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ORGANIZATION OF APPENDIX C 

During the public review period for the Final EIS, comments were received from agencies, local 

governments, interest groups, and the public via letters, emails, and comment forms.  For 

tracking purposes, each document was assigned a unique document number. 

C1.  Agency Comments (Document Numbers a001-a008) 

C2.  Citizen Comments (Document Numbers p001-p026) 

C3.  Local Government/Agency Resolutions (Document Numbers g001-g011) 

C4.  Comment Forms received at a GUAMPO LRTP meeting held February 7, 2011 

(Document Numbers c001-c054) 

Although this meeting was hosted by GUAMPO to discuss their long range 

transportation plans and was not specifically about the Gaston East-West 

Connector (Garden Parkway), many attendees came to ask questions about the 

Garden Parkway and provided comments regarding the Garden Parkway on the 

comment forms provided. Therefore, the comment forms received during the 

meeting that include comments about the Garden Parkway are included in this 

Record of Decision.  

Scanned copies of the original documents received are included in this appendix, with the 

assigned document number placed in the upper right corner of the letters, emails, resolutions, 

and comment forms.  A table of contents is provided at the beginning of each appendix section 

that lists the documents included in that appendix section. 

Each document was reviewed and considered, and comments responded to are bracketed and 

numbered in the scanned documents.  Not all statements made in the documents require a 

response.   

For documents in Appendices C1 and C2, a table of responses to bracketed comments 

immediately follows each individual document.  In Appendix C4, a single table including 

responses to comments is included after the comment forms.  The resolutions contained in 

Appendix C3 do not require responses.   
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APPENDIX C1 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

 

Document 

Number 
Agency Date 

Page 

Number 

a001 
NC Department of Administration – State Environmental 

Review Clearinghouse 
02/22/11 C1-1 

a002 NC Department of Environment and Natural Resources 02/21/11 C1-3 

a003 NCDENR Division of Water Quality 02/21/11 C1-5 

a004 NC Wildlife Resources Commission 02/14/11 C1-17 

a005 
NCDENR Office of Conservation, Planning, & Community 

Affairs – Natural Heritage Program 
02/08/11 C1-20 

a006 
NC Department of Cultural Resources State Historic 

Preservation Office 
02/09/11 C1-26 

a007 
NC Department of Environment and Natural Resources – 

Division of Environmental Health 
01/28/11 C1-28 

a008 US Environmental Protection Agency Region 4 Atlanta 02/22/11 C1-30 
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Appendix C1 – Agency Comments 

Table C1-1: NC Department of Administration - State Environmental Review Clearinghouse 

Document: a001   letter dated Feb 22, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

N/A 
Comment 

Noted 
No comments. No response required. 
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Appendix C1 – Agency Comments 

Table C1-2: North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources (NCDENR) 

Document: a002   letter dated Feb 21, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

1 Indirect 

and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

The Department of Environment and Natural Resources has reviewed the 

subject proposal.  The attached comments from our divisions identify 

several items that need to be expanded upon or clarified.  Additional efforts 

should also be made in minimizing direct, secondary and cumulative 

impacts. 

NCTA has been working with environmental resource and regulatory agencies 

through the NEPA/404 Merger process (Final Environmental Impact Statement [Final 

EIS] Section 3.2), and will continue to coordinate with them during the final design 

and permitting process. 

2 Agency 

Coordination 

At this point, the applicant is encouraged to work directly with our resources 

agencies in addressing their concerns prior to finalizing project plans.  

Addressing these comments during the review process and/or during the 

NEPA Merger Process will avoid delays during the permit phase. 

See response to Comment 1 in this letter (letter a002). 
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Appendix C1 – Agency Comments 

Table C1-3: NCDENR Division of Water Quality 

Document: a003   letter dated Feb 21, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

1 Water 

Resources 

Many of the streams within the project study area are on the Final 2010 

303(d) list (impaired waters).  Included in the Final 2010 303(d) list is the 

South Fork Catawba River, which is listed for turbidity (Note: Chapter 2, 

Page 72 indicates that the South Fork Catawba River is impaired for copper 

and high temperatures).  This project proposes a bridge over the South Fork 

Catawba River which may impact water quality during construction.  

NCDWQ is very concerned with sediment and erosion impacts that could 

result from this project. NCDWQ will require the most protective sediment 

and erosion control BMPs be implemented in accordance with Design 

Standards in Sensitive Watersheds to reduce the risk of sediment runoff to 

the South Fork Catawba River.  NCDWQ requests that road design plans 

provide treatment of the storm water runoff through best management 

practices as detailed in the most recent version of NCDWQ Stormwater Best 

Management Practices. 

The lower South Fork Catawba River watershed portion from a point 0.4 mile 

upstream of Long Creek to Cramerton Dam and Lake Wylie at Upper Armstrong 

Bridge is impaired for turbidity (DENR Website:  

http://portal.ncdenr.org/web/wq/ps/mtu/assessment, Final 2010 303d list, page 

27).  This area is north of the Preferred Alternative.  The Preferred Alternative 

crosses the South Fork Catawba River where it is an arm of Lake Wylie.  In this area, 

the South Fork Catawba River is noted in the Final 2010 303d list as being impaired 

for copper and high temperature (Final 303d list page 23).   

For all project areas, including those in the South Fork Catawba River watershed, 

NCTA will prepare the erosion and sedimentation control plan and design 

stormwater treatment in accordance with Design Standards in Sensitive Watersheds.  

NCTA will coordinate with the permitting agencies to determine appropriate best 

management practices (BMPs). 

2 Water 

Resources 

This project is located within the Catawba River Basin.  Riparian buffer 

impacts shall be avoided and minimized to the greatest extent possible, 

pursuant to 15A NCAC 2B.0243.  New development activities located in the 

projected 50-foot wide riparian areas within the basin shall be limited to 

“uses” identified within and constructed in accordance with 15A NCAC 

2B.0243.  The FEIS does not contain an impact table for buffer impacts, but 

referenced a table included in the DEIS.  Based on the DEIS, impacts to 

protected riparian buffers are proposed on the east side of the Catawba 

River and potentially to both sides of the South Fork Catawba River.  No 

impacts to the riparian buffer are identified for Catawba Creek per the DEIS.  

The table in the DEIS does not provide specific locations (or mapping 

information) for impacts associated with the preferred alternative (DSA 9).  

The NCTA is advised that while the construction of bridges through riparian 

buffers does not require mitigation, impacts for the roadway approaches to 

the bridge will require mitigation, if the impact amounts exceed the 

“allowable without mitigation” threshold (per DWQ Buffer Clarification 

memo dated 09/27/10).  As part of the permit application, NCTA must 

provide mapping and tables clearly depicting buffer impacts. 

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 NCDWQ prior to approval of the Water Quality 

Certification. 

Section 2.5.4.4 of the Final EIS provides information on the Preferred Alternative’s 

impacts to Catawba River buffers.   

However, in the Errata section of the Record of Decision (ROD), Section 3.1, there is 

a correction to these buffer impact values.  The buffer impacts were incorrectly 

calculated for Catawba Creek.  The Catawba Creek streambank limits were used to 

calculate buffer impacts, but the Lake Wylie FERC project boundary (569.4 above 

mean sea level [MSL]) should have been used.  Unlike the South Fork Catawba River 

and Catawba River, where the streambanks generally match the Lake Wylie project 

boundary, the streambanks, shoreline designation, and Lake Wylie project boundary 

at the Catawba Creek crossing do not match.  This correction applies to the Preferred 

Alternative refined preliminary design in the FEIS, and to DSAs 5, 9, 23, 27, 64, 68, 77, 

and 81 in the Draft EIS.   

ROD Section 3.1 includes a corrected table for all DSAs based on the preliminary 

designs used in the Draft EIS.  Section 3.1 also includes a separate table for the 

buffer impacts of the refined preliminary design for the Preferred Alternative.  The 

ROD Table 3, Impacts to Catawba River Buffers from the Selected Alternative Refined 

Preliminary Design, also includes the corrected values. 

For the Preferred Alternative refined preliminary design, buffer impacts would occur 

on the east bank of Catawba Creek, west bank of the South Fork Catawba River, and 

east bank of the Catawba River for a total of 39,920 square feet (0.91 acre) of impact 

to Zones 1 and 2.   

During final design, NCTA will continue to evaluate opportunities to minimize 

impacts to Catawba River Buffers.  The permit application will include detailed 

information regarding anticipated buffer impacts from the Selected Alternative final 
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Appendix C1 – Agency Comments 

Table C1-3: NCDENR Division of Water Quality 

Document: a003   letter dated Feb 21, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

design and NCTA will coordinate with permitting agencies for any required 

mitigation.  

3 Water 

Resources 

As stated in previous meetings, NCDWQ would prefer that mitigation be 

provided within close proximity to the preferred alternative to replace the 

functions lost as a result of direct impacts from the project.  This includes 

providing on site mitigation and limiting, to the greatest extent possible, off 

site mitigation to areas located within close proximity to the preferred 

alternative.   

NCTA is working to identify and secure on site mitigation opportunities within 

proximity of the project, as discussed in Section 3.3 of the ROD.  The NC Ecosystem 

Enhancement Program (EEP) has committed the Beaverdam Creek mitigation project 

(see letter dated July 11, 2011 in ROD Appendix B).  The project is in the fifth year of 

monitoring and is expected to deliver 13,534.6 stream mitigation credits.  In June 

2011, NCDOT acquired the Linwood Springs Golf Course property, which will provide 

approximately 5,700 linear feet of stream restoration along Crowders Creek, a 303(d) 

listed stream.  The golf course property also contains several unnamed tributaries, 

open water ponds, and vegetated ditches that drain surface water to Crowders 

Creek.  In addition, NCTA is continuing to pursue other adjacent parcels in this area, 

as well as other onsite mitigation opportunities near the project. 

4 Water 

Resources 

Based on these interviews, the Gaston East-West Connector was assumed to 

be completed in the allocation of future growth to specific zones.  NCDWQ is 

unclear whether this means the road was considered to be completed in the 

“No Build Scenario”.  Table 2-17 provides the “Estimated Change in 

Impervious Cover by Watershed” using baseline data from 2007 and the 

2035 “No-Build” and 2035 “Build” Scenarios.  Very little change in 

impervious cover is realized between the 2035 “No-Build” and “Build” 

Scenarios.  The total increase in impervious cover from “No-Build” to “Build” 

is 0.5%, with some watersheds showing no increase in impervious cover and 

some showing a decrease in impervious cover.  This information may 

support the fact that the Gaston East-West Connector was included in the 

“No Build” Scenario. 

The Gaston East-West Connector was not assumed to be completed in the No Build 

condition. The impervious surface cover for the No Build condition shown in Final EIS 

Table 2-17 does not include the project.   

Interviews with local planners conducted for the study established that the 2035 

household and employment forecasts developed for the Metrolina Regional Travel 

Demand Model anticipated the completion the Gaston East-West Connector (e.g. the 

distribution of growth was already modified to account for the new roadway). 

Therefore, these existing forecasts were used to represent the Build Scenario 

distribution of households and employment in the quantitative indirect and 

cumulative effects assessment. The gravity model analysis was used to develop a No-

Build Scenario distribution of population and employment, shifting a portion of the 

growth forecast for southern Gaston County and northern York County to other 

areas.  The difference between the No-Build Scenario and Build Scenario household 

and employment distribution is the indirect land use effect of the project. 

For a more detailed version of the information presented in Final EIS Table 2-17, 

refer to Table 9 in the Quantitative Indirect and Cumulative Effects Assessment. 

Table 9 shows the direct change in impervious cover in each watershed (e.g. the 

roadway itself) and the indirect change (e.g. changes due to the difference between 

No-Build and Build household and employment distribution) that contribute to the 

total Build Scenario impervious surface cover.  One reason the difference in 

impervious surface may be less than NC Division of Water Quality (NCDWQ) 

expected is that the direct and indirect changes in impervious surface cover 

sometimes counteract each other.  For example, the project adds 200 acres of 

impervious surface directly to the Upper Crowders Creek watershed, but the indirect 

land use effect reduces impervious surface associated with development by 200 
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Appendix C1 – Agency Comments 

Table C1-3: NCDENR Division of Water Quality 

Document: a003   letter dated Feb 21, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

acres, resulting in no net difference between the No-Build Scenario and Build 

Scenario for this watershed.  In the Duharts Creek-South Fork Catawba River 

watershed and the Paw Creek-Lake Wylie watershed, the indirect land use effects of 

projected shifts in the locations of growth generally balance out.  In these 

watersheds, which are crossed by I-85 in the northern ends of the watersheds and by 

the Gaston East-West Connector in the southern ends, impervious surface cover 

increases due to growth in the southern ends are offset by growth that has shifted 

away from the I-85 corridor, resulting in no net difference between the No-Build 

Scenario and Build Scenario for these watersheds.  These shifts in projected locations 

of growth are illustrated in Figures 2-11 and 2-12 in the Final EIS.   

5 Water 

Resources 

In NCDWQ’s comments on the DEIS, we expressed concerns regarding the 

effects of stormwater runoff associated with the construction of this project.  

Local ordinances may not be adequate to address the water quality impacts 

resulting from this project. 

Final design plans will provide treatment of the storm water runoff through best 

management practices as detailed in the most recent version of NCDWQ Stormwater 

Best Management Practices 

6 Water 

Resources 

Chapter 2, Page 79, states that the “land use forecasting results are 

consistent with Gaston County’s land use plan, but may be in consistent with 

York County’s plan for rural residential and agricultural uses in the northern 

portion of the county.”  While NCDWQ has no jurisdiction over development 

activities in York County, we are concerned that the project may result in 

increased impacts which will affect water quality in both North and South 

Carolina.  The FEIS also states that “overall indirect effect of the project for 

the ICE Study area as a whole is relatively small in comparison to the growth 

in households (42,200) and employment (33,100) expected between 2005 

and 2035 under the No-Build Scenario.  For households, the difference is a 

3.6 percent increase from the No-Build Scenario to the Build Scenario.  For 

employment the projected difference between the No-Build Scenario and 

the Build Scenario is 0.3 percent.”  As stated above, if the completion of the 

Gaston East-West Connector was included in the No-Build Scenario, this 

could present a skewed interpretation of the data. 

 The Gaston East-West Connector was not included in the No Build condition and 

was not assumed to be completed in the growth allocations for the No-Build 

scenario.  The Gaston East-West Connector was included in the Build scenario.   

As discussed in Section 2.4.1 of the Quantitative ICE Assessment, interviews were 

held with planners from GUAMPO, MUMPO, RFATS, Gaston County, Mecklenburg 

County and York County.  All three of the MPOs with responsibility for developing 

the demographic forecasts for the study area confirmed that the Gaston East-West 

Connector was assumed to be completed in the allocation of future growth to 

specific zones. During the demographic forecasting efforts for the Metrolina model, 

additional growth was added in areas that were expected to become more attractive 

to development with the project, including southern Gaston County and northern 

York County. This means that the indirect land use effect of the project is already 

reflected in the forecasts. Therefore, the Metrolina model forecasts were 

determined to represent the Build condition. All the participants concurred that the 

forecasts represent the Build condition and it was reasonable to use the gravity 

model approach to redistribute households and employment for the No-Build 

condition.  Also, the Gaston Urban Area’s 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan 

specifically notes that during the horizon years of 2020 and 2030, the Garden 

Parkway was instrumental in luring housing units (Page 7-2 of the LRTP), further 

supporting the fact that the socioeconomic forecasts specifically considered the 

Garden Parkway in allocation of growth and supporting the use of the Metrolina 

model socioeconomic forecasts as the Build Scenario.   
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Appendix C1 – Agency Comments 

Table C1-3: NCDENR Division of Water Quality 

Document: a003   letter dated Feb 21, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

Indirect land use effects are the difference between the No-Build and Build condition 

allocations of growth.  The Build condition allocation was already known (the existing 

MPO socioeconomic forecasts).  To determine the No-Build allocation of growth to 

specific zones, a gravity model analysis was used.  The gravity model methodology 

involves comparing accessibility to individual TAZs for Metrolina model runs with and 

without the Garden Parkway in order to allocate growth for the No-Build condition.  

So, a No-Build condition in this approach inherently involves removing the Garden 

Parkway from the model to arrive at the change in accessibility. For complete 

technical information on the gravity model equations, refer to Section 2.4.2 of the 

Quantitative ICE Assessment. 

7 Water 

Resources 

Stormwater discharges which are located within the riparian buffer 

associated with the Catawba River Basin will require the implementation of 

the appropriate stormwater management facility in accordance with 15A 

NCAC 2B.0243. 

NCDWQ recommends that the NCTA consider additional stormwater 

facilities in other areas of the project where the Catawba River Basin buffer 

regulations are not applicable, specifically in areas draining to those 

jurisdictional resources which occur on the 303(d) impaired waters list.  

Additionally, based on the results of the water quality modeling, stormwater 

measures may be required to prevent further degradation of impaired 

streams. 

NCTA will construct the appropriate stormwater management facilities for the 

Catawba River buffer areas in accordance with 15A NCAC 2B.0243.   

For all project areas, the NCTA will prepare the erosion and sedimentation control 

plan in accordance with Design Standards in Sensitive Watersheds.    

NCTA will include the results of water quality modeling for the project in the Section 

401 Water Quality Certification application to NCDWQ and will coordinate with 

NCDWQ on methods for stormwater management. 

8 Water 

Resources 

The environmental document should provide a detailed and itemized 

presentation 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. 

The Draft EIS (Section 6.4.4 and Appendix N) provides a detailed presentation of 

potential impacts to jurisdictional resources for each DSA's preliminary design.  The 

potential impacts to jurisdictional resources for the Preferred Alternative (DSA 9) 

have been updated in the Final EIS in Section 2.5.4.4 and Appendix I and are shown 

in Final EIS Figure 2-3.    

A Conceptual Mitigation Plan has been prepared for the Preferred Alternative, 

including a discussion of on-site mitigation, as summarized in Final EIS Section 

2.5.4.4.  In addition, NCTA has received agreement from the NC Ecosystem 

Enhancement Program (EEP) to provide compensatory mitigation through the in-lieu 

fee program.   Additional information and updates regarding on-site mitigation are 

included in the Record of Decision Section 3.3.  In June 2011, NCDOT acquired the 

Linwood Springs Golf Course property.  Crowders Creek runs through this property, 

and restoration of this creek segment will provide on-site mitigation for the project. 
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Appendix C1 – Agency Comments 

Table C1-3: NCDENR Division of Water Quality 

Document: a003   letter dated Feb 21, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

9 Water 

Resources 

Environmental impact statement alternatives shall consider design criteria 

that reduce the impacts to streams and wetlands from storm water runoff.  

These alternatives shall include road designs that allow for treatment of the 

storm water runoff through best management practices as detailed in the 

most recent version of NCDWQ’s Stormwater Best Management Practices 

Manual, July 2007, such as grassed swales, buffer areas, preformed scour 

holes, retention basins, etc. 

Prior to construction, an erosion and sedimentation plan would be developed for the 

Preferred Alternative in accordance with applicable rules, regulations and guidance, 

including the latest version of the NCDENR publication Erosion and Sediment Control 

Planning and Design Manual, Design Standards in Sensitive Watersheds, the most 

recent version of NCDWQ’s Stormwater Best Management Practices Manual (July 

2007), and NC Department of Transportation’s (NCDOT’s) Best Management 

Practices for Protection of Surface Waters.  NCTA will coordinate with NCDWQ to 

obtain the Section 401 Water Quality Certification and to determine appropriate 

BMPs.   

10 Water 

Resources 

After the selection of the preferred alternative and prior to an issuance of 

the 401 Water Quality Certification, the NCTA is respectfully reminded that 

they will need to demonstrate the avoidance and minimization of impacts to 

wetlands (and streams) to the maximum extent practical.  In accordance 

with the Environmental Management Commission’s Rules  

{15A NCAC 2H.0506(h)}, mitigation will be required for impacts of greater 

than 1 acre to wetlands.  In the event that mitigation is required, the 

mitigation plan shall be designed to replace appropriate lost functions and 

values.  The NC Ecosystem Enhancement Program may be available for use 

as wetland mitigation. 

See response to Comment 3 in NCDWQ’s letter (Document a003). 

11 Water 

Resources 

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 stream.  In the event that mitigation is 

required, the mitigation plan shall be designed to replace appropriate lost 

functions and values.  The NC Ecosystem Enhancement Program may be 

available for use as stream mitigation.   

See response to Comment 3 in NCDWQ’s letter (Document a003). 

12 Water 

Resources 

Future documentation, including the 401 Water Quality Certification 

Application, shall continue to include an itemized listing of the proposed 

wetland and stream impacts with corresponding mapping. 

All impacts, corresponding mapping, and mitigation information will be included in 

the 401 Water Quality Certification Application submitted by NCTA to NCDWQ. 

13 Water 

Resources 

NCDWQ is very concerned with sediment and erosion impacts that could 

result from this project.  NCTA shall address these concerns by describing 

the potential impacts that may occur to the aquatic environments and any 

mitigating factors that would reduce the impacts. 

See response to Comment 1 in NCDWQ's letter (Document a003). 
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Table C1-3: NCDENR Division of Water Quality 

Document: a003   letter dated Feb 21, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

14 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

An analysis of cumulative and secondary impacts anticipated as a result of 

this project is required.  The type and detail of analysis shall conform to the 

NC Division of Water Quality Policy on the assessment of secondary and 

cumulative impacts dated April 10, 2004.  NCTA is respectfully reminded 

that all impacts, including but not limited to, bridging, fill, excavation and 

clearing, and rip rap 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. 

A quantitative indirect and cumulative effects analysis was prepared for the 

Preferred Alternative and summarized in Section 2.5.5 of the Final EIS.  The NCDWQ 

participated in the scoping of this quantitative study.  Subsequent emailed 

comments from NCDWQ requested that the Fites Creek watershed area be added to 

the study area.  The lead agencies agreed and this area was added to the study and a 

summary of the results is included in the Record of Decision Section 3.5. 

All project impacts to jurisdictional resources will be included in final impact 

calculations provided in the permit applications. 

15 Water 

Resources 

Where streams must be crossed, NCDWQ 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, NCTA should not install the 

bridge bents in the creek, to the maximum extent practicable. 

Culverts will be buried in accordance with NCDOT Hydraulic Unit's March 18, 2004 

reference entitled "Pipe Burial Depths.  The major drainage structures and crossings 

were reviewed by the environmental resource and regulatory agencies at Turnpike 

Environmental Agency Coordination (TEAC) meetings on February 5, March 4, and 

April 8, 2008.  As a result of these meetings, NEPA/404 Merger process Concurrence 

Point 2a was achieved (form included in Appendix A-1 of the Draft EIS), and the NCTA 

agreed to include bridges at several locations previously recommended for culverts 

in order to avoid or minimize stream and wetland impacts.   

16 Water 

Resources 

Whenever possible, NCDWQ prefers spanning structures.  Spanning 

structures usually do not require work within the stream or grubbing of the 

streambanks and do not require stream channel realignment.  The 

horizontal and vertical clearances provided by bridges shall allow for human 

and wildlife passage beneath the structure.  Fish passage and navigation by 

canoeists and boaters shall not be blocked.  Bridge supports (bents) should 

not be placed in the stream when possible. 

Comment acknowledged and will be considered during final design.  A wildlife 

passage is planned to be installed at Stream S156.  This is a project commitment 

included in the ROD Appendix A. 

17 Water 

Resources 

Bridge deck drains shall not discharge directly into the stream.  Stormwater 

shall be directed across the bridge and pre-treated through site-appropriate 

means (grassed swales, pre-formed scour holes, vegetated buffers, etc.) 

before entering the stream.  Please refer to the most current version of 

NCDWQ’s Stormwater Best Management Practices. 

The Design-Build team will be required to provide bridge drainage features that 

prevent direct discharge into surface waters.   

18 Water 

Resources 

Sediment and erosion control measures should not be placed in wetlands or 

streams. 

Comment acknowledged.  See response to Comment 1 in NCDWQ's letter 

(Document a003). 

19 Water 

Resources 

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. 

The Design-Build team will be required to acquire applicable permits relative to 

borrow pits and comply with requirements for borrow pits, dewatering, and any 

temporary work conducted in jurisdictional areas. 
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20 Water 

Resources 

The 401 Water Quality Certification application will need to specifically 

address the proposed methods for stormwater management. More 

specifically, stormwater shall not be permitted to discharge directly into 

streams or surface waters. 

The application for a 401 Water Quality Certification will include proposed methods 

for stormwater management. 

21 Water 

Resources 

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 NCTA 

and written concurrence from NCOWQ.  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. 

NCTA will obtain all applicable permits, including a Clean Water Act Section 404 

Individual Permit and associated Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality 

Certification.  Avoidance and minimization measures incorporated into the Preferred 

Alternative are discussed in Sections 2.3.3 and 2.5.4.4 of the Final EIS.  Additional 

opportunities for avoidance and minimization will be evaluated as part of final 

design. 

22 Water 

Resources 

If concrete is used during construction, a dry work area shall be maintained 

to prevent direct contact between curing concrete and stream water.  Water 

that inadvertently contacts uncured concrete shall not be discharged to 

surface waters due to the potential for elevated pH and possible aquatic life 

and fish kills. 

All currently approved NCDOT best management practices (BMPs) for the protection 

of surface waters, in accordance with the approved erosion and sedimentation 

control plan, will be implemented during project construction.  It is NCDOT’s 

standard practice to require that measures are taken during construction to prevent 

live or fresh concrete from coming into contact with any surface waters. 

23 Water 

Resources 

If temporary access roads or detours are constructed, the site shall be 

graded to its preconstruction contours and elevations.  Disturbed areas shall 

be seeded or mulched to stabilize the soil and appropriate native woody 

species shall be planted.  When using temporary structures the area shall be 

cleared but not grubbed.  Clearing the area with chain saws, mowers, bush-

hogs, or other mechanized equipment and leaving the stumps and root mat 

intact allows the area to re-vegetate naturally and minimizes soil 

disturbance. 

Temporary access and haul roads, other than public roads, constructed or used in 

connection with the project shall be considered a part of the project and addressed 

in the Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan.  This requirement will be included in 

contracts of Design-Build Teams. 
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Appendix C1 – Agency Comments 

Table C1-3: NCDENR Division of Water Quality 

Document: a003   letter dated Feb 21, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

24 Water 

Resources 

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 downstream 

of the above structures. The applicant is required to provide evidence that 

the equilibrium is being maintained if requested in writing by NCDWQ. If this 

condition is unable to be met due to bedrock or other limiting features 

encountered during construction, please contact NCDWQ for guidance on 

how to proceed and to determine whether or not a permit modification will 

be required. 

Culverts will be buried in accordance with NCDOT Hydraulic Unit's March 18, 2004 

reference entitled "Pipe Burial Depths."   

25 Water 

Resources 

If multiple pipes or barrels are required, they shall be designed to mimic 

natural stream cross section as closely as possible including pipes or barrels 

at flood plain elevation, floodplain benches, and/or sills may be required 

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. 

The final design for the Preferred Alternative will be completed in accordance with 

the NCDOT Guidelines for Drainage Studies and Hydraulic Design. 

26 Water 

Resources 

If foundation test borings are necessary; it shall be noted in the document. 

Geotechnical work is approved under General 401 Certification Number 

3687/Nationwide Permit No.6 for Survey Activities. 

If additional geotechnical investigations are needed, subsurface investigations, 

including borings, will be conducted in accordance with the current NCDOT 

Geotechnical Unit Guidelines and Procedures Manual. 

27 Water 

Resources 

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. 

The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan will be implemented and maintained during 

the construction of the project in accordance with all applicable laws and 

regulations.   

28 Water 

Resources 

All work in or adjacent to stream waters shall 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 shall be used to prevent 

excavation in flowing water. 

NCTA will implement approved BMP measures from the most current version of 

NCDOT Construction and Maintenance Activities Manual. 
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Appendix C1 – Agency Comments 

Table C1-3: NCDENR Division of Water Quality 

Document: a003   letter dated Feb 21, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

29 Water 

Resources 

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. 

As discussed in Section 6.4.3.1 of the Draft EIS, wetlands were delineated by 

qualified personnel from October 2006 through March 2007.  Jurisdictional 

verification of delineated features was received from NCDWQ in June 2010.  The US 

Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) will provide verification during the permitting 

process. 

30 Water 

Resources 

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 shall be inspected 

daily and maintained to prevent contamination of surface waters from 

leaking fuels, lubricants, hydraulic fluids, or other toxic materials. 

NCTA will implement approved BMP measures from the most current version of 

NCDOT Construction and Maintenance Activities Manual. 

31 Water 

Resources 

Riprap shall not be placed in the active thalweg channel or placed in the 

streambed in a manner that precludes aquatic life passage. Bioengineering 

boulders or structures should be properly designed, sized and installed. 

All appropriate measures will be taken to protect streams and aquatic life based on 

NCDOT standard practices.  Rip rap is removed from streams where stream velocities 

are not erosive. 

32 Water 

Resources 

Riparian vegetation (native trees and shrubs) shall 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. 

Appropriate measures will be taken to preserve and reestablish riparian vegetation 

to the maximum extent possible.  NCTA will require the Design-Build teams to 

preserve trees, where possible, along the project.  In addition, final designs will be 

prepared in accordance with BMPs from NCDOT's toolbox, which recommend the 

reestablishment of riparian vegetation. 
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Appendix C1 – Agency Comments 

Table C1-4: North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission 

Document: a004   letter dated Feb 14, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 

COMMENT RESPONSE 

1 Roadway 

Design 

Several design modifications have been made to the Preferred Alternative 

since the DEIS, most as a result of comments received and the addition of 

service roads.  As a result, stream impacts were reduced by approximately 

25 percent (2.36 miles) to 36,416 linear feet and wetland impacts were 

reduced by 6 percent (0.4 acres) to 7.0 acres.  Revision of the typical section 

was included in the design modifications, which reduces the project from a 

six-lane facility to a four-lane road east of US 321, with an additional 

auxiliary lane in each direction between NC 273 and I-485. West of US 321 a 

two-lane roadway is proposed initially with two additional lanes to be 

constructed later. 

Thank you for noting design modifications to acknowledge our effort to modify the 

project in consideration of feedback received during agency coordination.  Section 

2.3.3 of the Final EIS lists the changes in stream and wetland impacts resulting from 

the design changes incorporated into the Preferred Alternative preliminary design. 

Regarding the project section west of US 321, an initial construction phase currently 

proposed is to construct two lanes from US 321 west t to I-85.  The Gaston Urban 

Area Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (GUAMPO’s) 2035 Long Range 

Transportation Plan includes the construction of the ultimate four-lane section by 

2035.  

2 Protected 

Species and 

Wildlife 

This analysis appears to reveal several locations where wildlife crossings may 

be appropriate to maintain some connectivity between forest habitats 

fragmented by the project. 

NCTA will coordinate with the US Fish and Wildlife Service and the NC Wildlife 

Resources Commission on the feasibility and the design of a wildlife passage at 

Stream S156.  Stream S156 is located between Forbes Road to the west and 

Robinson Road to the east.  There will also likely be opportunities for wildlife 

crossings at other streams proposed for bridging. 

3 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

It appears that considerable efforts will be needed to reduce the negative 

effects to water quality and wildlife in the project area, even if the project is 

not constructed, and we strongly encourage the local officials, NCTA, and 

NCDOT to work together to implement protective actions. The document 

provides a list of mitigation strategies that could be used to reduce the 

magnitude of the indirect and cumulative impacts from the project. Our 

"Guidance Memorandum to Address and Mitigate Secondary and 

Cumulative Impacts to Aquatic and Terrestrial Wildlife Resources and Water 

Quality" (NCWRC 2002), also provides measures to mitigate secondary and 

cumulative impacts. 

NCTA can encourage local governments to adopt regulations and land use plans that 

would help protect significant natural resources, but NCDOT and NCTA lack any 

enforcement authority to ensure their adoption or adherence 
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Appendix C1 – Agency Comments 

Table C1-5: NCDENR Office of Conservation, Planning, & Community Affairs – Natural Heritage Program 

Document: a005   letter dated Feb 8, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

1 Protected 

Species and 

Wildlife 

The Natural Heritage Program is quite concerned that this project has 

proceeded to an FEIS without apparent Natural Heritage Program input into 

environmental concerns with this project. Our Program has several records 

of rare species and a significant natural heritage within the project area, and 

very close to Alternative 9, the Recommended alternative (Figure 1-4b). 

The scoping letter for the proposed project was received by the NC State 

Clearinghouse on April 23, 2003 and distributed to NCDENR agencies.  The NC 

Natural Heritage Program (NC NHP) is one of the agencies that receive comment 

requests through the State Clearinghouse, although no response to the scoping 

letter was received from the NC NHP. 

However, the NC NHP records and files were reviewed for the project area.  The 

Draft EIS Section 6.2.4 – Important Natural Areas describes “lands identified by the 

North Carolina Natural Heritage Program as significant natural areas, and lands 

protected under conservation easements by the Catawba Lands Conservancy.”   

The Draft EIS Section 6.5.2.2 and Table 6-8 include “organisms that are listed as 

State Endangered (E), Threatened (T), or Special Concern (SC) on the NCNHP List of 

Rare Plant and Animal Species.”  Also, as stated in Draft EIS Section 6.5.3 – Surveys 

for Protected Species, “files from the NCNHP were reviewed for documented 

sightings of species on state or federal lists.” 

2 Alternatives 

Considered 

Therefore, we oppose the alignment of Section H3, as it appears that this 

route will destroy or greatly impact the site.  Thus, Alternative 9 is also 

opposed by our Program, unless a slight alignment adjustment can be made 

east or west to avoid this important site. 

This comment is referring to the Stagecoach Road Granitic Outcrop site.  This site is 

within the study corridor boundaries of Corridor Segment H3.  However, as stated in 

Final EIS Section 1.3.4.3 and Draft EIS Section 6.3.6.4, none of the preliminary 

designs for the Detailed Study Alternatives, including Alternative 9, would impact 

the Stagecoach Road Granitic Outcrop site.  The preliminary design within Corridor 

Segment H3 would pass to the west of the outcrop site, as shown in Final EIS 

Figure 2-3f. 

3 Protected 

Species and 

Wildlife 

Near the northwestern end of the project is a D-ranked occurrence of the 

State Threatened and Federal Candidate Georgia aster (Symphyotrichum 

georgianum), along with an historical record of the State Significantly Rare 

Virginia stickseed (Hackelia virginiana). The aster population occurs in a 

power line right-of-way. Section H2A comes very close, if not on top of, this 

aster population (see enclosed map).  Because the alternative western 

terminus of the project (Section H1A) runs very close to the eastern edge of 

Crowders Mountain State Park, perhaps inhibiting the Division of Parks and 

Recreation from adding land to the park on the east side, our Program 

supports Section H2A over Section H1A. However, it is recommended that a 

survey of this aster population be conducted prior to construction, to 

determine its exact location and to “fine-tune" the alignment of Section H2A 

to avoid this rare plant location. 

As discussed in Draft EIS Section 6.5.4.2, a population of Georgia aster was observed 

in the DSAs during field surveys.  This population contained many asters in peak 

bloom and was located south of I-85 in a powerline right of way approximately 2,000 

feet north-northwest of the intersection of Shannon Bradley Road and Crescent Lane 

(Corridor Segment H2A – DSAs 4, 5, 9,22, 23, and 27) in Gaston County.  The 

preliminary design in Corridor Segment H2A and the refined preliminary design for 

the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 9) do not encroach on this population of 

Georgia aster. 

Updated protected plant species surveys were conducted in 2010, as summarized in 

Section 3.4 of the ROD.   As discussed in this section, the area where the population 

of Georgia aster was found in 2005 was revisited and the site had been mowed.  The 

population of Georgia aster is no longer present.   
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Table C1-5: NCDENR Office of Conservation, Planning, & Community Affairs – Natural Heritage Program 

Document: a005   letter dated Feb 8, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

4 Protected 

Species and 

Wildlife 

The portion of the project area southeast of Gastonia comes very close to a 

Catawba Lands Conservancy easement, totaling 152 acres (see enclosed 

map).  This managed/conservation area is perhaps surprisingly not 

portrayed on the project maps (Figures 1-4a, 1-5a, and 1-5b). 

The Catawba Land Conservancy easement is shown in relation to the Preferred 

Alternative in Final EIS Figure 2-3l.  The preliminary design for the Preferred 

Alternative would avoid encroaching on the easement. 

5 Protected 

Species and 

Wildlife 

In summary, the Program cannot support Alternative 9, the Recommended 

Alternative, because it would most likely impact or destroy the Stagecoach 

Road Granitic Outcrop natural area.  The Natural Heritage Program prefers 

Alternative 23 or Alternative 27 as the alternatives that would least impact 

the Stagecoach Road Granitic Outcrop, the Schweinitz's sunflower 

population, the Catawba Lands Conservancy easement, and Crowders 

Mountain State Park. The population of Georgia aster might be impacted by 

Alternatives 23 or 27, but these two routes clearly avoid the granitic 

flatrock. 

The Preferred Alternative preliminary design right of way would avoid the 

Stagecoach Road Granitic Outcrop, passing to the west of the outcrop, as shown in 

Final EIS Figure 2-3f.  As shown in Final EIS Figure 2-3l, the Preferred Alternative 

preliminary design right of way would not encroach on the Catawba Land 

Conservancy easement.  The Preferred Alternative is one of the DSAs farthest from 

Crowders Mountain State Park.  Regarding the Schweinitz’s sunflower, the Preferred 

Alternative has a biological conclusion of No Effect (Final EIS Section 2.5.4.5 and 

letter a014 from USFWS in Appendix B1).  As discussed in response to Comment 4 of 

this letter (letter a005), the population of Georgia aster no longer exists. 
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Table C1-6: NC Department of Cultural Resources State Historic Preservation Office 

Document: a006   letter dated Feb 9, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

1 

Historic and 

Archaeological 

Resources 

Document accurately outlines cultural resources and effects. Comment noted. 
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Memorandum 
 
Date:  January 28, 2011 
 
To:  Jim McRight, Environmental Review Coordinator 
  Public Water Supply Section 
  Raleigh Central Office 
 
From:  Britt Setzer, Regional Supervisor 
  Public Water Supply Section 
  Mooresville Regional Office 
 
Subject: Project Review Response 
  Final EIS – Gaston East-West Corridor Study 
  Project Number 11-0166, Mecklenburg/Gaston County 
 
A review of these documents was conducted on January 27, 2011. I feel additional clarification is 
needed to the response to some of my comments in Table B1-8 on Page B1-25.  
 
The NC Rules Governing Public Water Systems (RGPWS) Title 15A Subchapter 18C is the 
administrative code that all public water supply systems are required to comply with in this state. By 
definition, a public water system means a system for the provision to the public of water for human 
consumption if such system has at least 15 service connections or regularly serves on an average 25 
individuals daily at least 60 days out of the year. The definitions can be viewed in Section .0100 of the 
RGPWS. The web page link is http://www.deh.enr.state.nc.us/pws/rules/contents.htm. 
 
A public water system can be a community, nontransient-noncommunity (NTNC) or transient non-
community (TNC) well or surface water system. For this project area, the primary concern will be the 
well water systems. An example of a community well system would be a subdivision or mobile home 
park served by a single well or multiple wells depending on the population. Examples of NTNC well 
systems would be a daycare, school or small business. An example of a TNC well system would be a 
church, quick stop or restaurant. 
 
If any community or NTNC well is impacted by this project and must be relocated, a new well site 
must be provided to the water system owner that can be approved by the Public Water Supply (PWS) 
Section prior to drilling and meet the requirements of RGPWS Section .0203, .0300 and .0400. These 
rules can be viewed at the web page link listed above. The well sites must have a minimum of a 100 
foot radius around the proposed well that is owned or controlled by the water system owner.  

a007

1

 
There may be situations encountered where land is not available for a new well site, or the site can’t 
be approved by the PWS Section. In these cases, municipal water may need to be extended to the 
area to serve the impacted water system. 
 
Another point to consider is the proposed right-of-way for the road. The road right-of-way cannot 
encroach on an existing community or NTNC well site either. 
 
Any TNC well sites encountered and need of relocation would need approval by the Gaston County 
Environmental Health Department. 
 
Water distribution systems associated with community well water systems and municipal water 
systems may be impacted by the project. As is stated in the EIS, these type issues need to 
coordinated with the water system owners and may involve either local or NCDENR-PWS Section 
approval prior to the relocation. 
 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment. I felt additional clarification was warranted for the NC 
Turnpike Authority. Hopefully this will help prevent water supply related issues if this project starts in 
the future.  
 
If you have any questions, please call me at 704-235-2127.    
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Table C1-7: NC Department of Environment and Natural Resources – Division of Environmental Health 

Document: a007   letter dated January 28, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

1 Water 

Resources 

I feel additional clarification is needed to the response to some of my 

comments in Table B1-8 on page B1-25. 

The NC Rules Governing Public Water Systems (RGPWS) Title 15A 

Subchapter 18C is the administrative code that all public water supply 

systems are required to comply with in this state.  By definition, a public 

water system means a system for the provision to the public of water for 

human consumption if such system has at least 15 service connections or 

regularly serves on an average 25 individuals daily at least 60 days out of the 

year.  The definitions can be viewed in Section .0100 of the RGPWS.  The 

web page link is http://www.deh.enr.state.nc.us/pws/rules/contents.hrm. 

A public water system can be a community, nontransient-noncommunity 

(NTNC) or transient noncommunity (NTC) well or surface water system.  For 

this project area, the primary concern will be the well water systems.  An 

example of a community well system would be a subdivision or mobile 

home park served by a single well or multiple wells depending on the 

population.  Examples of NTNC well systems would be a daycare, school or 

small business.  An example of a TNC well system would be a church, quick 

stop or restaurant. 

If any community or NTNC well is impacted by this project and must be 

relocated, a new well site must be provided to the water system owner that 

can be approved by the Public Water Supply (PWS) Section prior to drilling 

and meet the requirements of RGPWS Section .0203, .0300 and .0400.  

These rules can be reviewed at the web page link listed above.  The well 

sites must have a minimum of a 100 foot radius around the proposed well 

that is owned or controlled by the water system owner. 

There may be situations encountered where land is not available for a new 

well site, or the site can’t be approved by the PWS Section.  In these cases, 

municipal water may need to be extended to the area to serve the impacted 

water system. 

Another point to consider is the proposed right-of-way for the road.  The 

road right-of-way cannot encroach on an existing community or NTNC well 

site either. 

Any TNC well sites encountered and in need of relocation would need 

approval by the Gaston County Environmental Health Department.  

Thank you for this additional clarification.  The NCTA will comply with all rules and 

regulations regarding impacts to water supply wells and will coordinate with the 

NCDENR Public Water Supply Section,  the Gaston County Environmental Health 

Department, and the Mecklenburg County Groundwater and Wastewater Services 

Program as applicable.   
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Table C1-8: United States Environmental Protection Agency Region 4 Atlanta 

Document: a008   letter dated Feb 22, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

1 Agency 

Coordination 

EPA provided detailed comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement (DEIS) on July 17, 2009.  EPA rated the twelve (12) detailed study 

alternatives (DSAs) s “EO-2”, Environmental Objections with additional 

information being requested in the final document.  Subsequent to this 

letter, EPA staff has continued with work with the transportation agencies 

and other NEPA/Section 404 Merger process agencies on environmental 

issues, including air quality and transportation conformity, avoidance and 

minimization measure to jurisdictional waters of the U.S., and conceptual 

mitigation plans. 

NCTA and FHWA provided responses to EPA’s DEIS comment letter in 

Volume 2 of the FEIS, pages B1-39 to B1-63.  NCTA and FHWA provided a 

Conceptual Mitigation Plan by reference to a project webpage and a general 

summary of the plan in the FEIS.  EPA’s detailed technical comments on the 

FEIS and the referenced reports are included in Attachment ‘A’ (See 

attached). 

EPA has been involved throughout the NEPA/Section 404 Merger Process for this 

project and NCTA and FHWA appreciate EPA’s past and continued coordination.  

The project has been through Concurrence Point (CP) 1 (Purpose and Need), CP2 

(Alternatives), CP2a (Bridging and Alignment Decisions), CP3 (Least Environmentally 

Damaging Practicable Alternative), and CP4a (Avoidance and Minimization).  EPA 

concurred with Concurrence Points 1, 2, and 2a.   

For Concurrence Points 3 and 4a, EPA concurred conditionally but opted to abstain 

from signing the concurrence forms (Final EIS Appendix G).  The EPA noted in a 

July 1, 2010 email, included in Final EIS Appendix G, that they continued to have 

environmental concerns regarding the ability to provide adequate compensatory 

mitigation for jurisdictional impacts to waters of the US.  An abstention means the 

agency does not actively object to a concurrence point, but chooses not to sign the 

concurrence form.  Further, the agency does not find that the project violates the 

laws and regulations under its purview, as the agency would have identified any 

issues through a non-concurrence and not an abstention.  The merger process can 

continue and the agency agrees not to revisit the concurrence point subject to the 

guidance on revisiting concurrence points included in the Memorandum of 

Agreement that established the merger process.   

The Record of Decision includes an update to the Conceptual Mitigation Plan 

(Section 3.3) and the FHWA and NCTA are continuing to work with EPA and other 

environmental resource and regulatory agencies through the permitting process to 

develop mitigation. 

2 Water 

Resources 

EPA recognizes that additional avoidance and minimization measures are 

currently being proposed by the transportation agencies. However, the 

initial preliminary designs were atypical for most new location, multi-lane, 

median-divided highway projects in North Carolina that resulted in much 

greater DEIS impacts to jurisdictional waters of the United States than other 

similarly scoped projects. 

The NCTA will continue to evaluate opportunities for avoiding and minimizing 

impacts through final design.  The initial preliminary designs for the Detailed Study 

Alternatives meet AASHTO and NCDOT standards.  As discussed in Final EIS Section 

2.1.2, the typical section for the DSAs included six travel lanes and a 46-foot 

median in a typical right of way of 300 feet.  This is similar to the typical section for 

I-540 on the north side of Raleigh, and is not atypical.  The Draft EIS Section 2.3.1.3 

notes that the six-lane typical section for the DSAs was developed based on the 

2025 non-toll traffic forecasts and that the number of lanes would be reevaluated 

for the Final EIS. 

As described in Final EIS Section 2.1.2, the 2035 toll scenario traffic forecasts for 

the Preferred Alternative indicated that four through lanes were needed to carry 

projected traffic volumes at an adequate level of service in the design year.  As a 

result, the proposed median also was reduced from 70 feet (which would be the 

median width under the original typical section if four lanes were constructed) to 

50 feet.   
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Section 2.3.3 and Table 2-2 of the Final EIS lists the changes in jurisdictional 

resources resulting from the refinements to the Preferred Alternative, including the 

change in typical section.  The refined typical section was estimated to result in a 

reduction of impacts of 980 linear feet of perennial streams, 174 linear feet of 

intermittent streams, and 0.32 acres of wetlands.   

3 Roadway 

Design 

Furthermore, EPA understands that the transportation agencies are now 

proposing to phase the project and change the typical section. The section 

in western Gaston County from I-85 to US 321 or approximately half the 

project length will be initially constructed as a two-lane facility. 

Like most large projects in North Carolina, the Gaston East-West Connector will be 

constructed in phases.  Currently, an interim phase is proposed that will construct 

two lanes of the ultimate four-lane roadway from US 321 west to I-85.  This is 

approximately 5.9 miles, or 27 percent, of the 21 mile long project.  However, the 

ultimate project was evaluated in the Final EIS.  The ultimate project is included in 

the GUAMPO’s 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan to be completed by 2035. 

4 Water 

Resources 

EPA also maintains its concerns regarding the ability of the transportation 

agencies to provide reasonable and functionally equivalent mitigation for 

water resources impacts within the project study area. 

A Conceptual Mitigation Plan has been prepared for the Preferred Alternative, 

including a discussion of on-site mitigation, as summarized in Final EIS Section 

2.5.4.4.  In addition, NCTA has received agreement from EEP to provide 

compensatory mitigation through the in-lieu fee program.   Additional information 

and updates regarding on-site mitigation are included in the Record of Decision 

Section 3.3.  In June 2011, NCDOT acquired the Linwood Springs Golf Course 

property.  Crowders Creek runs through this property, and restoration and 

enhancement of this creek segment will provide on-site mitigation for the project. 

5 Various The supplemental information should further address the key issues in the 

attachment, including compensatory mitigation to direct impacts to 

jurisdictional streams and wetlands including 303(d) listed impaired waters, 

potential environmental enhancements to address indirect and cumulative 

impacts to jurisdictional resources, potential Environmental Justice impacts 

to minority and low income populations and provide for a thorough 

analysis, and long-term impacts from Mobile Source Air Toxics to nearby 

neighborhoods and communities and a site-specific quantitative analysis. 

The supplemental information might also include specific project 

commitments concerning impacts to Voluntary Agricultural Districts and 

opportunities for safe wildlife passage to minimize fragmentation effects 

from the new multi-lane facility. 

See responses to Comments 8 through 39 in this letter (letter a008). 

6 Public 

Involvement 

Chapter 1 of the FEIS includes the Draft EIS Summary and Updates, from 

pages 1-1 to 1-55. Based upon EPA's review, there is no mention of the 

petition signed by more than 7,000 citizens opposed to the project in this 

summary chapter. One of the main purposes of preparing an Environmental 

Impact Statement is to potentially address public controversy. Considering 

this petition and the hundreds of written responses following the public 

Final EIS Chapter 1 is a summary of the Draft EIS.  As described in  the introduction 

to Final EIS Section 1.4  - Public Involvement and Agency Coordination: 

“The following information is summarized from Chapter 9 of the Draft 

EIS, which discuss public involvement and agency coordination activities 

prior to preparation of the Draft EIS.  Public involvement and agency 

coordination activities since the Draft EIS was prepared are described in 
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hearings, the NCTA and FHWA have chosen not to fully address the 

controversial issues identified during the NEPA process. The exclusion of 

specifically addressing this citizens' petition and other letters of opposition 

in the summary chapter of the FEIS appears to be inconsistent with other 

large scope toll projects currently being advanced by the transportation 

agencies (e.g., Raleigh Southern Outer Loop or Triangle Southeast Extension 

Connector and the "Red Alternative" and the Town of Garner). 

Chapter 3 of this Final EIS.” 

Section 3.3.1 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS includes details regarding the 

petitions received in opposition to the proposed project.  The petition with 

7,000 signatures stated “We the undersigned do not see that the proposed toll 

road known as the Garden Parkway will improve east-west transportation 

mobility in the area round the City of Gastonia, between Gastonia and the 

Charlotte metropolitan area, and we have no need for a toll road to establish 

direct access between southwest Gaston County and western Mecklenburg 

County  WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE GARDEN PARKWAY AS PROPOSED IN THE 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT DATED APRIL 2009.”   

The responses to generalized comments on purpose and need included in 

Section 3.3.2.1 of the Final EIS respond to the petition statement.   

All letters of opposition are included in Final EIS Appendix B, along with 

responses to individual comments. 

7 Public 

Involvement 

Chapter 3, Section 3.3, includes more information regarding the comments 

from the general public.  In addition to the approximate 7,000-person 

petition, NCTA and FHWA also received 275 signatures submitted by the 

Harrison family opposed to the project and 109 signatures submitted by 

Barbara Hart opposed to one segment of the project.  Of the other 15 public 

comments letters received, 14 are opposed to the project and one is 

‘neutral’. 

The referenced petitions are discussed in Section 3.3.1 of the Final EIS.  All 

comments received were considered both individually and collectively, and 

responses were provided to all comments in the Final EIS and ROD. 

The Gaston Urban Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (GUAMPO) and the 

Mecklenburg-Union MPO (MUMPO) have also provided opportunities for public 

involvement throughout their long range transportation planning processes, as 

described in the GUAMPO 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) (page 2-4) 

and the MUMPO 2035 LRTP (page 3-1).  As an example of ongoing coordination, 

GUAMPO held a public meeting on February 7, 2011 about their long range 

transportation plans, and public comments received included comments about the 

Gaston East-West Connector.  Appendix C4 of the ROD includes the public 

comments received on the proposed project at this GUAMPO meeting.   

Governmental agencies and Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) have had 

the opportunity to review public input provided on this project and their positions 

that this project is a top priority have not changed.   The project remains a top 

priority in the Gaston Urban Area MPO (GUAMPO) 2035 Long Range Transportation 

Plan (LRTP) (see resolution dated March 22, 2011 in ROD Appendix C3).     

8 Public 

Involvement 

The generalized concerns expressed by the public and other agencies are 

included on pages 3-8 to 3-10. EPA does not believe that the generalized 

responses that NCTA provided to most of these key concerns from the 

public help to address the controversial issues associated with this proposed 

toll project. 

See response to Comment 5 in this letter (letter a008). 
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9 Editorial NCTA and FHWA have developed their specific format that is less readable 

and more difficult to find information. For example, under Farmland impacts 

Section 1.3.2.3, the discussion does not specifically identify what the direct 

impacts to agricultural lands are from the Preferred Alternative, DSA 9. 

As discussed in Final EIS Preface Section P.3, the Final EIS uses a condensed format, 

which is described as an allowed format in FHWA Technical Advisory T6640.8A.  

This approach avoids repetition of material from the Draft EIS and allows the focus 

of the Final EIS to be on important changes that have occurred since the Draft EIS, 

comments received on the Draft EIS, responses to those comments, and new 

information that has been considered.  FHWA believes that for this project, the 

condensed format for the Final EIS was the most appropriate format for aiding 

agencies, decision-makers, and the public in understanding the project and its 

impacts. 

Direct impacts from the Preferred Alternative refined preliminary design are 

summarized in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS.  Section 2.5.2.3 discusses the impacts to 

farmland from the Preferred Alternative. 

10 Farmland Furthermore, the comments concerning land use plans: "…which designate 

southern Gaston County as an area targeted for more suburban 

development" and the "area surrounding the proposed project is slated for 

suburban development" appear to be provided as a rationalization for 

sprawl and justification for impacting farmlands, including designated 

Voluntary Agricultural District (VAD) properties.  These projections do not 

appear to be consistent with the finding and future development trends 

identified in the Indirect and Cumulative Effects section. 

The text regarding the County’s land use plans is included to point out the County’s 

ultimate vision for southern Gaston County, which is an area targeted for suburban 

development.  It can be assumed the County will support policies and land use 

decisions that are consistent with their comprehensive land use plans.   

Voluntary Agricultural District (VAD) properties were considered and impacts 

avoided and minimized where feasible for all Detailed Study Alternatives, including 

the Preferred Alternative.  The Preferred Alternative (DSA 9) is one of six DSAs that 

would impact the least acreage of VAD land. 

As stated in Final EIS Section 2.5.5.6 - Potential Indirect and Cumulative Effects to 

Land Use, “the substantial growth projected for the southeast portion of Gaston 

County (including the indirect land use effects of the proposed project) is largely 

consistent with local plans for Gaston County.”  This is true of both the No-Build 

and Build scenarios, as shown in Figures 2-7, 2-8, 2-9, and 2-10 in the Final EIS and 

in Figures 4, 5, 6, and 7 in the ROD.  Under both the No-Build and Build Scenarios, 

growth in households and employment is projected for southeast Gaston County. 

11 Editorial All NCDOT EISs reviewed by EPA in the last ten years or more contain a 

summary table of key impacts at the end of Chapter 1. 

The Draft EIS impact summary table is included in Final EIS Appendix C.  An impact 

summary table for the Preferred Alternative refined preliminary design is included 

as Table 14 in the ROD. The key impacts considered in identifying the Preferred 

Alternative are discussed in Section 2.2 of the Final EIS. 

12 Editorial Direct impacts to key human and natural resource impacts for DSA 9 need 

to be gleaned from numerous pages of written text in the FEIS. See also 

http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/ceq/1500.htm#1500.4. 

An impact summary table for the Preferred Alternative based on the refined 

preliminary design is included as Table 14 in the Record of Decision.   
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13 Agency 

Coordination 

The FEIS on page 1-42 under Terrestrial Wildlife refers to a 'TEAC meeting' 

held on April 8.2008.  Similarly, the FEIS on page 1-35 refers to 'TEAC 

meetings' conducted on February 5, March 4, and again April 8, 2008. From 

EPA's understanding these were Merger team meetings.  EPA is unaware of 

a TEAC plan that was provided by NCTA for this NEPA/Section 404 Merger 

project. 

NCTA holds regularly scheduled meetings called Turnpike Environmental Agency 

Coordination (TEAC) meetings where any of the NCTA’s projects can be discussed.  

It was clear in these meetings that the Gaston East-West Connector was continuing 

in the Merger process, as demonstrated by the signed concurrence forms included 

in Draft EIS Appendix A-1 and Final EIS Appendix G.  At various concurrence points, 

EPA participated by opting to either sign or abstain (with explanatory comments).   

The Draft EIS Section 9.2.3.1 states the following: 

In 2005, when project administration was transferred to the NCTA, the NCTA 

decided that project coordination would continue with a process similar to the 

Merger 01 process, even though the NCTA is not a signatory to the MOA that 

created the Merger 01 process...The same agencies that were involved in the 

project as the NEPA/404 Merger Team would continue to participate as the 

Agency Coordination Team.   

The Section 6002 Coordination Plan was included as Appendix A-7 in the Draft EIS 

and clearly describes NCTA’s intention to follow the Merger process and obtain 

agency signatures at each concurrence point.  As listed in Table 9-2 of the Draft EIS, 

the EPA agreed to be a participating agency.  As listed in Table 9-3 of the Draft EIS, 

meetings in February, March, and April 2008 were held to discuss Merger 01 

concurrence point CP2a. 

As described in Draft EIS Section 9.2.3.2, draft versions of the Section 6002 

coordination plan were shared with cooperating and participating agencies and 

discussed at TEAC meetings.  The Section 6002 coordination plan was discussed at 

the meetings listed below.  An EPA representative was present at each of these 

meetings.  EPA did not provide any comments on the plan at the meetings or any 

written comments on the plan: 

12/15/06 and 1/25/07 – Discussion on general coordination plan template; but 

noted in meetings that a decision on how to handle the Gaston East-West 

Connector project had not been made.  The general coordination plan template 

was determined not applicable to the project. 

2/5/08 – First discussion of developing a Section 6002-compliant version of 

NCDOT’s Merger Process to use for the Gaston East-West Connector.  At the time, 

NCDOT was also working on updating the Merger Process to comply with Section 

6002.  However, NCTA was an independent state agency and therefore not 

signatory to the Merger Process Memorandum of Agreement.  

7/8/08 – Discussion about the draft project-specific Section 6002 Coordination 

Plan. 
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9/23/08 – Presentation of final draft of the project-specific Section 6002 

Coordination Plan. 

10/7/08 – Section 6002 Coordination Plan approved by agencies.  Minutes also 

note that agencies agreed that invitation letters for cooperating/ participating 

agencies were not needed and that they understood and accepted their status as 

participating agencies.   

The Final Section 6002 Coordination Plan  includes the following text regarding 

Merger 01: 

1.2. Section 404/NEPA Merger 01 Process Information.  This study, to the extent 

possible, will follow an environmental review process consistent with the 

requirements for “Projects on New Location” as described in the Section 

404/NEPA Merger 01 Process Information with the following modifications: 

• Agency Meetings. Turnpike Environmental Agency Coordination (TEAC) 

meetings will be held monthly at NCTA. These meetings serve the 

purpose of “merger meetings” under Merger 01, but are held more 

frequently. 

14 Protected 

Species and 

Wildlife  

More importantly, the tentative commitment with NCWRC, USFWS and EPA 

for providing wildlife passages to address habitat fragmentation issues 

during final design is not included on Table PC-1, Special Project 

Commitments. 

The commitment to coordinate with the US Fish and Wildlife Service, 

US Environmental Protection Agency, and the NC Wildlife Resources Commission 

on the feasibility and the design of a wildlife passage at Stream S156 was included 

in the Draft EIS.  This commitment was inadvertently left out of the Project 

Commitments included in the Final EIS.  The project commitments included in the 

ROD list this commitment, and the omission from the Final EIS is noted in the Errata 

section of the Record of Decision.   

15 Protected 

Species and 

Wildlife 

The cost of additional wildlife passages can be substantial. The comment on 

page 1-43 concerning the NCTA commitment for bridge design to be 

'wildlife friendly', when feasible, is left technically undefined. 

In addition to the wildlife passage committed to for Stream S156 as listed in ROD 

Appendix A – Project Commitments, there would be other opportunities for 

wildlife crossings under proposed bridges.     

16 Agency 

Coordination 

EPA believes that there is a significant difference between the Merger team 

process and the Section 6002 ‘TEAC process’.  The Merger team process 

includes a defined MOU, distinct agency roles and responsibilities, a dispute 

resolution and elevation process, a glossary of term and environmental 

statues, and very detailed steps and milestones to reach concurrence 

points.  More importantly, the Merger process was developed as a 

collaborative, problem-solving team process with the permitting and 

participating agencies. The Section 6002 TEAC process is primarily based on 

the coordination plan and the concept of agencies 'raising objections' within 

30 days of a NCTA proposal. This difference is evident for the Gaston East-

The Section 6002 coordination plan developed for the Gaston East-West Connector 

(included in Appendix A-7 of the Draft EIS) specifies that the project would follow 

the Section 404/NEPA Merger process.  For more details, see response to 

Comment 13 in this letter (letter a008).  Signed concurrence forms through 

Concurrence Point 4a are included in Appendix G of the Final EIS.   
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West Connector project as most of the meetings were not truly conducted 

and held as typical Merger concurrence point meetings but as Section 6002 

TEAC meetings. Under the Section 6002 TEAC process, written concurrence 

from other agencies except the USACE for the selection of the LEDPA is not 

requested nor required. 

17 Agency 

Coordination 

An example of the difference is evidenced by the changed nature of the 

proposed project.  This new toll facility was initially advanced in 2001 by the 

NCDOT as a freeway under the Merger process.  In 2005, it was then 

promoted as a candidate toll facility.  However, it was still being described 

as a multi-lane, Strategic Highway Corridor (SHC) 'freeway' meant to divert 

traffic off of Interstate 85 and to facilitate truck traffic from/to the Charlotte 

Douglas Airport.  Following the issuance of the DElS, the transportation 

agencies are now describing this regional connector ' freeway' in the FElS as 

a phased project with approximately half of the length built as two lanes 

with right of way for possibly more lanes in the future.  EPA refers the 

transportation agencies to page 2 of the MOU (Concept of concurrence: 

Examples of a reevaluation on concurrence might include a change in the 

assumptions on which the project purpose and need was based).  The need 

to construct a multi-lane freeway facility west of US 321 to I-85 is a potential 

change to the original assumptions on the purpose and need for the project.  

EPA was not contacted by NCTA or FHWA between the DEIS and FEIS for a 

discussion as to whether a reevaluation of concurrence was potentially 

needed by proposing to build just two lanes initially for approximately half 

the project length. 

As discussed in Section 9.2.3.3 of the Draft EIS, Concurrence Point 1 (Purpose and 

Need) was originally signed by the Merger Team, including EPA, on July 24, 2002.  

The project transitioned to the NCTA in 2005, and the project continued in the 

Merger Process.  The intent to continue to follow the Merger Process is stated in 

the project’s Section 6002 Coordination Plan.  For details, see Response to 

Comment 13 in this letter (letter a008).   

After the project transitioned to the NCTA, an updated Purpose and Need 

Statement was prepared (October 15, 2008).  The update was prepared because of 

several changes that had occurred since the original Purpose and Need Statement 

was prepared in 2002.  These changes are listed in the Preface section of the 

Updated Purpose and Need Statement, and include the project being identified as 

a candidate toll facility, a travel demand model covering the entire Metrolina 

region became available, and traffic operations and projections were updated from 

2025 to 2030 using the new travel demand model.    None of the updates results in 

a substantive change to the original project purpose. 

An Addendum to the Final Alternatives Development and Analysis Report (October 

15, 2008) also was prepared.  The original Alternatives Development and Analysis 

Report was prepared in February 2007.  As stated in the Addendum Preface, the 

addendum reassesses the previous alternatives development process, screening, 

and Detailed Study Alternative selection in the context of the project being 

advanced as a candidate toll facility.  The Detailed Study Alternatives, which are 

multi-lane facilities on new location, did not change as a result of updated analysis 

included in the Addendum. 

Draft versions of the Updated Purpose and Need Statement and Addendum to the 

Final Alternatives Development and Analysis Report were discussed at TEAC 

meetings held on February 5, 2008, July 7, 2008 and September 23, 2008, all 

attended by  a EPA representative.  No substantive comments were received from 

the agency coordination team (Merger Team) on either document.  The team, 

including EPA, agreed to resign Concurrence Point 1 and Concurrence Point 2 at the 

October 7, 2008 TEAC meeting.  The Concurrence Form is included in Draft EIS 

Appendix A-1. 
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Following the issuance of the Draft EIS, the proposal to construct a multi-lane 

facility from I-485 to I-85 west of Gastonia did not change.  However, as discussed 

in Section 2.1.2 of the Final EIS, the ultimate project typical section was reduced 

from six through lanes to four through lanes.  The section from US 321 west to I-85 

referred to in USEPA’s comment is still proposed to ultimately be a four-lane 

facility.  This is the ultimate project configuration evaluated in the Final EIS.  An 

initial construction phase currently proposed is to construct two lanes from US 321 

west to I-85.  The right of way needed for the ultimate project is intended to be 

purchased in the initial construction phase.  The Gaston Urban Area Metropolitan 

Planning Organization’s 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan includes the 

construction of the ultimate project by 2035. 

Because the ultimate project is still proposed to be a multi-lane facility by 2035, 

and there have been no substantive changes in the assumptions used in the 

Updated Final Purpose and Need Statement, there was no need to reevaluate 

concurrence or to contact cooperating and participating agencies regarding this 

subject. 

18 Air Quality Regarding Responses to EPA’s comments on the DEIS, some of the NCTA 

and FHWA responses included from pages B1-46 to B1-63 are not fully 

responsive or defer to the DEIS information.  The responses to EPA's 

comments #27, # 28 and #29 on Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs) are not 

considered by EPA to be fully responsive.  NCTA and FHWA continue to rely 

on interim guidance and updated interim guidance. 

The statement on page B1-58, "Monitoring of MSAT emissions remains 

problematic for federally funded highway projects, and FHWA has only 

agreed to monitoring in a very limited way on past projects", does not 

disclose the technical rationale for monitoring on past selected projects. The 

MSAT information contained in Appendix D does provide a further rationale 

why FHWA does not conduct quantitative MSAT analyses. The closing 

statement in this appendix states: "Consequently, the results of such 

assessments would not be useful to decision-makers, who would need to 

weigh this information against project benefits. such as reducing traffic 

congestion, accident rates, and fatalities plus improved access or emergency 

response, that are better suited for qualitative analysis."  The project's 

purpose and need does not include documentation of problems with 

accident rates, safety, or the need for improved access for emergency 

response on existing I-85 or parallel routes between Gastonia and Charlotte. 

It is FHWA’s opinion that responses to Draft EIS comments 27, 28, and 29 are 

complete and responsive and do not require additional explanation. 

With regards to the statement on page B1-58, the opening sentence of the last 

section of Appendix D (Section D.3) states: “This section is directly from Appendix C 

of the Interim Guidance Update on MSAT Analysis in NEPA Documents (FHWA, 

September 2009).”  The closing statement, then, is addressing highway projects in 

general, not the Gaston East-West Connector specifically.  The closing statement 

offers examples of the potential benefits of highway projects in general.  The 

Gaston East-West Connector purpose and need statement does address two of the 

example benefits listed; reducing traffic congestion and improved access. 
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19 Traffic and 

Travel 

Demand 

Modeling 

Furthermore, based upon the Travel Demand Model for the design year, the 

level of service (LOS) is actually worse on I-85 with the proposed Gaston 

East-West Connector than without. Building 21.9 mile, new multi-lane 

facility will not provide the 'benefits' identified in this statement. 

Draft EIS Appendix C, Table C-2 lists the projected traffic volumes and levels of 

service along I-85 in the No-Build scenario and in the New Location Alternative Toll 

Scenario.  The levels of service along I-85 are projected to be the same for most 

segments (LOS E or F) under both scenarios.   The one difference is the segment 

between the Gaston East-West Connector interchange and Exit 13.  Along this 

segment, I-85 would be improved as part of the interchange construction and 

would operate at LOS E in 2030 under the New Location Toll scenario.  Under the 

No-Build scenario, this segment is projected to operate at LOS F. 

Year 2030 average daily traffic volumes forecasted along I-85 west of Exit 19 are 

slightly higher under the New Location Toll scenario compared to the No-Build 

Scenario, likely because traffic is traveling to/from the Gaston East-West 

Connector.  East of Exit 19, year 2030 traffic volumes along I-85 are forecast to be 

less under the New Location Toll scenario.   

It should also be noted that the Gaston East- West Connector itself is projected to 

operate at LOS D or better in 2030, offering a less congested alternative route.    

Other benefits include improved east-west transportation mobility in the area 

around the City of Gastonia and the Charlotte metropolitan area, direct access 

between southeast Gaston County and western Mecklenburg County, and an 

overall reduction in congested travel in Gaston County.   

20 Air Quality EPA's request to perform a more robust analysis of MSATs, especially with 

respect to near roadway sensitive receptors, is not inconsistent with current 

FHWA interim guidance. 

As stated in Appendix D of the Final EIS, “Air toxics analysis is a continuing area of 

research.  While much work has been done to assess the overall health risk of air 

toxics, many questions remain unanswered.  In particular, the tools and techniques 

for assessing project-specific health outcomes as a result of lifetime mobile source 

air toxic (MSAT) exposure remain limited.  These limitations impede the ability to 

evaluate how the potential health risks posed by MSAT exposure should be 

factored into project-level decision-making within the context of the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

Nonetheless, air toxics concerns continue to be raised on highway projects during 

the NEPA process.  Even as the science emerges, FHWA is duly expected by the 

public and other agencies to address MSAT impacts in their environmental 

documents.  The FHWA, USEPA, the Health Effects Institute, and other have funded 

and conducted research studies to try to more clearly define potential risks from 

MSAT emissions associated with highway projects.  The FHWA will continue to 

monitor the developing research in this emerging field. 
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While this research is ongoing, FHWA requires each NEPA document to 

qualitatively address MSATs and their relationship to the specific highway project 

through a tiered approach (Interim Guidance Update on Mobile Source Air Toxic 

Analysis in NEPA Documents, September 30, 2009). 

This approach is consistent and meets the requirements of 40 CFR 1502.22, which 

requires that “When an agency is evaluating reasonably foreseeable significant 

adverse effects on the human environment in an environmental impact statement 

and there is incomplete or unavailable information, the agency shall always make 

clear that such information is lacking.” 

In FHWA’s view, existing information is incomplete or unavailable to credibly 

predict the project-specific health impacts due to changes in MSAT emissions 

associated with a proposed set of highway alternatives.  The outcome of such an 

assessment, adverse or not, would be influenced more by the uncertainty 

introduced into the process through assumption and speculation rather than any 

genuine insight in to the actual health impacts directly attributable to MSAT 

exposure associated with a proposed action. 

21 Community 

Characteristics 

and 

Resources, 

Farmland 

Under Special Project Commitments ("Green Sheets"), EPA does not 

understand items 1, 5, and 7, including Community Resources and Services 

(sharing information with Regional public schools), Community Safety 

(bridge over the Catawba River and future design accommodations for 

pedestrian/bicycle), and Farmland (NCTA will work with Gaston County 

regarding public hearings related to land condemnation proceedings against 

the VAD parcels prior to right of way acquisition). 

Project Commitment 1 in Final EIS Table PC-1 ensures the NCTA will share 

information with the Gaston County Public Schools and Mecklenburg County Public 

Schools for the school system’s planning purposes.  As discussed in Final EIS Section 

2.5.1.5, the Preferred Alternative could temporarily impact school bus routes 

during construction, and could modify existing routes and/or promote new bus 

routes.  Also as discussed in Final EIS Section 2.5.1.5, Gaston County Schools was 

researching a new middle/high school campus location in the project area.  Since 

this is not a regulatory issue, the project team wanted to ensure information was 

shared with the school systems. 

Project Commitment 5 in Final EIS Table PC-1 commits the NCTA to designing the 

Catawba River bridge such that pedestrian/bicycles facilities could be 

accommodated in the future if requested and funded by local jurisdictions.  This 

means the bridge structure will be designed to be able to be reasonably modified 

to accommodate this feature.  Several entities requested accommodations for 

bicycles/pedestrians on the bridges over the South Fork Catawba River and 

Catawba River in their comment letters on the Draft EIS.  These include the 

MUMPO (letter g006 in Final EIS Appendix B2), Connect Gaston (letter i007 in 

Appendix B3), and Gaston Together (letter i008 in Appendix B3). 

Project Commitment 7 in Final EIS Table PC-1 is included to ensure NCTA complies 

with the local Gaston County Voluntary Agricultural District ordinance.  The project 

team did not want to inadvertently overlook the requirements of this local 
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ordinance during final design and right of way acquisition.  The “condemnation” 

terminology is consistent with NCGS 106-740.  This commitment is in no way 

intended to suggest that NCTA intends to condemn these lands before following 

the state’s normal right-of-way procedures. 

22 Protected 

Species and 

Wildlife 

The environmental commitment made to FWS, NCWRC and EPA concerning 

adequate wildlife passage where there is substantial habitat fragmentation 

is not included in Table PC-1. 

This project commitment was inadvertently omitted from the Final EIS Project 

Commitments list.  It has been added back in to the Project Commitments list in the 

Record of Decision.   

23 Community 

Characteristics 

and Resources 

There is no reference to an environmental commitment to continue to work 

with impacted Environmental Justice neighborhoods and communities. 

Project Commitment 4 in Final EIS Table PC-1 states that if final design results in a 

direct taking of the Dixie Community Center on Garrison Road, NCTA will conduct 

additional coordination with the Garrison Road Community Center non-profit 

organization and provide mitigation for the loss of this facility.    

24 Water 

Resources 

There is no reference to continue coordination efforts with the EEP and 

permitting agencies to obtain acceptable compensatory mitigation for direct 

impacts to jurisdictional streams and wetlands. 

The second paragraph of Final EIS Section PC – Special Project Commitments notes 

compliance with applicable federal and state requirements and regulations is 

required. 

25 Water 

Resources 

Item #18, Water Resources, developing a soil erosion and sedimentation 

plan and working with permitting agencies on BMPs does not include any 

specific environmental commitments. 

Prior to construction, an erosion and sedimentation plan would be developed for 

the Preferred Alternative in accordance with applicable rules, regulations and 

guidance, including the latest version of the NCDENR publication Erosion and 

Sediment Control Planning and Design Manual. In addition, NCTA will require use of 

Design Standards in Sensitive Watersheds for all project areas.  This is included as a 

project commitment.  

26 Water 

Resources 

Recognizing the efforts to provide design refinements to the Preferred 

Alternative DSA 9, the direct impacts to jurisdictional streams for a 21.9-

mile facility are one of the highest in the past ten years of the NEPA/Section 

404 Merger process. 

The Piedmont region of North Carolina typically has more streams and less 

wetlands than the Coastal region of the state, resulting in higher stream impacts 

when compared to projects in the eastern part of the state.  In addition, with most 

streams flowing in a north-south direction and this project traveling east-west, 

stream impacts are likely to be higher.  Project elements and circumstances (typical 

section needed, alignment, geographic location, length, etc.) are unique to each 

project.   

The impacts of each Detailed Study Alternative were minimized to the extent 

practicable based on available data.  Concurrence Point 2a – Bridging and 

Alignment Decisions to minimize impacts to jurisdictional resources was signed by 

the Merger Team, including the EPA, on October 7, 2008 (Draft EIS Appendix A-1).  

Jurisdictional impacts from the refined preliminary designs for the Preferred 

Alternative were further minimized to the extent practicable, as summarized in 

Final EIS Section 2.3.3.  Concurrence Point 4a –Avoidance and Minimization – was 

signed on February 16, 2010 (Final EIS Appendix G).  EPA concurred conditionally 

but opted to abstain from signing the concurrence form, noting in an email 

(included in Final EIS Appendix G) they had reservations concerning the ability to 

C1-45



  FEBRUARY 2012                GASTON EAST-WEST CONNECTOR ROD 
 

Appendix C1  – Agency Comments 

Table C1-8: United States Environmental Protection Agency Region 4 Atlanta 

Document: a008   letter dated Feb 22, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

provide adequate mitigation for jurisdictional resources. 

An abstention means the agency does not actively object to a concurrence point, 

but chooses not to sign the concurrence form.  The merger process can continue 

and the agency agrees not to revisit the concurrence point subject to the guidance 

on revisiting concurrence points included in the Memorandum of Agreement that 

established the merger process.  Further, the agency does not find that the project 

violates the laws and regulations under its purview, as the agency would have 

identified any issues through a non-concurrence and not an abstention. 

The Record of Decision includes an update to the Conceptual Mitigation Plan 

(Section 3.3) and the FHWA and NCTA are continuing to work with EPA and other 

environmental resource and regulatory agencies through the permitting process to 

develop mitigation. 

27 NEPA Process The NEPA/Section 404 Merger 01 Guidance manual includes a glossary of 

laws related to the process that could be helpful to the NCTA and FHWA in 

identifying the agencies that have a participating role in the permitting 

processes (See also 

http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/guidance/wetIands/sec404.cfm. 

See response to Comment 13 in this letter (letter a008).  The Section 6002 

Coordination Plan, incorporated by reference into the Final EIS, describes the 

process of identifying cooperating and participating agencies.  This process was also 

described in Draft EIS Section 9.2.3.2.  A listing of required permits, licenses and 

other government actions are included in Section S.10 of the Draft EIS.      

28 Water 

Resources 

Even with avoidance and minimization measures accepted by the Merger 

team agencies, the 36,416 linear feet of total stream impact is the single 

largest project impact since the inception of the NEPA/Section 404 Merger 

process. For this reason and the general lack of mitigation opportunities in 

the watersheds around Charlotte for Piedmont streams, EPA staff began 

requesting a Conceptual Mitigation Plan several years before the issuance of 

the DElS. 

See response to Comment 26 in this letter (letter a008).   

A Conceptual Mitigation Plan was prepared for the Preferred Alternative, as 

summarized in Final EIS Section 2.5.4.4.  Compensatory mitigation near the 

proposed project is available at EEP’s Beaverdam Creek site located in the northern 

portion of Berewick District Park.  In addition, in June 2011, NCDOT acquired the 

Linwood Springs Golf Course property for use as mitigation.  This golf course is 

located near the western end of the project.  It is described in more detail in 

Section 3.3 of this Record of Decision.  NCTA is continuing to pursue additional 

onsite and nearby mitigation opportunities and will provide updated information in 

the permit application. 

29 Water 

Resources 

Based upon the assessment provided in the report, EPA concurs that the 

three (3) potential mitigation sites (Sites 1,2 and 3) comprising seven (7) 

parcels are viable opportunities for compensatory mitigation. 

In June 2011, NCDOT acquired the Linwood Springs Golf Course property.  This golf 

course is located near the western end of the project and was identified as Site 1 in 

the Conceptual Mitigation Plan.  It is described in more detail in Section 3.3 of this 

Record of Decision. 
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30 Water 

Resources 

All of the Environmental Enhancement Program (EEP) assets shown in 

Exhibit 1, Page 8 of the report with the exception of the Beaverdam Creek 

mitigation site are located substantially far from the Catawba 01 and in 

other counties. According to NCDWQ representatives, these EEP assets may 

also be functionally different kinds of streams than those being impacted in 

the project study area. Based upon EPA's estimation, some of these EEP 

asset sites are located more than forty (40) miles from the project study 

area. 

The preferred intent of the NCTA and the FHWA is to use the EEP’s in-lieu fee 

payment program as the primary means of providing compensatory mitigation for 

the Gaston East-West Connector project. 

The EEP was established by the Memorandum of Agreement Among the North 

Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources, the North Carolina 

Department of Transportation, and the US Army Corps of Engineers, Wilmington 

District (July 22, 2003).   

EEP provides mitigation services on a watershed level basis as compensation for 

unavoidable environmental impacts associated with transportation infrastructure 

and economic development.  EEP also focuses on detailed watershed planning and 

project implementation efforts within North Carolina’s threatened or degraded 

watersheds. 

In accordance with the watershed-based approach, mitigation provided by EEP for 

a project can be provided in locations throughout the same 8-digit hydrologic unit. 

However, in order to address agency concerns, the NCTA and EEP agreed to 

investigate mitigation opportunities supplemental to or in addition to the typical 

EEP programmatic approach.  In separate efforts, EEP has conducted a search for 

potential near-site opportunities and the NCTA has conducted a review of on-site 

mitigation and non-traditional mitigation opportunities, as documented in the 

Conceptual Mitigation Plan.      

In June 2011, NCDOT acquired the Linwood Springs Golf Course property.  This golf 

course is located near the western end of the project and was identified as Site 1 in 

the Conceptual Mitigation Plan.  It is described in more detail in Section 3.3 of this 

Record of Decision. 

31 Water 

Resources 

Regarding the potential storm water control locations and opportunities for 

mitigation credits, EPA does not concur that these locations and possible 

activities shown in Table 8, page 20 of the report should be for direct 

Section 404 mitigation credits. Due to the existing degraded conditions of 

several main water courses in the project study area, including Abernathy 

Creek, Crowder's Creek and Catawba Creek (per the Final 2006 303(d) list), 

and the projected Indirect and Cumulative Effects (ICE) from development 

resulting from the project, these protective measures from increased 

stormwater should be investigated and made regardless of potential 

mitigation credits. 

 

Comment acknowledged. 
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32 Water 

Resources 

Mitigation credit (SMUs) for stormwater controls and BMPS should be 

considered as additional protective measures and environmental 

enhancements to prevent further degradation to impaired waters being 

directly and indirectly affected by the proposed project.  As stated in the 

March 16, 2010, meeting minutes, it is NCTA and FHWA policy not to 

mitigate for indirect and cumulative effects from their proposed projects. 

EPA believes that these stormwater initiatives and BMPs should be 

instituted as enhancements under Section 401 requirements. 

NCTA will coordinate with NCDWQ to obtain the Section 401 Water Quality 

Certification and to identify the measures needed to be implemented in order to 

obtain the certification.  NCTA will incorporate into the project design appropriate 

BMPs, including those from NCDOT’s toolbox approved in January 2007 by NCDWQ 

for stormwater runoff.     

33 Water 

Resources 

EPA prefers restoration and enhancement activities to strict preservation for 

compensatory mitigation credit. 

See response to Comment 3 in NCDWQ’s letter (letter a003).  NCTA is continuing to 

pursue additional on-site and near-site mitigation opportunities.  Updates to the 

project’s Conceptual Mitigation Plan are included in Section 3.3 of the ROD.  

34 Water 

Resources 

With the exception of the Beaverdam Creek mitigation site and the 3 on-site 

mitigation opportunities previously identified (Dockery, Harrison, and Falls 

properties shown in Table 5, page 13), EPA does not concur with the report 

conclusions that there has been adequately identified compensatory 

mitigation for jurisdictional impacts to streams. EPA will continue to address 

this outstanding issue of the lack of adequate compensatory mitigation of 

the project's impacts through the USACE's Section 404 permitting process. 

Comment acknowledged.  NCTA is continuing to pursue additional on-site and 

near-site mitigation opportunities and will provide updated information in the 

permit application. 

35 Right-of-Way 

Acquisition 

and 

Relocation 

The Preferred Alternative DSA 9 includes 344 residential relocations, 38 

businesses, 1 farm, and 3 non-profit facilities. The proposed Monroe 

Bypass/Connector toll facility located on the other side of Charlotte which is 

also approximately 20 miles in length with numerous interchanges has 107 

residential relocations. The Gaston East-West Connector has a magnitude (3 

times) or more residential relocations than a similarly designed toll facility. 

Table 1-3 of the FEIS indicates that 25 neighborhoods and rural communities 

will be impacted by DSA 9. 

Project elements and circumstances (typical section needed, alignment, geographic 

location, length, etc.) are unique to each project.  For example, land uses and 

type/density/location of existing development differ.  The Gaston East-West 

Connector project area also has numerous environmental and infrastructure 

constraints that influenced development of alternative corridors and designs, 

including the Charlotte-Douglas International Airport, existing interchanges on 

I-485, Berewick Regional Park, the Allen Steam Station, Catawba River and South 

Fork Catawba River, the Catawba Land Conservancy conservation easement along 

Catawba Creek, numerous historic resources on or eligible for the National Register 

of Historic Places, Crowders Mountain State Park, and existing interchanges along 

I-85.   

Relocations and impacts to neighborhoods were minimized to the extent 

practicable during development of the preliminary and Detailed Study Alternative 

corridors and during functional and preliminary design within the corridors.  

Preliminary corridors were established at 1,400 feet in width to provide flexibility in 

minimizing impacts during design activities.  Relocations under the Preferred 

Alternative were in the lower end of the range of relocations from the Detailed 

Study Alternatives.   
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36 Environmental 

Justice 

Regarding Environmental Justice issues, EPA's comments on the DEIS remain 

unaddressed in the FEIS. EPA considers that the construction of a toll facility 

in areas where there are many block groups characterized as minority and 

low-income is a potential environmental justice issue that could be 

expected to have a disproportionately high and adverse impact. The FEIS did 

not provide further analysis to this issue but defers to its comments and 

determination in Section 3.2.5 of the DEIS. The discussion included in this 

section of the DEIS was and remains inadequate for the purposes of 

identifying or quantifying the actual direct impacts of the new toll road to 

minority or low-income populations. 

Table 3-7 of the DEIS is titled “General Environmental Justice Evaluation for 

Toll Facility”.  This table contains mostly unsupported opinions and lacks a 

quantifiable analysis.  The comment that, “All commuters, including low-

income commuters, would have the option to use a non-toll alternative 

route, such as I-85” is contrary to the claimed ‘benefits’ that the public will 

obtain as a result of the new, uncongested route to Charlotte.  Further 

statements in this section of the DEIS are also based upon opinions and not 

factual data and analysis…..Of the 344 residential relocations for DSA 9, 

Table 3-2 indicates that 97 are minorities.  Of the 344 residential relocations 

for DSA 9, Table 3-3 indicates as many as 88 households are below the 

poverty level and represent ‘low-income’.  The evaluation of this data with 

respect to the project study area, the county or other defined population 

areas is not made in a comparative fashion.  The ‘row demographic data’ 

provided in these tables is not explored or fully discussed in Section 3.2.5 

under Environmental Justice.  The FEIS (or DEIS) did not include the 

potential thresholds for determining if the impacts were disproportionately 

high compared to area demographic data.  EPA notes the response on page 

B1-59 of the FEIS concerning 21% of the Demographic Study Area being 

comprised of minorities and that DSA 9 has 28% of the 344 residential 

relocations.  There is no specific reference to low-income population 

relocations in this response and how combined with minority populations 

this compares to demographic study data. 

Of the 245 noise impacted receptors identified in Table 4.4 for DSA 9, there 

is no discussion as to how many of these impacted receptors are minority or 

low-income.  Highway noise is also potentially a direct impact to low-income 

and minority populations. 

EPA continues to maintain its concerns for the lack of a comprehensive, 

objective, and detailed Environmental Justice analysis for the proposed 

 EPA’s comments regarding environmental justice are summarized and addressed 

below.  

a. There may be potential environmental justice issues regarding 

construction of a toll facility in areas where there are many block groups 

characterized as minority or low-income.   

b. Table 3-7 of the Draft EIS – General Environmental Justice Evaluation for 

Toll Facility contains mostly unsupported opinions and lacks a 

quantifiable analysis. 

c. There is a need to identify and quantify the direct impacts of the toll 

facility on environmental justice populations, including low-income 

populations, and conduct a comparison to the study area, County, or 

other defined population area.   

d. Direct impacts to environmental justice populations should include an 

evaluation of highway noise. 

e. EPA requests a more comprehensive and detailed Environmental Justice 

analysis be performed using updated US Census data for the proposed 

project 

Summary Item ‘a’.  Draft EIS Figures 3-3, 3-4, and 3-5 show the locations of 

minority and low-income populations in the Demographic Study Area.  Generally, 

areas near DSA 9 (the Preferred Alternative) where there are concentrations of 

block groups with higher percentages of minorities (25 percent or more of the 

block group) and higher percentages of low-income populations (20 percent or 

more of the block group) occur at the western and eastern ends of the project.  In 

west Gastonia there are block groups along Stagecoach Road (Block Groups 331001 

and 332011) with low-income populations of 20 percent or more.      

As discussed in Draft EIS Section 3.2.5, minority communities identified as directly 

impacted by DSA 9 (the Preferred Alternative) include predominantly African-

American neighborhoods at the western end of the project along Shannon Bradley 

Road between US 29/74 and I-85 (a group of subdivisions, including Matthews 

Acres, also referred to as the Broomfield community) and at the eastern end of the 

project in the Garrison Road community just west of I-485.   These neighborhoods 

also are located in block groups with low-income populations of 10 percent or 

more.   

For the block groups along Stagecoach Road, the Preferred Alternative preliminary 

design and refined preliminary design both avoid the dense housing areas that are 

located primarily on the east side of Stagecoach Road that comprise the majority of 

the residential populations of the block groups.  The Preferred Alternative 
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project. EPA requests that a more comprehensive and detailed 

Environmental Justice analysis be performed using updated U.S. Census 

data for the proposed project and that it be included in the supplemental 

information. 

alignment is located to the west of Stagecoach Road in an area with much lower 

housing density (Final EIS Figures 2-3c-e).    

NCTA provided opportunities for input throughout the process and held outreach 

meetings with affected minority and low-income communities to discuss possible 

design changes to minimize impacts and mitigation opportunities to offset adverse 

effects.  The Final EIS and ROD include a project commitment to conduct additional 

coordination with the Garrison Road Community Center non-profit organization 

and provide mitigation for the loss of this facility, if final design results in a direct 

taking of the facility.  In addition, a project commitment has been added to the 

ROD that states NCTA will provide additional community outreach and take the 

necessary steps to effectively engage owners and tenants of the potentially low-

income developments of Falls Estate, Levi Mobile Home Park (MHP), and Orion 

Oaks MHP during final design and right-of-way acquisition. 

Summary Item ‘b’.  Draft EIS Table 3-7 addresses environmental justice issues that 

may arise specific to a toll facility.  Issues listed in Draft EIS Table 3-7 are addressed 

below as they pertain specifically to the neighborhoods on the western and eastern 

ends of the project, and to the low-income populations in west Gastonia in the 

block groups along Stagecoach Road.  As discussed below, construction of the 

Preferred Alternative as a toll facility would not create disproportionate impacts or 

denial of benefits to environmental justice communities. 

Non-Toll Alternatives.  The non-toll alternative to the proposed project is I-85 and 

I-485.  These facilities are equitable to the proposed project in that they are 

controlled-access high-speed interstate facilities.  For the Shannon Bradley Road 

area, access to I-85 and to other area roadways will remain the same.  

Communities along Shannon Bradley Road will continue to have the same access to 

I-85 via the NC 274 (Bessemer City Road) interchange or the Edgewood Road 

interchange.  NCTA coordinated with the Matthews Acres subdivision west of 

Shannon Bradley Road regarding their access, as discussed in Final EIS Section 

2.3.1.2.  This subdivision is predominantly African-American and in a block group 

with approximately 10 percent of the population below the poverty level in 2000.  

The access to this community was modified in the refined preliminary design for 

the Preferred Alternative to directly connect to Shannon Bradley Road and the 

surrounding neighborhoods, as desired by the residents.   The communities along 

Shannon Bradley Road would have nearby access to the proposed project at the 

US 29-74 interchange. 

Neighborhoods along Stagecoach Road would not experience any changes in access 

to I-85 or the surrounding road network.  Major east-west roadways across the 

Preferred Alternative would remain.  The closest access to I-85 would continue to 
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be via the NC 274 interchange.  Residents in this area would have access to the 

proposed project at the Linwood Road and US 321 interchanges.   

For the Garrison Road area, access to I-485 has been via Garrison Road to NC 160 

(Wallace Neel Road/Steele Creek Road) south to the NC 160 interchange with I-485.   

With the proposed project, access to I-485 from Garrison Road would still be via 

the existing NC 160/I-485 interchange.  However, drivers  would be rerouted south 

along Garrison Road to a new connection with Dixie River Road, which connects to 

NC 160 just north of the interchange.  Although the route would change, it would 

be the same distance (approximately 3.0 miles) (Final EIS Figure 2-3).   

Regarding travel times, drivers using the Preferred Alternative would experience 

faster travel times when considering specific origins and destinations (Draft EIS 

Appendix C).  However, if travelers use existing routes, as described in Draft EIS 

Appendix C, overall congested vehicle hours in the network would be less with the 

project in place (Appendix C, Section C.1.2), benefiting all travelers in Gaston 

County.  Along I-85, traffic flow would improve somewhat with the project in place 

compared to the No-Build scenario due to decreases in traffic volumes that would 

occur due to traffic being diverted to the proposed project (Appendix C, Section 

C.1.3.1).  

Tolling Affect on Transit.  Transit is a part of GUAMPO’s and MUMPO’s long-range 

transportation plans, along with the proposed project.    The project could provide 

opportunities for transit service enhancement by providing a potential new route, 

particularly for the popular express bus route from Gastonia to uptown Charlotte 

(Draft EIS Section 1.5.2.3).  In the Shannon Bradley Road area, Gastonia Transit 

operates an existing route (Route 5) that uses US 29-74 and Shannon Bradley Road.  

This transit route, and access to the route, would remain the same or similar with 

the project in place.  There is no existing transit route along Stagecoach Road.  At 

the western end of the project, there are no existing transit routes operated by the 

Charlotte Area Transit System (CATS) in the vicinity of the Preferred Alternative, or 

any of the DSAs. 

Electronic Tolling.  The project is proposed to have only electronic tolling.  This can 

sometimes be a barrier to low-income populations if an account or credit card is 

required for payment. Specific payment options have not yet been determined, but 

electronic toll collection options that do not require an account, a credit card, a 

checking account, or access to the Internet are planned to be available.  In 

accordance with NC General Statutes (GS 139-89.123), “the Authority must operate 

a facility that is in the immediate vicinity of the Turnpike project and that accepts 

cash payment of the toll.”  This includes pre-paid tolls and payment for tolls already 
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incurred and billed.     

Diversion of Traffic through Neighborhoods.  For the western end of the project, 

2035 traffic forecasts indicate traffic volumes on North Myrtle School Road (major 

roadway just east of Shannon Bradley Road that traverses the eastern side of the 

Broomfield community would be the same with and without the Preferred 

Alternative (approximately 22,000 ADT).  Stagecoach Road does not provide direct 

access to the proposed project interchanges, and would not be expected to 

experience substantial increases in traffic volumes due to the proposed project.   

For the Garrison Road community, no traffic would be diverted through the 

neighborhood.  It is currently a dead-end street and would continue to be a dead-

end street with the proposed project in place. 

Access and Impact to Businesses.  Free routes would continue to provide access to 

all businesses near the proposed project.   At the eastern end of the project, there 

are no businesses estimated to be impacted by the Preferred Alternative in the 

Garrison Road area.  At the western end of the project, businesses impacted by the 

Preferred Alternative near the Broomfield community are located along US 29-74.  

The relocation reports (Draft EIS Appendix F) indicate ten businesses in this area 

would be directly impacted.   A review of the refined preliminary design shows that 

a service road is proposed to retain two of the businesses previously counted as 

relocated in the northwest quadrant of the proposed US 29-74 interchange (Final 

EIS Figure 2-3c).  This reduces the number of relocated businesses to 8.  Seven of 

these businesses are industrial and auto-related and do not provide unique services 

to the surrounding community.  One business, the Bel Aire Motel no longer exists.       

Increased Air Quality/Noise Issues.  See item ‘d’ below.  

Summary Item ‘c’.  Regarding minority populations, approximately 21 percent of 

the Demographic Study Area is minority (2000 Census).  The minority population of 

Gaston County and Mecklenburg County together was approximately 32 percent of 

the total population in 2000.  In 2010, the minority population in the Demographic 

Study Area was approximately 27 percent, and in Gaston County and Mecklenburg 

County together it was approximately 40.5 percent. In identifying environmental 

justice populations, NCDOT considers that an environmental justice population 

exists where the non-white population or low-income population is 10 percentage 

points higher than the county average or when either population exceeds 50 

percent of the total. Approximately 28 percent of the Preferred Alternative 

relocations are estimated to be minority.  Based on either the 2000 or 2010 Census, 

this is one to seven percent more than the Demographic Study Area but four to 

12.5 percent less than the combined counties.  Therefore, it can be concluded that 
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the Preferred Alternative would not disproportionately impact minority 

populations.    

Regarding low-income populations, Table 3-3 in the Draft EIS lists the estimated 

income levels of relocated households by Detailed Study Alternative.  The table 

notes that low-income could be considered as being an income level of $25,000 or 

less depending on household size.  The US Department of Health and Human 

Services 2008 Poverty Guidelines list poverty thresholds as $14,000 for a 2-person 

household and $24,800 for a 5-person household.  The average household size in 

Gaston County in 2000 was 2.53 persons, so for most households, low-income 

would be defined by the $0-$15,000 income level in Draft EIS Table 3-3.  The 

Preferred Alternative has one relocation (or less than one percent) estimated at 

this income level.    

Based on US Census 2000 data, approximately 30 percent of households in Gaston 

County and 20 percent of households in Mecklenburg County had a household 

income of less than $25,000.  In the Demographic Study Area, approximately 

26 percent of households had a household income of less than $25,000.   

Direct relocations from the Preferred Alternative are estimated to include 

approximately 26 percent of households with incomes less than $25,000 based on 

the Relocation Reports (Draft EIS Appendix F).  This is four percent less than Gaston 

County, six percent more than Mecklenburg County and the same as the 

Demographic Study Area.   Therefore, it can be concluded that direct relocation 

impacts of the Preferred Alternative would not disproportionately impact low-

income households. 

Summary Item ‘d’.  Final EIS Section 3.3.2.7 discusses potential noise and air quality 

impacts to minority and low-income populations and provides estimates as to the 

number of noise-impacted receptors that are also minority or low-income.  For this 

analysis, the percent of persons in poverty was used to evaluate impacts on low-

income populations.   

As discussed in Final EIS Section 3.3.2.7, minority and low-income (persons in 

poverty) populations would not receive a disproportionately high and adverse level 

of noise impacts.   As discussed in more detail in Section 3.3.2.7 of the Final EIS, the 

percentages of residential receptors predicted to be impacted by project-related 

traffic noise that are estimated to be minority (20 percent) or in poverty (10 

percent) are approximately the same as the percentages of minority populations 

(21 percent in 2000 and 27 percent in 2010) and populations in poverty (10 percent 

in 2000 [note: poverty information by block group not available from the 2010 

Census]) within the Demographic Study Area as a whole.  Therefore, there would 
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be no disproportionately high and adverse noise effects to these populations.  The 

same conclusion is reached regarding air quality impacts. 

It is also noted that based on coordination with residents of the Broomfield 

community at a small group meeting (July 14, 2009) (Table 3-1, Final EIS Section 

3.1.3), residents expressed concern regarding graffiti and visual effects of the 

preliminary noise barrier proposed along the east side of the Preferred Alternative 

adjacent to Belfast Drive (Barrier 1-1).  This noise barrier would directly face 

remaining residences located on the opposite side of Belfast Drive.  If preliminary 

Barrier 1-1 is determined in final design to be feasible and reasonable, additional 

landscaping should be provided in this area to reduce potential visual impacts.  This 

has been added as a special project commitment in the ROD (Item 13 - Visual 

Resources in Table A-1 in Appendix A). 

Summary Item ‘e’.  Additional analysis regarding environmental justice is not 

needed. As described above, and in the discussion included in Draft EIS Section 

3.2.5 and Final EIS Section 3.3.2.7, there is no apparent disproportionately high and 

adverse impact to environmental justice populations.   

Using the 2000 Census block groups within the project study area, approximately 

21 percent of the population is minority and 26 percent is low income.  Based on 

the 2010 Census, it was determined that minorities comprise approximately 

27 percent of the total population in the study area.  Low-income census data for 

2010 is only available down to the county level; therefore block group data is not 

available to determine the percentage of low-income households in the project 

study area. 

Draft EIS Section 3.2.5 discusses the presence of two predominantly minority 

communities in the project corridors, the Garrison Road community and the 

Broomfield community around Shannon Bradley Road, including the Matthews 

Acres subdivision.  Impacts from the Preferred Alternative to these areas were 

minimized through refined designs to the maximum extent feasible.  The refined 

preliminary design for the Preferred Alternative reduced relocations in the Garrison 

Road community by approximately five residences.   

Representatives from both these communities attended Citizens Informational 

Workshops.  Small group meetings also were held with these communities to listen 

to their concerns and receive input on the project.  As a result, for the Garrison 

Road community, there is a project commitment to conduct additional 

coordination with the Garrison Road Community Center non-profit and provide 

mitigation for the potential loss of their community center.    As discussed in Final 

EIS Section 2.3.1.2, the access to the Matthews Acres subdivision was modified 
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based on input from the community.  For the Broomfield community area, an 

environmental commitment was added to include additional landscaping to 

address potential visual impacts if Barrier 1-1 is determined feasible and 

reasonable during final design. 

In addition, as stated previously, project commitment has been added to the ROD 

that states NCTA will provide additional community outreach and take the 

necessary steps to effectively engage owners and tenants of the potentially low-

income developments of Falls Estate, Levi Mobile Home Park (MHP), and Orion 

Oaks MHP during final design and right-of-way acquisition. 

37 Farmland EPA continues to have environmental concerns regarding the impacts to 

farmlands including 146 acres of conversion from active agricultural lands 

and 1,084 acres of prime and important farmland soils (Table 1-5 of the 

FEIS). EPA is concerned about the loss or terrestrial forests (882 acres) and 

other greenspace (681 acres). 

Table 2-9 in Section 2.5.2.3 of the Final EIS lists the impacts to prime and important 

farmland from the Preferred Alternative refined preliminary design.  The Preferred 

Alternative would impact 588 acres of soils designated prime farmland soils and 

274 acres designated as statewide important farmland soils.  Impacts of the 

Preferred Alternative to active agricultural lands are listed in Table 2-12 in Final EIS 

Section 2.5.4.3, and are estimated to be approximately 152 acres.  Also from 

Table 2-12, impacts to upland forests are estimated to be approximately 792 acres.  

Other greenspace is assumed to be disturbed/clearcut and successional lands.  For 

these natural community types, the Preferred Alternative would impact 

approximately 668 acres, as listed in Table 2-12. 

38 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

EPA continues to have environmental concerns regarding ICE. Table 1-8 of 

the FEIS includes the summary of potential for ICE by county. For DSA 9, the 

potential for accelerated growth and other indirect effects as a result of the 

project are characterized by NCTA and FHWA as 'high".  The proposed 

Gaston East-West Connector is expected to increase sprawl in the project 

study area and beyond, including parts of York County, S.C. (Page 1-49). EPA 

requests a copy of the ICE Quantitative Analysis report when it becomes 

available. 

The Quantitative Indirect and Cumulative Effects Assessment (August 2010) was 

distributed with the Final EIS on a CD contained on the inside cover of Volume 2.  

This report is summarized in Section 2.5.5 of the Final EIS.  Also, the report is 

available on the project web site at www.ncdot.org/projects/gardenparkway.   

A Revised Final Quantitative Indirect and Cumulative Effects Assessment (July 2011) 

was prepared for the Preferred Alternative, as summarized in Section 3.5 of the 

ROD).  The report is available on the project web site at 

www.ncdot.org/projects/gardenparkway . 

An additional quantitative assessment of indirect and cumulative impacts to water 

quality will be provided during permitting. 
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1 Comment 

Noted 

The comments below reiterate many of the concerns we expressed in our 

previous comments of July 21, 2009.  SELC submitted a request to review 

public records pertaining to this project on January 31, 2011.  To date, 

these records have not yet been provided. 

Records were made available to Southern Environmental Law Center (SELC) on 

March 30, 2011. 

2 Alternatives 

Considered 

Additionally, two petitions totaling over 7,275 signatures against the road 

were tendered. In light of this controversy, we suggest that the 

Transportation Agencies take a hard look at alternatives to address 

legitimate and pressing transportation priorities in the project area that 

would engender more public support. 

All comments received were considered both individually and collectively, and 

responses were provided to all comments in the Final EIS and ROD.  In accordance 

with Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 1502.14) and 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) guidance and regulations (FHWA Technical 

Advisory T6640.8A, 1987 and 23 CFR 771.123(c)), a range of reasonable 

alternatives, including non-toll alternatives, were rigorously explored and 

objectively evaluated, as summarized in Chapter 2 of the Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement (Draft EIS). 

The referenced petitions are discussed in Section 3.3.1 of the Final EIS.  The Gaston 

Urban Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (GUAMPO) and the Mecklenburg-

Union MPO (MUMPO) have also provided opportunities for public involvement 

throughout their long range transportation planning processes, as described in the 

GUAMPO 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) (page 2-4) and the MUMPO 

2035 LRTP (page 3-1).  For example, GUAMPO held a public meeting on February 7, 

2011 about their long range transportation plans, and public comments received 

included comments about the Gaston East-West Connector.  Appendix C4 of the 

ROD includes the public comments received on the proposed project at this 

GUAMPO meeting.   

Governmental agencies and Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) have had 

the opportunity to review public input provided on this project and their positions 

that this project is a top priority have not changed.   The project remains a top 

priority in the Gaston Urban Area MPO (GUAMPO) 2035 Long Range Transportation 

Plan (LRTP) (see resolution dated March 22, 2011 in ROD Appendix C3).     

3 Purpose and 

Need for 

Action 

Although the FEIS states that "[t]he purpose of the proposed action has not 

changed since the Draft EIS was circulated," this does not appear to be a 

correct statement. While the DEIS included as one of the purposes of the 

project "to improve traffic flow on I-85, US 29-75 and US 321 in the Project 

area" the FEIS no longer includes this as a purpose. Instead, the FEIS now 

states that "[w]hile existing and future deficiencies of I-85 and US 29-74 

are acknowledged in the Draft E1S, improving these specific roadways are 

not identified as purposes for this project." 

The purpose of the project, as described in Draft EIS Section 1.3 is to “improve east-

west transportation mobility in the area around the City of Gastonia, between 

Gastonia and the Charlotte metropolitan area, and particularly to establish direct 

access between the rapidly growing area of southeast Gaston County and western 

Mecklenburg County.”   Final EIS Section 1.1.3 states the project purpose has not 

changed since the Draft EIS was circulated, then the section restates the purpose, 

as included in this paragraph. 

This Draft EIS section goes on to list two needs in the area, including a need to 

improve traffic flow on major roadways in the area.  The intent of this listing was to 

note the traffic problems on the area’s major roadways.  Section 1.3 then states the 
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performance measures that would be used to evaluate alternatives: 

• Reduce travel distances and/or travel times between representative 

origin/destination points within southern Gaston County and between 

southern Gaston County and Mecklenburg County. 

• Provide a transportation facility with a mainline that would operate at 

acceptable levels of service (generally LOS D or better on the mainline) in 

the design year (2030) for travel between Gaston County and Mecklenburg 

County. 

• Reduce congested vehicle miles traveled and/or congested vehicle hours 

traveled in Gaston County compared to the No-Build Alternative in 2030. 

In summary, the purpose of the project has not changed from the Draft EIS.  

4 Purpose and 

Need for 

Action 

This, albeit unacknowledged, change of project purpose and need in the 

middle of the NEPA process serves to reinforce our concern that the 

Transportation Agencies are using the EIS to do little more than "justify  

decisions already made" in direction violation of NEPA. 40C.F.R.§1502.2(g). 

The purpose of the project has not changed from the Draft EIS. 

5 Traffic and 

Travel 

Demand 

Modeling 

As we pointed out in our comments on the DEIS, the Transportation 

Agencies' own numbers show that construction of the toll road, far from 

improving traffic flow on I-85, US 29-74 and US 321, will in fact lead to 

increased congestion on those roads.  However, responding to this reality 

by changing the statement of purpose and need turns the function of that 

statement on its head.  The statement is not intended to be created to best 

fit a pre-ordained conclusion, but rather to set out the clear underlying 

needs from which a variety of alternative solutions can be considered. 

The purpose of the project was not to explicitly improve congestion on I-85 or 

US 29-74.  Existing and projected poor levels of service on these roadways are cited 

as transportation needs in the area.  The project purpose is to “improve east-west 

transportation mobility in the area around the City of Gastonia, between Gastonia 

and the Charlotte metropolitan area, and particularly to establish direct access 

between the rapidly growing area of southeast Gaston County and western 

Mecklenburg County.” 

As discussed in Section 1.3 of the Draft EIS and Section 1.2.2 of the Final EIS, project 

alternatives were evaluated in an iterative process to determine if they were 

reasonable and practicable.  Each alternative concept was evaluated to determine 

whether it would: 

• Reduce travel distances and/or travel times between representative 

origin/destination points within southern Gaston County and between 

southern Gaston County and Mecklenburg County.   

• Provide a transportation facility with a mainline that would operate at 

acceptable levels of service (generally LOS D or better on the mainline) 

in the design year for travel between Gaston County and Mecklenburg 

County. 

• Reduce congested vehicle miles traveled and/or congested vehicle hours 

traveled in Gaston County compared to the No-Build Alternative. 
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6 Alternatives 

Considered 

A clear statement of purpose and need is particularly important because it 

forms the basis from which alternatives can be considered. The 

Transportation Agencies use the statement to screen out any alternatives 

that do not fit the narrow criteria from any detailed consideration. In 

response to our concern that the statement is too narrow to support 

consideration of a reasonable range of alternatives, as required by NEPA, 

the FEIS simply states that "a variety of alternatives could meet the 

criteria." Other than this conclusory statement however, the FEIS gives no 

indication that any alternatives could, in fact, satisfy the narrow criteria. 

Each alternative to a new location highway is rejected out of hand, and in 

such a broad generalized manner that it is quite clear that there is no 

variant of any alternative that could ever come close to satisfying the 

overly restrictive purpose and need statement. 

The Draft EIS Chapter 2 and the Addendum to the Final Alternatives Development 

and Evaluation Report for the Gaston East-West Connector (October 2008) provide 

details regarding the evaluation of alternatives, and the reasons alternatives were 

eliminated or retained for detailed study.  In addition, through the interagency 

coordination process, the environmental resource and regulatory agencies 

concurred on the Purpose and Need (Concurrence Point 1) and the Detailed Study 

Alternatives (Concurrence Point 2).  Draft EIS Appendix A-1 includes these 

concurrence forms.  No new information was presented after publication of the 

Draft EIS that warranted additional evaluation of alternatives other than the 

Preferred Alternative described in the Final EIS.   

 

7 Traffic and 

Travel 

Demand 

Modeling 

Given forecasts which show that the construction of the toll road will 

increase congestion on many of the surrounding roadways, it is not clear 

that even the preferred alternative can successfully clear this hurdle.  As 

we described in our comments on the DEIS the Transportation Agencies’ 

attempt to avoid this problem by making use of an extremely narrow way 

of calculating congested vehicle miles travelled which results in a very 

slight positive outcome for the preferred alternative. 

Both congested vehicle miles traveled and congested vehicle hours traveled within 

Gaston County were appropriately calculated using the approved regional travel 

demand model.  The Draft EIS Appendix C Section C.1.2 describes the statistics.  As 

shown in the table, the New Location Alternative Toll Scenario not only 

accommodates more vehicle miles and vehicle hours traveled, it does so with less 

congested vehicle hours and less congested vehicle miles compared to the No-Build 

Alternative.   

Although some individual roadway segments in the transportation network of 

Gaston County may experience increased traffic volumes and/or congestion, others 

will experience less, and the model demonstrates there would be an overall net 

benefit to the network from the proposed project. 

8 Traffic and 

Travel 

Demand 

Modeling 

In a similar vein, the FEIS continues to show that the project will result in 

little if any travel time savings for over half the project area, a fact which is 

inconsistent with the project's stated purpose to improve mobility, access 

and connectivity in the project area. 

Draft EIS Figure 7-2 shows average travel time savings for all trips considering all 

trips in all traffic analysis zones, representing relative effects in aggregate.  Draft EIS 

Appendix C, Section C.2 discusses average travel times savings for representative 

specific origins and destinations.  Section C.2 also discusses other mobility and 

connectivity issues.  As discussed in these sections, the new location alternatives 

would improve travel times, mobility and connectivity. 

9 Traffic and 

Travel 

Demand 

Modeling 

The FEIS does nothing to correct the inflated traffic volumes presented as 

existing conditions in the DEIS.  As we explained in our previous letter, 

virtually all forecasts of existing traffic congestion were inflated, and in 

some cases were almost double the actual observed traffic volume for the 

same time period. 

A detailed response to this issue was provided in response to Comment 1 in SELC’s 

comment letter included in Final EIS Appendix B-3, Table B3-12.  This response is 

reproduced here. 

The traffic forecast methodologies and results used in developing the purpose and 

need and alternatives as summarized in the Draft EIS are documented in the Traffic 

Forecasting for Toll Alternatives Report (August 2008). The project forecasts were 
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prepared using a travel demand model, and in accordance with all FHWA and North 

Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) standards (NCDOT Project Level 

Traffic Forecasting Administrative Procedures Handbook, 2007).  Generally, travel 

demand models are used for simulating current travel conditions and forecasting 

future travel patterns and conditions. Travel demand modeling is a function of 

socioeconomic conditions such as residential densities, locations of jobs and 

services, and trip lengths and distributions for the various types of trip purposes. 

All scenarios discussed in the Draft EIS were forecasted from the same base model.  

The NCTA consultants who conducted the traffic forecasts did so utilizing the 

official Metrolina Regional Travel Demand Model (MRM), version 6.0, current at 

the time the traffic forecasts began. The MRM is used for all traffic forecasts for 

projects within the 13-county region surrounding Charlotte. The base year of this 

version of the MRM is 2000, with horizon years of 2010, 2020, and 2030. The MRM 

was calibrated based on observed traffic counts from 2000. It was adopted by the 

Mecklenburg-Union MPO (MUMPO), GUAMPO, Cabarrus-Rowan MPO (CRMPO), 

NCDOT, and FHWA after results showed that it met all FHWA calibration and 

validation standards. 

The MRM was used to forecast traffic for the project’s base year of 2006 and the 

2030 design year. The traffic operations analysis used these values. The traffic 

operations analysis levels of service for existing (2006) and 2030 no-build 

conditions reported in Section 1.6.2 of the Draft EIS are documented in the Final 

Traffic Operations Technical Memorandum for I-85, I-485, US 29-74, and US 321 

Under Various Scenarios – Gaston East-West Connector (PBS&J, September 2008). 

These levels of service were calculated using methodologies and models consistent 

with NCDOT standards (NCDOT Congestion Management Capacity Analysis 

Guidelines). 

The MRM, the traffic forecasts developed based on the MRM, and the traffic 

operations analysis are consistent with NCDOT and FHWA standards and are the 

best available tools and methods for evaluating and comparing traffic conditions 

for the project area. Additional details are provided below. 

Traffic forecasts for the Preferred Alternative were updated to 2035 for the Final 

EIS. As discussed in Section 2.3.5.1 of the Final EIS, the updated 2035 traffic 

forecast for the Preferred Alternative is documented in the Gaston East West 

Connector Updated Traffic Forecast and Preliminary Design Traffic Capacity Analysis 

for the Preferred Alternative (HNTB, May 2010).  The 2035 forecasts used a more 

recent version of the MRM (Version 6.1.1), which incorporated updated socio-

economic data and a base year of 2005.  The 2035 forecast volumes along the 

Gaston East-West Connector are projected to be higher than the previously 
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forecasted 2030 Toll scenario volumes.  Generally, traffic volumes on the modeled 

network are higher in the 2035 forecast year compared to the 2030 forecast year.  

Updating the existing conditions information and 2030 no-build traffic operations 

analysis reported in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIS was not necessary for making 

decisions regarding the proposed project.  Forecasts and levels of service for 

individual roadway segments for 2006 and 2030 might be different when estimated 

using the later version of the MRM. But overall, the important conclusion that 

traffic growth is expected to continue in the region and congestion would occur on 

area roadways in the future, especially I-85, did not change with updates to the 

MRM. 

Regarding the 2006 forecast traffic volumes presented in the Draft EIS, these 

volumes were interpolated from the 2000 base year MRM model and the 2030 no-

build MRM model.  A large amount of growth is projected to occur in Gaston 

County, particularly in the later horizon years of the Long Range Transportation 

Plan (LRTP). Since the travel demand model was calibrated to year 2000 traffic 

volumes, it can be expected that actual counts for any given subsequent year will 

vary at some locations.  A comparison of the model’s 2006 results (Existing 

Conditions scenario) with actual 2006 annualized average daily traffic counts along 

I-85 show that there is reasonably good correlation between the modeled and 

measured 2006 values for most of the study area. In areas where there are notable 

differences, measured volumes are lower by about 7 percent or less west of Exit 26 

(Belmont Mount Holly Road), and lower by about 10-11 percent east of Exit 26. A 

review of multiple years of NCDOT traffic counts along I-85 show that between 

2000 and 2006, traffic counts along segments can increase or decrease from year to 

year and can change at non-constant rates.  For example, traffic counts along I-85 

from Exit 27 to Exit 29 were 104,000 annual average daily traffic (AADT) in 2003, 

103,000 AADT in 2004 (a change of -0.9 percent), and 120,000 AADT in 2005 (a 

change of 16.5 percent). The model may have projected more robust growth rates 

for the period 2000-2010 than what had actually occurred up to 2006, resulting in 

lower actual traffic counts for that particular year compared to forecasted values. 

Keeping in mind that the regional approved MRM was calibrated based on known 

traffic volumes in the year 2000, none of the differences in 2006 modeled volumes 

compared to 2006 counted volumes would invalidate the project studies or year 

2030 forecasts. It could be expected that variations in economic and other 

conditions and swings in growth rates would normalize over the course of the 30-

year forecast. The majority of the analyses reported in the Draft EIS, in particular 

those used to compare alternatives, were based on the 2030 forecasts (based on 

approved forecasts of socioeconomic data), not the 2006 forecasts, and are 

reasonable values to use in the planning process. Year 2006 traffic information was 

C2-11



 FEBRUARY 2012                GASTON EAST-WEST CONNECTOR ROD 
 

Appendix C2 – Citizen Comments 

Table C2-1: Southern Environmental Law Center 

Document: p001   letter dated Feb 22, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

included in the Draft EIS to document existing conditions and the changes 

predicted to occur by the horizon year. It is noted that in the case of the Gaston 

East-West Connector, the roadway that would experience the most influence from 

the presence of the toll facility is I-85, and the year 2006 forecasts and 2006 counts 

correlate well along I-85 throughout the study area. 

The measure of congestion used in the Draft EIS is level of service. The LOS is a 

“qualitative measure describing operational conditions within a traffic stream” 

(Transportation Research Board 2000:2-2).  The analysis was performed in 

accordance with NCDOT Congestion Management Capacity Analysis Guidelines 

using the North Carolina Level of Service (NCLOS) software, Version 1.3. The NCLOS 

software provides an overall level of service, representative of general peak hour 

conditions.  The LOS thresholds (density/speed) for each facility type are based on 

Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (Transportation Research Board Special Report 209) 

methodology, the accepted national standard. The software and method were 

appropriate for the type of analysis and information needed for making decisions 

regarding the proposed project. The analysis is documented in Final Traffic 

Operations Technical Memorandum for I-85, I-485, US 29-74, and US 321 Under 

Various Scenarios – Gaston East-West Connector (PBS&J, September 2008). 

The traffic operations analysis uses a number of assumptions and estimates, 

including the traffic forecasts and estimates of directional distribution, peak hour 

percentage of daily traffic, and percentages of trucks. An individual driver’s 

experience on any particular day at any particular peak hour will vary depending on 

the day and hour.  These individual events and experiences may or may not appear 

to correlate with the predicted measures of general congestion along a route 

calculated using the accepted methods described above.  Also, it should be noted 

that even if a roadway segment such as the segment of I-85 from Exit 26 to Exit 27 

is already calculated to be operating at LOS F during the peak period, it is still 

possible for that roadway to carry more vehicles, the likely result being that 

congestion may worsen during the peak periods and/or the peak periods get longer 

10 Traffic and 

Travel 

Demand 

Modeling 

Instead, the Transportation Agencies decline to correct the flaws in the 

forecasts for existing levels of traffic or to recalibrate the model so that it 

may more accurately forecast a future "No-Build" scenario for the project 

area. 

See response to Comment 9 in this letter (letter p001). 
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11 Traffic and 

Travel 

Demand 

Modeling 

In response to concerns about the flawed traffic forecasts, the FEIS states 

that "updating the existing conditions information and 2030 no-build traffic 

operations ... was not necessary for making decisions regarding the 

proposed project." Consequently, the only updates to traffic forecasts 

carried out in the FEIS are forecasts for the preferred alternative. A more 

up-to-date version of the MRM was used to calculate more realistic traffic 

projections for the "Build" scenario, but the Transportation Agencies 

declined to perform the same for existing conditions or the future ''No 

Build" scenario. The illogical conclusion that legitimate data are not 

required in the decision-making process overlooks the fact that valid traffic 

forecasts are essential for determining the underlying need for the project 

and for determining which alternatives should be considered. 

As discussed in response to Comment 9 in this letter (letter p001), the traffic 

forecasts were prepared using the approved Metrolina Regional Demand Model.   

Updated 2035 traffic forecasts were prepared for the Preferred Alternative, which 

had included elimination of the Bud Wilson interchange.  It is explained in 

Section 2.3.5.1 of the Final EIS that the 2035 forecast volumes along the Gaston 

East-West Connector are projected to be higher than previously forecasted 2030 

Toll scenario volumes based on the use of a different version of the Metrolina 

Regional Model, updated socio-economic data, and the additional five years of 

traffic growth.  Also, the existing roadway network in the project study area is 

projected to carry more traffic in 2035 than in 2030.  It was not necessary to re-

forecast the No-Build Scenario for 2035 if traffic is forecasted to increase overall 

from 2030 to 2035 and the 2030 No-Build conditions are already projected to be 

congested. 

12 Traffic and 

Travel 

Demand 

Modeling 

Moreover, while, on the one hand, the FEIS states that no updates to the 

"No” Build" Scenario traffic forecasts need be made, on the other hand it 

presents a conclusion as if such updates have in fact been performed.  By 

stating that "the important conclusion that traffic growth is expected to 

continue in the region and congestion would occur on area roadways in 

the future, especially I-85, did not change with updates to the MRM," the 

FEIS misleadingly suggests that a future updated congestion analysis was, 

in fact, performed for a "No-Build" scenario. 

Traffic congestion on I-85 is projected to occur under the 2030 No-Build Scenario, 

as discussed in Draft EIS Appendix C.  It is logical to conclude that since traffic 

growth is expected to continue in the region beyond 2030, that congestion would 

continue to occur on I-85.  Particularly since no other major roadway projects with 

the potential to divert substantial amounts of traffic from I-85 or increase its 

capacity are anticipated to occur between 2030 and 2035.  As a result, no updates 

to the No-Build forecasts were necessary to aid in the decision-making process. 

13 Traffic and 

Travel 

Demand 

Modeling 

While the body of the FEIS states that “based on the analysis of the 

Preferred Alternative refined preliminary design, all individual freeway, 

ramp merge, and ramp diverge locations are expected to operate at an 

acceptable peak hour LOS, which is defined as LOS D or better”, this is not 

in fact the conclusion of the report.  Instead, the report concludes that 

“the 4-lane freeway segment between NC 273 and Dixie River is expected 

to operate at LOS F in 2035”.  The report goes on to suggest that “if the 

forecasted volumes develop, additional travel lanes on the Gaston East-

West Connector will be needed from NC 273 eastward to I-485 to achieve 

acceptable LOS.” If the Transportation Agencies anticipate that additional 

lanes will be needed in order for the project to fulfill its purpose and need, 

these additions should be factored into the analysis of project alternatives, 

the analysis of environmental impacts, and in discussions regarding project 

financing. 

The traffic operations analysis for the Preferred Alternative (Gaston East-West 

Connector Updated Traffic Forecast and Revised Preliminary Design Traffic Capacity 

Analysis for the Preferred Alternative, May 10, 2010) states “The capacity analysis 

indicates that the section between NC 273 and Dixie River Road is expected to 

operate at LOS F in 2035…..With the addition of “auxiliary lanes” from NC 237 to 

I-485, the mainline basic freeway analysis of a 6 lane facility indicates that the 

Gaston East-West Connector is expected to operate at LOS C or better in 2035.” 

The recommended auxiliary lanes were included in the refined preliminary design 

for the Preferred Alternative.  The Final EIS Section 2.1.2 states, “The Preferred 

Alternative would have four 12-foot travel lanes, with a 50-foot median and 12-foot 

paved inside and outside shoulders…..In addition, between NC 273 (Southpoint 

Road) and I-485, there would be an auxiliary lane in each direction…”   The 

proposed facility’s refined preliminary design is projected to have an acceptable 

level of service (LOS D or better) through the design year, which fulfills one of the 

performance measures used to determine the ability of an alternative to meet the 

project’s purpose (Draft EIS Section 1.3). 
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14 
 

Traffic and 
Travel 
Demand 
Modeling 

The FEIS uses the MRM both to justify the project’s purpose and need, and 
as the “Build” scenario to analyze impacts from the project…..the 
Transportation Agencies take the complete opposite approach to that 
taken in the environmental analysis of the Monroe Connector/Bypass.  
Both the Gaston East‐West Connector and the Monroe Connector/Bypass 
were included in the transportation network used to generate the MRM.  
However, while for the Gaston East‐West Connector the MRM is used to 
create a “Build” scenario, for the Monroe Connector/Bypass it was used to 
generate a “No Build” scenario. 

…..Consequently, while traffic forecasts generated based on the MRM may 
well be consistent with NCDOT and FHWA guidance, that guidance does 
not govern the manner in which such models and analysis may be used in 
an EIS. A model may give out completely accurate information, but to 
remain relevant and accurate the data must be presented in the 
appropriate context for which it was made, and have its underlying 
assumptions made clear. The fact that data is accurate within a specific 
framework does not mean that the information can be reasonably used to 
help justify whatever point the Transportation Agencies chose to make 
regardless of context.  

The use of the MRM as the project’s “Build” scenario in the indirect and 
cumulative impact analysis is consistent with the fact that the Gaston East‐
West Connector was assumed in the road network used to formulate the 
model.  This fact however, calls into question the use of that same model 
to provide traffic projections for a "No‐Build" scenario. By using a model 
that assumed the existence of the project to generate traffic forecasts the 
FEIS overstates congestion on the surrounding highways and thus 
exaggerates the need for the project.  Similarly, the FEIS bases part of its 
need for the project on population projections in the Gaston Urban Area 
Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (“GUAMPO”) Long Range 
Transportation Plan (“LRTP”).  These population forecasts for 2010, 2020, 
and 2030 indicate substantial increases in population projections, which 
the FEIS suggests underscore the need for the project.  However, these 
population projections are based on the same socio‐economic data as the 
MRM and thus assume construction of the project.  Once again the 
Transportation Agencies are comparing "building the project" with 
"building the project," undercutting the central purpose of the EIS. 

It is important to note that traffic forecasting and the forecasting of indirect and 
cumulative effects are two separate analyses and serve separate purposes, 
although both forecasts use, to some extent, the socio‐economic forecasts from 
the Metrolina Regional Travel Demand Model (MRM).  Socio‐economic forecasts 
are one of many components of the MRM.   The MRM is a tool developed by the 
region’s MPOs to perform their federally mandated duty of developing long‐range 
transportation plans and transportation improvement programs for their 
metropolitan planning area.  The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
other federal regulations encourage the use of MPO planning tools and analyses 
during the environmental study process as they provide the best available data for 
informed decision making.    

Using the MRM for the traffic forecasts is a standard and reasonable practice.  The 
MRM is designed to “model’ traffic forecasts for different scenarios based on the 
traffic network the user inputs.  Therefore, regional transportation models are 
appropriate under NEPA for the study of alternative transportation networks.  The 
use of the MRM for the “no‐build” traffic forecast was appropriate.   NCTA “ran” 
the MRM without the project as an input for the “no‐build” traffic forecast.  No‐
build traffic forecasts can be found in Final Traffic Operations Technical 
Memorandum for I‐85, I‐485, US 29‐74, And US 321 Under Various Scenarios, 
PBS&J, 2008 

Using the socioeconomic projections from the MRM for the Indirect and 
Cumulative Effects (ICE) Assessment is also a standard and reasonable practice.  
The MPO spent much time and resources in developing the socio‐economic 
projections with the input of local experts, and the projections are a valuable 
resource for NEPA studies.  As allowed by NEPA and Federal regulations, it is not 
necessary to redo socioeconomic data for the project ICE Study Area (also known as 
a Future Land Use Study Area [FLUSA]).  During the ICE assessment, the agency 
conducted interviews with local planning experts to verify whether the project was 
included in the MRM socio‐economic projections.  It was determined that the 
project was considered in the socioeconomic projections and therefore, the 
socioeconomic projections represented the “build” ICE forecast.   Once it was 
determined that the MRM socioeconomic projections represented the “build” ICE, 
then a separate socio‐economic projection was performed to determine the “no‐
build” projection.  These results are incorporated into the ICE Assessment.   

The results of the ICE Assessment show that any induced socio‐economic 
conditions would have negligible effects on anticipated “no‐build” traffic 
congestion.  As an example, an increase of 3,300 households would not 
substantially change the conclusions about future congestion on I‐85 and US 29‐74 
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under the No‐Build Scenario. The 3,300 households (an increase of approximately 
2.9%) would generate approximately 33,000 ADT, which would disperse across the 
entire study area throughout the day to a variety of destinations, not just segments 
of I‐85.  For employment forecasts, the difference in employment estimates 
between the Build and No‐Build scenarios is approximately 300 fewer  jobs under 
the Build Scenario (a change of approximately 0.3%), and this difference would not 
change the traffic conditions in the study area. The estimated future no‐build 
conditions on I‐85 would continue to be congested.  Current LOS is primarily LOS 
E/F through study area, so under the No‐Build Scenario, it is safe to assume 
continuing congested conditions on I‐85 regardless of any induced growth 
attributable to the project.  Therefore, it was not necessary to revisit future traffic 
forecasts for the No‐Build Scenario.  The conclusions made in the study would not 
change. 

The Monroe Bypass/Connector is a different project completely contained within 
MUMPO, whereas this project is located predominantly within GUAMPO with a 
small portion inside MUMPO.  The NCTA met with planners and local officials from 
both MPO’s to determine how to appropriately use the socio‐economic data for 
this project. When using a model for analysis, it is appropriate to work with those 
responsible for development and application of the model to understand how it 
should be used for analysis.  The NCTA and its consultants conducted such 
inquiries, so that the models were used appropriately in each situation. 

15  Alternatives 
Considered 

The FEIS fails to add any empirical data upon which to base its selection of 
the project over other alternatives, and, as outlined above, bases its 
justification of the preferred alternative on flawed data which overstates 
the need for a new location toll road and mischaracterizes how the road 
will impact congestion along the existing highways in the area. 

Traffic forecasts for the proposed project’s EIS process were developed using the 
approved Metrolina Regional Travel Demand Model for the Charlotte region, which 
is the best available data and model for forecasting travel demand through 2035 
and for informed decision making.  Updates provided in the Final EIS include 
updated traffic forecasts for 2035 for the Preferred Alternative.  Similar results 
would occur for the other Detailed Study Alternatives.  Other updated studies for 
the Preferred Alternative include a traffic noise study addendum, updated 
hazardous materials study, a Phase II intensive archaeological survey, a conceptual 
mitigation plan, and a quantitative indirect and cumulative effects analysis.  None 
of these updated studies indicated any project element would be infeasible.  
Similar results are expected to occur for the other Detailed Study Alternatives.  
Also, see response to Comment 9 in this letter (letter p001).  
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16 Alternatives 

Considered 

….the FEIS states that a number of alternatives were “rigorously explored” 

and “objectively evaluated”.  However, as we have already discussed 

above, this rigorous exploration was little more than a swift determination 

that the alternatives would not satisfy the project’s narrow purpose and 

need, a determination that was based on no detailed study or quantified 

data.  The FEIS does little to add to this analysis. 

See responses to Comments 2 and 6 in this letter (letter p001).  No new 

information was presented after publication of the Draft EIS that warranted 

additional evaluation of alternatives other than the Preferred Alternative described 

in the Final EIS.  The alternative screening process utilized a multi-tiered approach, 

which is described in detail in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS, and summarized in Section 

1.2 of the Final EIS.   The approach used earlier qualitative screenings, followed by 

later quantitative screenings.   

Opportunities for public and agency involvement and participation were provided 

throughout the development of the project’s purpose and identification and 

screening of alternatives, as described in Chapter 9 of the Draft EIS.   The agencies 

ultimately agreed with and approved the alternatives evaluation through 

acceptance of Concurrence Point 2 (signed October 7, 2008).  The concurrence 

form is included in Appendix A-1 of the Draft EIS. 

17 Alternatives 

Considered 

The FEIS fails to give any further consideration to alternatives related to 

upgrading the existing highway system. Only two such alternatives were 

examined in the DEIS, involving widening I-85 to eight and ten lanes, and 

improvements to US 29-74. These alternatives were rejected as failing to 

improve "travel times, mobility, access, or connectivity." 

The Final EIS summarizes the alternatives evaluated for the project and rightly 

focuses on further consideration of the Preferred Alternative.   

Draft EIS Section 2.2.6 summarizes the various versions of the Improve Existing 

Roadways Alternatives that were evaluated.  One alternative (Scenario 4) involves 

widening I-85 to 8-10 lanes, widening US 29-74 to 6 lanes, plus TSM measures.  

Another is Scenario 8, which is Scenario 4 plus widening north/south feeder roads.  

Both alternatives were considered as free alternatives and as alternatives that 

would toll I-85.  Three tolling options were considered for I-85.  As discussed in 

Section 2.2.6 and Appendix C of the Draft EIS, none of these options would satisfy 

the project’s purpose and need. 

Also, see response to Comment 16 in this letter (letter p001). 

18 Alternatives 

Considered 

No consideration was given to other alternatives such as redesigning the 

I-85/ US-321 interchange, which many local residents believe should be a 

priority. 

As discussed in Draft EIS Section 2.2.6.4 (Impact Evaluation – Improve Existing 

Roadway Alternatives), “All interchanges along I-85 within the Project Study Area (a 

total of 11) would need to be reconstructed in order to meet current design 

standards (NCDOT and AASHTO) and to provide enough width under bridges to 

accommodate additional lanes.”  The US 321 interchange is included as one of the 

interchanges.   

Improvements to the I-85/US 321 interchange is included in the GUAMPO 2035 

LRTP as a separate project with a horizon year of 2015.  This project alone would 

not reduce network congestion, as can be addressed by the Gaston East-West 

Connector project. 
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19 Traffic and 

Travel 

Demand 

Modeling  

In response to comments about upgrades to the existing road network, the 

FEIS mentions Braess’s Paradox, the phenomenon by which additional road 

capacity serves to induce additional traffic to improved roads.  This is a 

reality which the Transportation Agencies seem otherwise unconcerned 

with when it comes to adding new highway miles. Moreover, they assert 

the theory and consequent futility of upgrade activities based on the 

results of the flawed modeling outlined above, which vastly overstates the 

traffic forecasts for the existing roadways. 

As explained in Draft EIS Appendix C, Braess’s paradox is the phenomenon, 

recognized in complex networks (including telephone and Internet service), where 

increasing capacity on specific links, can in certain instances, increase congestion 

overall.  This phenomenon appears to occur under the Improve Existing Roadways 

Alternatives, as discussed in Section C.1.2.   

Also as discussed in Appendix C, the New Location Alternatives generally improve 

network congestion overall, so Braess’s paradox does not occur under those 

modeled conditions. 

20 Alternatives 

Considered 

Furthermore, the FEIS continues to fail to look at how improvements to the 

existing highway system could interact with other alternatives such as 

increased freight rail capacity or new mass transit lines.  While such 

alternatives standing alone may not be sufficient to address the underlying 

transportation needs of the project area, they may work in conjunction 

with one another to provide a comprehensive solution. 

The GUAMPO and MUMPO 2030 and 2035 Long Range Transportation Plans are 

multi-modal.  They consider rail, transit, roadway, and bicycle/pedestrian travel 

modes in planning their comprehensive transportation systems.  Within this 

framework, both the GUAMPO and the MUMPO have included the Gaston East-

West Connector as part of their comprehensive transportation network, with 

GUAMPO ranking this project their top priority. 

The Draft EIS rigorously explored and objectively evaluated a range of reasonable 

alternatives as required by 23 CFR 771.123(c).  As part of the multi-tiered 

alternatives analysis approach described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS, a number of 

project concepts were considered in the first screening of alternatives.  These 

included a Mass Transit Alternative (bus or passenger rail) and Multimodal 

Alternatives.  The roadway improvements for the Multi-Modal Alternatives could 

include those described for the TSM Alternative or those described for the Improve 

Existing Roadway Alternatives.  The multimodal alternative was considered in two 

ways in the Draft EIS:  a version that includes improvements to transit and 

roadways along existing facilities and a version that includes improvements to 

existing roadways and transit on new location.  The primary reason for eliminating 

mass transit and multimodal alternatives was their inability to meet the project's 

purpose and need, as documented in the Draft EIS.   

The agency coordination team agreed to Concurrence Point 2 (Detailed Study 

Alternatives) at the October 7, 2008 TEAC meeting.  The Concurrence Form is 

included in Draft EIS Appendix A-1. 

Regarding freight rail, see response to Comment 22 in this letter (letter p001). 

21 Alternatives 

Considered 

SELC concurs with EPA's suggestion that the Transportation Agencies 

should consider partnering with the Federal Transit Authority ("FTA") to 

evaluate a combination of these alternatives alongside highway 

improvements. 40 C.F.R. § 1502. 14(c). 

See response to Comment 20 in this letter (letter p001). FHWA and FTA work with 

the NCDOT and MPO’s to plan, prioritize, and implement various transportation 

improvements in the region. This project does not preclude transit improvements 

in the area, but could enhance these opportunities in the future. 

C2-17



 FEBRUARY 2012                GASTON EAST-WEST CONNECTOR ROD 
 

Appendix C2 – Citizen Comments 

Table C2-1: Southern Environmental Law Center 

Document: p001   letter dated Feb 22, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

22 Alternatives 

Considered 

Despite this responsibility, the FEIS rejects out of hand SELC's suggestion 

that freight rail capacity upgrades should be considered in combination 

with other functional alternatives. While the FEIS does discuss the 

Piedmont and Northern Rail line that runs north of I-85, and which may 

soon be used for short-haul freight, it centers its discussion on the inability 

of that line to provide transit service and provides no analysis of its value 

as a freight rail service in removing freight trucks from the roadways. 

Furthermore, the FEIS suggests that, as such an alternative was not 

suggested by the public or resource agencies prior to the publication of the 

DEIS, there is no obligation to consider it. 

The Draft EIS rigorously explored and objectively evaluated a range of reasonable 

alternatives as required by 23 CFR 771.123(c).  The alternative screening process 

utilized a multi-tiered approach, which is described in detail in Chapter 2 of the 

Draft EIS, and summarized in Section 1.2 of the Final EIS.   The approach used 

earlier qualitative screenings of a wide range of concepts, followed by later 

quantitative screenings.  Opportunities for public and agency involvement and 

participation were provided throughout the identification and screening of 

alternatives, as described in Chapter 9 of the Draft EIS.   During the alternatives 

development process, freight rail as a project alternative was not suggested by the 

public or members of the agency coordination team.  The agency coordination 

team ultimately agreed with and approved the alternatives evaluation through 

acceptance of Concurrence Point 2 (signed October 7, 2008).  The concurrence 

form is included in Appendix A-1 of the Draft EIS. 

Additional alternatives can be considered at any time in the NEPA process if new 

information is brought forward by agencies or the public that warrants analysis.  

The lead agencies considered SELC’s comment regarding a freight rail alternative, 

but determined that additional analysis not warranted.   

Freight rail capacity upgrades are often worthy projects implemented as part of an 

overall transportation network.  Freight is addressed in the Gaston Urban Area 

MPO's 2035 LRTP as a component of their transportation plan, which also includes 

the proposed project.  Freight rail typically moves goods over longer distances, with 

many goods transferred to trucks for ultimate local delivery, and not all freight can 

move by train.  So freight rail service would only remove a portion of the freight 

trucks on the road now or in the future.  Freight rail upgrades as a project 

alternative clearly would not meet the project’s purpose of improving east-west 

transportation mobility in the area around the City of Gastonia, between Gastonia 

and the Charlotte metropolitan area and particularly to establish direct access 

between the rapidly growing area of southeast Gaston County and Western 

Mecklenburg County.   
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23 Alternatives 

Considered 

The FEIS is similarly dismissive of SELC's concerns about the failure to fully 

consider transit in the DEIS. In response to SELC's comments, the FEIS 

states that "users of a mass transit alternative would be comprised of 

residents who typically live relatively close to the transit line." The FEIS 

thus rejects this alternative by stating that the preferred alternative would 

attract a "broader spectrum of users" including "regional and through 

travelers, including trucks delivering goods." This assertion is presented 

without any underlying data or analysis, and fails to consider how a 

broader spectrum of users may be obtainable through consideration of a 

combination of alternatives including freight rail options. 

See response to Comments 20 and 21 in this letter (letter p001).  The MPOs 

evaluated transit throughout the region and prioritized those improvements with 

available funding.  The MPOs have been seeking funding to complete higher 

priority improvements.  Should additional funding be available, it is not likely that 

the MPO would use the funding for transit in this area. 

24 Alternatives 

Considered 

By rejecting mass transit in this extremely generalized fashion rather than 

engaging in a location specific analysis based on quantifiable data, it 

becomes clear that it would be impossible for any mass transit solution to 

satisfy the extremely prescriptive "'needs" elucidated for this project. 

The Mass Transit Alternative and Multi-Modal Alternatives were considered but 

eliminated from detailed study, as summarized in the Draft EIS in Chapter 2.  See 

also response to Comments 20 and 21 in this letter (letter p001). 

25 Funding The FEIS states that while North Carolina roads have traditionally been 

built with taxpayer funds, "there is not enough funding available from 

traditional resources in the foreseeable future to construct all priority 

projects" and that, consequently, the project will be constructed as a toll 

project. This phrasing gives the false impression that the road will be 

supported solely by toll revenue rather than "tax payer funds." 

The variety of funding sources anticipated for the proposed project is stated in 

several responses to comments in Appendix B of the Final EIS (Examples:  Appendix 

B4 – Table B4-11 Letter LC011 Comment 15, Appendix B4 – Table B4-12 letter lc012 

Comment 4).   

Sources of funding for the project were explained in the FAQ (Frequently Asked 

Questions) sheet provided as a handout at the Public Hearings and Pre-Hearing 

Open Houses held in June 2009.  This handout also is available on the project Web 

site (www.ncdot.org/projects/gardenparkway).  As stated in the handout: 

“Funding to construct the project will be from multiple sources over the 

course of several years.  The majority of this project will be funding through 

the sale of revenue bonds, which will be repaid with tolls collected along this 

roadway.  The project may also be funded in part by federal credit assistance 

from the United States Department of Transportation under the 

Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act – or TIFIA – 

program.  STIP funds may be used.  Appropriations from the NC Legislature 

(i.e. “Gap Funding” in the currently approved amount of $35 million per year) 

are also anticipated.” 

26 Funding Later, the FEIS states that "[t]he majority of [the] project will be funded 

through the sale of revenue bonds, but provides no support for this 

proposition.  It is unlikely that revenue bonds will support the "majority" of 

the project. 

A combination of toll revenue bonds and appropriation revenue bonds is expected 

to cover up to 80 percent of anticipated costs.  Also, see response to Comment 25 

in this letter (letter p001). 
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27 Alternatives 

Considered 

Despite the vast costs of the project, the FEIS continues to fail to fully 

quantify the costs of any non-toll alternatives.  This is particularly troubling 

because the FEIS continues to use costs, without any detailed information 

or quantification, to screen out potential alternatives to the project.  For 

example, the FEIS states that "the Multi-Modal alternative was determined 

to be cost prohibitive." 

Section 2.2.5.2 of the Draft EIS discusses mass transit and multimodal alternatives.  

Multimodal alternatives are defined as alternatives that include the Mass Transit 

Alternative together with improvements to existing roadways.  The primary reason 

for eliminating mass transit and multimodal alternatives was their inability to meet 

the project's purpose and need, as documented in the Draft EIS.  The lack of 

financial feasibility was noted in Section 2.2.5.2 of the Draft EIS as an additional 

reason for finding that these alternatives were not reasonable alternatives.   

28 Air Quality Furthermore, low-income and minority populations will receive a higher 

percent of impact from construction of the project in terms of air quality, 

but will likely receive less of a benefit due to the costs of tolls to use the 

new roadway. 

Final EIS Section 3.3.2.7 discusses air quality impacts to minority and low-income 

populations and provides estimates as to the number of noise-impacted receptors 

that are also minority or low-income.   

On a local basis, similar to traffic noise impacts, populations nearest the Preferred 

Alternative would have the highest potential to be affected by localized air quality 

impacts such as mobile source air toxics; and the same conclusions can be reached 

regarding general consideration of air quality effects.  Which are, there would not 

be disproportionate air quality effects on minority populations or low-income 

populations because these populations do not comprise a disproportionate number 

of residents located in proximity to the Selected Alternative. 

Also, a result of the project would be reduced congestion on the overall 

transportation network (see Appendix C in the Draft EIS), which would benefit all 

motorists, including low-income motorists, who may choose not to use the toll 

facility or may tend to use it less frequently. 
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29 Environmental 

Justice 

….”all motorists will benefit from construction because “a result of the 

project would be reduced traffic on the existing non-toll route I-85.”  This 

statement is presented in apparent ignorance of admissions found 

elsewhere in the FEIS that levels of service on I-85 will remain at LOS F, and 

that the construction of the toll road will not in fact reduce traffic 

throughout I-85 and other local area roads, a reality that was made clear in 

Appendix C of the DEIS. 

Traffic forecasts and operations and regional travel demand statistics are described 

in detail in Appendix C of the Draft EIS and in Section 2.2.6.3 (Improve Existing 

Roadways Alternatives) and Section 2.2.7.2 (New Location Alternatives) of the Draft 

EIS.  Appendix C includes forecasts and operations analyses for I-85, US 321, and 

US 29-74.        

The New Location Toll Alternative would reduce traffic volumes on I-85 primarily 

from NC 279 eastward compared to the No-Build Alternative, although levels of 

service would remain at LOS E or F in 2030.  Similar to the Improve Existing 

Roadways Alternatives, there is not a large reduction in traffic volumes predicted to 

occur on I-85 because with the project in place, trips that are diverted to the 

Gaston East-West Connector from I-85 are replaced with different trips on I-85 that 

would like to use I-85 but had not in the past due to congestion.  Overall, however, 

there is less congested vehicle hours and miles traveled with the New Location Toll 

Alternative in place, reducing the duration of congestion in the network. 

More importantly, however, the New Location Alternative provides an additional 

east-west route between Gaston and Mecklenburg Counties that would operate at 

level of service (LOS) D or better through 2035, which is a traffic flow benefit that 

cannot be achieved under either the Improve Existing Roadways Alternatives, the 

No-Build Alternative, or any other type of alternative evaluated (TSM Alternative, 

TDM Alternative, Mass Transit/Multimodal Alternatives).  This additional new east-

west route also improves the reliability of the east-west network.  If an incident 

occurs on one of the local east-west routes or river crossings, the impact to travel 

would be less due to the additional option the new route provides. 

30 Environmental 

Justice 

While it is likely true that "no one project can solve all the transportation 

needs of all the people within and traveling through the Gaston urban 

area" this does not absolve the Transportation Agencies of their 

responsibilities under Executive Order 12898 or under NEPA to fully 

present what the impacts of a proposed project will be. 

The draft and final EISs for the Gaston East-West Connector, and the Record of 

Decision, fully disclose the anticipated impacts of the proposed project, based on 

best available data at the time, in accordance with FHWA and CEQ regulations and 

guidance.  FHWA has met its responsibility under Executive Order 12898. 

31 Water 

Resources 

The new Indirect and Cumulative Effects analysis provides some additional 

details regarding the extent to which project will impact water quality and 

wetlands. However, the FEIS is still significantly lacking a detailed analysis 

of the impacts to 303(d) listed streams in the project area. 

Detailed information regarding the Preferred Alternative’s direct impacts to 

individual streams is provided in Appendix I of the Final EIS.  Section 2.5.5.7 of the 

Final EIS provides a discussion of the potential quantitative indirect and cumulative 

effects to water resources from the Preferred Alternative.  This section also notes 

that additional modeling of pollutant loadings is anticipated to be required for the 

Section 401 Water Quality Certification. 
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32 Water 

Resources 

While it is true that NCTA will be required to obtain the permits 

mentioned, this fact does not relieve the agencies of their duties under 

NEPA to take a "hard look" at all the environmental impacts of the project, 

including water quality impacts. See e.g., Metropolitan Edison v. People 

Against Nuclear Energy. 460 U.S. 766, 771 (1983); Natural Resources 

Defense Council v. Morton, 458 F.2d 827, 838 (D.C. Cir., 1972). 

The draft and final EISs for the Gaston East-West Connector, and the Record of 

Decision, fully disclose the anticipated impacts of the proposed project, based on 

best available data at the time, in accordance with FHWA and CEQ regulations and 

guidance. 

33 Water 

Resources 

The agencies, perhaps because they had a predetermined preference prior 

to even the start of the NEPA process, suggest instead that such 

information should not be provided until the post-decision "permitting 

phase." Such an approach does not comply with NEPA and the agencies 

should prepare a new DEIS that properly considers these impacts. 

Water quality effects are discussed in the Draft and Final EIS at the appropriate 

level of detail needed for informed decision making.  Differing levels of detail are 

allowed at different stages provided that the same level of detail is used for all 

alternatives at each stage (40 CFR 1502.14(b) and (d)).   While qualitative data was 

used at the Draft EIS level, quantitative data regarding the anticipated direct and 

indirect impacts of the Preferred Alternative to water resources was considered 

and is included in the Final EIS.  Impacts also are summarized in the Record of 

Decision.  Final EIS Section 2.5.5.7 and Table 2-17 provide quantitative data 

regarding indirect and cumulative effects to water resources.  Table 2-17 lists the 

estimated change in impervious cover by watershed for the No-Build and Build 

scenarios.    Final EIS Section 2.5.5.7 also notes that additional modeling of 

pollutant loadings is anticipated to be required in association with the Section 401 

Water Quality Certification.  The additional water quality modeling analyses will be 

made available on the project Web site.  The NCTA has participated in numerous 

meetings with the regulatory resource agencies, as described in Final EIS 3.2.1, and 

will continue to coordinate with regulatory agencies through the permit process.   
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34 Water 

Resources 

Additionally, the FEIS does not provide sufficient information to 

demonstrate that the preferred alternative is the "Least Environmentally 

Damaging Practicable Alternative" ("LEDPA") for purposes of obtaining a 

§ 404 Clean Water Act permit. 

As discussed in Final EIS Section 3.2.1, at the October 13, 2009 Turnpike 

Environmental Agency Coordination meeting, the environmental resource and 

regulatory agencies concurred, with the exception of the EPA, that Detailed Study 

Alternative 9 is the LEDPA.  Final EIS Appendix G includes the concurrence form.  

Agencies that have the responsibility and expertise over the Clean Water Act had 

determined that the NEPA analysis contained sufficient information to determine 

the LEDPA as evident by the signing of the Concurrence Point 3 form.  Originally 

EPA did not concur with the LEDPA.  At a later date EPA concurred conditionally but 

opted to abstain from signing the concurrence form, noting in an email (included in 

Final EIS Appendix G) they had reservations concerning the ability to provide 

adequate mitigation for jurisdictional impacts. 

An abstention means the agency does not actively object to a concurrence point, 

but chooses not to sign the concurrence form.  Further, the agency does not find 

that the project violates the laws and regulations under its purview, as the agency 

would have identified any issues through a non-concurrence and not an abstention. 

The merger process can continue and the agency agrees not to revisit the 

concurrence point subject to the guidance on revisiting concurrence points 

included in the Memorandum of Agreement that established the merger process.   

The Record of Decision includes an update to the Conceptual Mitigation Plan 

(Section 3.3) and the FHWA and NCTA are continuing to work with EPA and other 

environmental resource and regulatory agencies through the permitting process to 

develop mitigation. 

35 Alternatives 

Considered 

While new calculations based on this updated design have been performed 

for the preferred alternative, no such calculations are presented for the 

other DSAs.  Consequently, there is no way to determine if, based on 

current designs, the preferred alternative is the LEDPA.  Moreover, the 

flawed analysis does not meet the basic requirement of NEPA to quantify 

and compare a proposed preferred project with other alternatives. 

The Preferred Alternative was developed to a slightly higher level of detail in the 

Final EIS.  It is noted in Final EIS Section 2.2, that the relative comparisons made 

between Detailed Study Alternatives prior to design refinements made on the 

Preferred Alternative still apply.  It is expected that design refinements for each 

DSA would be similar and relative values would remain similar.  

The Section 6002 Coordination Plan included the NEPA/Section 404 Merger 

process, where resource agencies concur at major milestones of the project.  Most 

agencies concurred, with one abstention on the LEDPA (see response to 

Comment 34 in this letter [letter p001]).  Thus, the transportation agencies and 

agencies with responsibility and expertise in natural, cultural, and human resources 

indicated that sufficient information was disclosed on significant impacts to 

determine the preferred alternative.  The project analysis demonstrates the 

implementation of the project would not violate the requirements of the Clean 

Water Act. 
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36 Air Quality In our comments on the DEIS, we noted various deficiencies in the analysis 

of carbon monoxide, ozone, and mobile source air toxics ("MSAT's) related 

to this project.  The FEIS fails to address these deficiencies.  The FEIS 

continues to fail to consider and disclose the risks of localized pollution 

associated with the substantial traffic growth caused by this project.  Nor 

does the FEIS disclose how increased vehicle miles travelled ("VMT") and 

sprawling growth patterns facilitated by this project would exacerbate the 

area's smog problem.  This is particularly relevant given that the 

Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") is poised to introduce a new 

ozone standard of 75ppm or lower sometime this year.  The FEIS fails to 

discuss in any detail how this project will contribute to the Metrolina area's 

ability to be in compliance with this new standard. 

Regarding mobile source air toxics (MSATs), see response to Comment 37 in this 

letter (letter p001). 

Transportation conformity is discussed in the Draft EIS in Sections 4.2.2 and 4.2.5.1.  

At the time the Draft EIS was published, the proposed project was included in the 

approved Long Range Transportation Plans (LRTPs) for the Gaston Urban Area MPO 

and the Mecklenburg-Union MPO.  A conformity determination for these LRTPs was 

made on June 8, 2005 and FHWA and FTA issued the conformity finding on June 30, 

2005.  The transportation conformity determinations were made for ozone and 

carbon monoxide.  Since the project was part of a conforming plan, its effects on 

carbon monoxide and ozone would have been considered in the conformity 

determination.   

USDOT made a conformity determination on the 2035 LRTPs and TIPs on May 3, 

2010.    A copy of this letter, along with EPA’s April 22, 2010 review, can be found in 

Appendix K of the Final EIS. 

As discussed in Final EIS Section 2.5.2.2, the current refined preliminary design for 

the Preferred Alternative was not completely consistent with the project’s concept 

and scope included in the travel demand model used for the May 3, 2010 

conformity determination.  After the May 3, 2010 conformity determination made 

by the USDOT, the GUAMPO prepared an amendment to the 2035 LRTP and 2009-

2015 TIP so that the project design concept and scope included in the LRTP and TIP 

is consistent with the Preferred Alternative.  GUAMPO made a conformity 

determination on the amended 2035 LRTP and 2009-2015 TIP on August 24, 2010.  

USDOT issued a conformity determination on the amendments on October 5, 2010.  

A copy of the USDOT letter is included in Appendix K of the Final EIS. 

Also, as discussed in Section 4.2.5.1 of the Draft EIS, ozone emissions are not 

modeled at the localized level of streets and highways.  Ozone takes several hours 

to form from hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxide, and urban areas as a whole are 

regarded as sources of ozone precursors.  Therefore, compliance of an individual 

project with the ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) is 

demonstrated if the project is included in a conforming regional transportation 

plan, which the Gaston East-West Connector is. 

For carbon monoxide, localized “hot-spot” analyses are required for carbon 

monoxide non-attainment and maintenance areas under certain conditions listed in 

40 CFR 93.123.  As discussed in Section 4.2.5.1 of the Draft EIS, it was concluded 

that a localized carbon monoxide ‘hot-spot’ analysis was not required for the 

proposed project.   
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37 Air Quality Rather than providing generalized statements and few vague examples of 

potential localized impacts, the FEIS should present a thorough project-

specific review of the potential for MSAT increases and detail more 

completely, and with more specificity, where localized impacts are likely to 

be felt.  Furthermore, the statement in the FElS that MSATs will be 

substantially reduced in the future as EPA implements new vehicle and fuel 

standards is highly misleading.  EPA's implementation of standards is 

unrelated to the project, and the conclusion that construction of this 

project will lead to a relatively higher level of MSATs than if the project was 

not built remains true regardless of EPA's actions. 

A similar comment was received from the EPA, Comment 18 in letter a008.  The 

response is reproduced below. 

As stated in Appendix D of the Final EIS, “Air toxics analysis is a continuing area of 

research.  While much work has been done to assess the overall health risk of air 

toxics, many questions remain unanswered.  In particular, the tools and techniques 

for assessing project-specific health outcomes as a result of lifetime MSAT exposure 

remain limited.  These limitations impede the ability to evaluate how the potential 

health risks posed by MSAT exposure should be factored into project-level decision-

making within the context of NEPA. 

Nonetheless, air toxics concerns continue to be raised on highway projects during 

the NEPA process.  Even as the science emerges, FHWA is duly expected by the 

public and other agencies to address MSAT impacts in their environmental 

documents.  The FHWA, USEPA, the Health Effects Institute, and other have funded 

and conducted research studies to try to more clearly define potential risks from 

MSAT emissions associated with highway projects.  The FHWA will continue to 

monitor the developing research in this emerging field. 

While this research is ongoing, FHWA requires each NEPA document to 

qualitatively address MSATs and their relationship to the specific highway project 

through a tiered approach (Interim Guidance Update on Mobile Source Air Toxic 

Analysis in NEPA Documents, September 30, 2009). 

This approach is consistent and meets the requirements of 40 CFR 1502.22, which 

requires that “When an agency is evaluating reasonably foreseeable significant 

adverse effects on the human environment in an environmental impact statement 

and there is incomplete or unavailable information, the agency shall always make 

clear that such information is lacking.” 

In FHWA’s view, existing information is incomplete or unavailable to credibly 

predict the project-specific health impacts due to changes in MSAT emissions 

associated with a proposed set of highway alternatives.  The outcome of such an 

assessment, adverse or not, would be influenced more by the uncertainty 

introduced into the process through assumption and speculation rather than any 

genuine insight in to the actual health impacts directly attributable to MSAT 

exposure associated with a proposed action. 

38 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

It is unclear exactly what Ms. Gurak was referring to when she mentioned 

more outside-of model smoothing, however it appears that substantial 

changes to the document did occur between the draft that Ms. Gurak 

reviewed and the final version presented in the FEIS. While the final 

version does suggest a shift in growth towards South Carolina, the shift is 

FHWA and NCTA reviewed and approved the study methodology and approach for 

the Gaston East-West Connector Quantitative Indirect and Cumulative Effects 

Assessment (Louis Berger Group, August 2010) and the Revised Final Gaston East-

West Connector Quantitative Indirect and Cumulative Effects Assessment (Louis 

Berger Group, July 2011) and determined the proposed methodology and approach 
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not to the order of 10-15 percent, which presumably would totaI 9,000-

13,500 jobs. To more fully understand this issue SELC sent its public 

records request to NCTA on January 31, 2011. SELC urges the 

Transportation Agencies to redo the DEIS and include an Indirect and 

Cumulative Effects analysis that uses genuine numbers and fully explains 

the basis for any adjustments to the data. 

were appropriate and the best available procedure to use.  The FHWA and NCTA 

only used the final versions of the reports in the decision-making process.   

As the consultant for the project, Ms. Gurak is one of many staff who participates in 

reviewing information and data on topics included in the EIS, including initial and 

interim drafts of reports, and evaluates whether appropriate analyses have been 

undertaken.   In this instance, Ms. Gurak was trying to understand the results of the 

gravity model reported in an initial draft of the Quantitative Indirect and 

Cumulative Effects Assessment (Louis Berger Group) (Quantitative ICE Assessment).  

The results in the initial draft of the Quantitative ICE Assessment that used the 

gravity model approach appeared to be counter-intuitive, and it was important that 

the results were verified and clearly explained.  The term out-of-model smoothing 

can be used to describe the standard engineering practice of removing or reducing 

erroneous data to a localized area that resulted from the use of the gravity model 

without significantly altering the underlying results.  “Smoothing” is used to 

increase the accuracy of results, rather than to invalidate otherwise correct results.  

The use of the gravity model was only one of many tools used for the Quantitative 

ICE Assessment.  For instance, the Quantitative ICE Assessment stated that 

separate analyses of developable land were conducted outside the gravity model. 

Ms. Gurak’s comments in the email regarding shifts in growth/employment of 

10-15 percent were in reference to changes between the Build and No-Build 

Scenarios in specific individual traffic analysis zones (TAZs ), particularly in the 

Bessemer City area and individual TAZs along the I-85 corridor, not in reference to 

overall results for the entire ICE Study Area.   

As a result of a public records request, SELC was provided the initial and all interim 

drafts of the Quantitative ICE Assessment, as well as the final report.   Changes 

between the initial drafts and the final report were the result of changes in 

assumptions, and not due to “smoothing”.  A number of assumptions changed 

between the initial draft of the Quantitative ICE Assessment that used the gravity 

model approach and the final report.  For instance, in the initial draft, it was 

assumed that the household and employment forecasts included in the Metrolina 

Regional Travel Demand Model (MRM) represented the No-Build ICE Scenario.   

However, after interviews with local planners, it was determined that the MRM 

2035 household and employment forecasts better represented the Build ICE 

Scenario.  Furthermore, the version of the MRM used in the initial draft included 

household and employment forecasts for the year 2030.   The final report uses a 

version of the MRM that includes household and employment forecasts for the 

year 2035.  (see Final EIS Section 2.5.5.4).   
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In the initial draft of the Quantitative ICE Assessment, under the Build Scenario, the 

ICE Study Area in 2035 is estimated to have 4,877 more households and 2,256 more 

jobs than under the No-Build Scenario.  In the final report summarized in the Final 

EIS, under the Build Scenario, the ICE Study Area is estimated to have 3,700 more 

households and 300 less jobs than under the No-Build Scenario.  This does not 

mean that if the project is built, the ICE Study Area will have 300 less jobs than 

today.  Rather, the growth of jobs that will occur in the ICE Study Area regardless of 

the project would be 300 less jobs with the project.   Total employment growth in 

the ICE Study Area between 2005 and 2035 is anticipated to be 91,500 jobs in the 

No-Build Scenario and 91,200 jobs in the Build Scenario.  The difference of 300 jobs 

between the two scenarios represents an approximately 0.3 percent difference, or 

approximately no change.  In both the initial draft and final reports, the gravity 

model results show similar patterns and indicate a redistribution of employment in 

the ICE Study Area from the existing interstate corridors to the new project 

alignment area.    

In the ROD (Section 3.5), an update to the Quantitative ICE Assessment is 

summarized.  The update includes an additional subwatershed (Fites Creek-

Catawba River) in the ICE Study Area.  The updated ICE Assessment is also available 

for download on the project Web site (www.ncdot.org/projects/gardenparkway).  

With the inclusion of the Fites Creek-Catawba River subwatershed, it is estimated 

that the ICE Study Area would have 3,300 more households and 300 less jobs than 

under the No-Build Scenario, which is consistent with the Quantitative ICE 

Assessment summarized in the Final EIS.   

39 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

The results will be highly problematic for local governments who will be 

provided with the costs of additional households without seeing a 

corresponding increase in local business.  These important impacts should 

be fully disclosed and discussed in the NEPA documents. 

The results of the quantitative indirect and cumulative effects study are 

summarized in the Final EIS Section 2.5.5, and the technical memorandum is 

available for download on the project website.  In addition, the updated 

quantitative indirect and cumulative effects study that adds the Fites Creek – 

Catawba River watershed to the ICE project study area, is summarized in the ROD.  

The updated Revised Final Quantitative Indirect and Cumulative Effects Assessment 

(July 2011) is also available for download on the project Web site. 

Final EIS Section 2.5.5.4 describes the gravity model methodology used in the ICE 

assessment.  The gravity model formulation assumes that areas where accessibility 

increases as a result of a transportation project will be relatively more attractive for 

development than if the project had not been built.  The gravity model provides an 

indication of the potential effects of just the proposed project.  However, other 

factors can influence the likelihood of regional development shifts and include land 

availability and price, state of the regional economy, infrastructure, location 
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attractiveness and amenities, local political/regulatory conditions, and land use 

controls.  Some of these other factors can be influenced by local government 

actions.      
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1 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

The NEPA Project Manager for the Transportation Agencies plainly required 

in correspondence dated May 13, 2010 that data in the Quantitative Indirect 

and Cumulative Effects analysis be substantially altered in order to respond 

to political pressure.  This alone renders the FEIS defective. 

See responses to Comments 38 and 39 in the Southern Environmental Law Center’s 

letter (letter p001).   

2 Alternatives 

Considered 
The FEIS fails to adequately evaluate reasonably available alternatives to the 

Project, including the widening of I-85. 
In accordance with CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.14) and FHWA guidance and 

regulations (FHWA Technical Advisory T6640.8A, 1987 and 23 CFR 771.123(c)), a range 

of reasonable alternatives, including non-toll alternatives, were rigorously explored and 

objectively evaluated, as summarized in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS.  No new information 

was presented after publication of the Draft EIS that warranted additional evaluation of 

alternatives other than the Preferred Alternative described in the Final EIS. 

3 Purpose and 

Need  
… the Project fails to meet the project purpose. Furthermore, the FEIS must 

be re-written and resubmitted to the public for review and comment. 
As stated in Section 1.1.3 of the Final EIS, the project purpose is to improve east-west 

transportation mobility in the area around the City of Gastonia, between Gastonia and 

the Charlotte metropolitan area, and particularly to establish direct access between the 

rapidly growing area of southeast Gaston County and western Mecklenburg County.  

Performance measures used to evaluate alternatives are described in Section 1.2.2 of 

the Final EIS.  As stated in Final EIS Section 1.2.2 and discussed in Draft EIS Section 2.2.7, 

the New Location Alternative would meet the project’s purpose and need. 

4 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

The integrity of the entire FEIS is tainted by the substantial data revisions 

that were undertaken by the Turnpike Authority solely to appease political 

concerns. 

See responses to Comments 38 and 39 in the Southern Environmental Law Center’s 

letter (letter p001).   

5 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

It appears, however, that essential data in the Gaston ICE was substantially 

altered at the specific request of the Transportation Agency's NEPA Project 

Manager, Jill Gurak, four months before the Gaston ICE became final in 

August 2010. 

See responses to Comments 38 and 39 in the Southern Environmental Law Center’s 

letter (letter p001).   

6 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

This email suggests the unmodified Gaston ICE predicted between 9,000 and 

13,500 jobs would shift from the urbanized I-85 corridor to the Project 

corridor. The NEPA Project Manager correctly surmised that revealing such a 

large shift would have a poisonous effect on community support for the 

Project. 

See responses to Comments 38 and 39 in the Southern Environmental Law Center’s 

letter (letter p001).   

7 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

Being well aware of these local concerns, it appears Transportation 

Authorities deliberately concealed the full extent of these risks from the 

public. 

See responses to Comments 38 and 39 in the Southern Environmental Law Center’s 

letter (letter p001).   
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8 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

Decision makers expect from staff reliable, unbiased data upon which to 

base their decisions. The Turnpike Authority mistook its role as data-

gatherer and instead acted as policy maker when it requested "more out of 

model smoothing" to produce employment and household results which it 

believed would politically acceptable. This is an unacceptable practice and 

renders the FEIS fundamentally flawed. 

See responses to Comments 38 and 39 in the Southern Environmental Law Center’s 

letter (letter p001).   

9 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

The Gurak email directing the tampering of the Gaston ICE data irrevocably 

taints the integrity of the FEIS. 

See responses to Comments 38 and 39 in the Southern Environmental Law Center’s 

letter (letter p001).   

10 Traffic and 

Travel 

Demand 

Modeling 

The DEIS consistently overestimates the "existing" traffic volume along each 

of the major roadways in the project area. This leads to inflated traffic 

congestion projections. The failure to accurately reconcile the 2006 

estimates with the 2007 observed data corrodes the credibility of the long-

term model projections. 

See response to Comment 9 in Southern Environmental Law Center’s letter (letter 

p001). 

11 Traffic and 

Travel 

Demand 

Modeling 

The DEIS predicts in Section C.2 of Appendix C that Belmont Peninsula 

residents will take 57 minutes to travel from the South Point Road/ 

Armstrong Road intersection to the Charlotte Douglas Airport under the 

2030 No Build Scenario. Currently, MapQuest shows the trip taking 17 

minutes, with actual travel time being five minutes less. For the proposed 

travel savings to be correct, traffic must become so congested in twenty 

years that the trip increases by more than 40 minutes, an increase of over 

two to three hundred percent. This simply is not credible. Estimates of other 

time savings are equally incredible and biased in support of the Project. 

Origin and destination travel time estimates are reported in the Draft EIS in Section C.2 

of Appendix C.  These values are output from the approved Metrolina Regional Travel 

Demand Model that was used to forecast traffic for the proposed project.  The 

origin/destination travel time savings estimates are comparisons between the No-Build 

Alternative for the year 2030 and the New Location Alternative (Toll Scenario) for the 

year 2030.  These travel times would not necessarily correlate to travel times 

experienced today.  As shown in Table C-4 in Appendix C of the Draft EIS, travel time 

savings under the New Location Alternative for trips within Gaston County are greatest 

(8-9 minutes) for trips starting and ending in southern Gaston County, reflecting the 

increased mobility the proposed project would provide within southern Gaston County.  

For trips between southern Gaston County and western Mecklenburg County, the travel 

time savings would be greater, ranging from 9-28 minutes depending on origin and 

destination (Table C-5 in Appendix C of the Draft EIS).  These time savings are 

representative of these specific trips.  Travel times of other trips within the project 

study area may vary.  

Travel time savings in 2030 realized by constructing the proposed project compared to 

the No-Build Alternative would be substantial for many specific origin/destination pairs, 

and the project also would have an effect on overall average travel times for trips 

throughout the project study area.  In addition, the proposed project would provide an 

additional east-west route between Gaston County and Mecklenburg County that 

would operate at LOS D or better through 2035, which is a traffic flow benefit that 

cannot be achieved under either the Improve Existing Roadways Alternatives or the No-

Build Alternative. 
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12 Traffic and 

Travel 

Demand 

Modeling 

The Transportation Agencies defend the traffic model by stating some years 

have more traffic than others, but over time the model should work out. 

FEIS, B3-80. However, the model and the Transportation Agencies fail to 

reflect the demonstrated decreases in traffic and vehicle miles travelled 

("VMT") that have been caused by increases in the commodity price of 

petroleum and the prolonged increase in unemployment occasioned by the 

Great Recession. Because worldwide demand for petroleum will increase at 

a faster rate than production capacity, commodity prices for petroleum will 

continue to rise over the coming decades, driving down VMT.  The traffic 

models used by the Transportation Agencies do not reflect the sustained 

economic change that has occurred since roughly 2007 and that is expected 

to alter traffic demand for decades. 

Traffic forecasts for the proposed project’s EIS process were developed using the 

approved Metrolina Regional Travel Demand Model for the Charlotte region, which is 

the currently best available data and model for forecasting travel demand through 

2035.   Petroleum pricing and unemployment rates are not factors included in the 

model.   

13 Traffic and 

Travel 

Demand 

Modeling 

The Turnpike Authority announced at the January 25, 2011 TAC meeting 

that tolls would range between $0.15 and $0.25 per mile. The traffic model 

not only fails to reflect demand elasticity when the price of petroleum 

increases, but it also fails to reflect that the price of tolls on top of increasing 

petroleum prices will depress demand for the toll road option even further. 

The toll rates presented at the meeting are representative of average toll rates on 

similar facilities in other states, as well as the NCTA’s projects in Raleigh.  A detailed 

assessment, including willingness to pay, value of time, and other economic factors, will 

be completed as part of an investment grade traffic and revenue study, and final toll 

rates at project opening will be based on this. 

14 Traffic and 

Travel 

Demand 

Modeling 

Furthermore, the demand model reported in tables C-2 and C-3 of the DEIS 

reflects curious commuting patterns on US 321, I-85 and the Project. 

According to the reported model results, it appears that the Project will 

have no effect on north south traffic along US 321 and the historic 

neighborhoods situated on that highway, but will stimulate traffic between 

I-85, US 29/74 and the Project to the south. Given these reported traffic 

flows that defy reasonable explanation, it appears that either the model is 

seriously flawed or outside of model smoothing took place to address 

expected political considerations. 

Projected traffic volumes along US 321 are discussed in Draft EIS Section C.1.3.3, not in 

Table C-2 and Table C-3.  As explained in Section C.1.3.3, a New Location Alternative 

would increase projected traffic volumes on US 321 south of the Gaston East-West 

Connector, but decrease volumes north of the Gaston East-West Connector, with levels 

of service remaining similar to the No-Build Alternative.  This indicates that some traffic 

traveling to/from locations south of the project (including South Carolina) that is 

traveling US 321 to access an east-west roadway would choose to use the Gaston East-

West Connector rather than travel a greater distance north to access I-85.   

15 Traffic and 

Travel 

Demand 

Modeling 

The Transportation Agencies reflected a clear bias towards building the 

Project in the May 13 NEPA Project Manager email.  Given the Agencies' 

refusal to recalibrate the obviously flawed transportation models, the public 

is left wondering whether the demonstrable flaws in the traffic models and 

the Transportation Agencies' refusal to recalibrate the models reflects a 

similar bias to skew results in favor of the Build option. 

See responses to Comments 5 and 9 in Southern Environmental Law Center’s letter 

(letter p001). 
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16 Purpose and 

Need  

One of the stated Project purposes is to improve traffic flow and safe travel 

on I-85, US 29/74 and US 321 in the Project Study Area.  DEIS, p. 1-3.  The 

Turnpike Authority has failed to appreciate this fundamental project 

purpose, and instead has stated publicly on numerous occasions that the 

purpose of the Project "is not to alleviate congestion on I-85." See, e.g., 

"Study: Parkway won't help I-85 traffic," Belmont Banner News, p. 1 (July 1, 

2009). This failure to appreciate a fundamental project purpose means the 

Transportation Agencies conducted a flawed analysis of reasonably available 

alternatives that resulted in a selective application of the project purpose 

during alternatives analysis. 

As stated in Draft EIS Section 1.3 and Final EIS Section 1.1.3, the project purpose is to 

improve east-west transportation mobility in the area around the City of Gastonia, 

between Gastonia and the Charlotte metropolitan area, and particularly to establish 

direct access between the rapidly growing area of southeast Gaston County and 

western Mecklenburg County.  As stated in Final EIS Section 1.2.2 and discussed in Draft 

EIS Section 2.2.7, the New Location Alternative would meet the project’s purpose and 

need. 

Also, see response to Comment 3 in the Southern Environmental Law Center’s letter 

(letter p001). 

17 Alternatives 

Considered 

For example, the Transportation Agencies summarily reject the 

Transportation Demand Alternative because "travel times would not be 

noticeably reduced" and it would not "noticeably improve" congestion on  

I-85, US 29/74 and US 321. 

As discussed in Draft EIS Section 2.2.4, the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 

Alternative was evaluated against the performance measures listed in Draft EIS 

Section 2.2.1.  The reasons for deciding to eliminate this alternative are listed in Draft 

EIS Section 2.2.4.  

18 Traffic and 

Travel 

Demand 

Modeling 

Even the Transportation Agencies concede "there is not a large reduction in 

traffic volumes" on I-85 as a result of building the Project. FEIS, B3-82. Table 

C-3 of the DEIS shows that traffic would operate at the same or worse level 

of service on US 29/74 if the Project is completed. 

See response to Comment 29 in Southern Environmental Law Center’s letter (letter 

p001). 

19 Alternatives 

Considered 

The DEIS does not demonstrate the substantial improvement to I-85 or 

 US 29/74 that is required to meet the stated Project purpose, and it does 

not meet the level of congestion relief the Transportation Agencies 

selectively required of the rejected non-Project alternatives. 

See response to Comments 5 and 29 in Southern Environmental Law Center’s letter 

(letter p001).   

 

20 Alternatives 

Considered 

The DEIS cursorily reviews, then summarily concludes, that a number of 

alternatives, including High Occupancy Toll (HOT)/High Occupancy Vehicle 

(HOV) lanes on I-85, expanded mass transit, upgrading the existing road 

system, or some combination of these, fail to meet or exceed the defined 

purpose and need.  Of course, the Transportation Agencies then fail to apply 

the same standard of success to the preferred alternative of Project 

construction. 

In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 

1502.14) and FHWA guidance and regulations (FHWA Technical Advisory T6640.8A, 

1987 and 23 CFR 771.123(c)), a range of reasonable alternatives, including non-toll 

alternatives, were rigorously explored and objectively evaluated.  The Draft EIS 

Chapter 2 and the Addendum to the Final Alternatives Development and Evaluation 

Report for the Gaston East-West Connector (October 2008) provide details regarding 

the evaluation of alternatives, and the reasons alternatives were eliminated or retained 

for detailed study.  No new information was presented after publication of the Draft EIS 

that warranted additional evaluation of alternatives other than the Preferred 

Alternative described in the Final EIS.  The alternative screening process and results 

were discussed at several Turnpike Environmental Agency Coordination (TEAC) 

meetings, as listed in Section 9.2.3.3 of the Draft EIS.  The agencies ultimately agreed 

with and approved the alternatives evaluation through acceptance of Concurrence 

Point 2, signed on October 7, 2008. 
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21 Alternatives 

Considered 

The FEIS fails to adequately evaluate reasonably available alternatives to the 

Project, including the widening of I-85.  The TAC stated in its open January 

25,2011 meeting at which the Turnpike Authority was represented that the 

TAC plans to add widening I-85 to its Long Range Transportation Plan since 

the Project fails to meet the stated purposes of reducing congestion on I-85 

and US 29/74. 

See response to Comment 20 in this letter (letter p002). 

The current GUAMPO 2035 LRTP does not include widening I-85 as a project, and this 

project is not reasonably foreseeable.  According to GUAMPO, there are no current 

plans to add widening of I-85 to the LRTP.   The LRTP must be fiscally constrained and 

must include financial assumptions.  That is, a funding source must be identified to 

finance all listed projects.  Currently, the financial assumptions of the plan would not 

generate enough funding to finance the I-85 widening along with the proposed current 

road projects.   

22 Alternatives 

Considered 

In fact, demand for the Gastonia Express bus to uptown Charlotte was so 

great in July 2008 that there was standing room only on each of the four 

buses for the 7,400 riders, and VMT fell dramatically in the study area in 

2008 when the price of petroleum climbed through $4 a gallon.  Rather than 

evaluating changed consumer behavior in response to new economic 

circumstances, the Transportation Agencies rely upon eleven year-old 

census data to conclude commuters in Gaston County will not use mass 

transit in the 21st century. FEIS B3-93. 

From 2006 through 2010, the Gastonia Express monthly ridership varied from a low of 

3,863 to a high of 7,408.  The highest ridership occurred in 2008, with the peak 

ridership occurring in July 2008 at 7,408 riders, and the monthly average in 2008 being 

6,220 riders.  Average monthly ridership was 5,033 riders in 2009 and 4,867 riders 

January-November 2010 (85X ridership presentation at the GUAMPO TAC meeting on 

January 25, 2011).   

Traffic forecasts for the proposed project’s EIS process were developed using the 

approved Metrolina Regional Travel Demand Model for the Charlotte region, which is 

the currently best available data and model for forecasting travel demand through 

2035.  Fuel prices are volatile, and predicting them and related changes in travel 

behavior are speculative.   

23 Alternatives 

Considered 

The Transportation Agencies defend their rejection of the Improve Existing 

Roadways Alternative on the grounds that potentially necessary design 

exceptions would not be approved. FEIS B3-57.  Yet, design exceptions have 

been approved in other circumstances.  The Charlotte Region Fast Lanes 

Study (July 2009) concluded that a High Occupancy Toll (HOT) lane option 

was feasible, could be constructed in existing I-85 right of way, would save 

commuters 19 minutes, and unlike the Project would be fully self-supporting 

(construction and O&M) from toll revenues. 

The Fast Lanes Study is discussed in Section 2.2.6.2 of the Draft EIS (pages 2-14 and 

2-15).  The Draft EIS states that the Fast Lanes Study is evaluating the feasibility of 

providing one additional managed lane in each direction by restriping the existing 

pavement.  However, the restriping would result in 11-foot wide lanes, which would be 

substandard for an interstate facility.  The reduced shoulder and lane widths are major 

design changes that would need to be approved by NCDOT and FHWA.  The design 

exceptions likely would not be approved since they would not be consistent with the 

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Policy on 

Design Standards - Interstate System (January 2005).  If the new managed lanes were 

high-occupancy toll lanes, the two-foot shoulder that would result from the restriping 

would effectively eliminate the ability for enforcement of the occupancy requirement.  

If the new managed lanes were toll-only, the limited two-foot shoulder would be 

undesirable from a customer-service standpoint.  Any vehicles that break down within 

the single toll lane would block the toll lane until such time that they could be safely 

removed.   

The Fast Lanes Study was finalized in July 2009.  For the I-85 corridor west of Charlotte, 

the final study concludes that although revenue potential for a HOT lane would be 

favorable and travel times could be reduced, the physical attributes of the I-85 corridor 

in Gaston County would make it costly to add managed lanes to the existing cross-

section and there is little opportunity for construction of a Fast Lanes facility without 
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using design exceptions.  

As discussed in Section 2.2.6.5 of the Draft EIS, implementing an HOV or HOT lane 

facility along existing I-85 by reconfiguring existing pavement was eliminated from 

detailed study.  This alternative would not meet the project’s purpose since it would 

not improve mobility within southern Gaston County and between southeast Gaston 

County and western Mecklenburg County.  Travel time savings for trips between 

southern Gaston County and Mecklenburg County would not substantially improve 

since vehicles would still need to drive on congested north-south routes from southern 

Gaston County to reach I-85. 

24 Alternatives 

Considered 

This failure to conduct a good faith empirical review of reasonable 

alternatives is entirely consistent with the project bias displayed in the NEPA 

Project Manager's email of May 13, 2010. For this reason, the FEIS is 

defective and the Transportation Agencies must conduct a proper 

alternatives analysis. 

In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 

1502.14) and FHWA guidance and regulations (FHWA Technical Advisory T6640.8A, 

1987 and 23 CFR 771.123(c)), a range of reasonable alternatives, including non-toll 

alternatives, were rigorously explored and objectively evaluated, as summarized in 

Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS.  No new information was presented after publication of the 

Draft EIS that warranted additional evaluation of alternatives other than the Preferred 

Alternative described in the Final EIS. 

25 Purpose and 

Need  

The stated purpose of the Project is to (1) improve traffic flow and safe 

travel on I-85, US 29/74 and US 321 in the Project Study Area, and (2) 

improve east-west connectivity within Gaston County and between Gaston 

County and Mecklenburg County. 

See response to Comment 3 in Southern Environmental Law Center’s letter (letter 

p001). 

26 Purpose and 

Need 

The Project actually increases congestion on I-85 and US 29/74, rather than 

providing the required substantial improvement, and therefore fails to meet 

the stated purpose. 

See response to Comment 29 in Southern Environmental Law Center’s letter (letter 

p001). 

27 Purpose and 

Need 

A primary purpose of the Project is to improve traffic flow and safe travel on 

I-85, US 29/74 and US 321 in the Project Study Area. 

See response to Comment 3 in Southern Environmental Law Center’s letter (letter 

p001). 

28 Traffic and 

Travel 

Demand 

Modeling 

Gaston East-West Connector (Garden Parkway) Preliminary Daily Traffic 

Volumes (June 2, 2009). (SEE TABLE IN LETTER)  All the scenarios show I-85 

operating over capacity. This analysis of the Project clearly shows traffic on  

I-85 actually increases as a result of constructing the Project. 

See response to Comment 29 in Southern Environmental Law Center’s letter (letter 

p001). 
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29 Alternatives 

Considered 

Notwithstanding the data in Tables C-2 and C-3, and the June 2, 2009 

analysis by the North Carolina Turnpike Authority, the DEIS states "[t]raffic 

operations would improve on I-85 and on segments of US 29-74 with the 

New Location Alternative (Toll or Non-Toll Scenario) compared to the No-

Build Alternative." DEIS, p. 2-21. This statement is demonstrably wrong, yet 

it formed the basis for the decision to recommend a second screening of the 

Project at the expense of various other alternatives, including the No-Build 

alternative. DEIS, p. 2-22.  Years later the Transportation Agencies concede 

"there is not a large reduction in traffic volumes" on I-85 as a result of 

building the Project. FEIS, B3-82. 

See response to Comment 3 in Southern Environmental Law Center’s letter (letter 

p001). 

30 Purpose and 

Need 

Since the conceptual stage of the Project, relieving congestion on I-85 has 

been a primary purpose of the East-West connector. The 2030 Long Range 

Transportation Plan by the Gaston Urban Area MPO, for example, states 

that the purpose of the toll road is to "serve as a bypass to Interstate 85,  

US 29/74 and US 321" and a "reliever to I-85 and US 29/74." 2030 Long 

Range Transportation Plan, Gaston Urban Area Metropolitan Planning 

Organization, p. 71 (May 24, 2005). 

See response to Comment 3 in Southern Environmental Law Center’s letter (letter 

p001).   

The GUAMPO LRTP has been updated to 2035, and can be found at 

www.gastonmpo.org/documents/lrtpfinal.  The 2035 LRTP does not state the project 

purpose is to relieve congestion on I-85.  The 2035 LRTP notes (page 6-32) that the 

Garden Parkway would “serve as a bypass to I-85, US 29/74, and US 321 and would 

provide an alternative connection to the Charlotte-Douglas International Airport (CDIA), 

which is the region’s major air freight cargo facility, as well as the future home of the 

Norfolk Southern Intermodal Facility.”  The LRTP also notes (page 6-23) that “Interstate 

85 would continue to accommodate the largest volumes of traffic in Gaston County, 

with the proposed Garden Parkway also carrying large volumes”.   

31 Purpose and 

Need 

The DEIS declares that the purpose of the toll road is "to improve traffic flow 

on the sections of I-85, US 29-74 and US 321" in the study area, and to 

"reduce congested vehicle miles travelled" compared to traffic if the Project 

is not built. DEIS, p. 1-3. The Updated Final Purpose and Need Statement is 

equally clear that relieving traffic congestion on I-85, US 29/74 and US 321 is 

a fundamental purpose of the Project. 

See response to Comment 3 in Southern Environmental Law Center’s letter (letter 

p001). 

32 Purpose and 

Need 

The toll road does not meet the basic purpose of relieving traffic congestion 

on I-85, US 29/74, or US 321. Consequently, the Project has no merit. 

See response to Comment 3 in Southern Environmental Law Center’s letter (letter 

p001). 

33 Purpose and 

Need 

A second stated purpose of the Project is to improve connectivity within 

Gaston County, and between Gaston County and Mecklenburg County. 

Much of the travel model data used to support the connectivity claims is 

suspect.  In many cases, the estimated time savings described in the DEIS 

appears highly inflated when compared to actual ground-truthed travel 

times. 

See response to Comment 8 in Southern Environmental Law Center’s letter (letter 

p001). 
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34 Purpose and 

Need 

The $930 million Project provides no meaningful, credible improvement in 

east-west connectivity, and certainly is not worth the impacts it will cause to 

the environment and the community.  The sole effect of the Project is to 

induce development in a part of the county that is currently rural, not 

provide connectivity between existing destinations.  Opening south Gaston 

County for development is not a recognized Project purpose. 

The reasons for retaining the New Location Alternative for detailed study are described 

in Draft EIS Section 2.2.7.3 and include how the New Location Alternative would meet 

the project purpose and the evaluation measures listed in Draft EIS Section 2.2.1.   

The project purpose is to “improve east-west transportation mobility in the area 

around the City of Gastonia, between Gastonia and the Charlotte metropolitan area, 

and particularly to establish direct access between the rapidly growing area of 

southeast Gaston County and western Mecklenburg County.” 

Opening south Gaston County for development is not a project purpose.  The indirect 

and cumulative effects of the project, including changes in land use, which may occur 

with implementation of the Preferred Alternative are described in the quantitative 

indirect and cumulative effects evaluation summarized in Final EIS Section 2.5. 

35 Public 

Involvement 

Over 7,000 citizens signed a petition opposing the Garden Parkway, even 

though less than 350 homes will be impacted by the Project. 

The referenced petition is discussed in Section 3.3.1 of the Final EIS.   
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1 Comment 

Noted 

The public was involved for review and comment, but to my knowledge 

there was never a referendum put to the voters for approval or rejection. 

About 7000 signatures were signed against the construction of this road. 

The referenced petitions are discussed in Section 3.3.1 of the Final EIS.  Federal law 

and regulation requires the establishment of a Metropolitan Planning Organization 

(MPO) in urban areas to plan transportation improvements in its jurisdiction. The 

law and regulation require the MPO to be comprised of local elected officials and it 

is the MPO’s role, by law, to plan, prioritize, and select transportation 

improvements.  The MPO conducted public involvement after the Final EIS and 

comments were received.  Your comments and others were considered in the 

MPO’s decision making process. 

2 Noise Noise barrier/receptors will be required at eleven subdivisions. The 

necessity of these barriers will negatively impact the aesthetic nature, land 

values and quality of life of the people living in the vicinity. The Belmont 

Peninsula will be hit with 31 barrier/receptors at the Brook Forest 

subdivision northwest of the NC 273 Gaston interchange and 22 northeast 

of the NC 273 Gaston interchange - not exactly what the city leaders had in 

mind 20 - 25 years ago. 

Two barriers on the Belmont peninsula were identified in the Final EIS Section 

2.5.2.1 as being preliminarily reasonable and feasible.  Noise barriers are proposed 

where they would provide a reduction in traffic noise to those residences behind 

the barrier.  A Design Noise Study will be prepared for the Preferred Alternative 

during final design.  The Design Noise Study will update the noise analysis and 

feasibility and reasonableness of noise barriers based on updated design and traffic 

forecast information and the latest noise abatement regulations and policies.  

There will be additional opportunities for input from property owners adjacent to 

the proposed noise barriers.  Their opinions will be considered in the decision on 

whether to construct a recommended barrier. 

3 Roadway 

Design 

Nowhere in the description or refinements section is there any mention of 

completing the road to I-85 as a two lane road rather than ending it at 321. 

Yet the road is described as having a design speed of 70 mph for the 

mainline which conveniently omits this 5 mile two lane segment. 

The EIS evaluates the ultimate project configuration, which is expected to be 

completed by 2035.  Constructing the segment from I-85 to US 321 as two lanes 

would be an interim project phase. 

4 Roadway 

Design 

No where does the reduction in cost include this 5 mile section which was a 

major change in design in order to complete the road to I-85 Being a two 

lane road, this section will not contribute to reduced time savings. 

The EIS provides an estimate of the total cost of the ultimate project.  NEPA 

requires that the environmental analysis consider the ultimate impact of the 

project and does not require analysis of interim phases.  The project’s EIS  

evaluates the ultimate project configuration, which according to the 2035 LRTP, is 

expected to be completed by 2035. 

5 Roadway 

Design 

Since the E/W Connector will end at I-485, it will not be beneficially 

accessible for motorists traveling from Gaston and Cleveland Counties 

because there will not be a high standard road leading directly into 

downtown Charlotte. The primary route will continue to be US 29/74. 

The Gaston East-West Connector will end at an interstate, I-485.  Motorists 

traveling east to the end of the proposed project will have many destinations, 

including uptown Charlotte.  From the project interchange at I-485, travelers can 

get to uptown Charlotte by continuing straight on West Boulevard or by going 

north on I-485 to I-85 then I-77 or going south on I-485 to I-77.   

6 Roadway 

Design 

The southern location of the E/W Connector at I-485 makes it less useful 

and less accessible for those who use the airport from Gaston and 

Cleveland Counties. I-85 and US 29/74 will still be the best route to the 

airport and save travel time. 

See response to Comment 5 in this letter (letter p003) regarding the eastern 

terminus of the project at I-485.  An extension of West Boulevard would tie to the 

Gaston East-West Connector at I-485 and provide access to the airport.  Also, see 

response to Comment 8 in the Southern Environmental Laws Center’s letter (letter 

p001) regarding travel times. 
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Table C2-3: Dorothea Delano 

Document: p003   letter dated Feb 4, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

7 Land Use and 

Transportation 

Planning 

The connectivity of Gaston County by means of another bridge across the 

Catawba River will increase accessibility for those who engage in negative 

opportunistic activities - from Mecklenburg to Gaston County and vice 

versa.  The Belmont Peninsula will be vulnerable. 

There is no widely established procedure or methodology available to predict 

potential changes in crime rates resulting from the addition of a transportation 

facility to an area.   

 

8 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

York County SC and South Carolina stand to benefit handsomely with the 

construction of the E/W Connector. York County will get a direct route to 

I-485 via US321 and SC 557 to NC 273, NC 274 and NC 279. York County will 

save travel times, reduce the number of vehicles on some roads such as 

US 49 and may even decrease maintenance costs on some of their roads, 

all at the expense of the State of North Carolina who will build and finance 

it. 

A major roadway facility close to the state border will have effects in both states.  

The travel time savings for locations in South Carolina resulting from construction 

of the proposed project are shown in Draft EIS Figure 7-2.  Indirect and cumulative 

effects in both South Carolina and North Carolina are discussed in Final EIS 

Section 2.5 and updated in ROD Section 3.5.  All travelers using the Gaston East-

West Connector will pay a toll to use the facility, and will contribute to its financing. 

9 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

“York County, South Carolina’s 2025 plan calls for.. .concentrations of 

commercial and industrial land along US 321”.  According to the FEIS 

document, “this is inconsistent with the plan of maintaining a primarily 

rural character in this area”. (FEIS P 2-72)  York County will benefit again by 

drawing employment into that area. 

The quantitative indirect and cumulative effects study summarized in Final EIS 

Section 2.5 (and updated in the ROD Section 3.5) evaluates the potential effects or 

influence increased accessibility and mobility the project may have on area land 

uses.  Actual land use changes also will depend on numerous other factors such as 

zoning decisions made by local governments, market conditions, economic 

conditions, availability of water/sewer, etc.   

10 Noise Noise barriers will negatively impact affected communities. Noise barriers are proposed where they would provide a reduction in traffic noise 

to those residences behind the barrier.  A Design Noise Study will be prepared for 

the Selected Alternative during final design.  The Design Noise Study will update 

the noise analysis and feasibility and reasonableness of noise barriers based on 

updated design and traffic forecast information and the latest noise abatement 

regulations and policies.  There will be additional opportunities for input from 

property owners adjacent to the proposed noise barriers.  Their opinions will be 

considered in the decision on whether to construct a recommended barrier. 

11 Roadway 

Design 

There is no mention of the two lane 5 mile section from US 321 [to I-85]. It 

will hinder travel time savings. Cost for this segment is included in the 

analysis but the section is not mentioned. 

The EIS provides an estimate of the total cost of the ultimate project.  The EIS must 

evaluate the ultimate project configuration, which is expected to be completed by 

2035. 

12 Roadway 

Design 

The eastern end of I-485 has no direct high standard road into downtown 

Charlotte, making it less accessible to save travel time for motorists 

traveling in that direction. 

See response to Comment 5 in this letter (letter p003). 

13 Roadway 

Design 

The terminus of the Connector, located south of CDIA, is less convenient 

for those going to the airport. Travel time will be best secured by way of 

I-85 or US 29/74. 

See response to Comment 5 in this letter (letter p003).  
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COMMENT 

NO. 
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COMMENT RESPONSE 

14 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

There is a potential for increased criminal activity because of the 

accessibility of another bridge, another route, connecting Gaston to 

Mecklenburg Counties. 

See response to Comment 7 in this letter (letter p003).  

15 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

There is a clear benefit for South Carolina, specifically for York County 

citizens, economically and with travel time savings at the expense of the 

citizens of the State of North Carolina. 

See response to Comment 8 in this letter (letter p003). 

16 Land Use and 

Transportation 

Planning 

Growth and land use projections and plans based on past identification 

needs may be untenable due to changes in the economic landscape and 

recent trends toward more urbanized growth with less sprawl. 

See response to Comment 9 in this letter (letter p003). 
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From: Dorothea Delano [ddelano7@bellsouth.net]
Sent: Wednesday, February 02, 2011 3:42 PM
To: gaston@ncturnpike.org
Cc: donnieloftis@bellsouth.net; tracy@tracyphilbeck.com; KINGSPINNACLE@aol.com; 

chad.brown@co.gaston.nc.us; mprice@co.gaston.nc.us; tomkcom@aol.com; 
afraley@carolina.rr.com

Subject: Comments on FEIS for EW Connector

North Carolina Turnpike Authority, 

  

The following are comments on the East/West Connector and the final Environmental Impact Statement. 

  

Noise (FEIS Section 2.5.2) 

• Noise Barrier/receptors will be required at eleven subdivisions.  The necessity of these barriers will negatively 
impact the aesthetic nature, land values and quality of life of the people living in the vicinity.  The Belmont 
Peninsular will be hit with 31 barrier/ receptors at the Brook Forest subdivision northwest of the NC273 Gaston 
interchange and 22 northeast of the NC273 Gaston interchange - not exactly what the city leaders had in mind 20 
- 25 years ago. 

Accessibility (FEIS Section 2.5.5.6) 

• The southern location of the E/W Connector at I-485 makes it less useful and less accessible for those who use 
the airport from Gaston and Cleveland Counties.  US 29/74 is the primary and most direct route to reach the 
airport. 

• Since the E/W Connector will end at I-485, it will not be beneficially accessible for motorists traveling from Gaston 
and Cleveland Counties because there will not be a high standard road leading into downtown Charlotte. 

• The connectivity of Gaston County with Mecklenburg County by means of another bridge across the Catawba 
River will increase accessibility for those who engage in negative opportunistic activities - from Mecklenburg to 
Gaston County and vice versa.  The Belmont Peninsula will be vulnerable.  From ancient times to the present this 
is a recorded fact in the history of mankind.  For instance, the first interchange into Belmont from Mecklenburg 
County from I-85 and from US 29/74 has had robberies near that locale.  The Peninsula doesn't need another 
bridge to cross the Catawba with the potential of opening up another avenue for this type of activity. 

• York County, SC and South Carolina stand to benefit handsomely with the construction of the E/W Connector.  
York County will get a direct route to I-485 and the CIDA, save travel times and reduce the number of vehicles on 
some roads such as SC 49.  York County may even save on road maiintenance costs.  South Carolina will get her 
much needed road for York County that will be built and financed by North Caroliana. 

Land Use (FEIS Section 2.5.6) 

• "York County, South Carolina's 2025 plan calls for...concentrations of commercial and industrial land along US 
321".  According to the document, "this in inconsistent with the plan of maintaining a primarily rural character in 
this area". 

York County will benefit again by drawing employment into that area.  We need to keep the money and jobs here in 
Gaston County! 

• The land use plan in this document calls for residential development with some mixed use thhroughout 
southeastern and south-central Gaston County. (Draft Summary & Updates EIS P. 1-50). 

p004

1

2

3

4

5

6

�

The concept for this road goes back 20 - 25 years.  A whole generation has come up since then.  At this point in time, the 
idea has lost its prime, which currently favors smaller homes in a more urban type setting with convenient access to 
amenities. 

  

Summary and Conclusion 

  

Noise barriers will negatively impact affected communities. 

  

The terminus of the Connector, located south of CDIA, is less convenient for those going to the airport. 

  

The eastern end of I-485 has no direct high standard road into downtown Charlotte making it less accessible for motorists 
traveling in that direction. 

  

There is a potential for increased criminal activity because of the accessibility of another bridge, another route, connecting 
Gaston to Mecklenburg Counties. 

  

There is a clear benefit for South Carolina, specifically for York County citizens, economically and with travel time savings, 
at the expense of the State of North Carolina. 

  

Growth and land use projections and plans basede on past identification needs may be untenable due to changes in the 
economic landscape and to recent trends toward mor urbanized growth with less sprawl. 

  

There is not convincing justification for the E/W Connector.  The top priority imperative to build this road has negatively 
affected the overall infrastructure of Gaston County.  Meanwhile, there is the US 29/74-Catawba River Bridge that needs 
to be rebuilt with room for the many bicyclists who use it, yet the funding for it is through 2025; there is the dangerous US 
321 interchange that should be an urgent priority to redisign in light of the fact that truckers want toe restriction lifted on 
US321 to allow for twin tractor trailers; the Robinson-Clemmer Road/Friday Park Road widening should be studied; the I-
85 bottleneck at the Belmoint interchange needs widening along with other roads on the funding list such as NC 274 and 
NC 279; South Point Road to Lower Armstrong Rd. (US 273) is unfunded and should be funded due to heavy traffic on 
this two lane road.  

  

Dorothea Delano    February 2, 2011 
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Table C2-4: Dorothea Delano 

Document: p004   email dated Feb 2, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

1 Noise Noise Barrier/receptors will be required at eleven subdivisions. The 

necessity of these barriers will negatively impact the aesthetic nature, land 

values and quality of life of the people living in the vicinity. The Belmont 

Peninsular will be hit with 31 barrier/ receptors at the Brook Forest 

subdivision northwest of the NC273 Gaston interchange and 22 northeast 

of the NC273 Gaston interchange - not exactly what the city leaders had in 

mind 20 - 25 years ago. 

See response to Comment 2 in Ms. Dorothea Delano’s letter (letter p003). 

2 Roadway 

Design 

The southern location of the E/W Connector at I-485 makes it less useful 

and less accessible for those who use the airport from Gaston and 

Cleveland Counties. US 29/74 is the primary and most direct route to reach 

the airport. 

See response to Comment 5 in Ms. Dorothea Delano’s letter (letter p003). 

3 Roadway 

Design 

Since the E/W Connector will end at I-485, it will not be beneficially 

accessible for motorists traveling from Gaston and Cleveland Counties 

because there will not be a high standard road leading into downtown 

Charlotte. 

See response to Comment 5 in Ms. Dorothea Delano’s letter (letter p003). 

4 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

The connectivity of Gaston County with Mecklenburg County by means of 

another bridge across the Catawba River will increase accessibility for those 

who engage in negative opportunistic activities - from Mecklenburg to 

Gaston County and vice versa.  The Belmont Peninsula will be vulnerable. 

From ancient times to the present this is a recorded fact in the history of 

mankind.  For instance, the first interchange into Belmont from 

Mecklenburg County from I-85 and from US 29/74 has had robberies near 

that locale.  The Peninsula doesn't need another bridge to cross the 

Catawba with the potential of opening up another avenue for this type of 

activity. 

See response to Comment 7 in Ms. Dorothea Delano’s letter (letter p003). 

5 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

York County, SC and South Carolina stand to benefit handsomely with the 

construction of the E/W Connector.  York County will get a direct route to 

I-485 and the CIDA, save travel times and reduce the number of vehicles on 

some roads such as SC 49.  York County may even save on road 

maintenance costs.  South Carolina will get her much needed road for York 

County that will be built and financed by North Carolina. 

See response to Comment 8 in Ms. Dorothea Delano’s letter (letter p003). 

6 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

York County will benefit again by drawing employment into that area.  We 

need to keep the money and jobs here in Gaston County! 

The quantitative estimates of the indirect and cumulative effects of the project on 

land use in the study area are summarized in Section 2.5.5 of the Final EIS and 

updated in ROD Section 3.5.  The increased accessibility created by the new 

location route through southern Gaston County also would increase accessibility to 

portions of York County, and may increase the attractiveness of both southern 

Gaston County and northern York County for development. 
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COMMENT 

NO. 
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COMMENT RESPONSE 

7 Noise Noise barriers will negatively impact affected communities. See response to Comment 10 in Ms. Dorothea Delano’s letter (letter p003). 

8 Roadway 

Design 

The terminus of the Connector, located south of CDIA, is less convenient 

for those going to the airport. 

General public patrons of the Charlotte-Douglas International Airport would access 

the airport from the Gaston East-West Connector by traveling north on I-485 to 

east on I-85 or by continuing on West Boulevard to north on Billy Graham Parkway.   

9 Land Use and 

Transportation 

Planning 

The eastern end of I-485 has no direct high standard road into downtown 

Charlotte making it less accessible for motorists traveling in that direction. 

See response to Comment 5 in Ms. Dorothea Delano’s letter (letter p003). 

10 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

There is a potential for increased criminal activity because of the 

accessibility of another bridge, another route, connecting Gaston to 

Mecklenburg Counties. 

See response to Comment 7 in Ms. Dorothea Delano’s letter (letter p003). 

11 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

There is a clear benefit for South Carolina, specifically for York County 

citizens, economically and with travel time savings, at the expense of the 

State of North Carolina. 

See response to Comment 8 in Ms. Dorothea Delano’s letter (letter p003). 

12 Land Use and 

Transportation 

Planning 

Growth and land use projections and plans based on past identification 

needs may be untenable due to changes in the economic landscape and to 

recent trends toward more urbanized growth with less sprawl. 

See response to Comment 9 in Ms. Dorothea Delano’s letter (letter p003).  
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From: Dorothea Delano [ddelano7@bellsouth.net]
Sent: Saturday, February 12, 2011 4:00 PM
To: Bernie Yacobucci; gaston@ncturnpike.org
Subject: Gleanings and comments on FEIS for E W Connector

Members of the Gaston Metropolitan Planning Organization and Gaston NC Turnpike 
Authority, 

  
The following are gleanings and comments regarding the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement of the proposed Gaston East-West Connector.  They express the absence of 
information or the other side of the story. 

• It does not mention a 5-mile, 2-lane road extending from US 321 to I-85 west of 
Gastonia when reporting the speed limit of 70 mph with posted speed of 65 mph. 

• It does not mention this 5-mile, 2-lane segment when reporting the cost to build the 
road even though it was a major change in the design of the Parkway and was part 
of the cost reduction strategy in order to complete the project to I-85 

• It does not mention potential negative consequences of another bridge into Belmont, 
this one leading right into the residential peninsula.  Belmont already has two 
Catawba River crossings and there have been problems at the first interchange into 
Belmont. 

• It did not review, in my judgment, the # 1 priority status and Strategic Highway 
Corridor designation of the East-West Connector. 

This proposed Parkway has had a #1 priority classification and Strategic Highway Corridor 
designation since Sept 2, 2004, almost 5 1/2 years. (DEIS, 2009, Sec. 1.4.2.2 p 1-5; Sec. 
1.8.1.1 p. 1-20). This designation has pulled road project needs into southern Gaston 
County.  The consequences are seen and experienced particularly in the main east-west 
artery, I-85 and the US321/I-85 interchange.  Sadly, the US 321/29/74 interchange is 
classified a 2nd priority.  The gridlock that seems to be predicted is here, now.  It will 
continue unless serious attention is given to the main east-west arteries. 

• It does not admit, because of its subjectivity, that the noise barriers at the 11 
subdivisions may have a negative impact on the aesthetic nature, land values and 
quality of life of people living in the vicinity.  For instance, the Brook Forest 
subdivision on the west side of NC 273 will have 31 of these barriers; the other side 
of NC 273 will have 22.  They will range in height from 14 - 20 feet. (FEIS Sec. 
2.5.2.1 pp 2-29 to 2-32). 

• It omits the visual impact that the 11 subdivisions will have because of the need for 
the 14 - 20 foot high noise barriers.  Visual impacts refer only to neighborhoods 
exposed to the roadway.  In that case, the neighborhoods of all the alternatives are 
similarly visually impacted. (Draft EIS Summary & Updates Sec, 1.3.2.5 p. 1-33; 
FEIS Sec. 2.5.5.1). 
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• It does not mention that higher levels of air toxins may remain high due to the 
increased vehicle forecasts to 57,000 vpd in 2030 and therefore, may not meet EPA 
lower emission standards. (Long Range Transportation Plan 2035 p. 6-32; FEIS 
2.5.5.2 p 2-34). 

We don't meet the standards now.  The NCTA was making a lot of assumptions on air 
quality.  It stated on p.2-34 of Sec. 2.5.5.2 that "on a regional basis, EPA's vehicle and fuel 
regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will over time cause substantial reductions that, in 
almost all cases, will cause region-wide mobile source air toxin levels to be significantly 
lower that today". 

• It does not reveal that the eastern terminus of the Parkway at I-485 will not be useful 
for motorists traveling from Gaston County into downtown Charlotte.  True, there will 
be a relocated West Boulevard connection.  But this is an airport project related to 
the expansion of their runway.  The primary and most direct and accessible route 
remains US 29/74. (Toll Road News posted Nov. 21, 2009) 

• It does not reveal that the eastern terminus of the Parkway, with a location south of 
the CDIA, will not be useful for motorists from Gaston County who need to go to the 
airport.  Again, the primary and most accessible route to the airport will be US 29/74 
and I-85. (Toll Road News posted Nov. 21, 2009). 

• It does not reveal that York County and South Carolina stand to benefit handsomely 
by this parkway.  York County will get a direct route to I-485 and the airport via US 
321 and SC 557 to NC 273, NC 274 and NC 279.  York County County will also 
save on travel time and reduced number of vehicles on some roads such as US 49 - 
all at the expense of the Sate of North Carolina who will build and finance it. 

• It ignores the real purpose of the Parkway.  The repeatedly stated purpose of this 
road, "connectivity between Gaston and Mecklenburg County" and "limited 
crossings of the Catawba River", is a thin veneer covering the real purpose which is 
"residential development ...throughout southeastern and south-central Gaston 
County, with some mixed uses..." a plan tthat is 20 - 25 years old.  

 In my judgment,  this development plan/purpose is bolstered by the fact that there will not 
be a direct high standard road leading into downtown Charlotte. In addition, the southern 
location of the eastern end of the Connector at I-485 will not be as useful as US 29/74 and 
I-85.  When you consider the number of people who drive into Charlotte for work, > 23,000 
per 2000 census, I have to ask just who is going to benefit by this. 

  

With Norfolk Southern and the air cargo terminal at CDIA expanding, there undoubtedly 
will be warehouse and distribution centers at I-485.  If so, Mecklenburg County will get the 
tax revenue.  

  

As I see it there will be 4 beneficiaries for this road: 
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1. Those traveling south on I-485 

2. West Mecklenburg County around Norfolk Southern and CDIA air cargo facilities for 
the warehouse and distribution centers that they will generate along I-485. 

3. York County and South Carolina.  They get a free road.. 
4. Developers in the southern Gaston County region. 

Dot Delano 
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Document: p005   email dated Feb 12, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

1 Roadway 

Design 

It does not mention a 5-mile, 2-lane road extending from US 321 to I-85 

west of Gastonia when reporting the speed limit of 70 mph with posted 

speed of 65 mph. 

It does not mention this 5-mile, 2-lane segment when reporting the cost to 

build the road even though it was a major change in the design of the 

Parkway and was part of the cost reduction strategy in order to complete 

the project to I-85 

The EIS must evaluate the ultimate project configuration, which is expected to be 

completed by 2035.  Constructing the segment from I-85 to US 321 as two lanes 

would be an interim project phase.  The EIS provides an estimate of the total cost 

of the ultimate project.   

2 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

It does not mention potential negative consequences of another bridge 

into Belmont, this one leading right into the residential peninsula. Belmont 

already has two Catawba River crossings and there have been problems at 

the first interchange into Belmont. 

See response to Comment 7 in Ms. Dorothea Delano’s letter (letter p003). 

3 Land Use and 

Transportation 

Planning 

It did not review, in my judgment, the # 1 priority status and Strategic 

Highway Corridor designation of the East-West Connector. 

Draft EIS Section 1.8.1.2 discusses the Strategic Highway Corridor plan.  Draft EIS 

Section 1.8.2.2 discusses the project’s priority status in the GUAMPO 2030 Long 

Range Transportation Plan (LRTP).  The Final EIS incorporates the Draft EIS by 

reference (Final EIS Section P.3) and updates information as applicable.  The 

project’s designations in the latest GUAMPO 2035 LRTP and Strategic Highway 

Corridor Plan have not changed. 

4 Noise It does not admit, because of its subjectivity, that the noise barriers at the 

11 subdivisions may have a negative impact on the aesthetic nature, land 

values and quality of life of people living in the vicinity. For instance, the 

Brook Forest subdivision on the west side of NC 273 will have 31 of these 

barriers; the other side of NC 273 will have 22. They will range in height 

from 14 - 20 feet. (FEIS Sec. 2.5.2.1 pp 2-29 to 2-32). 

It omits the visual impact that the 11 subdivisions will have because of the 

need for the 14 - 20 foot high noise barriers. Visual impacts refer only to 

neighborhoods exposed to the roadway. In that case, the neighborhoods of 

all the alternatives are similarly visually impacted. (Draft EIS Summary & 

Updates Sec, 1.3.2.5 p. 1-33; FEIS Sec. 2.5.5.1). 

See response to Comment 2 in Ms. Dorothea Delano’s letter (letter p003). 

5 Air Quality It does not mention that higher levels of air toxins may remain high due to 

the increased vehicle forecasts to 57,000 vpd in 2030 and therefore, may 

not meet EPA lower emission standards. (Long Range Transportation Plan 

2035 p. 6-32; FEIS 2.5.5.2 p 2-34). 

As discussed in Final EIS Section 2.5.2.2, it is expected that there would be higher 

MSAT emissions in the immediate project area, relative to the No-Build Alternative, 

due to increased VMT.  In comparing all alternatives in the Draft EIS, MSAT levels 

could be slightly higher in some locations than others, but current tools and science 

are not adequate to quantify them or the risks to human health.  However, on a 

regional basis, EPA's vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will 

over time cause substantial reductions that, in almost all cases, will cause region-

wide MSAT levels to be significantly lower than today. 
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COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

6 Air Quality We don't meet the standards now.  The NCTA was making a lot of 

assumptions on air quality.  It stated on p.2-34 of Sec. 2.5.5.2 that "on a 

regional basis, EPA's vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet 

turnover, will over time cause substantial reductions that, in almost all 

cases, will cause region-wide mobile source air toxin levels to be 

significantly lower that today". 

The GUAMPO 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan and the municipal 

Transportation Improvement Program have been found by EPA to conform to the 

State Implementation Plan for achieving and maintaining National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards (Final EIS Section 2.5.2.2).  

7 Land Use and 

Transportation 

Planning 

It does not reveal that the eastern terminus of the Parkway at I-485 will not 

be useful for motorists traveling from Gaston County into downtown 

Charlotte. True, there will be a relocated West Boulevard connection.  But 

this is an airport project related to the expansion of their runway.  The 

primary and most direct and accessible route remains US 29/74. (Toll Road 

News posted Nov. 21, 2009) 

It does not reveal that the eastern terminus of the Parkway, with a location 

south of the CDIA, will not be useful for motorists from Gaston County who 

need to go to the airport.  Again, the primary and most accessible route to 

the airport will be US 29/74 and I-85. (Toll Road News posted Nov. 21, 

2009). 

The Gaston East-West Connector will end at an interstate, I-485.  Motorists 

traveling east to the end of the proposed project will have many destinations, 

including uptown Charlotte.  From the project interchange at I-485, travelers can 

get to uptown Charlotte by continuing straight on West Boulevard or by going 

north on I-485 to I-85 then I-77 or going south on I-485 to I-77.   

General public patrons of the Charlotte-Douglas International Airport would access 

the airport from the Gaston East-West Connector by traveling north on I-485 to 

east on I-85 or by continuing on West Boulevard to north on Billy Graham Parkway.   

8 Traffic and 

Travel 

Demand 

Modeling 

It does not reveal that York County and South Carolina stand to benefit 

handsomely by this parkway. York County will get a direct route to I-485 

and the airport via US 321 and SC 557 to NC 273, NC 274 and NC 279. York 

County will also save on travel time and reduced number of vehicles on 

some roads such as US 49 - all at the expense of the State of North Carolina 

who will build and finance it. 

See response to Comment 8 in Ms. Dorothea Delano’s letter (letter p003). 

9 Purpose and 

Need 

It ignores the real purpose of the Parkway.  The repeatedly stated purpose 

of this road, "connectivity between Gaston and Mecklenburg County" and 

"limited crossings of the Catawba River", is a thin veneer covering the real 

purpose which is "residential development ...throughout southeastern and 

south-central Gaston County, with some mixed uses..." a plan that is 20 - 

25 years old. 

The purpose of the project, as described in Final EIS Section 1.1.3 is to “improve 

east-west transportation mobility in the area around the City of Gastonia, between 

Gastonia and the Charlotte metropolitan area, and particularly to establish direct 

access between the rapidly growing area of southeast Gaston County and western 

Mecklenburg County.”    

The quantitative indirect and cumulative effects study summarized in Final EIS 

Section 2.5 (and updated in ROD Section 3.5) evaluates the potential effects or 

influence increased accessibility and mobility the project may have on area land 

uses.  Actual land use changes also will depend on numerous other factors such as 

zoning decisions made by local governments, market conditions, economic 

conditions, availability of water/sewer, etc.   
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From: John Alexander [thewiz4@att.net]
Sent: Wednesday, February 09, 2011 10:05 PM
To: gaston@ncturnpike.org
Cc: William Toole
Subject: Gaston County Toll Road
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Appendix C2 – Citizen Comments 

Table C2-6: John Alexander 

Document: p006   email dated Feb 9, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

1 Alternatives 

Considered 

Gaston County needs jobs just like many other parts of the country.  So why 

doesn’t the Transportation Department set out to fix and improve existing 

thoroughfares in Gaston County instead of constructing a new road that will 

only benefit a few well-connected individuals at the expense of the rest of 

us. 

The GUAMPO 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan provides a comprehensive plan 

for improving the region’s transportation network.  The Gaston East-West Connector 

is one of many projects included in this plan.  

2 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

From the recent publicity that I have read it sounds like transportation 

officials have been “cooking” the job-loss numbers.  Wonder what is behind 

this effort to obfuscate the number of jobs that Gaston County will lose and 

that will go to South Carolina?  Does someone with the Transportation 

Department have some skin in this game that “We the People” don’t know 

about?  Kinda makes you scratch your head and go “Mmmmmmm!!” 

See responses to Comments 38 and 39 in the Southern Environmental Law Center’s 

letter (letter p001).   
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From: Tina Medlin [jrmedlin@mindspring.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 22, 2011 5:42 PM
To: gaston@ncturnpike.org
Subject: Comments to the FEIS

Even though the FEIS is intended to be a standalone document presenting the impacts to the environment, 
including the citizens and economy, its presentation is dependent on other data and documents.  Many of these 
are not currently available for scrutiny and validation.  Without them, the FEIS is simply rhetoric without 
substance.  Until the presentation of the data is complete, the FEIS should not be approved and considered a 
basis for proceeding with the project.  See the following deficits: 
 

• To the average user of I-85, widening I-85 from the Belmont Abbey exit to US-321 seems to be the best 
option for relieving I-85 congestion into and through Gaston County.  Where is the supporting data that 
this and other options are not viable?  The FEIS simply states that the other options don’t meet the stated 
purpose of the project.  There has not been data presented supporting these conclusions.  However, the 
presented data does support a conclusion that the Toll road does not meet all the stated purposes, even 
though it is stated otherwise in the document. 

 

• The media has reported that the project has lost the federal funding they were hoping for, so the project 
continues to need NC taxpayer money, now more so than ever.  Since data is needed to make an 
informed decision, why has the "Revenue and Demand Study" not been put out for public review and 
scrutiny?  How do regulators and tax payers know that even the ridiculous $35MM for 40 years is 
sufficient for the gap funding?  The impact to the economy of such a project will be felt for decades.  
Surely, this knowledge is necessary for an accurate assessment of the document and the future of the 
project. 

 

• Why has the estimated travel use data not been made public, even though the field data collection has 
long since been completed?  How can the validity of the study and its stated conclusions be determined 
without supporting data?  

 
The media has also exposed information indicating that Gaston County job loss data in the FEIS has been 
minimized for political reasons.  Will there be a revision of the “Final” EIS issued to provide an accurate 
representation of the data?  This single intentional error in methodology leads to potential invalidity of the 
entire presentation. 
 
In conclusion, the review and approval of the FEIS should be put on hold until all of the supporting data has 
been accurately developed in an unbiased fashion, incorporated, and presented for the scrutiny of taxpayer and 
regulators. 
�

�
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Appendix C2 – Citizen Comments 

Table C2-7: Tina Medlin 

Document: p007   email dated Feb 22, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

1 Editorial Even though the FEIS is intended to be a standalone document presenting the 

impacts to the environment, including the citizens and economy, its 

presentation is dependent on other data and documents.  Many of these are 

not currently available for scrutiny and validation.  Without them, the FEIS is 

simply rhetoric without substance. 

Final EIS Section 6.2 provides a list of supporting project documentation, including 

technical memoranda and reports incorporated by reference into the Draft EIS and 

Final EIS.  These are available for review upon request by contacting the NCTA via 

email at gaston@ncturnpike.org  or via telephone at (919) 571-3000.  Documents also 

available on the NCTA Web site (www.ncdot.org/projects/gardenparkway ) are marked 

with an asterisk (*) in Section 6.2. 

2 Alternatives 

Considered 

To the average user of I-85, widening I-85 from the Belmont Abbey exit to US-

321 seems to be the best option for relieving I-85 congestion into and through 

Gaston County.  Where is the supporting data that this and other options are 

not viable?  The FEIS simply states that the other options don’t meet the 

stated purpose of the project.  There has not been data presented supporting 

these conclusions.  However, the presented data does support a conclusion 

that the Toll road does not meet all the stated purposes, even though it is 

stated otherwise in the document. 

The Draft EIS Chapter 2 and the Addendum to the Final Alternatives Development and 

Evaluation Report for the Gaston East-West Connector (October 2008) provide details 

regarding the evaluation of alternatives, and the reasons alternatives were eliminated 

or retained for detailed study, including Improve Existing Roadways Alternatives.  No 

new information was presented after publication of the Draft EIS that warranted 

additional evaluation of alternatives other than the Preferred Alternative described in 

the Final EIS. 

3 Traffic and 

Travel 

Demand 

Modeling 

The media has reported that the project has lost the federal funding they were 

hoping for, so the project continues to need NC taxpayer money, now more so 

than ever.  Since data is needed to make an informed decision, why has the 

"Revenue and Demand Study" not been put out for public review and 

scrutiny? 

An updated traffic and revenue study is currently underway and will be made available 

on the NCTA Web site for public review upon completion.    

4 Traffic and 

Travel 

Demand 

Modeling 

Why has the estimated travel use data not been made public, even though the 

field data collection has long since been completed?  How can the validity of 

the study and its stated conclusions be determined without supporting data? 

See response to Comment 3 in this letter (letter p007).  As discussed in Draft EIS 

Section 2.4.4.1, two travel demand forecasts were prepared for the Detailed Study 

Alternatives, the NEPA Forecasts and the Traffic and Revenue Forecast.  The NEPA 

Forecast is prepared to evaluate impacts and determine the design of the facility using 

standard procedures for FHWA NEPA documents.  The Traffic and Revenue Forecast is 

a separate forecast used for predicting revenue.  Traffic volumes along the proposed 

roadway from the Traffic and Revenue Forecast are usually lower than the traffic 

volumes from the NEPA Forecast so that potential revenue is not overstated.   

An updated NEPA Forecast was prepared for the Preferred Alternative as described in 

Final EIS Section 2.3.5.1.  An updated traffic and revenue study is currently underway 

and will be made available on the NCTA Web site for public review upon completion.    

5 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

The media has also exposed information indicating that Gaston County job loss 

data in the FEIS has been minimized for political reasons.  Will there be a 

revision of the “Final” EIS issued to provide an accurate representation of the 

data? This single intentional error in methodology leads to potential invalidity 

of the entire presentation. 

See responses to Comments 38 and 39 in the Southern Environmental Law Center’s 

letter (letter p001).   
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From: Carolyn Sly [bdsly@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, February 21, 2011 10:18 PM
To: gaston@ncturnpike.org
Subject: Opposition to the Garden Parkway Toll Road

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged
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Appendix C2 – Citizen Comments 

Table C2-8: Carolyn Sly 

Document: p008   email dated Feb 21, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

1 Traffic and 

Travel 

Demand 

Modeling 

I also feel the traffic analysis was done to benefit the Turnpike Authority. 

When I did the traffic simulator study where you put in one address and 

then picked the address you were going to, and then it asked you several 

questions about whether you would pay a certain amount to take less time 

for that route, the simulator was flawed.  I picked a point that I have driven 

to in Charlotte for the last 8 years.  I drive there every day at different times 

of the day. It has never taken more than 23 minutes.  The traffic simulator 

said the route was a 42 minute one way route.  Something is wrong, as I 

have driven this at many different times of the day and it has never taken 

that long.  This study is flawed, and is not a good basis for the toll road 

justification. 

The study mentioned was conducted as part of the investment grade traffic and 

revenue study for the project.  The purpose of the traffic and revenue study is to 

determine appropriate toll rates and to support project financing assessments.  

Traffic information presented in the Draft EIS and Final EIS is not based on the traffic 

and revenue study. 
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From: sarmstrong20@carolina.rr.com
Sent: Tuesday, February 22, 2011 2:45 AM
To: gaston@ncturnpike.org; berniey@cityofgastonia.com
Subject: Toll Road
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Appendix C2 – Citizen Comments 

Table C2-9: S. Armstrong 

Document: p009   email dated Feb 22, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

1 Right-of-

Way 

Acquisition 

and 

Relocation 

On behalf of the Myrtle school community: I'm wondering as I sit here 

praying that someone would hear the cries of this community, if the people 

who desperately seek to destroy this community ever had a dream and or 

determination to call home - home. You see this community is comprised of 

predominately single African-American females who wanted something 

better for their children and grandchildren. So they endured, raised their 

children, some grandchildren and now were ready to sit back and relax, 

enjoy Sunday evening with their family. They could reminisce on how they 

got over the struggles and proud to be able to leave this legacy behind. But 

now they are being told that the dream they were dreaming is only a 

nightmare.  That 30 years of hard work mean nothing when the government 

decides to regroup, revamp, or "rebuild". The money that will be used is 

money that could revitalize the community, rejuvenate the schools, and 

bring restoration to those that have been without jobs for a year or more. 

The monies you're going to use are only going to improve the future for the 

officials who have under handily brought into the land only to have a 

prosperous future for themselves. They are pushing for this road because 

they feel government money is sure money for them. They haven't once 

stopped to think about or care about the constituents who have put their 

heart and soul into their home. Who have no desire to be uprooted in the 

senior years. It was the whole purpose for them to buy in the first place. So 

many of them now have retired, some are facing failing health, while others 

are still pressing on after choices made for their grandchildren. But none the 

less, this is a proud strong community. I would like for you to consider them. 

The Recommended Alternative and Preferred Alternative were identified based on a 

balance of cost and design considerations, impacts to the human and natural 

environments, and input received from agencies and the public, as described in the 

Draft EIS (Recommended Alternative) and Final EIS (Preferred Alternative).  Impacts 

to the human, cultural, and natural environments were avoided and minimized to 

the extent practicable.  Impacts from the Preferred Alternative to the human 

environment are discussed in Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS.  Also, as discussed in 

Section 2.3.1.2, the Preferred Alternative preliminary design was refined in the area 

around the Myrtle School community to provide a new access design for the 

Matthews Acres subdivision that more directly reconnects this subdivision to the 

rest of the communities along Shannon Bradley Road.   

 

 

  

C2-62



�

From: Gurak, Jill S
Sent: Wednesday, February 23, 2011 4:37 PM
To: Gurak, Jill S
Subject: FW: No Tow Road
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My name is Adejah Hoyle and I strongly disagree about the tow road. I dont undertand how the state can afford 
to build this road and destroy homes that families have struggled to pay for. There are people that are losing 
their jobs, eldery people that are having a hard time paying for their medicines and doctor appointments, 
children unable to have a good education and you want to build a road that cost millions of dollars. There are 
better things to focus on and many other roads that need to be repaired. 
My grandmother, Ida Jackson has raised 6 children, grandchildren and great grandchildren in her house. She has 
also worked very hard to fix her house up and helped others in her community that she has known for 
years.This issue of building this road and tearing down her home filled with memories is causing her to hurt 
miserably. She has high blood pressure and the past couple of years has been stressing her so much and is 
causing her blood pressure to be out of control. Please help stop the tow road. My grandmother does not want to 
move, she has paid her house off and only works part time. She wants to retire, but she has to move she have to 
continue to work. 
I hope you read this and understand the pain of my family and many others. I think other problems should be 
fixed before creating another. 
Thank you, 
Adejah Hoyle 
 
Sent from my HTC on the Now Network from Sprint! 
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Appendix C2 – Citizen Comments 

Table C2-10: Adejah Hoyle 

Document: p010   email dated Feb 22, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

1 Right-of-

Way 

Acquisition 

and 

Relocation 

My grandmother does not want to move, she has paid her house off and 

only works part time.  She wants to retire, but she has to move she have to 

continue to work. 

As discussed in Draft EIS Section 3.2.3.2 and Final EIS Section2.5.1.2, the NCTA 

follows the relocation policies of the NCDOT.  The policies ensure that comparable 

replacement housing is available for relocatees prior to construction of state and/or 

federally assisted projects.  Furthermore, the NCTA will use three programs NCDOT 

has to minimize the inconvenience of relocation:  Relocation Assistance, Relocation 

Moving Payments, and Relocation Replacement Housing Payments or Rent 

Supplements.   
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From: Carolyn Sly [bdsly@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, February 21, 2011 10:26 PM
To: gaston@ncturnpike.org
Subject: Do not agree with Garden Parkway
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Appendix C2 – Citizen Comments 

Table C2-11: Jackie Sly 

Document: p011   email dated Feb 21, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

1 Land Use and 

Transportation 

Planning 

Not only would it increase congestion on I-85, but it will not relieve some 

major traffic issues we already have in the county. I believe that this is not 

in the best interests of Gaston County and that there are problems with 

the Environmental Impact Statement as well as the fact that the traffic 

studies will not merit this road. 

See response to Comment 29 in the Southern Environmental Law Center’s letter 

(letter p001). 
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Subject: FW: Garden Parkway Economic Development Study
Attachments: EconomicImpactofGardenParkway.pdf

-----Original message----- 
From: Kym Hunter <khunter@selcnc.org> 
To: "Harris, Jennifer" <jhharris1@ncdot.gov> 
Cc: "&apos;Slusser, Scott&apos;" <SSLUSSER@ncdoj.gov>, "Dewitt, Steve" <sddewitt@ncdot.gov> 
Sent: Wed, Apr 20, 2011 12:53:34 GMT+00:00 
Subject: Garden Parkway Economic Development Study 

Dear Ms. Harris, 
 
As you may know, yesterday Dr. John Connaughton of UNCC released the Garden Parkway Economic Development Study on behalf 
of the Gaston Chamber of Commerce.  The study appears to suggest that the EIS did not fully account for all the growth and 
development that will be induced by construction of the Garden Parkway, and that levels of growth and development will, in fact, be 
much higher than previously anticipated.   
 
Will FHWA and the Turnpike Authority address the differences between this new study and the EIS prior to publishing a Record of 
Decision for the Garden Parkway?  
 
A presentation of the study results is attached to this e-mail. 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
Kym Hunter 
Associate Attorney 
Southern Environmental Law Center 
*** NEW ADDRESS*** 
601 West Rosemary Street, Suite 220 
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27516-2356 
Phone: (919) 967-1450; Fax: (919) 929-9421 
SouthernEnvironment.org 
 
This electronic message and any attached files are confidential and are intended solely for the use of the addressee(s) named above. 
This communication may contain material protected by attorney-client, work product or other privileges. If you are not the intended 
recipient or person responsible for delivering this confidential communication to the intended recipient(s), and/or you have received 
this communication in error, then any review, use, dissemination, forwarding, printing, copying or other distribution of this email 
message and any attached files is strictly prohibited. If you have received this confidential communication in error, please notify the 
sender immediately by reply email message and permanently delete the original message. 
 
 
 
 
  

 

Email correspondence to and from this sender is subject to the N.C. Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties. 
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 Section 1: Overview of Project

 Section 2: Review of the Literature

 Section 3: Gaston County Economy Section 3: Gaston County Economy

 Section 4; Economic Impact

 21.8 mile limited access highway

 I-485 to I-85 

 9 interchanges

 Four years of construction

 $870 million estimate

 Highways Impact Local Economies

! Employment

! Output

Income Le els! Income Levels

! Property Values

! Productivity

County Population: 1980 to 2010

County 1980 1990 2000 2008* 2010

Cabarrus 85,895 98,935 131,063 170,395 178,011

Gaston 162,568 175,093 190,365 205,101 206,086

Anson 25,649 23,474 25,275 25,345 26,948

Mecklenburg 404,270 511,433 695,454 878,961 919,628

Union 70,380 84,211 123,677 191,514 201,292

York 106,720 131,497 164,614 220,219 226,073

MSA Total 855,482 1,024,643 1,330,448 1,691,535 1,758,038

County Population Percent of Total: 1980 to 2010

County 1980 1990 2000 2008* 2010

Cabarrus 10.04% 9.66% 9.85% 10.07% 10.13%

Gaston 19.00% 17.09% 14.31% 12.13% 11.72%

Anson 3.00% 2.29% 1.90% 1.50% 1.53%

Mecklenburg 47.26% 49.91% 52.27% 51.96% 52.31%

Union 8.23% 8.22% 9.30% 11.32% 11.45%

York 12.47% 12.83% 12.37% 13.02% 12.86%

MSA Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Economic Impact Study Results for the Garden Parkway 

Economic Development Division Investors Meeting 

April 19, 2011
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Total County Employment 1980-2008

County 1980 1990 2000 2008

Cabarrus 35,324 35,191 52,821 63,125

Gaston 67,413 72,861 70,768 65,344

Anson 6,542 7,404 6,219 5,344

Mecklenburg 238,593 366,224 498,694 560,059

Union 20,323 30,003 39,205 51,805

York 30,322 40,703 55,687 69,614

MSA 398,517 552,386 723,394 815,291

County Percent of MSA Total Employment 

1980-2008

County 1980 1990 2000 2008

C b 8 86% 6 37% 7 30% 7 74%Cabarrus 8.86% 6.37% 7.30% 7.74%

Gaston 16.92% 13.19% 9.78% 8.01%

Anson 1.64% 1.34% 0.86% 0.66%

Mecklenburg 59.87% 66.30% 68.94% 68.69%

Union 5.10% 5.43% 5.42% 6.35%

York 7.61% 7.37% 7.70% 8.54%

MSA 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Total Employment Growth 1980-2008

County 1980-90 1990-00 2000-08 1980-2008

Cabarrus -0.38% 50.10% 19.51% 78.70%

Gaston 8.08% -2.87% -7.66% -3.07%

Anson 13.18% -16.00% -14.07% -18.31%

Mecklenburg 53.49% 36.17% 12.31% 134.73%

Union 47.63% 30.67% 32.14% 154.91%

York 34.24% 36.81% 25.01% 129.58%

MSA 38.61% 30.96% 12.70% 104.58%

Gaston County Manufacturing and Textile 

Employment: 1980-2008

Item 1980 1990 2000 2008

Manufacturing Employment 42,302 36,244 24,677 14,813g p y , , , ,

Textile Employment 24,735 17,139 9,118 3,951

Apparel Employment 1,714 2,460 630 15

Manufacturing Establishments 420 480 436 331

Textile  Establishments 101 99 83 38

Apparel  Establishments 21 26 15 3

Non-Manufacturing Employment 1980-2008

County 1980 1990 2000 2008

Cabarrus 12,037 20,840 39,767 55,368

G t 25 111 36 617 46 091 50 531Gaston 25,111 36,617 46,091 50,531

Anson 4,308 4,462 2,886 1,462

Mecklenburg 216,946 340,692 461,288 530,944

Union 10,646 16,485 26,003 40,541

York 14,638 26,558 51,716 59,557

MSA 116,905 108,252 95,196 74,468

Multiplier 

Type

Direct 

Effects

Indirect 

Effects

Induced 

Effects

Total 

Effects

Gaston County IMPLAN Adjusted Multipliers for 2012

(IMPLAN Code 36)

Type Effects Effects Effects Effects

Employment* 9.730904 1.967891 2.583911 14.282705

Output 1.000000 0.172849 0.256599 1.429448

Income 0.350955 0.072012 0.088688 0.511656

* Jobs per $1,000,000 of expenditures 

Economic Impact Study Results for the Garden Parkway 

Economic Development Division Investors Meeting 

April 19, 2011
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Multiplier 

Type

Direct 

Effects

Indirect 

Effects

Induced 

Effects Total Effects

Gaston County Garden Parkway Construction 

Economic Impact for 2012

Type Effects Effects Effects Total Effects

Employment 1,817 367 482 2,667

Output $186,723,750 $32,275,013 $47,913,128 $266,911,891

Income $65,531,634 $13,446,351 $16,560,156 $95,538,140

Scenario 2010 2020 2030 2035

Gaston County Population Projections: 

(No-Build/Build Scenarios)

No-Build 206,086 227,124 248,063 259,245

Build Base 206,086 231,356 259,407 274,683

Build Alternative 206,086 234,471 269,217 288,475

Scenario 2010 2020 2030 2035

Gaston County Household Projections: 

(No-Build/Build Scenarios)

No-Build 79,867 88,020 96,135 100,468

Build Base 79,867 89,660 100,531 106,451

Build Alternative 79,867 90,867 104,333 111,796

Scenario 2008 2020 2030 2035

Gaston County Employment Projections: 

(No-Build/Build Scenarios)

Scenario 2008 2020 2030 2035

No-Build 65,344 75,010 84,148 89,127

Build Base 65,344 77,759 93,743 102,928

Build Alternative 65,344 78,508 96,480 106,955

 Gaston County has experienced a significant economic 
structural change in its economy over the past three decades.  
Resulting in a loss of 38,000 manufacturing jobs and 20,000 
textile jobs.

 Gaston County has not participated in the strong economic 
growth of the Charlotte MSA over the past 30 years.  It has 
lagged behind in both population and employment compared 
to Cabarrus, Union, and York.

 Much of this three decade long weak economic performance 
has been a result of geographic isolation compared to 
Cabarrus, Union, and York.

 The construction of the Garden Parkway will lesson 
considerably the geographic isolation of Gaston County and 
allow the county to participate in the overall economic 
growth of the Charlotte MSA.

i h f f hi h i G During the four years of highway construction, Gaston 
County employment should experience over 2,600 additional 
jobs. 

 With the construction of the Garden Parkway, Gaston County 
population by 2035 should reach 274,683 under the Build 
base Scenario, or 288,475 under the Build alternative 
Scenario, compared to 259,245 under the No-Build Scenario.

Economic Impact Study Results for the Garden Parkway 

Economic Development Division Investors Meeting 

April 19, 2011
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 With the construction of the Garden Parkway, the number of 
Gaston County households by 2035 should reach 106,451 
under the Build base Scenario, or 111,796 under the Build 
alternative Scenario, compared to 100,468 under the No-Build 
Scenario.

 With the construction of the Garden Parkway, Gaston County 
employment by 2035 should reach 102,928 under the Build 
base Scenario, or 106,955 under the Build alternative 
Scenario, compared to 89,127 under the No-Build Scenario.

 The construction of the Garden Parkway has the potential to 
change the future economic fortunes of Gaston County. 

RingCentral County

Ring

Economic Impact Study Results for the Garden Parkway 

Economic Development Division Investors Meeting 

April 19, 2011
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Appendix C2 – Citizen Comments 

Table C2-12: Southern Environmental Law Center 

Document: p025   email dated Apr 20, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

1 Indirect 

and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

As you may know, yesterday Dr. John Connaughton of UNCC released the 

Garden Parkway Economic Development Study on behalf of the Gaston 

Chamber of Commerce.  The study appears to suggest that the EIS did not 

fully account for all the growth and development that will be induced by 

construction of the Garden Parkway, and that levels of growth and 

development will, in fact, be much higher than previously anticipated.   

Will FHWA and the Turnpike Authority address the differences between this 

new study and the EIS prior to publishing a Record of Decision for the 

Garden Parkway?  

The lead agencies carefully reviewed and considered the referenced study titled 

Economic Impact of the Garden Parkway (John E. Connaughton, Ph.D., April 28, 

2011) prepared at the request of the Gaston Chamber of Commerce.   

In a general comparison of Mr. Connaughton’s study with the Quantitative Indirect 

and Cumulative Effects Assessment prepared by Louis Berger Group for the Gaston 

East-West Connector, Mr. Connaughton’s study has a different purpose, uses 

different methodologies and assumptions, and evaluates a different study area.  Due 

to these major differences, the specific results of the two studies cannot be 

meaningfully compared. 

The Quantitative Indirect and Cumulative Effects Assessment provides a hard look at 

the indirect and cumulative effects the proposed project may have on the ICE Study 

Area environment, including potential effects on households and employment.  The 

methodology and assumptions used, and explained in detail in the report, are 

broadly accepted for the analysis of transportation projects and are neither arbitrary 

nor capricious.  These methodologies and assumptions were judged by the lead 

agencies to be appropriate for making well-informed decisions about the project.  As 

explained in the Quantitative Indirect and Cumulative Effects Assessment:   

“The assessment of potential indirect and cumulative effects (ICE) for the 

Gaston East-West Connector Project has been conducted in accordance with 

the eight-step process outlined in the NCDOT/NCDENR Guidance on Indirect 

and Cumulative Impact Assessment of Transportation Projects in North Carolina 

(NCDOT, 2001). The eight-step process presented in the NCDOT/NCDENR 

Guidance was based on the eight-step process developed for National 

Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 403: Guidance for 

Estimating the Indirect Effects of Proposed Transportation Projects 

(Transportation Research Board, 1998). “ 

Mr. Connaughton’s report was not conducted pursuant to this established guidance, 

nor was that the purpose of his report.  Due to the significant differences in 

methodologies and purposes of the reports, Mr. Connaughton’s report does not 

provide information that would aid the transportation agencies in their NEPA 

process. 
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Appendix C2 – Citizen Comments 

Table C2-13: Southern Environmental Law Center 

Document: p026   letter dated Dec 22, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

1 General It has now been over a year since the publication of the Final Environmental 

Impact Statement (“FEIS”) for the Gaston East-West Connector (the “Toll 

Highway”).  On behalf of the Catawba Riverkeeper and Clean Air Carolina, 

the Southern Environmental Law Center (“SELC”) submitted comments on 

that document on February 22, 2011, having also submitted comments on 

the Draft EIS in July, 2009.   

The SELC’s letter of February 22, 2011 is addressed in Appendix C2 of the ROD (letter 

p001).  The SELC’s letter commenting on the Draft EIS dated July 21, 2009 is 

addressed in the Final EIS in Appendix B3 (letter i012/u002). 

2 NEPA 

Process 

In light of the unresolved major issues outlined below and in our earlier 

comments, we request supplementation of the EIS prior to issuance of the 

Record of Decision (“ROD”) for this very expensive, environmentally 

damaging and highly controversial proposal. 

A supplement to the EIS is not necessary (40 CFR 1502.09(c)).  There have been no 

substantial changes to the proposed action that are relevant to environmental 

concerns nor are there significant new circumstances or information relevant to 

environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.   

3 Purpose and 

Need 

Our previous comments centered on the fact no documented underlying 

transportation purpose has been identified for the Toll Highway project.  

Indeed, as we have already noted, the FEIS itself demonstrates that one of 

the proffered primary purposes for the road – reducing congestion on I-85 

and the other surrounding roadways – will not, in fact, result from 

construction of the Toll Highway. 

The purpose of the project was not to explicitly improve congestion on I-85 or 

US 29-74.  Existing and projected poor levels of service on these roadways are cited 

as transportation needs in the area.  The project purpose is to “improve east-west 

transportation mobility in the area around the City of Gastonia, between Gastonia 

and the Charlotte metropolitan area, and particularly to establish direct access 

between the rapidly growing area of southeast Gaston County and western 

Mecklenburg County.” 

As discussed in Section 1.3 of the Draft EIS and Section 1.2.2 of the Final EIS, project 

alternatives were evaluated in an iterative process to determine if they were 

reasonable and practicable.  Each alternative concept was evaluated to determine 

whether it would: 

• Reduce travel distances and/or travel times between representative 

origin/destination points within southern Gaston County and between 

southern Gaston County and Mecklenburg County.   

• Provide a transportation facility with a mainline that would operate at 

acceptable levels of service (generally LOS D or better on the mainline) in the 

design year for travel between Gaston County and Mecklenburg County. 

• Reduce congested vehicle miles traveled and/or congested vehicle hours 

traveled in Gaston County compared to the No-Build Alternative. 

4 Funding Ultimately, the legislature settled on a budget which eliminated all funding 

for the project in fiscal year 2011-2012, halved funding to $17.5 million in 

fiscal year 2012-2013, and provided no guarantees about funding beyond 

that date.  Accordingly, the Toll Highway project is left without any 

guaranteed future funding source.  This problem was compounded when 

the Federal Highway Administration declined, for the second time, to 

provide funding for the project under the Transportation Infrastructure 

Finance and Innovation Act (“TIFIA”). 

Funding for the project allocated for fiscal year 2011-2012 was not needed, as the 

project planning process had not been completed. The legislature pledged $17.5 

million for fiscal year 2012-2013, and $35 million per year beginning in fiscal year 

2013-2014.  Recent financial analyses show that the project is financeable under the 

current funding scenario. 
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Appendix C2 – Citizen Comments 

Table C2-13: Southern Environmental Law Center 

Document: p026   letter dated Dec 22, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

5 Funding As tolls will fund only a fraction of the costs for the Gaston East-West 

Connector, a substantial amount of taxpayer dollars will need to be 

expended if the project is constructed.  This money could be better spent 

on a project with a documented transportation need. 

Project costs are presented in Final EIS Table 2-3 and Section 2.3 of the ROD.  A 

handout of Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) was available at the Public Hearing 

and on the project web page that included information on funding sources.  It stated 

funding for the project would come from multiple sources, including toll revenue 

bonds and state and federal funds.   

The project’s purpose and need is documented in the EIS.  The Gaston Urban Area 

Metropolitan Planning Organization (GUAMPO) and Mecklenburg-Union 

Metropolitan Planning Organization (MUMPO) 2030 and 2035 Long Range 

Transportation Plans have included the Gaston East-West Connector as part of their 

comprehensive transportation network, with GUAMPO ranking this project their top 

priority. 

6 Alternatives 

Considered 

In particular, as it relates to the EIS process, the Turnpike Authority’s 

narrow focus on pre-determined toll road projects has resulted in a failure 

to examine alternatives to relieve congestion on I-85, maximize economic 

development opportunities in the area and achieve other important 

purposes for major infrastructure investments. 

The Draft EIS rigorously explored and objectively evaluated reasonable alternatives 

as required by 40 CFR 1502.14, including both toll and non-toll options.  The 

alternative screening process utilized a multi-tiered approach, which is described in 

detail in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS, and summarized in Section 1.2 of the Final EIS.   

The approach used earlier qualitative screenings of a wide range of concepts, 

followed by later quantitative screenings.  Opportunities for public and agency 

involvement and participation were provided throughout the identification and 

screening of alternatives, as described in Chapter 9 of the Draft EIS.   The agency 

coordination team agreed with and approved the alternatives evaluation through 

acceptance of Concurrence Point 2 (signed October 7, 2008), and ultimately 

concurred with the Preferred Alternative as the Least Environmentally Damaging 

Practicable Alternative (LEDPA  - Concurrence Point 3, signed October 13, 2009).  

The concurrence forms are included in Appendix A-1 of the Draft EIS and 

Appendix G of the Final EIS, respectively. 

7 Funding Given the continued public opposition, the lack of support for the project in 

the legislature, and the uncertainty about future funding sources, we 

request that the Transportation Agencies take a careful look at the 

advisability of continuing to expend resources to pursue this project before 

issuance of the ROD. 

Governmental agencies and MPOs have had the opportunity to review public input 

provided on this project and their positions that this project is a top priority have 

not changed.   The project remains a top priority in the Gaston Urban Area MPO 

(GUAMPO) 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) (see resolution dated 

March 22, 2011 in ROD Appendix C3).  Also, see response to Comment 4 above. 

8 Water 

Resources 

Construction of the Gaston East-West Connector will result in significant 

environmental destruction.  The project as proposed would impact 2,237 

linear feet of stream per mile of highway, more than double the average of 

a typical Piedmont highway project.  The high level of impacts expected to 

result from construction of the Toll Highway has prompted the 

Environmental Protection Agency and other resource agencies to issue 

comments that raise substantial concerns about the likelihood of the 

In the project study area, most streams flow in a north-south direction and this 

project travels east-west, therefore stream impacts are likely to be higher.  Also, 

project elements and circumstances (typical section needed, alignment, geographic 

location, length, etc.) are unique to each project.   

The impacts of each Detailed Study Alternative were minimized to the extent 

practicable based on available data.  Concurrence Point 2a – Bridging and Alignment 

Decisions to minimize impacts to jurisdictional resources was signed by the Merger 
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Table C2-13: Southern Environmental Law Center 

Document: p026   letter dated Dec 22, 2011 

COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

Transportation Agencies securing required environmental permits. Team, including the EPA, on October 7, 2008 (Draft EIS Appendix A-1).  Jurisdictional 

impacts from the refined preliminary designs for the Preferred Alternative were 

further minimized to the extent practicable, as summarized in Final EIS Section 

2.3.3.  Concurrence Point 4a –Avoidance and Minimization – was signed on 

February 16, 2010 (Final EIS Appendix G).  EPA concurred conditionally but opted to 

abstain from signing the concurrence form, noting in an email (included in Final EIS 

Appendix G) they had reservations concerning the ability to provide adequate 

mitigation for jurisdictional resources. 

An abstention means the agency does not actively object to a concurrence point, 

but chooses not to sign the concurrence form.  Further, the agency does not find 

that the project violates the laws and regulations under its purview, as the agency 

would have identified any issues through a non-concurrence and not an abstention. 

The merger process can continue and the agency agrees not to revisit the 

concurrence point subject to the guidance on revisiting concurrence points included 

in the Memorandum of Agreement that established the merger process.   

The Record of Decision includes an update to the Conceptual Mitigation Plan 

(Section 3.3) and the FHWA and NCTA are continuing to work with EPA and other 

environmental resource and regulatory agencies through the permitting process to 

develop mitigation. 

9 Agency 

Coordination 

In August of this year additional concerns about environmental impacts 

emerged from the Lake Wylie Marine Commission, which has dubbed the 

road “a fence across the river,” noting the impact on wildlife recreation and 

scenery.  The design of the bridges that will be necessary for the toll 

highway to cross the lake have yet to be presented in final form, but 

nevertheless have drawn substantial criticism from Lake Wylie Marine 

Commissioners.  It is essential that all such environmental concerns be fully 

disclosed before any decision is finalized about the project, including the 

design and location of bridges and other structures.  The EIS should be 

supplemented to address these concerns before a ROD is published. 

The NC Turnpike Authority (NCTA) is working with the Lake Wylie Marine 

Commissioners as part of the process of coordinating with Duke Energy Corporation 

for a revision to their license from the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

(FERC) for project crossings of the Catawba-Wateree Hydro Project (Final EIS 

Section 2.5.4.2 and Draft EIS Section 6.2).   

NCTA coordinated with the Lake Wylie Marine Commission through meetings and 

correspondence from February through November 2011 to explain the project and 

address the Commission’s concerns.  In a letter dated December 9, 2011, the Lake 

Wylie Marine Commission states:  “We applaud the Authority’s actions to write the 

request for proposals by the engineering contractor to include addressing these 

concerns during the design phase.  We are pleased to have been invited to interact 

with the contractor during the design to search for design elements that address 

these concerns.  We also appreciate the economic pressures this project faces and 

the difficulties this may present to the design.” 

10 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

In our February 2011 comments, we raised concerns about the integrity of 

the Quantitative Indirect and Cumulative Effects analysis prepared for the 

FEIS.   

The SELC’s letter of February 22, 2011 is addressed in Appendix C2 of the ROD (letter 

p001).   

11 Indirect and As we outlined, the published study indicated a total job shift of 900 jobs to Comments in the email regarding shifts in growth/employment of 10-15 percent 
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COMMENT 

NO. 
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Cumulative 

Effects 

South Carolina from North Carolina in the study area from construction of 

the Toll Highway.  While any net job loss is significant, the FEIS suggested a 

shift of less than 1% of total jobs, and a net loss of only 300 jobs overall 

from construction of the project.  An e-mail exchange between the authors 

of the study, however, suggests that the original numbers may have been 

much higher, with up to 10-15% total job losses in the study area.  The 

exchange also implies that the data behind the study may have been 

manipulated due to political concerns.   

were in reference to changes between the Build and No-Build Scenarios in specific 

individual traffic analysis zones (TAZs), particularly in the Bessemer City area and 

individual TAZs along the I-85 corridor, not in reference to overall results for the 

entire ICE Study Area.   

As a result of a public records request, SELC was provided the initial and all interim 

drafts of the Quantitative ICE Assessment, as well as the final report.   Changes 

between the initial drafts and the final report were the result of changes in 

assumptions, and not due to data manipulation.  A number of assumptions changed 

between the initial draft of the Quantitative ICE Assessment that used the gravity 

model approach and the final report.  For instance, in the initial draft, it was 

assumed that the household and employment forecasts included in the Metrolina 

Regional Travel Demand Model (MRM) represented the No-Build ICE Scenario.   

However, after interviews with local planners, it was determined that the MRM 

2035 household and employment forecasts better represented the Build ICE 

Scenario.  Furthermore, the version of the MRM used in the initial draft included 

household and employment forecasts for the year 2030.   The final report uses a 

version of the MRM that includes household and employment forecasts for the year 

2035.  (see Final EIS Section 2.5.5.4).   

In the initial draft of the Quantitative ICE Assessment, under the Build Scenario, the 

ICE Study Area in 2035 is estimated to have 4,877 more households and 2,256 more 

jobs than under the No-Build Scenario.  In the final report summarized in the Final 

EIS, under the Build Scenario, the ICE Study Area is estimated to have 3,700 more 

households and 300 less jobs than under the No-Build Scenario.  This does not mean 

that if the project is built, the ICE Study Area will have 300 less jobs than today.  

Rather, the growth of jobs that will occur in the ICE Study Area regardless of the 

project would be 300 less jobs with the project.  Total employment growth in the 

ICE Study Area between 2005 and 2035 is anticipated to be 91,500 jobs in the No-

Build Scenario and 91,200 jobs in the Build Scenario.  The difference of 300 jobs 

between the two scenarios represents an approximately 0.3 percent difference, or 

approximately no change.  In both the initial draft and final reports, the gravity 

model results show similar patterns and indicate a redistribution of employment in 

the ICE Study Area from the existing interstate corridors to the new project 

alignment area.    

In the ROD (Section 3.5), an update to the Quantitative ICE Assessment is 

summarized.  The update includes an additional subwatershed (Fites Creek-Catawba 

River) in the ICE Study Area.  The updated ICE Assessment is also available for 

download on the project Web site (www.ncdot.org/projects/gardenparkway).  With 

the inclusion of the Fites Creek-Catawba River subwatershed, it is estimated that 
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COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

the ICE Study Area would have 3,300 more households and 300 less jobs than under 

the No-Build Scenario, which is consistent with the Quantitative ICE Assessment 

summarized in the Final EIS.   

12 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

Concerns about the reliability of the FEIS were echoed in the press, which 

brought the above referenced e-mail exchange to the attention of the 

general public.  In response to this concern Turnpike Authority Official Steve 

DeWitt stated that the impacts study produced for the FEIS could only be 

used as “a general broad brush.”  Mr. DeWitt characterized the 10-15% loss 

of jobs originally predicted by the study as “raw data”, but failed to explain 

how such “raw data” resulted in the 1% loss of jobs ultimately published in 

the FEIS.   

See response to Comment 11 in the Southern Environmental Law Center’s letter 

(letter p026). 

13 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

We urge the Transportation Agencies to address the integrity of this study 

prior to the publication of a Record of Decision (“ROD”), either by 

commissioning a new study, or by fully explaining the methodology behind 

the original study, and providing a full and forthright explanation in a 

Supplemental EIS prior to issuance of a ROD. 

The methodology for the quantitative indirect and cumulative effects analysis is 

explained in detail in the technical memorandum.  FHWA and NCTA reviewed and 

approved the study methodology and approach for the Gaston East-West Connector 

Quantitative Indirect and Cumulative Effects Assessment (Louis Berger Group, 

August 2010) and the Revised Final Gaston East-West Connector Quantitative 

Indirect and Cumulative Effects Assessment (Louis Berger Group, July 2011) and 

determined the proposed methodology and approach were appropriate and the 

best available procedure to use.  The FHWA and NCTA only used the final versions 

of the reports in the decision-making process.   

14 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

Additional concerns about the reliability of the Indirect and Cumulative 

Effects analysis for the road arose in April, 2011 with the publication of an 

economic impact study by John Connaughton.  This study, which was 

financed by the Gaston County Chamber of Commerce, predicted high 

levels of growth and development directly attributable to the Gaston East-

West Connector.  The study thus suggested that the FEIS did not account for 

all the growth and development that will be induced by the construction of 

the Toll Highway.  On April 26, 2011 the Southern Environmental Law 

Center asked the Turnpike Authority to account for the differences between 

the Connaughton study and the FEIS.  Despite assurances that the Turnpike 

Authority would review the study and “act accordingly”, no reconciliation of 

the two studies has been forthcoming. 

The lead agencies carefully reviewed and considered the referenced study titled 

Economic Impact of the Garden Parkway (John E. Connaughton, Ph.D., April 28, 

2011) prepared at the request of the Gaston Chamber of Commerce.   

In a general comparison of Mr. Connaughton’s study with the Quantitative Indirect 

and Cumulative Effects Assessment prepared by Louis Berger Group for the Gaston 

East-West Connector, Mr. Connaughton’s study has a different purpose, uses 

different methodologies and assumptions, and evaluates a different study area.  

Due to these major differences, the specific results of the two studies cannot be 

meaningfully compared. 

The Quantitative Indirect and Cumulative Effects Assessment provides a hard look at 

the indirect and cumulative effects the proposed project may have on the ICE Study 

Area environment, including potential effects on households and employment.  The 

methodology and assumptions used, and explained in detail in the report, are 

broadly accepted for the analysis of transportation projects and are neither 

arbitrary nor capricious.  These methodologies and assumptions were judged by the 

lead agencies to be appropriate for making well-informed decisions about the 

project.  As explained in the Quantitative Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
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Assessment:   

“The assessment of potential indirect and cumulative effects (ICE) for the 

Gaston East-West Connector Project has been conducted in accordance with 

the eight-step process outlined in the NCDOT/NCDENR Guidance on Indirect 

and Cumulative Impact Assessment of Transportation Projects in North Carolina 

(NCDOT, 2001). The eight-step process presented in the NCDOT/NCDENR 

Guidance was based on the eight-step process developed for National 

Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 403: Guidance for 

Estimating the Indirect Effects of Proposed Transportation Projects 

(Transportation Research Board, 1998). “ 

Mr. Connaughton’s report was not conducted pursuant to this established guidance, 

nor was that the purpose of his report.  Due to the significant differences in 

methodologies and purposes of the reports, Mr. Connaughton’s report does not 

provide information that would aid the transportation agencies in their NEPA 

process. 

15 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

Needless to say, it is a public policy issue of major concern to be using 

millions of dollars in North Carolina taxpayer and toll-payer funds to 

construct a toll highway that will result net (sic) job losses in North Carolina.  

Before proceeding further with this project, we request that these apparent 

inconsistencies be reconciled by the transportation agencies to provide a 

complete and reliable picture of indirect and cumulative impacts from the 

toll highway for consideration by the public and resource agencies. 

See response to Comments 11, 13, and 14 in the Southern Environmental Law 

Center’s letter (letter p026). 

16 NEPA 

Process 

As illustrated by these further comments, the concerns about the purpose, 

viability and impacts of the Gaston East-West Connector continue to mount.  

We believe that these issues, in addition to the deficiencies in the FEIS 

outlined in our earlier comments, cannot be adequately resolved in a ROD.  

To include such information only in a ROD would be to undermine one of 

the very purposes of NEPA, which is to ensure that the public and agencies 

are fully involved in the decision making process surrounding major federal 

actions.  40 C.F.R. § 1502.1.  Therefore, if the Transportation Agencies wish 

to continue to pursue this unwise, unpopular and unfunded project, we 

request that a supplement to the EIS be prepared to address all concerns 

expressed to date. 

See response to Comments 2 and 7 in the Southern Environmental Law Center’s 

letter (letter p026). 
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p012, p020, p021, p022, 

p023, p024 

Expressed opinions in support of the Gaston East-West Connector (Garden 

Parkway). 

No detailed response necessary. 

p013, p014, p015, p016, 

p017, p018, p019 

Expressed opinions opposing the Gaston East-West Connector (Garden 

Parkway). 

No detailed response necessary. 
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From: Jeff [jscoggs1@charter.net]
Sent: Thursday, February 10, 2011 9:12 AM
To: gaston@ncturnpike.org
Subject: Communities taking a stand against the toll road

Importance: High

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged
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From: Mandy [acw1968@bellsouth.net]
Sent: Wednesday, February 09, 2011 7:11 PM
To: gaston@ncturnpike.org
Subject: GARDEN PARKWAY

Hi, 
I would like to take the time to let you know my feelings on the Garden Parkway. I am totally against it! I have lived in 
Belmont, NC and the surrounding area my entire life, which is over 40 years.  
  
Why should a parkway be built that isn't going to relieve traffic congestion? There are more important projects that the 
Garden Parkway money should be used for. For example, I-85 & US 321. I'm surprised people are not killed there every 
day. If you go I-85 S to get off at US 321, around 4-6 p.m., you won't even get near the exit ramp. You are sitting on the 
emergency access for at least 1500 feet. Not to mention how bad traffic is coming down US 321 from Lincolnton, around 
3:30 p.m. until after rush hour.  Even with the improvements that have been made, traffic is crawling up to the I-85 
interchange. If that isn't enough, the Wilkinson Blvd. bridges are in terrible need of repair or replacement.  It is 
heartbreaking to imagine homes being taken for the Garden Parkway project. I grew up on South Point Rd. in Belmont, as 
well as my husband. My mother-in-law still lives in my husband's childhood home. Two years ago, my father-in-law 
passed away. All she has left are the memories of her and her husband raising their children. The "homeplace" was 
supposed to be passed to my husband. Eventually, it would go to our son. She doesn't want to leave the only home she's 
known for close to 50 years. My sister-in-law lives right up the road from my mother-in-law. Her home is also being 
threatened by this project. 
  
Please reconsider building this wasteful parkway. We have state employee's losing their jobs. It's more important to keep 
our teachers in the schools instead of a road that is not needed. I, along with everyone else in the surrounding area, can 
go to Charlotte, NC now within 25 minutes. A project that costs that much isn't worth a 2 minute change. And, I would not 
pay to get on the road. I would go 10 miles out of my way to keep from paying to travel that road. That is what I already 
pay taxes for, as well as sales tax, auto insurance and my auto inspection. NC has one of the highest gasoline tax in the 
country.  
  
Thank you, 
 
Amanda Rhyne 
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From: keith thompson [kthomp632003@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, February 21, 2011 8:58 PM
To: berniey@cityofgastonia.com; gaston@ncturnpike.org
Subject: Toll Road

Are you serious $35 million ydollars a year for 40 years.......lol  If the State and the City wants to spend that 
much money.....Why dont yall give the teachers a raise and that they deserve and improve the schools that 
would be a better return on the  $35 million a year......mmmmmm even put some of that money on improving 
the secondaries road in the state.....Oh I got a good one widening the I-85 mmmmm. The bottom line the 
residence dont wont the toll road or the higher taxes from it.....Remenber Greenville South Carolina toll 
road......sure you do......Stop the Toll Road!!!!!!!!!! 
  
  
  
  
  
Concern Son 
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From: G. L. Deese [g-d@rocketmail.com]
Sent: Friday, February 04, 2011 12:02 PM
To: gaston@ncturnpike.org
Subject: Garden Parkway

As current residents of Gaston County and previous residents of Mecklenburg County, we do not see any positive 
results at this time in constructing the Garden Parkway.  With North Carolina's critical budget shortfall, this is one 
expensive project that can either be permanently cancelled or put on a back burner until the economy can handle the 
expense. 
  
We would not pay to use the Parkway. 
  
The main constriction of highway we encounter is the narrowing of South I-85 past the weigh station.  We avoid 85 during 
the evening rush hour because traffic ALWAYS backs up.   
  
If we have any voice for how our taxes are used by the DOT, we vote for efficiency which is widening South I-85 in the 
above mentioned area. 
  
Thank you for considering this change. 
  
Sincerely,  
G. L. and J. L. Deese 
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From: bdevoes@carolina.rr.com
Sent: Sunday, February 06, 2011 4:29 PM
To: gaston@ncturnpike.org
Subject: Toll Road
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From: david dickson [jitterjuice2003@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 09, 2011 1:47 PM
To: gaston@ncturnpike.org
Subject: TOLL ROAD TO NO WHERE

STOP THE TOLL ROAD THIS IS THE LARGEST WASTE OF MONEY AND TIME, IN RECENT 
HISTORY. Gastonia does not want this project and we dont need it. Fix the I85 and 321 interchange, fix the 
bridges. Dont be ignorant with our money or our lives. 
�
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APPENDIX C3 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT RESOLUTIONS 

 

Document 

Number 
Agency/Organization Date 

Page 

Number 

g001 Gaston County Board of Commissioners 02/03/11 C3-1 

g002 Gaston Regional Chamber 02/10/11 C3-2 

g003 Town of Cramerton 03/04/11 C3-3 

g004 Montcross Area Chamber of Commerce 03/08/11 C3-4 

g005 Montcross Area Chamber of Commerce 03/08/11 C3-5 

g006 Montcross Area Chamber of Commerce 03/09/11 C3-6 

g007 Charlotte Douglas International Airport 03/14/11 C3-7 

g008 Gaston Regional Chamber 03/16/11 C3-8 

g009 
Gaston Urban Area Metropolitan Planning 

Organization – Transportation Planning 
04/11/11 C3-9 

g010 Gaston County Board of Commissioners 04/29/11 C3-11 

g011 Gaston Together 04/19/11 C3-13 
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     The Board of Directors of the Montcross Area Chamber unanimously adopted its second resolution in support of 
the Gaston East-West Connector (Garden Parkway) at its meeting on March 8, 2011. The board previously adopted a 
resolution in April 2009 when the Environmental Impact Study on the highway was being prepared. The most recent 
resolution spelled out why the Chamber board thinks the Garden Parkway, linking southern Gaston County to 
Charlotte-Douglas International Airport and a vast intermodal shipping facility being built there, is essential to future 
economic development and job   creation in Gaston County. Projected rapid growth in southeastern Gaston County 
was cited as another reason the highway is needed to provide better east-west connectivity between Gaston and 
Mecklenburg County. South Point Township and River Bend Township in eastern Gaston are growing at a rate far 
faster than the county as a whole. The Chamber’s resolution was sent with a letter to North Carolina Governor 
Beverly Perdue, with copies going to members of the local legislative delegation and other key members of the 
General Assembly. The full text of the resolution is presented here.    

 

   RESOLUTION OF CONTINUED SUPPORT FOR THE GASTON EAST-WEST CONNECTOR (GARDEN 
PARKWAY)    

   WHEREAS, the Montcross Area Chamber exists to work for the success of its more than 300 business members, 
serving as their pro-business advocacy voice, promoting education/workforce development and economic 
development opportunities in the communities of the Montcross Area and throughout all of Gaston County; and  

   WHEREAS, the Transportation Advisory Council has deemed the Gaston East-West Connector (Garden Parkway) 
to be the top priority roadway project for the Gaston Urban Area Metropolitan Planning Organization region; and  

   WHEREAS, the Montcross Area Chamber Board of Directors on April 14, 2009, adopted a resolution endorsing the 
Environmental Impact Study for the Gaston East-West Connector (Garden Parkway); and  

   WHEREAS, limited crossings of the Catawba River are constraining travel between Gaston and Mecklenburg 
Counties, with only four crossings of the river and none of them located in the southern half of Gaston County; and  

   WHEREAS, south of I-85 in Gaston County, a lack of connecting east-west roadways makes travel circuitous and 
limits mobility for travel in southern Gaston County; and  

   WHEREAS, continued viability of business and industry relies on efficient movement of people, goods, and 
services; and  

   WHEREAS, a review of growth data indicates a 24 percent growth in residents from
·
2000 to 2010 and a doubling of 

regional population by 2030; and  

   WHEREAS, between 2000 and 2010, southeastern Gaston County was the fastest growing part of the county, and 
planned growth in southern Gaston County will result in an increased need for east-west mobility; and  

   WHEREAS, the projected growth in southern Gaston County and western Mecklenburg County will continue to 
increase demands for accessibility and connectivity between the two counties; and  

   WHEREAS, congestion and frequent accidents on I-85 inhibit regional travel and diminish the ability of I-85 to 
function as a Strategic Highway Corridor; and  

   WHEREAS, our organization is sensitive to the adverse affect(s) this project has on some property owners, our 
pledge of support is intended for the greater good of all citizens in Gaston County;  

   NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Directors of the Montcross Area Chamber of Commerce 
affirms its continued support for construction of the Gaston East-West Connector (Garden Parkway).  

   Julie Roper  

   Julie Roper, Chair Montcross Area Chamber Board of Directors  �
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WHEREAS, the Gaston Chamber of Commerce (DBA Gaston Regional Chamber) and the 
Economic Development Division of the Chamber exists to serve our more than 800 business 
members by providing networking opportunities, serving as their pro-business advocacy voice, 
promoting education/workforce development and economic development opportunities for all of 
Gaston County; 
 
WHEREAS, the Transportation Advisory Council has deemed the Garden Parkway to be the top 
priority roadway project for the Gaston Urban Area Metropolitan Planning Organization region; 
and 
 
WHEREAS, limited crossings of the Catawba River are constraining travel between Gaston and 
Mecklenburg Counties and there are only four crossings of the river, with none of them located in 
the southern half of Gaston County; and 
 
WHEREAS, a review of growth data indicates a 24 percent growth in residents from·2000 to 2008 
and a doubling of regional population by 2030; and 
 
WHEREAS, the projected growth in southern Gaston County and western Mecklenburg County 
will continue to increase demands for accessibility and connectivity between the two counties; 
and 
 
WHEREAS, south of I-85 in Gaston County, a lack of connecting east-west roadways makes 
travel circuitous and limits mobility for travel in southern Gaston County; and 
 
WHEREAS, continued viability of business and industry relies on efficient movement of people, 
goods, and services; and 
 
WHEREAS, between 1990 and 2000, southeastern Gaston County was the fastest growing part 
of the county and planned growth in southern Gaston County will result in an increased need for 
east-west mobility; and 
 
WHEREAS, congestion and frequent accidents on I-85 inhibit regional travel and diminish the 
ability of I-85 to function as a Strategic Highway Corridor; and 
 
WHEREAS, our organization is sensitive to the adverse affect (s) this project has on some 
property owners, our pledge of support is intended for the greater good of all citizens in Gaston 
County; 
 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Directors of the Gaston Chamber of 
Commerce endorses the continued support of the North Carolina Turnpike Authority’s plans for 
the Garden Parkway. 
 

 
_________________________________�
Rusty Harris, Chair of the Board 

 
Adopted this 16th Day of March, 2011�
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APPENDIX C4 

COMMENT FORMS RECEIVED AT GUAMPO PUBLIC 

MEETING HELD FEBRUARY 7, 2011 

 
Document 

Number 
Name Page Number 

c001 Sue Rutledge C4-1 

c002 Rhonda Swafford C4-2 

c003 Lissa McEllington C4-3 

c004 Terry Tracey C4-3 

c005 Bill Toole C4-4 

c006 Kirsten D’Amore C4-4 

c007 David Kiser C4-5 

c008 Danielle Blackwell C4-5 

c009 Neil Booth C4-6 

c010 Glenn Ford C4-6 

c011 John Sly C4-7 

c012 Harriet Armstrong C4-7 

c013 Robert Crisp C4-8 

c014 Mark Painter C4-8 

c015 Paul McMahan C4-9 

c016 Dorothea Delano C4-9 

c017 Ellen Roberts C4-10 

c018 Audrey Fascella C4-10 

c019 Alan Albright C4-11 

c020 Nick Swafford C4-11 

c021 Ben Brackett C4-12 

c022 Robert Davis C4-12 

c023 Marion Beach C4-13 

c024 Jessie Beach C4-13 

c025 Unsigned C4-14 

c026 Frank Ellington C4-14 

c027 Don Harrison C4-15 

c028 Ann Gilreath C4-15 
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Document 

Number 
Name Page Number 

c029 Warren Ellington C4-16 

c030 Unsigned C4-16 

c031 Sherrie Ellington C4-17 

c032 Stephen Gilreath C4-17 

c033 Beth Davis C4-18 

c034 Andrew Howe C4-18 

c035 Justin Smith C4-19 

c036 Greg Harmon C4-19 

c037 Rhonda Harmon C4-20 

c038 Joanne Gohr C4-20 

c039 Thomas Taylor C4-21 

c040 Donnie Benfield C4-21 

c041 Deborah Clanton C4-22 

c042 Anthony Giacoffe C4-22 

c043 Melodie Schauer C4-23 

c044 Thomas Wilson C4-23 

c045 Hoyt Helms C4-24 

c046 Terry Knight C4-24  

c047 Joy Sparrow C4-25 

c048 Scott Gallant C4-25 

c049 Jane King C4-26 

c050 Barbara Murphy C4-26 

c051 Barry Joye C4-27 

c052 Woodrow Benfield C4-27 

c053 Thelma Hullett C4-28 

c054 LeeAnn MacMillan C4-29 
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 Appendix C4 – GUAMPO Comment Forms 

Table C4-1: Public Comment Form Comments 

Documents: c001 – c054  

DOC. NO. COMMENT 

NO. 

PRIMARY 

TOPIC 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

C004, c009, c015,  Expressed opinions in support of the Garden Parkway and/or the 

Recommended Alternative.   
No detailed responses needed. 

C003, c011, c013, c019, c021, c022, c025, 

c027, c029, c034, c040, c041, c047, c048, 

c050, c052,  

Expressed opinions opposing the Garden Parkway and/or the 

Recommended Alternative.   
No detailed responses needed. 

 Blank forms or information requests.   Requests were fulfilled separately.  No additional detailed responses needed. 

c001 1 Alternatives 

Considered 

The arguments against the parkway have been presented many 

times and I agree with all of them – a. Bad numbers relating to 

pay back of turnpike use/revenue generated. B. Any state tax 

money should be used on other projects….I-85 widening at 

Belmont, 29-74 bridge at Gaston-Mecklenburg County, and I-85 

widening & I-40 widening throughout system. 

A detailed Traffic and Revenue Study will be prepared and made available for 

review prior to the sale of any revenue bonds.  The Gaston Urban Area 

Metropolitan Planning Organization (GUAMPO) determines the local priorities 

for transportation tax dollars.  The Gaston East-West Connector is currently 

the top priority in the GUAMPO 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan.         

c001 2 Traffic and 

Travel 

Demand 

Modeling 

There is no significant traffic problem on I-85 except where it 

narrows at Belmont.   

Traffic levels of service along I-85 are discussed in Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement (Draft EIS) Section 1.6.2.3.  Existing (2006) traffic volumes and peak 

hour levels of service are graphically depicted in Draft EIS Figure 1-4.  Future 

traffic volumes and peak hour levels of service without the proposed project 

are graphically depicted in Draft EIS Figure 1-5.  As shown in Figure 1-4, 

existing levels of service (LOS) along I-85 in the project study area vary from 

LOS D to LOS F.  LOS D typically is considered acceptable in urban areas and 

LOS F represents the most congested conditions.  In 2030, peak hour levels of 

service along I-85 are projected to be LOS F throughout the project study area.   

c002 1 Purpose and 

Need for 

Action 

This road is not needed in Gaston County, they need to widen  

I-85 at the Belmont area to accommodate the traffic. 

The purpose of the project, as described in Draft EIS Section 1.3, is to 

“improve east-west transportation mobility in the area around the City of 

Gastonia, between Gastonia and the Charlotte metropolitan area, and 

particularly to establish direct access between the rapidly growing area of 

southeast Gaston County and western Mecklenburg County.”    

A variety of Improve Existing Roadways Alternatives were evaluated for the 

proposed project, as discussed in Draft EIS Section 2.2.6.  They were 

eliminated from detailed study for this project based on the reasons described 

in Draft EIS Section 2.2.6.5.  As discussed in Appendix C of the Draft EIS, it is 

demonstrated that the Improve Existing Roadways Alternatives that include 

widening I-85 and/or US 29-74 cannot widen existing roadways enough to 

provide an acceptable mainline level of service for travel between Gaston 

County and Mecklenburg County. 
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c002 2 Land Use and 

Transportation 

Planning 

No one is going to pay a toll to drive to Charlotte when we 

already have roads to accommodate us. 

The North Carolina Turnpike Authority (NCTA) prepares studies and makes 

decisions based on the best information and forecasts available to date. Based 

on available information, including the Proposed Gaston East-West Connector 

Preliminary Traffic and Revenue Study (available on the NCTA Web site), and 

the project’s financial plan, NCTA has determined that the project will be 

financially feasible.  An Investment Grade Traffic and Revenue Study, which 

includes more in-depth analysis, including a market analysis of potential toll 

rates, will be conducted prior to selling the bonds that will comprise a portion 

of the project funding. If this report determines that the project is not 

financially feasible, bonds will not be sold for the project and alternative 

forms of financing will be explored. 

c002 3 Land Use and 

Transportation 

Planning 

I’m offended to think my tax dollars will be squandered on this 

project. Please try to accommodate the working people and have 

these gatherings when everyone can attend.  You’re not hearing 

from a majority of the public that needs to be heard. 

See response to Comment 2 in this letter (letter c002).  As described in Section 

1.4.1 of the Final EIS, a comprehensive public involvement program has been 

conducted for this project providing many opportunities for the public to 

review or comment on the project.  The gathering referred to in the comment 

was a meeting sponsored by GUAMPO to review the Draft 2035 LRTP and was 

not a meeting specific to the Gaston East-West Connector.  

C002 4 Purpose and 

Need for 

Action 

What about our schools in jeopardy of losing teachers and quality 

education—put the money there! 

Funds identified and allocated for educational purposes are done so by 

elected officials and also by non-transportation related public agencies at the 

local, state and federal level.  Funding sources identified and allocated for 

transportation purposes typically cannot be used for education or other non-

transportation purposes and vice versa.   

C002 5 Alternatives 

Considered 

Please consider other alternatives!  Stop the toll road! In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 

CFR 1502.14) and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) guidance and 

regulations (FHWA Technical Advisory T6640.8A, 1987 and 23 CFR 771.123(c)), 

a range of reasonable alternatives, including non-toll alternatives, were 

rigorously explored and objectively evaluated, as summarized in Chapter 2 of 

the Draft EIS. 

c005 1 Purpose and 

Need for 

Action 

Take the Garden Parkway off the thoroughfare plan because it 

does not relieve congestion, it will shift jobs away from the I-85 

corridor and out of Gaston County, and it will not improve 

mobility. 

The GUAMPO determines the local priorities for transportation tax dollars.  

The Gaston East-West Connector is currently the top priority in the GUAMPO 

2035 Long Range Transportation Plan.         
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c006 1 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

I do not think that this road will benefit Gaston County as it will 

destroy beautiful land and bring development which will not lead 

to jobs.  Gaston County has a beautiful rural character which will 

be lost. 

Environmental studies for the project discuss both the positive and negative 

direct and potential indirect effects of constructing the Gaston East-West 

Connector.  All impacts have been minimized to the extent practicable.  Land 

use and zoning restrictions to allow for different types of development are the 

decision of local governments. 

c007 1 Right-of-Way 

Acquisition 

and 

Relocations 

I personally have (had) plans to build a business on land which is 

in the path.  I cannot sell or build at this point.  I don’t have the 

money to buy additional property.  So, either build the damn 

road and buy my property or ABANDON the project so I can build. 

Although minimized to the extent practicable, the project will require 

relocation of homes and businesses.  The NCTA cannot begin the right-of-way 

acquisition process until after the Record of Decision (ROD) is issued by FHWA.  

During the right-of-acquisition process, NCTA will follow the right-of-way 

acquisition and relocation policies of the NCDOT.  Upon completion of the 

ROD, the NCTA will develop a project schedule for final design, right-of-way 

acquisition, and construction. 

c008 1 Land Use and 

Transportation 

Planning 

I do not think that traffic and tolls taken off of the toll road will 

hit projected amounts and as a result, with gap funding lower and 

toll road funds lower, the toll road will have to declare 

bankruptcy similar to the Greenville toll road. 

See response to Comment 2 in comment form c002.   

c010 1 Land Use and 

Transportation 

Planning 

I do not support this toll road now and in the future.  Gaston 

County has more pressing needs and this toll road money would 

be better spent on other projects, schools, etc. 

Funds identified and allocated for educational purposes are done so by 

elected officials and non-transportation related public agencies at both the 

state and federal level.  Funding sources identified and allocated for 

transportation purposes cannot be used for education or other purposes and 

vice versa. 

c010 2 Alternatives 

Considered 

The better alternative to the toll road is to widen the I-85 

corridor in Gaston County, but no one wants to talk about this 

option. 

See response to Comment 1 in comment form c002.   
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c010 3 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

I also do not support this road because Gaston will lose jobs…as 

stated by the Toll Road Authority analysis. 

The results of the Quantitative Indirect and Cumulative Effects Assessment 

(ICE), summarized in ROD Section 3.5, estimate that the ICE Study Area could 

grow by 300 fewer jobs with the proposed project in place compared to the 

No-Build Scenario.  In both scenarios, employment is estimated to grow by 

32,800-33,100 jobs between 2005 and 2035.   

Final EIS Section 2.5.5.4 describes the gravity model methodology used in the 

ICE assessment.  The gravity model formulation assumes that areas where 

accessibility increases as a result of a transportation project will be relatively 

more attractive for development than if the project had not been built.  The 

gravity model provides an indication of the potential effects of just the 

proposed project.  However, other factors can influence the likelihood of 

regional development shifts and include land availability and price, state of 

the regional economy, infrastructure, location attractiveness and amenities, 

local political/regulatory conditions, and land use controls.  Some of these 

other factors can be influenced by local government actions.      

c012 1 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

Garden Parkway will not relieve congestion and it will take jobs to 

South Carolina. 

See response to Comment 3 in comment form c010.   

The New Location Toll Alternative would reduce traffic volumes on I-85 

primarily from NC 279 eastward compared to the No-Build Alternative, 

although levels of service would remain at LOS E or F in 2030.  Similar to the 

Improve Existing Roadways Alternatives, there is not a large reduction in 

traffic volumes predicted to occur on I-85 because with the project in place, 

trips that are diverted to the Gaston East-West Connector from I-85 are 

replaced with different trips on I-85 that would like to use I-85 but had not in 

the past due to congestion.  Overall, however, there is less congested vehicle 

hours and miles traveled with the New Location Toll Alternative in place, 

reducing the amount of congestion in the network. 

c014 1 Purpose and 

Need for 

Action, 

Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

A lot of the major reasons that they have listed as positives have 

later been retracted: decreased congestion on I-85 (well, no, not 

really); new industry (but no one can say what kind or how 

much); increased job opportunities (new study shows that over 

1,000 jobs will move to S.C. or just go away). 

See responses to Comment 3 in comment form c010 and Comment 1 in 

comment form c012. 
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c014 2 Land Use and 

Transportation 

Planning 

With so many “reasons” turning out to be apparent conjecture, 

the Turnpike Authority appears to be either inept in their studies 

or attempting to deceive the people of Gaston County. In either 

case, why should we have faith in anything you say? 

All studies prepared for the project meet the requirements of the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and have been reviewed and approved by 

State and Federal officials.  Most documents are also posted for public 

review/download on the project website at 

www.ncdot.org/projects/gardenparkway, with the remainder available upon 

request.  

c016 1 Comment 

Noted 

I have e-mailed my comments about the E/W Connector to the 

County Commissioners, to Mr. Hank Graham of the GUAMPO, to 

the NCTA and to several members of the NC legislature.  Since I 

have written and expressed my opinions so many times, I hope 

they are not being deleted before being read. 

All comment forms and letters included in this ROD have been reviewed and 

considered.  Responses are provided to substantive comments. 

c017 1 Alternatives 

Considered 

It’s a waste of money putting a road thru the county.  This will 

bring more houses and traffic but no business.  Save your money 

here and widen I-85 for a better flow of traffic. 

See response to Comment 1 in comment form c002.   

c018 1 Land Use and 

Transportation 

Planning 

Question: Does the state of NC have the money to pay for the 

Garden Parkway?  Will our taxes increase?  Does the state (NC) 

plan a widening of I-85 in Belmont in the near future? 

See response to Comment 2 in comment form c002.  There are currently no 

plans to widen I-85 in Gaston County. Drivers who use the Garden Parkway 

will be charged a toll.  The project would not increase general taxes paid by 

the public. 

c018 2 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

I do not see how this road through the county will bring business 

growth to Gaston Co.  I see it opening property for new homes – 

which will increase the burden of school needs, municipal 

services, etc. at a time when we are laying off teachers and 

government workers.  

An evaluation of potential indirect effects of the project on land use was 

completed as part of the environmental studies.  The results of this evaluation 

are summarized in the Final EIS Section 2.5.5, and are updated as described in 

Section 3.5 of the ROD.  However, land use and zoning to allow for different 

types of development are the decision of local governments.  

c020 1 Alternatives 

Considered 

It seems to me that this money you are planning to spend on the 

Garden Parkway would be better used repairing the 29-74 bridge 

over the Catawba River or maintaining or improving current 

roads. 

The GUAMPO determines the local priorities for transportation tax dollars.  

The Gaston East-West Connector is currently the top priority in the GUAMPO 

2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP).  The LRTP also includes the 

widening (from four to six lanes) of the US 29-74 bridge over the Catawba 

River as a project to be built by 2025. 

c023 1 Land Use and 

Transportation 

Planning 

I believe that this toll road project is economically unwise!  It will 

fail to produce enough revenue to pay for the bonds if bonds are 

salable at a reasonable rate which is highly unlikely. 

See response to Comment 2 in comment form c002 

c024 1 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

This boondoggle will take jobs from Gaston County and move 

them to South Carolina. It will destroy neighborhoods, family 

continuity, and households. 

See responses to Comment 3 in comment form c010 and Comment 1 in 

comment form c012. 
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c026 1 Purpose and 

Need for 

Action 

This road is not needed. Politicians say we don’t know what we 

are talking about and our numbers are wrong.  We have 7,500 

plus signatures that are against this road. 

The referenced petitions were reviewed and considered, and are discussed in 

Section 3.3.1 of the Final EIS.  The project remains a top priority of the 

GUAMPO in their 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan. 

c026 2 Alternatives 

Considered 

Use this state money on other roads that are needed.  Toll roads 

do not pay – example : Greenville, SC. 

See response to Comment 2 in comment form c002.   

c028 1 Land Use and 

Transportation 

Planning 

We have much more important needs to update roads currently 

in desperate states.  The argument of the money being ear-

marked for the toll road not being able to be used for these 

“repairs” concerns me. 

See response to Comment 1 in comment form c020.   

c030 1 Right-of-Way 

Acquisition 

and 

Relocation 

It does not seem fair to take someone’s house that has been in 

your family’s ownership for 70 years without proper 

compensation. 

As discussed in Draft EIS Section 3.2.3.2 and Final EIS Section 2.5.1.2, the NCTA 

follows the relocation policies of the NC Department of Transportation 

(NCDOT), which include providing fair market value compensation for 

property.  Information about these policies is available on the project web site 

at: www.ncdot.org/projects/gardenparkway. 

c031 1 Comment 

Noted 

No one is going to pay to travel this “Toll Road”. See response to Comment 2 in comment form c002.   

c032 1 Purpose and 

Need for 

Action 

First off there is no real need for it.  The money could be used 

better elsewhere. 

See response to Comment 1 in comment form c020.   

c032 2 Right-of-Way 

Acquisition 

and 

Relocation 

I have retired and I know I will never be reimbursed enough to 

keep me in my present condition in life. 

See response to Comment 1 in comment form c030.   

c033 1 Right-of-Way 

Acquisition 

and 

Relocation 

Taking homes for this is just wasting everyone’s money!  We have 

signed petition after petition and you still ask for more input.  

You are not listening to the people of this county.  You are 

listening to the developers who want to make more money for 

themselves by opening up the southern end of Gaston County. 

See response to Comment 1 in comment form c026.  The National 

Environmental Policy Act and FHWA and NCDOT regulations and guidance 

require agencies to provide multiple opportunities for public input and 

participation throughout the process.  Governmental agencies and MPOs have 

had the opportunity to review public input provided on this project and their 

positions that this project is a top priority have not changed.   The project 

remains a top priority in the GUAMPO 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan.  

Responses to comments received have been included in the Final EIS 

Appendix B and the appendices of this Record of Decision. 
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c035 1 Right-of-Way 

Acquisition 

and 

Relocation 

So wanting to figure out when they will start doing this.  What 

way is going to be first.  The[y’]re saying that it’s going to go from 

the south to north.  When will the houses start to be brought and 

how long will it be before we will [k]now since we all do want to 

move and don’t want it at all. 

A detailed project schedule for construction activities will not be developed 

until all required financing has been secured and a contractor has been 

selected to build the roadway.   

c035 2 Land Use and 

Transportation 

Planning 

They know that it is going to be a waste of money like the one 

they built in the Raleigh area that nobody uses. 

The Western Wake (Triangle Expressway) is under construction in the Raleigh 

area.  The first section (Triangle Parkway) opened to traffic in December 2011, 

with toll collection beginning January 3, 2012.   

c035 3 Alternatives 

Considered 

They should just make I-85 to 6 lanes all the way down and not 

make this toll road go but down there in the trash with this 

planning and everything. 

See response to Comment 1 in comment form c002.   

c036 1 Purpose and 

Need for 

Action 

This was originally sold as traffic relief but now that that has been 

shown to be a fallacy, the Turnpike Authority has now said this is 

for development of Gaston County. 

See response to Comment 1 in comment form c002. 

c037 1 Purpose and 

Need for 

Action 

I oppose this Parkway.  It doesn’t meet the requirements for the 

estimated growth that is supposed to come. 

See response to Comment 1 and 2 in comment form c002 . 

c037 2 Purpose and 

Need for 

Action 

It will cost the tax payers more money than it will produce. See response to Comment 2 in comment form c002. 

c037 3 Community 

Characteristics 

and Resources 

The dissecting of communities is unnecessarily disruptive. The Recommended Alternative and Preferred Alternative were identified 

based on a balance of cost and design considerations, impacts to the human 

and natural environments, and input received from agencies and the public, as 

described in the Draft EIS (Recommended Alternative), Final EIS (Preferred 

Alternative), and ROD (Selected Alternative).  Impacts to community resources 

are summarized in the ROD.  During final design, efforts will continue to be 

made to avoid and minimize impacts where practicable. 

c038 1 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

Loss of jobs is something this county does not need either.  I can’t 

express it enough on how wasteful and unnecessary this is. 

See response to Comment 3 in letter c010.   

c039 1 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

This road will lead to an exit of jobs from a county that 

desperately needs them. 

See response to Comment 3 in comment form c010. 
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c042 1 Purpose and 

Need for 

Action 

This project should stop.  Also, its location favors South Carolina 

development as much as, if not more than, North Carolina. 

See response to Comment 3 in comment form c010.   

c043 1 Land Use and 

Transportation 

Planning 

There are no plans to widen 273, so this will be a disaster from a 

traffic perspective.  There is no way 273 can handle more traffic. 

 

The GUAMPO determines the local priorities for transportation tax dollars.  

The Gaston East-West Connector is currently the top priority in the GUAMPO 

2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP).  The LRTP also includes the 

widening (from two to four lanes) of NC 273 as an unfunded project. 

c043 2 Comment 

Noted 

I also don’t think people are going to pay a toll to travel such a 

short distance. 

See response to Comment 2 in comment form c002.   

c044 1 Land Use and 

Transportation 

Planning 

Why do we need a toll road?  Nobody has ever answered this 

question.  We do not need a toll road coming thru South Point 

community. 

See response to Comment 1 in comment form c002.  A need to improve east-

west mobility and for a southern bypass was first identified by the GUAMPO in 

1989.  In 2001, the environmental analysis, or NEPA study, was begun under 

the direction of the NCDOT.  The project was identified as a candidate toll 

facility in 2005.  Because of anticipated project costs, in 2007 NCDOT 

determined that it was unlikely to implement this project as a non-toll facility 

and only toll alternatives should be evaluated.  The project, as a toll facility, 

continues to be a top priority in the latest GUAMPO 2035 Long Range 

Transportation Plan. 

c045 1 Right-of-Way 

Acquisition 

and 

Relocation 

We just want to know when it will start and when we need to 

move so we can sell our house due to the uncertainty we are just 

fed up with not knowing. 

See response to Comment 1 in comment form c007. 

c046 1 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

The Environmental Study advised against this project. The environmental studies completed for the project evaluate and report the 

potential impacts of the project.  The Final EIS identified Detailed Study 

Alternative 9 as the Preferred Alternative and this Record of Decision 

identifies Detailed Study Alternative 9 as the Selected Alternative. This 

alternative balances impacts and meets the need for the project.  

c046 2 Protected 

Species and 

Wildlife 

We need to consider the negative impact on our wildlife as well. Final EIS Sections 2.5.4.3 and 2.5.5.8 address the Preferred Alternative’s 

impacts on wildlife. 

c049 1 Alternatives 

Considered 

The money for the toll road would be beneficial to build a six lane 

bridge across the Catawba before the present bridge falls in. 

See response to Comment 1 in comment form c020. 
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c051 1 Community 

Characteristics 

and Resources 

I am totally against this project – for several reasons.  First this 

road will destroy the fiber of the southern Gaston County 

communities and it is too costly at this time of financial stress. 

See response to Comment 3 in letter c037.   

c053 1 Comment 

Noted 

Who is going to pay to use a road when taxes and gas is high and 

getting higher all the time? 

See response to Comment 2 in comment form c002. 

c053 2 Alternatives 

Considered 

We do not need an interchange at Bud Wilson & Union Road.  

There is nothing there to get off for. 

The interchange at Bud Wilson Road was eliminated from the Preferred 

Alternative.  Union Road (NC 274) is a major roadway in southern Gaston 

County.  The interchange at Union Road would provide access to the central 

portion of southern Gaston County via this NC route.  The identification of 

interchange locations is coordinated closely with the local Metropolitan 

Planning Organization (MPO) and the inclusion or removal of any interchange 

must be consistent with their Long Range Transportation Plan.  All 

interchanges currently included in this project are included in the GUAMPO’s 

2035 LRTP.   

c054 1 Indirect and 

Cumulative 

Effects 

The petition with literally thousands of names on it – the 

environmental impact study, the HUGE cost – money we don’t 

have – and now the loss of Much needed jobs…are you aware NC 

is facing an almost $4 BILLION Shortfall this year?  And oh, by the 

way…you can’t decide the impact study is incorrect referencing 

the loss of jobs, but agree with the parts of it you like. 

Regarding the petition, see response to Comment 1 in Comment Form c026 

and response to Comment 1 in Comment Form c033.   

Regarding cost, see response to Comment 2 in Comment Form c002.   

Regarding jobs. see response to Comment 3 in Comment Form c010: 

c054 2 Purpose and 

Need for 

Action 

To close, I’ll just remind you we’ve been told the PURPOSE of this 

road is to relieve congestion on I-85, but you have ADMITTED this 

GARDEN PARKWAY won’t accomplish this. 

The purpose of the project, as described in Final EIS Section 1.1.3 is to 

“improve east-west transportation mobility in the area around the City of 

Gastonia, between Gastonia and the Charlotte metropolitan area, and 

particularly to establish direct access between the rapidly growing area of 

southeast Gaston County and western Mecklenburg County.”    

Improving I-85 and US 29-74 are not specific performance measures used to 

evaluate alternatives.  Rather, the less narrow performance measure used is 

to provide a transportation facility with a mainline that would operate at 

acceptable levels of service.    

The project purpose, along with other information, was included in handouts 

distributed at the Citizens Informational Workshops in 2003, 2006, and 2008.  

The slideshow presented at the Pre-Hearing Open Houses in June 2009 also 

described the project purpose.   
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