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ADDITIONAL ROW NEEDS

PREV. IDENTIFIED ROW NEEDS

CURRENT SIDEWALK AND 2.5’ C&G

SURVEYED PROPERTY LINES

PROPERTY LINES PER GIS

PROP. DRAINAGE EASEMENT

PROP. CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT

REVISED RIGHT OF WAY

PREVIOUS RIGHT OF WAY

EXISTING TOPOGRAPHY

PROP. FREIGHT ALIGNMENT

PROP. LRT ALIGNMENT

CURRENT 36TH STREET DESIGN

LEGEND

ADDITIONAL ROW AREA = 3000 sf

PREVIOUS ROW AREA = 330 sf

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE PROPOSED
RETAINING WALLS, ALONG 36TH STREET AND
THE RAILROAD RIGHT OF WAY, AND THE
EXISTING BUILDINGS HAS NOT CHANGED.

NOTE:

CURRENT RET. WALL
LOCATION
(MAX. HT = 13’)

ADDITIONAL ROW AREA = 2200 sf
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Exhibit 1
Grinnell Manufacturing Building
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Grinnell Manufacturing Building_SHPO update_Rev 00.pdf
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Asheville Field Office
160 Zillicoa Street
Asheville, North Carolina 28801

December 2, 2005

Mr. Andrew R. Mock
Assistant Project Manager
Northeast Corridor Light Rail Project
Charlotte Area Transit System
th Street
600 East 4
Charlotte, North Carolina 28202
Dear Mr. Mock:
Subject: Scoping Letter for the Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Northeast Corridor Light Rail Project,.Charlotte, Mecklenburg County, North Carolina
In your letter of October 31, 2005, you requested our comments on the subject project We have
reviewed the information you presented and are providing th following comments in accordance
with the provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended (16 US C 661-667e),
and sectün 7 of the Endangered SpeciesActof 1973, as amended (1.6.U.S.C. 1531-1543) (Act).
Your letter indicates that the Charlotte Transit Authority is in the process of preparing a draft
Environmental Impact Statement for a proposed light rail project that will extend about 12 miles,
from Center City Charlotte to the Mecklenburg/Cabamis County line. The project would be
configured with two tracks, one for northbound service and one for southbound service. The tracks
would be located at grade and would roughly parallel North Tryon Street/US 29.
You do not present evidence of any surveys of the project arei for federally listed species known
from Mecklenburg County. Unless an area has been specifically surveyed for listed species or no
appropriate habitat exists, a survey should be conducted to ensure that these resources are not
inadvertently lost. Because the federally endangered Schweinitz’s sunflower (Helianthus
schweinitzii) has been found very near the northern terminus of the proposed project, we would like
to see a detailed account of the botanical analysis for this project. Schweinitz’s sunflower is difficult
to identify at anytime, but even more so outside the flowering season (late August to October).
Surveys should be conducted during the flowering season to ensure proper identification. Enclosed
is a list of federally endangered and threatened species and federal species of concern for
MecklenburgCounty hi accordance with the Act, it is the responsibility of the appropriate federal
agency or its designated representative to review its. activities or programs and to identify
axiS’ such
activities or programs that may affect endangered or threatened species or their habitats. If it is
determined that the proposed activity may adversely affect any species federally listed as endaxigered
or threatened, formal consultation with this office must be initiated. Please note that federal species

of concern are not legally protected under the Act and are not subject to any of its provisions,
including section 7, unless they are formally proposed or listed as endangered or threatened. We are
including these species in our response to give you advance notification and to request your
assistance in protecting them.
To protect and conserve fish and wildlife resources, we offer the following recommendations (where
applicable) to help address the potential negative impacts (direct, secondary, and cumulative)
associated with this project:
1. The construction of travel corridors can produce short-term direct impacts as well
as long-term cumulative effects. Studies have shown a serious decline in the
health of receiving waters when impervious surfaces increase within a watershed.
Impervious surfaces should be limited to no more than 7 percent, curb and gutter
should be limited in new developments, and the direct discharge of storm water
into streams should be prevented. The project should include on-site storm-water
management (i.e., bioretention areas) that will result in no net change in the
hydrology of the watershed.
2. Stringent measures to control sediment and erosion should be implemented prior
to any ground disturbance and should be maintained throughout project
construction. Temporary or pennanent herbaceous vegetation should be planted
on all bare soil as soon as possible. We recommend revegetating within 5 days,
but no longer than 15 days, after ground-disturbing activities in order to provide
long-term erosion control.
3. Efforts should be made to avoid the removal of large trees at the edges of
construction corridors. Disturbed areas should be reseeded with seed mixtures that
are beneficial to wildlife. Fescue-based mixtures should be avoided; fescue is
invasive and provides little benefit to wildlife. Native annual small grains
appropriate for the season are preferred and recommended. Where feasible, use
woody debris and logs from condor clearing to establish brush piles and downed
logs at the edges (just in the woods) of the cleared rights-of-way to improve
habitat for wildlife. Allowing the right-of-way to develop into a brush/scrub
habitat would maximize benefits to wildlife. Right-of-way maintenance should be
minimized, and mowing should be prohibited between April 1 and October 1 in
order to reduce impacts to nesting wildlife. We suggest a maintenance schedule
that incorporates a portion of the area (e.g., one-third) each year instead of the
entire project every 2 or 3 years. Additionally, herbicides should not be used in
wetland areas or near streams.
4. All wetland/stream crossings should be made perpendicular to the stream, and
spanning structures should be used rather than culverts.
5. Wetland/stream buffers (a minimum of 100 feet on perennial streams and 50 feet
on intermittent streams and wetlands) should be maintained throughout the project
area.
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6. All work in or adjacent to streams should be conducted in a dry work area. Where
possible, sandbags, cofferdams, or other diversion structures should be used to
prevent excavation in flowing water. These diversion stnsctures should be
removed immediately after the instream work is finished.
7. Bridge supports (bents) should not be placed in the stream. Bridges can be
supported by various means, including log cribs, steel pipes, steel bin walls,
cast-in-place concrete, and pre-cast lock block walls, timber, and piers. Where
practicable, instream piers should be avoided. Piers can collect debris during
flood events, resulting in the scouring of bridge foundations. Instream piers can
also result in hydrological changes, such as bedload scour or deposition, which
may adversely affect instream habitat.
8. Deck drains of spanning structures should not discharge directly into a stream;
instead, they should drain through a vegetated area before entering a stream.
9. Side ditches should not be allowed to drain directly into the stream. Divert ditch
water into a constructed sump or, where possible, onto stable forested vegetation
that can filter sediment before the water reaches the stream. Ensure that adequate
cross drainage is in piace before the culvert approach in order to minimize the
water volume directed into approach ditches at culvert sites. Consider the use of
rolling grades to divert surface runoff. Where cross-ditches are used, ensure that
they are properly armored at the outlet and along the base.
10. Do not allow wet concrete to contact any stream or any other water that has the
potential to enter a stream. Uncured concrete or grout can kill aquatic organisms,
including fish, by altering the pH of the water. Precast concrete and carefully
protected grout should be used to eliminate the risk to fish. However, when
cast-in-place concrete is required, all work should be done “in the dry,” and the
site should be effectively isolated from any water that may enter the stream for a
minimum of 48 hours.
11. If culverts are used (instead of a bridge), they should be 48 inches or larger in
diameter and should be buried approximately 1 foot into the streambed; culverts
that are less than 48 inches in diameter should be buried to a depth equal to or
greater than 20 percent of their size to allow for aquatic life passage. These
measurements must be based on natural thalweg depths. Any perched outlets
should be corrected during construction.
At this stage of project development and without more specifics about construction locations or
techniques, it is difficult for us to assess potential environmental impacts (direct, indirect, and
cumulative). We therefore recomniend that any environmental document prepared for this project
include the following (if applicable):
1. A complete analysis and comparison of the available alternatives (the build and
no-build alternatives).
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2. A description of the fishery and wildlife resources within existing and required
additional rights-of-way and any areas, such as borrow areas, that may be
affected directly or indirectly by the proposed project.
3. The acreage and a description of the wetlands that will be filled as a result of the
proposed project. Wetlands affected by the proposed project should be mapped
in accordance with the Federal Manualfor ldent4fying and Delineating
Jurisdictional Wetlands. We recommend contacting the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers to determine the need for a Section 404 Clean Water Act pennit.
Avoiding and minimizing wetland impacts is a part of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers’ permitting process, and we will consider other potential alternatives in
the review of any permits.
4. The extent (linear feet as well as discharge) of any water courses that will be
impacted as a result of the proposed project. A description of any streams slrnuld
include the classification (Rosgen 1995, 1996) and a description of the biotic
resources.
5. The acreage of upland habitat by cover type, that will be eliminated because of
the proposed project.
6. A description of all expected secondary and cumulative environmental impacts
associated with this proposed work.
7. A discussion about the extent to which the project will result in the loss,
degradation, or fragmentation of wildlife habitat from direct construction impacts
and from secondary development impacts.
8. Mitigation measures that will be employed to avoid, eliminate, reduce, or
compensate for habitat value losses (wetland, riverine, and upland) associated
with any phase of the proposed project.
We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments. If we can be of any assistance or if you
have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Mr. Allen Ratzlaff of our staff at 828/258-3939,
Ext. 229. In any future correspondence concerning this project, please reference our Log Number
4-2-06-051.
Sincerely,

V

Brian P. Cole
Field Supervisor

Enclosure
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ENDANGERED, THREATENED, AND CANDIDATE SPECIES AND FEDERAL
SPECIES OF CONCERN, MECKLENBURG COUNTY, NORTH. CAROLINA
This list was adapted from the North Carolina Natural Heritage Program’s County Species List. It is a
listing, for Mecklenburg County, of North Carolina’s federally listed and proposed endangered,
threatened, and candidate species and Federal species of concern (for a complete list of rare species in
the state, please contact the North Carolina Natural Heritage Program). The information in this list is
compiled from a variety of sources, including field surveys, museums and herbaria, literature, and
personal communications. The North Carolina Natural Heritage Program’s database is dynamic, with
new records being added and old records being revised as new information is received. Please note that
this list cannot be considered a definitive record of listed species and Federal species of concern, and it
should not be considered a substitute for field surveys.
Critical habitat: Critical habitat is néted, with a description, for the counties where it is designated or
proposed.
Aquatic species: Fishes and aquatic invertebrates are noted for counties where they are known to occur.
However, projects may have effects on downstream aquatic systems in adjacent
counties.

COMMON NAME

SCJENTIFIC NAME

STATUS

MECKLENBURG COUNTY
Vertebrates
Carolina darter

Bald eagle

Etheostoma collis collis
Haliaeetus leucocephalus

Invertebrates
Carolina heelsplitter
Carolina creekshell

Lasnigona decorara
Villosa vaughaniana

Endangered
FSC

Vascular Plants
Georgia aster
Tall larkspur
Smooth coneflower
Schweinitz’s sunflower
Virginia quillwort
Heller’s trefoil
Michaux’s sumac

Aster georgianus
Delphinium exaltatum
Echinacea laevigata
Helianthus schweinitzii
Isoetes virginica
Lotus helleri
Rhus ,nichauxii

Cl
FSC’
Endangered*
Endangered
FSC
FSC
Endangered’

KEY:
Status
Endangered
Threatened
Cl

November 12, 2003

FSC
Threatened
(proposed for delisting)

Definition
A taxon “in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range.”
A taxon “likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a
significant portion of its range.”
A taxon under consideration for official listing for which there is sufficient information to
support listing.
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I”

FSC

A Federal species of concern--a species that may or may not be listed in the future (formerly
C2 candidate species or species under consideration for listing for which there is insufficient
infoimation to support listing).

Species with 1, 2, 3, or 4 asterisks behind them indicate historic, obscure, or incidental records.
flistoric record the species was last observed in the county more than 50 years ago.
Cjj
5
**
record-the date andlor location of observation is uncertain.
** lncidental/m
igrant record the species was observed outside of its normal range or habitat
****Histic record obscure and incidental record.
-

-

-

-
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Jennifer Schwaller
Subject:

FW: Draft EIS Report Comments from the Town of Harrisburg

From: Joshua Watkins [mailto:jwatkins@harrisburgnc.org]
Sent: Tue 8/31/2010 8:52 AM
To: Melton, Boyd (FTA); jdellert-okeef@charlottenc.gov
Cc: 'Todd Taylor'
Subject: Draft EIS Report Comments from the Town of Harrisburg

Mr. Melton and Ms. Dellert-O'Keef,

The Town of Harrisburg has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the LYNX
Blue Line Extension Northeast Corridor Light Rail Project, and has no comments regarding the
draft EIS document. However, the Town wishes to make it known that we would like to work
with CATS on the extension of this Light Rail project into Cabarrus County. This project
will have a significant impact to our area, and we would like the opportunity to explore
options regarding the availability of access to this light rail line. Many of the commuters
who will utilize this extension live in our jurisdiction, and we would like the opportunity
to work with CATS on ensuring that the line is accessible and user-friendly to commuters from
our area.

Our intent is to attend the public meetings being held on September 9th and 14th, to discuss
our ideas further with your staff.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document, and we look forward to working
with you as this extension progresses.

Sincerely,

Joshua Watkins
Planning Director
Town of Harrisburg
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METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
600 East Fourth Street
Charlotte, North Carolina 28202-2853
704-336-2205
www.mumpo.org
CHARLOTTE

October 11, 2010

CORNELIUS
DAVIDSON
HUNTERSVILLE
INDIAN TRAIL
MATTHEWS
MECKLENBURG
COUNTY
MINT HILL
MONROE
NCDOT
PINEVILLE
STALLINGS

Mr. Keith Melton, Community Planner
Federal Transit Administration, Region IV
230 Peachtree, NW, Suite 800
Atlanta, Georgia 30302
Judy Dellert-O’Keef, Communications Officer
Charlotte Area Transit System
600 E. Fourth Street
Charlotte, North Carolina 28202
SUBJECT: Blue Line Extension Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Mr. Melton and Ms. O’Keef:

UNION
COUNTY

Section 3.1.3.2, and more specifically Table 3-8, of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Blue Line Extension correctly notes that improvements to N. Tryon St. from University
WAXHAW
City Boulevard to I-485 were funded in the Mecklenburg-Union Metropolitan Planning
WEDDINGTON
Organization’s (MUMPO) 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), but were not funded
WESLEY CHAPEL
in MUMPO’s 2035 Plan adopted earlier this year. However, the DEIS does not provide the full
WINGATE
context of the matter.
The preparation of the 2035 LRTP was governed by stricter financial planning standards
imposed by updated metropolitan transportation planning regulations adopted after the
enactment of SAFETEA-LU in 2005. In addition, MUMPO’s policy board was reluctant to
assume any new revenue streams as part of the LRTP’s financial plan. This resulted in a
significant reduction in the number of projects deemed to be financially feasible in the 2035
LRTP, as compared to the 2030 LRTP. In fact, approximately two-thirds of the projects found
in the 2030 LRTP had to be dropped from the 2035 plan. Because funding was the only reason
this project was not included in the LRTP, it is expected that it will be considered for funding
during the next update of the LRTP. The update process will begin in 2011.
Please contact me if you have any questions.
Sincerely:

Robert W. Cook, AICP
Secretary, Mecklenburg-Union Metropolitan Planning Organization
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Ms. Marla Chambers

Page 2

Topic

Comment

Water
Resources

We note that comparisons of the
impacts to water resources
between the two alternatives
used two different levels of
design; 30% Preliminary
Engineering Design Plans were
used for LRA and 15%
Preliminary Engineering Design
Plans were used for LRA-SCDO.
We question what differences
there would be if the same level
of design was used.

Alternatives
Considered

Unlike the LRA, the LRA-SCDO
avoids environmental justice
impacts and impacts to the
Carolina birdsfoot trefoil, a
Federal Species of Concern and
state Significantly Rare plant. It
appears that these additional
benefits are sufficient to justify
additional costs and recommend
the LRA-SCDO be selected for
construction.

Response
In 2006, the Metropolitan Transit Commission (MTC)
determined that a design option for the Sugar Creek
area should be studied further. Charlotte Area Transit
System (CATS), in partnership with the CharlotteMecklenburg Planning Department and the City of
Charlotte’s Economic Development Office, conducted
an Alternatives Analysis of the design option. In late
2008, CATS presented the findings, which included
potential environmental impacts and costs to the public
and the MTC. Based on public response and the
recommendation of the MTC, the Locally Preferred
Alternative was determined to be the Light Rail
Alternative. As such, design of the Light Rail Alternative
– Sugar Creek Design Option did not progress past
15% Preliminary Engineering Design.
The Light Rail Alternative would impact the Carolina
birdsfoot trefoil as noted (Note: efforts are underway to
reconfirm the presence of this plant in the project
corridor during this current growing season). In a
meeting on 12/16/10 to discuss the proposed project
and anticipated impacts, Mr. Allen Ratzlaff of the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service indicated no concern for this
population of Carolina birdsfoot trefoil per the interests
of his agency. However, after a follow-up discussion
with you, the project team evaluated options for
addressing the Carolina birdsfoot trefoil population that
is located within the railroad corridor prior to
construction. Mr. Dale Suiter (U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service) was consulted for input and per the
recommendations of Ms. Laura Gadd and Ms. Suzanne
Mason (both of the North Carolina Natural Heritage
Program), the LYNX BLE project team contacted Dr.
Jim Matthews, a regional expert of Carolina birdsfoot
trefoil. Discussions with Dr. Matthews revealed that this
species would not be a candidate for relocation as it is
an annual and does not have an established root
system that would allow successful transplant. Both Mr.
Suiter and Dr. Matthews did however suggest that
seeds from the plant could be collected in the fall and
subsequently sown/scattered in newly disturbed areas,
such as along road/rail embankments associated with
project construction. In effect, they were both of the
opinion that the new disturbances associated with
construction would create new habitat and likely result
in a short-term proliferation of this opportunistic, low
growing, weedy plant. As such, prior to construction,
the contractor will be required to first confirm the
presence of the plant in the corridor, then have seeds
collected by an experienced environmental professional
in order to have them later scattered on newly
disturbed areas within the proposed project corridor.
Additionally, seeds will be donated to the North
Carolina Botanical Garden for deep freeze purposes;
and CATS will coordinate with the NCNHP to update
their records. (response continued on next page)
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Topic

Comment

Alternatives
Considered
(continued)

Secondary
and
Cumulative
Effects

NCWRC is also concerned about
indirect and cumulative impacts
to area waterways, wildlife
habitat, and water quality. The
project is in a highly developed
area and a rapidly growing
region of the state and many
streams in the project area are
already degraded and impaired.
Little Sugar Creek, Doby Creek
and Mallard Creek are Class C,
303(d) Listed Waters of the
State.
Numerous studies have shown
that when 10-15% of a
watershed is converted to
impervious surfaces, there is a
serious decline in the health of
receiving waters and the quality
of fish habitat and wetlands are
negatively impacted.

Water
Resources

Parking lots, sidewalks and other
facilities associated with this
project will add considerable
impervious coverage to an
already highly urbanized setting.
Automobile related pollutants in
the runoff from parking lots may
also have a negative impact on
water quality.

Response
Regarding environmental justice communities, the
impact on environmental justice communities is the
same for both alternatives. In addition, the Light Rail
Alternative/LPA avoids impacts to an historic resource,
has significantly fewer acquisitions and displacements
of businesses, fewer visual impacts, will include
mitigation to eliminate noise/vibration impacts, and is
significantly less costly. Therefore, the Light Rail
Alternative is identified as the environmentally preferred
alternative in the forthcoming Final Environmental
Impact Statement [EIS]).
An assessment of secondary and cumulative effects of
the proposed project was completed and documented
in the Secondary and Cumulative Effects Technical
Memorandum (July 2010). Included in this assessment
were the potential effects on notable resources,
including water resources. A more detailed qualitative
analysis of the cumulative and secondary impacts to
water quality will be prepared as part of the Section 401
Water Quality Certification application. It should also be
noted that various landscape management techniques
have been incorporated throughout the project corridor
that will reduce the amount of impervious surface
created by the proposed project. For example, grassed
areas and trees are included in each of the proposed
station site plans and eight-foot planting strips would be
constructed along either side of North Tryon Street/US29.

Stormwater basins will be designed and built at each of
the proposed stations that encompass surface parking
lots. These basins will capture surface water run-off,
thereby reducing the amount of runoff into nearby
waterways. Additionally, Chapter 18.0: Construction in
the forthcoming Final EIS, explains that Best
Management Practice (BMP) measures will be
incorporated as well. BMP measures will comply with
federal, state and local guidelines on sediment
discharge thresholds, particularly the City of Charlotte
Post-Construction Controls Ordinance (PCCO). A
detailed analysis of the sediment load anticipated to be
generated by the proposed project, in addition to BMP
measures that would be employed, will be outlined in
the Erosion and Sediment Control Plans developed
during final design. Coordination with the appropriate
local, state and federal agencies will continue
throughout design.
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Topic

Water
Resources

Comment

We recommend that CATS use
pervious materials to construct
the parking lots, sidewalks and
other facilities and to incorporate
other Low Impact Development
(LID) techniques to allow
infiltration and treatment of
stormwater and to minimize the
project’s contribution to flooding
and water quality degradation.

Response
The proposed project currently includes Low Impact
Development (LID) techniques, such as landscape
islands in park-and-ride lots and planting strips along
sidewalks; and a rain garden is currently proposed at
Old Concord Road Station park-and-ride. CATS will
also be evaluating the feasibility of pervious materials
in other locations (e.g. grass-crete for fire &
maintenance access areas). CATS is not proposing to
use pervious materials for park-and-ride lots, due to
durability and long-term maintenance concerns.
However, through the use of parking garages instead of
surface lots at University City Blvd. Station and JW
Clay Blvd. Station, the amount of impervious surface
has been minimized. In addition, various BMP
measures will be implemented for the project, such as
the stormwater basins described previously.

Ms. Polly Lespinasse

Topic

Water
Resources

Alternatives
Considered

Comment
NCDWQ is very concerned with
sediment and erosion impacts that
could result from this project.
NCDWQ recommends that the
most protective sediment and
erosion control BMPs be
implemented in accordance with
Design Standards in Sensitive
Watersheds to reduce the risk of
nutrient runoff to Little Sugar, Doby
and Mallard Creeks. NCDWQ
requests that project design plans
provide treatment of the
stormwater runoff through best
management practices as detailed
in the most recent version of
NCDWQ Stormwater Best
Management Practices.
NCDWQ staff does [not] support
the selection of the ‘Light Rail
Alternative’ at this time. Selection
of this alternative will result in an
additional 1,113 linear feet of
stream impact and an additional
0.08 acres of wetland impact
compared to the ‘Light Rail
Alternative – Sugar Creek Design
Option.’ The ‘Sugar Creek Design
Option’ indicates increased costs
for guideway and track elements,
site work and special conditions,
right of way, land and existing
improvements, professional
services and unallocated
contingency. No clear explanation
of these costs is provided in the
Draft EIS. While additional
guideway and track elements can
be inferred if the ‘Sugar Creek
Design Option’ is greater in length
than the ‘Light Rail Alternative’, the
other increased costs are not as
easily inferred. The EIS should
include additional information to
clarify these increased costs.
Sufficient justification, including
avoidance and minimization, for
impacts associated with the
recommendation alternative, ‘Light
Rail Alternative’ will be required
prior to receiving a 401 Water
Quality Certification due to the
existence of an alternative that
would result in a reduction of 1,113
(comment continued on next page)
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Response
Best Management Practice (BMP) measures will be
incorporated into the proposed project, during
construction and as part of the built condition of the
proposed project. For example, each station location
and park-and-ride facility would implement BMP
measures for the collection and treatment of
stormwater. BMP measures that comply with
federal, state and local guidelines on sediment
discharge thresholds, particularly the City of
Charlotte Post-Construction Controls Ordinance
(PCCO) will be implemented. In the forthcoming
Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS),
Chapter 18.0: Construction explains that a detailed
analysis of the sediment load anticipated to be
generated by the proposed project, in addition to the
BMP measures that would be employed, will be
outlined in the Erosion and Sediment Control Plans
developed during final design.
Comment noted. As noted in the Draft EIS, the Light
Rail Alternative and the Light Rail Alternative –
Sugar Creek Design Option perform similarly in
ridership, have comparable travel time impacts on
major roadways and yield similar economic
development impacts. The Light Rail Alternative –
Sugar Creek Design Option has less impact on
water resources than the Light Rail Alternative
(Locally Preferred Alternative), and avoids potential
noise/vibration impacts at Leafmore Drive and St.
Anne’s Place. However, the Light Rail Alternative
(LPA) avoids impacts to an historic resource, has
significantly fewer acquisitions and displacements,
fewer visual impacts, will include mitigation to
eliminate noise/vibration impacts, maintains access
to more businesses along North Tryon Street/US-29,
and is significantly less costly. Additionally, a followup field review of Stream P (the stream that would
be impacted, resulting in the additional stream
impacts over the Light Rail Alternative – Sugar
Creek Design Option) was conducted with you on
April 4, 2011. Consensus regarding Stream P is that
the feature is of low value (see attached meeting
notes). While potential for effects on the natural
environmental was among the prime considerations,
the Light Rail Alternative better supports existing
land use and results in lower capital costs.
Therefore, the Light Rail Alternative is identified as
the environmentally preferred alternative. The higher
costs for Light Rail Alternative – Sugar Creek
Design Option are primarily related to a grade
separation required over Eastway Drive and
additional right-of-way acquisition and relocations. A
detailed explanation of increased costs of the Light
Rail Alternative – Sugar Creek Design Option is
provided in Chapter 2.0: Alternatives Considered
(response continued on next page)
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Topic

Comment
linear feet of stream impact.
Please provide information
explaining why [the Light Rail
Alternative-Sugar Creek Design
Option] is no longer the
recommended LPA.

Alternatives
Considered
(continued)

Natural
Resources

The NRTR should be provided to
as an attachment in the FEIS
and/or with the 401 Water Quality
Certification application.

Water
Resources

References are made to ‘new turn
lanes’ at some intersections. These
turn lanes may result in additional
stream and or wetland impacts.
Please determine if additional
stream or wetland impacts would
result from these activities and
revise the impact amounts in the
EIS as necessary.

Water
Resources

Thirteen (13) wetlands are included
within the project boundaries.
Additionally, three of those
wetlands are listed as ‘isolated.’
Isolated wetlands are regulated
solely by the NCDWQ. However, a
determination indicating that a
wetland is isolated must be
provided by the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers. The Draft EIS does
not indicate if this determination
has been provided by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers.

Response
in the forthcoming Final EIS, and in the supporting
technical report, Sugar Creek/NCRR Alignment
Alternatives Analysis (July 2009), provided to you on
12/6/10. Chapter 2.0: Alternatives Considered, in the
forthcoming Final EIS, will be updated to include
additional detail about the selection of the Preferred
Alternative, and why the Sugar Creek Design option
was not selected as the preferred alternative. This
additional information and justification for selection
of the preferred alternative will also be included in
the Section 401 Water Quality Certification
application.
In addition, selection of the Light Rail Alternative has
also been done in conjunction with the State Historic
Preservation Office per the requirements of Section
4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966.
Section 4(f) stipulates that entities such as the
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) cannot
approve the use of public or private historic sites
unless there is no feasible and prudent alternative to
the proposed use and that all planning has been
done to minimize harm to the Section 4(f) resource.
A hard copy of the supporting technical report
entitled Natural Resources Technical Report
(NRTR) was provided to you in response to this
comment on December 6, 2010 and will be included
with the Section 401 Water Quality Certification
application, if necessary. Due to its length, the
NRTR is not included as an attachment to the Final
EIS but is available on the Charlotte Area Transit
System (CATS) website and by request.
Potential impacts associated with new turn lanes at
the 30% level of design have been included in the
current impact totals for streams and wetlands and
documented in both the Draft EIS and the
forthcoming Final EIS. As the design progresses
and is refined, any additional (or fewer) impacts
associated with new turn lanes will be accounted for
in the Section 404 Individual Permit application and
the Section 401 Water Quality Certification
application.
Isolated wetlands were field-verified by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USCOE) and North
Carolina Division of Water Quality (NCDWQ) on July
21, 2009. Subsequent to the field verification, the
USCOE issued a notification of jurisdictional
determination. Since isolated wetlands are not
regulated by the USCOE, it was requested that they
be removed from the jurisdictional determination
request. Therefore, a specific determination for
isolated wetlands is not included in the notification of
jurisdictional determination issued by the USCOE.
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Topic

Comment
Please be advised that a 401
Water Quality Certification will be
required for this project and is
necessary for the corresponding
404, issued by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, to be valid. In
addition, the Draft EIS references
several agency meetings and
scoping requests for this project
during the planning and alternative
development states. NCDWQ does
not have any documentation
indicating NCDWQ’s involvement
in this process, with the exception
of accompanying U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers staff on jurisdictional
determinations for the proposed
park and ride stations.

Comment noted. NCDWQ was included on the
distribution scoping notices in 2000 and 2004. CATS
and the FTA will continue working with regulatory
resource and environmental agencies, including the
NCDWQ. Meetings to discuss the proposed project
and anticipated impacts in further detail were held
on December 6, 2010 and December 16, 2010.
NCDWQ personnel (P. Lespinasse and A. Johnson,
respectively) were in attendance. A field review of
Stream P was also conducted on April 4, 2011 and
attended by you. NCDWQ personnel will be invited
to any future relevant meetings. Meeting minutes
from both of the aforementioned meetings, as well
as meeting notes from the field meeting are
attached.

Secondary
and
Cumulative
Effects

A qualitative 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.

Comment noted. An assessment of secondary and
cumulative effects of the proposed project was
completed and documented in the Secondary and
Cumulative Effects Technical Memorandum (July
2010). Included in this assessment are the potential
effects on notable resources, including water
resources. As discussed at the December 6, 2010
coordination meeting, a more detailed analysis of
the secondary and cumulative effect to water quality
will be prepared as part of the Section 401 Water
Quality Certification application per the requirements
of the North Carolina Department of Environment
and Natural Resources’ (NCDENR’s) Indirect and
Cumulative Impact Assessment Procedures. The
direct focus of the analysis will be the indirect and
cumulative impacts from a water quality perspective
specifically. It will conform to the policy noted as
required by the NCDENR DWQ to implement
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act and will be done
concurrently to preparation of the Section 401 Water
Quality Certification application.

Water
Resources

Some of the proposed stream
impacts are a result of culvert
installation/replacement/ extension
while others indicate that the
impact is a result of “fill”. NCDWQ
does not typically authorize “fill” in
jurisdictional streams, with the
exception of culverts. Filling
streams without providing a
hydraulic connection to the
downstream portions of the feature
may result in stream impacts
beyond those that may be
authorized by the NCDWQ 401
Water Quality Certification.
(comment continued on next page)

In most circumstances, fill impacts would be limited
to the placement of riprap or creation of
embankments in areas where deemed necessary.
Other areas of fill that were noted in the Draft EIS
largely relate to piping. This language has been
clarified in the forthcoming Final EIS in order to
more appropriately describe the impact. In instances
where streams would be filled (e.g., Stream D)
hydraulic connections will be re-established.
Additional details will be included in the Section 404
Individual Permit application and the Section 401
Water Quality Certification application.

Water
Resources

Response
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Topic

Water
Resources
(continued)

Comment
Additionally, the Draft EIS refers to
Stream “N” as an “intermittent
stormwater drainage feature.” If
this feature has been identified as
a jurisdictional stream, it should not
be identified in the document as a
“stormwater drainage feature.” The
impact table also identifies impacts
to jurisdictional streams as a result
of riprap aprons. The necessity for
these impacts will require
documentation in the 401 Water
Quality Certification application.

Response

(see previous page for response)

NCDWQ would like to encourage
the use of alternate energy
dissipation methods at culvert
outlets which would result in less
stream impact.

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.

The forthcoming Final EIS will include a summary of
the estimated impacts to streams and wetlands. The
Section 404 Individual Permit application and
Section 401 Water Quality Certification application
will include additional detail on the proposed impacts
along with corresponding mapping and drawings. It
is anticipated that required mitigation will be
provided through the Charlotte Umbrella Stream and
Wetland Mitigation Bank and the NCDENR
Ecosystem Enhancement Program. The project
team discussed these mitigation options with
representatives of Charlotte Stormwater Services,
the USCOE and the NCDWQ on December 16,
2010 (meeting minutes attached). All parties are in
agreement with the proposed preliminary mitigation
strategy; more details will be developed with the
Section 404 Individual Permit and Section 401
Water Quality Certification progress. The
aforementioned meeting and mitigation measures
discussed will be summarized in Chapter 11.0:
Water Resources in the forthcoming Final EIS. The
meeting minutes are also included in Appendix B of
the Final EIS.
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Topic

Comment

Water
Resources

EIS 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… such as
grassed swales, buffer areas,
preformed scour holes, retention
basins, etc.

Water
Resources

After the selection of the preferred
alternative and prior to an issuance
of the 401 Water Quality
Certification, the applicant is
respectfully reminded that they will
need to demonstrate the avoidance
and minimization of impacts to
wetlands (and streams) to the
maximum extent practical.

Water
Resources

In accordance with the
Environmental Management
Commission’s Rules, 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.

Response
As will be illustrated in the forthcoming Final EIS in
Figures 2-6 through 2-17 in Chapter 2.0:
Alternatives Considered and detailed in Chapter
18.0: Construction of the Final EIS, as well as the
LYNX Blue Line Extension Northeast Corridor Light
Rail Project Design Criteria document (available
upon request), catch basins, curbing, culverts,
gutters, retention areas and storm drainage systems
will be designed and constructed, as necessary, for
the permanent control of water runoff during the
operation phase of the proposed project. Erosion
and Sediment Control plans will be prepared as part
of the design. The plans will be submitted to meet
the requirements set forth by the North Carolina
Division of Land Resources. A soil and erosion
control permit will be required prior to the start of
construction. The City of Charlotte PCCO will apply.
CATS has taken a proactive approach to avoiding
and minimizing impacts to streams and wetlands to
the extent practicable. For example, the originally
proposed Old Concord Road Station park-and-ride
lot would have impacted approximately 577 linear
feet of Stream E. The park-and-ride lot layout was
revised to avoid impacts to this stream. It is CATS’
continued goal to identify ways to further avoid
and/or minimize impacts to wetlands and streams.
Demonstration of other avoidance and minimization
was summarized and discussed at the December 6,
2010 coordination meeting and is included in the
attached table. Additional avoidance and
minimization detail will also be included with the
Section 401 Water Quality Certification application.
Mitigation measures will be included as part of the
Section 404 Individual Permit and the Section 401
Water Quality Certification applications and will be
detailed in Chapter 11.0: Water Resources and
Chapter 18.0: Construction of the forthcoming Final
EIS. It is anticipated that the required mitigation
necessary to satisfy compensatory mitigation
requirements will be provided through the Charlotte
Umbrella Stream and Wetland Mitigation Bank and
the NCDENR Ecosystem Enhancement Program.
The project team discussed these mitigation options
with representatives of Charlotte Stormwater
Services, the USCOE and the NCDWQ on
December 16, 2010 (meeting minutes attached). All
parties are in agreement with the proposed
preliminary mitigation strategy; more details will be
developed with the Section 404 Individual Permit
and Section 401 Water Quality Certification
progress.
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Topic

Water
Resources

Water
Resources

Water
Resources

Water
Resources

Water
Resources

Comment
Future documentation, including
the 401 Water Quality Certification
Application, shall include an
itemized listing of the proposed
wetland and stream impacts with
corresponding mapping.
NCDWQ is very concerned with
sediment and erosion impacts that
could result from the project. The
applicant 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.
The applicant is respectfully
reminded that all impacts, including
but not limited to, bridging, fill,
excavation and clearing, and riprap
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.
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, the applicant should not
install the bridge bents in the
creek, to the maximum extent
practicable.
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.

Response
The Section 401 Water Quality Certification
application will include an itemized listing of the
proposed wetland and stream impacts with
corresponding mapping, as requested.

A Section 404 Individual Permit and Section 401
Water Quality Certification will be applied for and
obtained prior to construction. The requirements of
the permits, including implementation of sediment
and erosion control BMP measures will be met.

Comment noted. All impacts will be included in the
final impact numbers that will be submitted with the
Section 404 Individual Permit application and the
Section 401 Water Quality Certification application.

Culvert design will adhere to federal, state and local
requirements, including Hydraulic Design of
Highway Culverts, HDS 05, Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) (2005); Guidelines for
Drainage Studies and Hydraulic Design by NCDOT;
and the requirements of the Charlotte-Mecklenburg
Storm Water Design Manual. Information regarding
the location of bridges and culverts will be included
in Chapter 11.0: Water Resources and within Table
11-3 of the Final EIS. Detail was also included in a
handout provided to you on December 6, 2010 and
subsequently provided in this response letter
(updated to include the project changes associated
with terminating the proposed project at the UNC
Charlotte Station). The response letter and table will
be included in Appendix B of the Final EIS as well.

Comment noted. As design progresses, this request
will be taken into account to the extent practicable.
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Water
Resources

Comment
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.

Water
Resources

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

Construction

Borrow/waste areas should avoid
wetlands to the maximum extent
practical.

Water
Resources

Water
Resources

The 401 Water Quality Certification
application will need to specifically
address the proposed methods for
stormwater management.
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.

Construction

If concrete is used during
construction, a dry work area shall
be maintained to prevent direct
contact between curing concrete
and stream water.

Construction

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.

Response
Per the LYNX Blue Line Extension Northeast
Corridor Light Rail Project Design Criteria document
(available upon request), bridge deck drainage will
be tied into the local drainage system and designed
in accordance with North Carolina Department of
Transportation (NCDOT) criteria. Structure
designers are coordinating with stormwater
designers for deck drainage design.
CATS will implement sediment and erosion control
BMP measures in accordance with local and state
guidelines. Sediment and erosion control measures
will not be placed in wetlands and streams per the
requirements of local and state guidelines.
Comment noted. The construction contractors will
be required to acquire applicable permits relative to
borrow pits, and to comply with the requirements for
dewatering and other work conducted in
jurisdictional areas; avoiding wetlands to the extent
practical.
Comment noted. The 401 Water Quality Certification
application will address the proposed methods for
stormwater management.
Comment noted. Based on the magnitude of
impacts, a Section 404 Individual Permit application
will be submitted. This permit approach was
discussed with and approved by the USCOE (A.
Jones) and the NCDWQ (A. Johnson) in a Section
404/401 Permit Strategy Meeting held on December
16, 2010 (minutes attached).
BMP measures for the protection of surface waters
will be implemented during project construction.
Accordingly, sandbags, cofferdams, or other
diversion structures would be used, where possible,
to prevent excavation in flowing water. If a dry work
area is not necessary to place/cure concrete, special
measures will be taken to ensure that water in
contact with the concrete operations is contained
and treated prior to releasing back into stream.
Techniques such as cofferdams and/or pumping to
special containment areas will be evaluated on a
case-by-case basis during construction, if
necessary.

Temporary access and haul roads constructed or
used in connection with the project, other than public
roads, will be considered a part of the project and
addressed in the Erosion and Sedimentation Control
Plans.
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Water
Resources

Water
Resources

Comment
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 disequilibrium of wetlands or
streambeds or banks, adjacent to
or upstream and downstream of
the above structures.
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.

Response

Culverts and other structures will be placed below
the elevation of the streambed by one foot, except in
cases where existing at-grade culverts are to be
extended. Existing low flow passages and the
equilibrium of wetlands, streams and/or stream
banks adjacent to the aforementioned structures will
be maintained.

Comment noted. In cases where multiple pipes or
barrels are required, they will mimic the stream
cross section to the extent practical. Widening of
stream channels is not anticipated.

Water
Resources

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

If geotechnical investigations are needed within
wetlands or streams, subsurface investigations,
including borings, will be conducted in accord with
current state and local guidelines and within the
parameters of the anticipated Section 404 Individual
Permit and the Section 401 Water Quality
Certification.

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 NC Sediment and
Erosion Control Planning and
Design Manual and the most
recent version of NCS000523.

Development of an erosion control plan will be
included as part of the final design approvals. The
Erosion and Sediment Control and Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan will be implemented and
maintained during project construction.

Page 10
Ms. Polly Lespinasse

Topic

Comment

Construction

All work in or adjacent to stream
waters shall be conducted in a dry
work area.

Water
Resources

While the use of National Wetland
Inventory (NWI) maps and soil
survey maps are useful tools, their
inherent inaccuracies require that
qualified personnel perform onsite
wetland delineations prior to permit
approval.

Construction

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.

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.

Water
Resources

Riparian vegetation shall be
preserved to the maximum extent
possible.

Response
BMP measures for the protection of surface waters
will be implemented during project construction.
Accordingly, sandbags, cofferdams, or other
diversion structures would be used, where possible,
to prevent excavation in flowing water. If a dry work
area is not necessary to place concrete, special
measures will be taken to ensure that water in
contact with the concrete is contained and treated
prior to release into the stream. Techniques such as
cofferdams or pumping to containment areas will be
evaluated on a case-by-case basis.
Field surveys and delineations were performed by
qualified wetland scientists on multiple dates
between September 2008 and November 2009.
Jurisdictional waters of the U.S. were delineated and
flagged, and boundaries were surveyed with a handheld GPS until capable of sub-meter accuracy. All
jurisdictional boundaries were verified by the
USCOE (Action I.D. 200901062), and a
Jurisdictional Determination was obtained.
Approved BMP measures will be implemented,
which will prohibit heavy equipment from operating
within stream channels without appropriate
measures.
Measures to protect streams and aquatic life,
including no placement of riprap in the active
thalweg of the channel, will be implemented where
practicable. Stream velocities may dictate the use
and placement of riprap. Additional detail regarding
riprap placement will be included in the Section 404
Individual Permit application and the Section 401
Water Quality Certification application.
Measures will be taken to preserve riparian
vegetation to the extent practicable, and to
reestablish riparian vegetation to the extent
possible. This is a standard measure for
construction projects. Information on this mitigation
measure will be included as part of the mitigation
plan for construction impacts and will be included in
Chapter 18.0: Construction of the forthcoming Final
EIS. Impact minimization measures taken to date
include confining the proposed construction limits
within engineering plans to the extent practicable.
This effort will continue as design progresses.
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Utilities

Comment
Plans and specifications for any
water line relocations or new water
mains must be reviewed and
approved prior to construction by
Charlotte Mecklenburg Utilities
Department (CMUD). The
NCDENR – PWS section recently
delegated all approvals for both
public and private water mains to
CMUD.

Response
There are a number of utilities, both public and
private located throughout the proposed project
corridor, including water mains. As will be noted in
Chapter 18.0: Construction of the Draft EIS and the
forthcoming Final EIS, there are existing utilities in
conflict with the proposed Light Rail Alternative.
Utility relocations are currently being coordinated
with utility providers, including CharlotteMecklenburg Utilities Department (CMU).

NRTR
Figure
No.

6

6

6

7

Location

Near CSX
R.R., East
Side of
LRT

Near 16th
Street,
West Side
of LRT

Near CSX
R.R., East
Side of
LRT

Little
Sugar
Creek

Jurisdictional
Feature

Stream C

Linear
Wetland C

Stream D

Stream F

60 LF

433 LF

--

90 LF

Highest
Length
of
Impact

--

--

0

--

Highest
Area of
Impact

0

396 LF

--

90 LF

Final
Length
of
Impact

--

--

0

--

Final
Area
of
Impact

3 span concrete bridge; with
piers placed 10' outside the
top of banks.

Stream may be put back with
a channel at the toe of slope.

1

No impacts are anticipated at this time.

Alignment is placed between existing
townhomes and existing freight railroad
tracks – no other feasible alternatives
exist.

Upper part of stream is unimportant (short
length); putting stream back may provide
some mitigation credit.

No impacts are anticipated at this time.

Alignment is placed between existing
townhomes and existing freight railroad
tracks – no other feasible alternatives
exist.

Existing culvert will be
extended; rip rap will be
added; (if existing culvert is
replaced, only new portion will
be considered for impacts).
Two 72” pipes will be added
above stream flow level (no
additional impact).
Wetland C is located on the
west side of the freight tracks.

Comments

LYNX
Blue Line
Extension

Design Elements

Jurisdictional Stream and Wetland Impacts
Light Rail Alternative
Based on NRTR and 30% PE Plans

LYNX Blue Line Extension Northeast Corridor Light Rail Project

Jurisdictional Stream and Wetland Impacts

Near 30th
Street
Bridge,
West Side
of LRT

Stream J

Stream K

9

9

NCRR
Area,
Near N.
Davidson
St.

Stream A
Perennial

Stream A
Intermittent

8

NCRR
Area,
Near N.
Davidson
St.

Linear
Wetland Y

8

7

Near 30th
Street
Bridge,
West Side
of LRT

Stream N

7

Location

NCRR
Area,
South of
36th Street
NCRR
Area,
South of
36th
Street,
West of
Freight
Reloc.

NRTR
Figure
No.

Jurisdictional
Feature

791 LF

111 LF

--

77 LF

54 LF

103 LF

Highest
Length
of
Impact

Jurisdictional Stream and Wetland Impacts

0.14 AC

--

--

--

Highest
Area of
Impact

791 LF

111 LF

--

77 LF

54 LF

103 LF

Final
Length
of
Impact

--

--

0.14
AC

--

--

--

Final
Area
of
Impact

This stream will be enclosed
with a box culvert between an
MSE wall and N. Davidson
Street.

Dual 72" pipes will be
extended on both sides to
extend beyond the limits of
the LRT and Freight tracks.

Fill slopes or walls impact this
small wetland.

Existing pipes under the
railroad will be extended.

This impact is due to the
access road for the Duke
Power Substation which had
to be relocated.

This impact is due to the
access road for the Duke
Power Substation which had
to be relocated.

Design Elements

2

The LRT tracks, freight tracks and future
passenger tracks must fit within the
existing RR r/w. If the LRT tracks are
moved outside the existing RR r/w, N.
Davidson street would have to be
relocated which would be a significant cost
increase.--

Any changes to the alignment would have
major impacts to historic buildings. Also,
the LRT and Freight tracks (along with
future passenger tracks must fit within the
existing railroad (RR) right of way (r/w).--

Any changes to the alignment would have
major impacts to historic buildings. Also,
the LRT and Freight tracks (along with
future passenger tracks must fit within the
existing railroad right of way.--

Feature is an unimportant linear wetland.

--

To relocate the Duke access road to avoid
this impact would require another at-grade
crossing with the LRT; this would create
major safety concerns as well as
increased costs.

To relocate the Duke access road to avoid
this impact would require another at-grade
crossing with the LRT; this would create
major safety concerns as well as
increased costs.

Comments

LYNX
Blue Line
Extension

NRTR
Figure
No.

9

9

10

10

Location

NCRR
Area,
Near
Craighead
Rd.

NCRR
Area,
Near N.
Davidson
St

NCRR
Area,
North of
Sugar
Creek Rd.

NCRR
Area,
North of
Sugar
Creek Rd

Jurisdictional
Feature

Linear
Wetland A

Wetland A

Stream B

Stream P

1,666
LF

0

--

--

Highest
Length
of
Impact

Jurisdictional Stream and Wetland Impacts

--

--

0.22 AC

0.012
AC

Highest
Area of
Impact

1,280
LF

0

--

--

Final
Length
of
Impact

--

--

0.22
AC

0.012
AC

Final
Area
of
Impact

Portions of this stream may
be able to be put back as an
open channel.

Stream B is located on
eastern side of existing freight
tracks.

Stream A will be enclosed
with a box culvert and there
will be impacts to this
wetland.

The relocated railroad spur
will impact this wetland.

Design Elements

3

Stream could be classified as unimportant.
The LRT alignment avoids the freight
tracks and historic buildings. Changes to
the LRT alignment in this area would have
major cost implications.

No impacts are anticipated at this time.

The LRT tracks, freight tracks and future
passenger tracks must fit within the
existing RR r/w. If the LRT tracks are
moved outside the existing RR r/w, N.
Davidson street would have to be
relocated which would be a significant cost
increase. Also, a MSE has been provided
to provide enough area to put the stream
back near its current location.
The spur track must be relocated to
accommodate the realigned freight tracks
near Craighead Rd.
The LRT tracks, freight tracks and future
passenger tracks must fit within the
existing RR r/w. If the LRT tracks are
moved outside the existing RR r/w, N.
Davidson street would have to be
relocated which would be a significant cost
increase. Also, a MSE has been provided
to provide enough area to put the stream
back near its current location.

Comments

LYNX
Blue Line
Extension

Isolated
Wetland P

12

12

13

East of
Old
Concord
Station

Northwest
of
University
City Blvd.
Park and
Ride

Stream E

Wetland E

Stream X

11

East of
Old
Concord
Station

Isolated
Wetland O

11

NCRR
Area,
North of
Sugar
Creek Rd

Stream Z

10

Location

NCRR
Area,
South of
Old
Concord
Station
NCRR
Area,
South of
Old
Concord
Station

NRTR
Figure
No.

Jurisdictional
Feature

622 LF

--

577 LF

--

530 LF

--

Highest
Length
of
Impact

Jurisdictional Stream and Wetland Impacts

--

0.06 AC

--

0

--

0.02 AC

Highest
Area of
Impact

0

--

0

--

44 LF

--

Final
Length
of
Impact

--

0.06
AC

--

0

--

0.02
AC

Final
Area
of
Impact

Stream X is outside the
proposed park-and-ride limits.

This small wetland area will
be impacted by the entrance
road.

The entrance road and
parking lot at this location has
been revised to avoid impacts
to this stream.

Wetland O is located outside
of the NCRR ROW area.

Stream Z will be impacted by
proposed riprap from new
pipe crossing under the
freight and LRT tracks.

LRT alignment will impact this
wetland.

Design Elements

4

No impacts are anticipated at this time.

To avoid this wetland, the number of
parking spaces would be greatly reduced
and/or the walking distance would be
much greater which would have major
impacts on ridership and long term
revenue for the project.

The original Old Concord Park-and-Ride
impacted 205 LF of this stream. This
park-and-ride layout has been revised to
avoid impacts to this stream.

No impacts are anticipated at this time.

Analysis will be done to look to shorten the
length of impact.

The LRT alignment avoids the freight
tracks and historic buildings. Changes to
the LRT alignment in this area would have
major cost implications.

Comments

LYNX
Blue Line
Extension

14

14

Northwest
of
University
City Blvd.
Park and
Ride

Toby
Creek

West of
UNC
Charlotte
Station

--

Wetland X

Stream U

Isolated
Wetland R

Total Impacts

Stream Avoidance Totals
Wetland Avoidance Totals

13

Location

--

NRTR
Figure
No.

Jurisdictional
Feature

0.872
AC

5,174
LF

= 2,228 LF
= 0.38 AC

0.06 AC

--

0.36 AC

Highest
Area of
Impact

--

60 LF

--

Highest
Length
of
Impact

Jurisdictional Stream and Wetland Impacts

2,946
LF

--

0

--

Final
Length
of
Impact

0.492
AC

0.04
AC

--

0

Final
Area
of
Impact

--

--

5

To avoid this wetland, the LRT alignment
would need to be shifted to the north,
which would affect the UNC Charlotte
station location with respect to Cameron
Blvd.

No impacts are anticipated at this time.

The interior foundation
elements will be placed
approximately 10' beyond the
top of existing banks.

Wetland R will be impacted
by the proposed LRT
embankment.

No impacts are anticipated at this time.

Comments

Wetland X is outside the
proposed park-and-ride limits.

Design Elements

LYNX
Blue Line
Extension

