of -
environmental impacts. Two

" Environmiental Impact Statements will .

be prepared, one for the western part of

“the route, apprommately 120.7 -

kilometer (75 miles) in length, from the
Alabama/Mississippi State line and
extending to an undermined point near
Interstate Highway 65 near the center of
Alabama and the second Impact
Statement wrzitten for the eastem part of
the project, approximately 152.9
kilometers (85 miles) in length,
beginning atan undetermined point
near Interstate Highway 65 near
Huntsville, Alabama, and extending to

" the AlabamalGeorgla border. There will

be coordination in the location and
environmental studies to establish a
Alternatives under consideration
include: (1)Altemate route locations,
(2) a no action alternative, and (3} .
postponing the action Alternative.
Letters describing the proposed action
and soliciting comments will be sent to
appropriate Federal, State, and local
agencies, and to private organizations -
and citizens who have previously
expressed or are known to have an
interest in this-proposal. A series of

pubhc meetings will be held beginning -

in early 1994. In addition, public
hearings will also be held. Public notice
will be given of the time and place of

the meetings and hearings. The Draft

Environmental Impact Statements will
be available for public and agency
review and comment prior to the public
hearings.

To ensure that the full range of issues

-related to this proposed action are
- .addressed and all significant issues

identified, comments and suggestions
are invited from'all interested parties.
Comments or questions concerning this
proposed action and the EIS’s should be
directed to the FHWA at the address
provided above.

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

Joe D. Wilkerson,

Division Administrator, Montgomery,
Alabama. _ .

[FR Doc. 94940 Filed 1-13-94; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-22-M -

' Environmental Impact Statement: Pitt

County, NC

" . AGENCY: Federal Highway
kilometers (370 miles) in length, will be
.divided into two segments for location

Administration (FHWA), DOT.
ACTION: Notice of intent.

SUMMARY: The FHWA is issuing this

- notice to advise the public that an

environmental impact statement will be
prepared for a proposed highway project
within the City of Greenville and Pitt

. County, North Carolina.
'FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Roy C. Shelton, Operations Engineer,

. Federal Highway Administration, suite

410, 310 New Bern Avenue, Ralelgh
North Carolina 27601, Telephone (918)
856—-4350.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The

- FHWA, in cooperation with the North

Carolina Department of Transportation
(NCDQOT), will prepare an
environmenial impaci staicaieut {£13;
on a proposed Greenville Southwest

" - Bypass in the City of Greenville and Pitt
- County. The proposed action will be the

construction of a multilane divided
controlled access highway on new
location from NC 11903 south of
Greenville around the southern and
western portions of the city to US 264
west of Greenville. This proposed
facility is a portion of a planned
complete bypass facility which
ultimately will provide for travel around
Greenville and will relieve existing

‘traffic congestion along NC 11-503
" through Greenville. The proposed action

is part of the 1990 Greenville
Thoroughfare Plan.

.
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Alternatives under consideration -
include: (1) The “no-build” alternative,
(2) improve existing facilities, and (3) a
controlled access highway.on new
location.

Letters describing the proposed action
and soliciting comments are being sent
to appropriate Federal, State and local
agencies. Citizens Informational
Workshops and meetings with local
officials and neighborhood groups will
be held in the study area. Public
hearings will also be held. Information"
on the tims and place of the workshops
and hearings will be provided in the
local news media. The draft EIS will be
available for public and agency review
and comment at the time of the hearing.

To ensure the full range of issues
related to the proposed action are
addressed and all significant issues
identified, comments and suggestions
are invited from all interested parties.
Comments and questions concerning the
proposed action should be directed to -
the FHWA at the address prov1ded
above.

{Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance

. Program Number 20.205, Highway Planmng

and Construction. The regulations
implementing Executive Order 12372
regarding intergovernmental consultation on

Federal programs and activities apply to thxs '

program.)
Issued on: January 7, 1994.

Roy C. Shelton,

Operations Engineer, ﬁaleigh NC.
[FR Doc. 94-941 Filed 1-13-94, 8: 45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-22-M

Federal Railroad Administration

Application for Approval of

.Discontinuance or Modification of a

Railroad Signal System or Relief From
the Requirements of 49 CFR Part 236

Pursuant to 49 CFR part 235 and 49
U.S.C. App. 26, the following railroads -
have petitioned the Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA) seeking approval
for the discontinuance or modification
of the signal system or relief from the
requirements of 49 CFR part 236 as
detailed below.

Block ngnal Applxcatxon (BS—AP)—NO
3273

Applicant: Buffale & Pittsburgh
Railroad, Inc., Mr. R. T. Haley, Signal
Supervisor C&S, 201 North Penn Street,
Punxsutawney, Pennsylvania 15767.

The Buffalo & Pittsburgh Railroad,
Inc., seeks approval of.the proposed
d1scont1nuance and removal of the _
signal system, on the single main track,
between Macklin, milepost 282.4 and
Eidenau, milepost 303.5, near.Butler,
Pennsylvania, on the Butler Branch.

The reason given for the proposed
changes is to retire facilities no longer
required for present operation.

Rules Standards & Instructions
Application (RS&I-AP}-No. 1089

Applicant: Consolidated Rail
Corporation, Mr. J. F. Noffsinger, Chief
Engineer—C&S, 2001 Market Street,
P.0. Box 41410, Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania 19101-1410.

Consolidated Rail Corporation
(Conrail) seeks relief from the
requirements of § 236.566 (49 CFR
236.566) of the Rules, Standard and
Instructions to the extent that they be
aliowed to operate nonequipped
locomotives in automatic cab signal
territory, on the two main tracks
between *'CP Jacks,"” milepost 191.3 and
“CP Gray,"” milepost 223.3, on the
Pittsburgh Line, Harrisburg Division, for
the following operaticns:

1. Wire trains, work trains, wreck
trains, and ballast cleaners to and from
work;

2, Engines and diesel cars movmg to
and from shops; and

" 3.Engines used in switching and

transfer service, with or without cars,
not exceeding 20 miles per hour.

The reason given for 319 proposed
changes is that exemptions are already:
authorized for operation of :
nenequipped locomotives under the
same circuristances in cab signal
territory at other locations on Conrail,
and that this relief request would be an
extention of those already existing
exemptions. .

RS&I-AP-No. 1090

Applicants: Union Pacific Railroad
Company, and Missouri Pacific Railroad
Company, Mr. E. J. McCaddon, Director
ofLocomotive Maintenance Operations,
Harriman Dispatching Center, 850 Jones
Street, Omaha, Nebraska 68102-2920.

The Union Pacific Railroad Company
and Missouri Pacific Railroad Company
(UP&MP) jointly seek relief from the
requirements of Section 236.590 (49
CFR 236.590) of the Rules, Standard and
Instructions for all locomotives owned,
leased, or operated under contract by
the UP&MP, equipped with Automatic
Train Control Systems (including
automatic train control, automatic-train
stop, and coded cab signals}, to the
extent that the carrier be permitted to

_extend the current 2 year time limit (736 .
days) to 3 years, for change out or

removal and cleaning of the following

. pneumnatic valves associated with .

Aatomatic Train Control Systems:

1. “EBPS"—Engine Brake Pressure o
Smtch 35/20 PSL

2. “SBPS"—Service Brake Pressure
Swi-tch 35/20 PSL. "

3. ATC—Magnet Valve.

4. CC5—Magnet Valve.

Appllcant s justification for retief: To
allow easier scheduling of air brake
work since time limits-would coincide
with other locomotive valves, providing
improved inventory control, reducing
required inventory, and reducing
locomotive down-time. The carrier also
states the failure frequency is less than
air brake valves currently changed and
cleaned on a 3 year basis. :

Any interested party desiring t6
protest the granting of an application
shall set forth specifically the grounds
upon which the protest is made, and

- contain a concise statement of the

interest of the protestant in the -
proceeding. The original and two copies
of the protest shall be filed with the
Associate Administrator for Safety,
FRA, 400 Seventh Street, SW.,
Washington, DC 20590 within 45
calendar days of the date of issuance of
this notice. Additionally, one copy of
the protest shall be furnished to.the
applicant at the address listed above:

RA expects to be able to determine
these matters without oral hearing.
However, if a specific request for an oral
hearing is accompanied by a showing
that the party is unable to adequately
present his or her position by written
statements, an appllcatlon may be set
for public hearing. '

. Issued in Washmgton DC on January 7,

1994,

Phil Olekszyk,.

Deputy Associate Administrotor for Sa fery.
[FR Doc. 94-901 Filed 1-13-94; 8:45 am)]
BILLING CODE 4910-06-P S '

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
Office of the Secretary

Notice of Call for Redemption
Washington,']anuary 11, 1994.

To Holders of 8z Percent Treasury
Bonds of 1994-99, and Others
Concerned

1. Public notice is hereby given that
aii outstanding 8/ percent Treasury
Bonds of 1994-99 {(CUSIP No. 912810-
BR 8) dated May 15, 1974, due May 15,
1999, are hereby called for redemption
at par on May 15, 1994, on which date
interest on such bonds will cease.

2. Full information regarding the’
presentation and surrender of such
bonds held in coupon and registered
form for redemption under this call will
be found in Department of the Treasury -
Circular No. 300, Revised, dated March

-4,1973. Coupon bonds must have all

unmatured coupons attached to the






APPENDIX C

NEPA/SECTION 404 MERGER 01 PROCESS
CONCURRENCE FORMS

CONCURRENCE POINT NO. 1 - FEBRUARY 2001
CONCURRENCE POINT NO. 2 - MARCH 2005
CONCURRENCE POINT NO. 2A - OCTOBER 2005
CONCURRENCE POINT NO. 3- NOVEMBER 2006
CONCURRENCE POINT NO. 4A — JUNE 2007





S_éctio_'n 404/NEPA Mergér Project Team Agreement

_': ,Pfojecf Name/Description: Greenville Southwest Bypass, from NC 11-903 to US 264,
“Greenville, Pitt County; Federal-Aid project STP 11(1); State Project No. 8.1221401;-
- TIP Prolect R-2250 -

Concurrence Pomt No. 1. Purpose and Need.

The purpose and need of the proposed highway project is to ease the ex1st1ng and
anticipated traffic congestion on NC 11 (Memorial Drive) in Greenville.

- See attached Purpose and Need of the Proposed Project statement for details.

.' The PI‘O)CCt Team ’\/Iembers mdlcated below have concurred on this date, Februarv 15

2001 with Concurrence Point No. 1. _
NCDOT_.~ = &~

i .Mﬂa w -

1

USEPA____ | | | USFWS Ik z%d M~7
USNMFS___ ~ NCWRC @W-d)% %/
NEDEM_ | | NCDMF

A -

| /b’t-du-f\v i\ ﬁ‘//wc. /&4,:1

NNy, | ‘
FHWA \4\0 - C (i @&MT

//

&

\?x





Section 404/NEPA Merger Project Team Agreement

- Project Name/Descnpuon Greenv111e Southwest Bypass from NC 11-903 to US 264, , :
Greenville, Pitt County; Federal Aid prOJect STP- 11(1) State PrOJect No. 8.1221401;
TIP PrOJect R-2250 ’

Concurrence Point No. 1. Purpose and Need

‘The purpose and need of the proposed highway project is to ease the ex1st1ng and
anticipated traffic congestion on NC 11 (Memorial Drive) in Greenville.

" See attached Purpose and Need of the Proposed Project statement for details.

The Project Team Members indicated below have concurred on this date February 15,

2001, W1th Concurrence Point No. 1. o

USACE, ;«/% ﬁz M NCDOT w 4 Z“\

USNMFS NCWRC @W&// % |

NEDEM_ | NCDMF B
SHPO | ~ FHWA Q@ﬁ M

o - e » ' ne OW %ﬂb f/%m/u
MPquW
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Secﬁ’mn 404/NEPA Merger Project Team Meeting
Agreement

. Concurrence Point No. 2
Alternatives to be Studied in Detail in the NEPA Document,

Project No./TIP No./Name/Description:

State Project No. 8.1221401, WBS Element 34411.1.2, TIP No. R-2250
Greenville Southwest Bypass
(Improvements to NC 11 and US 264 Business), Pitt County, North Carolina

Project R-2250 proposes to provide transportation improvements in the
southwest area of Greenville, west of Winterville and north of Ayden, to relieve
traffic congestion on existing NC 11 (Memorial Drive) and US 264 Business
(Stantonsburg Road).

Alternatives to be studied in detail in the NEPA document:

Alternative |B-EXT
Alternative 4-EXT
Alternative S-EXT

Ef'iiese alternatives are shown on the attached map.

——

The Project Team concurred on this date of February 17, 2005 with the
alternatives to be studied in detail for the proposed project as stat ed abave

USACE %#M . NCDOT [ a4 ‘I/) W

USEPA 1~ ,i/::xu USFWS i’ﬁw Y- W
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NCDWD iods \J /(,/ ik











Section 404M? A Merger Pm;ect Team Meeting Avrm:ment

. Coururrence Point No. 2A
Bridging Locataom and Ahgament Review

Projoct No /T1¥ hoﬂamdbescﬁnﬁnn-
Greenville Southwant Bypass

\lmpmvcmcms 1N 1 and US 264 Bﬂstmw}. Pitt County
\*n:nm Préject Ne.: §.1321404.WBS CEloment: 24511.1 2, "L'IPNo R228

'-*mm R-2230 proposes 1o yrovide m»wmhm smpmvmcma in e southwestartn of Coeenvilie,

weat of Wirgervitllc and narth of Ayden, to relieve talfic comgestion on exiyting NG 11 {(Memorid
Dirive} and US 2064 Busrness (sz-bnxg Road),

Prediminacy Design Plans wers provided to the Meeper T mermbens and reviewed atn mt.ctmg; on
Octaber 30, 2005, After 2 review of the prtiminary deatign plans aod Nydrologic resouress in e

study 3rea. it was dacravined that no bridges would Yo comstepeted for the aolc. purpose urmm.mmg
inpacts to m;ar roreams andies tn ghality wﬂzmda. .

The Projoct Team con.:unr:d o ﬂ:m. date of Ocmbwgﬂ 2005, wink the ‘bndqc locmam n-nd

afiprunents for twe progpled asdc G :dx.sw.
ussﬁi?—ﬂh r—
NCWRL

SKPO ¢

FHWA,

e ¥ . '
DENR—DMF.&%AZK&W
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Section 404/NEPA Merger Project Teamn Meeting Agreement
Concurrence Point No. 3
ast Knvironmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA]

Project NoJ/TIP No/ Name/Description;

TIF Number: R I2A0
WES Numper: 34471
TIF Deseription: Greenville Southwest Bypass, NC 11 te Existng Greenville

The

Bypass. Four lane divided facility on naw lgeation with a
Bypass of Winterville

Project Team has coneurred on this date of November 16, 2006 that Corridor o ~E,1(j"

shall be the Least Tnvironmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative for the Greenville
Southwest Bypass project.

1. 8. Army Corps of Engineers A)LQA - é! 'Q, 2. ﬁ,;L;
M. C. Department of Transportation Q}fiﬂ’ _Q?_H_é é&; v

U, 8. Environmental Protection Agency

.

.,».w SN ___'; —
U, 8. Fish and Wildiife Service E‘Y Glffb S

N, C, Wildlife Resources Comrmission i S

State Historic Preservation Office ﬂm @'L.ﬁ_.
N. C. Division of Water Quality @wﬁM
7

A
National Marine Fisheries Service o, /ﬂ /o
~ -
N, C. Division of Marine Fisheries S /'/‘/ﬂ domett il 7:‘____,5/’ )
(‘: '**?“ =
Z) %
Greenville Urban Area MPO FASA S 7 g

2] gmorn

X 4
;
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Section 404/NEPA Merger Project Team Meeting Aareement
Concurrence Point No. 4A S
Avoidance and Minimization

Proiect No./TIP No,/ Name/Description:

TIP Number: ' R-2250
WBS Number: 34411
TIP Description: Greenville Southwest Bypass, NC 11 to Existing Greenville

Bypass. Four lane divided facility on new location with a
Bypass of Winterville

The Project Team has concurred on this date of June 14, 2007 that Minimization Option

_5__ shall be implemented at the intersection of NC 903 and the Greenville Southwest

By pass. The Project Team has also concurred on the following other Avoidance &

‘ﬂmtmvatmn measures: Noise barriers for impacted sites as listed in Table 1 of the June 14,
2007 merger packet will be studied in the final design.

N A / e M«Mj
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers fi}iﬁm gf{}?w:}j/
N. C. Department of Transportation z’i ?fzf}{lf}{}(fz ’j} ) u;ﬁjngéﬁu
U. 8. Envirenmental F‘mﬁécﬁon Ageﬁcy {«://-3&‘2» ;‘LL; Mm :
g (I -
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Lpden
| < Ty,
N. €. Wildlife Resources Commission *‘»v’:"‘?‘”‘\v/ A TV
State Historic Preservation Office »&M& MZ
N. C. Division of Water Quality /} ( //74W:j"‘“/’ {’
National Marine Fisheries Service | /s; >4{ / f(f/iw
N. C. Division of Marine Fisheries %M W ‘f/
Greenville Urban Area MPO \\ .é g\(f j{s};:&: (5. € pvmsina

Co
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APPENDIX D

NC 903 INTERCHANGE IMPACT
MINIMIZATION -
TRAFFIC FORECAST DIAGRAMS

DIAGRAM 1 -2007 NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE FORECAST VOLUMES
DIAGRAM 2 - NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE FORECAST VOLUMES

DIAGRAM 3 - 2030 BUILD ALTERNATIVE 1 FORECAST VOLUMES (WITH
INTERCHANGE AT NC 903)

DIAGRAM 4 - 2030 BUILD ALTERNATIVE 2 FORECAST VOLUMES (WITHOUT
INTERCHANGE AT NC 903)
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TOWI\ Of AYden | Honorable Mayor

~ OFFICE OF THE TOWN Stephen W. Tapp
. MANAGER Board of Cpmm:ssmners
dgﬂ 4144 WEST AVENUE Mary Plice Davenport
%;IZEZ;Z‘;‘,‘; ,./ P.0.BOX 219 Leonard Gibson
o AYDEN, NORTH CAROLINA 28513 Louise Pritchard
e Donald Skinner

E-MAIL: AMITCHELL@AYDEN.COM
TELEPHONE: 252-746-7030 Town Manager

FAX: 252-746-7075 Adam G. Mitchell, MBA
VISIT US: http://www.ayden.com

April 13, 2007

Art McMillan, P.E. :

NCDOT State Highway Design Engineer
1584 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1584

REF: Preliminary Design for Greenville Southwest Bypass (T.I.P. Project # R~2250)

Dear Mr. McMillan:

The Town of Ayden, a member of the Greenville Urban Area MPO, hereby presents to you the
attached Resolution Requesting that NCDOT Consider Modifications to the Proposed Design of the
Greenville Southwest By-Pass. Over the past several months, the Town has acquired and reviewed a
Preliminary Design for the southernmost portion of the Greenville Southwest Bypass and has identified
multiple design issues that the Town has determined must be addressed to allow the proposed facility to
benefit both regional and local mobility.

The Town of Ayden looks forward to working with NCDOT to address these issues and believes
that each issue can be addressed in a mutually beneficial manner. Please feel free to contact me at your
earliest convenience regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

o

Adam G. Mitchel
Town Manager

cc: Marvin Blount III, North Carolina Board of Transportation
Rob Hanson, NCDOT PDEA
Brian Yamamoto, NCDOT PDEA
Beth Smyre, NCDOT PDEA
C.E. (Neil) Lassiter, NCDOT Division 2 Engineer
Thomas Tysinger, Jr., GUAMPQO TCC Chairman
Christen Maseman, H.W. Lochner Inc., Project Manager
GUAMPO TAC Members

Ayden, North Carolina

N.C. Small Towrnr Main Street Community
FORENC Creative Community
N.C. Public Power Community
“Tree City USA” Community





rRESOLUTIONNO. O (=071 2]

A RESOLUTION BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF
THE TOWN OF AYDEN REQUESTING THAT THE
NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION CONSIDER
MODIFICATIONS TO THE PROPOSED DESIGN OF THE
GREENVILLE SOUTHWEST BY-PASS.

WHEREAS, the Town of Ayden is a member of the Greenville Urban Area Metropolitan

Planning Organization (GUAMPO) and through this organization has been very. mvolved
in the planning of the Greenville Southwest By-Pass; and,

WHEREAS, the Town of Ayden Board of Commissioners recognizes the poten’ual
benefit of the Greenville Southwest By-Pass not only to the regional transportation
network, but also to the long-term development of the town; and,

WHEREAS, the Town of Ayden Board of Commissioners further recognizes that the

above mentioned benefits can only be achieved through a facility design that addresses
both regional and local objectives; and,

WHEREAS, the Town of Ayden Board of Commissioners has conducted a public

‘hearing in which it solicited comment on the proposed facility design from the public and
impacted property owners; and,

WHEREAS, the Town of Ayden Board of Commissioners has reviewed the public
comment and recognizes that the town must officially request changes to the current

facility design that will allow for 1mproved local access and mitigation of impacts to an
existing residential neighborhood.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Town of Ayden Board of
Commissioners requests that the North Carolina Department of Transportation consider
the following modifications to the proposed design of the Greenville Southwest By-Pass:

1. Provide some form of signalized local access to NC 102 between NC 11 and the,
- proposed By-Pass Interchange. Such access is required for this area to meet its
expected commercial development potential.

2. Retain local access from Old Snow Hill Road / Snow Hill Street to NC 11. Old
Snow Hill Road / Snow Hill Street currently have access to NC 11 and removing
said access will increase response times for emergency vehicles and cause
significant cut-through traffic for The Pines Subdivision.

3. Provide improved access from NC 102 to The Pines Subdivision. The existing
entrance is not adequate and the anticipated additional traffic will make this a
failing intersection (LOS - F). This could be addressed by providing a traffic






signal at Wildwood Drive and NC 102 or by creating a new signalized

intersection / entrance farther west along NC 102 leading into The Pines
Subdivision. '

4, Provide measures that will keep The Pines Subdivision from becoming attractive
to cut-through traffic. This could be addressed by keeping Wildwood Drive open
to Old Snow Hill Road; by retaining access from Old Snow Hill Road / Snow Hill
Street to NC 11; and by providing the town with information related to traffic
calming techniques available within the subdivision.

5. . Provide a noise barrier along the west side of The Pines Subdivision.
Adopted this 9* day of April, 2007.

KL OA—

$tephen W. Tripp, Mayor

ATTEST:

Dty Arwed

Sherry Howell, Town Clerk






Reference: NC 264 West Bypass

To: Mr. Brian Eason
- H.W. Lochner, Inc.
2840 Plaza Place
Raleigh, North Carolina 27612

April 18, 2007
|

Dear Mr. Eason,

We would like to request that the access road to Cox Farm Properties extend to the
property line only and stop. We feel that stopping the access road at the Cox Farm
property line will allow us to control further environmental concerns.

Thank You for your time and efforts.

Sincerely,
Willie D. Cox

Cox Farm Properties LLC.





April 30, 2007

Refererice: NC 264 West Bypass

To: Brian K. Eason
Project Designer Engineer
H.W. Lochner, Inc.
2840 Plaza Place
Suite 202
Raleigh, NC 27612

From: Samuel F. and D. Bryan Cox
Cox Brothers Properties
5009 Pleasant Plain Rd.
Ayden, NC 28513
252<746-3351

Dear Mr. Eason,

We would like to request that the access road to Cox Brothers properties/farms extend
to the property line only and stop. We feel that stopping the access road at the property
line will allow us to control further environmental concerns.

Thank You for ‘your time and efforts.

Sincerely,
Samuel F. Cox

Il 4,

D. Bryan Cox

4 5744 (D
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MEMORANDUM TO: MR. GLENN MUMFORD, PE T REVIEW/DISCUSS WITH
FROM: John H. Savage, Review Appraiser
SUBJECT: Project 34411.1.1 (R-2250 — Pitt County)

F. A. Project STP-11(1)

NC 11-903 (Greenville SW Bypass) from NC 11 to
US 264 (Greenville Bypass)

This service road study is based on information from local realtors, appraisers, and

recent sales in the area. The values of the properties affected were estimated and
net appraised by comprehensive on-site inspections.

1. Property now or formerly owned by Ann B. Sumrell per the plans provided at
the proposed interchange of NC 102 with the proposed bypass is divided into
three separate remainders. The two outlined in the request include about 3.7
acres remaining at the NW quadrant of the aforementioned intersection while
about 21.6 acres remains at the proposed NE quadrant. It appears feasible to
eliminate the potential service road at the NW quadrant, as it would serve only
about 3.7 acres of the Sumrell property. The R/W cost for the service road
coupled with damages it would create to the Sidney Britt property, and lastly
the cost of construction of what appears to be an 1,800’ service road far out
weigh the value of the approximate 3.7 acres the service road would be
accessing. The remainder of the Sumrell property located at the NE quadrant
as previously mentioned consists of about 21.6 acres. In this area similar size
tracts are selling for about $30,000 per acre; therefore, it would appear feasible
to provide a potential service road to this remainder. Not only would a service
road with a length of about 900’ serve the aforementioned 21.6 acres, it could
also serve the property located directly east of the Sumrell property owned by

MAILING ADDRESS: TCLEAHONE: 2§2.355-9056 LOCATION!
NC DCPARTMENT OF TRANSPARTATION FAX 2§2-355.9064 1430 EAS T ARLINGTON BOULEVARD
APFRAISAL OFFICE

GREENVILLE, NC
1430 EAST ARLINGTON BOULEVARD WEBSITE: WWW.D0M.00T.STATE NC.US
GREENVILLE, NC 27858
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June 29, 2007

Bulow, Inc. This tract consists of about 13 acres., The cost of the service road is

estimated to be about $250,000, while the value of the isolated land is estimated to
be about $1,000,000.

2. The proposed service road at the NE quadrant of SR 1125 (Pocossin Road) and
the project appears to be serving the property that will have access to SR 1125
without a service road, in particular that being Charles Wilkerson, Jr. [t would
also be serving Carl Blackwood’s property, which appears to be isolated in the
before situation. Lastly, a small portion of residue on the Alice Speight
property will be served but will have little or no value in the after situation as
well as the triangular residue of Worthington Farms, Inc. In summary, this
proposed service road does not appear to be feasible as it would be serving
property that will have access without the service road, property that does not
have access in the before situation, and two small residues that will have little
or no value. The cost of the service road including the cost of R/W and .

- construction of the road being about 3,200° far exceeds the value of thetwo
residues it would be serving.

[PH

. At the NW quadrant of SR 1126 (Forlines Road) and the project, there appears
to be a tract of land owned by Worthington Farms, Inc. consisting of about 50
acres that will be isolated. This land has a value of about $500,000. It appears
a potential service road, which is currently not proposed, could be run along the
north side of Forlines Road, a distance of about 300", which would serve the
aforementioned property. The cost of a road of this length would be about
$70,000, which would include R/W acquisition and construction costs. This
cost would be far less than the value of the isolated tract; therefore, it would
appear to be feasible to run a service road in this area.

Presently there is a potential service road being proposed at the SE quadrant of
SR 1128 (Davenport Farm Road) and the project. This service road appears to
serve property owned now or formerly by Robert Marshall Smith. The
potential service road has a length of about 550’ and would cost about
$125,000, which would include R/W acquisition and construction. It appears
Mr. Smith’s remaining property will have access to both Davenport Farm Road
and a new road that ties in from the east side of the project and crosses the new
highway to SR 1206 (Bell Arthur Road). It appears that this service road is not
feasible as the property will continue to have access without the service road.

pa3
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. The potential service road located at the NE quadrant of US 13/US 264 and the
project is currently proposed to run a distance of about % mile. The last four
properties it would be serving are those of William Turnage, the Viola Monks
Heirs, James Lane, Ir., and William Lane. All four of these propetties appear
10 be uneconomic remnants in the after situation without the service road;
therefore, shortening the service road about 675’ would mean a savings in R/'W

costs and construction of about $150,000 and make little or no difference to
four of the properties it would be serving.

. The potential service road proposed at the SW quadrant of SR 1127 (Frog
Level Road) and the project could be reroutéd about 500° to the west along the -
east property line of Louis Tripp, which is also the north property line of
... .. leffrey Wright. As proposed the potential service road would-create -
considerably more damage to the properties it would be serving by severing
these properties. Rerouting the potential service road in the aforementioned

area could serve said properties while mainiaining a considerable amount of
their utility. ‘

xc: Mr, Lindsey Gould, State Appraiser

rFa4
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ARCHAEOLOGY





North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources

State Historic Preservation Office
Peter B. Sandbeck, Administrator

Michael F., Easley, Governor ~ Office of Archives and History
Lisbeth C. Evans, Sceretary Division of Historical Resources
Jeffrey ]. Crow, Deputy Secretary David Brook, Director

September 19, 2006
MEMORANDUM

TO: " Grepory Thorpe, Ph.D., Director
Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch
NCDOT Division of Highways

FRQM: Peter Sandbeck. %‘L/ 5/ P ,@l;\’aq/ M lag {’/{(_’

SUBJECT: Gteenville Southwest Bypass Study, Improvements to NC 11 and US 264 Business, R-2250, Pitt
County, GS 93-0035 ... —

We have reccived the Administrative Action DEIS and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation for the above project.

We have no comment upon the DEIS at this time but would like to remind you that if the project continues to be
state-funded, historic properties listed in the National Register will trigger review under North Carolina Regulation
GS 121.

We would appreciate a second copy of the Greenville Southwest Bypass Study Draft Environmental Irnpact
Statement (DEIS) for our records in the Survey and Planning Office.

We acknowledge the DOT’s intention to conduct an archacological survey once a preferred alternate has been
selected from the three proposed. Once this selection is made, please contact us to determine a survey protocol.

The above comments are made pursﬁant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the Advisory
Council on Histotic Preservation’s Regulations for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 CFR Part 800.

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration, If you have questions concerning the above comment, contact
Renee Gledhill-Eatley, environmental review coordinator, at 919/733-4763 ext. 246. In all future communication
concerning this project, please cite the above referenced tracking number. :

cc Maty Pope Furr
SCH

Location Mailing Address ) Telephone/Fax

ADMINISTRATION 5017 N. Blount Street, Raleigh N 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4617 (919)733-4763/733-8653
RESTORATION 5t5 M, Blount Street, Raleigh NC 4617 Mail Service Censer, Raleigh NC 27699-4617 (919)733-6547/715-4801
SURVEY & PLANNING 515 N. Blount Steeet, Raleigh, NC 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4617 (919)733-6545 /715-4801
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North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources

State Historic Preservation Office
Peter B, Sandbeck, Adminisiralor

Michael F. Easlcy, Governor Office of Archivés and History
Lisbeth C. Evans, Secrefary Division of Historical Resources
Jeffrey J. Crow, Deputy Secretary . David Brook, Director

January 22, 2007
MEMORANDUM

TO: Matt Wilkerson
NCDOT - Human Environmental Unit

FROM: Peter Sandbeck %ﬁ/ ?q_ky &m_dlhu_k_.

SUBJECT:  Proposed NC 11-903. Greenville Southwest Bypass, R-2250, State Project Number 8.1221401,
Pitt County, GS 93-0035

Thank you for your letter of November 30, 2006, providing topogtaphic maps and aetial photogtaphs for
selected Alternate 4-EXT of the proposed bypass.

On Wednesday, January 3, 2007, OSA staff archaeologist Susan Myers met with you and Mr. Smith to discuss
- the scope of the archacological survey of Alternate 4-EXT. We reviewed maps, a background report prepared

by Kenneth Robinson in 1996 (Bibliography number 3886), and soil studies. We found the level of effort put

forth by Mt. Smith acceptable. We look forward to future consultation, including a field visit, on this project.

The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 CFR
Part 800. '

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions concerning the above comment,
please contact Renee Gledhill-Eatley, envitonmental review cootdinator, at 919/733-4763. In all future
communication concerning this project, please cite the above referenced tracking number.

Location Muiling Address Telephone/Fax
ADMINISTRATION 507 N, Blout Street, Raleigh NC 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4617 (919)133-4763/133-8653
RESTORATION 515 N. Blount Street, Raleigh NC 4617 Mait Service Center, Raleiph NC 27699-4617 (919Y733-6547/715-4801 |

SURVEY & PLANNING 515 N. Blount Street, Raleigh, NC 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4617 (919Y733-6545/715-4801





North Carolina Departrrient of Cultural Resources

State Historic Preservation Office
Peter B. Sandbeck, Administeator

Michael F. Easley, Governor Office of Archives and History
Lisbeth C. Evans, Sectetary Division of Historical Resoutces
Jeffrey J. Crow, Depury Secretary David Brook, Director

June 7, 2007

MEMORANDUM-

TO: Matt Wilkerson, Archaeology Supetvisor

NCDOT - Human Envitonment Unit

FROM: Peter Sandbeck % P&MDM

SUBJECT:  Archaeological survey of the proposed Greenville Southwest Bypass R-2250, Pitt County,
GS 93- 0035

Thank you for your letter of May 17, 2007, and the copy of the management summary of the archaeological
sutvey of the bypass by Heather Olson of TRC.

We find the level of survey coverage thorough. Based on preliminary review of the survey’s findings, it appears
that all 48 sites will be found ineligible for the National Register of Historic Places. We, however, will hold our
recommendations until we have received and reviewed the survey report and site forms.

We plan to attend the “Concurrence Point 4” meeting scheduled for June 14™,

The above comments ate made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations for Compliance with Sectlon 106 codified at 36 CFR
Part 800.

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions concerning the above comment,
please contact Renee Gledhill-Eatley, environmental review coordinator, at 919/733-4763. In all future
communication concerning this project, please cite the above referenced tracking number.

Laocation Mailing Address Telephone/Fax

ADMINISTRATION 507 N. Bloant Strect, Raleigh NC 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4617 (919)733-4763/733-8653
RESTORATION . 515 N. Blount Strect, Raleigh NC 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4617 {919)733-6547/715-4501

SURVEY & PLANNING 515 N. Blount Strect, Raleigh, NC 4617 Mail Service Center, Rateigh NC 27699-4617 (919)733-6545,/715-4801
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FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT
RATING FORMS





U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

. NRCS-CPA-106

Natural Resources Conservation Service FAéMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING (Rev. 1-91)
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

PART | (To be completed by Federal Agency) 3. Date of Land E"a‘”?ti"“ Request ,7/65. J‘{ Sheet1of _1

! Name of ProlectGreenville Southwest Bypass > "Federal Highway Administration

2. Typeof Project  Niaw Location Freeway » 8- County and State pigt County, NC

. Alternative Corridor For Segment
PART Ill (To be completed by Federal Agency) = Corridor K1g|_ Corridor 4 g Coridor £8 n
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 04.9% | &192.47 &24:31
'B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services . ) g@ .0% | 495 55 q(:7%
C. Total Acres In Corridor j . [} . ' Y37 . 0

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor Maximum
Assessment Critéria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c)) | -Points | - - - e
1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 “ '1 ) \
2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10 9 10 9
3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed 20 124 ] ﬂ T&f y
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 20 Q 0
5. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 10 ~ 7T
6. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland : 25 6 4 b v
7. Availablility Of Farm Support Services |5 . S S AN -
8. On-Farm Investments . 20 R Mo 14
9. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services - 25 Q 5 S
10. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use ' 10 b [ [ :
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 | g ") Mo 79 17 |o
PART VIl (To be completed by Federal Agency) . ’ ’
Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) = h 4 100
Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site” - * 160 o . )
assessment) : . . 0 10 - 0 0
TQTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) | 260 0 0 . 0 0
1. Corridor Selected: . 2. Total Acres of Farmlands to be 3. Date Of Selection: 4. Was A Local Site Assessment Used?
Converted by Project. L
ves [1 w~o [
5. Reason For Selection:
Signature of Person Completing this Part: DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor






NRCS-CPA-106 (Reverse)

CORRIDOR - TYPE SITE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

The following criteria are to be used for projects that have a linear or corridor - type site configuration connecting two distant
points, and crossing several different tracts of land. These include utility lines, highways, railroads, stream improvements, and flood

control systems. Federal agencies are to assess the suitability of each corridor - type site or design alternative for protection as farmland
along with the land evaluation information.

(1) How much land is in nonurban use within a radius of 1.0 mile from where the project is intended?
More than 90 percent - 15 points

90 to 20 percent - 14 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

(2)  How much of the perimeter of the site borders on land in nonurban use?
More than 90 percent - 10 points
90 to 20 percent - 9 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

(3) How much of the site has been farmed (managed for a scheduled harvest or timber activity) more than five of the last
10 years?

More than 90 percent - 20 points
90 to 20 percent - 19 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - O points

(4) Isthe site subject to state or unit of local government policies or programs to protect farmland or covered by private programs
to protect farmland?

Site is protected - 20 points
Site is not protected - 0 points

(5) s the farm unit(s) containing the site (before the project) as large as the average - size farming unit in the County ?
(Average farm sizes in each county are available from the NRCS field offices in each state. Data are from the latest available Census of
Agriculture, Acreage or Farm Units in Operation with $1,000 or more in sales.)

As large or larger - 10 points

Below average - deduct 1 point for each 5 percent below the average, down to 0 points if 50 percent or more below average - 9 to 0 points

(6) If the site is chosen for the project, how much of the remaining land on the farm will become non-farmable because of
interference with land patterns?
Acreage equal to more than 25 percent of acres directly converted by the project - 25 points
Acreage equal to between 25 and 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 1 to 24 point(s)
Acreage equal to less than 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 0 points

(7)  Does the site have available adequate supply of farm support services and markets, i.e., farm suppliers, equipment dealers,
processing and storage facilities and farmer's markets?

All required services are available - 5 points
Some required services are available - 4 to 1 point(s)
No required services are available - 0 points

(8) Does the site have substantial and well-maintained on-farm investments such as barns, other storage building, fruit trees
and vines, field terraces, drainage, irrigation, waterways, or other soil and water conservation measures?
High amount of on-farm investment - 20 points
Moderate amount of on-farm investment - 19 to 1 point(s)
No on-farm investment - 0 points

(9)  Would the project at this site, by converting farmland to nonagricultural use, reduce the demand for farm support
services so as to jeopardize the continued existence of these support services and thus, the viability of the farms remaining in the area?
Substantial reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 25 points
Some reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 1 to 24 point(s)
No significant reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 0 points

(10)  Isthe kind and intensity of the proposed use of the site sufficiently incompatible with agriculture that it is likely to
contribute to the eventual conversion of surrounding farmtand to nonagricultural use?
Proposed project is incompatible to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 10 points
Proposed project is tolerable to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 9 to 1 point(s)
Proposed project is fully compatible with existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 0 points











APPENDIX H

CORRIDOR PUBLIC HEARING —
SEPTEMBER 7, 2006

SUMMARY OF CORRIDOR PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

OFFICIAL PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT

TOWN OF AYDEN RESOLUTION - OCTOBER 9, 2006

TOWN OF WINTERVILLE RESOLUTION - SEPTEMBER 11, 2006

CITY OF GREENVILLE RESOLUTION - SEPTEMBER 25, 2006

PITT COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS RESOLUTION -
SEPTEMBER 18, 2006





LOCHNER

H. W. LOCHNER, INC., 2840 Plaza Place, Suite 202, Raleigh, NC 27612 Phone: (919) 571-7111
Fax: (919) 571-0454

MEMORANDUM

TO: R-2250 Corridor Public Hearing Post-Hearing Meeting Attendees
DATE: October 9, 2006
SUBJECT: Project 8.1221401 (R-2250) Pitt County

Greenville Southwest Bypass

Summary of Corridor Public Hearing Comments

A Corridor Public Hearing was held on Thursday, September 7, 2006, at South
Central High School in Winterville, NC. In addition, three pre-hearing open houses
were held on Monday, August 21, 2006, at A.G. Cox Middle School, Tuesday,

August 22, 2006 at Ayden Middle School, and Thursday September 7, 2006 at
South Central High School.

TOTAL ATTENDANCE

Workshop #1 110
Workshop #2 172
Workshop #3/Corridor Public Hearing 368
TOTAL 650
TOTAL BY ALTERNATIVE FAVORED:
No Build Alternative 10
Alternative 1B-EXT 4
Alternative 4-EXT 161
Petition (2797)
Alternative 5-EXT 51
Petition (432)
NOT Alternative 4-EXT 5
NOT Alternative 5-EXT 4
Bypass — Non Specific 14
TOTAL 249 (2,229)

At the Public Hearing, NCDOT decided to extend the original 15-day comment
period to a 30-day comment period due to the high level of interest in the project.
To date, 350 sets of written comments and two (2) petitions have been received
(see Attachment 1 for copies of the petitions) from 261 different people. Thirty-four
(34) people spoke at the hearing. A number of these individuals also submitted





written comments, but they were only counted one time in the totals above. The
above totals also do not include question only comment letters.

Summary of Oral and Written Comments
Following is a summary of the oral and written comments that were submitted at
and following the Public Hearing.

No Build Alternative
In support of the No-Build Alternative
» A bypass would be too destructive to homes, farms, and environmental
resources (9)
The bypass would not solve the traffic problems in Greenville (3)
It is not worth the money (3)
Traffic is not bad enough to warrant a bypass (1)
The majority of people would not feel the benefit (1)

YV VY

Alternative 1B-EXT
In support of Alternative 1B-EXT
» Good compromise — less impact to the Renston Rural Historic District
than Alternative 4-EXT but cheaper than Alternative 5-EXT (2)

Concerns with Alternative 1B-EXT
» Located closer to high school and elementary school on Forlines Road —
concern for safety of teen drivers (5%)
» There are several Century Farms in the corridor (5%)
» Development is continuing in corridor — there will be many more houses
when it is time to construct (3*)
> Will not relieve congestion on NC 11 (1%)

Alternative 4-EXT

Seventy-three (73) copies of a form letter (see Attachment 2) were received in
support of Alternative 4-EXT. Twenty-three (23) of these included additional
written comments. Only these additional comments are included in the totals
below.

In support of Alternative 4-EXT

» Comparatively low environmental impacts, number of relocations, and/or
cost (67)

> Direct impact from either Alternative 1B-EXT or 5-EXT to property (26)

» Alternative 4-EXT is the furthest west (27)
o Allows for growth of Winterville and Ayden (17)
o Allows established neighborhoods to remain intact/away from existing

development (6)

" Concerns are common to Alternatives 1B-EXT and 5-EXT





0 Serves as a true “bypass” (2)

o Will best improve traffic flow on NC 11 (2)

o Will serve commuters and travelers from Greene and Lenoir Counties
3)

Context sensitive design should be used to reduce impacts to the

Renston Rural Historic District as much as possible (6)

Individuals noted respect for history, but need for progress (3)

Alternative 4-EXT has the most direct access (2)

Would result in least reduction in tax base (1)

Quicker to build (1)

VVVVYVY VY

Concerns with Alternative 4-EXT

» Historic homes impacted by Alternative 4-EXT can not be replaced,
homes in corridor for Alternatives 1B-EXT and 5-EXT are new (7)

» Impact to Renston Rural Historic District (5)

» Impact to farmland (1)

» Direct impact to property (1)

> If earlier corridors were modified and/or eliminated to avoid historic
Charles McLawhorn property, how can Alternative 4-EXT even be
considered (1)

» Alternative 4-EXT is so far west that it will do little to relieve traffic on

NC 11 (1)

Alternative 5-EXT
In support of Alternative 5-EXT
» Avoids Renston Rural Historic District (36)
> Closest to existing population centers (13)
0 Would best alleviate traffic on NC 11 (6)
o Easier to access and use (4)
o0 Protects Winterville from being bypassed/best for economic
development (4)
o Tighter “loop” would provide fast access to nodes within the city (1)
Direct impact to property from either Alternative 1B-EXT or 4-EXT (4)
Eliminates dangerous intersection at Red Forbes Road, NC 903, and
Pocosin Road (3)
Would be easier to obtain and use federal funding (3)
Preserves rural atmosphere (2)
Best for Ayden and Winterville (2)
Makes NC 903 safer (1)
Wetlands and streams can be restored or replaced; the historic district
can not (1)

VvV VvV

VVVVY

Concerns with Alternative 5-EXT
» Impact to floodplains will allow for more flooding in the area (6)
» Located closer to high school and elementary school on Forlines Road —
concern for safety of teen drivers (5%)





vV V VYV ¥V VVV VY VY

There are several Century Farms in the corridor (5*)

Development is continuing in corridor — there will be many more houses
when it is time to construct (3*)

There is a cemetery located in the corridor that is not shown on mapping
or noted in the Summary of Environmental Impacts (3)

Direct impact to property (3)

Concerned about quality of Swift Creek watershed (3)

Closing Pocosin Road at the bypass would create a problem for
emergency services (3)

Would serve as a barrier to future development in Winterville and Ayden
(2)

Previous study corridors similar to Alternative 5-EXT were eliminated
because of environmental impacts (2)

Additional money required to construct Alternative 5-EXT could be used
to improve other area roads (1)

Would not relieve congestion on NC 11 (1%)

Bypass — Non Specific

>

Choose the corridor that impacts the fewest people (2)

General Comments
The following general comments were noted regardless of favored alternative:

>

VVVVVVY ¥V YV Y VY

Development should not have been allowed to continue in study
corridors/ buyers should be informed of potential bypass (31)
Concerned about decline in property value (7)

All of Pitt County is historic / all land has been in existence the same
amount of time / other historic properties would be impacted (7)

The number of homes impacted by Alternatives 1B-EXT and 5-EXT are
underestimated (6)

Need connector to NC 11 from Snow Hill Road (5)

o For access to nursing home (1)

Developers built homes in corridors of Alternatives 1B-EXT and 5-EXT to
deflect Bypass to Alternative 4-EXT (4)

Consider mitigation options for the Pines subdivision (3)

Farms should be counted as businesses (3)

General air quality concerns (2)

General noise concerns (1)

Consider passenger rail and bike trails (1)

Concern about increased crime due to proximity of highway (1)

Provide access to businesses along NC 102 (1)

Other Alternative Suggestions

>

Improve Fire Tower Road, Evans Road, and/or Greenville Boulevard (5)

" Concerns are common to Alternatives 1B-EXT and 5-EXT





Consider an avoidance alternative west of Renston Rural Historic District
(3)

Bypass from US 264 to NC 11 at Davenport Farm Road (1)

Improve existing NC 11 (widen and eliminate traffic signals) from NC 102
to Reedy Branch Road; new location connector to US 264 (1)

Widen Frog Level Road and Allen Road to 5-lane facilities (with center
turn lane) and extend Frog Level Road to NC 11 (1)

YV VV V¥

Questions/Other Comments

Twenty-three (23) general and property-specific questions were received. These
individuals did not specify a favored alternative and are not included in the totals
above. Questions were responded to as they were received. These questions
generally fell into one of three categories:

» Questions related to the procedure for selecting the preferred alternative,
including when the decision will be made and who will make the decision

» Questions about copies of maps, including copies of the overall corridor
mapping, copies of preliminary design mapping, and copies of mapping
for individual properties

» Questions regarding impacts and designs at specific properties, such as
access issues, property appraisals, and right of way procedures

Organized Citizen Efforts

Two citizens groups have formed to promote their favored alternatives. Both groups
have been asked to submit a formal written comment for inclusion in the
NEPA/Section 404 Merger Meeting Packet for Concurrence Point 3 (Selection of
the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative).

CHOOSE
responsible for a large number of the CORRI DOR
comments received in support of

Alternative 4-EXT, including the form letter B Y P A s s

included in Attachment 2. The group has -

printed as least ten (10) Letters to the 0 U R H 0 M E s !

Editor in the Greenville Reflector and has
www.FrisCc4 com

The “Residents in Support of Corridor 4”
(RISC-4) group has mobilized recently in
support of Alternative 4-EXT. The group is

submitted a petition with nearly 1,800
signatures.

The second group, led by citizens of the Renston community, supports Alternative
5-EXT. This group also submitted a petition, which included 432 names.
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RESIDENTS IN
SUPPORT OF CORR{DOR4

CHGOGOXE CORRIDOR 4 BYPASS OUR HOMES

October 2, 2006

Ed Lewis -

Human Environment Unit
Senior Public Officer
NCDOT

1583 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, N. C. 27669-1583

Re: Tip Project R-2250
State Project No 8.1221401

Dear Mr. Lewis,

Enclosed are 1,797 signatures in hard copy as well as a disk in a form of a petition
in favor of Corridor 4 and Opposition of Corridor 1B & 5 for the Greenville Southwest
Bypass Tip Project No. R-2250.

Please see that the Merger Team/Voting Board receives a copy of these signatures
or anyone that you deem should received them. If you have any questions, please call
252-215-0682.

Thank you for allowing RISC4 group to work with NCDOT in this matter.

Smcerely,
RISC4
Ellen Forlines

RISC4 Information Management

Enclosures: Hard Copy of Petition with 1,797 signatures
RISC4 Disk of Petition with 1,797 signatures
Resolution No 06-4-340 Town of Winterville
Greenville-Pitt Association of Realtors letter in support of Corridor 4
Article from MPO endorsement of Corridor 4
Six Comment Sheets on GSWBP





Petition in Favor of Corridor 4 and Opposition of Corridors 1B & 5 for the
Greenville Southwest Bypass (State Project No. 8.1221401)

We, the undersigned, petition the North Carolina Department of Transportation to choose
Corridor 4 as the corridor for the Greenville Southwest Bypass. Corridors 1B and 5 are not in
the best interest of the local citizens, the environment and the NC taxpayers. Some of the
reasons are listed below and followed by our signatures:-

Corridors 1B & 5:

e Require more residential and business relocations.
o Will affect many more businesses and families that will not be relocated.

* Affect several new subdivisions in Winterville that have been and are being
constructed in the path of these corridors.

e Have a greater environmental impact to our streams, wetlands, floodplains &
hazardous waste sites.

o Will cost the NC taxpayers more than Corridor 4
e Will negatively affect three ‘“Designated Century Farms”





MCLAWHORN

— & ASSOCIATES —mM8M8M—

October 3, 2006

Mr. Ed Lewis

Human Environment Unit

Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch
N.C. Department of Transportation

1583 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1583

RE: Proposed Southwest Bypass

Dear Mr. Lewis:

A large number of citizens support the protection of the
Renston Historic District from being destroyed by the proposed
Southwest Bypass.

Enclosed are petitions signed by 432 citizens requesting
that the North Carolina Department of Transportation preserve

and protect the Renston Historic District, Dbased wupon the
following:

1. Any encroachment of the Renston Historic District by
the proposed cloverleaf interchange crossing Highway
903 will destroy the integrity of the rural
neighborhood and is likely to lead to further urban
sprawl in Pitt County.

2. The massive presence of the interchange would have a
devastating effect of the quiet rural atmosphere of
the area.

3. The continued protection of integrity of the Renston

Historic District will protect wildlife by preserving
existing habitat from residential or commercial
development.

4. The Renton Historic District stands as a reminder of
the agricultural heritage of Eastern North Carolina,
and the adoption of a corridor which intersects the

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

501 GREENVILLE BOULEVARD SE—GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 27858
POST OFFICE BOX 8188—GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 27835-8188
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Mr. Ed Lewis
Page Two
October 3, 2006

District will further destroy the legacy of
agriculture.

Please ensure that the position of these citizens are
included in the DOT’s decision making process.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Yours wvery truly,

McLAWHORN & ASSOCIATES

Charles L. McLawhorn,





Protect Renston Historic District

We, the undersigned, request that the North Carohna Department of Transportation
preserve and protect the Renston Historic District. We urge the D.O.T. to locate the proposed

Southwest Bypass project out51de the Historic Dlstnct, which is listed on the National Reg15ter
of Historic Places.

We request that the D.O.T. eliminate consideration of Corridor 4, Corridor 1B and any
other proposed corridor which would impact the Renston Historic District.

‘Cur request 1S based upon the following:

1. Any encroachment of the Renston Historic District by the proposed cloverleaf
interchange crossing Highway 903 will destroy the integrity of the rural
neighborhood and is likely to lead to further urban sprawl in Pitt County.

2. The massive presence of the interchange would have a devastating effect of the
quiet rural atmosphere of the area.

3. The continued protection of the integrity of the Renston Historic District will
protect wildlife by preserving existing habitat from residential or commercial
development.

4. The Renston District stands as a reminder of the agricultural heritage of Eastern

North Carolina, and the adoption of a corridor which intersects the District will
further destroy the legacy of agnculture

‘We further request that the D.O.T. in the d631gn and layout of this project to adopt a
means of screening the District from the eastern approach of -Highway 903.
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Form Letter in Support of Alternative 4-EXT
(total of 73 received)





' COMMENT SHEET
Greenville Southwest Bypéss

Corridor Public Hearing - September 7, 2006 _ .
TIP Proiect No. R—2250 - Pitt Countv : Proiect 8.1221401

COMMENTS AND/OR QUESTIONS:

‘NOTE: The following comments are based on information contained within the
DOT’S last known publication and in some cases do not accurately reflect the
extent that Corridors 1B and 5 will impact our communlty, ‘especially regardmg
the number of families that will be dlslocated

e The current maps and figures do not accurately reflect the number of homes that
* would be negatively impacted by Corridor-options 1B and 5. For example, the actual
homes completed ar under construction, located in the new Bristolmoor subdivision,
are not shown on any maps and ‘therefore, appear to have been omitted from the
DOT’s calculatlons :

o Corridor 1B results in the dislocation of .at least 60 fami-lies; Corridor 5 in the

dislocation of at least 98. These numbers represent an increase in dislocated

families and relocation costs of 43% and 57%, respectively, over that of Corridor 4,
which impacts 42 residents.

° Based on information prowded ‘by the DOT, Corridors 1B and 5 impact our streams
much more significantly than Corridor 4. Corridors 1B and 5 cross almost 3 times as
many streams at 22 streams and 23 streams respectively. Corridor 4 crosses 9.
Corridor 4 impacts only 1606.7 linear feet of streams, whereas Corridor 1B impacts
2.5 times that number at 4037.3 linear feet and Corridor 5 impacts 3.5 times that
number at 4926.6 linear feet. :

e The effects on riparian buffers are similar to those on our streams, in that Corridor 4
affects only 3.7 acres as compared to Corridor 1B, which affects 9.2 acres. Here
again, the overall effect is almost 3 times as much as that of Corridor 4. Corridor 5
affects 4926.6 linear feet, almost 4 times as much as that of the buffers affected by
Corridor 4.
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e Neither Corridor 1B nor Corridor 4 impact any acreage of floodplains, but Corridor 5

affects 18.3 acres. Where is this water going to be re-routed and how much of the
- overall budget is allocated to this endeavor? Selection of Corridor 4 negates these
- two concerns. :

o Corridors 1B and 5 both affect 6 hazardous waste sites each. Corridor 4 affects 2.
Regardless of what is being defined as a hazardous waste site, Corridors 1B and 5
will require 3 times as much attention and resources as that which will be requrred
should Corridor 4 be selected.

e Based on information provided by the DQT, Corridor 4 has the least direct impact in
practically every category under consideration. Less homes and businesses will
need to be relocated. The environmental |mpact is considerably less than that of

- either Corridors 1B or 5, which have a much heavier impact on prime farmland,
floodplains, streams, riparian buffers, wetlands, and hazardous waste sites.

. The costs pubhshed by ‘the DOT which are actually hlgher now due to the
construction of new homes, show Corridor. 5 to be approximately $8,000, _OOO 00
more expensive than Corridor 4. This difference in cost may seem inconsequential

~ for a project of this size to those involved in budgeting; however, it is. far from
inconsequential to those of us who are actually -paying the taxes to fund it. Also,

~ projects of this magnitude typically come in over budget, which will likely resu|t in a
much wider margin of dlfference than $8,000,000.00.

e ’The reductlon in property values faor remaining homes and businesses, which are
affected by the close proximity of interchanges and the Bypass, is not addressed by
the DOT inits presentation to the public. Intuitively, the denser population within the
paths of corridors 5 and 1B translate into ‘a far greater financial distress:for residents
and businesses affected thereln than for their counterparts who would be affected by
' Corndor 4.

e Traffic congestion which currently plagues intersections at Forlines Road and Frog

Level, Davenport Farm Rd and Frog Level, Allen Road and '13/264 Alt, Stantonsburg
Road and Allen Road, is afforded minimal benefit by any of the 3 corridors as the

LA RN Wi Ui v HIuvio

bulk of such congestion is due to local traffic users. For examples, why would a

- student driving to and from South Central High School use the Bypass unless he or
she lived in Kinston. Why would a resident on Forlines or Frog Level or Davenport
Farm who works anywhere but PCMH use the Bypass to get to and from work. The
most likely scenario to result from any of the three corridors is to increase
congestion at these already extremely burdened intersections during rush hour
traffic as extra traffic from outlying areas shortcut to and from Hwy 11 via these
mterchanges

e The one argument against-the selection of Corridor 4 is that it impacts, if only
marginally, the Renston Rural Historical District (RRHD). While the area in question
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may technlcally meet the requwements of a historical dlstnct it is debatable as to the
degree that this area actually reflects or embodies the spirit in which the requirements
were originally written. ldeally, a historical designation acts as an important planning
and economic tool to assist in the revitalization of residential neighborhoods and
central business districts. Additionally, such a designation is meant to foster pride in
‘and appreciation for the historically built environment, and consequently, contribute to
- the quality of life of the communities in and surrounding the district. Typically, one
would not expect to- find modular homes, mobile homes, renovations instead of
restorations, or structures lacking historical integrity located in a historical district, as is
the case with the RRHD. Popular consensus indicates that the RRHD does little, if
anything, to enhance adjacent communities or. inform them about the history of the
area, Selection of  Corridor 4 and its mostly negligible affect on the RRHD would
impact the least number of people in the least harmful way. Not selecting Corridor 4
has little if any positive effects on anyone, other than those who own the RRHD, live
on or near the RRHD, or hope to develop the land surrounding the RRHD.

Please send comments by September 22nd to:

Ed Lewis

Human Environment Unit -

Project Development and Environmentat Analysis Branch
N.C. Department of Transportation

1583 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1583

Telephone: (919) 715-1501

FAX: (919) 715-1501

email: elewis@dot.state.nc.us
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Greenville Southwest Bypass Project TIP R~2250

To: DOT Officials and Merger Team Members
Re: Greenville Southwest Bypass Project (TIP Project R-2250)

October 3, 2006

Dear DOT Officials and Merger Team Members:

Please review my comments and questions below in regards to the new Greenville
Southwest Bypass and its three Corridor options.

Traffic and Spfety

The DOT and the H. W. Lochner group have both concluded that all three Corridors
would similarly alleviate the congestion and improve safety along Hwy 11. Since all
three Corridors have the same on and off points along Hwy 11 and US 264 Bypass
and the length of each Corridor is almost equal with no more than 0.3 tenths of a mile
difference in length, this conclusion seems a sound one. The argument does exists
among local planners that due to the travel time/distance from Elighway 11 along 903

- to reach the 903 interchange a motorist would have to travel too far west if Corridor 4
is chosen. Since Tom Tysinger is one of our local planners who seems to support this
notion and is a voting member of the Merger Team, I will direct the question to him,
though anyone is welcome (o answer it.

What traffic from Hwy 11 is going to use the 903 interchange? Traffic from Ayden,
Grifton, and Kinston needing to reach the bypass will be picked up south of Ayden and
at the 102 interchange. Traffic from the southern portions of Green County will be
picked up at either the 102 or the 903 interchange. That leaves only motorists living
along Hwy 11 between Ayden and 903. It seems to me that most motorists living in
this sparsely populated area along Hwy 11 would either go to Ayden and hit the 102
interchange or take the Forlines interchange depending on whichever was closer.
There just does not seem to be a significant number of people along this particular
stretch of Hwy 11 who would use the 903 interchange regardless of the Corridor
chosen. Per Sections 3.1.1.1 and 4.10.1 of the Greenville Southwest Bypass Draft
Environmental Impact Statement issued by the DOT this area is a negative to low
growth ares. It is expected that the current population growth trends in the bypass
study area will continue at a similar pace whether the bypass is built or not, with the
highest growth occurring in the Winterville area west of Hwy 11 (and north of 903)
and the least growth occurring in Ayden and its ETJ per the same report,

Hence, for a layperson, it seems reasonable to conclude that the more western location

of Corridor 4 is unlikely to make a significant difference as regards its general use by
Hwy 11 motorists in the immediate and distant future.

TIP R-2250





Greenville Southwest Bypass Project TIP R-2250

Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative
Practicable - capable of being done with means at hand and circumstances as they are

What exacily do the DOT and Merger Team think practicable means? Do you agree
with the definition I found and noted above? 1 have heard “feasible and prudent” to
describe how you define practicable. /s thiy correct?

From a lay perspective, the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative
would seem to be Corridor 4. You already have the DOT’s Summary of
Environmental Impacts showing that Corridor 4 has the fewest stream crossings and
affects the fewest acres of wetlands, Roodplains, and riparian buffers. It also affects
the fewest acres of prime farmland as well as the fewest hazardous waste sites.
Equally important, it displaces the fewest number of homes and businesses. Corridors
S and 1B are not practicable when one considers their impuct on the environment and
people. Would you not choose Corridor 4 because it affects a historic district? Is
that argument enough to make it less practicable than Corridors 5 and IB to you?

The Federal Historic Preservation Act of 1966 amended, Section 106, the Code of
Federal Regulations 36 CFR Part 800, and Section 4(f) of the Department of
Transportation Act can perhaps be cited to argue against Corridor 4 as being
practicable. However, Sections 404 and 303 (d) of the Clean Water Act, the Safe
Water Drinking Act, Executive Order 11988, the Code of Federal Regulations 40 CFR
Part 230.10 and the National Environmental Policy Act can perhaps be cited to argue
against Corridors 5 and 1B as being practicable. It seems to depend on which one of
the orders, acts and regulations above you are required to look to when deciding what
is practicable and what is not. What is clear to me within the context of any of the
aforesaid is that Corridor 4s impact on a historic district is balanced by Corridors 5
and 1B’s negative environmental impacts. It is also clear that while any one of the 3
Corridors is certainly capable of being done with the means at hand, the greater
number of people adversely affected by Corridor 5 (and 1B) as compared to Corridor
4 vyields circumstances that make Corridor 5 (and 1B) less practicable. With
circumstances as they are now, Corridor 4 is the most practicable Corridor even if
fears exist of possible litigation that might occur should Corridor 4 be chosen. Here
again, the threat of litigation over Corridor 4 being chosen is balanced by the equal
threat of litigation should Corridor 1B or 5 be chosen,

Also it is important to note that when the Greenville City Council, the Greenville
Urban Area MPO, the Pitt County Board of Commissioners, and the Winterville City
Aldermen actually looked at the environmental impacts and numbers of displaced
homes and businesses, they all reconsidered their former endorsement of Corridor 5
and resolved that Corridor 4 is the best choice. Ayden plans to send a resolution to
you endorsing Corridor 4 as well.
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Endangered Species and Stream_Crossings
Tar River Spinymussel/Cumulative Impacts

The Tar River Spinymussel is an endangered and protected species. Two relatively
good populations are known 1o exist in two tributaries of the Tar River. Although they
have been found in one other tributary, the main stem of the Tar River, individuals are
becoming harder to find. A cursory survey by the DOT of Swift Creek in 1994 did
find several forms of eastern elliptic mussel and the Greenville Southwest Bypass Draft
Environmental Impact Statement does note in section 4.5.4.5 that another survey by a
trained biologist for the Tar River Spinymussel is to be done before construction of the
Southwest Bypass, Until then the biological conclusion must remain unresolved
regarding the affects of the bypass on this species.

In my research on this subject, I discovered that up until about 20 years ago, the Tar
River system in Pitt County was home to this endangered species. No sightings of the
Tar River Spinymussel have been made in Pitt County for at least 20 years
(http://www.ncsparks,net/nhp/guide/65 PDF). 1 learned that the Swilt Creek
watershed still contains and supports this rare species and downstream of Swift Creek
there are also at least B other freshwater mussel species of varying federal and state
designations, as well as one rare fish-the Carolina Madtom, one rare amphibian-the
Neuse River Waterdog and a rare crayfish species (http://h20.enr.state.nc.us/admin/
emc/committees/we/2004/wqcitem4.ppt).

While I do not mean to suggest that by building Corridor 5 or 1B we will cause the
extinction of the Tar River Spinymussel and the other rare species noted above, it is
important to recognize that what we do here to our streams in Pitt County, and in
particular to Swift Creek, has a downstream cumulative impact. Each of the bypass
corridors will cross our streams but Corridor 4 will have the least number of crossings.
Intuitively then Corridor 4 would seem to be in better compliance with Wetland/401
Rules-15A NCAC 2H .0506, which are meant to and do prohibit downstream
cumulative impacts, Cumulative impacts over the years are the reason the Tar River
Spinymussel can no longer be found in Pitt County. We should learn from this
experience and make choices that will limit the impacts to our watersheds and streams.
It is not feasible to choose a corridor that has 23 or 22 stream crossings when a more
prudent alternative exists that reduces those crossings to 9. Corridor 4 is that more
prudent and feasibie alternative,
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While Corridor 4 runs through a historic district, it should be borne in mind that the
motive behind having Renston named a historic district was not a result of anyone
having a genuine interest in preserving historical architecture and historical agriculture;
it was a result of the residents and land owners from Renston wanting to protect their
lands and properties. Otherwise, Renston would have been named a historic district
independent of and inconsequential to the new Southwest Bypass. The order of
events shows us that the proposal in 2000 for Corridors 4 and 4A, which run through
Renston, came first then the Renston Rural Historic District appeared in 2003, Since I
attended the grass roots meelings between 2000 and 2003 which had been organized
by Sonny McLawhom, a Renston resident and land owner, | know first hand that the
purpose of those meetings was to get Renston listed on the National Register of
Historic Places as a means by which to deflect the new bypass away from Renston, It
is safe to assume that had there been no Corridor 4 or 4A; there would be no Renston
Rural Historic District today.

Therefore, I submit to you that Corridor 4 is the ethical choice not only because it
displaces the fewest people and impacts the fewest environmentally sensitive areas, but
because it also disallows one (or a few) individual(s) the unchecked freedom to misuse
a federal entity such as the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) in order to
achieve a special interest under the guise of historic preservation. 1 can find no
stipulation in the NRHP guidelines that addresses this kind of abuse. I assume such
stipulation does not exist because the NRHP assumes all applicants will have
honorable motives and a certain degree of integrity when making their application.

It is also important to consider that history does not stop at Renston’s borders. There
are farms and houses beyond those borders that have existed for over a hundred years
and those farms have been farmed by the same families for over a century. Hence,
some of these farms were recognized by the State of North Caralina as Century Farms
well before Corridors 4, 1B and 5 ¢ver came into existence. Perhaps being listed by
the State of North Carolina as a Century Farm is not as glamorous as being listed as a
historic district by the NREIP, but regardless of which of these two entities should
choose to recognize it, our history is still our history; and any one of the three
Corridors is poised to negatively impact it. Hopefully, mitigation efforts by the DOT
will result in the preservation of the historic structures which lie in the path of any one
of the three Corridors. Certainly the DOT has the means at hand to move some of
these structures out of harms way. With the circumstances as they are does the DOT
and Merger Team find this option 0 be a practicable one for structures affected by
Corridor 4?
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In closing, I recognize that each one of you is entrusted to make the final difficult choice
that will adversely affect a oumber of our citizenry, as well as our environment and
history. It is a choice most of us wish you did not have to make. Nonetheless, the
responsibility does fall to you now to choose a road that is the least environmentally
damaging and can be done with the means at hand and the circumstances as they are...the
least environmentally damaging practicable alternative. I for one trust you will choose the
road that best reflects your integrity, your intelligence and your humanity.

Thank you for taking the time to read my comments and questions. Please write or email
me with any answers (or comments you yourselves may have). I have tried my best to
correctly represent and interpret all the Acts and regulations I have cited above. [ do ask
you to relay to me any errors I may have made in my arguments and assumptions. | write
this letter on behalf of RISC4 (Residents in Support of Corridor 4) and I am sincerely. ..

eond ST
Teresa A. Smith, MD
1184 Forlines Rd.
Winterville, NC, 25980

252-321-3886
Riscastrategicplanning2@hotmail.com

TIP R=2250





RENSTON DISTRICT/MCLAWHORN OFFICIAL STATEMENT





MCcCLAWHORN
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October 9, 2006

Mr. Ed Lewis

North Carolina Department of Transportation
15B3 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, North Carolina 27699

RE: Proposed Southwest Bypass

Dear Mr. Lewis:
Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative?

Everyone agrees that the construction of a highway damages
the environment. But what is “the environment”?

The environment does not belong to man. Man belongs to the
environment, And every creature, plant or animal, 1living or
dead, is part of its environment,

Environment is simply home.

Of course the new subdivisions that have sprouted within
the boundary of Corridor No, 5 form an “environment.”

But as a place where human beings exist, this environment
is very different from the environment of the Renston community,

For those who live there, the new houses in Corridor No. 3§
represent “home,” although only a few months ago the sheetrock,

vinyl, brick and lumber were in the form of inventory at the
builders’ supply store.

These houses have no past. They hold no memories. No snow
has fallen on their roofs, The few trees which decorate their
yards are spindly and barren.

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
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No one traveled “over the river and through the woods” to
visit these houses last winter, because these houses were not in
exlstence last winter. It will be many years before any
memories emerge from these newly decorated walls.

Perhaps the new owners envision the babies of their unborn
children vigiting in the living room and playing in the yard.
But probably not. Most of them envision the prospect of moving
on to another subdivision as soon as their incomes will permit
relocation.

These subdivisions do not have churches or cemeteries or
meeting places., They are composed simply of new houses occupied
by strangers.

The only tie that binds most of these neighbors seems to be
the wrath and bitterness they share concerning the location of
the proposed highway.

They are linked by circumstance, not by history and not by
choice.

Their houses may be precious. Certainly these occupants
deserve to be treated with dignity and respect.

Corridor No. 5 was there when they arrived. But that does
not mean they should lose their investment in property. Their
investment should be replaced if necessary, even though they
arrived in Corridor No. 5 with unclean hands,

They bargained with the builder for a new house, and they
can get another new house just like it in a subdivision just
like Brevard or Bristolmoor. There can be no gquestion of that
fact, Jjust as there can be no question that every single
applicant for a building permit in Corridor No. 5 was well aware
of the existence of Corrider No. 5 and well aware that a highway
was in the planning stages.

These subdivisions are popping up all the time. As we have
witnessed, the builders can erect houses in just a few months
and everyone can have a house just like the one they have now in
less time than it takes to resolve a condemnation agreement.

Do the new houses represent a community? Or are they
simply a collection of structures newly occupied?
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If a new house is deemed more worthy of protection than an
old pecan tree or a corn field, does it follow that 100-year-old
heart pine is better than particleboard that was manufactured
last £fall? Are some things more worthy of protection <than
othexrs, or is every thing to be counted as a thing, with the
corridor having the most things being protected at the expense
of the corridor having these least number of things?

Is it more damaging to the environment to tear down a brand
new house that three people refer to as “home” or & house that
has stood for 100 years that 200 people think of as home.

Is it more damaging to the environment to give up newly
created subdivision infrastructure or vernacular outbulldings
remarkable and rare enough to qualify for the National Register
of Historic Places?

Is it more environmentally damaging to move a brand new
metal tool shed from the backyard or to demolish a barn that
housed farm mules a century ago?

In your deliberations, I urge you to consider these
factors:

(1) Whether the individual property owner can be made
“whole.”

(2) Whether the property in guestion represents “home” for
many other citizens in addition to the current occupant
as a part of their family heritage.

(3) Whether the public interest is served by saving history
that is currently protected at financial sacrifice by
the current owners of property forming a historic
district that has been listed on the National Register
of Historic Places under two categories (architecture
and agriculture) for nearly three years. It is worth
noting that Renston was officially determined by the
National Register Advisory Committee on February 14,
200), to be eligible for listing on the National
Register. Two employees of the North Carolina Department
of Transportation were in attendance at this meeting.
Corridor No. 5 was clearly identified by NCDOT in its
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newsletters and there was a significant amount of
publicity as well in the local media.

The concept of practicability involves two characteristics:
cost-effectiveness and usefulness. Measured by these
standards, the selection of Corridor No. 4 fails on both counts.

If you consider the interest of the State of North Carolina
and the current conditlon of the state budget in general and the
highway budget in particular, how is Corridor No. 4 or Corridor
No. 1B more “practicable”? How is it more “practicable” to
spend more than $100 million (probably more than $160 million)
frxom the taxpayers of North Carolina when those funds can be
allocated for projects sgerving more immediate and vital
transportation needs here in Pitt County?

The North Carolina Department of Transportation has
attempted to “pull the plug” on federal money for the sole
reason that the federal government would not destroy Renston
and, under the law, cannot destroy Renston. Section 4(f)
clearly applies to this project and, in my opinion, it continues
to apply.

From the standpoint of usefulness, anyone who is familiar
with the geography of Pitt County realizes that Corridoxr No. 4
is too far from the population centers of the county to provide
significant relief of any current or future congestion which

occurs on Highway 1l. The purpose and need for this project -
to relieve congestion on Highway 11 - are not served by
selecting a corridor so far from existing Highway 11, I urge

you to consult with transportation planners who are familiar
with Pitt County before you give any serious consideration to
the selection of the final corridor. I believe that anyone who
is competent in transportation engilneering will come to the
unmistakable, undebatable conclusion that Corridor No. 4 1is a
poor choice for taking much traffic from Highway 11,

In addition to the human consequences that grow from the
destruction of history, I urge you to consider whether Corridor
No. 4 serves any purpose other than to induce sprawl. Don’t
make the same mistake that has been made in the Raleigh-Durham
area by encouraging sprawl and congestion while decentralizing
living patterns and destroying the countryside. Ask yourself
whether the transportation planning mistakes made in the 1950's
and 1960's have improved the environment in Wake County.
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Is it environmentally sound, on behalf of real estate
developers, to reward land use practices that contribute to
flooding? It is no secret that developers try to circumvent the
long-range public interest by advocating short=-term solutions to
every obstacle that stands in their way, while viewing storm
drainage practices as a necessary evil to be endured at the
cheapest possible cost. Is it fair to punish the land
management practices of farmers, who work for long-term value
and productivity, never hesitating to use costly techniques such
as the installation of drainage tile to improve the environment
for growing crops?

The Town of Winterville, the City of Greenville and the County
of Pitt originally voted to recommend the selection of Corridor
No. 5. As a consequence of being flooded with emails, letters
and phone calls from the occupants of Corridoxr No. 5, each of
these political bodies reversed course, the first two wvoting
when they had not scheduled a vote. I urge you to disregard
these recommendations because they represent only a reactioen to
hysterical outrage based upon misrepresentation, half-truths and
personal insult. Not one of the members of these bodies studied
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Not one of them
studied our responses to the DEIS, which have been submitted
only within the past week. And not one of them asked anyone who
supports the protection of Corridor No. 4 for their input,.
These decisions were possibly the most under-informed and
chicken~hearted votes ever made by their respective bodies.

It is not error to conclude that property listed on the
National Register of Historie Places should bhe protected. That
is a conclusion that seems too obvious to invite debate (and
certainly no debate has been invited by the Town of Winterville,
the City of Greenville or the County of Pitt). To say that one
property is equally worthy of protection as another property is

as absurd as saying one man’s word is as good as another man’s
word.

If the walls of the old houses in Renston could talk, they
would tell of a mother’s scrubbing tobacco tar from the toes of
her children who had worked all day in the hot sun. They would
convey the anger and frustration and joy of family life on the

farm, the mourning at the loss of a loved one and the sheer
excitement of having a newborn around the house.
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There are no factories in Renston, But there is commerce
at the local community general store.

There are no hospitals, but a number of babies were born in
theze old houses.

The neighbors still worship, socialize and conduct business
in Renston. At one time they received an education here,
whether they attended the old schoolhouse built in 1885, where
Andy McLawhorn has lived for 30 years or whether they attended
the African-American school that burned down four decades ago.

Renston is still a community. But if Corridor No. 4 oI
Corridor No. 1B rip through the middle of Renston, it will be
destroyed as surely as Pompei,

There is no “community disruption” by the selection of
Corridor No. 5, because there are no communities in Corridor No.
5, just a collection of houses and a couple of farms that are
encirxcled by residential lots. It is plain error for Corridor

No. 5 to be said to contain anything that resembles a
“community.”

The people of Renston have not established a website or
posted signs. They have not organized into committees. But the
families of Renston have cried real tears - not Jjust the
dedicated young people who enjoy the peace and quiet of their
rural community, but also the elderly folks who were born inside
the district and grew up riding tobacco sticks for horses.

Very truly yours,

Hordoityy

Charles L. Mclawhorn, J

CLM/adb
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OFFICIAL PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT
Combined Public Hearing for
Greenville Southwest Bypass Study
South Central High School
September 7, 2006
TIP # R-2250

Well good evening. I think everybody’s been looking forward to this day for a long time.
My name is Ed Lewis. I work with the North Carolina Department of Transportation.
I’m the public hearing officer and [ will be conducting the hearing tonight.

I’d like to welcome you to your hearing. It is your hearing because we’re here tonight to
hear what you have to say. First off I want to make sure that everybody had an
opportunity to pick up a handout. If you do not have one, please raise your hand and
we’ll go ahead and get one to you. Raise it high. Jamille will be getting those to you.
Kimberly as well over here, if you have any.

Okay, as we’re getting those passed out, [ want to go ahead and just take a moment to
introduce some of our DOT staff that are from Raleigh and from here locally, that have
worked and will continue to work or will be working on this project. First off we have
Mr. Neil Lassiter. He’s our Division Engineer. We have Mr. Ed Eatmon who’s our
Division Construction Engineer. We have Mr. Marvin Blunt who is the Board of
Transportation Representative. We also have tonight with us Mr. Ron Lucas of Federal
Highways. From the US Army Corp of Engineers, we have Mr. William Wescott. From
our NCDOT Communications Unit, we have Mr. Andrew Sawyer. Our Roadway Design
staff here tonight, we have Mr. Glen Mumford, Mr. Jeffrey Teague. Our division Right-
of-Way Agent that is here tonight, Mr. Doug Askew and he has several other staff with
him as well. From our Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch, we are
the folks that produce this Environmental Impact Statement. It is a draft and this is what
we had advertised along with the map for the last 30 days. Okay, maybe this will work a
little better. From our Project Development and Environmental Branch, we have Mr.
Greg Thorpe, who is our Branch Manager; we have Mr. Rob Hanson, who is our Eastern
Project Development Engineer for the Eastern Region; we have Mr. Brian Yamamoto,
who is the Project Engineer; we also have Beth Smyre, who is the Project Planning
Engineer; and we have Mary Pope Furr, who is the head of our Historic Architecture
group. Thank you Mary Pope. With me tonight as well is Mr. Jamille Robbins and Ms.
Kimberly Hinton. Then from our consultants who’s been assisting the Department of
Transportation with the planning and design of the project, H.W. Lockner Group, we
have Mr. Steve Brody, Mr. Brian Eason, Mr. Eric Lamb and several other of their staff
here tonight. So we’ve had a lot of folks here that have worked on the project and will
continue to work on the project. Also from our local MPO office, the Greenville MPO is
Mr. Kyle Gardiner.

Okay let’s go ahead and get started. As I said this is your public hearing. The way it’s
going to work, we’re going to go through the handout real quickly. I’'m going to go
through the map. We do have a speaker’s roster that we’ve had available for the last 2 or
3 weeks. When we start that, at that time we’re going to ask, give everybody 3 minutes
the first time through. Right now we have about 45 people on the list so you can do the
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math. But I will be here as long as I need to be here to hear what you have to say. We’ll
talk about more of that in a minute. But again we’re going to let you speak for 3 minutes
and then once everybody’s had an opportunity to go through the first time, folks will get
an additional 3 minutes. So that’s how we’ll run that. I’ll have a couple of
representatives from the Lockner Group here that will be timing you. He’s going to have
a sheet of paper that’s he’s going to hold up that’s going to have one minute left. Then
when he shows you the zero number, you need to go ahead and stop and be considerate of
the folks that’s going to be speaking also tonight. We’ll run through, give everybody an
opportunity again if they need the extra 3 minutes.

Okay, let’s go ahead. Tonight we’re going to be talking about the Greenville Southwest
Bypass Study. It’s TIP project R-2250. That’s the way we keep track of the projects at
DOT. So any correspondence in to me or in to the planning and design folks, please be
sure to use that number. We’ll talk more about that in a minute. The first page is a
project vicinity map and it shows the area — Greenville, Winterville and Ayden with the 3
proposed corridors. They are corridors and tonight we are here for a corridor public

hearing. So what we’re really wanting to get from you tonight is your comments on the
corridors.

Now we also had the design mapping available. People could see their houses, could see
their property lines. We’ll take comments on those, certainly, but what we really want to
get from you tonight is the comments on the 3 alternative corridors that are out there,
good, bad or indifferent. That’s why we’re here tonight, because we’re trying to
determine the location of the Greenville Southwest Bypass. We will come back at a later
time at another public hearing and we’ll have what is called a design public hearing. We
will go into more detail about the design within the selected corridor. Please be advised
too that the designs that you have seen in the corridors tonight are not necessarily set in
stone. They may change a little bit. We can not go outside the corridor but please be
advised that what you saw tonight at this point in time is our best estimate of where that
road within that corridor, each individual corridor is going to go. So you really need to
come back. Some things may change as we get into more refined detail.

Let’s go ahead and turn to the next page. This is the summary of environmental impacts.
Again when we talked about the draft EIS, the draft Environmental Impact Statement,
what that is, is that is an inventory of the environmental resources that are in the
Greenville area. That’s everything from people and businesses to protected plant and
animal species, historic districts, anything that’s out there in the environment. We
document it, take an inventory of it. The draft EIS also talks about what the purpose and
need of the road is. It also talks about what a transportation solution might be. Then we
also do an analysis as to how each one of these alternative corridors that we’re looking at
impacts the environment. What you see here in this table is a representation of that. So
you can go down the list and see what is listed for each corridor and you can see how
each individual environmental resource is impacted or affected. Just one note as far as
the relocations are concerned, they are up to date as of June of 2006. We did a ground
survey this past summer. So even though the map is dated 2004 and some of your homes
and businesses may not be on the map, if they were out there in June, we picked them up,
if they’re within the corridor.
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What is the purpose and need of the project? That’s on the next page. Purpose of the
project is to ease congestion on NC 11 or Memorial Drive and Stantonsburg Drive here in
Greenville. Fulfilling the purpose would meet the needs of the project by improving
traffic flow, improving safety and reducing crashes and improving regional travel.
Anybody that’s been out there on NC 11 during the middle of the day, they know how
busy it is. The average speed out there going through that corridor right now is about 18
miles per hour, even though the majority of it is signed for 35 and 45. So what we’re
trying to do is to alleviate the congestion by removing the traffic from out there.

What is the purpose of the public hearing? That’s the next heading there. Again it’s
another continuing effort on our part to involve the public. It’s a two-way
communication. We let you know what we’re doing, where we are in the process. We
also want to gather input from you every step along the way. We started public
involvement on this back in the early nineties. So we’ve been out here quite a while.
We’ve had an opportunity to hear from you. That opportunity is going to continue and
we’ll talk about that more in a minute.

We’ve had the maps and the documents on display for the last 30 days at several places
here in the area, town of Winterville, town of Eden, town of Greenville. I hope you’ve
had an opportunity to go by and look at the environmental document. These are the same
documents and maps that are here tonight. Again, the official corridor map is this one
that is here tonight and again these are what I want you to comment on.

The next heading there is, of course we want your participation. As you notice there
we’ve got a comment period ending on September the 7% 1 spoke with the board
member and several other folks here tonight and we’re going to extend that comment
period till October the 9. Due to the amount of interested folks we have here tonight,
we want to make sure that everybody has ample opportunity to get their comments in to
us. So again we’re going to extend that to October the 9™. Where do you send your
comments? Well there’s my address there and on the comment sheet. We’ll get to that in
aminute. There’s a lot of different ways that you can send me your comments. We’ve
had the comment box here tonight. We’ve had a lot of folks who have dropped their
comments off. So that’s great but you can fax it, email me or send it through US mail,
and again we’ll talk about that more in a minute.

Tonight once I finish my part, again when I go through the speaker’s roster here,
everybody is going to have a different opinion about this project. That’s a given,
however, we want to respect everybody’s opinion and what they say about this project,
even though it is different from your own. We do not want to get into a situation where
we’re going to try to debate. We’re not going to debate here tonight. That’s not what
this is about. We’re not going to vote tonight. There’s not going to be any sort of
popular referendum tonight, but we do want to hear from you. So I want everybody to
respect each other’s comments and that way with the 45 people that we’ve got signed up,

we want to make sure that we give everybody ample opportunity to make their comments
known.

The next page, What is Done With the Input? We’ve got a meeting set up later in
October. It’s an internal DOT meeting. We’re going to be going through gathering all
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the comments that I get in. I pass them out to members of the project planning and
project design team. If there’s a local issue involved, we’ll going ahead and provide
those to Neil Lassiter’s group as well. If there’s a right-of-way issue, we’ll go ahead and
send those to Doug Askew. So everybody at DOT, we try to keep them in the loop as far
as your comments. We will get together and go through every comment. The comments

may be grouped by subject matter, but we will address all the comments as fully as we
can.

After that we’ll have what’s called the corridor selection. That’s the next heading under
corridor selection process. What we have on this project, we refer to the project team as
the NEPA 404 Merger Team. NEPA stands for National Environmental Policy Act;
those are the Federal rules and regulations that we must abide by when we do these type
of studies. At the state level, there’s a similar process that’s involved. Right now we are
following the Federal process along with that NEPA process we have the Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act. That has to do with wetlands and streams and the permitting of the
project. Again, we document in the permit what our impacts are to the wetlands and what
our mitigation strategy is. The whole idea of merging these two processes together is
once we’ve got the NEPA planning taken care of and then the permit taken care of when
it comes time to get that permit, everybody has a historical knowledge of how we got to
that point. So it’s a pretty good process that helps us, speeds us up to completion here.

The next section there, we talk about the State-Federal relationship. We’re kind of
noncommittal for the last month or so because we were waiting to hear to make sure what
the funding source is going to be. The funding source is State funding. So there will be
no FHWA monies coming on this project. That’s the decision. When I asked one more
time today, I was told it is State funded. So the improvements will be with State dollars.

The next section there, project need. This addresses the needs; we touched on them a
little bit, capacity deficiencies. Basically what that is, is there’s too many cars out there
for the road that we have out there on Memorial Drive. The main line could possibly
handle the traffic, but it’s the intersections down along Memorial Drive that causes the
problems and the back up and the delays. That kind of feeds into the next items, which is
safety. A lot more accidents take place when it gets crowded like that. A lot of people
are having to make a lot of decisions in that type of situation and they start taking
chances. That’s not good. Also commuting travel time, 18 miles per hour to traverse the
13 miles between Ayden and Winterville, even though the posted speed limit is 35. So
it’s congested, the traffic’s slowing down.

Also number 4, NC 11is also a strategic highway corridor. It’s an important regional
road. Going back up to capacity, we talk about level of service. We have a level of
service that we grade the capacity of a highway, how well it handles traffic, A is very
good, F is very bad. We are looking at E and F out there now and in the year 2035, 2030,
I’m sorry, all those, if we don’t do anything, will be level of service F, which is basically
parking lot, grid lock.

Once we finish with the public hearing tonight and get the comments in, we’ll have an
internal DOT meeting. We’ll gather all the comments together and address those. Later
on this fall, the NEPA 404 Merger Team will make a selection on what we call the
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LEDPA. The LEDPA stands for Least Environmentally Damaging, Practicable
Alternative. Thank you, the comma threw me off. So Least Environmentally Damaging,
Practicable Alternative where we’re looking, it is the optimum alternative that will meet
the purpose and need for NC 11 out there, while at the same time avoiding and
minimizing impacts to the environment. Now there’s no way that we’re going to be able
to zero out impacts and we’ve got the three corridors that we’ve brought to this stage.
We had several other corridors that have dropped out due to several other environmental
reasons. The NEPA 404 Merger Team dropped those out. Those alternatives that were
dropped out are described and the reasons for them dropping out are in the draft EIS.

Project schedule. The right-of-way acquisition process is going to start in June of 2009.
The construction is going to start some time after 2012. Right now we’re holding the
Corridor Public Hearing. We’re going to select the LEDPA later on this fall. In the
spring of 2007, we’re going to complete the final EIS. In the fall of 2007, we’re going to
post our Record of Decision, which explains the reasons behind our selection of the
location and design of this project. Some time after that in fall of 2007, we will have that
Design Public Hearing that we talked about and that’s an opportunity where the public
can come and talk to us, so we can continue fine tuning a good design.

The next page we talk about Right-of-Way procedures. When we get to that point, what
will happen when we have the selected alternative design in the selected corridor? We’ll
have our Location and Surveys staff go out and actually stake the right-of-way limits on
your property if you’re affected. At that point our Right-of-Way Office will give you a
call and set up a time to come and speak with you to explain what the right-of-way line
on your property means. They’ll also explain the right-of-way process to you and enter
into a negotiation with you. Ifit’s a situation where you are going to be, what we refer to
as a total purchase and we have to go in and purchase your entire property, we do offer
fair market value.

Remember that you are negotiating with our Right-of-Way Branch from the Department
of Transportation. There’s 4 things that we need to do: number one — we need to treat all
owners and tenants equally; number two — fully explain the owner’s rights; number three
— pay just compensation in exchange for property rights; and number four — furnish
relocation advisory assistance. So those are all good programs. It’s a crystal clear
program. There’s no black box. You’ll get to know the Right-of-Way Agent pretty well.
He’s going to explain the whole process to you, so that you can make informed decisions
when it’s time for you to do that.

Then below that is relocation assistance. If indeed, we do have to purchase your home,
we do offer relocation assistance as listed there. We do have some pamphlets available
tonight. If you would like to get those, it’s still kind of early, a little bit early for those,
that’s kind of what we want to talk about when we come back to the Design Public
Hearing.

The next page, is what we refer to as the typical section. That is typically what the road
is going to look like. It’s a four-lane divided highway with a 46-foot median. We’re
talking about 200-feet of right-of-way and that’s in the Green line that we’ve seen on this
map tonight and the last 2 workshops that we’ve held. That will be a fully-controlled
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access facility. That means that no driveways will have access to the bypass. The only

way that you’ll have access to the bypass is by way of the interchanges that we will be
building.

The last sheet is the most important sheet. It’s the last page so you can pull it off and it’s
the comment sheet. A lot of folks have already taken advantage of that and sent those in
to us and to Beth and to Lockner, that’s great. I really would like all the comments to
come in to me between now and October the 9™. That way we can make sure that they
are logged in and then we’ll go ahead and make sure that the team gets a chance to look
at those. My contact information is in the bottom left hand corner. You don’t necessarily
have to use this sheet. If you’re a company or business you can use your letterhead and
write me. Again you can email me or fax me. That comment period has been extended
through to October the 9™. Please get those in to us as quickly as possible. That will

allow us to fully investigate, come up with the best answer possible to your questions and
comments.

With that I’'m going to run through the map real quickly. Can everybody hear me okay?
I know you can see me because the light’s about to blind me. This is the corridor public
hearing map. There’s the north arrow right there so north is going to be from your left to
right. This is US, right there, US 264 coming in from Farmville. As you can see
Greenville is there, Winterville is there and there’s Ayden. There’s the typical section
that we talked about, the four-lane divided. We’ve got three basic corridors. The Orange
corridor is Alternative 1B extended. The Yellow corridor is Alternative 4 extended.
Then the Red corridor is Alternative 5. The Pink line that shows up are all the different
historic properties that are out there. Those are the boundaries of those historic
properties. As we noted earlier, the Yellow lines within the different corridors are the
edge of pavements. The right-of-way is shown as the Light Green lines within those
corridors. The Dark Red colors are the actual bridges, the new bridges that will be
constructed for the grade separations or the interchanges.

Let’s talk about interchanges versus grade separations. This right here is what we call a
grade separation and all that does is it separates the two-lane road that’s going to be
crossing the proposed bypass with a bridge. But, you will not be able to get access from
this road down to the bypass. That’s called a grade separation. An interchange is a
situation where we have the ramps that connect the 264 to these intersecting roads. So
for the most part we’re either going to have grade separations or interchanges and there’s
a couple of cases where some of the roads will be cul-de-saced or terminated.

Both projects, I’'m sorry, all three corridors begin and end at the same location.
Alignment 4 is extended is the furthest to the west. Then we’ve got alternative, I’'m
sorry, we’ve got Alternative 4 correct, which is the furthest to the west. The middle
alternative if you will, is Alternative 1B and then Alternative 5 extended is the one that’s
closest in or closest to the east. They all run concurrently till you get just past the Pitt
County Landfill. Then they start to separate, 1B and 5 run together till they get down to,
down on Port Farm Road. Once you get past 102, the alignments are pretty much the
same through Winterville. Sorry about that folks.
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I hope everybody had an opportunity... Again I apologize for that. T hope everybody
had an opportunity to look at this map tonight. That’s basically a description of the
corridor map. When you send your comments in to us, we would like to hear what you
have to say about all three corridors. We’ll take the detailed design questions now but at
this point in time, we’re really focusing on the location of this bypass. So if you will...

(Inaudible)

The question was what is the right of way width? It’s about 200 feet, in the interchange
area it’s going to be a little larger. The corridor width is about 1000 feet wide. That’s
just a planning corridor. Again, it’s the Green line that we’ve seen tonight and the other
two nights within this corridor, that is the right of way that we are going to be needing.
So again, anywhere from 200 to 250 feet for the right of way depending upon the

topography out there. Then, as we get into those interchange areas, of course we’re going
to need more room.

With that, we’ll go ahead and get into the part where the public gets to come up. I’ve got
the list here. As I said earlier, we’re going to limit everyone to three minutes. Please
stick to that. We’ve got a lot of folks that want to speak tonight. We want to hear
everybody. As I said earlier, let’s respect everybody’s opinion. Again, we’re not going
to make any decisions tonight. This is not a voting process or a debating process. We’re
just here to hear what everybody has to say. Again, my colleagues here from Lochner,
they’re going to be timing you. They’re going to hold up the big “1” in front of you
when you’ve got “1” minute left. Then they’ll hold up “0” and that’s the time for you to
end up with your comments. Again, please when I say it’s time to end, let’s go ahead and
end so the next person can come up. You will get an opportunity after the first folks go
through to add any other comments.

Okay, with that we’ll go ahead and start off with the first person and that will be Mr.

Ronald B. Binkley. When you come up, if you would, please state your name and
address. Thank you.

Ronald Binkley: I apologize Ed, but 2030 the only think I’ll be worried
about is not gridlock, it’ll be whether the bedpan is locked in place. Anyway.
Unidentified Person: I can’t hear you.

Ronald Binkley: I’ll be worried at 2030 whether the bedpan is locked in

place, not gridlock. This is going to be difficult for the people up here to see, okay, so
my 3 minutes have not started.

Good evening, I’'m Ron Binkley. My address is 1174 Forlines Rd in
Winterville, 28590.

I appreciate the time and the opportunity to speak for friends, neighbors
and extended communities impacted by Alternates 1B and 5. We all go on record as
against 1B and 5 and for Alternate #4. Thank you.
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Most work has been done by many people, DOT, Corps of Engineers,
politicians and others, drawings, data, meetings and etc. You have done this work know
the impact better than anyone. You know all the numbers. You’ve either crunched or
been exposed to data fourteen different ways. Probably you know numbers and data that
wouldn’t give us a clue. We’ve all discussed and/or heard about the pros and cons of
each alternate, especially the major stoppers. We’ve all heard that the major number one
stopper is the Renston Historic District. But what about the Century Farms? One
hundred plus farms continuously owned and still operated within the same families for
generations. But everyone involved needs to step back and take a detailed look at the
people, the people impacted. Their quality of life is changed. 1B, 5, 4, it doesn’t matter.
Their property taken, their property value decreased, their environment changed,
physically, emotionally, and other wise. Their economics changed.

But now, let’s take a step back and take a detailed look at you all. You all
know that the two alternates, 1B and 5, that most negatively impact our environment now
and for future generations, the streams, the wetlands, the flood plains, hazardous waste
sites, preparing buffers and etc. You all know the two alternates, 1B and 5, that displaced
the most people. You all know that alternates 1B and 5, that will be negatively impacted
individual economics and especially property values. You all know the two alternates 1B
and 5 that will do a poor job of handling traffic by not picking up the outside community
traffic soon enough and by causing congestion at key intersections. You all know that the
two alternates 1B and 5 that will cost taxpayers the most. You all know 1B and 5 that
will consume the most farmland. After all, we’re still a farm community. A part of your
job is to sit patiently and take this information in, all this data in. I trust you’re doing that
job and that you will do the other part of your job equally as well. That being, make the
right decision. Select Alternate 4. Again, please make the right decision, Alternate 4.
Thank you.

Moderator: Thank you Mr. Binkley for those comments. Next we have Mr.
James Hilko.

James Hilko: My name is James Hilko. I’ve just recently moved here from the
state of Florida. Ilive at 3505 Taberna Drive in the city of Greenville.

As a recent resident of the area, I was really surprised that how you would
actually go about producing a highway such as you’ve proposed to do here in Greenville.
Just in Taberna area itself, we have 28 property owners. None of these were on your list
or any of your maps. There is another development that is just on Davenport Road.
There is approximately 15 properties valued in that area also.

You talk about environmental impact. Do the local developers have to
abide by them also? If you would go out there and look right now, in our area the amount
of run-off when it rains is tremendous. There is nothing being done about the
environment at all. Every time it rains, there is mud flowing again into the streams which
goes into our rivers which ends up in our repairing areas.

You talk about the bypass and everything like that. It’s 180 million
dollars that you are talking about. If you want to improve the area, one of the best ways
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to improve the area in this area would be to improve the education system. [ mean you
say, you talk about this is a road construction. You just recently, right after  moved here,
there was an article in the paper about the amount of tax money that you took out of the
Transportation Fund and gave it to the General Fund to balance the budget which is about
200 million dollars. So, that’s about what we’re talking about now. With those 200
million dollars, you could build 18 high schools or 16 elementary schools. This would be
where you would actually be able to increase the knowledge of the local people.
Students, education; if you wanted to develop the Greenville area, this is the best way to
do it.

I appreciate your time and the one for the furthest out west would be the
best way to go. It would have less impact on the city of development. You would be
encroaching on the city itself. Thank you for your time.

Moderator: Thank you sir for your comments. We have now Andrea Croley.
Andrea Croley, okay.

Andrea Croley: Good evening, my name is Andrea Croley. I live at 426
Brevard Road in Brevard Subdivision in Winterville.

I’m here to speak in opposition of the Red and the Orange, numbers 1B
and number 5. My husband and I recently purchased a home in Brevard Subdivision,
which we plan on raising our family and living for 20 to 30 years. We quickly found out
that might not be the case.

I have reviewed the environmental study and feel that there are some
numbers that the Boards here need to pay closer attention to. You talk about relocations,
but that’s not where the numbers end. The numbers end at all the people in this room.
The people and the lives of this highway will impact, negatively impact for many of us in
the two corridors 5 and 1B. Please keep in mind that regardless if the State buys our
homes, buys part of our properties, part of our farmland, or just leaves our homes sitting
on the highway. We will all be negatively impacted, our husbands, our wives, our
children, our grandchildren.

In Brevard Subdivision alone, right now there are 40 people living there
and 40% of our homes still vacant as well as lots. We’re a small subdivision compared to
some of the others around here. Others are 4 to 6 fold larger than ours. I would like to
pose a question to the Board members who are here, the Federal Highway people who are
here, the Department of Transportation, everybody, the City Council Members, Pitt
County Commissioners. Did any of you go door to door? Because, my husband and I
did. Only one other family in our subdivision even knew about this. We were the
bearers of bad news to many people. We watched people hang their heads down to look
at these maps and to see what this did to them thinking about their homes, their dream
homes, the homes they planned on raising families for many of them, even living the last
years of their lives, suddenly going up in smoke. It’s been very devastating to many of
us. I know that this isn’t supposed to be a very emotional talk, but there are many, many
emotions involved in this.

R-2250 Greenville Southwest BypassSeptember 7, 2006 page 9





432
433
434
435
436
437
438
439
440
441
442
443
444
445
446
447
448
449
450
451
452
453
454
455
456
457
458
459
460
461
462
463
464
465
466
467
468
469
470
471
472
473
474
475
476
477
478
479

Please keep in mind, and I’m not being overly dramatic, I have watched a
man stand there and stare at his children in his yard playing and I could tell what he was
thinking when he found out about this highway. He was thinking what am I going to do,
what have I done, have I moved up to the wrong place. Every single one of us here is a
life impacted. We are not just a relocation. Please keep in mind, we’re all involved here.
We are not just a line on a map. We are not just a number in a summary. Thisisn’ta
threat, it’s just a fact, there are many of us here who will have lawyers very soon. [ don’t
think there are any of us that are going to go down without a fight for our homes.

Thank you. (In response to all the clapping and cheering.) Can I get one
more second? There is a petition outside if you want to sign up. Again, we’re in
opposition of Red and Orange, 1B and number 5. We are for the number 4 that impacts
the least number of lives, the least families and the least homes. Thank you.

Moderator: Stephen W. Tripp.

Stephen W. Tripp: Good evening, I’'m Stephen Tripp, the Mayor of Ayden. I
live at 4239 Pinewood Drive in Ayden.

I want to say thank you to the DOT. I'm (Inaudible) to all us time to have
an opportunity to speak. The Town of Ayden has always been for the project, the
Southwest Bypass Loop in the initial stages. When it came to Jolly Road, we were at the
near stage where we were in favor of the Southwest Bypass Loop. But when the scope of
the project changed from a regular highway to a freeway, the result would have been at
102 and Hwy 111 intersection, an interchange would have been built and as a result 25%
of our major businesses would be taken out. We approached the DOT and Marvin and
TomTysinger. They heard our concerns in these and that’s when the project went
west/south of Ayden and they made that change. We appreciate you doing that. That
saved our businesses and community.

However, we do have some concerns. Let me go on record saying that our
Town Board has not taken a decision on any of those three corridors. But we do have a
decision on the bottleneck that comes into our community. There are some concerns that
need to be addressed. We discussed this earlier through the process and somehow when

the maps came out, the design, those issues were not addressed. It was kind of distressed
to our community.

We have some serious concerns about the portion of the proposed facility
signs that have to be addressed to make this facility a benefit to the town. Now what I’'m
talking about is: number 1, retaining some form of access from Old Snow Hill Road to
NC 11. That’s a major thoroughfare into our community. You know, the only thing we
are asking is that we are treated like another municipality, we’re not asking any favors.
There’s no municipality that is getting their access taking away of a major highway as
Hwy 11. We’re the only ones. We just want to be treated the same. Mitigate the impact
of the facility on the Prime Subdivision on the backside over here. A major subdivision
In our community that has a U-shape around it that needs to be protected in some manner
and we ask that you do that. That’s number 2. Number 3, provide brief access Propuline
and NC 102. Those businesses need access to that highway.
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The DOT staff and project consultants have agreed to meet with the Town
to discuss these issues after the LEDPA is finalized. We are very appreciative of that.
Please understand that these issues must be actively addressed. They must be addressed
in order for this project to benefit the town of Ayden. We can only support this project if
we feel it will benefit and these issues are addressed. That’s the only way we can do it.

I just want to take the time out again to thank you for listening to us.
Thank you for help in moving the project where it needs to be. We’ve just got a little
more work to be done, Tom and Marvin. We can do it. We have got confidence that you
are going to help us, help our community to be the economic driving force of Pitt County
5 or 10 years down the road while these changes are being made. We certainly
appreciate you listening to us. Thank you.

Moderator: Thank you Mr. Mayor. Next we have Mr. Don Parrott.

Don Parrott: Good evening, on behalf of the Greenville City Council and the
Greenville Area Metropolitan Planning Organization, I would like to thank you for the
opportunity to present our thoughts on the preferred corridor for the Southwest Bypass
around Greenville. By the way, I live at 314 Pinewood Road in Greenville. I’m sorry
about that.

As the Mayor of Greenville and the Chair of the Transportation Advisory
Committee for the metropolitan area, I must point out that the Greenville Southwest
Bypass is intended to improve the ever growing problems of the heart of this rapidly
growing community. Memorial Drive, NC 11, is currently over capacity and suffers from
extreme congestions and high accident rates. It is the source of frustration for thousands
of people. Stanford Road, in front of Pitt County Memorial Hospital, is nearing capacity
serving the largest medical complex in northeast North Carolina.

The adopted purpose and need statement for the Greenville Southwest
Bypass is to ease the existing and anticipated traffic congestion along Memorial Drive-
NC 11 and Stantonsburg Road in Greenville. The Southwest Bypass has been a part of
NCDOT’s Transportation Improvement Program for over 20 years and the number one
highway priority of the City of Greenville and the Greenville Urban Area MPO since it
began in 1992. By the MPO consists of Greenville, Winterville and Ayden. This project
intended to provide a bypass for Greenville and to relieve congestion along Memorial
Drive and Stantonsburg Road.

The official position of the Greenville City Council and the Transportation
Advisory Committee of the MPO and the Town of Winterville recently adopted
resolutions indicating that Alternative 5 was best meet the purpose and need for this
project. But let me say, the Pitt County Board of Commissioners and the Town of
Winterville and the Greenville City Council will support DOT in whatever corridor they
choose. We are also very concerned about how long it is taking for this project to
develop. Delay after delay has resulted in continued development of the area being
studied and our existing roads being overtaken by traffic.
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But in closing, I would like to thank our local legislators and NCDOT
Board Members Marvin Blount III and Cam McCrae for their continued support in the
diligence of this project. There is no doubt that they recognize the importance of this
project, to this community, to our county, and to this region. Once again, we would like
to thank you for allowing us to express our views on this very important project. It is

long overdue and we need to continue the momentum of seeing this become a reality.
Thank you.

Moderator: Thank you Mr. Mayor. Next [ have Nancy Van Dolsen.
Nancy Van Dolsen: My name is Nancy Van Dolsen. I'm 1601 Highland Drive
in Wilson.

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to speak tonight in support of the
continued preservation of (Inaudible) Historic District. I’'m not really here for the road,
I’m here for an historic resource which I know has caused some people some heartache
on both sides.

I had the pleasure to write and research the National Register of Historic Places and
Nominations the Renston District. The historic district is comprised of farms, fields,
houses, churches, and historian cemeteries that the link the roads, dirt, lanes, and family
relationships in history. The farms that comprise the approximately 1650 acres of the
Renston Rural Historic District have been owned by the same families since the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and almost without exception, field patterns are
unchanged from the district’s period of significance from 1890 to 1953. The same crops
occupy the fields. Cattle and horses meander through the pastures and the residents still
tend to their gardens. The historic life of those farm-owning families is seen in their
houses and their large (Inaudible) farms dating from the early 20™ century. The tenant
and sharecropper houses and buildings that are found on these farms document the lives
and the work of the less well to do. This district tells us both about the wealthy and the
non-wealthy residents of the county. The district contains 198 historic resources, 119 of
which are contributing elements and that’s a very high number to the historic appearance
of the rural community. Of the 68 tax parcels found in the district, just 9 contain non-
contributing resources which is less than 14%. So almost everything in the district
contributes to the historic appearance.

Buildings do not fully convey residents’ history as those of you who see it
on the map can see. Its rural landscape adds another layer of significance and meaning.
The cultivation of tobacco and the legacy it left upon the land is embedded in this
agricultural landscape. All the land included is associated with those who live in the
houses in the district. The field patterns and roadways of the district remain from the
period of significance having been formed during the late 19™ to early 20™ centuries.
Further confirmation of the integrity of the district’s landscape is found in comparison of
aerial photographs from 1963 and 2003. The relationship of the tilled land to woodland
to pastures remains almost identical on these two aerial photographs in 1963 again and in
2003. Road patterns follow similar paths the drainage canals and farmland. The
boundaries of the Renston Rural Historic District naturally follows geographical entities.
There is a logic behind them. They follow the horse pen and hang (Inaudible). They
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follow historic property boundaries and areas with agricultural and architectural
significance. These boundaries again were based upon criteria set forth by the National
Park Service. They are not locally designated to do something about this road. This was
not a consideration when establishing the boundaries.

It is important to note the North Carolina National Register Advisory
Committee, a committee for professional historians, architectural historians,
preservationists and archaeologists voted unanimously 9 to 0 to recommend placing this
on the historic district, to make it a historic district on the register. People at the Park
Service also review the nominations and conducted a site visit of the district. They
whole-heartedly supported the nomination and said that quote, “the outstanding
continuity of historic landscape reflects the historical importance of tobacco production
to a regional economy, and it does. Thank you.

Moderator: Thank you ma’am for those comments. Next we have Charles
McLawhorn.
Charles McLawhorn: My name is Charles McLawhorn. My address 3592 NC

903 South. I might say that I would appreciate your courtesy, if not your attention.

During the 1980°s there was a comprehensive study of the all the buildings
in Pitt County. In 1988, this study identified four properties that were eligible for listing
on the National Register of Historic Places. As I looked at this situation, I thought that
there are really a lot more houses than this that contribute. In a two-mile stretch on Hwy
903, I live on the highway, I counted 13 houses that were continuously in use and had
been built before 1925.

I don’t know if any of y’all live in houses that were built before 1925, but
there’s thirteen of them in a two-mile area. The neighborhood was relatively free of
unsightly dilapidated or substandard construction, therefore I thought it was worthy of
protection as a rural historic district. So, in December of 2001, I completed the
application. It was approved in February of 2002. T won’t go through the whole history,
but ultimately Ms. Van Dolsen submitted like a term paper of 120 pages to the keeper of
the register. The National Park Service recognize Renston as a rural historic district, one
of the very few in North Carolina on December 4, 2003.

It is important to note that 6 of the houses in the district, were built before
1900. The oldest one was built in the 1700°s. Of the 46 houses that are located in
Renston, 34 of them were built before 1953. In addition, there are a large number of farm
structures, which relate to the production of crops and livestock as Ms. VanDolsen said
and the pathways remain the same as they were 100 years ago. All the land is associated
with those who lived in houses in the district.

Those who question the need for protecting our heritage should think
about this, who is fighting for our quality of life? Who is fighting for that, anyway?
Who’s trying to make another dollar? Who is upfront as I have been about going through
this process in a very open and public way calling into the attention of the DOT the Pitt
County Planning Office? And, Andrew I’m sorry for you. Within, 24 hours after
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Alternate 5 was designated, I tried to get those designated with a dotted line on the map,
so you all would know where Corridor 5 was. Who sold you your property and they
knew where Corridor 5 was? They sold you the lot that you live on now. Can a house
built 2 months ago, can it be replaced? What about a house built 150 years ago that is
surrounded by farming activities, which sustain a family? Can that be replaced?

I have just one final question. Should a working farm be kept alive or
should it be slaughtered by concrete and asphalt to satisfy the developers’ lust for vinyl
and particleboard and money?

Moderator: Thank you Mr. McLawhorn for those comments. Next Jeff
Majette. Did I pronounce that correctly? Okay.

Jeff Majette: My name is Jeff Majette. Ilive at 3361 NC 903 South. [
appreciate all the people giving us time, the DOT, to give this speech and hear all the
meanings of the people here. I’m here in support of the Renston Historic District and to
show why 5 extension is a better choice.

There is one misconception about the Southwest Bypass and that is that
it’s a bypass. The purpose of the new highway was to relieve and pull traffic from Hwy
11 and Memorial Drive. It’s actually stated that the project is needed to ease the existing
anticipated traffic congestion. The cities of Winterville and Ayden do not want to be
bypass. Corridor 5 will create growth for Ayden and Winterville, while corridor 1B and
4 will pull growth away these cities. Corridor 5 extension is the only option that is close
enough to pull traffic off of 11 and still support these two towns. Corridor 5 fixes a
dangerous intersection of Red Forbes Road, Pocosin, and 903. It also corrects a

dangerous curve on Jolly Road where there have been many accidents at both of these
locations.

At the April of 2005 public meeting, the number of houses impacted all
corridor options was in the 40’s. Most specifically, Corridor 5 has 47 houses. The most
recent number indicates 43 houses were built in the path of Corridor 5 with full
knowledge that these houses have a high probability of being purchased to allow for the
bypass. The Brevard Subdivision was designed and developed and houses built after
Corridor 5 was introduced, the majority or 2/3 of these houses a month ago were
incomplete or unoccupied. There is an issue of homes affected by noise after mitigation.
Option 5 impacts 7 homes, while Option 1B impacts 15, more than twice as many. On
Corridor 5 there is 1.5 acres of wetlands and stream crossings that will be taken. Through
wetland mitigation the wetlands be restored.

On Corridor 4 there are 120 acres and Corridor 1B 45 acres of historic
district that will be taken. The historic district cannot be restored. Also the historic
district is a natural habitat for all the animals that are being pushed out by the assistance
of future development. According to the Environmental Draft, Corridors 1B and 4 would
cause the destruction of the historic district due to the future developments surrounding
the interchanges on Hwy 903. While Corridor 5 is located closest to the existing

development and would have the least influence on the growth and development in this
area.
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Thank you for your consideration of Corridor 5 extension of the future Southwest Bypass
preserving the Renston Historic District. Thank you very much.

Moderator: Thank you for those comments sir. The next person on the list is
Mr. Don Edmonson.

Don Edmonson: Don Edmonson, I live at 112 Berkshire Drive in
Winterville.

The numbers that I’ve seen from DOT, I think there is a lot of room for
play in them. Some things that I have not heard other people say, one of the things is
about bridges. They’re showing in Corridor 4, nine bridges where as in 5 and 1B you
have rivers, you have 22 and 23 rivers. Well, if you have two bridges that would go over
each river, you looking at 26-28 more bridges that would have to go over one of those
two corridors versus Corridor 4.

I don’t know if the dollars have been factored in or not. On that again, it’s
hard to tell from the information we have but you’re looking at another 12 to 13 million
dollars to build those bridges if the bridges are relatively small and they probably are.
But also, you’re looking at the time it takes to build those bridges. Three to four weeks is
a time that I hear from the man that I talked to about roads and bridges, you factor that in
over 26 bridges and all of a sudden you’ve added a year and a half to the project. I'm
sure the State and the Federal Government pay a lot less for money than we do but let’s
assume it is at 5%, all of a sudden you run up another $13 million dollars on the project.

The homes that are under construction now that some have been sold and
some have not that are in Corridors 4 and 1B somewhere around 40 homes or so, you do
the numbers and you’re talking about another 7 %2 million dollars or so. You add all
these numbers up and instead of being 8 million dollars difference between 4 and 5 or
1B, it’s closer to about 35 to 38 million dollars is the difference. I would like to think
that is significant.

One comment on the historic district. The historic district, I know all of
y’all have ridden down highways that have wonderful signs that this battle took place or
something else happened with historic in nature and very interesting and a lot of times
have an off-ramp right there to see the property. I think that would be a wonderful way
to present this property, this historic district and have more people be able to look at it.

The young lady that spoke that did the work on the historic district, I have
read most of that package and it is very impressive. One of the things that it has in there
is that one of the historic houses has been moved so if something is in the way of the
road, you can move the house and set it up so it can just be something wonderful for all
of us to enjoy. Thank you.

Moderator: Thank you for those comments. Let me just note that the
construction cost estimates that are shown on that table that we looked at earlier, those
are just that, they’re estimates. They’re based on the design here. Again, we’re showing
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the bridges where the bridges for sure are going to be. A lot of the smaller waterways
that are out there, we can probably get by with culverts or tiles and of course we don’t
show that. That is something that we will look at further on down the road. Just to
clarify, it does take longer than 4 weeks to build a bridge. So, again, I don’t know who
you talked to sir, but those are on the order of 1 to 2 years to get those in. One nice
things about this project, it will be constructed without having to handle traffic so it
should go pretty smoothly. Any time we can construct a project without having to worry
about adjacent traffic, that’s always a plus. Again sir, thank you for those comments.

The next person we have is Mr. Kevin Harris.

Kevin Harris: How you doing? My name is Kevin Harris and I live at 645
Pocosin Road.

In 1970, the North Carolina State Fair undertook the largest agriculture
project in the fair’s history. To highlight the theme, it was 1970 State Fair Salute to
Agriculture. State fair officials initiated a search for all families who owned or operated
a farm in North Carolina from 100 years or more. More than 800 farms qualified as a
century farm at that time. Century farm families were honored at a luncheon held at
Dorton Arena at the 1970 State Fair by the Agriculture Commissioner Jim Graham, who
mc’d the event, and Lt. Governor Pat Taylor was the featured speaker. The
Commissioner congratulated the families for the contribution in North Carolina. He
stated, “The strength and the depth of North Carolina lies with you people who have held
the family farm together. You are the fountain head of the economy.”

Today there are 56,000 farms in North Carolina but only 1600 have the
distinct honor of being a North Carolina Century Farm. North Carolina has a rich
agricultural heritage and the Century Farm program celebrates the many contributions
farming has made to the state. At 1600, that averages to 13-century farms per county.
(Inaudible) and 1B will affect 4 in this county alone.

[ have lived at my present address on Pocosin Road for 40 years. My dad
has lived there for 63 years, and before my grandmother died last week, she had lived
there nearly her entire life. At least every generation of my family has lived, farmed,
died on that farm and some of them are buried in graves in the high portion of the farm.

It was recently designated a century farm after I did the requisite research and determined
my ancestors had worked this farm as far back as 1850. It is one of four-century farms
within a few miles, all of which would be negatively affected by this choice. All of the
century farms are still being worked and in the case of the one in front of which I live, it
1s still being actively farmed by the same family.

[ have no intentions of moving. I have been looking forward to retiring
and hopefully passing the farm on to the next generation. To say my roots run deep on
Pocosin Road is and understatement to say the very least. I’'m deeply saddened to learn
that I will loose a good portion of the farm including my house, my dad’s house and most
of the farm buildings to a service road and an on-ramp for the bypass. I have huge old
pecan trees and sycamores in my yard that were planted well before mine and my dad’s
time that will most likely be cut down in the name of progress. We will retain some
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farmland but the entire infrastructure and all the improvements will be lost. We’ll have a
nice piece of dirt on the outside but no easy access to my hometown of Winterville and a
nice reminder of how politics and power truly work.

Regardless of the stated fair market value that I have been assured that I
will receive in the event of a loss, I’m not so naive to believe that we’ll be fully
compensated. I can tell you that are not many farms for sell in Pitt County and the few
that are, are hardly affordable at the price the State is going to offer. Not to mention, the
time and income that my dad will loose with out having the needed infrastructure for his
farming activities such as buildings for storing equipment, seed, chemicals, and the
finished crop. My dad is not a young man and it is doubtful he will recover from this
impact in his lifetime. This designation is not widely recognized as the National Register

of Historic Places and is equally a part of our history and deserves equal consideration as
well.

Just to respond to Mr. McLawhorn’s comment about slaughtering one
farm for vinyl siding and asphalt, how about slaughtering 4 farms for a highway? Thank
you.

Moderator: Thank you for those comments sir. Next we have Mr. Bill Hall.

Bill Hall: My name is Bill Hall. Ilive at 810 Darryl Drive, but I'm here
tonight to represent the Greenville/Pitt County Homebuilders Association and my 400
members of builders and trades people.

All of you read that the housing market is one of the factors in our major
economical growth. We are blessed that Greenville is growing by leaps and bounds. We
are here tonight to support the Western Outer Loop.

To answer a couple of questions, I’'m going to answer a couple of
questions that Mr. McLawhorn and somebody else asked. Why are we building in areas
that we are building in? Because, the city of Greenville and city of Pitt County
permitting office tells us where they will approve it. They give us permits and we have to
build where they approve. That’s one of the reasons that we are continuing to build
where we building at.

I lost my place and I lost my words. Anyway, we appreciate everybody
being here and voicing their opinions, but we feel as builders with the growth of this area,
we feel like when Greenville Utilities run their sewer line out by Frog Level Road, that’s
where the building is going to be. To put the highway right beside the sewer line stops
the building and kills the jobs and the money that we bring back into this town. So vote
OUTER LOOP.

Moderator: Thank you sir for those comments. Next we have Mr. Chad
Grimes.
Chad Grimes: My address is 1455 Posture Road. My name is Chad Grimes and

I’'m the Greenville/Pitt Associations of Realtors President this year.
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I’m here to read a statement on behalf of the Association of Realtors:

The Greenville Association of Realtors always supports and promotes
homeownership and quality of growth in Pitt County. If you select Corridor 1B or 5,
hundreds of people will be negatively impacted. Many will have to sell and move while
many more will be faced with property devaluation because of the close proximity to the
new highway. If you select Corridor 4, it will still be negatively impacted but a much
smaller number. There is no negative impact on any subdivision in Corridor 4. The
reduction of tax space is much smaller. If you choose Corridor 4, Greenville looses not
tax space and Pitt County looses much less. The amount of tax dollars we have to work
with affects everyone in Pitt County. Corridors 1B and 5 seem to be going backwards on
the impact on growth in destroying more houses, lowering more housing values and
slowing developments where sewer is available. Corridor 4 does not slow growth but
instead will enhance growth after 2015 and beyond. The Greenville Pitt Association of
Realtors stands with the homebuilders in support of Corridor 4 in the new Southwest
Bypass.

Moderator: Thank you sir for those comments. Next we have Mr. Milton May.

Milton May: My name is John Milton May. I live at 2580 Ange Street and [
have properties at 822 Forlines Road and 3995 Cobb Daily Road.

I was born about a half a mile west of here on Forlines Road, October 12,
1923. T guess that makes me a historic figure that is standing here before you tonight. I
am an environmentalist and vocational teacher by profession, retired.

I am here tonight to express my opposition to the proposed Southwest
Bypass of Corridors 1B and 5, and favoring Corridor 4 for the following reasons. One, a
review of the summary of environment impact sheets reveals that the selection of either
of these two corridors will have an adverse affect on more families than by far in
Corridor 4. These are real people living in this corridor who are probably purchasing
their homes because it is in a desirable location, which is close to their work, close to the
school they wish their children to attend, desirable neighbors, and in an affordable price
range. It seems unreal to have to put them in a position of going through the purchase of
a new home unless is absolutely necessary, especially if it is not warranted. The value of
these homes will be taken from the tax base of Pitt County at a time when more funds are
needed for more schools and other county projects, which are worthy.

Number two, fourteen more acres of prime farmland will be taken by the
selection of 1B and 57 more acres of prime farmland will be taken by the selection of
Corridor 5 over Corridor 4. This prime farmland will be taken from the tax base of the
county, never to be replaced. It will also decrease the income from the respective land
owners forever, many of them who are retired. Seven more business enterprises and six
more business enterprises will be taken respectively from the selection of 1B and/or 5
over Corridor 4. Again, these are real tax paying people, tax paying families, that will
have to look for a new work location or be unemployed.
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Selection of 1B and/or Corridor 5 will have a greater environmental
impact, by far, on the area and each category than the selection of Corridor 4. They are
areas in some of the woodland close by 1B where water ponds, most of the all of the year
long but this has not been classified at all by wetlands. Corridor 5 goes through
farmland, which has been in my family since just after the Civil War. This would greatly
impact the value of the land for farming as there is no place, no plan, by the current
owner to sell for development. Five generations of the May family have manually
worked on this farm which was recognized by the Governor with a Century Farm
certificate on September 25, 1972.

I will have another three minutes later. Thank you.

Moderator: Thank you sir for those comments. Next we have Mr. Ricky
Davenport.
Ricky Davenport: My name is Ricky Davenport, 616 Gatewood Drive.

We’ve lived here for 2 years, a beautiful area, wide open with some new
schools coming in, plenty of room around those school to maneuver. Isee 1B and 5
jamming these schools with traffic that would have not help at all and create a safety
hazard. Anybody using this bypass would not necessary come from Kinston to go to
school at South West Central High School. Therefore, it would do the schools no good
that close in.

I see at putting it at 1B and 5 as being a, like I said, as jammed. There is
no, other than the corridors, that are interchanges. It would cramp the businesses in. It
will not allow growth. It will actually slow the growth here in Winterville and Pitt
County on this side of town.

I’m in favor of Corridor 4. It is the most logical move. We cannot live in
the past as in Renston. We need to move forward and let the people that live in 1B and 5
keep their homes and not be forced out and not create the hazards that the new highway
coming closer end would cause. I’'m in favor of Corridor 4.

Moderator: Thank you for those comments sir. Next we have Andy Anderson.

Andy Anderson: My name is Andy Anderson. I live at 721 Gatewood
Drive. Iwould like to thank this committee for allowing me to come and speak.

I’m here tonight representing my family, my neighborhood and to help
represent a larger group of citizens who are concerned about his bypass. Over the last six
years, I’ve lived with the threat of this bypass either coming through or near my home.
For those of you new this issue, this only represents a portion of the options that have
been proposed over the years. No one knew where this proposed corridor was going to

be six years ago, let alone now. There is no question that homes will be lost no matter
what corridor chosen.
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It is clear based on DOT’s data that Corridor 5 and 1B have the biggest
impact on the community as a whole. This why [’m asking you to select Corridor 4 for
the greater good of the community. These are my reasons as follows and these are facts,
boring facts maybe, but I think when you look at them in context they are pretty
astounding. Corridor 4 causes twice as many relocations that Corridor 5 and 58% more
than 1B. So, I’ve heard people talk about whether the numbers are right or wrong. |
don’t think they are going to change greatly, but think about the magnitude of that.
Twice as many homeowners are having to move. These relocations result in lost taxes,
communities disrupted and jobs put in jeopardy due to the sudden halt of home
construction and sales.

Secondly, Corridor 4 crosses over 60% fewer streams than compared to 5
and 1B. Think about that. Think about the impact on our coastal waters. These do flow
down stream. Our beaches were closed just this last weekend because of the hurricane.

It is something very important to the state of North Carolina to keep our waterways clean
and clear.

Point three, Corridor 4’s reparian buffer acreage is 1/3 that of Corridor 5
and 2/5 of Corridor 1B. Any highway project, any community project should take as
small a footprint as possible and leave the rest for the community.

Point four, Corridor 4 impacts 92% less wetland acreage. Maybe you can
move wetlands. Maybe you can repair it. But, what is the overall impact to our
environment? Corridor 4 impacts the least amount of prime farmland and we’ve heard
about the heritage farms. Do we really want to turn our backs on these farmers who are
trying to make a living and farm the same land that their parents and grandparents have
farmed. Corridor 4 is the least expensive in right of way cost and we know those cost are
going to go up. There is no question based on the numbers that we are gathering. This is
a loose/loose situation. We pay more money to move more people, loosing tax base and
jobs in the process.

Finally, the overall cost of Corridor 4 is 7.7 million dollars less than
Corridor 5. What could we do with that money? Could we improve Firetower Road?
Could we improve our schools, which that are busting at the seams?

For all the reasons mentioned, I ask that you consider Corridor 4 the best
of the three options for the community as a whole. Please take my points into account
when choosing which corridor to pursue.

Moderator: Thank you for those comments sir. Next we have Samantha
Barlowe.
Samantha Barlowe: Good evening and thank you for having me tonight and

hearing me. My name is Samantha Barlowe and I live at 1504 Asheville Lane,
Winterville, 28590. But, I pay Greenville city taxes.
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My name is Samantha Barlowe, again, and I’m here to speak in support of
choosing Route 4 for the bypass. My points tonight will concern the negative
environment impacts and if Routes 1B or 5 are chosen.

Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the DOT is obligated by law to
choose the lease environmentally damaging practical alternative. According to the
summary that they have passed out to us, those Routes 1B and 5 impact significantly
more wetlands, streams and liberian buffers than Route 4. The numbers clearly show that
4 has the least number of most sensitive arecas. Route 4 does also not appear to be the
least economically practical since there are now twice as many structures in the way of
1B and 5. Those structures will have to be purchased and demolished and they will have
to be put in a landfill, which means space and will take more money because they will
have to transport it to other landfills in the area.

Both Swift Creek and Contentnia (sp?) Creek will be impacted greatly
with if the bypass is built using Routes 1B or 5 and according to the summary Route 4
will only involve nine crossings, 1B and 5 will involve twenty-two and twenty three
crossing respectively. Swift Creek is listed as a 303D stream. From its source all the
way until it empties into the Neuse and Contentnia is also temporary impaired. That
means these creeks are part of the Neuse River Basin which has been deemed as
degraded. Which means it is negatively impacting the health of the creatures and the
plant life that lives in the rivers.

Now the State or the Federal government has the obligation not to permit
any activity that will cause further degradation of the stream. In fact, it has the
responsibility to ensure the return of these streams to a higher quality to support its
designated uses so that the aquatic life may thrive and propagate. A bypass will not
improve the health of the stream.

Okay, I’'m going to skip down just a little bit and let you know the
environmental impacts and increased and impervious surfaces like a road. It means more
polluted run-offs for our streams. An increase in traffic means pollutants being washed
into the waterways that includes zinc from brake linings, that’s a heavy metal, fuel,
antifreeze, other vehicular fluids. Construction will choke the creeks with sediment.
And, it is also unclear about the endangered and threatened species. That paper that you
have says that there are none, but you look on the North Carolina Wildlife Resources
Commission Website, you will see that there are several threatened species of fresh water
mussels and amphibians that are listed as having distribution areas in the Neuse River
Basin. If either Routes 1B or 5 or chosen, it is going to send a message that DOT does
not care about the environment or improving our water quality.

So choosing the best road is not about finding the best solution for one
user group i.e., the traffic. It’s more about finding a compromise so that all users are
benefited. Route 4 makes that compromise. It’s not the best solution but it’s the better
solution for all of us.

Moderator: Thank you ma’am for those comments. Next we have Mr.
Thurman Worthington.
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Thurman Worthington: Sir, I’ll pass (Inaudible)...

Moderator: Okay, we’ll go ahead and note that he has already submitted his
comments in writing. Again, the comments that you send in count the same as if you
recorded them tonight into the recorder. Again, both ways carry the same weight.

William Thomas. William Thomas.

William Thomas: My name is William Thomas. Ilive at 2245 Frog Level
Road.

I’m in opposition of 1 and 5 as well. I think 4 is the better deal for
everyone affected. I’ve been living in Frog Level for approximately 4 years now. [ was
born in Frog Level. Also, if you want to get historical, if you want to talk about
historical, T have a family cemetery that is going to be affected as well with this. [ know
who wants to move a cemetery to another spot. I know there are cemeteries on their stuff
as well. You know, hey we’ve got to make a compromise some where. I don’t know
exactly where they’re coming from with their historical district. I think every thing is
historical in Pitt County as far as I’'m concerned. All the earth was created at the same
time. They shouldn’t have any, any ... | mean, you know, God created the earth all at
one time. You can’t argue with that Mr McLawhorn, if you want to. You can’t argue
with that, I’'m sorry.

As we go here, it is going to get a little bit better. We’re going to fight for

"~ what we got. We got representation as well. So, there’s more than one lawyer in Pitt

County and we’re going to get ... if it takes five, we’re going to get them. So, just bear
with us. I’'m not a fancy lawyer. I don’t have a big speech here. I’m just a country boy
trying to survive this, you know the man says. Let’s pull together and try to get it moving
to Number 4. That’s what we want everybody to support 4. We going to have petitions
out in every one of your neighborhoods. I don’t care if you sign it once, sign it again.
Just go ahead on and go. All right? Thank you for your time.

Moderator: Thank you sir. Next is William Thomas. Is that you? Sorry. Mr.
James Woodard. James Woodard? I don’t see Mr. Woodard. Next we have Steve
McLawhorn.

Steve McLawhorn: Steve McLawhorn, I live at 3775 NC 903 which is the
interchange in Number 4.

This is going to be a little bit different. The home we live in was built in
1848. My children are the sixth generation of the Dell family to live in the same house.
My grandchildren will be the seventh.

We and several other farmers in the area have small vegetable and produce
farms. Since the 1960’s we have allowed school children on tours to come out. And
believe it or not, we try to teach them where food comes from and the teachers also.

They learn that simple things that we all know that milk doesn’t come from the grocery
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store, it comes from that cow they’re looking at. That cow that they’re looking at drinks
60 gallons of water. She gives 10 gallons of milk. She has to have a baby every year to
give milk. They learn that hamburgers didn’t originate in McDonald’s. They come from
that cow that they are looking at. They learn that eggs don’t come from Food Lion
packaged in twelve in a Styrofoam box. They come from that chicken that they’re
looking at. If that chicken has a proper balanced diet she’ll lay about 45 eggs a week.

It’s amazing children will learn to each vegetables and produce if they can see it growing.
They go ahead and pick it themselves. We also have an asparagus field that the expected
life of that field is going to be about 20 more years.

The average food that we eat today travels about 3000 miles before it gets
on your plate. When you visit a farm such as ours, you can look the man that grew it in
the eye. You can ask him about culture practices, about taste, about texture. Sure, we
can continue to buy grapes from Chile and berries from Mexico. We can get pears from
Argentina. We can get milk from Wisconsin. We can get eggs from a farm that has 5
million chickens on it. But, that kind of progress comes at a cost. Other countries that
we buy food from are allowed to use pesticides that were banned in the United States for
the last 40 years. Milk has to have additives to it because it trucked everywhere.

And, I’m not a tree hugger, I’m not an alarmist but I have a passion for
my family, [ have a passion for myself/my lifestyle, I have a passion for my work and my
home. The hardest group of people to wake up sometimes are the ones who are
pretending to be asleep. There are some things that are worth saving around here. I'm
for Option 16B. Thank you.

Moderator: Thank you for those comments sir. Next we have Catherine Delos
Nelson.
Catherine Nelson: My name is Catherine Doose Nelson. I'm part of the

distinguished McLawhorn family that was so eloquently discussed in the public forum
this morning in the newspaper. We do have a strong family and I'm very proud of it.

To be perfectly honest, I have comments written but ’'m going to say this
right quick. I have never in the 45 years of that I’ve lived in Pitt County, and I’ve lived
here all my life, most on 903 South in Winterville, 3902, seen something that can
fragment and fracture a community and a county as this has. It makes me sick.

First of all, I would like to thank everyone for letting us give these
comments. In addition, I would like to ... I need to put my glasses on now and I say I
don’t need them ... to thank the township of Winterville, the City of Greenville, the
Board of Commissioners, the MPO and the Pitt County Development Commission for
their vision and preferring Corridor 5.

Based on the latest version of the Southwest Bypass, my mother’s home
and our family farm is part of the Ranston Historic District are at the center of Corridor 4
EXT. This house has been in our family for more than 50 years and has been the
gathering place for dignitaries, family members, and friends. Although I’'m sure that
sentimentality plays no role in the selected corridor, there are significant reasons that this
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historic neighborhood should be preserved. If Corridor EXT. or 1B or selected it would
move several generations of farming history for the McLawhorn family and other long-
term members of the Ranston Community. It would diminish the ability of local farming,
renting land to make a living, and in addition, provide a bypass to Greenville that won’t
be used to it’s maximum capacity. This route is simply far to away....

(At this point, the tape stops and does not pick up or start recording until the last part of
Mr. John May’s comments. It has left out the rest of Catherine Nelson’s comments as
well as all of Melissa Gaylord. The following is where it picks up.)

John May: ... so I'm looking at this emotionally, I confess. As an earlier
speaker said, I don’t want to see our farm, a Century Farm, slaughtered by asphalt. I
guess, Government’s job is to look at things rationally and logically on issues like this.
So, if you do look at the alternatives logically, rationally, and honestly, Corridor 5 is the
worse choice and Corridor 4 is the best choice on almost every count.

But if you do want to consider emotions, then look at the people who’s
homes are affected by Corridor 5 versus Corridor 4 and you will see that Alternate 4 is
the best choice. Thank you for your time.

Moderator: Next we have Brenda Smith. Brenda Smith? Okay.

Unidentified Male: If there is nobody there and nobody objects I’d like to take
that time.

Moderator: No sir.

Unidentified Male: All right.

Moderator: Next we have Tony P. Moore. Tony P. Moore? Okay.

Tony Moore: Sorry I had to walk so far. Ihurt my back earlier and I have a little
problem.

If I had known this is 2003, debate, I would looked again at another bill
probably. As you know, I was in the Senate in 2003 when this bill was adopted. It was
part of the things that Greenville City wanted and the County Commissioners wanted
which was a bypass. It had been their number one priority for 13 years. Now I think you
need to know the historical part of this. This bill was called part of the Durham Loop.
Now what does that have to do with us? It was called the Durham Loop and very few
people knew about this bill. It’s like many bills at 3:30 in the morning you pass them and
you think it is going to be a lot of discussion but you pass them and no debate and then
three minutes later it’s done, 31 page document.

Anyway, I’m sorry for everyone that’s here but I’'m also thankful that
you’ve come tonight. I thank you for your comments. I hope and pray that your leaders,
whoever they may be after November 7, will listen to you and that they will do what you
want, not what they want to do. If you look around tonight, how few elected officials are
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here and Mayor Parrott I was glad he was here to speak. I saw some members of
Greenville City Council. Thaven’t seen any other elected officials and that bothers me.

When this bill came up it was supposed to be approximately 123 million
dollars and now it is 180 million dollars. My major problem tonight is the process, the
process of giving out information. I’ll share one example of the process how it’s flawed.
The town of Winterville does not have sidewalks. Four times the DOT went to the town
of Winterville and said, “Look we want you to pay 20% of the sidewalks on Firetower
Road.” Four times they voted unanimously not to have sidewalks. Then a month or two
ago they voted to have sidewalks. Well there’s no sidewalks in Winterville, why have
sidewalks for Firetower Road. There’s a flaw there. Well they told me that it’s either we
have sidewalks to participate in this or we will not have road improvements in
Winterville. In Winterville and Pitt County we’ve got 66 million dollars road money in
the past 3 years. 66 million. Wayne County has got 116 million. Is that fair? Hopefully
you’ll come out and vote. You’ll tell your friends to vote. Then those people who
recommended this will look carefully at the process in what they did. The best route here
1s less hurt more people. You go by numbers, the majority always rules. The furthest out
the better for all parties. Thank you.

Moderator: Thank you sir. Next is Jim Kieffer. Jim Kieffer?

Jim Kieffer: You’ll have to pardon me. My name is Jim Kieffer. Ilive at 1101
Josh Court over in Taberna.

There’s a lot of emotion going on. 1B and 5 obviously take me out. I
moved down here about 18 months ago with my family, my mom 84. When I go home
and tell her about this tonight, I will probably put her in her grave. So, it’s a very
emotional state. I moved to North Carolina to set up my family, start a new life. Then I
find out that my house may be wiped off the face of the earth.

I’'m not an articulate man, however, I asked the committee that is going to
be voting on the corridors keep politics out, keep money out. Vote honestly. Use the
numbers. Look at the people you’re going to affect. Thank you.

Moderator: Myriah Shewchuk. I’'m sorry if I’'m mispronouncing that.

Myriah Shewchuk: Good evening. My name is Myriah Shewchuk. I live at
150 Grandifloria Court in Winterville.

[ have been asked to read the following comments on behalf of Larry
Baldwin. He is the Lower Neuse River Keeper with the Neuse River Foundation. These
are Larry’s comments,

“It has just recently come to my attention that the efforts are underway to
construct a Greenville Bypass for purposes of easing traffic congestion. While I
understand the needs of development and free flowing traffic movement, I will not be in
favor of negatively impacting sensitive environmental areas to do so. Unfortunately, I
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was not able tonight’s public hearing. But, you will hear from me by the way of written
comments by the close of the comment period.

It is my intention to work with the agencies involved who will also be
working to protect the natural environment from undue impact. Thank you for accepting
these comments and I look forward to working together to provide a solution that has the
least amount of negative impacts to the waters of the Neuse River Watershed.”

Again, these are Larry Baldwin’s comments of the Neuse River
Foundation. Thank you.

Moderator: Thank you for those comments. Next we have Marvin Taylor.
Marvin Taylor: Hello my name is Marvin? Taylor. I live at 4229 Frog
Level Road.

Before Hwy 11 was built, Winterville had a lot of water that came to the
west side to Swift Creek. Once Hwy 11 was built the water was diverted back to Old Tar
Road. As most of you know, Winterville has a flooding problem. We feel that Option 1
and 5 would do the same name. Bypasses are know to turn water the opposite way which
would incur a lot of water in new subdivisions and try to water the way it’s not supposed
to go. Therefore, we support Corridor 4 as being the least affective to our communities.

We feel that Corridor 1 and Corridor 5 would be a great burden for a lot of
citizens and a big tax space loss to Pitt County. Thank you for your time. We hope that
y’all will support Corridor Number 4.

Moderator: Thank you sir. Now we have Betty Smith. Betty Smith?
Betty Smith: My name is Betty Smith. Ilive 5081 US13 South in Greenville.

I, like most of you, have received and studied all the information that has
been available. Quite frankly, it’s been available to anybody that was interested or had a
vested interest in the Southwest Bypass no matter what the corridors were.

I appreciate the opportunity to offer my comments tonight and they are as
follows. Developers had to be well aware that they were building and selling homes in
the paths of the proposed corridors. To what purpose did they continue to build? Did
they let these people they were selling the houses to know they were in the path of
corridor? Why right now that some of the developments may be affected. We feel the 42
residential homes that may be affected by the Alternate 4 extension is just as important as
the ones in the 5 that would be affected.

Also, on a personal basis, we feel our home and farm that has been
established for more than 100 years is just as important or more important than the
developments that we have recently watched going up on Davenport Farm Road and Frog
Level Road. I sympathize with the people just as I hope you sympathize with me. I want
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my home to remain just as it is too. Quite frankly, Corridor 4 would split our farm in the
middle.

In addition to all of this, we hear all the time, that farmland must be
preserved. How are you going to do that if developers are aggressively purchasing any
property big enough to build houses on? All you have to do is pick up the Daily
Reflector on Sunday and look at the houses and condominiums and duplexes that are for
sale but we continue to build.

I’11 be short and concise. We fully support our county and city officials in
their decision to choose and recommend Alternate 5 Extension and sincerely hope that
the State will agree that this extension is the one most feasible for our city and our
county. We elected these officials to make decisions for us. Let them do their jobs.
Thank you.

Moderator: Thank you ma’am. Next we have Rocky Russell. The next two
folks if you’ll be prepared is Carl Blackwood and Will Corbitt.

Rocky Russell: Hello my name is Rocky Russell. Ilive at 3092 Bach
Circle in Greenville.

I’m a developer and builder in Pitt County. My partner and I own 40 acres
on Frog Level Road that is just east of Corridor 5 and 1B. This land is planted and streets
are in for 92 single-family homes. Each home will have an average sale price of 300
thousand dollars and when the project is complete, Pitt County’s tax base will have
increased by 28 million dollars. We have plans to extend Barrington Fields west and
acquire 40 more acres to continue this project but these plans are on hold because of the
additional 47 acres are directly in the path of Corridor 5 and 1B. Based on the path that 5
and 1B are taking I hope that we will not loose any part of the currently planted section.
What I am concerned about is placing a bypass right through the middle of Greenville
and Winterville’s hottest real estate area. Due to a major sewer extension by G.U.C.
years ago developing activity in the Frog Level area has exploded. The chief planner for
Greenville recently announced to the Pitt County home builder’s association that this area
is the fastest growing area in Pitt County, like it or not. 5 and 1B’s location is almost
parallel to G.U.C. most western sewer extension. Although there is some land left
between Frog Level and Hwy 11, most developers were making plans to extent
development west of Frog Level Road. If Corridors 5 or 1B are chosen, this action
would cause development to stop west of Frog Level until G.U.C. determined how to go
through this proposed corridor. Development would eventually continue but I would
estimate it would be years before G.U.C. had the funds and started sewer extensions that
went under the proposed corridor.

[ don’t have any experience on where to put bypasses but by definition I
thought DOT would want to bypass the Greenville-Winterville area rather than put a
freeway right through as five or 6 subdivisions and the hottest real estate market. The
Wilson and Knightdale Bypasses go though the countryside of both counties. While
traveling on the Knightdale Bypass, DOT did a great job of avoiding neighborhoods all
together. In fact, I can only remember seeing one neighborhood close to the bypass. If
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you can find open land in Wake County to build a bypass on, [ know you can find similar
undeveloped land in Pitt County and Corridor 5 and 1B don’t achieve that goal.

Regardless of where Bypass goes in this area, Pitt County development
will probably be on both sides or eventually. If Corridor 4 is chosen development will
eventually run in to it. Corridor 4 gives G.U.C. and the development community time to
use up land already with sewer service. I am sure that part of G.U.C.’s strategy was to
have developers pay for sewer extensions into western Pitt County as a natural extension
of new developments. Corridor 5 and 1B put up a wall that the developers will not be
able financially afford to cross and must wait for G.U.C. to obtain the funds and
permission to do so.

In closing, Corridor 4 makes the most sense for Pitt County. Corridor 4
has the fewer number of North Carolina and Pitt County citizens loosing their homes, our
rivers and streams are less affected and fewer tax dollars are spent building this corridor.
Choosing 5 or 1B would also cause many more homes to be left standing around clover
leafs and chopped up subdivisions which would greatly reduce the home’s value. Please
support Corridor 4. Thank you.

Moderator: Thank you sir for those comments. Next is Carl Blackwood.

Carl Blackwood: (Inaudible) ...My name is Carl Blackwood. I live at 4542
May Court in Farmville. (Inaudible)...

Moderator: Thank you. He’s relinquishing his time and he appreciates being a
citizen of this community. Duly noted. Next we have Mr. Will Corbitt. Will Corbitt?
Okay. Next we have Wanda Yuhas. Next we have Doug Jackson after her.

Wanda Yuhas: Good evening 'm Wanda Yuhas. I’m the Executive Director of
the Pitt County Development Commission. Ilive at 738 Spring Run Road. That isin
Winterville.

I am here to speak on behalf of the entire Development Commission.
Those members include Ed Dennis, Glen Bowland is our County Commissioner
representative, Ed Bright, Joel Butler, Todd Edwards, John Farrin, Bonner Latham,
Deidre McGion, Walter Perkins, Ronald Price, William Rasberry, Kenneth Ross, Todd
Skinner, Linda Weathersby, and James Williamson. '

At our June meeting, the PCDC board ask Chairman Ed Dennis to write a
letter supporting the option that had been endorsed by our County Commissioners for the
Greenville Southwest Bypass. At our August meeting, the Board concerned turned to the
Southwest Bypass itself fearing that the dispute over specific options would endanger the
project itself. The Board consists of community leaders from many different parts of Pitt
County. All feel that it is of paramount importance that the construction of the Southwest
Bypass begin as soon as possible. We cannot afford to miss this opportunity.

As stated in Mr. Dennis’ letter of June 29, the bypass is vitally important
to the future economic development of Pitt County especially the industrial areas in the
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southern part of the county. The construction of this bypass will enable us to promote the
Worthington and Minges Industrial Park as prime industrial location. East Carolina
University has one of the nation’s leading logistics and distribution program and the
bypass will enable us to use those programs to the fullest of advantage for our entire
community and our region.

The Pitt County Development Commission offers it’s full support for the
construction of the Greenville Southwest Bypass using which ever corridor is deemed

most suitable by the DOT team. It is of vital importance to our continued community
health.

Moderator: Thank you ma’am for those comments. Next is Doug Jackson.
Doug Jackson: Good evening, I’'m Doug Jackson the Mayor of Winterville.

I’ve been a real popular fellow this week in that I’ve got a whole stack of
emails that I printed off, lots of phone calls that I quit keeping records of, even visits to
my home concerning this very important project up here. One group that came and
talked to me wanted the Town to support Number 1. Another group came and wanted the
Town to support Number 5. Another group came and wanted the Town to support
Number 4. Each group asked me would I come out and speak tonight. I’'m speaking.

Whichever route DOT takes, I think the Board of Aldermen in Winterville
will support. It will impact a lot of people both positively and negatively. The ones it
impacts negatively, I feel for you. I live in the city limits of Winterville and this
particular thing will not touch my home.

In conclusion, I would just like to thank everyone for coming out tonight.
It’s been great to see this number here that are concerned and especially the ones that
came up and gave their thoughts on this. Thank you.

Moderator: Thank you sir for those comments. That concludes the list of
everyone that has signed up prior to the formal hearing. If there is anyone who would
like to make a comment now, please raise your hand and I’ll call you up.

Paul Kelly: Folks my name is Paul Kelly. Ilive at 1108 Haley Court over on
Taberna.

I think the simple two word here are “common sense”. We’re a
community developed around people not around land. Now I’m an outdoorsman. Ilove
the land that we live on. I love the farmland. Ilove Ranson Farms. I’ve been out there
with my children. I’ve picked strawberries. I’ve done the asparagus stuff. You know
and that’s great. Ireally feel for you sir. And I can’t even express that anymore. But,
development is going to happen and it’s going to eventually take your farm anyhow. It’s
going to move out. There’s nothing we can do to stop it. Okay, and matter of factly,
there’s nothing we want to do to stop it. That’s what society is about, developing and
moving on.
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That western corridor, Corridor 4 affects the least amount of people. It
doesn’t ... I mean this isn’t going to tear my house up. I’'m up here for all of you people
who are going to loose your homes. I’'m up here for all you people who came in and set
up families. When I found out about this and, excuse me if I found a little passionate, but
when I moved into my house, my realtor said, ‘Yes they’re thinking about some kind of
bypass over yonder. It shouldn’t affect you at all.” You know? When I found out about
this directly, I started doing my research, I put together a little handout and started going
around in my community. Now I would say 97% of the people I spoke to had no clue.
Whether it’s been out there or not, the Government works in mysterious ways and we all
know that. It’s puts it down on the down low so that you don’t necessarily see things.
Okay, well we’re opening your eyes. All right? People need to know and the
Government needs to know that we are a Government of the people, by the people, for
the people. Not of the land, by the land, for the land. I don’t want to see my property
value decrease but I could care less about my property value in the end, I care more about
my family. I care about your family, and your family, and even yours sir, I really do so
very much. Ihate to see your farm be affected in any way.

I hope that the gentleman who spoke about relocating routes to get to your
property is very effective for us and for you. But, in the end, anybody out here with any
inkling of education or common sense can tell that we Western Corridor is more
appropriate. When they developed the bypasses out in Raleigh, they built the inner
beltline, I believe first? Right? They developed right through that and that’s when they
needed to develop the outer beltline, so I’ve been told. I wasn’t here for it obviously.
But I think everybody should know that production is going to happen. Development is
going to happen. We might as well use our brains why we do it. I think that’s been
demonstrated time and time again tonight by all these developing contractors and all
these people who talk about the way G.U.C. set up the sewage. You know, why are we
going to destroy what we’ve got? Thank you very much. I appreciate the time.

Moderator: Okay, sir in the white shirt come ahead please. I tell you what if
anyone everyone else who would like to speak if you just want to line up over here to the
left of the stage, that will perfectly be all right.

Joe Askew: Before I get started, I’d like to know how many members of our
City Council or Board of Commissioners are at this meeting at this time? Or our Mayor
of Greenville? Are any of those here?

Unidentified Female: Inaudible.

Joe Askew: Well we’ve asked Mark Owens to come to several meetings and he
has not been able to come. Ms. Council we appreciate you being here. At least
somebody thinks it’s important.

My name is Joe Askew and I live in Taberna. I'm going to read from this.
I guess I'1l do better that way.

Planning the bypass started well before Taberna Subdivision got started.
When Mr. McLawhorn and others asked us who did we buy our lots from, our land from?
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Our Mayor developed, through a trusteeship the Taberna Subdivision. Now our question
to our Mayor is, this was the land you developed. You sold the land to the builders. The
builders gave it to the realtors and the realtors sold it to us. Does anybody in this room
think for one second that none of them knew and they didn’t tell any of us?

To the City Council and County Commissioners, prior to your
recommendations, did you do your homework? From my understanding, this is the map
you saw. You did not see this map. You saw a map similar to this in color. Now what
kind of judgement can you make from this? Did you talk to your constituents? How
many people in this room, in our subdivision had a verbal conversation with Mark
Owens? That’s what I thought. How about Mr. Chip Little, City Councilman? That’s
what I thought. How about Mayor Don Parrott? So, if they represent us, why didn’t they
come and talk to us?

I personally talked to all of those that I have mentioned including Marvin
Blount, ITI. They all know and everyone in this room knows that the only reason they
registered the Renstin Farm area was to block Corridor 4. Please don’t let Sonny
McLawhorn’s threat of a lawsuit alter your decision. There is only one logical corridor
that affects less families, less businesses, affects less streams and cost less money and
that’s Corridor 4. Mr. McLawhorn, you think that your 100 year old home is important?
We think our 1 year home is just as important? You think your cows and your chickens
are important? We think our dogs and cats or important. We ask the DOT to please
select Corridor 4.

Mike Baldwin: Thank you. My name is Mike Baldwin. I own Baldwin &
Associates, a civil engineering and surveying firm here in Greenville. I was responsible
for the development of lot of these subdivisions.

You can take the study that the State did and turn to the page that gives the
breakdown of the summary of the environmental impacts and it doesn’t appear that it take
a rocket science to figure out which one is the best one for it. I mean just look at the
numbers. Look at 1B Alternate. Look at 4 Alternate. Look at 5Alternate. It’s a simple
equation of what has less impact on the whole area. It looks like the Alternate 4 by far
exceeds any other of the two by far.

I know that the reason for the bypass is to get the traffic Dickinson
Avenue. However, it is going to set a boundary for development in the county, I think. It
usually does. You can see what is happening in Raleigh. They’re having to spend money
again because they’ve got to move it out farther. I think the house numbers are off. That
is the hottest growing area in Greenville and Mr. Russell has alluded to. Mr. Russell
made a lot of good points, some that I’m going to echo. One thing that you don’t see on
this summary of the environmental impact is the loss to Greenville Utilities Commission,
the lost customers and revenues that they went out there and put in the sewer test area
where millions of dollars were spent for sewer infrastructure to basically get up to this
line. Then you’re going to take this with the choice of either 5 or 1 and waste that. I'm
looking at the environmental things that people probably ... it’s so unusual for me to
consider environmental things. But looking at the environmental impacts. It’s just
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overwhelming how 4 is the needed route. All that, I’1l close on that. It’s in black and
white on the report that DOT provided you with.

Moderator: Thank you Mr. Baldwin.

Rev. Keith Phillips: Good evening. My name is Rev. Keith Phillips. I'm a
pastor of a small church in Pitt County. Ilive just down the road, 3212 903 South.

Four years ago we purchased our house. We did our homework. There
was no bypass anyway near. It was in the area in which we were selling that was a
proposed route. I also looked to see if my children would stay in the same school district.
We were until the building you’re sitting in was built. My kids were transferred to
Ayden Elementary School for the simple facts that my kids were white and they had to
bring inner city kids in to balance the school district. I really believe that the Board of
Education sold me out.

I’m not usually at a loss of words, obviously, by nature. My job is
preaching the gospel. I don’t know what to say. How much can you take? You know?
Am I going to get sold out again? The City Council has put their support behind the
proposal that wipes my house out. The County Commissioners side with the City
Council and put their support behind that. I’m not going to argue numbers. I’'m not a
scientist. I’'m not an environmentalist. I preach the gospel of Jesus. I could care less.
I’'m not from Pitt County. I’m an East Carolina transplant. This is not my home. If you
take my house, you take my house. It’s not about me. It’s never about me. It’s about all
the others who grew up, who live in Pitt County, who love Pitt County. Take my house, I
think me and my family will go to Greene County.

Moderator: Thank you Reverend.

Andrea Croley: I am Andrea Croley, 426 Brevard. My husband can tell
you that when it comes to talking, 3 minutes is never enough. So, I had to come back for
some more.

I just wanted to bring up the City of Greenville Resolution Number 0634.
This goes back to what Mr. Ron Binkley started the night out discussing, and what Mr.
Tony Moore touched on with sidewalks. A quote from their resolution is in the first line,
“the city of Greenville in an effort to improve the quality of life for the overall
community”. And I’ll just stop there because quality of life is a very important phrase.
The rest of their resolution just missed everything.

It’s very, very important that we think quality of life. The Lochner group,
they do a great job. Sun Coast Parkway down in Tampa, Florida has a beautiful paved
pathway running along side of it. There was some planning, some long term thought to
what that community needed for quality of life. So, I know they can do it. I hope they do
it well here. I think Corridor 4 would have a beautiful view for a nice paved walkway for
us to walk on.
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I did want to bring up again, I know I talked about it before, the emotions
involved. How many people here ... well you don’t have to answer, but are terrified of
the uncontrollable loss of their homes. This is the most control we have is talking here,
writing letters, writing emails. [ met some of you via email already a few times. Having
to find another place to live, me and my husband just went through building a new home
and we don’t want to do it again. The financial loss and uprooting children that may not
be here yet that we don’t want to have to move.

So once again, as many people out here are, you know, my family wasn’t
here decades ago. In the 1930’°s we actually lost property in New Mexico and finally
earlier this year in 2006 received financial settlement from the Government for the
injustice that was done there. So, fighting is in my blood. And I know it is for a lot of
people here. We’re not going to give up and we’re going to continue to fight for out
homes. So once again, I hope you support Corridor 4, the one that impacts the least
number of families. Thank you.

Milton May: Here is your historic figure back again.

Our farm is not a century farm but there are two others, one you have
heard from the Harris farm, the Hooks farm, and the Gaylord farms. There are four farms
that would be a century farms located in the Corridor 5 or Corridor 1B bypass road.
These are going to affect individuals who have long and great memories of what their
ancestors have told them about this land.

Now I would just like to show you about the home that my grandfather
built in 1872 after he had first married. He had returned from the Civil War as a 17 year
old boy and settled in that area. Then he married and his home was built. It has been
standing against the Frog Level Road since that time. There’s a chimney on the north
side of that house that has carved in the brick January 1888, when it was built. I was told
by my father and others that it was to replace a log chimney that had been dobbed and
used up until that time. I can tell you about the huge (Inaudible) that were hung up by
hand. The wood sleepers, the pine pole sleepers that serve as floor drawers for the house.
I can tell you of many other memories there. I’ve heard my father talk about going off to
World War I. Then upon his return, after he had been on the battlefront when World War
I was ended. Yes, we have many memories, but this house would be taken by Corridor 5.
This house also has some other building that are located in that homestead. These rival
any homes that are in the historic district of Renston.

Yes, I can tell you about a lot of the memories that [ have but I would like
to just show you. What I’'m concerned about, we can give up that home. It’s served it’s
purpose for many, many years. I have a sister here who has great memories of that home
too. But what I'm concerned about is these young people who have moved down here
that we have heard talk tonight. They’re going to loose their homes, the homes of their
dreams, the schools that they want to attend, the churches that they want to attend.
They’re going to loose these homes because of some highway. Yes, I would urge you to
think seriously. Corridor 4 is going to affect less young people. It’s going to be a route
that will be of great, great importance. The traffic that is coming into Greenville from
Greene County and other areas north of that area to walk at the hospital. I could tell you
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that. Ijust hope that this committee that is going to make this decision will think
seriously and that no political thoughts and actions will be included. Thope they do it on
the basis of merit. Thank you and may God bless you.

Bernis Harris: Mr. May is going to be a tough act to follow. My name is Bernis
Harris, I live on 610 Pocosin Road.

[ have lived here most of my adult life. The home that I live in now, I
built when I was 18 years old. I’ve been living in it 44 years. This road comes, Corridor
5, comes right ‘cross the top of my home and all of my farming out buildings which some
of them are over 100 years old. This farm has been in my family for six generations. My
son came up here and talked tonight which will be seven and I have a grandson, which
will be eight generations. Just like Mr. May’s farm, Ms. Gaylord, Mr. Hooks, my farm
too is a Century farm. It’s been a continuous family farm for 122 years. This was
proclaimed as people that had the insight to keep their farms in family tradition. It seems
like by having these openings now this is where they want to put the road, right ‘cross the
top of where we are all living.

I’ve listened to everybody talk tonight. I’'m speaking from a person who
has lived on this farm all my life as a farmer. That’s my occupation as a farmer. I still
am an active farm. Nobody in my family retires, they just pass away or they become a
consultant. The oldest person in the family is the one who tells everybody else what to
do. But what I’m listening and hearing tonight is ... I’'m also the President of (Inaudible)
Water Corporation, and I’m on the board of these other people so eloquently through out
letters. I’'m a board member of the NRWASA, which is Neuse River Water and Sewer
Authority. We’re in the process of running a line from the Neuse River to Pitt County to
serve 4000 thousand families. This water is coming out of these streams that is going
directly to the Neuse River. We’re going to be getting this water right back again in your

water pipes to drink. So consider that please when you vote. Vote for Corridor 4. Thank
you.

Moderator: Okay is there anyone else? Go ahead ma’am.

Unidentified Female: I just have a question for you. Could you point out where
there’s 2 and 3 A is listed on this map? I know that’s (Inaudible)...

Moderator: No if you would like you can get with me after the meeting and
then I’1ll show you in the environmental document. Again, that environmental document
is available at the three towns. We can certainly do that afterwards ma’am. Okay. I
wanted to make sure I get it correctly. I wouldn’t be able to do it on this map.

Is there anyone else? If not, again, the comment sheet that I talked about
carries the same weight as if you came up and talked tonight. Again, I appreciate
everyone coming out and I appreciate the civil manner in which the hearing proceeded

tonight. Thank you very much. I look forward to seeing you all again.

Hearing Adjourned.
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT RESOLUTIONS IN SUPPORT OF
BYPASS ALTERNATE 4-EXT





Resolution No. _(CIG~ (27~ 0é

A RESOLUTION BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE TOWN OF AYDEN
SUPPORTING ALTERNATIVE CORRIDOR 4-EXY FOR
THE SOUTHWEST BY-PASS

WHEREAS, tne Southwest By-Pass Is a proposed multi-lane highway heglnning at NC 13

south of Ayden and ending at the existing US 264/US 264 Business Interchange in southwest
Greenville; ard

WHEREAS, (he Gaverning Body of the Town of Ayden recagnizes the importance of this
propased highway to the fawn's ¢itizens and the tawn's future growth and development; and

WHEREAS, the Governing Body of the Town of Ayden recognizes the impartance of
designing the propesed highway so as to provide appropriate local access ano to avoid and/or
minimize adverse impacts on adjacent and nearby properties; and

WHEREAS, the Governing Body of the Town of Aydgen has determined that it i

imporiant ta ga on recard n support of the altarnative corridar that best serves the citizens of
the town and the region.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Governing Body of the Town of Ayden
supports the timely construction of the Southwesk By-Pass 50 long as the facility ls appropriately
designed to avoid and/or minimize adverse impacts on adjacent and nearby proparties; and

AE IT FURTHER RESQLVED that the Governing Body of the Tawn of Aycen, having

held a Public Hearing 1o collect public comment and having reviewed the Draft Environments!
Impact Study, hereby select Alernative Corridor 4-EXT a5 its preferred alternative,

Approved this the S gay of Qgtober, 2006,

’ Steph%} W. Tripp, Mayos ]

ATTEST:

Cl Lt

g8s, Town Ce

Qorothy €.
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WINTERVILLE

Phone: (252) 756-2221
/ . -
Winterville, NC 28590 a{&&c&gp%&(ym?alﬁ witervilenc.com

www.wintervillenc.com

September 13, 2006

NC DOT
Attn: Mr. Ed Lewis
Environment Unit at 1583

Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699

Re: Changes to the Town’s position on corridors associated with the Greenville
Southwest Bypass.

Dear Mr. Lewis,

The Winterville Board of Aldermen had a regularly scheduled meeting on Monday
September the 1 1™, During that meeting the Winterville Board of Aldermen voted to
endorse Alternate 4 of the Greenville Southwest Bypass. This is different from the
previous position taken by the Winterville Board of Aldermen which endorsed Alternate
5 as presented. The Winterville Board of Aldermen decided that after further review of
the data, including items such as, cost, relocations of homes and businesses, and the
environmental impact, that they would need to support a different alternate.

I am inviting you to contact me with any questions of concerns for clarification of this
change. Mr. Bill Whisnant our Town Manager is currently out on sick leave and is
expected to return around the 1% of October.  During this period I have been asked to

serve as the interim manager and therefore writing this letter on behalf of the Town
Board of Aldermen.

I am attaching a follow up resolution that was adopted at Monday’s meeting
I can be reached at the (252) 756- 2221 ext 208.

Sincerely,

Anthony Bowers

Interim Town Manager





RESOLUTION NO. 06-£ _4%3
A RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING THE TOWN OF WINTERVILLE’S
RECOMMENDATION OF SUPPORT FOR ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENT CORRIDOR 5 EXT
IN THE GREENVILLE SOUTHWEST BYPASS STUDY (R-2250) TO THE
NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

WHEREAS, The Town of Winterville noted the SouthWest Bypass as the Number One Priority
Highway Improvement by the Greenvﬂle Urban Area Metropolitan Planmng Organization; and

WHEREAS, the Technical Coordlnatmg Commlttee and Transportatlon Advisory Committee have

conducted a review of the three (3) alternative alignments currently being considered under the Greenville
Southwest Bypass Study (R—2250) and

WHEREAS, this project will connect rriaj or population centers both inside and outside the State and
provide safe, convenient, through travel for motorists; and

WHEREAS, this project is designed to support statewide growth and development objectives; and

WHEREAS, the regional medical center at Pitt County Memorial Hospital is on this corridor and

requires adequate response time to the emergency and trauma center for ambulances from throughout eastern
North Carolina; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Town of Winterville is recommending the
alternative alignment of Corridor 4 in the Greenville Southwest Bypass Study (R-2250) to the North
Carolina Department of Transportation on this the 11% day of September 2006.

/Qmwx% A- Qrwéw

Douglas Alrackson, May&/

ATTEST:
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L Aubhormn B Yover s , a Notary Public, do hereby certify that Tangi R. Williams,

- Town Clerk, personully appeared before me this day and acknowledged that she is the Town Clerk of the Town
of Winterville, a municipality, and that by authority duly given and as the act of the mffiicipality, }{ﬁ ﬁ?lregomg

instrument was signed in its name by its mayor, sealed with the corporate seal, and atteste@‘&ﬁ’\ﬁege g'{t@ )Is
Town Clerk. \ 0““ Q;’a 5
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Mayor
Robert D. Parrott

Mayor Pro-Tem
" Mildred A. Council

Council Members
Ray Craft
Pat Dunn

Rose H. Glover
Chip Little
Larry Spell

CITY OF GREENVILLE

North Carolina

. September 26, 2006
Lyndo Tippett

Secretary of Transportation

N.C. Department of Transportation
1501 Mail Service Center

“Raleigh, NC 27699-1501

RE: Corridor 4-EXT as the Preferred Alternative for the Greenville
Southwest Bypass

Dear Secretary Tippett:

At its September 25, 2006, meeting, the City Council of the City of Greenville
adopted the enclosed resolution which determines that Corridor 4-EXT in the
Greenville Southwest Bypass Study is the preferred alternative of the City of
Greenville for the Greenville Southwest Bypass and recommends said alternative to
the North Carolina Department of Transportation. The resolution also rescinds a
previous resolution which determined that a different alternative was the preferred
alternative. City Council has determined that Corridor 4-EXT is the preferred
alternative after reviewing all alternatives currently under study by the North Carolina
Department of Transportation and taking into consideration the projected number of
residential and business relocations and the impact on environmentally sensitive
areas. '

Please consider the recommendation of the City Council of the City of Greenville that
Corridor 4-EXT is the preferred alternative for the Greenville Southwest Bypass as
the North Carolina Department of Transportation makes its decision on the corridor *
for this very important transportation project. - -

Sincerely,

Robert D. Parrott
Mayor

enclosure

cc:  Marvin Blount IIT, Member of Board of Transportation, w/ enclosure
Wayne Bowers, City Manager, w/ enclosure '
Tom Tysinger, Director of Public Works w/ enclosure
Kyle Garner, Transportation Planner, w/ enclosure

650426
P.O. Box 7207, Greenville, North Carolina 27835-7207





RESOLUTION NO. 06- 45
RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GREENVILLE DETERMINING
THAT CORRIDOR 4-EXT IS THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE OF THE CITY OF
GREENVILLE FOR THE GREENVILLE SOUTHWEST BYPASS

. WHEREAS, the Cify of Greenville, in an effort to improve the quality of life for the
overall community, has endorsed the Greenville Southwest Bypass as the Number One Priority
Highway Improvement within the Greenville Urban Area;

WHEREAS, the Southwest Bypass is identified as a fully controlled access highway in

the Bastern North Carolina Regional Transportation Plan as endorsed by the North Carolina
Department of Transportation;

WHEREAS, the- Southwest Bypass has been the number one priority project of the
Greenville Urban Area Metropolitan Planning Organization since its inception in 1992 and has
been identified as a future need in adopted thoroughfare plans as early as 1972;

WHEREAS, the purpose and need of the Southwest Bypass highway project is to ease
‘the existing and anticipated traffic congestion on.NC 11 (Memorial Drive) in Greenville;

WHEREAS, at its June 5, 2006, meeting, the City Council of the City of Greenville
adopted Resolution No. 06-34 which determined that Corridor 5-EXT was the preferred
alternative for the Greenville Southwest Bypass but, after reconsideration, City Counc1l has
determlned to rescind this prev1ous resolution; and

WHEREAS, after reviewing all alternatives currently under study by the North Carolina
Department of Transportation and taking into consideration the projected number of residential
and business relocations and the impact on environmentally sensitive areas, the City Council of

the City of Greenville recommends that Corridor 4-EXT be the preferred alternative for the
Greenville Southwest Bypass;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Greenville
that it does hereby rescind Resolutien No. 06-34 of the City Council of the City of Greenville
- and, further, that it does hereby determine that Corridor 4-EXT in the Greenville Southwest
Bypass Study is the preferred alternative of the City of Greenville for the Greenville' Southwest
Bypass and-that it does hereby recommend said alternative to the North Carolina Department of
Transportation.

This the 25" day of September, 2006.

RobertD Parrott, Mayor

ATTEST:
Wanda T. Elks, City Clerk

650069
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PITT COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS °°gf‘wﬂj§ﬁﬁ”
1717 W. 5TH STREET Tom Coulson

GREENVILLE, NC 27834-1696 ng aianrjsd
TELEPHONE: (252) 802-2950 Eugene Jamfs‘

PAX: (252) 830-6311 Melvin Mclawhorn
John Minges

Mark W. Owens, Jr.
September 21, 2006 Beth B. Ward

Ed Lewis

Human Environment Unit

Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch
N.C. Department of Transportation

1583 Maii Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1583

Subject: TIP Project # R-2250, Southwest Bypass

Dear Mr. Lewis:

This letters serves to acknowledge that the Pitt County Board of Commissioners at their
meeting on September 18, 2006 voted to support and endorse the selection of Corridor 4
of the proposed alignment for the Greenville Southwest Bypass. In doing so, they have

rescinded their previous action in support of Corridor 5.

Please revise your records to reflect this action by the Pitt County Board of
Commissioners endorsing Corridor 4 of the proposed Greenville Southwest Bypass.

Thank you for your assistance. If you have questions or comments please call the
County Manager’s office at (252) 902-2950.

Sincerely,

Wbty Shado—

Patricia Staton
Clerk to the Board

cc: Board of Commissioners
James Rhodes, Planning Director
Marvin Blount, III, NCDOT Board Member

/ts

www pittcountync.gov





Greenville Urban Azea MPO
1500 Beatty Street
Greenville, NC 27834

September 29, 2006

Secretary Lyndo Tippett

North Carolina Department of Transportation
Mail Service Center #1501

Raleigh, NC 27699-1501

Dear Secretary Tippett:

BUBJECT: "Résoluton By the Greenville Urbaii Aréa Metropolitaii Planning Organization
Endorsing Alternative Corridor 4-EXT as the Preferred Corridor for the Greenville
Southwest Bypass

Enclosed is a copy of a Greenville Urban Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (GUAMFO)
Transportation Advisory Committee Resolution No. 2006-07 GUAMPO, adopted on Scptember
29, 2006. This resolution rescinds a previous resolution of support, Resolution 2006-06, and
demonstrates the MPO's endorsement of Corridor 4-EXT of the Greenville Southwest Bypass as
the preferred corridor. Based on public input and further consideration of the impacts of each
corridor, the MPQ feels that Cormridor 4-EXT wxll best meet the purpose and need for the
Southwest Bypass.

If you or your staff have any questions, ]Slease contact Mr. Tom Tysinger, Chairman of our
Technical Coordinating Committee, at (252) 329-4520,

Sincerely,

By

Mayor Doug Jackson, che Chair
Transportation Advisory Committee
Greenville Urban Arvea
Metropolitan Planning Organization

Enclosures

cc: Marvin Blount ITI, Member of Board of Transportation
Mayor Don Parrott, Transportation Advisory Commitiee Chair
Transportation Advisory Committee Members :
T. N. Tysinger Jr,, Transportation Coordinating Committee Chair
Transportation Coardinating Committes Members
Wayne Bowers, City Manager, w/ enclosure
Adam Mitchell, Ayden Town Manager
William P. Whisnant, Winterville Town Manager
Scott Elliott, Pitt County Manager

ODMAWVCROCSICOGE50134\





RESOLUTION NO. 2006-07-GUAMPO '
RESOLUTION BY THE GREENVILLE URBAN AREA METROPOLITAN PL ANNING
ORGANIZATION (MPO) ENDORSING ALTERNATIVE CORRIDOR 4-EXT AS THE
PREFERRED CORRIDOR FOR THE
GREENVILLE SOUTHWEST BYPASS

WHERZEAS, the Transportation Advisory Commitiee of the Greenville Urban Area Metropolitan
Planning Organization, has adopted Resolution No. 2005-06-GUAMPQ identifying the Greenville
Southwest Bypass as the Number One Priority Highway Improvement within the Greenville Urban Area;
and

WHEREAS, the Southwest Bypass is identified as a fully controlled access highway in the
Eastern North Carolina Regional Transportation Plan as endorsed by the North Carolina Department of
Transportation; and

WHEREAS, the Southwest Bypass has been the number one priarity project of the Greenville
Urban Atea MPO since 1§ mception in 1997 and RS been identified as a Tuture need Tn adopted”
thoroughfare plans as early as 1972; and

WHEREAS, the purpose and need of the Southwest Bypass highway project is to ease the
existing and anticipated traffic congestion on NC 11 (Memorial Drive) in Greenville; and

WHEREAS, reviewing all comridors currently under stady by NCDOT, the Transportation
Advisory Committee taking into consideration public input, and impacts on environmentally sensitive
areas, recommends that Alternative Corridor 4-EXT be the preferred corridor for the Southwest Bypass;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Transportation Advisory Commitiee of the
Greenville Urban Arca Metropolitan Planning Organization does hereby rescind Resolution No. 2006-06
GUAMPO and epdorses Alternative Corridor 4-EXT in the Greenville Southwest Bypass Study as the
preferred corridor for the Greenville Southwest Bypass and does hereby recommend said corridor to the
North Carolina Department of Transportation.

This the 29" day of September 2006

Transportatmn Advisory Committee

Greenville Urban Area MPQ
Wanda f élks, City Clerk

:0DMAWPCDOCS\COGIE 50929
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GREENVILLE SOUTHWEST BYPASS
CORRIDOR STUDY

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PROJECT R-2250

NEWSLETTER

MARCH 1995

NO. 1

This newsletter is being sent to you because you
have expressed interest in the proposed
Greenville Southwest Bypass (Transportation
Improvement Program Project R-2250) at one of
our two Citizens Informational Workshops or by
phone or letter. This newsletter represents an
update on the status of this project.

The three corridors that were presented at the
March, 1994 Citizens Informational Workshop
held at Pitt Community College are still being
studied. There is no preferred alternative at this
time. Environmental and design studies are
being performed on each corridor to assess the
environmental impacts. Over the course of the
next few months you may notice N.C.
Department of Transportation personnel along
the proposed corridors gathering information.

Also, the project schedule is as follows.
Completion of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS), the preliminary planning
document, is scheduled for the fall of 1995. The
DEIS will present project costs, a comparison of
the environmental impacts, and traffic service for
all three corridors and comments received from
the Citizens Informational Workshops. The
Corridor Public Hearing is scheduled for late
1995. At the Corridor Public Hearing, all three
corridors will be presented for comments and
questions. However, a recommended alternative
will not be presented at that time.

The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS),
the final planning document, will address comments
received at the Corridor Public Hearing and present a
recommended alternative. The FEIS is scheduled for
completion near the end of 1996. The Record of
Decision (ROD), the final approval for the
recommended alternative, is scheduled for completion
during the summer of 1997. The Design Public
Hearing is scheduled for the fall of 1997. At the Design
Public Hearing, the recommended corridor for the
proposed Greenville Southwest Bypass will be
presented, and approximate right-of-way limits will be
shown. If you are on the mailing list, you will be
contacted by letter once the above public hearings are
scheduled.

If you want to look at the three corridors under study,
they can be viewed at the Pitt County Planning Office
located in the Development Services Building at 1717
West Fifth Street in Greenville or at the Winterville
Town Hall. If you have any questions regarding the
project, you may call the Project Planning Engineer,
Ed Lewis, at (919) 733-3141 or write to:

H. Franklin Vick, P.E., Manager

Planning and Environmental Branch

NC Department of Transportation
Greenville Southwest Bypass Corridor Study
PO Box 25201 '
Raleigh, NC 27611





CORRIDOR/ENVIRONMENTAL
PLANNING PROCESS

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
PLAN

PHASE 1
DATA COLLECTION
1ST CITIZENS INFORMATIONAL WORKSHOP
INVENTORY OF PLANNING ISSUES
DOCUMENT COMMUNITY CONCERNS
TRANSPORTATION NEEDS EVALUATION

PHASE 2
ALTERNATIVES IDENTIFICATION
INITIAL FIELD STUDIES
CORRIDOR REFINEMENT
2ND CITIZENS INFORMATIONAL WORKSHOP
. CORRIDORS SELECTED FOR DETAILED STUDY

PHASE 4

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

CORRIDOR PUBLIC HEARING

PHASE 5
REVIEW COMMENTS ON THE DEIS
REVIEW PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT
SELECTION OF PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

PHASE 6

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

RECORD OF DECISION

Public participation is an important part
of the planning process for this project.
Several strategies will be implemented to
inform the public about the project and to
solicit citizen input for planning and
development, including newsletters, phone-
in and mail contact, citizen workshops and
local newspaper advertisements.

As noted elsewhere in this newsletter, a
mailing list has been developed which
includes the names of local citizens who
have expressed interest in the Greenville
Southwest Bypass. This list will be updated
throughout the project study and used to
distribute subsequent newsletters and
notifications of upcoming meetings and
hearings. If you would like to be placed on
the list, please fill out the enclosed form and
send it to:

H. Franklin Vick, P.E., Manager
Planning and Environmental Branch
NCDOT

PO Box 25201

Raleigh, NC 27611

NCDOT will provide auxiliary aids and
services for disabled persons who wish to
participate in the public meetings held for
the R-2250 project to comply with the
Americans with Disabilities Act. To receive
special services contact:

Mr. Len Hendricks

- NCDOT, Citizens Participation Unit

PO Box 25201
Raleigh, NC 27611
Telephone (919) 250-4092

Please give adequate notice prior to the date
of the workshop.
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Please include me on your mailing list for the

Greenville Southwest Bypass (R-2250)
(Please Print)

Name:

Address:

City/State: Zip Code:

Telephone Number: ( )

Neighborhood Organization/Affiliation:

Comments:
....................................................................................... CUt and Share With @ e Or e
Please include me on your mailing list for the
Greenville Southwest Bypass (R-2250)
(Please Print)
Name:
Address:
City/State: Zip Code:

Telephone Number: ( )

Neighborhood Organization/Affiliation:

Comments:
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North Carolina Department of Transportation

i
JUNLD 1999

NEWSLETTER

NU. 3

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PROJECT R-2250

GREENVILLE SOUTHWEST BYPASS
CORRIDOR STUDY |

This newsletter is to update you on the proposed
Greenville Southwest Bypass, Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) Project R-2250. Not
much has changed on this project since the
December 1995 newsletter, due to changing
funding priorities.

The three corridors presented at the March 1994
Citizens Informational Workshop held at Pitt
Community College are still being studied. At
this time, there is no preferred corridor.
Environmentai and design studies to assess the

environmental impacts of each corridor are in
progress.

The project scheduie has been revised. The
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is
scheduled for compietion in March 2000. The
DEIS wili include project costs, a comparison of
the environmental impacts, and traffic service for
all three corridors. A Corridor Public Hearing,
tentatively scheduled for July 2000, wili be held
after completion of the DEIS to obtain input from
the public on the three study corridors. A
recommended aiternative will not be presented
at the hearing.

The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)
will include a recommended alternative and is
scheduled for completion in July 2001.

A Design Public Hearing will be scheduled after
completion of the FEIS to present the recommended
corridor to the public. The approximate right-of-way
flimits will also be presented. Citizens will be given
the opportunity to review and comment on the
recommended alternative at this hearing.

The Record of Decision (ROD), the final planning
document, is scheduled for publication in January
2002. The ROD is a public notice which appears in
the Federal Register and records the steps taken to
determine that the recommended alternative is the
least damaging to the environment. Right of way
acquisition is scheduled to begin in Octeber 2004,
and construction is scheduied to begin in October
2008, for the northern portion of the project, from SR
1128 (Davenport Farm Road) to US 264. If you are on
the mailing list, you will be contacted by letter once
the public hearings are scheduled.

A map of the three study corridors is included. If you
would like more information on the three corridors
under study, contact the Project Development

Engineer, Richard Brewer, P. E., at (913) 733-7844 ext.

242, or write:

W. D. Gilmore, P.E., Manager

Project Development and Environmental Analysis
Branch

NC Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 25201
Raleigh, NC 27611





GREENVILLE SOUTHWEST BYPASS STUDY
(IMPROVEMENTS TO NC 11 & US 264 BUSINESS)

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROJECT R-2250
- -STATE PROJECT NO. 8.1221401

- North Carolina Department of Transportation

NEWSLETTER

Septemoer 200% - _ : : Issue No. 4
!
This newsletter is the fourth in a series of newsletters CITIZENS INFORMATIONAL
published by the North Carolina Department of WORKSHOP
Transportation (NCDOT) to inform the public about NCDOT is requesting your presence at a Citizens
the Greenville Southwest Informational Workshop to review the preliminary
Bypass Study. Since the alternates under consideration and to assist with the
last newsletter in June identification of the alternates to be carried forward for
1999, the NCDOT has - detailed evaluation. The Workshop is scheduled in the
incorporated new agency Gymnasium at Boyd Lee Park on October 25, 2001
coordination  procedures from 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. Boyd Lee Park is located
into the study and at 5184 Corey Road.
contracted the private B Representatives  from  the
engineering firm H.W. . NCDOT, the Federal Highway
Lochner, Inc. to complete the environmental studies. ‘ Administration (FHWA), the
Lochner will prepare the alternate evaluation, develop city of Greenville, the Urban
the preliminary aesign jor ne build alternates, and - - »w- Area’ Metropolitan = Planning
prepare the environmontal documents. The purpose Orgamzatron and H.W. Lochner, Inc. will be available
. of this newsletter is to give an overview of the project 10 answer questions and provrde _mformanon on the
- Studies, to update - the ‘profect schedule, and to project and W agency coordmatron procedures. A
: \é L mational Eshop. map. sho.wmg the prerlmrnary alterrlates under
announce an upcoming informational workshop consideration for the project will on display at the
Workshop.

SEVEN PROJECT ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED

Lovas, state, and federal agencies reviewed the five alternates (1, 1A, 1B, 2, and 3) that were shown at the September
- 1996 Public Meeting. These five alternates are shown on the map included in this newsletter. Each alternate represents
a corridor approximately 1000 feet in width.

During the agency review of the five alternates, the FHWA and the federal and state environmental resource and
regulatory agencies requested two additional alternates be evaluated, an Upgrade Existing Route Alternative and a
Western Alternate. The Upgrade Existing Route Alternative includes improving existing Stantonsburg Road (US 264
Business) from US 264 Bypass to NC 11 (Memorial Drive) and improving NC 11 from Stantonsburg Road to NC 102.
The Western Alternate is on new location and located west of Alternate 1.

In addition to evaluating the two new alternates, variations of Alternates 1, 1A, 1B, 2, and 3 from their original
corridor locations are also being reviewed. These corridor variations are being developed to avoid new developments
that are proposed or were constructed in the project area since the five alternates were originally identified. The

original alternates, with tlie new corridor revisions, and the two new alternates will be shown at the upcoming October
25" Citizens Informational Workshop.
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NEW COORDINATION
PROCEDURES INCORPORATED
INTO BYPASS STUDY

Procedures for the participation of Federal, state, and
local agencies at key decision-making points in the
development of transportation projects were
developed after the environmental impact studies for
the Greenville Southwest Bypass project began.
These procedures, which allow appropriate agencies
to “have a say” earlier in ‘the transportation
development and environmental study process, are
being incorporated into the Bypass study. The
NCDOT, the FHWA, and the agencies will review,
. evaluate, and reach “concurrence” on all major
project decisions, which may result in a significant
affect on the human and natural environments. These
procedures involve providing more refined
information to the agencies, and the public, earlier in
the project development processes. This may mean
more time is required to complete the study process,
but it also means less time is required later, during
the environmental permit application process, prior to
construction.

The agencies involved in the decision making process
for this project are the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine
Fisheries, N.C. Department of Environmental and
Natural Resources (Division of Water Quality,
Marine Fisheries, and Wildlife Resources), N.C.
State Historic Preservation Office, and the Urban
Area Metropolitan Planning Organization.

Four “concurrence” points are identified by the
. procedures.

e Concurrence Point 1: The Purpose of and Need
for the Project. Concurrence on the purpose and
need for the project was achieved in February
2001.

e Concurrence Point 2: The identification of the
alternates that will be carried forward for detailed
studies.

e Concurrence Point 3: The selection of the “least
environmentally damaging and practicable
alternative” (LEDPA) or preferred alternate for
the project.

e Concurrence Point 4: The avoidance and
minimization = techniques, which will' be
incorporated in the design of the LEDPA.

WEB SITE

I
www.dot.state.nc.us/projects/greenville/

A Web Site has been developed for the project. It
will be updated periodically to provide current, up-to-
date information about the progress of the project and
any upcoming workshops and hearings.

PROJECT SCHEDULE

The following schedule incorporates the agency
coordination procedures and shows the time line
for completing the project.

Obtain Concurrence Point 1---- February 2001
Hold Public Meeting ------------ October 2001
Obtain Concurrence Point 2---- February 2002

Complete Draft ,
Environmental Document------- Winter 2003

Hold Public Hearing------------- Spring 2003

Obtain Concurrence Point 3 --- Summer 2003
Obtain Concurrence Point 4 --- Winter 2004
Complete Final

Environmental Document------- Fall 2004
Purchase Right of Way --------- Fall 2006
Construction After 2008

The alternates for detailed study will be identified in
February 2002. The factors involved in this
identification include the public’s comments from the
upcoming October 25™ Citizens Informational
Workshop and a preliminary review of the potential
impacts to the human and natural environments. A
newsletter will be mailed to inform everyone of the
alternates selected.






Greenville Southwest Bypass Study

Newsletter
P.O. Box 30923
Raleigh, NC 27622

(Improvements to NC-11 and US 264 Business)

Greenville Southwest Bypass Study
(Improvements to NC 11 and US 264 Bus.)

CITIZENS INFORMATIONAL
WORKSHOP

October 25, 2001
4:00 PM to 7:00 PM

FOR MORE INFORMATION

Call: 1-800-554-7849

A toll free number for the public to discuss issues
and concerns about the Greenville Southwest
Bypass Study (Improvements to NC 11 and US
264 Business) is available during normal business
hours. '

Or Write:

NC Department of Transportation

Greenville Southwest Bypass Study
(Improvements to NC 11 and US 264 Business)
P.O. Box 30923

Raleigh, NC 27622
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North Carolina Department of Transportation

NEWSLETTER

April 2002 Issue No. 5

This newsletter is the fifth in a
series of newsletters published by
the North Carolina Department of
Transportation (NCDOT) to
inform the public about the
Greenville  Southwest  Bypass
Study. A Citizens Informational Workshop was held
on October 25, 2001 to present the preliminary {

alternates to the public for comment. This newsletter is web site -
to inform the public which alternates were selected for |

detailed study. www.ncdot.org/projects/greenville/

WEB SITE
Please wvisit the NCDOT
project web site for current
project information. Project
maps, copies of this
newsletter, and comment
— sheets are available on the

FIVE ALTERNATES SELECTED FOR DETAILED STUDY

Five alternates were selected for detailed study by local, state, and federal agencies. These alternates included
the Upgrade Existing Alternative and Corridors 1, 1A, 1B, and 4. These alternates are shown on the map
included in this newsletter.

The Upgrade Existing Alternate was retained to minimize impacts to wetlands and stream crossings. This
alternate consists of the addition of two lanes in each direction on Memorial Drive from NC 102 to

Stantonsburg Road and one lane in each direction on Stantonsburg Road from Memorial Drive to US 264
Bypass.

Corridor 1 was retained because of its proximity to Frog Level Road and its fewer relocations and impacts to
wetlands. Corridors 1A and 1B follow the same basic corridor as Corridor 1 in the vicinity of the Charles
McLawhorn Property. These corridors were developed to avoid impacting this historic property. Corridor 4
was retained because of its western location, which enables it to avoid the Charles McLawhorn Property and the
new developments proposed and under construction in the project area.

A copy of the corridor map that was displayed at the October 25, 2001 Citizens Informational Workshop is
available at the NCDOT Division Office, 105 Pactolus Hwy (NC 33) Greenville, NC 27835. The Division
Office phone number is (252) 830-3490.
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MERGER TEAM MEETS TO SELECT
ALTERNATIVES

The Project Merger Team met on February 20, 2002 to
select detail study alternatives from among the ten
preliminary corridors (1, 1A, 1B, 2, 3, 3A, 3B, 4, 4A,
and Upgrade Existing) that were shown at the
October 25,2001 Citizens Informational Workshop.
This selection coincides with Concurrence Point 2 of the
Section 404/NEPA Merger Process.

The Merger Team consists of the Federal Highway
Administration, US Army Corps of Engineers, US Fish
and Wildlife Service, US Environmental Protection
Agency, North Carolina Department of Transportation,
North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural
Resources (Division of Water Quality and Wildlife
Resources Commission), North Carolina Division of
Cultural Resources, and the Greenville Urban Area
Metropolitan Planning Organization.

The Merger Team evaluated the alternatives based on
their potential to impact both the human and natural
environments and on comments received during the
Citizens Informational Workshop and Local Officials
meeting. Examples of the environmental impacts
evaluated included relocations, commercial
developments, and impacts to wetlands, streams, and
historic properties.

PROJECT SCHEDULE
The following schedule incorporates the agency
coordination procedures and shows the time line for
completing the project.
" Obtain Concurrence Point 1 -------- February 2001
" Hold Public Meeting -----—---=-m=nn~ October 2001
__, Obtain Concurrence Point 2 -------- February 2002
Complete Draft
Environmental Document ----------- Winter 2003
Hold Public Hearing ----------------- Spring 2003
Obtain Concurrence Point 3 -------- Summer 2003
Obtain Concurrence Point 4 -------- Winter 2004
Complete Final
Environmental Document ----------~ Fall 2004
Purchase Right of Way -----m-mmemmmm Fall 2006
Construction After 2008

FIVE ALTERNATES ELIMINATED

Five of the ten preliminary corridors (2, 3, 3A, 3B, and
4A) were eliminated from further consideration by the
Merger Team. Corridor 2 was eliminated because it
would impact wetlands associated with Swift Creek.
Corridor 3 was eliminated because it would impact a
newly constructed high school, a planned elementary
school, and an historic property. Corridors 3A and 3B
were eliminated because they both would impact
wetlands and bottomland hardwoods along Swift Creek.
Corridor 4A was eliminated because it would impact
commercial developments in Ayden.

4

DETAILED STUDIES FOR PROJECT
ALTERNATES

The Upgrade Existing Alternative and Corridors 1, 1A,
1B, and 4 will undergo detailed studies to determine
which one is the “Least Environmentally Damaging
Practicable Alternative” (Concurrence Point 3 of the
Section 404/NEPA Merger Process).

The detailed studies include the evaluation of each
alternative’s potential effect on cultural resources, the
human environment, and the natural environment.
Evaluation of the human environment includes
assessment of population and growth characteristics,
labor force/employment, income ranges, housing
characteristics, visual characteristics, farmland, air
quality, noise, land use planning, community facilities
and services, and transportation facilities.  Cultural
resources evaluation determines the impacts on historic
or prehistoric archaeological sites or historic
architectural resources.  Evaluation of the natural
environment includes assessment of biotic resources,
physical resources (soils, water, agricultural districts),
water quality, wetlands, and rare and protected species.

During the next year, environmental professionals will
conduct field studies on each of the alternatives selected
for detailed study. Property owners are requested to
allow these individuals access to the land contained in
the various corridors. Field studies will be conducted for
wetlands, streams, natural communities, protected
species, noise, archaeology, historic resources, and
hazardous materials.  Your cooperation with these
studies will aid in completing the evaluation of
environmental impacts associated with the study
corridors.





Greenville Southwest Bypass Study
(Improvements to NC 11 and US 264 Business)
P.O. Box 30923

Raleigh, NC 27622

Complete Draft Environmental Document

Detailed human and natural environmental studies will be conducted during the next

six to eight months. These studies will be essential in the evaluation of alternatives

? and the selection of a preferred alternative. The findings from the detailed study

| will be included in a Draft Environmental Impact Statement, which will be

l available for citizens and local officials prior to the public hearing. The public

hearing will provide citizens the opportunity to comment on study findings and voice
their support for a preferred alternative.

FOR MORE INFORMATION )
Call: 1-800-554-7849

‘ ™) Or Write:

NC Department of Transportation
Greenville Southwest Bypass Study

A toll free number for the public to discuss issues (Improvements to NC 11 and US 264 Business)
and concerns about the Greenville Southwest P-O-'BOX 30923
Bypass Study (Improvements to NC 11 and US 264 Raleigh, NC 27622

Business) is available during normal business hours.
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On April 12, 2005, NCDOT
will  host a Citizens
Informational Workshop at
South Central High Schooi

(670 W. Forlines Road) in

Winterville. The purpose of
this informal workshop is to
provide the public an
opportunity to comment on
the -roadway alternatives
selected for detailed study
for the Greenville Southwest
‘Bypass.

This workshop is a “drop-in”

the locations of the detailed
study corridors and to learn
more about anticipated
project impacts. NCDOT staff
and study team members will

format with no formal
presentations. Please feel
free to visit during the hours
of 4p.m. to 7p.m. to view
the corridor maps showing

April 12, 2005, 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.
South Central High School Cafeteria

B

be present to hear your ideas
and concerns and answer
any questions.

In  accordance with the
Americans with Disabilities
Act, NCDOT will provide
auxiliary aids and services for
disabled persons who wish to
participate in the workshop.
Anyone requiring special
services should contact
Colista Freeman at 919-733-
3141 or by email at
csfreeman@dot.state.nc.us
as early as possible so that
arrangements can be made.

T

On February 17, 2005, local,
state, and federal agencies
met to review and discuss
the alternatives under
consideration for the
Greenville Southwest-
Bypass. As a result of this
meeting, Alternatives 1, 1A,
1B, 4, 5, 1-EXT, 1A-EXT, and
the Upgrade Existing
Alternative were removed
from detailed study. The’
three alternatives selected
for detailed study are
Alternatives 1B-EXT, 4-EXT,
and 5-EXT.

Some History....

In  February 2001, five

alternatives‘ were selected
for detailed study. The
alternatives included the

IR - |

Upgrade Existing Alternative,
Corridors 1, 1A, 1B, and 4.

In December 2003, the
Renston =~ Rural Historic
District was added to the
National Register of Historic
Places. The Renston Historic
District is shown on the map
on Page 2 of this newsletter.
An alternative was developed
to minimize impacts to the
district. This alternative was
named Alternative 5.

During the development of
alternatives, design year
traffic volumes were studied
at the NC 102/NC 11
intersection in the Town of
Ayden. Traffic studies
showed the existing
intersection would be over

capacity and would not
operate at an acceptable
level of service for the design
year. An interchange at
NC 102/NC 11 was
considered; however, the
Town of Ayden voiced
concerns over impacts the
interchange would cause.

An alternative alignment that
extends the Bypass south of
the NC 102/NC 11
intersection was developed.
This alignment is known as
the Southern Extension. The °
Southern Extension (-EXT)
connects to the aiternatives
already under study and the
new avoidance alternative
creating Alternatives 1-EXT,
1A-EXT, 1B-EXT, 4-EXT, and
5-EXT.
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What Happens Next? During the
next vyear, environmental
professionals will conduct field
studies on each of the alternatives
selected for detailed study. A map
showing the location of the
alternatives is shown on the
previous page.

What will be studied? Study team

members will evaluate the

following characteristics of your
community: population and
growth, visual characteristics,
farmland, air quality, noise, land
use planning, community facilities
and services, and will further
study the network of transporta-
tion facilities. In addition, cultural
resource evaluations will hbe
conducted to determine if there
will be impacts to historic
archaeological sites or historic
architectural resources. The final

evaluation is an assessment of the
natural environment. Studies include
an assessment of biotic resources,
physical resources (soils, water, and
agricultural districts), water quality,
wetlands, and rare and protected
species. ‘

Property owners are asked to please

-allow these individuals access to the

land contained in the study corridors.
Field studies will be conducted for
wetlands, streams, natural
communities, protected species,
noise, archaeology, historic
resources, and hazardous materials.
Your cooperation with these studies
will aid in completing the evaluation
of environmental impacts associated
with the study corridors.

St_r_.ldy.

imental

te.nc.us

ate.nc.us

Please visit the NCDOT project
website for current project informa-
tion. There you will find information
on the environmental study
process, a project schedule, and a
Frequently Asked Questions
section. The project website
contains project maps, copies of
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this newsletter and previous newsletters, up-to-date information about
the progress of the project and upcoming workshops and hearings.
On the website you can sign up for the project mailing list or send us

your comments by email.

For More Information:

. On the Web: www.ncdot.org/projects/greenville
.- By Telephone: 1-800-554-7849
. By E-mail: greenville@hwlochner.com






Citizens Informational Workshop

A Citizens Informational Workshop will be held on April 12, 2005 in the South Central High School Cafeteria

7 7 ; -
- — E
Workshop 3 e %_qm@"” 15
Where: South Central High School e v “5,5 f,f”’f Greenville
Address: 570 W. Forlines Road “r, ) :
Date: Tuesday, April 12, 2005 AT & —
Time: 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. e 3. £ . m‘*“"‘ W
. r 13 ol (ga R . . b?\‘ﬁ T
‘_,*,.'-"‘“’ ; ~g § : % ;‘-‘0:
-y £
Can’t make it to the workshop? = g E
Call us with comments or questions: _ [south Central] &> , ‘“3:
. e ' /' pocosin Rd | High School | - Winterville -
O ?(g&;}f -~ coune s
1-800-554-7849 - e
: o
(8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. weekdays) Wmtew;ile % ’
= %ﬂt_.,.,.

J Greenville Southwest Bypass Study Newsletter
Qs P.0. Box 30923

Raleigh, NC 27622






Greenville Southwest
Bypass Project

August 2006 TIP No. R-2250 State Project No. 8.1221401 Issue No. 7
What is the Status of the Study?
A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the project was Open House and

approved on July 11, 2006. The DEIS is a tool for decision making that Public Hearing Dates,
describes the impacts of undertaking a project and evaluates alternatives for Locations, and Times
the project. The DEIS describes how a project might impact residents,

businesses, farmland, historic and archaeological resources, protected Pre-Hearing Open House:

species, noise and air quality, wetlands, water quality, and utilities. The Monday August 21t at A.G.

Greenville Southwest Bypass DEIS analyzes three different alternative Cox Middle School — 4:00pm

corridors for the project (see map on page 2). One of these three alternatives el

will be selected as the Preferred Alternative. Tuesday August 22nd at
Ayden Middle School —

The DEIS will be available for public review and comment at government 4:00pm to 8:00pm

offices throughout Pitt County. NCDOT will accept comments on the DEIS
Thursday September 7th at

until September 22, 2006. If you wish to comment, please submit your South Central High School —
comment(s) in writing to: 4:00pm to 6:30pm
Greenville Southwest Bypass Study Public Hearing:
P.O. Box 30923
Raleigh, NC 27622 Thursday September 7th at
South Central High School —
If you have any questions, please feel free to call the project Beginsat 7:00pm

hotline at 1-800-554-7849 or email questions to:
greenville@hwlochner.com

Pre-Hearing Open House / Corridor Public Hearing

Pre-Hearing Open Houses and a Corridor Public Hearing are scheduled at various dates and locations in order
to provide the public an opportunity to learn more about the proposed project, view project maps, and discuss
the project with representatives of the study team. The pre-hearing open house meetings will be informal, with
the public welcome to drop in at any time. The Corridor Public Hearing will follow the last open house and will
consist of a formal presentation by NCDOT on the three alternatives. Time will also be included for the public

to give formal statements or comments on the project.

Anyone wishing to speak at the formal hearing may register to do so at the open houses, immediately prior
to the formal hearing, or by calling 1-800-554-7849.

In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, NCDOT will provide auxiliary aids and services for disabled per-
sons who wish to participate in the workshop and hearing. Anyone requiring special services should contact Ed Lewis as
early as possible so that arrangements can be made (see page 3 for contact information).
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Greenville Southwest Bypass Update — August 2006

What are the Next Steps?

Following the open house and hearing, the study team
will review comments received at the hearing. This
information, as well as results from natural resource
and community studies presented in the DEIS, will be
presented to the multi-agency team. This team will
recommend a Preferred Alternative, which will be
approved by NCDOT and FHWA. The selection of a
Preferred Alternative is scheduled for Fall 2006.

Once the Preferred Alternative is selected, NCDOT
will prepare Official Corridor Protection Maps for
this route. This map will show properties within the
proposed right of way for the Greenville Southwest
Bypass. The map will be filed with the Register of
Deeds in Pitt County. Once the map is filed, building
permits will be restricted within the protected

corridor.

A Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) will
be prepared to document the selection of a Preferred
Alternative for the project and to assess the impacts of
this alternative to the natural and human environment.
The FEIS is scheduled to be completed in Spring
2007.

A Record of Decision will be filed in Fall 2007. This
will represent the final approval of the Preferred
Alternative and signal the start of final design for the
bypass. Another public hearing will be held to collect

final comments on the design.

Once final designs for the bypass are completed, right
of way acquisition will begin. Right of way acquisi-
tion is scheduled to begin in Spring 2009.

Contact Information

Selection of Preferred Alternative
Final Environmental Impact Statement
Record of Decision

Design Public Hearing

Begin Right of Way Acquisition

Begin Construction

Greenville Southwest Bypass Study
Fall 2006 P.0. Box 30923
Spring 2007 Raleigh, NC 27622
Fall 2007
Eall 2007 Email: greenville@hwlochner.com
Spring 2009 °
Beth Smyre
After 2012 .
NCDOT—Project Development

Contacting the Study Team

Please visit the project website at www.ncdot.org/projects/Greenville for
current project information. There you will find information on the environ-
mental study process, a project schedule, and frequently asked questions.

On the website, you can sign up for the project mailing list or send us your

comments by email.

You may also contact the study team on our Toll-Free Project Hotline at
1-800-554-7849. Members of the study team are available weekdays during

normal working hours to answer questions or take comments on the project.

& Environmental AnalysisBranch
1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1548

Email: bsmyre@dot.state.nc.us

Neil Lassiter, P.E.
NCDOT—Highway Division 2
PO Box 1587

Greenville, NC 27835

Email: nlassiter @dot.state.nc.us

Mr. Ed Lewis

NCDOT - Human Environment Unit
1583 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1583

Email: elewis@dot.state.nc.us






Greenville Southwest Bypass Study
P.O. Box 30923
Raleigh, NC 27622

Citizens Informational Workshop/Corridor Public Hearing

Pre-Hearing Open Houses and a Corridor Public Hearing will be held in August and September in the project study area.

Pre-Hearing Open Houses

Where: A.G. Cox Middle School
Address: 2657 Church St, Winterville
Date: August 21, 2006

Greenville a‘?ﬁ
e ToV

$
Time: 4:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. ®MPort . £
Where: Ayden Middle School
Address: 192 Third St, Ayden /L
Date: August 22, 2006 South Gesntral Wintervill
Time: 4:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. Pocosin Rd H‘:;;L S cehnocr)al nten™s

Where: South Central High School

Address: 570 W. Forlines Rd, Winterville Mb"’!%" AG Cox

Date: September 7, 2006 5 Middle School
Time: 4:00 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. Pa g
=N
Hearing . 1é}reeln\.rillel
Where: South Central High School i - oy AT ]

Address: 570 W. Forlines Road
Date: September 7, 2006

- Ayden Middle
Time: 7:00 p.m.

School

Can’t make it to the open house?
Call us with comments or questions:

TOLL-FREE HOTLINE 1-800-554-7849
(8:00 a.m. — 5:00 p.m. weekdays)
Email: greenville@hwlochner.com





Greenville Southwest
Bypass Project

December 2006 TIP No. R-2250 Issue No. 8

State Project No. 3.4411.1.1

Preferred Alternative Selected for Greenville
Southwest Bypass

NCDOT has identified Alternative 4-EXT as the Preferred Alternative for
the Greenville Southwest Bypass. This alternative is shown on the map
inside this newsletter.

In making this selection, NCDOT reviewed all public and agency com-
ments and preferences. Public meetings were held on August 21, August
22 and September 7, 2006. More than 350 sets of comments were re-
ceived during and following these meetings.

On November 16, 2006, NCDOT met with state and federal regulatory
and resource agencies to review the alternatives. At this meeting,
NCDOT, the US Army Corps of Engineers, the NC Division of Water Qual-
ity, the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the NC Wildlife Resources Commis-
sion, and the State Historic Preservation Office reached consensus on the
Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA).

Why is Alternative 4-EXT Preferred?

O This alternative has the fewest residential relocations and divides
the fewest number of neighborhoods.

0  This alternative has the lowest impacts to environmental resources,
including wetlands, streams, and floodplains.

¢ The cost of the alternative is comparatively low.

¢ This alternative is supported by Pitt County, the City of Greenville,
the Town of Winterville, and the Town of Ayden, as well as the
Greenville Urban Area Metropolitan Planning Organization.

www.ncdot.org/projects/greenville

1-800-554-7849

What's Inside

Preferred
Alternative Selected

Why is Alternative
4-EXT Preferred?

Map

3 How was the

Preferred Alternative
Identified?

What's Next?

4 Contact Information

This newsletter is the
eighth in a series
published by the North
Carolina Department of
Transportation (NCDOT)
to help keep the public
informed about the
Greenville  Southwest
Bypass Project. This
newsletter provides
information on the
status of the project
and contact information
for public questions and
comments.
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How was the
Preferred Alternative
Identified?

The Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) analyzed the
potential adverse and beneficial
impacts of each of the three de-
tailed study alternatives on the
human and natural environ-
ments. This document was dis-
tributed in August 2006 for re-
view and comment by the pub-
lic, federal and state regulatory
agencies, and the local govern-
ments. Comments were re-
ceived from seven federal and
state agencies and from each of
the affected local governments.

Public comments were also ac-
cepted during three pre-hearing
open houses and at a formal
public hearing held in August
and September 2006.

Approximately 650 people at-
tended the public meetings.
Thirty-four people spoke at the
hearing, and NCDOT received
more than 350 sets of written
comments during the comment
period, which ended October 9,
2006.

Of the comments received, the
majority acknowledged the
need for a bypass. Only ten in-
dividuals stated that a bypass
was not needed, while 249 indi-
viduals indicated a favored al-
ternative. Of these, 65 percent
favored Alternative 4-EXT, cit-
ing comparatively low impacts
to environmental resources and
homes. Twenty percent favored
Alternative 5-EXT, with many

stating that because it is the
closest alternative to existing
NC 11 it would best alleviate
traffic to preserve the Renston
Rural Historic District. Four indi-
viduals preferred Alternative
1B-EXT as a compromise be-
tween the lower environmental
impacts of Alternative 4-EXT
and the higher cost of Alterna-
tive 5-EXT.

What's Next?

Avoidance and Minimization

The preliminary designs for the
Preferred Alternative will be put
though a process known as
“Avoidance and Minimization.”
During this time, the Project
Team will look at all possible
ways to reduce the project’s
impacts as much as possible.
This could include slight shifts in
the location of the road, realign-
ment of access roads, and
minor modifications to inter-
changes. The impacts shown in
the DEIS are considered to be
the “worst case” scenario, and
any changes made to the design
will only lessen the impacts.
These design revisions will be
reviewed by federal and state
regulatory agencies, who will
concur that all impacts have
been minimized as much as
possible.

Final Environmental Impact
Statement

Following agency concurrence
that adequate impact minimiza-
tion has been taken, a Final En-
vironmental Impact Statement
(FEIS) will be prepared. This will
document the selection of the

Preferred Alternative, summa-
rize minimization efforts, and
describe the impacts to the
natural and human environ-
ment. The FEIS is scheduled to
be completed in Fall 2007.

Record of Decision

A Record of Decision will be
published in late 2007. This will
represent the final approval of
the Preferred Alternative and
signal the start of final design
for the bypass. Another public
hearing will be held to collect
final comments on the design.

Official Corridor Protection Maps
NCDOT will prepare Official Cor-
ridor Protection Maps for the
route. This map will show prop-
erties within the proposed right
of way. The map will be filed
with the Register of Deeds in
Pitt County. Once the map is
filed, building permits will be
restricted within the protected
corridor.

Right of Way Acquisition and
Construction

Once final designs are com-
pleted, right of way acquisition
will begin. Right of way acquisi-
tion is scheduled to begin in
Spring 2009.






P.O. Box 30923
Raleigh, NC 27622

Greenville Southwest Bypass Study

Greenville Southwest
Bypass Study

P.O. Box 30923

Raleigh, NC 27622
1-800-554-7849

Email: greenville@hwlochner.com

1-800-554-7849 or to:

Beth Smyre

NCDOT—Project Development
& Environmental Analysis Branch

1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548
Email: bsmyre@dot.state.nc.us

Questions, comments, or requests for additional information should be directed to the project hotline
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APPENDIX J.1

FEDERAL AND STATE AGENCY COMMENTS
ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

US ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY - SEPTEMBER 8, 2006

NC DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES -
DIVISION OF WATER QUALITY - AUGUST 16, 2006

NC DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES -
DIVISION OF WATER QUALITY, WASHINGTON REGIONAL OFFICE -
AUGUST 4, 2006 AND AUGUST 18, 2006

NC DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES -
NATURAL HERITAGE PROGRAM - AUGUST 18, 2006

NC DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES -
DIVISION OF FOREST RESOURCES - AUGUST 16, 2006

NC DEPARTMENT OF CULTURAL RESOURCES - SEPTEMBER 19, 2006
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

e e REGION 4 .
m g ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER
Y S 61 FORSYTH STREET
AL ppote® ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8960
September 08, 2006 Sep 08 208

Gregory J. Thorpe, Ph.D.

Environmental Management Director :
Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch
North Carolina Department of Transportation

1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1548

Subject: Greenville Southwest Bypass
Draft EIS; TIP R-2250
CEQ No.: 20060318; FHW-E40810-NC

Dear Dr. Thorpe:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4 has reviewed the
subject document and is commenting in accordance with Section 102(2)(C) of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act
(CAA). The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) and the Federal

" Highway Administration (FHWA) are proposing to construct the Greenville Southwest
Bypass from US 264 in Greenville to NC 11 south of the town of Ayden. The proposed
project is approximately 13.0 miles with 2.2 miles of improving existing facilities. The
proposed bypass would be a 4-lane, divided freeway with a 46-foot median. This project

has been in the NEPA/Section 404 Merger process and EPA has been actively involved
- during project planning. ‘ - ,

. EPA previously concurred on the Purpose and Need for this project on February
15, 2001, which included improved traffic flow and reducing congestion on Memorial
Drive (NC 11) and Stantonsburg Road (US 264 Business), relief of congestion on NC 11
in Greenville and thereby improving safety, and improving regional travel along the US
264/NC 11 corridor. EPA concurred with NCDOT, FHWA and other Merger team
agencies on the alternatives to be carried forward for detailed study on February 17,2005
(i.e., Concurrence Point 2), and on bridging decisions for major wetland and stream
crossings (i.e., Concurrence Point 2A) on October 31, 2005.

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) addresses 3 proposed
alternatives that have common northerm and southern termini. Since no preferred
alternative is identified in the DEIS, EPA has assigned a rating of EC-2 “Environmental
Concemns” for all of the Alternatives, that is we have some environmental concerns with
all the alternatives and request that additional information be provided. We have
environmental concerns for Alternatives 1B-Ext. (Orange) and 5-Ext. (Red) due to
potentially high stream and riparian buffer impacts. Alternative 4-Ext. (Yellow) has
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approximately one-third (1/3) less of the stream impact than the other two alternatives but
has an adverse effect on the Renston Rural Historic District that is listed on the National
Register of Historic Places. Alternative 4-Ext. also has substantially less potential
relocations than the other two alternatives. EPA also has some general environmental
concerns regarding indirect and cumulative impacts to water quality and potential
impacts to open space and farmland. EPA is also interested in NCDOT and FHWA
pursuing more specific avoidance and minimization measures prior to the issuance of the
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). EPA has provided specific comments in
an enclosure to this letter. In addition, EPA has also identified one additional topic and
NEPA cross-cutting issue that was not fully identified in the DEIS. EPA requests that
NCDOT and FHWA consider addressing this issue during the development of future
detailed avoidance and minimization measures and at future Merger 01 project meetings.

EPA will be working with other agencies at the next Merger meeting to determine
the environmental preferred and LEDPA alternative. EPA recognizes that the NC 11/US
264 corridor is identified as a Strategic Highway Corridor (SHC) and that this new
facility is to be built to freeway design standards. We are interested in the specific design
plans for future 1nterchanges with existing roadways in order to ensure that the Merger
team fully meets the purpose and need for this SHC pI‘OJeCt

In summary, EPA has env1ronmenta1 concerns about direct impacts to streams and
wetlands and potential indirect and cumulative impacts to water quality from continued
development in the project study area. EPA plans to continue its Merger process
involvement in this proposed project through the hydraulic and permit review stages,
including the detailed avoidance and minimization efforts for stormwater management
and the use of Best Management Practices (BMPs). EPA also has general environmental

_concerns regarding impacts to socio-economic resources including farms, residential
relocations and a listed historic district. Should you have any questions about EPA’s

- comments, please contact Mr. Christopher Militscher of my staff at (919) 856-4206 or by
e-mail at: militscher.chris@epa.gov. '

3

Sincerely,

RO N

put ’}‘ .
3 e |

Heinz J. Mueller
Chief, NEPA Program Office
Office of Policy and Management

Enclosure

Cc: K. Jolly, USACE Wilmington District
J. Sullivan, FHWA-NC
P. Benjamin, USFWS-Raleigh
J. Hennessy, NCDENR-DWQ





ENCLOSURE :
Specnﬁc Comments on the Greenville Southwest Bypass
Pitt County
R-2250

Streams and Wetland Impacts

Based upon slope stakes, stream impacts for the three alternatives are
approximately 4,037 linear feet, 1,607 linear feet and 4,927 linear feet for Altemative 1B-
Ext., 4-Ext. and 5-Ext., respectively. Estimated impacts were calculated within
conceptual slope stake limits. Table 4-11 of the DEIS (Page 4-32) also presents the
corridor impacts at 17,049.7 linear feet, 8,218.9 linear feet and 18,559.9 linear feet,
respectively. EPA and NCDOT hydraulic and design engineers have found that these
‘exact’ estimates using the conceptual slope stakes in the N.C. coastal plain may be
‘misleading until roadway designs are finalized, including the vertical elevations of the
roadway. In order to address the potential need for improved roadway drainage, special
cut ditches and/or raising the vertical grade of the proposed roadway for flood storm
conditions can increase the footprint of the roadway and increase the areal extent of
impacts. The values shown in the Summary of Environmental Impacts Table S-1 of the
DEIS (Page S-15) are potentially underestimating the actual impact. EPA believes that it
is more appropriate to use corridor widths to estimate impacts at this stage of project

planning and present this information in the summary impacts tables. EPA recognizes

that it is helpful to have both ‘levels’ of impact data. However, it needs to be clearly

identified that these two levels of impact data represent the likely ‘range’ of impacts.

EPA believes that it is more prudent to present the ‘worse-case’ comparison between the

alternatives at the DEIS stage and present more refined infdnnation in the FEIS and ROD
. after avoidance and minimization measures have been specifically identified.

With respect to direct impacts to-streams and wetlands, Alternative 4-Ext. has
substantially less impact and is by far the ‘least damaging’ alternative to aquatic
resources. EPA also recognizes that Alternative 4-Ext. has the greatest impact to the
Section 4(f) resource: the Renston Rural Historic District. However, the DEIS did not

specifically detail the potential impact to this historic resource without a proposed
1nterchange at NC 903.

EPA and other agencies determined in the fi¢ld that no streams on any of the 3
alternatives warranted bridging as a general minimization measure (i.e., CP 2A). This
decision was based primarily on the quality of the stream systems and the potential
hydraulic structure size. Thus, all stream crossings for all of the alternatives will be with
culverts and/or pipes. However, the final design should include the use of floodplain

cross pipes (i.e., Equalizer pipes), where appropnate This issue should also be addressed
in the FEIS.

EPA and other agencies have identified a potential water quality issue regarding
an ecologically damaging exotic invasive plant species near the intersection of the





Alternatives 1B-Ext. and 5-Ext. and NC 903 along Horsepen Swamp. Additional
comments on this issue are addressed in a separate section of this attachment.

EPA acknowledges that NCDOT and FHWA will likely use payment to the
Ecosystem Enhancement Program (EEP) as mitigation for the project impacts. However,
EPA very much prefers wetland and stream restoration and enhancement above
preservation. NCDOT and FHWA should actively pursue all opportunities for on-site (in
or adjacent to the right of way) mitigation before offering to pay EEP for compensatory
mitigation. Because of past (and current) agricultural activities in the project study area,

there may be substantial on-site opportunities for wetlands and stream restoration and
enhancement available for the proposed project.

Indirect and Cumulative Irhpacts

EPA understands that the North Carolina Division of Environmental Quality

(DWQ) has identified potential indirect and cumulative impacts (ICT) to water quality.
- NCDOT and FHWA have addressed a general qualitative analysis in the DEIS (Pages 4-

44 and 4-45). The proposed project is expected to have substantial impacts to riparian
buffers (i.e., 3.7 to 11.6 acres). EPA concurs with DWQ’s recommendation for a
quantitative ICI analysis. The discussions regarding ICI in the DEIS are not sufficiently
detailed to determine the actual potential impact from the construction of the proposed
roadway. For example, the statement in the DEIS: “..... this project will not cause
complete shifts in population to the project area, but will enhance a current trend”. There
- is no discussion or detail in the DEIS as to what degree of ‘enhanced trend’ will be

iGiiv

directly or indirectly caused by a new freeway with numerous access points.

EPA has environmental concerns with the location and number of interchanges
proposed for a SHC. There is substantial discussion in the DEIS concerning NC 11 being
designated as a SHC (i.e., Page 1-2). The NC 11 corridor is ultimately envisioned as a
controlled access, median-divided freeway based upon the SHC Vision Plan. Bypass
Alternative 5-Ext. includes 5 new interchanges at NC 11, NC 102, NC 903, Forlines
Road and Dickinson Avenue (US 13) as described on Pages 2-14 and 2-15 of the DEIS.
EPA notes that there is also an interchange at the northern terminus at US 264 (common
to all three alternatives). EPA is specifically concerned with the proposed interchanges at
Forlines Road and NC 903 as these interchanges are located less than two miles from one
another and would appear to ‘enhance’ development in and around these facilities. Direct
impacts to stream and wetlands could also be reduced by eliminating the interchange at
NC 903 or by adjusting the intersection at Frog Level Road and the proposed interchange
connection at Forlines Road. Based upon design year 2030 levels of service at key
~ intersections, the elimination of one of these interchanges or the use of a Single-Point

Urban Interchange (SPUI) would not substantially alter regional traffic flow or ‘impair’
the purpose and need for the project. . '

As a general environmental concern, EPA recognizes that the additional
infrastructure in the project study area as a result of this new facility will increase the
existing development pressure and reduce rural open space and farmlands.





Prime Farmland Soils

The DEIS provides for an analysis of prime farmland soils within the project
study area and for the three detailed alternatives under consideration. Based upon this
~analysis, mitigation for farmland loss is not required for the project (Page 4-18, Section

4.3.3). Table 4-5 denotes the impacts to prime farmland soils from Alternatives 1B-Ext.,
4-Ext. and 5-Ext. as 767.8 acres, 753.7 acres, and 811.5 acres, respectively. However,
Table 4-15, (Page 4-46), Summary of Environmental Impacts, lists Prime Farmland
impacts at these acreages. The distinction between prime farmland soils and prime
farmlands requiring mitigation for farmland loss per Natural Resource Conservation
Service (NRCS) Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) criteria should be
footnoted in this and future impact summary tables. As a general environmental concern,
EPA recognizes that these farmlands are not specifically protected under the Farmland
Protection Policy Act (FPPA). However, the loss of prime farmland soils (More than a
square mile), represents a substantial loss of active farmland in Pitt County. The DEIS
(Sections 3.3.3 or 4.3.3) does not identify the number of active farms to be impacted by
the proposed project. While formal mitigation for prime farmland losses is not required
under the FPPA, NCDOT and FHW A should consider reasonable avoidance and
minimization measures to farmlands, such as keeping future right-of-way (ROW) to

property boundaries, avoiding dissecting fields, and providing farm equipment access
points. ‘ '

Section 4(f) Properties

~ Section 5 of the DEIS provides a Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation for eligible and

listed properties on the National Register of Historic Places. The Merger team has
previously made additional efforts to add and/or refine preliminary study corridors to
reduce or avoid potential impacts to the 1,395-acre Renston Rural Historic District

' (RRHD). As shown in Table 5-2, Alternative 1B-Ext. and Alternative 4-Ext. would take
45 acres and 120 acres, respectively, of property located in the RRHD. However, the
DEIS and 4(f) evaluation does not indicate the actual property takings resulting from the
interchange proposed at NC 903. From the maps and figures in the DEIS, it appears that -
substantial amount of the direct property impact is a result of the proposed NC 903
interchange. Alternative 5-Ext. is considered to have no adverse effect on the RRHD and
is considered the only ‘avoidance’ alternative. EPA is requesting that further details of

the direct impacts to the RRHD be identified for Alternatives 1B-Ext. and 4-Ext. if the
NC 903 interchange is eliminated.

Exotic Invasive Plant Species

Several years ago EPA identified an exotic invasive plant species (i.e., Japanese
knotweed — Fallopia japonica or Polygonum cuspidatum) during a project field meeting
with NCDOT and other Merger team agencies. This ‘riparian-loving’ weed species is
considered to be one of the most ecologically damaging plants in the United States as

- well as other countries. It appears that the ‘bamboo-like’ plant along NC 903 was





brought to the Horsepen Swamp/NC 903 culvert location either in fill dirt or new large
stone (riprap) following some culvert improvements. This fast spreading species has
been found to redistribute itself almost exclusively by rhizomes and the human activities
that transport it from one infestation site to new areas. This situation represents a

potential NEPA cross-cutting issue for FHWA and NCDOT under Executive Order
13112 on Invasive Species.

Since that early identification, the Japanese knotweed infestation along NC 903
and Horsepen Swamp has significantly spread along the NCDOT right of way as well as
both upstream and downstream on Horsepen Swamp. From an on-site visit this summer
and 2006 photographs, EPA estimates that the original infestation has tripled in areal
extent since its initial discovery. Clearing and grubbing activities along NC 903
(particularly from Alternative 5-Ext.) will most likely disturb the plants and further re-
distribute the plant parts (including very small amounts of re-rooting stems and roots) in
the project study area. This exotic invasive is a very aggressive mono-cultural plant that
eventually will take over the entire riparian areas and is believed to degrade water quality
through the eventual elimination of other plant species (including other ‘tough’
invasives). Streams no longer possess a riparian over-story in time and are subject to
increased bank erosion, higher summer temperatures, etc. There is research
documentation that terrestrial and aquatic wildlife habitat is also degraded over time.

" EPA requests that NCDOT and FHWA work diligently with other Merger

agencies on developing a sound management control and eradication plan (e.g., Herblclde
applications) for this invasive species infestation as part of the project’s overall
environmental commitments on avoidance and minimization to environmental impacts.
EPA has not identified any other specific Japanese knotweed infestations in the project
study area although other infestations have been found in Pitt County just north of
~Greenville. Fill dirt and riprap sources should also be checked prior to construction in
order to insure that Japanese knotweed is not distributed further into the project study
area. The FEIS should also identify and discuss this cross-cutting issue and the proposed
av01dance and minimization measures developed during the Merger process.





North Carolina
Department of Administration

Michael F. Easley, Governor Britt Cobb, Secretary
September 26, 2006

Ms. Beth Smyre

N.C. Dept. of Transportation

Project Dev. & Env. Analysis Branch
Transportation Bldg.

1548 Mail Service

Raleigh, NC 27699-1548

Dear Ms. Smyre:
Re:  SCH File # 07-E-4220-0032; DEIS; Proposal for the Greenville Southeast By-Pass. TIP R-2250

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

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

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

-

Sincerely,

) j p _ ,
Chrp Buggil[57¢
Ms. Chrys Baggett
Environmental Policy Act Coordinator

Attachments

cc: Region Q

Mailing Address: Telephone: (919)80 7-2425 ' Location Address:

1301 Mail Service Center Fax (919)733-9571 116 West Jones Street
Raleigh, NC 27699-1301 State Courier #51-01-00 Raleigh, North Carolina

e-mail Chrys.Baggett@ncmail. net

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer

\
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NCDENR

North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources

Michael F. Easley, Governor

William G. Ross Jr., Secretary

MEMORANDUM
TO: Chrys Baggett
State Clearinghouse
FROM: Melba McGee
Environmental Review Coordinator
RE: 07-0032 DEIS Greenville Southwest Bypass, Pitt County

DATE: August 29, 2006

The department asks that careful consideration be given to the
attached comments. The applicant is encouraged to work directly with
the department’s review agencies prior to finalizing project plans.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond.

Attachments

1601 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Carolina  27699-1601 N(c))ri'ethCarolina
Phone: 919-733-4984 \ FAX: 919-715-3060 \ Internet. www.enr.state.nc.us/ENR/ N
aturally

An Equal Opportunity / Affirmative Action Employer - 50 % Recycled \ 10 % Post Consumer Paper





WAT, Michael F. Easley, Governor
~* & William G. Ross Jr., Secretary

N C )C, North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources
%) r Alan W. Klimek, P.E. Director
> = Division of Water Quality
o <

August 16, 2006
MEMORANDUM
To: Melba McGee, O(ﬁce of Legislative and Intergovernmental Affairs
Through: John Hennessy ff// '
. & . . - 7
From: Rob Ridings, Division of Water Quality, Transportation Permitting Umt’/%
Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement related to proposed Greenville

Southwest Bypass, Pitt County, Federal Aid Project No. STP-11(1), State Project No.
8.1221401, TIP No. R-2250, DENR Clearinghouse No. 07-0032.

This office has reviewed the referenced document received July 31, 2006. The Division of Water Quality
(DWQ) is responsible for the issuance of the Section 401 Water Quality Certification for activities that
impact Waters of the U.S., including wetlands. It is our understanding that the project as presented will
result in impacts to jurisdictional wetlands, streams, riparian buffers, and other surface waters. The DWQ
offers the following comments based on review of the aforementioned document:

Project Specific Comments:

1. This project is being planned as part of the 404/NEPA Merger Process. As a participating team
member, the NCDWQ will continue to work with the team.

2. All streams in the subject study area are class NSW waters of the State. DWQ is very concerned with
sediment and erosion impacts that could result from this project. DWQ recommends that highly
protective sediment and erosion control BMPs be implemented to reduce the risk of nutrient runoff to
these waters. DWQ requests that road design plans provide treatment of the storm water runoff through
best management practices as detailed in the most recent version of NC DWQ Stormwater Best
Management Practices.

3. This project is within the Neuse and Tar-Pamlico River Basins. Riparian buffer impacts should be
avoided and minimized to the greatest extent possible pursuant to 15SA NCAC 2B.0233 and 15A NCAC
2B.0259. New development activities located in the protected 50-foot wide riparian areas within the
basin shall be limited to “uses” identified within and constructed in accordance with these rules. Buffer
mitigation may be required for buffer impacts resulting from activities classified as “allowable with
mitigation” within the “Table of Uses” section of the Buffer Rules or require a variance under the Buffer
Rules. A buffer mitigation plan, including use of the NC Ecosystem Enhancement Program, must be
provided to DWQ prior to approval of the Water Quality Certification.

N%[ifthCarolina
Transportation Permitting Unit Natur ﬂl/y
1650 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1650

2321 Crabtree Boulevard, Suite 250, Raleigh, North Carolina 27604

Phone: 919-733-1786 / FAX 919-733-6893 / Internet: http://h20.enr.state.nc.us/ncwetlands

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employef -50% Recycled/10% Post Consumer Paper
\ ’





4. Little Contentnea Creek and Swift Creek are on the 303(d) list of impaired waters of the State. DWQ is
very concerned with sediment and erosion impacts that could result from this project. DWQ recommends
that the most protective sediment and erosion control BMPs be implemented to reduce the risk of nutrient
runoff to these waters. DWQ requests that road design plans provide treatment of the storm water runoff
through best management practices as detailed in the most recent version of NC DWQ Stormwater Best
Management Practices.

5. A quantitative assessment of the indirect and cumulative impacts (ICI) anticipated as a result of this
project is required, as per the memo to DOT from DWQ dated July 10, 2006. A copy of this memo is
attached to these comments.

6. Have potential impacts for any needed service roads and property access points for the various
alternatives been identified and included in the impact tables? Also, have similar potential impacts for
any needed utility relocations been identified at this time? DWQ recognizes that design for this project
may not yet be to the level of detail needed to have this information, but encourages DOT to keep these
possible additional impacts in mind throughout the process.

7. In section S-8, Surface Waters, the document seems to indicate that road crossings may be temporary.
DWQ needs to make sure that all road crossing impacts are accounted for in each alternative considered.

8. DWQ notes that the summary section of the EIS does not include discussion of riparian buffer impacts
in this project, although they are included later on in the document.

General Comments:

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

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

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





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

5. DWQ is very concerned with sediment and erosion impacts that could result from this project. NC
DOT should address these concerns by describing the potential impacts that may occur to the aquatic
environments and any mitigating factors that would reduce the impacts.

6. NC DOT is respectfully reminded that all impacts, including but not limited to, bridging, fill,
excavation and clearing, to jurisdictional wetlands, streams, and riparian buffers need to be included in
the final impact calculations. These impacts, in addition to any construction impacts, temporary or
otherwise, also need to be included as part of the 401 Water Quality Certification Application.

7. Where streams must be crossed, the DWQ prefers bridges be used in lieu of culverts. However, we
realize that economic considerations often require the use of culverts. Please be advised that culverts
should be countersunk to allow unimpeded passage by fish and other aquatic organisms. Moreover, in
areas where high quality wetlands or streams are impacted, a bridge may prove preferable. When
applicable, DOT should not install the bridge bents in the creek, to the maximum extent practicable.

8. Sediment and erosion control measures should not be placed in wetlands or streams.

9. Borrow/waste areas should avoid wetlands to the maximum extent practical. Impacts to wetlands in
borrow/waste areas will need to be presented in the 401 Water Quality Certification and could precipitate
compensatory mitigation.

10. The 401 Water Quality Certification application will need to specifically address the proposed
methods for stormwater management. More specifically, stormwater should not be permitted to discharge
directly into streams or surface waters.

11. Based on the information presented in the document, the magnitude of impacts to wetlands and
streams may require an Individual Permit (IP) application to the Corps of Engineers and corresponding
401 Water Quality Certification. Please be advised that a 401 Water Quality Certification requires
satisfactory protection of water quality to ensure that water quality standards are met and no wetland or
stream uses are lost. Final permit authorization will require the submittal of a formal application by the
NCDOT and written concurrence from the NCDWQ. Please be aware that any approval will be
contingent on appropriate avoidance and minimization of wetland and stream impacts to the maximum
extent practical, the development of an acceptable stormwater management plan, and the inclusion of
appropriate mitigation plans where appropriate.

12. Bridge supports (bents) should not be placed in the stream when possible.

13. Whenever possible, the DWQ prefers spanning structures. Spanning structures usually do not require
work within the stream or grubbing of the streambanks and do not require stream channel realignment.
The horizontal and vertical clearances provided by bridges allow for human and wildlife passage beneath
the structure, do not block fish passage and do not block navigation by canoeists and boaters.





14. Bridge deck drains should not discharge directly into the stream. Stormwater should be directed
across the bridge and pre-treated through site-appropriate means (grassed swales, pre-formed scour holes,
vegetated buffers, etc.) before entering the stream. Please refer to the most current version of NC DWQ
Stormwater Best Management Practices.

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

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

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

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

19. If foundation test borings are necessary; it should be noted in the document. Geotechnical work is
approved under General 401 Certification Number 3494/Nationwide Permit No. 6 for Survey Activities.

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

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





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

23. Heavy equipment should be operated from the bank rather than in stream channels in order to
minimize sedimentation and reduce the likelihood of introducing other pollutants into streams. This
equipment should be inspected daily and maintained to prevent contamination of surface waters from
leaking fuels, lubricants, hydraulic fluids, or other toxic materials.

24. Riprap should not be placed in the active thalweg channel or placed in the streambed in a manner that
precludes aquatic life passage. Bioengineering boulders or structures should be properly designed, sized
and installed.

25. Riparian vegetation (native trees and shrubs) should be preserved to the maximum extent possible.
Riparian vegetation must be reestablished within the construction limits of the project by the end of the
growing season following completion of construction.

The NCDWQ appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on this project. Should you have any
questions or require any additional information, please contact Rob Ridings at (919) 733-9817.

Attachment

cc: William Wescott, US Army Corps of Engineers, Washington Field Office
Ron Lucas, Federal Highway Administration

C. E. (Neil) Lassiter , Jr., PE, PE, Division 2 Engineer

Jay B. Johnson, Division 2 Environmental Officer

Chris Militscher, Environmental Protection Agency

Travis Wilson, NC Wildlife Resources Commission

Gary Jordan, US Fish and Wildlife Service

Ecosystem Enhancement Program

Garcy Ward, DWQ Washington Regional Office

File Copy*





William G. Ross Jr., Secretary
North Carolma Department of Environment and Natural Resources

Alan W. Klimek, P.E., Director
Division of Water Quality

Coleen H. Sullins, Deputy Director
Division of Water Quality

July 10, 2006

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Dr. Greg Thorpe, PhD., Manager

Planning and Environmental Branch

North Carolina Department of Transportation
1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, North Carolina, 27699-1548

Subj ect Proposed Greenville Southwest Bypass in Pitt County, Federal Aid PrOJ ect No. STP-11(1),
State Project No. 8.1221401, TIP R-2250.

Documentation of Indirect and Cumulative Impacts .

After review of the project file, DWQ has determined that the Greenville Southwest Bypass will require
a quantitative assessment of the indirect and cumulative impacts (ICI). This is due to many of the
streams and tributaries in the study area that are on the 303(d) list of impaired waters. Results of the
ICI study may require project-specific conditions to the 401 Water Quality Certification.

The DOT is reminded that issuance of a 401 Water Quality Certification requires that appropriate
measures be instituted to ensure that water quality standards are met and designated uses are not
degraded or lost. If you have any questions or requ1re additional information, please contact John

Hennessy at (919) 733-5694.

D1rector

cc:  Colin Mellor, NCDOT PDEA
William Wescott, USACE Washington Field Office
Ron Lucas, FHWA -
Chris Militscher, USEPA
Gary Jordan, USFWS
Travis Wilson, NCWRC
Garcy Ward, DWQ Washmgton Regional Office
File Copy

———e..
'

N. C. Division of Water Quality, 401 Wetlands Certification Unit,

1650 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, NC 27699-1650 (Mailing Address)

2321 Crabtree Blvd., Raleigh, NC 27604-2260 (Location)

(919) 733-1786 (phone), 919-733-6893 (fax), (http://h20.enr.state.nc.us/ncwetlands)
Customer Service #: 1-877-623-6748





MEMORANDUM

TO: Melba McGee — Environmental Coordinator — Office of Legislative &
Intergovernmental Affairs

FROM: David May — Regional Aquifer Protection Supervisor — Washington /) L. 11

SUBJECT:  Greenville Southwest Bypass Study
Pitt County
Project No. 07-0032

DATE: August 4, 2006

The above referenced project was reviewed and the following comments are offered:

1. Any environmental contamination (soil or groundwater) discovered during right-of-way
investigations shall be reported to the Washington Regional Office.

2. Water supply wells located on any right-of-way property obtained shall be properly
abandoned.
3. Any Confined Animal Feeding Operation affected by the project shall have its Animal

Waste Utilization Plan modified to reflect site changes.

Please contact me at 252-948-3939 should you have any questions regarding this matter.






_—:.A:!L_. State of North Carolina - ' ~ Reviewing Office: A/‘b 10
NCDENR Department of Environment and Natural Resources

_ _ . . ) Project Number.ﬂ____f’gé__Due Date: Z/{ ZKgOé_
INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW - PROJECT COMMENTS

After review of this project it has been determined that the DENR permit(s) and/or approvals indicated may need to be obtained in order for this project
to comply with North Carolina Law. Questions regarding these permits should be addressed to the Regional Office indicated on the reverse of this form
All applications, information and guidelines relative to these plans and permits are available frorn the same Regional Office.

PERMITS . SPECIAL APPLICATION PROCEDURES or REQUIREMENTS Normal Process Timie
(Statutory Time Limit)
E] Permit to construct & operate wastewater treatment Application 90 da}s before begin construction or award of construction 304
facilities, sewer system extensions & sewer systems contracts. On-site inspection. Post-application technical conference usual. %0 2ys
not discharging into state surface waters, (50 days)
O NPDES-permit to discharge into surface water and/or Application 180 days before begin activity. On-site inspection preapplication
permit to operate and construct wastewater facilities conference usual. Additionally, obtain permit to construct wastewater treatment 90 -120days
discharging into state surface waters. facility-granted after NPDES, Reply time, 30 days after receipt of plans or issue (N/A)
: of NPDES permit-whichever is later,
Water Use Permit Preapplication technical conference usually necessary 30 days
' i (N/A)
Well Construction Permit Complete application must be received and permit issued prior to the 7 days
installation of a well. (15 days)
Q| - Dredge and Fill Permit Application copy must be served on each adjacent riparian property owner, 554
‘ . : On-site inspection, Preapplication conference usual Filling may require Easement (93 days
- 7 . to Fill from N.C. Department of Administration and Federal Dredge and Fill Permit. ays)
D Permit to construct & operate Air Pollution Abatement
facilities and/or Emission Sources as per 15 A NCAC o N/A 60 days
(ZQ.O'I_OO, 2Q.0300, 2H.0600) .
@/Any open burning associated with subject proposal
must be in compliance with 15 A NCAC 2D.1900
FE/Demoiitioﬁ or renovations of structures containing
asbestos material must be in compliance with }
15 ANCAC2D.1110 (a) (1) which requires notification N/A 60days
and removal prior to demolition. Contact Asbestos (90 days)
Control Group 919-733-0820. )
D Complex Source Permit required under 15 A NCAC
20,0800
)" The Sedimentation Pollution Control Act of 1973 must be propariyaddressed for any land disturbing activity. Anerosion & s=dimentation 20days
control planwill berRquired'if o\Qr maredcrestabe disturbed. Plan filed withgr@omw@%im} atleast30 (30 days)
days before beginning activity. A feg of 350 for the first acre or any part ofanacre. ’
g }he Sedimentation Pollution Cantrol Act of 1973 must be addressed with respect.to the referenced Local Ordinance. 30days
/
lzr Sedimentation and erosion control must be addressed in accordance with NCDOT's approved program. Particular attention should be
given to design and installation of appropriate perimeter sediment trapping devices as well as stable starmwater convayancas and outlets.
D Mining Permit On-site inspection usual. Surety bond filed with DENR. Bond amount varies with
type mine and number of acres of affected land. Any are mined gr=ater than 30days
one acre must be permitted. The appropriate bond must be recetvad before {60 days)
the permit can be issued.
D North Carolina Burning permit On-site inspection by N.C. Division of Forest Resources if permit exceeds 4 days 1day
s P . . “(N/A)
D Special Ground Clearance Burning Permit-22 counties On-site inspection by N.C.Division of Forest Resources required *I more than five 1day
in coastal N.C. with organic soils. acres of ground clearing activities are involved. Inspections should be requested (N/A)
at least ten days before actual burn is planned.”
| OilRefining Facilities N/A 90-120days
(N/A)






PERMITS SPECIAL APPLICATION PROCEDURES or REQUIREMENTS Normal Process Time
(Statutory Time Limis
D Dam Safety Permit If permit required, application 60 days before begin construction. Applicant
must hire N.C. qualified engineer to: prepare plans, inspect construction, certify
construction is according to DENR approved plans. May also require permit under 30d
mosquito control program, and a 404 permit from Corps of Engineers. (60 days
An inspection of site is necessary to verify Hazard (lassification. A minimum ays)
fee of $200.00 must accompany the application, An additional processing fea
based on a percentage or the total project cost will be required upon completion.
Ol Permitto drill exploratory oil or gas well File surety bond of $5,000 with DENR running to State of N.C. canditional that any 10 days
well opened by drill operator shall, upon abandonment, be plugged according Y
! L (N/A)
to DENR rules and regulations.
D Geophysical Exploration Permit Application filed with DENR at least 10 days prior to issue of permit. Application 10 days
) by letter. No standard application form. (N/A)
D State Lakes Construction Permit Application fees based on structure size is charged. Must include descriptions 15 - 20 days
_ . & drawings of structure & proof of ownership of riparian property. (N/A)
s Fd &1 10 PACT Q
B"/«tm Water Quality Certification oo SuaFact \:, e ! A'CN/AS/M Y oWk 55 days
: - legmusTRoci ont oA/ (130 days)
7
D CAMA Permit for MAJOR development $250.00 fee must accompany application 60 days
(130 days)
Q| CAMAPermit for MINOR development $50.00 fee must accompany application 22 days
(25 days)
E] Several geodetic monuments are located in or near the project area. If any monument needs to be moved or destroyed, please notify:
N.C.Geodetic Survey, Box 27687 Raleigh, N.C.27611
D Abandonment of any wells, if required must be in accordance with Title 15A. Subchapter 2C.0100.
E] Notification of the proper regional office is requested if "orphan® underground storage btanks (USTS) are discovered during any excavation coaration.
f:] Compliance with 15A NCAC 2H 1000 (Coastal Stormwater Rules) is required. 45 days
(N/A)
¥ Other comments (attach additional pages as ngcessary, being certain to citg comment aythority) — et
. EFe A = W
155 pegie. 03 oBd] Fo 0359 = BUrres Mlsagimen] =y
PLELsE Lons DER. 171 ThariM i or FROCESS
AN :l?:? ™
o
@ N
| o
[U; ‘L @'_‘9 Cf}%
F L o )
+ . P § feannl
r,r") 3]
o~ »
2, - 7
\‘Cié”?) :52" g‘q\y
REGIONAL OFFICES '
Questions regarding these permits should be addressed to the Regional Office marked below.
O Asheville Regional Office O Mooresville Regional Office O Wilmington Regional Office
59 Woodfin Place 919 North Main Street 127 Cardinal Drive Extension
Asheville,N.C. 28801 Mooresville,N.C.28115 Wilmington, N.C. 28405
(828) 251-6208 (704) 663-1699 (910) 395-3900. _.. ...
[ Fayetteville Regional Office . [1 Raleigh Regional Office [ Winston-Salem Regional Office
225 Green Street, Suite 714 3800 Barrett Drive, P.O.Box 27687 585 Waughtown Street
Fayetteville, N.C.28301 . - Raleigh,N.C.27611 Winston-Salem, N.C.27107
(910) 486-1541 T (919)571-4700 (336) 7714600

0 Washington Regional Office
943 Washington Square Mall
Washington, N.C.27889
(252) 945-6481
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North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources

Michael F. Easley, Governor William G. Ross Jr., Secretary

August 18, 2006 J :
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: lba McG z. N
TO: Melba Mc e v\:,;;, \J
il ;’ ’ Q)Q’
FROM: Harry LeGrand, Natural Heritage Program f’/ AW Y
SUBJECT: DEIS — Greenville Southwest Bypass Study — Impfovements to NC 11 and US 264

Business; Pitt County’

REFERENCE: Project No. 07-0032

The Natural Heritage Program has no record of rare species, significant natural communities, or
significant natural heritage areas at the site nor within a mile of the project area. Although our maps do
not show records of such natural heritage elements in the project area, it does not necessarily mean that
they are not present. It may simply mean that the area has not been surveyed. The use of Natural
Heritage Program data should not be substituted for actual field surveys, particularly if the project area
contains suitable habitat for rare species, significant natural communities, or priority natural areas.

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

1601 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1601 . N%I}E"ch(farolina
A

Phone: 919-733-4984 « FAX: 919-715-3060 « Intemnet: www.enr.state nc.us

S I O






North Carolina
Division of Forest Resources

W North Carolina
e Department of Environment and
4 Natural Resources

CDE R Michael F. Easley, Governor
William G. Ross Jr., Secretary

Stanford M. Adams, Director

T PTws 2411 O1d US 70 West
%@lﬂ I Clayton, NC 27520
e “ August 16, 2006

MEMORANDUM
TO: Melba McGee, Office of Legislative Affairs
FROM: Bill Pickens, NC Division Forest Resources

SUBJECT: DOT DEIS for NC 11 and US 264 Business Construction, Pitt County

PROJECT #:  07-0032 and TIP # R- 2250

The North Carolina Division of Forest Resources has reviewed the referenced DEIS and submit the
following comments concerning impacts to forest resources.

1. The proposed project has direct impacts to forest resources by the permanent loss of 848 to 892 acres of
forested lands due to ROW construction.

2. After consideration of direct impacts to forest resources the NCDFR supports the selection of
alternative 5 EXT since it impacts the fewest forested acres. It also impacts the fewest acres of pine
plantation. These plantations are a valuable asset to the State. The establishment of pine plantations
typically include the use of state funding and Division time and effort. ’

3. The Division opposes the selection of Alternative 4-EXT due to its large impact on pine plantations.

4. We encourage NCDOT to minimize and avoid impacts to forested areas that are under active
management such as pine plantations during final of alignment of the ROW corridor.

NCDFR appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed project and looks forward to future
correspondence in regard to this and future projects. I can be contacted at 919-553-6178 x 233 or by email
at bill.pickens@ncmail.net.

cc: Barry New

1616 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1601
Phone: 919 — 733-2162 \ FAX:919 —733-0138 \ Internet: www.dfr.state.nc.us
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY \ AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER - 50% RECYCLED / 10% POST
CONSUMER PAPER
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[EMORANDUM

Office of Legislative and Intergovemmental Affairs, DENR

-1y

ROM:  Travis Wilson, Highway Project Coordinator (& a ,7/ Mﬁ*ﬁ
{tat Ty vation P a v
g= & Ll

DATE: August 18, 2006

SUBJECT:  North Carclina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) Draft Eovironmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Greenville Sguthwest Bypass in
Greenville, Pitt County, '.\Torth Carolina. TIP No. R-2250, SCH Project No. 07-

0032

Staff biologists with the N. C. Wildlife Resources Commission have reviewed the subject
DDEIS and are familiar with habitat values in the project arsa. Ther ig
35655 project impacts to fish and wildlife reS0urces. Our comments are
wm certain provisions of d*e *\atingaa’é_ Environ At (4

4t and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, &3 am;s:.aded.; ;
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NCDOT proposss io construct the Greenville 1
Greenville to NC 11 south of Ayden. Three alternatives are presented in the DEIS wak project
length ranging from 12. 9 to 13.2 miles with all alternatives consisting of 2.2 miles of e:xisfing

W

location improvements. fawew snvironmnental impacts between the three alternatives vary
signi ﬁcamly Altf—ﬁﬁt 2 4 consist of the least environmental impacts with 1606.7 lincar feet of
stream impact, 0.1 acres of wetland impacts, and no impacts to floodplains. The remaining 2
altern at1vcs coon of c::*eum impacts of 4037.3 to 4926.6 linear feet, 0.5 to 1.5 acres of
wetlands, and alternati tive 5-BXT impacts 18.3 acres of floodplain. Alternative 5-EXT %s an
avoidance alternative designed to av s0id any fmpacts 1o 4(f) resources; however this alternative

exhibits the greatest impacts to cnvironmental rescurces,

Fuwthermore, durin
lopia japonical we
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Memo \ugust 18, 2006

exotic invasive species found primary in riparian settings. Repro ;e tion of this speciss is largely
tue to the regeneration r’ rhizomes and stem cuitings. leu most invasive species Japanese
knotweed will out-compete native vegetation therefore creating a monoculture with almost no
habitat value. Thers is a potential to enhance the spread of Japanese knotweed by disturbing
current populations during the construction of this facility. The current recommended method of
treatment is herbicides. At this time NCWRC recommends NCDOT comuuit to treating existing

populations of Japanese knotweed found within the project corridor prior to any soil disturbance
activities in-order-to minimize the wotential to spread this undesirable species.

We have reviewed the data provided in the DEIS. This project is going through the
404/NEPA merger process. The DEIS reflects NCWRC comments from prior meetings and
coordination. Additional natural resource minimization efforts will be assessed during
concurrence point 42 once the Merger Team has selected a LEDPA. At this time we concur with
the DEIS for this project. We will continue {o assess the impacts associated with the remaining
alternatives in preperation for the sehc on of the LEDPA. Thank you for the opportunity to
comment. If we can be of any further assistance please call me at (919) 528-9886.

cC Gary Jordan, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Raleigh
Brian Wrenn, DWQ, Raleigh
William Wescott, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Washington
Chris Militscher, EPA

B4





North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources

State Historic Preservation Office
Peter B. Sandbeck, Administrator

Michael F. Easley, Governor Office of Archives and History
Lisbeth C. Evans, Secretary Division of Historical Resources
Jeffrey J. Crow, Deputy Secretary David Brook Dn.rector

September 19, 2006
MEMORANDUM
TO: Gregory Thorpe, Ph.D., Directot

Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch
NCDOT Division of Highways

FROM: Peter Sandbeck %77/3/ iy Soud o el

SUBJECT: Greenville Southwest Bypass Study, Improvements to NC 11 and US 264 Business, R-2250, Pitt
County, GS 93-0035

We have received the Administrative Action DEIS and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation for the above project.

We have no comment upon the DEIS at this time but would like to remind you that if the project continues to be
state-funded, historic properties listed in the National Register will trigger teview under North Carolina Regulation
GS 121.

We would appreciate a second copy of the Greenville Southwest Bypass Study Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for our records in the Survey and Planning Office.

We acknowledge the DOT’s intention to conduct an atchaeological sutvey once a preferred alternate has been
selected from the three proposed. Once this selection is made, please contact us to determine a survey protocol.

The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the Advisory N
Council on Histotic Preservation’s Regulations for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 CFR Part 800.

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions concerning the above comment, contact
Renee Gledhill-Earley, environmental review cootdinator, at 919/733-4763 ext. 246. In all future communication
concerning this project, please cite the above referenced tracking number.

cc: Mary Pope Furr

SCH
Location Mailing Address Telephone/Fax
ADMINISTRATION 507 N. Blount Street, Raleigh NC 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4617 (919)733-4763/733-8653
RESTORATION 515 N. Blount Street, Raleigh NC 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4617 (919)733-6547/715-4801

SURVEY & PLANNING 515 N. Blount Street, Raleigh, NC 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4617 (919)733-6545/715-4801





NORTH CAROLINA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION b

INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW
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DATE RECEIVED: 07/25/2006
AGENCY RESPONSE:}09/15/2006
REVIEW CLOSED: 09/20/2006
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PROJECT INFORMATION 2 lrLI [ O C
APPLICANT: N.C. Dept. of Transportation

TYPE: National Environmental Policy Act

ERD: Draft Environmental Impact Statement

DESC: Proposal for the Greenville Southeast By-Pass. TIP R-2250
CROSS-REFERENCE NUMBER: 04-E-4220-0271

The attached project has been submitted to the N. C. State Clearinghouse for
intergovernmental review. Please review and submit your response by the above

indicated date to 1301 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-1301.

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

AS A RESULT OF THIS REVIEW THE FOLLOWING IS SUBMITTED:

D NO COMMENT

M COMMENTS ATTACHED RE'QE A

SIGNED BY: Y — | ‘%'5,162005

DATE q - |7 /dp






APPENDIX J.2

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON DRAFT
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Douglas M. Padgett
2120 Florida Ave.
Washington, DC
20008

Mr. Ed Lewis

Human Environment Unit

Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch
N.C. Department of Transportation

1583 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1583

Re: Greenville Southwest Bypass

Dear Mr. Lewis,

I am writing to you in opposition to the recommendation of Corridor 4 for the Greenville
Southwest Bypass. There are several reasons to reconsider any support for Corridor 4
over alternatives. Here, I want to focus on several inaccuracies in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).

First, the issue of suburban development following the construction of any of these
corridors is nowhere sufficiently evaluated in the DEIS. While the drafters of the DEIS
and the MPO in Pitt County may consider the future of much of Renston to be suburban
in nature, the current residents of the area would disagree. The impact of new
development on historic structures and on the lives of those who are not relocated due to
the bypass itself will be significant.

Second, Corridor 4 would cause the loss of more prime farmland than Corridor 5, not
less. The numbers used in the tables in Section 5 concerning the loss of prime farmland
from each alternative do not match the numbers found in Appendix D of the DEIS.
Appendix D, based on the more authoritative study from the U.S.D.A., finds that
Corridor 4 uses 1,201 acres as compared with Corridor 5's 1,128 acres. Furthermore,
Corridor 4 would take more than one hundred more acres of Statewide and Local
Important Farmland than Corridor 5.

Third, and bizarrely, the DEIS defines community and community impacts almost
exclusively in terms of subdivisions. Given the well-known and devastating effects of
rural bypasses on rural communities, any decision on this road must account for its
impact on community such as Renston itself, one that was not planned or developed by a
real estate concern, but has evolved and grown over more than a century. Why is the
effect of the planned road on Renston elided?





Fourth, the home count along the path of Corridor 5 is inaccurate in that many of the
homes are not homes in any meaningful sense of the word—they are empty.

Fifth, the Dennis T. McLawhorn Farm is almost completely absent from the DEIS. This
important and sizable farm and its primary structure, the Dennis McLawhorn House, are
not fully evaluated in the DEIS and are missing from key figures and analytical sections
throughout the DEIS. This farm has been deemed potentially eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places since 2003.

Sincerely,

Douglas M. Padgett
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Shumate, Christina

From: zennie bryant [zdbryant@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, October 09, 2006 10:31 PM

To: elewis@dot.state.nc.us

Subject: Additional Information on Dennis McLawhorn Farms and Homestead

In reviewing the DEIS, there seems to be a lack of information on the Dennis and Madge McLawhorn
homeplace and farms. As the eldest granddaughter of this couple, I believe I can supply you with some
of the background of this property.

My grandfather, Dennis, was born in 1894, 3 miles outside Winterville, on a narrow road that would
become 903 South- the third child of Charles and Maggie McLawhorn. He attended school in Renston
and graduated from Winterville High School. After serving in WWI, he came home to begin farming on
his family’s farm. He met my grandmother, Madge, while she was a teacher at the local school in
Winterville. My grandmother was a Georgia native who had come here after her graduation from
Wesleyan, in Macon. The daughter of a physician, my grandmother grew up in the small town of Edison
where her family was also involved in farming. They were married in 1924 and began their life on 903
South. That year and for the next ten years, my grandfather would inherit hundreds of acres of property
from his parents’ holdings, on 903 South along with his other siblings.

The Dennis and Madge McLawhorn homestead was built in 1948- 24 years after the marriage of my
grandparents. My grandfather, like his father before him, did not believe that farmland should be used
for large homesteads so he and my grandmother, and later their four daughters, lived in a small,
unpainted shack with few lights and no running water. During this time, my grandfather was actively
engaged in farming while my grandmother ran the household. Family, church, education, and farming
were the priorities for the family. My grandfather took this profession very seriously and acquired
farmland from Pactolus to Calico to Ayden and Renston. During this time, he was cutting timber from
these farms and laying it aside for a family home. Over those 25 years, my grandfather built many
outbuildings to support and house farming operations prior to planning a home for his family.

In 1948, as my mother, Mamie, was graduating from Duke, my grandfather finally began construction
on this homeplace. My grandmother’s brother, an architect in Atlanta, had drawn the plans for this
magnificent homestead. Local and farmhands were hired for the construction and my great uncle
Charles came up on the train every few weeks to supervise the construction. All of the lumber in this
house was cut and planed in Pitt County-pine and walnut paneling and oak flooring. The house was
completed in 1949 and provided the site of wedding reception for my parents, Kenneth and Mamie
Dews. Many more wedding celebrations, along with family gatherings for the 18 grandchildren and 45
great-grandchildren, have taken place over the years. This house, along with the 3 adjacent farms, as

well as property on the Dennis McLawhorn Road, were inherited by Kenneth and Mamie Dews at the
death of Madge in 1993.

Over the years, this house has been well-preserved. The first time it was painted, it captured the
attention of the Dutch Boy Paint Company and was used in their magazine advertisements in the late
1950s. Each time it required painting, considerable effort and thousands of dollars were required in
order to maintain the historical integrity. This past summer, my mother stood over workman as they
painted and roofed the house, making sure that the finest paint and shingles were used.

The last week in July, as my mother finished this project, she died and my sister, Madge Thompson,
inherited this home. It was important to our parents that Madge inherit this house so that her family
would have a home when her husband, Steve, retires from the Army. This address had been their home

10/16/2006
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of record since 1986 when Steve joined the Army as a dentist.

Over the years as my siblings and I discussed the inheritance of these farms and the homestead with our
parents, Kenneth and Mamie Dews, it was clear to us that we were simply caretakers of these resources.
We have recently begun reforestation projects on these farms and were beginning to explore other
farming ventures. Visions of creating parks and wildlife preserves were beginning to be shaped.

My family has been committed to this conservation effort for the last century, passing large tracts of
land from one generation to another. Thousands of times have I heard “God does not create any more
earth and it is your responsibility to take care of it.” As a great-grandchild of Charles and Maggie
McLawhorn, you understood that land given to you was reserved for farming or growing timber.
Developing this land was never an option. Only one other house has been built on this farm by a
descendant of this family since the 1940s. Many offers, some very persistent and increasingly attractive,
have been received by developers in the last five years.

Two farms owned by the Dennis McLawhorn descendants in the Renston Historical District, as well as a
timber tract near Ayden, will be irreparably damaged by the proposed-4 EXT corridor of the Greenville
Southwest bypass. In the DEIS, it is not evident that the devastation to this area is fully appreciated.
Over two-hundred sixty acres of contiguous farmland in the Renston area, owned by the Dennis
McLawhorn heirs, will be harmed by this proposed corridor. It will be impossible to preserve the
historical significance of this acreage and the family homestead if this corridor is allowed to proceed.

We ask that you consider helping to preserve these very precious resources so that our conservation
efforts have not been in vain.

Get your own web address for just $1.99/1st vr. We'll help. Yahoo! Small Business.
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October 9, 2006

Dr. Gregory J. Thorpe

North Carolina Department of Transportation
1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1548

RE: Greenville Southwest Bypass Study, Federal Aid No.
STP-11(1);
NCDOT Project No.: 8.1221401; T.I.P. No.: R-2250
Comments on Draft EIS/Draft Section 4 (f) Evaluation

Dear Dr. Thorpe:

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) prepared for the above-
referenced project. The DEIS suggests that there is a need to
solve traffic on the Stantonsburg Road (US 264
Business) /Memorial Drive (NC 11) corridor in Pitt County,
North Carolina, southwest of the City of Greenville, I first
question the need for the project in light of the way it has

been conceived - with limited purpose of relieving congestion
in Highway 11 - and secondly, the alternatives chosen to
alleviate this so-called need. This project will only

increase sprawl-type development in one of the last remaining
agricultural areas in Pitt County, a county with a significant
and historically important farming heritage.

When Corridor No. 5 was first identified, only 47
residential relocations were indicated. Now, 90 residential
relocations are indicated. Of course, a “relocation” does not

necessarily represent a “home,” but includes as well empty
houses built for speculation and even partially completed
structures.

The efficacy of Corridor No. 4 in relieving traffic from
Highway 11 1is questionable because the population centers
which contribute to traffic are essentially too far from this
corridor. The people of Winterville and Greenville are not
going to travel west on Highway 903 South to get to the
location of the corridor. Instead, they are going to travel
directly to their destination from points in Winterville and
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Greenville. Those familiar with the locale agree that
citizens living in or east of Winterville, for example, are
not going to travel several miles west Jjust tc get on the
bypass at the point of Corridor No. 4.

Two of the three alternatives chosen adversely impact a
very significant rural  historic district, the ©National
Register-listed Renston Rural Historic District. The North
Carclina State Historic Preservation Officer, Jeffrey Crow,
wrote to the North Carolina Department of Transportation on
September 17, 2003, that the district “was eligible for
Listing in the Register, and the properties within the
district [are] correctly identified as ‘contributing’ or
‘non’ —contributing.” Subsequently, on October 9, 2003, the
North Carolina National Register Advisory Committee voted
unanimously to recommend listing the Renston Rural Historic
District in the National Register, and finally on December 4,
2003, the District was listed by the Keeper of the National
Register in the National Register. This district, with 1its
1,650 acres of land, farms, and buildings, is an unparalleled
historic and agricultural resource in eastern North Carolina,
and documents a soon-to-be forgotten and obliterated part of
the state’s past, the era of tobacco cultivation and the
changes it made wupon the land. Both Alternative 1B and
Alternative 4 take land from the National Register district,
and in addition, Alternative 4 totally destroys the district
by cutting it in half, and by paving over and eradicating a
key resource of the district, the Dennis McLawhorn Farm, which
is in itself a property determined individually eligible for
the National Register, a fact which +the DEIS virtually

ignores. In addition, the Dail Homeplace built in 1848, a
contributing property in the district would be demolished if
Alternative 4 is selected. The North Carolina Department of

Transportation is legally mandated to make every effort to
avold adversely impacting National Register resources; by even
considering Alternatives 1B and 4, the NCDOT is not fulfilling
their mandate.

If either Alternative 1B or 4 1s selected as the
preferred alternative, then this highway project will not
qualify for federal funding because it fails to comply with
the Naticonal Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 4(f)
of the Department of Transportation since a prudent and
feasible alternative (Alternative 5) has been identified. If
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the DOT proceeds in its course of action to build this project
solely with state funds, 1in order to avoid selecting
Alternative 5, then it is placing the burden of funding this
200 million-dollar rocad (with its gquestionable need) entirely
on the residents of North Carclina; by selection Alternative
S, the cost of this road would be forty-million dollars to
North Carolina, a savings of 160-million dollars.

As I have pointed out to you in my earlier

correspondence, the residential relocations which have
increased since the identification of Alternative 5, the
“avoidance” alternative, are the result of construction

activities voluntarily commenced with knowledge (by the
builders) and each of the builders were fully aware of the
location of Alternative 5. In view of the fact that
environmental decision-making always involves principles of
equity, it seems logical that principles ocf equity should be
applied here as well.

In addition, the discussion of the DEIS regarding the
amount of prime farmland taken by each alternative 1is
incorrect, the Alternative 5 actually preserves more prime
farmland and local and state 1mportant farmland that
Alternative 4. In Appendix D of the DEIS, there i1s a document
prepared by the Natural Rescurces Conservation Services, U.S.
Department of Agriculture for the Farmland Conversion Impact
Rating for Corridor Type Projects that notes that Alternative
B used 1,382 acres, Alternative 4 wused 1,201 acres, and
Alternative 5 used 1,128 acres of “Prime and Unique Farmland,”
and that Alternative 4 would take 262 acres of “Statewide and
Local Important Farmland,” which Alternative 5 would take 159
acres for Alternative 5, and Alternative 1B, 139 acres.

Regarding the question of Community Impacts, it is worth
noting that the impact of Alternative 4 on the Renston
Community, a community that is more than 130 years old, has
not been considered; thus nullifying the sections in the DEIS
regarding the impact of the proposed alternatives on existing
communities.

The impact of increased pressure for development upon the
historic resources and existing farmland has not been
adequately discussed or considered. All three of these
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Alternatives would greatly increase development pressure upon
the region.

I respectfully request that you consider these comments
as well as the discussion in my letter dated October 9, 2006,
as a response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

Thank you.
"Yours very truly,

T - N ONOAA/TRAmMTIO

McLAWHORN & ASSOCIATES

T

Charles I.. McLawhorn, Jf/.

CLM/1le
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enville So ™ "Sypass Study,Fec‘ " id No.: STP-11(1);

'DOT Proj. .1221401; T.LP. ... .1-2250
10Ipe,
E_  :findcommentste, ‘ing the Draft Environmenta' *~--t Statement
(DEIS) prepared for the above-1  ‘enced project, concentrahm : sections regarding
" “storic resources, community i _ «cts, farmland, . " T ion,
rst, I will outline a few general corr o " rspecifienot T | zeby
. g8
The DEIS ignores the Dennis McLawhorn Farm except fort... _.._.0 . __..phs in

Sc- 15, the 4(f) evaluation, and it does not appear on any graphic as an individually

el :p . ., though the Charles McLawhorn Houses, also an individ--~'ly eligible
pxuyw’y located within the R ~ 1 Historic Distriet, is mennoned th 1ghout and
is shown in the graphics. The Dennis McLawhorn Farm was ap| ~ ¢ North
Carolina Study List in October 2003, and as such, is considered potentially  gible for
the National Register of Historic Places and needs to be considered under §  ion 106
review and for the 4(f) evaluation.

The DEIS was prepa dusingtheDraf  ° 7 " iter Nomin~*~— ©~- -~ Renston

P--alH"  ric Distri , although the fine sister Nom vailable as

tJeto  2003. U: g the unapproved &t nomination means that all of the Historic

. oun . ‘umbersi he document are not correct, and . © " " /non-

contributip~ ~~= tis _Iso incorrect.

Also, the 1 peiscon ~~ ,conwributing resourceintt T - ™ ' ""storic
fore any take from the district is from a contrit ~ _ source; thisis

not acknowledged or considered in the DEIS or 4(f) ev:© = . Jles are

noted below.

The Section 4(f) evaluation is incomplete, sine “ T ' “sthe two

properties individually eligible fortt ~~ ~ "~ _ "7 Places, the Charles

a2
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McL - 7" es, as well as the Dennis McLawhorn House. As stated in FHWA’s
own document, “Environmer ~ Review Toolkit/Project Development/Section 4(f),”
page 13, “Within a National ] _ister (NR) listed or eligible historic district, Section 4(f)
applies to the use of those properties that are considered contributing to the eligibility of
the historic district, as well as any individually eligible property within the district.”
There are other errors in the Section 4(f) evaluation which will be discussed later in this
memo.

Ir = discussion and tables "zt berofacres of F ‘'me Farmlandy "y
¢ [ternative, different m _us 1those det min | by the Naturs
Resources Conservation-Services, U.S. D_____ientof Ag ultv :for the Farml
Conversion Impact Rating for Corridor Type Projects onl ven._er 7, 2005, a duw...ient
found: ° *x Dinthe DEIS. The —~.CS,theauthor rinsuchm = |, noted that
Alternative 1B used 1,382 acres, Alterr ¢4 used 1,201 :res, and A tive 5 used
1,128 acresof “Prime e "~~~ *, ~ rmland.” Alternative 4 takes more Prime Farmland
than Alternative 5; not less as: © 7 "esinthe DEIS. Also, please note that
Alternative 4 would take the most (262 acres vs. 159 acres for Alt, 5 vs. 139 acres for Alt.
1b) of “Statewide and Local Important Farmland®.

Also, throughout the DEIS, whenever there is any discussion concerning **community™
or “community” impacts, DOT implicitly (and sometimes explicitly) defines community
as a subdivision. Why is there no discussion of Renston * crossroads
community? It is a community, that even b~ * "ts own po -why isn’t the effect of

the proposed bypass discussed regarding the  mston community? A subdivision does
not necessarily create a community.

DOT needs to consider much more completely the issue of development as a secondary
impact to the historic resources in the study area; as noted in Section 4, page 9 by
building Alterna » development would first “concentrate around the interchange
locations and th ead east toward existing development. ., , There is likely to be more
develanment fitwe: 10 the west at a'more rapid pace as a result'of this alternate:* This

h endiscuss: '°° "' " " _ ctonthe historic resources.

Below are comments by page number:

}: Section 106 commitments have been entered into regarding the effects on historic
resources; see Appendix A.2, Concurrence Form for Assessment of Effects, 4/15/2003.

S-4: Community is solely defined by residential subdivision; no discussion or
acknowledgment of the Renston community [which would most likely have a different

! " ry than the National Register Historic District] which would be directly impacted
1. .. mative 4, and have secondary impacts from the other two alternatives.

pa3
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DEIS Co 5

R-2250, wnty, NC

§-5: L rees there is no mention of the Dennis
McLawhormn F d to the North Carolina Study List and therefore
deemed potentially chgxble fo Nl istoric Places at the National
Register Advisory Commitiee meetin Jetober 2003.

8-6:Under ~ = oureesitis stated that Bypass Alternate 1B-EXT would
nott* butmg rescurce m the Renston Rural Hdistoric District; the land is a
contributing resource, therefore: * “re fromthe d’ tricti from a contributing resource
and therefore constitutes a I~~~ *~m g Section ¢ [) resi urce. Also, the count of
contributing /non-contributi s needs to be srepar * " m the Final National

M ~otetem ———3-tiom, noti the tiraﬁ Nomination. Als  Alte " -~ -Nofthe
land -of the buildings from the Dennis McLar homn | ‘arm.

Under’ )pacts there is no mention of the Dennis McLawhorn Farm.

§-15, Table $.9: T1 " rsregarding Prime Fa ' ° re not in agreement with the

findings in the NRCS document found in Appendix D, and are therefore not correct.
Figure S-1: Does not include the Dennis McLawhorn Farm

2-10: Under 2.4.3.3., incorrect description of the | ____.__ __ural Historic District because
of the Draft Nomination was used.

2-14: Under 2.4.4.1, no mention of take from Renston Rural Histc © ™" * ict althougha
discussion of the Charles McLawhorn Houses is included: under ¢ 0 mention of
take from Renston Rural Historic Disirict or the Dennis awhom Farm.

3-9: Community is again incorrectly defined solely by residential subdivisions; no
definition is provxded about how/why an a1 " _linedto be a commumty

3-15: Notes that the NRCS developed a hstmg of Prime and Statewide Important
Farmland " rolina, but those numbers are not used in the DEIS.

3-22, 23: No inclusion of Dennis McLawhorn Farm; again used Draft National Register
Nomination for the Renston Rural Historic District.

. - lenstonasacomm ettt orooeot T shhorhoods in Study
Area” graphic.
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Figure 3-8: If the westernmost square fsnnnn o lly eligible feature) is
supposed 10 be the Dennis McLawhor 1, it is in the wrong location. Dennis
McLawhorn Farm is not noted in the .

4-1:Ne ~ “7 s of the three alternatives on the Renston community.
4-21: N s Visual 7 ipact assessment on the Dennis McLawhom propetty.

4-22: ° natelB L_ T (which slices off a ~~~*~— ~€“he district® *** wve a High

Visw vact on the Renston Historic Dist oderate o

4-24: A_ inno mention iennis McL~— T-tm s potentic = _
National Register,

4-46: Prime Farmland Numbers contradict those found inthe NRCS '~~~ - * “ppended
to the DEIS. Also, w™ ~ " teand Local Important Fe edasa

“Summy y of Environmental Impacts”™?

Section  Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation: Numerous errors due to not including (except
onp S5-5 nd 5-7) the Dennis McLawhorn Farm. Numerous errors in resource count and

number: _re found throughout the document due to using Dr.” "7 " ion; this is
e dly egregious in Table 5-1 and 5-2. The assessing of the resources as having either
h » or architectural significance is arbitrai; w2 L.oo..2Ct (see Table 5.1). The
S 15.12,R viyU is biased and incorrect. The

architectural and landscape features of the Renston Rural Historic District are not evident
throughout Pitt County and eastern North Carolina—if they were, the Renston Rural
Historic District would not have been placed on the National Register of Historic Places.
The three N; egister Historic Districts used as similar are not similar to the
Renston distriet  the Woodville Historic District represents the “life of the gentry” (a
quot ©  the. IS), Renstc sents the life of the ¢ ) © 7 nily farmer,
and :ess of tobaceo fa The Black Cree™ ™ """~ * ™ “ ‘et is-
“antebellum’ (a quote from 3); the period of significance for the RenstonI™ = ic
District is the late nineteenth century and the first half of the twentieth century. Tt
Conoho Creek Historic District also has a period of significance that extends back to ca.

1800—1that is not ¢~—==~=~"'~ *3 the tobacco-fr==-*~~ ~-+ that is represented in Renston.
Also, this section r¢ _ testhat Altern.. . __ s not take from a contributing

resource o the Renston Rural Historic District—it does take from a contributing
resource—the Jandscape.

Under 5.2.2, £, although Pitt Covmty - ~"~", ="
that much of the area within the Historic District will develop into suburban residential
use in the future, the residents do not. Also, this section does not take into account the

oS
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Hampton, Sharon

From: zennie bryant [zdbryant@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 26, 2006 10:01 PM
To: elewis@dot.state.nc.us

Subject: Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form

Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form

Please note that the Total Corridor Assessment Points assigned to Corridor 4 is equal to 79, not 77
as noted in report. Question the ratings given to corridor 4 on Item 1, 2.3,5,6. Unsure how Corridor 5,
which is heavily developed, could be rated as high as the other two corridors, for most of these
categories. Thank you for your attention to this correction..

Alexine Dews Bryant

418 Shamrock Way
Greenville, NC 27834

Want to be your own boss? Learn how on Yahoo! Small Business.
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