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Summary of Public Comment Opportunity #2 
The Gaston-Cleveland-Lincoln Metropolitan Planning Organization (GCLMPO) invited the public to 
comment on the Catawba Crossings Feasibility Study between January 14 and February 13, 2022. The 
GCLMPO held an Elected Officials Informational Briefing on January 13 to provide local officials with 
updates on the project prior to the public comment period. GCLMPO distributed over 1,100 email 
invitations on the morning of January 14, 2022. This email list included individual emails maintained by 
the GCLMPO. The Project Team1 and various project stakeholders agreed to forward the invitations to 
their email distribution lists and post the announcement to their websites and social media accounts. The 
public comment opportunity was also advertised as a media release and on GCLMPO’s social media 
accounts, including Facebook and Twitter.  

While electronic outreach was the primary means of communication, the GCLMPO also printed English 
and Spanish-language flyers and yard signs and placed them at multiple locations in the project area, 
including: 

• Intersection: Garrison Road / West Boulevard / I-485, Charlotte, NC 28278 
• Intersection: Highway 274 / Highway 49, Lake Wylie, SC 29710 
• Neighborhood: Bloomfield Estates – 3714 Walkers Cover Trail, Charlotte, NC 28214 
• Neighborhood: Joye Mobile Home Park – located at the intersection of Joye Lane and S. Point 

Road, Belmont, NC 28012 
• Neighborhood: Griffith Family Lodging – 180 Pine Lake Drive, Clover, SC 29710 
• Business: Dixie Grille & Grocery – 9115 Dixie River Road, Charlotte, NC 28278 
• Leisure/Entertainment: Gaston County Wildlife Club Boat & Ramp – 3127 S. Point Road, Belmont, 

NC 28012, placed at the end of the boat launch.  
• Leisure/Entertainment: Seven Oaks Preserve Trail – 6900 S. New Hope Road, Belmont, NC 28012 
• Business: Gaston County Recycling Center – 235 Lake Wylie Road, Belmont, NC 28012 
• Business: Lake Mart – 2333 S. Point Road, Belmont, NC 28012  
• Business: Jim’s Grocery Bait & Tackle – 1901 S. Point Road, Belmont, NC 28012  
• Business: Cramerton ABC – 4701 S. New Hope Road, Belmont, NC 28012  
• Business: McLean Self Storage – 1322 S. Point Road, Belmont, NC 28012 
• Neighborhood: Catawba Mobile House Park – 10121 Old Dowd Road, Charlotte, NC 28214 
• Neighborhood: Rivers Edge Mobile Home Park – 10101 Old Dowd Road, Charlotte, NC 28214 
• Business: Dale’s Superette – 7304 Wilkinson Boulevard, Belmont, 28012 

The public was instructed to visit the Project Webpage (catawbacrossings.com), review project materials, 
and provide feedback. Spanish translation of all public information materials, including the Project 
Webpage, was also available. One thousand seven hundred twenty-seven (1,727) first time visitors were 
recorded on the Project Webpage between January 14 and February 13, 2022, with 7,014 total site visits 
traced to 1,779 visitors (3.94-page views per visitor). The Project Webpage included an introductory video, 
corridor map, and various memoranda and studies completed to date in support of the Feasibility Study. 
These documents included the Benefit-Cost Analysis, Environmental Screening, Funding Evaluation, 

 
1 Including GCLMPO, City of Belmont, Town of Cramerton, City of Gastonia, Gaston County, Charlotte Regional 
Transportation Planning Organization (CRTPO), Charlotte Department of Transportation (CDOT), and North Carolina 
Department of Transportation (NCDOT). 

http://www.catawbacrossings.com/
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Transportation Technical Memo, Utility Risk Assessment-Inventory Report, Alternative Analysis Memo, 
and the Virtual Public Comment Opportunity Summary and Comments (summarizing the 2021 public 
comment opportunity).  

The public was encouraged to provide written feedback via an online StoryMap2, or by email 
(info@catawbacrossings.com). One thousand three hundred eighty-five (1,385) individuals viewed the 
StoryMap which consisted of a summary of the above listed studies and the opportunity to leave 
comments. Comments could be placed interactively on a map of the project’s conceptual design or 
through an open-ended comment form (Survey123). The Survey123 form was viewed five hundred ninety-
seven (597) times over the public comment period. Overall, a total of one hundred forty-seven (147) 
comments were received during the public comment period.  

In addition to the Online Open House, an informal Public Meeting Open House was held at Gaston College-
Kimbrell Campus Auditorium (7220 Wilkinson Boulevard, Belmont, NC) on Wednesday, February 2, 2022. 
People were encouraged to drop in anytime between 4:30 and 7:30 PM to review conceptual designs and 
project information. Representatives from the project team were present to answer questions and collect 
public comments. Representatives of the project team brought maps, informational boards, and handouts 
to facilitate an educated discussion of the project with the public. Nearly 100 people signed in to the in-
person meeting and ten paper comments were received (these are included in the total count above). 

Note: Images from the Public Meeting Open House (February 2, 2022) included in this memorandum 
courtesy of GCLMPO.  

  

 
2 StoryMap is an Esri web-based platform that displays content and hosts survey forms. The Catawba Crossings 
Online Open House was hosted at: storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/88b0b533788749a8bcf7b5842079cbd1  

mailto:info@catawbacrossings.com
https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/88b0b533788749a8bcf7b5842079cbd1
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Summary Results of Demographic Survey 
The online open house survey included a series of optional questions about the respondent, including age, 
race or ethnicity, sex, and number of cars in a household. These results are summarized in Table 1 below. 
Respondents were also asked to provide a zip code to place the comment geographically and an email 
address to be added to the project distribution list. Seven (7) unique zip codes were entered into the 
Survey 123 web application (Table 2).  

Table 1. Summary of Public Comment Period 2 Demographic Information, Survey 123  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2. Survey123 Respondents by Zip Code 

 

 

  

Category Number* Percent of Total 
Age 
65 years + 3 27.3 
45 - 64 years 2 18.2 
25 - 44 years 6 54.5 
 Total 11 100 
Sex 
Male 10 71.4 
Female 3 21.4 
Other 1 7.1 
  Total 14 100 
Race or Ethnicity 
White 11 84.6 
Prefer not to say 1 7.7 
Hispanic / Latino 1 7.7 
  Total 13 100 
Number of Cars in Household 
3 2 14.3 
2 10 71.4 
1 2 14.3 
   Total 14 100 
*Respondents were not required to enter responses in any field, 
therefore the total number is different for each category. 

Zip Code (Principal City, State) Number Percent of Total 
28012 (Belmont, NC) 6 42.9 
28056 (Gastonia, NC) 2 14.3 
28214 (Charlotte, NC) 2 14.3 
28273 (Charlotte, NC) 1 7.1 
28203 (Charlotte, NC) 1 7.1 
28031 (Cornelius, NC) 1 7.1 
28032 (Cramerton, NC) 1 7.1 
  Total 14 100 
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Summary of Written Comments 
The GCLMPO received 147 written comments during the public comment period (attached). The GCLMPO 
received 79 comments via the online interactive map and 28 via Survey123 during the comment period. 
Twenty-seven (27) comments were received via the project email. Three written comments were received 
via the GCLMPO and City of Gastonia Facebook pages. Finally, ten written comments were received during 
the in-person public meeting. 

All written comments were transcribed to a spreadsheet and reviewed. Commenters using the online 
interactive map were able to self-identify their comment into one of seven comment themes (bicycle 
lanes, connectivity access, traffic concerns, sidewalks/crosswalks, environmental concerns, recreational 
access, and other comment). For comments collected outside of the online interactive map (e.g., open-
ended Survey123 or email) that did not self-select a comment theme, the Project Team assigned the 
comment to an existing theme or a new one, based on the content. If there was not a clear theme, the 
comment was not assigned a theme or was placed in the “Other” category.  

Four major comment themes were identified:  

- Connectivity Access (36%) 
- Traffic Conditions (29%)  
- Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodations (11%) 
- Potential Impacts (8%) 

GCLMPO reviewed each comment. The responses that 
follow are intended to address the main topics expressed by 
the public in general. Responses were crafted with the best 
available, current information. Several of the comments 
received warranted similar responses to those provided in 
the Virtual Public Comment Opportunity Summary and 
Comments (January 2021); those responses are not 
repeated here. Other comment responses summarize 
information contained in the technical studies that have 
been completed to date. References to the Benefit-Cost 
Analysis, Environmental Screening, Funding Evaluation, 
Transportation Technical Memo, and Alternative Analysis 
Memo are included in some responses and may be found 
under the Documents tab at the Project Website (catawbacrossings.com/documents/). 

Online participants were not specifically asked to express support or opposition to the Catawba 
Crossings Project. However, if a comment explicitly stated their opinion, then their preference 
was captured. Out of 147 comments, 122 written comments clearly voiced an opinion with the 

following results: 99 in support and 23 opposed to the Catawba Crossings Project. 

https://catawbacrossings.com/documents/
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Public Comment Opportunity #2 Comment Responses 
Connectivity / Access 
The Catawba River creates a barrier between western Mecklenburg County (NC) and southeastern Gaston 
County (NC) and northeastern York County (SC).  Considering the existing transportation deficiencies and 
the amount of future development planned in the region, there is a significant need to address congestion, 
increase mobility options, improve the vitality and resiliency of the regional transportation network, and 
enhance quality of life standards (e.g., reduced travel time).   

The Project Team has identified the following transportation needs include:      

- Additional east-west connectivity within and between Gaston and Mecklenburg counties which 
will also accommodate trips to and from York County;   

- Improved network resiliency to accommodate residents, commuters, commerce, and emergency 
response;     

- Additional mobility and transportation options to alleviate congestion in the network; and   
- Equitable access to jobs, services, and recreational opportunities.  

In general, public comment favored the Project 
as a benefit to travelers moving across the 
Catawba River. As described in Project 
Documents available to the public, the 
Catawba Crossings Project has the potential to 
significantly reduce travel times between 
Gaston and Mecklenburg counties by 
mitigating local traffic and decreasing the 
distance needed to access I-485 and other 
regional transportation facilities.  

Similarly, public comments were generally in 
favor of how the Catawba Crossings Project 
would increase access to a variety of 
destinations and services, including but not limited to Charlotte Douglas International Airport (CLT), 
employment centers, medical services, educational opportunities, and recreational resources. The Project 
would likewise improve emergency response access to the area. 

A few comments were received about the Catawba Crossings alignment. The conceptual design alignment 
being used by this Feasibility Study is based on the alignment identified as the “Least Environmentally 
Damaging Practical Alternative” (aka LEDPA) for the Gaston East-West Connector, or Garden Parkway, 
between S. New Hope Road and I-485. A notable difference between the Catawba Crossings and the 
previous corridor is the route the Catawba Crossings takes as it passes the planned River District in 
Mecklenburg County. As previously noted, the corridor location as defined in this Feasibility Study does 
not preclude the evaluation of alignment alternatives in later planning and engineering work and a 
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comprehensive alternatives analysis will likely 
be required as part of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. 
However, this corridor is sufficient for the 
purposes of this Feasibility Study to determine 
the potential costs and benefits of such an 
undertaking. (Refer to the Alternatives Analysis 
Memo for more information.)  

A few other commentors also expressed the 
need for the Catawba Crossings Project to 
extend to I-85 west of Gastonia to fully achieve 
connectivity benefits. Based on the Catawba 
Crossings traffic analysis, the current project 

extent achieves considerable benefit. Further, the “Gaston Southern Bypass” remains in GCLMPO’s 
Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) which would continue west from the Catawba Crossings to 
cross I-85 west of Gastonia and terminate at US 321 north of Dallas. Planning for the Catawba Crossings 
must take this long-term transportation plan into consideration. 

Traffic Conditions  
Generally, the public comments acknowledged the benefits of the Catawba Crossings Project to alleviate 
some of the congestion experienced in the project area by providing an alternate, and more direct, route 
between Gaston and Mecklenburg counties. However, the public voiced concerns about potential traffic 
impacts to S. New Hope Road (NC 279), South Point Road (NC 273), I-85, I-485, and NC 160. Though this 
project does not propose major changes to other intersecting roads in the study area, all necessary 
improvements at proposed intersections would be made to accommodate future projected traffic 
volumes.  

There are several projects included in the NCDOT State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) that 
are in progress or proposed in this area3. The Catawba Crossings traffic analysis evaluated the future year 
(2045) transportation network with all programmed transportation projects in the vicinity (refer to the 
Catawba Crossings Transportation Technical Memo for a full list). These transportation improvement 
projects include, but are not limited to:  

- STIP Project I-5719 will widen I-85 to eight lanes from US 321 to NC 273 and reconstruct six 
interchanges. Construction is scheduled to begin in 2024.  

- STIP Project U-5821 will widen S. New Hope Road (NC 279) to four lanes from Titman Road to 
Union-New Hope Road. Construction is scheduled to begin in 2026.  

- STIP Project B-6051 will replace the US 29/74 (Wilkinson Boulevard) Bridge over the Catawba 
River. Construction is scheduled to begin in 2024. 

- STIP Project U-5766B will widen NC 160 to multiple lanes from NC 49 (S. Tryon Road) to I-485 with 
construction to begin in 2027. 

- STIP Project I-6016 will improve the I-485 interchange with I-85. Construction is scheduled to 
begin in 2027.  

 
3 All STIP schedule dates are current as of February 2022 and are subject to change. 

https://gclmpo.org/plans-programs-and-studies/ctp/
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- STIP Project U-6150 proposes to convert the South Point Road/Armstrong Road intersection to a 
roundabout. Construction of this project is unfunded and would not begin until after 2029.   

The transportation improvement projects listed above are scheduled to proceed with (called the “Build” 
scenario) or without (called the “No Build” scenario) the Catawba Crossings Project. The traffic analysis 
concluded that in the future year (2045) No Build condition, area roadways–including the widened I-85 
and US 29/74 bridges–would be nearing capacity. The Catawba Crossings would relieve some of the traffic 
volumes projected on I-85 and US 29/74 in the future year, thus improving the operations of the overall 
traffic network. By redistributing trips through the area transportation network, Catawba Crossings would 
improve intersection operations along US 29/74 and at the I-85 and I-485 interchange ramps in the traffic 
study area in the future Build scenario (refer to the Catawba Crossings Transportation Technical Memo).  

It is important to note that the traffic analysis conducted for the Catawba Crossings Feasibility Study used 
historic counts from 2017, 2018, and 2019. This approach was approved by, and commonly employed by 
NCDOT, during the height of the Covid-19 pandemic. Additionally, these counts represent traffic volumes 
before the temporary closing of Pole Branch Road in York County, South Carolina, which connects to S. 
New Hope Road in Gaston County. While the pandemic and associated health-related restrictions affected 
traffic volumes on roadways and travel behaviors across the country, NCDOT has been observing traffic 
volumes return to near pre-pandemic levels across the Charlotte metropolitan area. This trend is expected 
to continue.  

Though there are currently no funded projects to 
widen S. New Hope Road south of Union-New 
Hope Road or South Point Road, the GCLMPO 
recognizes these are critically important 
transportation needs. Based on the Catawba 
Crossings traffic analysis, these roadways are 
projected to be over capacity in the future (2045) 
with or without this Project. The GCLMPO 
submitted the widening of S. New Hope Road from 
Union-New Hope Road to the South Carolina state 
line and the widening of South Point Road from 
Henry Chapel Road to R.L. Stowe Road in NCDOT’s most recent round of prioritization–the process by 
which transportation projects are funded by NCDOT. However, the current round of prioritization has 
been halted. These projects will likely be resubmitted in the next round of prioritization, which is expected 
to begin in 2023. It is unknown at this time whether these projects will receive funding and what the 
schedule for improvements may be.  

The Catawba Crossings Project is planned to include full-movement intersections with all major 
intersecting roads, including but not limited to S. New Hope Road, South Point Road, I-485 on- and off-
ramps, and NC 160. Other intersections with the Catawba Crossings will be further evaluated in later 
phases of design. However, it is likely that not every street will be provided full access to Catawba 
Crossings. The decision on which streets will be provided direct access will be made based on the 
reasonable accommodation for access via other connecting roads, among other considerations, including 
safety.  

“I am concerned about the volume of traffic 
upon the parkway emptying onto a two-lane 
road such as New Hope or South Point Road. 
The plans I have seen show improvements to 
secondary roads of 200 feet on either side of 
the parkway. These improvements will not 

help traffic but make them worse.” 
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Multiple comments were received regarding turn lane lengths on intersecting roadways. Additional design 
evaluation will be required to determine the adequate length of auxiliary lanes to accommodate future 
projected traffic volumes. Intersection design will meet or exceed NCDOT design standards and will 
optimize traffic operations and the safe accommodation of all transportation modes, as appropriate. 
Though not ruled out, roundabouts appear to be an unlikely intersection treatment on this four-lane 
boulevard because NCDOT generally discourages multilane roundabouts for safety reasons.  

Multiple comments raised concerns regarding 
the Catawba Crossings connection to West 
Boulevard and I-485. The conceptual design 
alignment in Mecklenburg County was 
developed in consultation with NCDOT, 
Charlotte DOT, and the River District as part of 
a previous, separate feasibility study that was 
adopted by this Feasibility Study. That study 
recommended that Catawba Crossings avoid 
the River District and West Boulevard extended 
to serve internal needs in the River District 
development. More recently, the GCLMPO was 
informed that the Charlotte Douglas 
International Airport (CLT) is evaluating 

development plans south of CLT that conflict with the Catawba Crossings/I-485 interchange. Additional 
study and coordination are on-going. An interchange with I-485 is an important component of the 
Catawba Crossings Project.   

Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodations 
Several public comments requested the inclusion of safe bicycle and pedestrian accommodations on the 
Catawba Crossings Project. At the same time, the public reinforced the importance of prioritizing vehicular 
traffic on the roadway with bicycles accommodated on a separated path. Public comments also mention 
locations where additional bicycle lanes could improve connectivity of multimodal users such as South 
Point Road, Carolina Thread Trail, and nearby greenways. 

The Catawba Crossings Feasibility Study proposes the inclusion of a separated sidewalk on one side of the 
roadway and a separated multiuse path on the other to safely accommodate local and potential long-
distance use of the corridor by cyclists and pedestrians. The separated multiuse path is intended to safely 
accommodate cyclist traffic of all comfort levels, and, at this time, on-street bicycle accommodations are 
not proposed. This would not preclude the use of the roadway by cyclists comfortable in mixed traffic. 
The width of the multiuse path will be determined in later stages of design through coordination with the 
local jurisdictions.  

Bicycle and pedestrian accommodations will continue to be coordinated with local multimodal plans for 
transit, bicycles, pedestrians, trails, and greenways. Safe bicycle and pedestrian crossing locations, and 
frequency, will be further evaluated during subsequent design phases through coordination with local 
governments and for consistency with local plans. Similarly, safety features such as pedestrian lighting 
would be evaluated in later stages of design. The Project Team is coordinating with the Carolina Thread 
Trail as well to explore mutually beneficial arrangements for non-motorized transportation.  
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Potential Impacts 
The public raised concerns over the environmental impact of the Project.4 These concerns primarily 
focused on the issues of water quality and stormwater runoff within the Catawba River watershed. Lake 
Wylie is classified as a 303(d) listed impaired water body by the NC Department of Environmental Quality 
(NCDEQ). This designation is due to the level of polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) in fish tissue which exceeds 
the criteria set by the Clean Water Act, indicating it is an impaired and threatened waterway. As a result, 
the required NCDEQ Section 401 Water Quality Certification would have to demonstrate the Project is 
designed, constructed, and operated with sediment and erosion control measures that meet “Design 
Standards in Sensitive Watersheds” (15A NCAC 4b .0124). Further, Lake Wylie is subject to the Catawba 
River Buffer Rules which limits disturbance within 50-feet of the shoreline. These measures are mandated 
to protect water quality and minimize stormwater runoff and will be applied to the Project. Additional 
analyses of stormwater and water quality issues will be conducted in the next phases of project 
development, through National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance and advanced design. (Refer 
to the Environmental Screening for more information regarding potential environmental impacts.)   

A few comments mentioned the opportunity to utilize native vegetation in the medians and buffers 
between multiuse paths for this Project. Landscaping in and around medians will be designed in 
accordance with NCDOT planting guidelines and contingent upon a municipal agreement. Any landscaping 
measures beyond the NCDOT guidelines would be considered a betterment and the local government 
entity would be responsible for the cost of the materials, installation, and maintenance. 

Additional comments were received regarding 
land use and zoning within the project area. 
While GCLMPO does not have zoning or land 
use authorities, the Project Team includes 
representatives of the local jurisdictions with 
this authority. The concerns voiced by the 
public are shared with the local jurisdictions 
and the Project Team will continue to evaluate 
opportunities to enhance local transportation 
and land use planning as it relates to the 
Catawba Crossings corridor. Currently, the 
project area is characterized as suburban to 
rural in character, but it is experiencing 
significant growth – which is projected to 
continue. The Catawba Crossings Project is being developed with the community context in mind. The 
proposed boulevard design is compatible with the existing setting, and this Feasibility Study is evaluating 
additional methods and approaches to observe and enhance the community character in Gaston and 
Mecklenburg counties, including but not limited to the incorporation of a sidewalk and multiuse path. 
Given current and planned developments that are already permitted, the Catawba Crossings is a viable 
east-west connection in response to the current transportation needs of this growing area.  

The Project Team recognizes the importance of Lake Wylie and regional recreational resources, such as 
the Carolina Thread Trail, as important, character-defining features within the local communities and 

 
4 Potential environmental impacts were not monetized in the Catawba Crossings Benefit-Cost Analysis. 



 

 

10 

intends to continue to take these into consideration as this study progresses. The proposed new bridges 
will be designed to accommodate recreational navigation on Lake Wylie in compliance with applicable 
laws and regulations. Multiuse paths proposed on the bridges would accommodate connections and 
access to recreational uses on both sides of the river.  

A few comments were submitted by property owners who may be directly impacted by the Catawba 
Crossing Project citing concerns relative to the extent and timing of right of way acquisition. Though 
subject to change, right of way acquisition is realistically about ten years away. It will not proceed as a 
part of this Feasibility Study and impacted individuals will have other opportunities in the future to review 
more detailed designs in relation to their properties prior to the acquisition process beginning.  

The right of way limits developed for this 
Feasibility Study are purposefully “generous” – 
that is, designs intentionally show more right of 
way impacts to account for unknowns and 
record a conservative cost estimate. Because 
conceptual designs do not use field survey, the 
features and attributes of the physical 
environment (e.g., elevations, utilities) are not 
highly accurate, thus a little extra room at this 
level of design is prudent. The conceptual design 
was placed within a typical 300-foot corridor 

study area with these unknowns in mind. The proposed boulevard would likely require 200 feet of right 
of way or less, on average. Further, conceptual design does not study site-specific details to explore ways 
to minimize right of way impacts. Right of way is very expensive and will be minimized throughout design 
to the greatest extent practical. Conceptual designs are preliminary and subject to change and right of 
way limits have not yet been determined.  

Any right of way claims at a future date would be processed according to NC State Law and NCDOT 
procedure. This includes developing independent appraisals to determine the highest and best use of a 
property. A NC General Certified appraiser would appraise impacted properties and determine just 
compensation. Any damages to remaining property would be addressed in the appraisal and an offer for 
those damages would be included as part of a written offer for just compensation. Further, as federal 
funding will likely be used to design and construct this project, the Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (the Uniform Act) will prevail.  

 

“Living 4000 feet from the proposed path of the 
CC project, I’m a big advocate of the boulevard 

concept vs the freeway that was proposed 
before. Just from a livability perspective, 

creating something that doesn’t eat a lot of 
land (overpasses, diamond interchanges, etc) 
and blasts traffic through the area but is more 

pedestrian-friendly is nice.” 

https://connect.ncdot.gov/business/ROW/Pages/ROW-Neg-Relo.aspx
https://connect.ncdot.gov/business/ROW/Pages/ROW-Neg-Relo.aspx
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If you are unable to attend or participate online but would like to participate in this 
project by providing comments, please contact the project manager by phone or email 
to make arrangements that meet your needs.

GCLMPO Project Manager 
Randi Gates, AICP  |  info@catawbacrossings.com  |  (704) 854-6604
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Randi Gates, AICP  |  info@catawbacrossings.com  |  (704) 854-6604
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Anyone with a hearing or speech impairment may call 1-800-735-2962. Language assistance services are available 
free of charge if you speak a language other than English by calling 1-800-522-0453.
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free of charge if you speak a language other than English by calling 1-800-522-0453.

The Gaston-Cleveland-Lincoln Metropolitan Planning Organization (GCLMPO) and 
regional project sponsors are conducting a feasibility study for the Catawba Crossings 
Project to develop conceptual designs, cost estimates, and recommendations for a 
proposed new alignment roadway between NC 279 (S. New Hope Rd) in southeastern 
Gaston County to NC 160 (Steele Creek Rd) in western Mecklenburg County. Catawba 
Crossings is recommended to be a multi-lane, median-divided boulevard with 
landscaping along the roadway as well as bicycle and pedestrian accommodations.

The Gaston-Cleveland-Lincoln Metropolitan Planning Organization (GCLMPO) and 
regional project sponsors are conducting a feasibility study for the Catawba Crossings 
Project to develop conceptual designs, cost estimates, and recommendations for a 
proposed new alignment roadway between NC 279 (S. New Hope Rd) in southeastern 
Gaston County to NC 160 (Steele Creek Rd) in western Mecklenburg County. Catawba 
Crossings is recommended to be a multi-lane, median-divided boulevard with 
landscaping along the roadway as well as bicycle and pedestrian accommodations.

Please review the project information and provide feedback by visiting our 
website and/or attending the informal Open House Public Meeting: 

Website: www.catawbacrossings.com
Comment Period: January 14–February 13, 2022
Public Meeting Date: Wednesday, February 2, 2022
Public Meeting Time: Drop in between 4:30 and 7:30 pm
Meeting Location:  Gaston College-Kimbrell Campus Auditorium  

7220 Wilkinson Blvd, Belmont, NC 28012
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PROJECT 
DESCRIPTION
The Catawba Crossings Project 
proposes a new alignment roadway 
between NC 279 (S. New Hope Road) 
in southeastern Gaston County to NC 
160 (Steele Creek Road) in western 
Mecklenburg County. The proposed 
roadway would include new bridges 
over the South Fork Catawba River 
and the Catawba River. The proposed 
project would also include an 
interchange with I-485 south of the 
existing West Boulevard interchange in 
Mecklenburg County. 

Project sponsors are conducting a 
study to evaluate the feasibility of the 
proposed roadway. This feasibility 
study is an early planning tool to 
generate cost estimates, identify 
constraints and opportunities, and 
evaluate permitting needs. It is not 
an exhaustive planning and design 

study. The Gaston-Cleveland-Lincoln 
Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(GCLMPO) is the lead planning 
agency producing this study. Based 
on the traffic analysis conducted to 
support this feasibility study, Catawba 
Crossings is recommended as a four-
lane boulevard except for the Catawba 

River bridge, which is recommended 
to be six lanes to accommodate future 
projected traffic volumes. A boulevard 
typically includes a median, trees 
and vegetation along the roadway 
as well as bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations (see Typical Sections 
on the following pages). 

PRELIMINARY PROJECT NEED AND PURPOSE
The Catawba River creates a barrier between western Mecklenburg County (NC), southeastern Gaston County (NC) 
and northeastern York County (SC). Considering the existing transportation deficiencies and the amount of future 
development planned in the region, there is a significant need to address congestion, increase mobility options, 
improve the vitality and resiliency of the regional transportation network, and enhance quality of life standards (e.g., 
reduced travel time). 

The purpose of Catawba Crossings is to improve mobility within and between Gaston, Mecklenburg, and York counties 
by providing an additional connection over the Catawba River in an environmentally sensitive manner that establishes 
direct access to other regional transportation facilities, including the Charlotte Douglas (CLT) International Airport.

PROPOSED  
BRIDGE 1:
South Fork  
Catawba River  
Bridge

Charlotte 
Douglas 
International 
Airport

PROPOSED  
BRIDGE 2:
Catawba River/  
Lake Wylie BridgeBEGIN  

PROJECT

END  
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at I-485
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PROPOSED BOULEVARD, FOUR-LANE CURB AND GUTTER TYPICAL SECTION

PUBLIC INPUT 
The GCLMPO collected over 
500 written comments and 
received nearly 1,200 responses 
through an online survey as part 
of the Virtual Public Comment 
Opportunity between January 6 
and February 4, 2021. 

The survey gathered feedback 
about current conditions, traveler 
behavior and experiences, 
transportation needs, and potential 
amenities to be considered as 
part of the project. Based on the 
survey, the top three transportation 
priorities are: 

1. Reduced traffic congestion 

2. Improved connectivity

3. More reliable travel times 

Each comment was reviewed and 
six major themes were identified:

	� Project Need 
	� Transportation Modes 
(i.e. commuter, bicycle and 
pedestrian, transit)
	� Potential Impacts 
	� Design Considerations 
	� Improve Existing 
	� Schedule 
 

Review the “Virtual Public 
Comment Opportunity 
Summary and Comment 
Responses” here. 

GCLMPO Project Manager
Randi Gates, AICP
randig@cityofgastonia.com
(704) 854-6604

Consultant Project Manager
Adam Archual | Gannett Fleming, Inc.
aarchual@gfnet.com
(984) 389-2398CONTACT US!

Catawba Crossings 
Corridor Alignment
The Catawba Crossings alignment 
is the product of decades of local, 
regional, and state transportation 
planning efforts. The roughly 6.5-mile 
Project Study Corridor is based 
on the former Gaston East-West 
Connector Preferred Alternative (i.e., 
Detailed Study Alternative 9) and 
other more recent NCDOT feasibility 
studies. The Catawba Crossings 
Feasibility Study will not evaluate a 
new alignment or improve existing 
alternatives. However, it is likely 
that a comprehensive alternatives 
analysis will be required later as part 
of the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) process as the Catawba 
Crossings Project progresses.

Review the project “Alternative 
Analysis Memo” here.

https://catawbacrossings.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/CCFS_PM1_Summary_Comment-Responses_Final.pdf
https://catawbacrossings.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/Catawba-Crossings_Alternative-Analysis-Memo_Final.pdf


 PROPOSED FUTURE SIX-LANE CATAWBA RIVER BRIDGE TYPICAL SECTION

TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 
Traffic capacity analyses were performed to compare 
future year (2045) traffic scenarios, one in which the 
Catawba Crossings Project is built (Build Scenario) and 
one in which it is not built (No-Build Scenario). Based 
on these analyses, by providing an additional Catawba River crossing 
between NC 279 in Gaston County and NC 160 in Mecklenburg County, 
the project is expected to:

	� Reduce travel time for commuters traveling between southern Gaston 
County, northern York County, and I-485 in Mecklenburg County during 
AM and PM peak hours. Based on the traffic analyses for this project, 
commuters traveling between NC 279 and I-485 could save up to 24 
minutes with the project in place in the future year (2045). 

	� Improve resiliency of the US 29/74 corridor within the study area 
by decreasing traffic volumes and improving traffic operations along the 
corridor.

	� Reduce congestion within the study area by reducing delay at study 
area intersections along US 29/74, NC 160, N Main Street, and NC 273 
north of the Catawba Crossings corridor. 

	� Increase mobility options by providing an alternate route between 
southern Gaston, northern York County and Mecklenburg County.

	� Reduce the frequency of crashes by reducing traffic volumes along 
portions of US 29/74, I-85, and NC 273 north of the Catawba Crossings 
corridor.

Review the project “Transportation Technical Memo” here.

Benefit-Cost Analysis
A Benefit-Cost Analysis (BCA) was 
prepared for the Catawba Crossings 
Project that is consistent with the 
US Department of Transportation 
(USDOT) guidelines for applications 
to federal funding programs. The 
BCA generated a benefit-cost ratio 
(BCR) that can be used to measure 
the expected impact that could result 
from the infrastructure investment. 
The BCR is calculated by dividing the 
total project benefits by the costs. 
Another measure used to understand 
overall return on investment is the 
net present value (NPV), which 
is calculated by subtracting the 
present value of all costs from the 
present value of all benefits. For this 
feasibility study, the costs and benefits 
are discounted to compare with a 
common base-year measurement. In 
general, a BCR greater than 1.0 and 
an NPV greater than $0 means the 
project benefits outweigh the project 
costs. The larger the BCR and NPV, 
the greater the expected benefits of 
a project. As demonstrated by the 
BCA (see summary table on next 
page), the project will contribute 
substantial benefits to the region. 

Review the detailed BCA here.

https://catawbacrossings.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/Catawba-Crossings_Transportation-Tech-Memo.pdf
https://catawbacrossings.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/Catawba-Crossings_Cost-Benefit-Analysis.pdf


STAY CONNECTED
The project team will make 
announcements about the project 
and public engagement events via 
social media and the project website: 
www.catawbacrossings.com

Join the Catawba 
Crossings email  

list to receive updates 
from the project team 

in your inbox:   
info@catawbacrossings.com

BENEFIT-COST RATIO AND NET PRESENT VALUE SUMMARY

Undiscounted 7% Discount

Benefits $1,340,371,857 $412,952,408

Costs –$296,712,837 –$172,757.901

BCR 4.52 2.39

Net Present Value $1,043,659,020 $240,194,508

Environmental Screening
Potential environmental impacts were reviewed for the 
project corridor and conceptual design footprint to 
determine probable permitting requirements and 
evaluate whether there are any known environmental issues requiring 
special attention. This screening relied on desktop analysis and input from 
the public, stakeholders, and resource and regulatory agencies. Major 
environmental considerations include stream and wetland impacts, impacts 
to air and water quality, flood hazard areas, and potential relocations. As 
project design progresses, impacts will be further analyzed through the NEPA 
process in consultation with appropriate resource and regulatory agencies. 

Review the project “Environmental Screening” in more detail here.

We Want Your 
Feedback! 
This study is carefully considering 
transportation needs in the context of 
local and regional goals and priorities. 
Your insights into the short- and 
long-term transportation needs of 
the local community are invaluable, 
and we welcome your thoughts. The 
project team will carefully consider 
all comments received and evaluate 
whether they can be incorporated into 
the conceptual design of the project.

NEXT STEPS 
The Catawba Crossings Feasibility 
Study is expected to be complete in the 
summer of 2022. Following approval, 
the GCLMPO will decide whether 
Catawba Crossings would be submitted 
to NCDOT through the Prioritization 
process—the process by which NCDOT 
evaluates proposed projects across the 
state to determine which to include 
in the 10-year State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP). The next 
opportunity for Prioritization is expected 
to begin in 2023. 

If Catawba Crossings scores well in 
the prioritization process, it could 
be programmed in the 2026–2035 
STIP. The project would be fully 
evaluated in accordance with NEPA 
and all applicable regulations during 
preliminary engineering. Generally, 
new projects added to the STIP are 
programmed toward the end of the 
planning horizon—in this case closer to 
2035. In such a scenario, if construction 
funding were authorized in fiscal year 
2035, an approximate three-year 
construction duration would result in the 
project opening to traffic in 2038. (This 
is a hypothetical schedule to illustrate 
one potential delivery scenario.) 

The GCLMPO is evaluating other 
potential funding options as well, 
including federal transportation grants, 
local legislative funding options, and 
non-traditional funding options. 

Learn more about the project “Funding 
Evaluation” here.

CATAWBA CROSSINGS PROJECT LIFE CYCLE

COMPREHENSIVE 
TRANSPORTATION 
PLAN (CTP)

FEASIBILITY  
STUDY  
(ONGOING)

PROGRAMMING/
FUNDING

NEPA/ 
PRELIMINARY 
ENGINEERING

RIGHT-OF-WAY CONSTRUCTION OPEN TO TRAFFIC

http://catawbacrossings.com
https://catawbacrossings.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/Catawba-Crossings_Environmental-Screening.pdf
https://catawbacrossings.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/Catawba-Crossings_Funding-Evaluation.pdf


Si no puede asistir o participar en línea, pero le gustaría brindar comentarios sobre este 
proyecto, comuníquese con el gerente del proyecto por teléfono o correo electrónico 
para hacer los arreglos necesarios para satisfacer sus necesidades.

Gerente de Proyecto GCLMPO  
Randi Gates, AICP  |  info@catawbacrossings.com  |  (704) 854-6604

Si no puede asistir o participar en línea, pero le gustaría brindar comentarios sobre este 
proyecto, comuníquese con el gerente del proyecto por teléfono o correo electrónico 
para hacer los arreglos necesarios para satisfacer sus necesidades.

Gerente de Proyecto GCLMPO  
Randi Gates, AICP  |  info@catawbacrossings.com  |  (704) 854-6604
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Cualquier persona con impedimentos auditivos o del habla puede llamar al 1-800-735-2962. Los servicios de 
asistencia lingüística están disponibles sin cargo si habla un idioma que no sea inglés llamando al 1-800-522-0453.

Cualquier persona con impedimentos auditivos o del habla puede llamar al 1-800-735-2962. Los servicios de 
asistencia lingüística están disponibles sin cargo si habla un idioma que no sea inglés llamando al 1-800-522-0453.

La Organización de Planificación Metropolitana de Gaston-Cleveland-Lincoln (GCLMPO) 
y los patrocinadores del proyecto regional están llevando a cabo un estudio de viabilidad 
para el Proyecto Catawba Crossings para desarrollar diseños conceptuales, estimaciones 
de costos y recomendaciones para una nueva carretera de alineación propuesta entre 
NC 279 (S. New Hope Road) en el sureste del condado de Gaston hasta NC 160 (Steele 
Creek Road) en el oeste del condado de Mecklenburg. Se recomienda que los cruces de 
Catawba sean un bulevar de varios carriles dividido en mediana con jardines a lo largo 
de la carretera, así como alojamiento para bicicletas y peatones.

La Organización de Planificación Metropolitana de Gaston-Cleveland-Lincoln (GCLMPO) 
y los patrocinadores del proyecto regional están llevando a cabo un estudio de viabilidad 
para el Proyecto Catawba Crossings para desarrollar diseños conceptuales, estimaciones 
de costos y recomendaciones para una nueva carretera de alineación propuesta entre 
NC 279 (S. New Hope Road) en el sureste del condado de Gaston hasta NC 160 (Steele 
Creek Road) en el oeste del condado de Mecklenburg. Se recomienda que los cruces de 
Catawba sean un bulevar de varios carriles dividido en mediana con jardines a lo largo 
de la carretera, así como alojamiento para bicicletas y peatones.

Revise la información del proyecto y proporcione comentarios visitando nuestro 
sitio web y / o asistiendo a la reunión pública informal de puertas abiertas: 

Sitio Web: www.catawbacrossings.com
Período de comentarios: del 14 de enero al 13 de febrero de 2022
Fecha de la reunión pública: miércoles 2 de febrero de 2022
Hora de reunión pública: entre las 4:30 y las 7:30 pm
Lugar de reunión pública:  Auditorio del campus de Gaston College-Kimbrell  

7220 Wilkinson Blvd, Belmont, NC 28012

Revise la información del proyecto y proporcione comentarios visitando nuestro 
sitio web y / o asistiendo a la reunión pública informal de puertas abiertas: 

Sitio Web: www.catawbacrossings.com
Período de comentarios: del 14 de enero al 13 de febrero de 2022
Fecha de la reunión pública: miércoles 2 de febrero de 2022
Hora de reunión pública: entre las 4:30 y las 7:30 pm
Lugar de reunión pública:  Auditorio del campus de Gaston College-Kimbrell  

7220 Wilkinson Blvd, Belmont, NC 28012

Charlotte Douglas 
International 
Airport

Charlotte Douglas 
International 
Airport
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DESCRIPCIÓN 
DEL PROYECTO
El Proyecto Catawba Crossings propone 
una nueva carretera de alineación 
entre NC 279 (S. New Hope Road) 
en el sureste del condado de Gaston 
hasta NC 160 (Steele Creek Road) en 
el oeste del condado de Mecklenburg. 
La carretera propuesta incluiría nuevos 
puentes sobre el río South Fork Catawba 
y el río Catawba. El proyecto propuesto 
también incluiría un intercambio con la 
I-485 al sur del intercambio existente 
de West Boulevard en el condado de 
Mecklenburg.

Los patrocinadores del proyecto están 
realizando un estudio para evaluar la 
viabilidad de la carretera propuesta. Este 
estudio de viabilidad es una herramienta 
de planificación temprana para generar 
estimaciones de costos, identificar 
limitaciones y oportunidades y evaluar 
las necesidades de permisos. No es un 
estudio exhaustivo de planificación y 

diseño. La Organización de Planificación 
Metropolitana de Gaston-Cleveland-
Lincoln (GCLMPO) es la agencia de 
planificación líder que produce este 
estudio. Con base en el análisis de 
tráfico realizado para respaldar este 
estudio de viabilidad, Catawba Crossings 
es recomendado como un bulevar de 
cuatro carriles, excepto el puente del 

río Catawba, que se recomienda que 
tenga seis carriles para acomodar los 
volúmenes de tráfico proyectados en el 
futuro. Un bulevar generalmente incluye 
una mediana árboles y vegetación 
a lo largo de la calzada, así como 
instalaciones para bicicletas y peatones 
(consulte las secciones típicas en las 
páginas siguientes). 

NECESIDAD Y PROPÓSITO DEL PROYECTO PRELIMINAR
El río Catawba crea una barrera entre el oeste del condado de Mecklenburg (NC), el sureste del condado de Gaston 
(NC) y el noreste del condado de York (SC). Teniendo en cuenta las deficiencias de transporte existentes y la cantidad 
de desarrollo futuro planificado en la región, existe una necesidad significativa de abordar la congestión, aumentar las 
opciones de movilidad, mejorar la vitalidad y resistencia de la red de transporte regional y mejorar los estándares de 
calidad de vida (p. Ej., Reducción tiempo de viaje).

El propósito de Catawba Crossings es mejorar la movilidad dentro y entre los condados de Gaston, Mecklenburg y York 
al proporcionar una conexión adicional sobre el río Catawba de una manera ambientalmente sensible que establezca 
acceso directo a otras instalaciones de transporte regional, incluido Charlotte Douglas (CLT) Aeropuerto Internacional.

PUENTE 1  
PROPUESTO:
Puente del Río 
South Fork 
Catawba

Aeropuerto 
Internacional 
Charlotte 
Douglas

PUENTE 2  
PROPUESTO:
Puente del Río 
Catawba/ 
Lago Wylie

COMIENZO 
DEL 
PROYECTO

FIN DEL 
PROYECTO
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BULEVAR PROPUESTO, SECCIÓN TÍPICA DE BORDILLO Y DESAGÜE PARA VÍA DE CUATRO CARRILES

APORTE PÚBLICO 
La GCLMPO recopiló más de 500 
comentarios escritos y recibió 
casi 1200 respuestas a través 
de una encuesta en línea como 
parte de la oportunidad virtual de 
comentarios públicos entre el 6 de 
enero y el 4 de febrero de 2021. 
La encuesta recopiló comentarios 
sobre las condiciones actuales, el 
comportamiento y las experiencias 
de los viajeros, las necesidades 
de transporte y las comodidades 
potenciales que se considerarán 
parte del proyecto. Según la 
encuesta, las tres principales 
prioridades de transporte son: 

1.  Reducción de la congestión 
del tráfico 

2. Conectividad mejorada 

3. Tiempos de viaje más confiables 

Cada comentario fue revisado y 
organizado en base a un tema. Se 
identificaron seis temas principales 
de comentarios:

	� Necesidad del proyecto
	� Modos de transporte (es decir, 
viajero diario, bicicleta y peatón, 
tránsito)
	� Impactos potenciales
	� Consideraciones de diseño
	� Mejorar los existentes
	� Calendario 

Revise el “Resumen de la 
Oportunidad de Comentarios 
Públicos Virtuales y las 
Respuestas a los Comentarios” 
aquí. 

Gerente de Proyecto GCLMPO
Randi Gates, AICP
randig@cityofgastonia.com
(704) 854-6604

Gerente de Proyectos Consultora
Adam Archual | Gannett Fleming, Inc.
aarchual@gfnet.com
(984) 389-2398¡CONTÁCTENOS!

Alineación del Corredor 
Catawba Crossings
La alineación de Catawba Crossings es 
el producto de décadas de esfuerzos 
de planificación de transporte 
locales, regionales y estatales. El 
Corredor de Estudio del Proyecto de 
aproximadamente 6.5 millas se basa 
en la anterior Alternativa Preferida del 
Conector Este-Oeste de Gaston (es 
decir, la Alternativa de Estudio Detallado 
9) y otros estudios de factibilidad de 
NCDOT más recientes. El estudio de 
viabilidad de Catawba Crossings no 
evaluará una nueva alineación ni 
mejorará las alternativas existentes. Sin 
embargo, es probable que se requiera 
un análisis completo de alternativas 
más adelante como parte del proceso 
de la Ley de Política Ambiental Nacional 
(NEPA) a medida que avanza el 
Proyecto Catawba Crossings.

Revise el “Memorando de Análisis de 
Alternativas” aquí.

https://catawbacrossings.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/CCFS_PM1_Summary_Comment-Responses_Final.pdf
https://catawbacrossings.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/Catawba-Crossings_Alternative-Analysis-Memo_Final.pdf


SECCIÓN TÍPICA DEL FUTURO PUENTE DE SEIS CARRILES PROPUESTO PARA EL RÍO CATAWBA

ANÁLISIS DE TRÁFICO 
Se realizaron análisis de capacidad de tráfico para 
comparar escenarios de tráfico del año futuro (2045), 
uno en el que se construye el Proyecto Cruces de 
Catawba (escenario de construcción) y otro en el que 
no se construye (escenario de no construcción). Según estos análisis, 
al proporcionar un cruce adicional del río Catawba entre NC 279 en el 
condado de Gaston y NC 160 en el condado de Mecklenburg, se espera 
que el proyecto:

	� Reducir el tiempo de viaje de los viajeros que viajan entre el sur 
del condado de Gaston, el norte del condado de York y la I-485 en el 
condado de Mecklenburg durante las horas pico AM y PM. Según los 
análisis de tráfico para este Proyecto, los viajeros que viajan entre 
NC 279 e I-485 podrían ahorrar hasta 24 minutos con el Proyecto en 
funcionamiento en el año futuro (2045).

	� Mejorar la resistencia del corredor US 29/74 dentro del área de 
estudio al disminuir los volúmenes de tráfico y mejorar las operaciones 
de tráfico a lo largo del corredor.

	� Reducir la congestión dentro del área de estudio al reducir las demoras 
en las intersecciones del área de estudio a lo largo de US 29/74, NC 160, 
N Main Street y NC 273 al norte del corredor Catawba Crossings.

	� Aumentar las opciones de movilidad proporcionando una ruta 
alternativa entre el sur de Gaston, el norte del condado de York y el 
condado de Mecklenburg.

	� Reducir la frecuencia de choques al reducir el volumen de tráfico 
a lo largo de partes de US 29/74, I-85 y NC 273 al norte del corredor 
Catawba Crossings.

Revise el “Memorando Técnico de Transporte” del proyecto aquí.

Análisis de  
Costo-Beneficio
Se preparó un Análisis de Costo-
Beneficio (BCA) para el Proyecto de 
Cruces de Catawba que es consistente 
con las pautas del Departamento 
de Transporte de los Estados Unidos 
(USDOT) para aplicaciones a programas 
de financiamiento federal. La BCA 
generó una relación costo-beneficio 
(BCR) que se puede utilizar para medir 
el impacto esperado que podría resultar 
de la inversión en infraestructura. El 
BCR se calcula dividiendo los beneficios 
totales del proyecto por los costos. Otra 
medida utilizada para comprender el 
rendimiento general de la inversión 
es el valor actual neto (VAN), que se 
calcula restando el valor presente de 
todos los costos del valor presente de 
todos los beneficios. Para este estudio 
de viabilidad, los costos y beneficios 
se descuentan para compararlos con 
una medición común del año base. 
En general, un BCR mayor que 1.0 y 
un VPN mayor que $ 0 significa que 
los beneficios del proyecto superan 
los costos del proyecto. Cuanto mayor 
sea el BCR y el VPN, mayores serán los 
beneficios esperados de un proyecto. 
Como lo demuestra la BCA, el Proyecto 
aportará beneficios sustanciales a 
la región. 

Revise el BCA detallado aquí.

https://catawbacrossings.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/Catawba-Crossings_Transportation-Tech-Memo.pdf
https://catawbacrossings.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/Catawba-Crossings_Cost-Benefit-Analysis.pdf


El equipo del proyecto hará 
anuncios sobre el proyecto y los 
eventos de participación pública 
a través de las redes sociales y el 
sitio web del proyecto:  
www.catawbacrossings.com

Únase a la 
lista de correo 

electrónico de Catawba 
Crossings para recibir 

actualizaciones del equipo del 
proyecto en su bandeja de entrada:   
info@catawbacrossings.com

MANTENTE CONECTADO

RELACIÓN COSTO-BENEFICIO Y RESUMEN DEL VALOR ACTUAL NETO

Sin Descuento Descuento de 7%

Beneficios $1,340,371,857 $412,952,408

Costos –$296,712,837 –$172,757.901

BCR 4.52 2.39

Valor Actual Neto $1,043,659,020 $240,194,508

Evaluación Ambiental
Se revisaron los impactos ambientales potenciales para el 
corredor del proyecto y la huella del diseño conceptual para 
determinar los requisitos de permisos probables y evaluar 
si existen problemas ambientales conocidos que requieran atención especial. Esta 
selección se basó en el análisis de escritorio y las aportaciones del público, las partes 
interesadas y las agencias reguladoras y de recursos. Las principales consideraciones 
ambientales incluyen los impactos de arroyos y humedales, impactos en la calidad 
del aire y el agua, áreas de peligro de inundación y posibles reubicaciones. A medida 
que avanza el diseño del proyecto, los impactos se analizarán más a fondo a través del 
proceso de la NEPA en consulta con las agencias reguladoras y de recursos apropiadas. 

Revise el proyecto “Evaluación Ambiental” con más detalle aquí.

¡Queremos Sus 
Comentarios! 
Este estudio está considerando 
cuidadosamente las necesidades 
de transporte en el contexto de 
las metas y prioridades locales y 
regionales. Sus conocimientos sobre 
las necesidades de transporte a corto 
y largo plazo de la comunidad local 
son invaluables y agradecemos sus 
comentarios. El equipo del proyecto 
considerará cuidadosamente todos 
los comentarios recibidos y evaluará 
si pueden incorporarse al diseño 
conceptual del proyecto.

CICLO DE VIDA DEL PROYECTO CATAWBA CROSSINGS

PRÓXIMOS PASOS 
Se espera que el estudio de viabilidad 
de Catawba Crossings se complete 
en el verano de 2022. Después de la 
aprobación, la GCLMPO decidirá si 
Catawba Crossings se enviará a NCDOT 
a través del proceso de Priorización, 
el proceso mediante el cual NCDOT 
evalúa los proyectos de transporte 
propuestos en el estado y determina 
cuáles se incluirán en el programa de 
mejora del transporte estatal de 10 
años (STIP). Se espera que la próxima 
oportunidad de priorización comience 
en 2023. Si Catawba Crossings obtiene 
una buena puntuación en el proceso 
de priorización, podría programarse 
en el STIP 2026–2035. El proyecto se 
evaluaría completamente de acuerdo 
con la NEPA y todas las regulaciones 
federales y estatales aplicables durante 
la fase preliminar de ingeniería. 
Generalmente, los nuevos proyectos 
agregados al STIP se programan hacia 
el final del horizonte de planificación, 
en este caso más cerca del 2035. En tal 
escenario, si se autorizaran los fondos 
para la construcción de Catawba 
Crossings en el año fiscal 2035, por 
ejemplo, aproximadamente tres serían la 
duración de la construcción y resultaría 
en la apertura del proyecto al tráfico en 
2038. (Este es un cronograma hipotético 
para ilustrar un escenario de entrega 
potencial). La GCLMPO está evaluando 
otras opciones posibles de financiación, 
incluidas las subvenciones federales para 
transporte, las opciones de financiación 
legislativa local y las opciones de 
financiación no tradicionales.

Lea mas sobre la “Evaluación de 
Financiamiento” del proyecto aquí.

PLAN DE 
TRANSPORTE 
INTEGRAL

ESTUDIO DE 
VIABILIDAD 
(EN CURSO)

PROGRAMACIÓN/ 
FINANCIAMIENTO

NEPA/INGENIERÍA 
PRELIMINAR

DERECHO DE 
PASO

CONSTRUCCIÓN ABIERTO AL 
TRÁFICO

http://catawbacrossings.com
https://catawbacrossings.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/Catawba-Crossings_Environmental-Screening.pdf
https://catawbacrossings.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/Catawba-Crossings_Funding-Evaluation.pdf
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No. Comment Method
Zip Code/ Location 

(if provided)
Comment Topic(s) Assigned

1 Project Email I'm for alleviating the traffic on So New Hope Rd. Traffic Concern

2 Project Email This project is vital and much needed as a new corridor between Gaston County and Mecklenburg County. My biggest concern is how to finance such an 
expensive project. We should be looking for all possible available means for funding of this project. Funding

3 Project Email Fully supported! Other Comment

4 Facebook (City of Gastonia)
My main concern would be that this just creates an additional route for property crime in the lower subdivisions of Gaston County. I'm not saying that there isn't 
already property crimes and larceny from vehicles; but this would certainly create a more direct route from Charlotte to these areas that are somewhat not quick 
accessable.

Crime

5 Project Email I live in Belmont near the proposed site for this crossing. Personally, I would be so excited for this. My only ask is that the bridge is wider than the one currently 
crossing the river on wilkinson. Traffic builds up there because of how narrow it is. I hope this project happens soon! Traffic Concern

6 Project Email

Not sure why such a much needed project like this is in the discovery phase. Belmont/Gaston county is adding thousands of homes but no real change In 
infrastructure has been made.

Please make this project a reality, not just a discussion topic!

Other Comment

7 Project Email Running a four lane road in to a two lane road is insane! Project if farther south.should be 485 to kings mountain to contact 85 ther. Hate the politicians all 
ready bought the land for it to be built that way! Connectivity Access

8 Project Email

Please, Please, Please let this happen!
I recently relocated to Belmont from Texas for a Senior position with Belk Stores. Part of my work is to visit all stores in the chain, meaning lots of trips to the 
airport-
Apart from personal convenience, it would keep me off of the other congested bridges, and also reduce the area’s carbon emissions significantly.

I would love to be join your mailing list, and to participate in all public meetings and discussions.

Traffic Concern

9 Project Email Pole Branch Rd

Thank you for creating this page and engaging with the community to solicit feedback.

I live along Pole Branch Rd just south of the state line. I am generally in favor of an additional connection to Charlotte, the River District and the airport.

I like the idea of a boulevard instead of a highway. I also would urge that we take this opportunity to increase non-automotive connectivity by incorporating 
connections to local walking/hiking trails and bike paths. A paved walk/bike trail along, but separated from, the boulevard (like the Avon/Catawba Creeks 
Greenway) would yield immediate dividends and open more of our area to outdoor recreation. Additional public river access (at least for kayak/canoe) would be 
a welcome addition, but is not necessary.

My main concern with the project is what ramifications it will have on traffic on Pole Branch. I could imagine that this will only increase it.

I’m looking forward to further updates and progress. Thanks again for your outreach.

Bike Lanes

10 Project Email I understand the public comment period is over, but, boy, we need this additional route to get to/from Charlotte. My drive over the past 10 years has gone from 
35 minutes to 60 minutes. Traffic Concern

11 Facebook (GCLMPO) 85 needs to widened first before this boondoggle Other Comment

12 Online Map 29710
Bike lanes separated (grass/brush) from the car lanes would be very beneficial. In general we should make the region more bike friendly so that eventually 
people can commute to work by bike. This project might be a good start. It could also connect biking areas/parks on each side of the bridges and along the 
way. In this regard additional parks with bike opportunities (and parking) would be great.

Bike Lanes

13 Online Map 28012 Extremely important for the local community Bike Lanes

14 Online Map 19060
We are moving to The new McLean Development in Belmont in April 2022. The traffic has been very congested to this area and this route would be an 
excellent addition to help reduce the congestion. We are positively in favor of this new route and can't wait for the construction to begin. It will reduce our travel 
time to airport and center city Charlotte by 50%

Connectivity Access

15 Online Map 28012 RE-ROUTE OR GET OUT! Connectivity Access

16 Online Map 28012
This route is awful! You are completely sawing the beautiful Belmont peninsula in half like a bad magician! And not necessary to add TWO bridges to get from 
S New Hope Rd across to Mecklenburg County. RE-ROUTE this cross-connector by EXTENDING Armstrong Rd East! Skirt just south of the Duke Energy 
plant, cross the Catawba River and connect with your current route above Lynn Parker Ln. Again....REROUTE or Get Out! Thank You.

Connectivity Access

17 Online Map 28054 As a daily commuter into Charlotte, I’m excited about this project. If budget allows, Please consider a nature crossing over or under the highway for pedestrians 
and wildlife to safely cross. Connectivity Access
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18 Online Map 29710 This is greatly needed in this area and would make travel into Clover/Lake Wylie much easier Connectivity Access

19 Online Map 29710
South Charlotte, Belmont and the Lake Wylie area of SC are in need of interstate-like thoroughfares. I am 100% on board with Catawba Crossing. In the 
design, I believe we should limit the lights and ability for stop an go traffic. 49, Wilkinson Blvd and other major thoroughfares have excess businesses, lights, 
turn lanes, etc. I believe Catawba Crossing should focus on “movement of people” similar to a freeway.

Connectivity Access

20 Online Map 29710

The existing project will help mitigate the traffic situation in the area. However, it will in turn also lead to further growth of communities/housing. This is not 
necessarily bad but I think this should be done in a more organized and controlled way as compared to past developments. If the project could be tight to 
oversight committee for future housing etc. planning this would be great. It cannot be that a non-local investor comes to the area just builds uncrontrolled 
houses and leaves the residents with missing infrastructure (not only roadways but a also the tie in with shopping and work opportunities).

Environmental Concern

21 Online Map 28012 I fully support and welcome the proposed Catawba Crossings project. Other Comment

22 Online Map 28012 Please make this a reality! Traveling to the airport and Charlotte frequently, this would save so much time. With the immense growth happening in Belmont, this 
will allow two main avenues to the city versus one. Definitely a no brainer! Connectivity Access

23 Online Map 29710 Recreational access would make the project beneficial for the community and also the acceptance. Connection to Carolina Thread trail and additional parks 
and trails would be great. Recreational Access

24 Online Map 28012
I think the Catawba Crossings is a great idea to connect southern Gaston county to Charlotte. This would be a great oppurtunity to also include recreational 
green space along the route which is currently generally rural. Charlotte is ranked lower in the national for its greenspace. I would love to see inclusion of 
recreational trails, river access points added. It would tie the project to the natural beauty of the area.

Recreational Access

25 Online Map 29710 As with the bike lane a well separated (grass/brush) sidewalk, ideally with an additional/combined jogging path, would be great. Existing and additional parks 
could be connected that way. Sidewalks / Crosswalks

26 Online Map 28164 I'd like to see a raised sidewalk with a barrier to traffic as often as possible which allows for pedestrians and bikes to be away from the motor vehicle lanes. Sidewalks / Crosswalks

27 Online Map 28012 I think it would be worth noting that SC traffic should be directed to use the New Hope Rd connection and not the South Point Rd. Intersection to commute 
across to Meck. county. The Southpoint and Armstrong intersection with just stop sign is heavily congested during peak hours already. Traffic Concern

28 Online Map 28054 This project is well overdue to provide great connection to southeast Gaston County. With the explosion of population on the South Point peninsula, there is a 
tremendous need for more transit routes so that existing roads are not overwhelmed by traffic volume. Traffic Concern

29 Online Map 28012 I live in Belmont and this addition would greatly improve the traffic flow here Traffic Concern

30 Online Map

I really hope this happens, the traffic is already and issue in Belmont. This would help relieve south point traffic and give quicker access to downtown. I want to 
see Belmont grow and this would help. I do feel with this the roads like Armstrong and new hope need to be widened, this will create way more traffic to the 
area where tons of homes are being built. Also that circle would need to be widened as more will come from SC as well. It’s already an issue on size and many 
accidents due to no light at night

Traffic Concern

31 Online Map 28012
The Catawba Crossings road is absolutely vital to relieve traffic congestion in the Belmont and Gaston count areas. For anyone commuting to uptown Charlotte 
or South Charlotte you would have to drive north to get on 85, then go back south to get to your destination. With only 2 bridges at Wilkinson and 85, there is 
always congestion. The Catawba Crossings project would help alleviate this.

Traffic Concern

32 Online Map 28012
The connection of Lower Armstrong Road and South Point Road will need to be upgraded. Currently there is often considerable backup attempting to go north, 
and turn left on South Point. Having a light, or a traffic circle, is needed as part of overall project in order to reap the benefits to those of us who routinely travel 
that direction.

Connectivity Access

33 Online Map 28214

It's difficult to see the details of all the planned roads and bridges, and whether they have ped/bike through lanes. But I want to stress the importance of having 
these lanes alongside vehicles and that they are protected. Cars (new/used) have seen enormous jumps in value (18% of Charlotte monthly median income as 
of Sep 2021, assuming 5% APR and payment over 60 months), they are on their way to becoming a status symbol. In light of that, I think it would be wise to 
ensure that every mile of this plan has ped/bike paths that are protected from vehicles. It is already between two greenways, allowing for another future 
connection of the Carolina Thread Trail. Walkability/Bikeability of an area is becoming the hot-topic of many developers and this will bring a lot of economic 
opportunities to these parts of Gaston and Mecklenburg County. This is compounded by the fact this would be the region's first multi-use bridge, garnering a lot 
of attention. No other bridge, in Lake Wylie or Lake Norman safely allows pedestrians/bicylists to cross. This would send a message that Mecklenburg, but 
especially Gaston County cares about their citizens welfare.

Bike Lanes

34 Story Map
I am completely in support of this project. However, the alignment on the Mecklenburg County side looks like a mess. How come this new connector road does 
not tie in to the West Blvd extension? Also, connecting this new road to I-485 is critical. I understand that this is still under development, but it really needs to 
get cleaned up on the Mecklenburg County side.

Connectivity Access
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35 Story Map

Living 4000 feet from the proposed path of the CC project, I’m a big advocate of the boulevard concept vs the freeway that was proposed before. Just from a 
livability perspective, creating something that doesn’t eat a lot of land (overpasses, diamond interchanges, etc) and blasts traffic through the area but is more 
pedestrian-friendly is a nice. Good infrastructure makes for good development without the need for heavy-handed regulation to create desirable development 
around the corridor. This will create more of a natural urban feel to match development proposed on the Meck side of the river.

The six lane design for the Catawba R. bridge makes a lot of sense. Get it right 1st time. And the need? Will alleviate traffic on the secondary roads on the 
peninsula getting to 74 and 85.

What about pedestrian lighting on the bridges for both aesthetics and safety? What about some signature features that make the bridges identifiable? Structural 
or non-structural art component.

Connectivity Access

36 Story Map I work in South Charlotte on Archdale, off of 77 and live in SE Gastonia. This road would cut my travel distance and commute time considerably. I feel like the 
traffic load is going to be high enough to warrant going straight for the 6 lanes, instead of 4, though, given what I see on a daily basis. Traffic Concern

37 Story Map This would be a wonderful addition to our area.
As traffic and population grow in this area, we must be prepared for the future. I hope this happens sooner than later. Traffic Concern

38 Story Map
As a lifelong resident of the South Point peninsula, this project is desperately needed. Connectivity to the peninsula is significantly lacking, even as the area 
continues to develop at a rapid pace. The connection from the peninsula/South Point Road to I-485 should be a priority. Anything to move this project along 
faster is greatly appreciated!

Connectivity Access

39 Story Map Very much in favor of building this project Other Comment

40 Story Map
I’d like to better understand the traffic impact to the McLean area of Belmont. How many cars would be pushed south on new hope rd and then into the traffic 
circle in the heart of the McLean development? I would certainly welcome faster access to Mecklenburg but not at the cost to traffic in my backyard. Also, what 
impact would this have to property values in McLean? Access should drive value up, but not if there is a 6 lane highway in the neighborhood.

Traffic Concern

41 Story Map

I very much support the consideration and construction of this proposed new road. It would significantly benefit my personal travel towards Charlotte. I currently 
live along Lower Armstrong Road, and routinely travel north on LAR to South Point Road to 73 or 81. As noted in a specific comment on the map, the 
intersection of Lower Armstrong and South Point is a traffic hazard and bottleneck. This intersection should be upgraded to facilitate traffic moving north that 
must turn left in the face of traffic moving south that may turn, or may not turn. Cars often do not use signals, and safety is compromised in present condition. I 
encourage this project to move forward as rapidly as possible.

Traffic Concern

42 Story Map
Please, consider using roundabouts rather than traffic signals. It's been proven that the former has lower operating costs, is safer for vehicles crossing, 
produces less emissions (from less electricity being generated + less vehicles stalling at the light), and keeps traffic moving. The last point meaning you will be 
able to confidently reduce your travel time saving metrics including average, as well as AM/PM peak hours.

Traffic Concern

43 Story Map LOVE this project and hope it actually happens! Other Comment

44 Online Map 28012 Please, please, PLEASE do not let this project take 25 years to be completed. This connection is absolutely necessary! Growth is not going to stop, and 
another bridge was needed at least a decade ago. Connectivity Access

45 Online Map 28056
We own the Honda store in Gastonia and have been talking about the need for this bridge for more than a decade. It would provide excellent access to the 
southern portions of the counties and create commercial and residential development. We feel that Gaston County has lagged behind in growth compared to 
surrounding Mecklenburg counties due to river as a natural barrier, and lack of infrastructure and access.

Connectivity Access

46 Online Map 28078

We moved to Woodland Bay on 8011 Rocky View Court, Belmont in 2009. For a while, traffic was tolerable getting from this southern location through Belmont 
to I-85 and to my work destinations all over the Charlotte region. I am a real estate agent. Now in 2022, the commute is intolerable. Time to get out of this 
location to I-85 has increased substantially. Totally unacceptable given the amount of approved/built new homes, and the approved/not-yet-built new 
communities. How do you expect us to function? If the Catawba Crossing won't be built until 2045, that is a crime, and the new communities need to not be 
allowed to happen. How can we continue to shove people onto inadequate roadways and expect them to function each day? As soon as we heard about the 
Garden Parkway, we were simply joyous. We understand the small amount of people who will lose their homes/land due to the project, but the changes are 
coming anyway. Sorry for that, but it is reality. Please build this road now!

Connectivity Access

47 Online Map 28012 This project will provide much needed access to the community. We live on the lake off oak crest and understand the environmental concern but believe this 
can be done Safely with proper measures in place. We commute to west blvd daily and an additional crossing is needed. Connectivity Access

48 Online Map 28054 Gaston County needs this bridge! We need to be preparing for the growth which is happening. Connectivity Access
49 Story Map Long Overdue. Should be open and improving the quality of peoples live already. I wish the right of way was being cleared now. Other Comment

50 Project Email This additional crossing is twenty years past due. The eastern Gaston County growth rate is causing great traffic congestion. All the traffic using New Hope Rd. 
and Southpoint Rd. desperately needs a more southerly crossing. Traffic Concern

3 of 9



Catawba Crossings Feasibility Study
Public Comment Received January 14‐ February 13, 2022

51 Project Email

What is the estimated number of vehicles that will be traveling on the 2 lane New Hope Road to get back to I-85.

New Hope is overloaded now. This route will increase congestion at three of the current busiest intersections in Gastonia. I fail to see how taking vehicles off of 
a three-lane limited access road and putting them on a two lane road improves traffic flow.

Traffic on South Point Road in Belmont is very congested especially around the new Middle School and High School.

This project as proposed appears to be very expensive and have few benefits except to those who build it or own the land that it will cover.

Traffic Concern

52 Online Map 28227

As a retired truck driver, seeing that this corridor will connect nc279 to i485 and the proximity to the CLT Intermodal Terminal, i beg you to bring this roadway 
into nc279 at a right(90°) angle! Westbound vehicles larger than passenger cars will have line of sight issues when turning right(north), should any cross traffic 
on foot, bicycle etc, or even a fire truck coming southbound on nc279, would be greatly compromised. Perhaps we could add a "right turn (westbound to 
northbound)" wide enough to accommodate an eventual 2nd ramp lane with a ped/cycle "press for signal" safe crossing system? This could help alleviate 
intersection congestion as well as increase safety! My mark indicates my highest concern, as seen through the eyes of experience, a driver new to the area or 
fatigued, would either steer right too soon and over time crush the curbing, or setup too wide and allow a less experience car driver just enough room to tuck 
nicely between the trailer and the curb, and with the cab turned slightly right to aid line of sight northbound up nc279, the truck driver WILL NOT see the car 
acting in a dangerous manor! Thank you!

Environmental Concern

53 Online Map 28012 should insure the new road does not stop at New Hope Rd but continue on directly to the Kings Mtn I-85 and Hwy 74 interchange to relieve congestion off I-85 
east bound and direct access to DIAP from the East. Connectivity Access

54 Online Map 28056 This looks like a great idea to simply reduce congestion. This would also reduce travel times in the event of a major wreck on 85 or 74. Connectivity Access
55 Online Map 28012 Where will access to the road be on South Point road? Connectivity Access
56 Online Map 28012 Where will access be off South Point road? Connectivity Access

57 Online Map 28012

The Crossing route from the Western shore of the Catawba to I-485 should run straight to the West Blvd interchange of 485. This would require widening of the 
existing West Blvd and expansion to a full interchange at 485. Obviously West Blvd already connects to Steel Creek Rd. Creating a new interchange on 485 
immediately to the south of the existing West Blvd (as currently proposed) will be much more expensive and seems suspect. The cost and inconvenience of 
condemning residences on the Southpoint peninsula in Gaston Co. must be far less expensive than and more convenient than making CC a straight line to the 
existing West Blvd overpass in Meck. Co.

Connectivity Access

58 Online Map 28012 Need to add a VERY long (400-500ft) queue land for the Right Turn queue on northbound S New Hope turning right onto the Crossing. Connectivity Access

59 Online Map 28012 Recommend the Crossing interchange at S New Hope be much closer to a 90 degree connection. Current depiction angle problematic for driver site lines. Connectivity Access

60 Online Map 28012 It appears Tucker Rd would be "capped" at the Crossing at this. IF that is correct, this is a mistake...Tucker Rd needs full access to the current end at South 
Fork. Connectivity Access

61 Story Map

The existing interchange on 485 needs to be extended if this is done, don't add another interchange, they would be on top of each other. The 85-485 
interchange between Mecklenburg and Gaston is wholly inadequate for the current volume of traffic (see traffic backups for miles EVERY am/pm rush hour). 
The proposed roadway would be overcrowded on day of opening. Gaston needs to be in Mecklenburg's traffic district for the same reasons. Compare the 
eastern 85-485 interchange and the western 85-485 interchange and the backups of each.

Traffic Concern

62 Project Email This needs to be built yesterday. Our road systems are bursting at the seams. Traffic Concern

63 Project Email 28012

Please accept this writing as a ‘NO’ vote for the ‘’Catawba Crossing’’ parkway. My concerns are the disruptions that will be placed on the many home owners 
along the proposed route. As if the unmanaged housing construction in Belmont isn’t enough, we now must contend with a major highway that will either 
destroy our homes and or destroy our homes value because of a highway in our front yard or in close proximity to our property.

Question: Would it not be much less disruptive to widen I-85??

Other Comment

64 Online Map 28214
I cross that bridge over the Catawba every day and it is ridiculously narrow. I have had an accident with a truck getting too close to my car. I would love to see a 
bridge with ample room for cars along with a pedestrian and bike lane. I live less than 3 miles to downtown Belmont and would love to just walk or bike there-
but that bridge is not safe for either.

Traffic Concern

65 Online Map 28012 Lake Wylie traffic into charlotte, which is currently significant, would be significantly reduced by this and decongest the areas around Belmont where the single 
lane roads have not been able to keep up with the explosive growth Traffic Concern

66 Online Map 28012 This will add exceptional value to the area and will accommodate the significant growth the area has experienced- meeting an unmet need. Traffic Concern

67 Online Map 28012 Please dear lord allow them to build this incredibly overdue project. How much longer must we suffer this traffic with no relief? The bottle neck caused by lack 
of routs over the river must be relieved. Traffic Concern

68 Online Map 28012
The new Catawba crossing parkway will only help alleviate the growing traffic pressure that is coming on South Pointe Road. With all of the new housing and 
the addition of the new middle school this road will be severally overloaded in the next one or two years and this will new road will only help relieve. Frankly any 
comments to the contrary that this will make traffic worse is not based on reality.

Traffic Concern
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69 Online Map 28056
I'm very excited to hear about a new bridge! I've always lived near a lake/river and it's the same issue. Theres hundreds of thousands of travellers and only 2 
bridges. If one has an accident, the other is unusable. Having more bridges for traffic to chose from - especially going to isolated peninsulas - means not just 
lighter traffic and better 911 response times, but less driver aggravation.

Traffic Concern

70 Online Map 28214 Should insure the new road does not stop at New Hope Rd but continue on directly to the Kings Mtn I-85 and Hwy 74 interchange to relieve congestion off I-85 
east bound and direct access to DIAP from the East. Traffic Concern

71 Online Map 29719

I am fully supportive of the Catawba Crossing proposal. This, as you know l, is long overdue and we’ll behind the population growth curve that is already 
approved. This location is excellent and if time passes the ability to do this will be more complicated or impossible. Gaston county and areas to the south are 
facing high growth as very desirable places to live. This will also help to relieve congestion on SC 49 and the Buster Boyd bridge, which is over capacity during 
high volume times. Please don’t let the River Keepers derail this again! It’s a man made lake intended to produce electric power. Making an argument centered 
on preserving open space is long past and should not be considered. We have all the open space anyone could ever hope for within 5 or 10 miles of this 
location.

Connectivity Access

72 Online Map 28273 As a resident of Steele Creek, another way to access Gaston County is desperately needed to avoid the nightmare of 85 South. This would be huge for our 
community. Connectivity Access

73 Online Map 28056 Please build the bridges between Gaston County and Mecklenburg County. Connectivity Access

74 Online Map 28210 We need this bridge as soon as possible. South Charlotte has a large population that would spend money in Gaston county if it weren’t difficult to get there Connectivity Access

75 Online Map 28139
This to me is 20 years overdue, I impagine there will be pushback over the river crossings but it needs to happen. This area has been maddeningly congested 
for a very long time and needs relief. I grimace when I have to get anywhere near those areas and do my best to avoid them when I can. I have lived off and on 
in Mecklenburg Area over the last 38 years and worked Lake Norman as well as the regions this covers. It is desperately needed.

Connectivity Access

76 Online Map 28012 This new roadway would help alleviate the traffic congestion from SW Gaston and NW Union County thru Belmont into Charlotte. Connectivity Access

77 Online Map 28214 Bridge is absolutely critical. So much growth in nearby Gaston County. Wilkinson Bridge is literally falling apart. If either Wilkinson Bridge or 85 get shut down, 
getting to Gaston County can become a many hour nightmare. Connectivity Access

78 Online Map 28012 I am fully in support of this bridge project. The congestion on 85 is only going to increase as Charlotte grows. Planning such as this is what will help these 
counties to prosper, and not get bogged down. Connectivity Access

79 Online Map 28012 I would like for the planned height from water level of Lake Wylie to the bottom of the bridge be high enough for the sailboats that are used on LKW to pass 
through. If the bridge isn't high enough it will cut the sailable area essentially in half. Recreational Access

80 Story Map Very much needed! I love this plan! Other Comment

81 Story Map This project is a great idea! This section of Mecklenburg County is one of the very few left mostly untouched, but is growing very quickly. Providing 
infrastructure here is absolutely necessary to support that growth. Connectivity Access

82 Story Map I say approve and develop. Any and all new modern developments to improve the roadways and traffic should be authorized. I support it. And have a realistic 
budget. 👍 Traffic Concern

83 Story Map I fully support this plan. Without a shadow of a doubt I think it will enhance transportation throughout the region and greatly reduce congestion on the other 
main roadways. We are residents in the South Point township of Belmont and personally would benefit greatly from this! Connectivity Access

84 Story Map

This seems like a poorly planned idea. I do not see how it would help Gaston county or any of the other counties listed. All this project does is create a traffic 
nightmare for southern Belmont. The road would be inundated by South Carolina traffic choosing to bypass the HWY 49 bridge. You are just dumping traffic on 
HWY's 273 and 279 with no outlet. If built, this road should be carried to I-85 and be limited access to make any difference for traffic congestion. This project 
should be abandoned and you should focus on: rebuilding and expanding the bridge over HWY 74; fixing the poorly designed I-485 to I-85 interchange; 
expanding the light rail system from Belmont to Charlotte; and improving the intersections of HWY 74 in Belmont.

Connectivity Access

85 Project Email 28012
To whom it may concern, I am very please that this project is in the works. As a resident of Belmont, I clearly see a need for this connection. I am in favor of the 
plans for a tree lined blvd. Along with that I truly hope that a pedestrian path can be incorporated as well with space for walkers/joggers and bikes. I don't see a 
need for many other amenities such as workout equipment as those things are not utilized in reality by the public. Thanks for allowing us to voice our opinions.

Bike Lanes

86 Facebook Pretty sure you all were already told no by vote. Calling it a boulevard doesn’t make it any more desirable. It’s just lipstick on a pig. The heavy industrial traffic 
from the airport is not what we want going through Belmont. No means no! Traffic Concern

87 Story Map
I fully support this project! As someone who lives in York County and works in Mecklenburg County, this will be a wonderful alternative to I-77 and the Buster 
Boyd Bridge. It's a much needed project that will tie into future development and add bring development/tax income to Gaston County. I love the idea of bike 
and pedestrian lanes, as well as potential water access (kayak). Looks like this is being well planned.

Connectivity Access
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88 Story Map

Instead of being six(!) lanes wide, this project should be two travel lanes in each direction at most, if it must be built at all. Why are we continuing to spend 
millions perpetuating car-dependency at the cost of the environment (even EVs hurt the planet), our financial prosperity (NCDOT is finally running out of 
money) , and the safety of our children? (Traffic violence is the #1 cause if death and serious injury of children in the US)

Secondly, this project needs to have proper protected bike lanes, with solid bollards or concrete median protection, not plastic bendy posts. It should certainly 
not include dangerous and ineffective painted “bike gutters”. These have been proven to be no safer than no bike lanes at all, and discourage use by all but the 
most fearless bicycle riders. Would you feel safe with your child riding in one of these so-called bike lanes?

Bike Lanes

89 Online Map 28012 Bridge dividing north and south belmont needs additional lanes to compensate for increasing residents in Gaston county and South Carolinians. Traffic Concern

90 Online Map 28012 South Point Road and Armstrong Rd should be widened to accommodate traffic from new housing and the new traffic flow as the current capacity of streets will 
cause grid lock traffic. Consider using a 2 lane round-about instead of traffic lights at the Armstrong Rd/South Point Rd intersection. Traffic Concern

91 Online Map 28203 Safe, protected bicycle lanes for the duration of the roadway would be appreciated... and any work to make it safer to get from there to uptown/clanton 
greenway via protected bike lane would be _massively_ beneficial to rider safety. Bicycle Lanes

92 Online Map 28012 Some bicycle traffic on the crossings will enter from South Point Rd. This road should be widened to add a bicycle lane including on the bridge between north 
and south Belmont. Bicycle Lanes

93 Online Map 28012 This was already rejected by the people in our county. Making it a "smaller" project doesn't change the fact that we don't want this highway running through our 
town. Other Comment

94 Online Map 28278
This project is long overdue as an access point between Charlotte and Gastonia. Traffic has gotten so bad to get to Gastonia that I rarely go there anymore. 
Having a direct path route to access the are would open up so many opportunities for those on either side of the river and just makes sense to connect our 
cities without having to travel down an always busy I-85 or loop all the way around Lake Wylie. Please get this done.

Connectivity Access

95 Online Map 29710 Let’s do this!!! Connectivity Access
96 Online Map 28012 We are in desperate need of this bridge. Please, please build it. Connectivity Access

97 Online Map 28012 I have lived in the Steele Creek area and now in Belmont for several years… with all the continuous construction and developments that have gone on in past 
years and is STILL going on, there is no question that this bridge is MUCH NEEDED AND WAY PAST OVERDUE… please go forth with building this bridge! Connectivity Access

98 Story Map This project is desperately needed ASAP! The exponential growth of this tri-county region demands it. I wish the project would have been completed years ago! 
The region has known about the need for over 15 years. Let's not make the same mistake and delay it further. This project should be fast-tracked!

99 Online Map 28012

As the owner of this property and directly impacted by this project, I would like to comment that this absolutely cannot make sense to have a 4 lane highway 
end on a 2 lane road (South New Hope) that is already overly congested with traffic. How would you plan to handle this concern? Also, we would like to be 
contacted in regards to the plan as to how this would impact our property. Would there be plans to keep our home intact and provide us an additional right of 
way as we are at the end of Lake Wylie Road.

ROW

100 Online Map 28012 This sounds like a much needed travel corridor and I’m in favor of the project.

101 Online Map 29710 I think it is much needed to help with the congested traffic during rush hours. Please plan to make it at least two lanes each way, along with separate right and 
left turn lanes. Traffic Concern

102 Online Map 28056
My biggest concern with this project is the environmental impact. I reviewed the environmental screening in detail and I do believe there is a large impact on the 
waterways. Instead of having to expand roads due to growth, I feel we must focus on limiting the amount of apartments and houses being built. We are losing 
too much green space in Gaston County due to rezoning and clear cutting for apartments and large business parks that we don’t need.

Environmental Concern

103 Story Map My home is in the path of the proposed Catawba Crossing. If approved ,when would the process of taking property start? How would just and fair compensation 
be evaluated and by whom? ROW

104 Story Map Gaston County needs this corridor to stay connected and relevant to Charlotte Connectivity

105 Online Map It's really imperative that this project be traversal on foot. There is currently no walkable path from gaston county into Mecklenburg county. Neither the i85 
bridge or Wilkinson are safe to walk obviously. A pedestrian bridge would be nice for tourism but it's also ethically necessary. Sidewalks

106 Online Map I know there's a lot of pushback on the project, and I can empathize with that. But this is truly necessary for gaston county to truly embrace being a part of the 
greater charlotte metro. I85 can only have so many lanes Connectivity

107 Online Map 28056
I can't believe because of opposition that they cancelled the Garden Parkway. Another backward move for Gaston County. Now we have the opportunity for a 
much shorter version apparently. Hopefully with the influx of new people and growth in Gaston County folks will rally around this and get it going. Only problem 
is it should have been done 10 years ago and now it will take another 10 yrs.(if we are lucky)to actually go through the process and get it built.

108 Online Map This is a great opportunity to embrace the idea of roundabouts in our area to allow seemless traffic flow Connectivity

109 Online Map All existing routes to this area are going to need to be 2 lanes with a turning lane at minimum to support traffic. Ideally 4 lines. Upgrading new hope from 
gastonia to this area is imperative for this projects success Connectivity

110 Online Map 28054 this improvement requires the timely widening of S New Hope Rd. A signalized intersection or rotary is a must. Connectivity
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111 Project Email 28012
The need for the Catawba Crossings is long overdue. Rapid development of new residential neighborhoods is straining transportation in the Belmont area. 
When Delwebb is constructed with over 800 new homes and 130,000 square feet of commercial space along Armstrong Ford Road the Catawba Crossings will 
become a necessity.

Connectivity

112 Project Email Steele Creek
As a resident of Steele Creek I would hope this project included the widening of Hwy 160. There is enough congestion in this area already and SC completed 
their widening project years ago. While this extension could benefit the rural areas, the infrastructure to accommodate the increased traffic is not there yet and 
will increase already long commute times for Steele Creek residents. Sounds like another Charlotte “cart before the horse” project. Improve infrastructure first!

Traffic Concern

113 Public Meeting

Data on traffic time "savings" is misleading, pre-pandemic, 2+ years old and inaccurate. If you haven't heard of "the Great Resignation" people are not returning 
to work in offices like pre-pandemic rates/expectations. Not saying there won't be time savings, I'm saying they are inaccurate. But people won't ge going back 
to commuting like the past 10 years. Also curious why one bridge over the Catawba River south onf Duke's propoerty connecting directly to 273 @ Farm Road 
wasn't more heavily explored. 

Traffic Concern

114 Public Meeting
Bridge alignment crosing at an angle will add uneccesary cost. I have concerns about oing through the Allen steam plant. This bridge is badly needed in this 
region. Having a multi-use path and bike lane is important. Making the bridge accommodate 6-lanes of travel is a must. I like the boulevard concept. Forcasting 
traffic in this growing area should be on the liberal end. 

Bike Lanes

115 Public Meeting Great presentation! Thank you to all - hope NC will spped this project!

116 Public Meeting My address is 709 Forest Lane. Please adjust the route so it does not affect my property or come right through it. I've lived here for 40 years. I am not happy at 
the thought of this road being within 20 feet of my property or cutting the corner off my property. ROW

117 Public Meeting

We are totally against the proposed route. Planners have not considered the impact on established neighborhoods again and new development continues! We 
have to time when we leave our house to be able to get back in and out because of traffic. This crossing will only congest and limit us more. Two lane roads will 
be even more congested, traffic worse. All city planners and this crossing only think of money-taxes, etc. Put this elsewhere and give consideration to the 
impact on these 2 lane roads and older neighborhoods. 

Traffic Concern

118 Public Meeting Please investigate this alternate single bridge option: 1 bridge versus 2, less road length, less impact, less cost, bridge further south, make use of Allen Plant 
land to be decomissioned. See image.

119 Public Meeting Maing address PO Box 1066 Belmont, NC 28012
120 Public Meeting This can't happen soon enough!! We need this alternative access to Charlotte. Connectivity

121 Public Meeting This bridge would be a catalyst for growth and increased commerce in the area. I believe this is a truly important project and my family and I strongly support it. 
Note: I am a Belmont resident. Connectivity

122 Public Meeting Please proceed with the Catawba Crossings Project, I fully support. 

123 Project Email Belmont, NC As a lifelong resident of Belmont of 81 years, I would like my sincere and heartfelt endorsement to this project. It is long overdue and should be approved and 
completed to make travel easier, safer, and more convenient for the current and future citizens of our area. Traffic Concerns

124 Story Map
I am heartily in favor of this project. I believe it will benefit Gaston County in that it will make employment opportunities in Charlotte/Mecklenburg more readily 
accessible, will encourage new businesses to locate in Gaston with easier access to Charlotte-Douglas airport, and will take some of the traffic congestion off of 
US 74, NC 274 and NC 49 as they are currently the main corridors between Gaston County and southern Mecklenburg and York County.

Traffic Concerns

125 Online Map 28012
The waterway under which the bridge fm Gaithers road area over towards the dump road, is very filled in with silt and heavily populated now with birds and wild 
life. This will create a major disruption in that ecosystem. Plus, due to the completely inadequate runoff protections provided for construction, additional run off 
from this project will fill in these same waterways even more.

Environmental Concern

126 Story Map
This project is much needed and long overdue. We should look ahead and make provision of 6 lanes instead of 4 due to all the current and expected growth in 
the area. Protected bike and pedestrian pathways will make it user friendly and promote health and fitness. Riverside park/picnic areas will be amenities will 
further enhance quality of life for decades to come. Let's do it.

Bike Lanes

127 Online Map 28012 Belmont Park & Rec Master Plan calls for a potential future park to be located off Gaither Rd parcel 219538 32 acres. It might be helpful to insure that 
greenway or sidewalk and bikeline access are available to connect into this roadway so as to provide access to those coming from either bridge. Recreational Access

128 Online Map 28012 Per the design of this project, traffic will now flow south from Lake Wylie over to this bridge to avoid Lake Wylie’s own traffic. This increase in traffic from SC is 
not accounted for. Traffic Concerns

129 Online Map 28012

Per the design of this project, it will attract commuters from Cramer Mountain and Cramerton NC that will drive north up South New Hope Road to the new 
location. This will create traffic problems under the 1 way bridge in cramerton at peak hours and especially at the intersection of Cramer Mountain Road and 
South New Hope during school hours in the morning as now many more cars will attempt to turn left against traffic. I’d add the addresses however this system 
fails to work on mobile devices and ipads.

Traffic Concerns

130 Project Email Belmont
Lakeview Farms Inc. owns a tract of over 200 acres located at the end of South Point Road in Belmont and has over 50 shareholders. I am writing on their 
behalf in support of Catawba Crossings. We feel that it would provide a great benefit to all three counties and a convenience for our citizens. We heartedly 
endorse this much needed project.

Connectivity

131 Online Map 28012 Consider a large roundabout at the intersection of Armstrong and South Point. A traffic light will lead to congestion, however a roundabout would allow 
continuous flow of traffic Traffic Concern
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132 Story Map

I applaud this project! I often feel bad for those (including members of my family) who live in that part of Gaston County and have few options for getting to 
Southern Mecklenburg County. Time is valuable and these same people spend FAR TOO MUCH OF THEIR VALUABLE TIME simply trying to get to places of 
need...be it for work, to physicians, to hospitals, to the airport, to places of entertainment, etc.
In fact, such a project is LONG OVERDUE! And the idea of making it a boulevard with bike access and 6-lane bridges is very sound planning. Plus what it can 
do to spur growth in that part of the state could be phenomenal!
Again, I, as I know other members of my family will be, am excited about the prospects of this proposal. I look forward to hearing more about it...

Connectivity

133 Online Map 28012 Absolutely supportive of multi-purpose paths throughout the project. Such wide paths would provide runners/walkers/bikers miles of safe space that currently 
doesn't exist in the Belmont community Bicycle Lanes

134 Online Map 28012 I believe it's important to include multipurpose paths over the crossing, allowing the potential to bike from Gaston County to the Charlotte River District. Bicycle Lanes

135 Online Map 28052 I highly support the idea of including biking/pedestrian paths across the bridge, and if possible connecting them to the thread trail or existing green ways. Sidewalks / Crosswalks

136 Online Map 28052 The natural barrier would be a great place to consider placing native trees/shrubs or even flowers. Environmental Concern

137 Project Email
I am concerned about the volume of traffic upon the parkway emptying onto a two lane road such as New Hope or South Point Road. The plans I have seen 
show improvements to secondary roads of 200 feet on either side of the parkway. Theses improvements will not help traffic but make them worse. Without an 
avenue for cars to leave the parkway area entirely, the road is not an improvement.

Traffic Concern

138 Project Email

I am all for this Highway project and hopeful that it proceeds forward. While recognizing the significant traffic and transportation challenges in the area, we have 
concluded that that the project as proposed will negatively impact water quality in the Lake Wylie watershed.  In addition to an estimated direct impact to 8,000 
feet of streams and 10 acres of wetlands, the project will induce more development in an area where stormwater pollution is already a major problem. 
Stormwater runoff is currently degrading the regions waterways with excess nutrients, sediment, and fecal bacteria. The development growth that the Catawba 
Crossing project would spur exacerbates this problem in an already impaired part of our river basin.

Environmental Concern

139 Project Email

Dear partners, representatives, and stakeholders, Since the Gaston-Cleveland-Lincoln Metropolitan Planning Organization (GCLMPO) announced the Catawba 
Crossing Feasibility Study, our organization has been actively evaluating its potential impact on water quality. Our goal in evaluating this project was to think 
independently of our organization’s previous challenge to the Garden Parkway and take into consideration how the region has changed since that project was 
proposed. I have personally read and reviewed the hundreds of pages of reports published as a part of the new study.  On Saturday the Southern 
Environmental Law Center will be submitting comments in opposition the project on our behalf. Catawba Riverkeeper is not against all development. We have 
been active participants with many municipalities and developers in ensuring their developments are built in a manner that mitigates damage to our rivers and 
lakes. We appreciate that our community needs roads, bridges, homes, and parking lots. However given the high environmental and public cost, we believe 
that this project falls short in proving its necessity. As always, we welcome the opportunity to be a part of the ongoing conversation around this project. Please 
reach out via email or my cell phone if you have any questions. Have a great weekend. For the River, Brandon Jones, Catawba Riverkeeper

Environmental Concern

140 Project Email See Attached letter Environmental Concern
141 Story Map Looks great. Outstanding idea and design. Certainly needed.

142 Story Map
I welcome another bridge and some relief; however, I would like to know the plan for South New Hope Road since it is at the end of the Catawba Crossing 
route and will need to disperse traffic. Will new South Hope Road become a three lane or four lane road? Will South New Hope Road be zoned for commercial 
business (grocery, restaurants) in the future since so many communities are being built?

Connectivity

143 Story Map This roadway is essential for our region to continue it's growth and provide much improved connectivity from the western NC mountains to Wilmington via I-485 
and the Monroe Bypass. This construction needs to begin immediately. Connectivity

144 Project Email So excited!!!!! Finally a project that will bring some progress to the southern end of the county. It’s a shame the garden parkway was voted down, we’d be using 
it today. Now if our County leaders could only imagine a countywide water/sewer system, but we can dream! Thanks for all the work y’all have put into this.

145 Project Email

The plan should be for a 6 lane road right from the start. Otherwise, by the time it opens for traffic (2035) it'll already be too small. Just what happened with the 
Buster Boyd bridge. 
I don't believe a sidewalk is necessary. Just the bike path would suffice. No one is going to stroll alongside a busy 3lane road! The occasional walkers would 
use the bike path, which most likely won't be crowded.

Traffic Concern
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146 Project Email 28012

--The bridge location and crossing at South Point Road will not only provide a quick means to Charlotte near the airport and help alleviate future traffic issues, 
but will provide a central location for Belmont residents to access the new road. Additionally, it will open an area of Belmont that otherwise would not become a 
viable and economically contributing area and would probably remain rather desolate, falling short of its potential so your location is brilliantly positioned. Your 
assessment that further north would be too close to South Point High School and South would interfere with Duke Energy is accurate and well thought out. My 
main concern would be the Duke fly-ash ponds so staying north of those is a must and prevents environmental impacts. I think the last thing Belmont or Duke 
needs is anyone/or any project interfering with the established long-term fly-ash plan and filtration system that will regulate the water flow so any road from 
Duke to Armstrong Road would not be good, so well played. The proposed location is as close to perfect as possible since a road south near Duke will prevent 
a head on collision with the EPA which I think would shut your plan down before it began and north of the proposed location would be a traffic nightmare. 
Anyway, great job on the plans, they look great, very detailed, and a small footprint compared to the benefits that it will provide to Belmont.

--The bridge further west closer to New Hope Road appears to be ideal as well and appears to impact as few residents as possible. The road in that area would 
positively change Belmont forever in an area that would become apartments and more houses. 

Summary: It appears you have threaded the needle well, avoided two giants to the south, Duke and EPA, while avoiding traffic issues to the north with high 
school and downtown Belmont. I saw in past that the I-85 widening, train plan, and New Hope widening was a way to manage the increasing traffic for good, 
but I knew without a bridge that was not going to happen so expected to see this proposal sooner than later. I say sooner because Belmont is rapidly growing 
with building and if you did not get this plan moving, it would not happen due to unlimited constraints. You have picked the only feasible location to go all the 
way through Belmont with a well detailed plan. The Garden Parkway was to massive to be going through a small town and a road that size will get no support 
from anyone, but a road with a smaller footprint with sidewalks like this one crossing the rivers are better ideas. The future Wilkinson Blvd bridge with train 
track, to my understanding, will be an ARC bridge to allow firefighting ships to properly go under them without having to lower parts of the ship, I would look into 
your flat bridge proposal across these two rivers in relation to future growth and firefighting capabilities before putting a flat bridge, although I like the flat bridge 
better myself.

Other Comment

147 Project Email Cramerton, NC

The South Point Township is quickly running out of land that has not already been marked for new homes. While the requirement for more “roof tops” is a great 
goal building roads must happen prior to the neighborhood’s build-out.

They current number of Units approved, submitted, or pending in the SP Township is approximately 9,700 units. These homes will be built over the next 10-15-
20 years. When these units are being built and existing roads that are still waiting for improvements and widening, the road will be filling up with large trucks 
delivering material, concrete, dump trucks hauling off debris form the sites. This causes back up along the miles of two-lane roads that were not designed or 
built for the heavy loads and large volume of traffic.

18-wheelers cannot make the turns on the tight two-lane roads. Truck maps would be great to us to pass out that allow the trucks to take the best path possible 
from Point A to Point B without making tight turns.

Traffic Concern

148 Project Email Belmont, NC As President of the Daniel Stowe Botanical Garden, I would like to express the support of the Garden for this project. Access to the Garden is of prime 
importance to its success. We strive to be a resource to the community for access to nature and to promote good health. Connectivity Access
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Submitted via email to info@catawbacrossings.com and randig@cityofgastonia.com   
 
February 11, 2022 
 
Randi P. Gates  
Project Manager  
Gaston-Cleveland-Lincoln Metropolitan Planning Organization (GCLMPO) 
Garland Business Center, 150 S. York St.  
Gastonia, NC 28052 
 

Re: Catawba Crossings Online Open House Public Comments 
 
Dear Ms. Gates: 
 
On behalf of Catawba Riverkeeper and CleanAIRE NC, the Southern Environmental Law Center 
submits the following comments to GCLMPO on the Catawba Crossings Online Open House.  
We attach and incorporate our February 2021 comments on the Catawba Crossings Feasibility 
Study as Exhibit A.   
 
As we highlighted in our 2021 comments, Catawba Crossings is a successor of sorts to the 
Garden Parkway, also known as the Gaston East-West Connector, which was terminated in 2015 
following litigation and widespread public opposition.  GCLMPO admits that the current 
Catawba Crossings proposal relies on the same alignment used for the Garden Parkway proposal:  
Detailed Study Alternative (DSA) 9.1  The Catawba Crossings Feasibility Study will not evaluate 
new alignment alternatives; instead it intends to carry forward DSA 9, which remains in local 
transportation long-range plans.2  Yet DSA 9 is an inauspicious starting point for the current 
proposal: one of the reasons the Garden Parkway was canceled was that DSA 9 scored poorly 
under the State’s Strategic Transportation Investments Law, which uses a data-driven scoring 
process to make efficient transportation investments.  Moreover, the current proposal presents 
several additional critical flaws.  GCLMPO should envision new solutions to regional 
transportation issues rather than attempting to resurrect a dead project under a different moniker. 
 

1. GCLMPO has not identified the purpose and need for Catawba Crossings.  
 
The purpose identified for Catawba Crossings is to “improve mobility” between Gaston, 
Mecklenburg, and York Counties—in essence, to ease car traffic by providing another route into 
Charlotte.3  But there are already five bridges crossing the Catawba River, and the current 
proposal is not located near any of the municipalities that GCLMPO has identified as needing 
congestion alleviation and mobility options.  As shown on page 4 of our 2021 comments, 
                                                        
1 Catawba Crossings Alternative Analysis Memorandum at 4, https://catawbacrossings.com/wp-
content/uploads/2021/10/Catawba-Crossings_Alternative-Analysis-Memo_Final.pdf. 
2 Id. at 14.   
3 Id. at 3.   
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GCLMPO has identified the communities of Cherryville, Dallas, Gastonia, Cramerton, and 
Belmont as most in need, but all of them are along the I-85 and NC-279 corridors—meaning 
they are already served by the I-85 and US-29/74 bridges across the Catawba. 
 
Although traffic congestion is undoubtedly a concern for the region, Catawba Crossings is of 
uncertain future utility because there are already projects underway to alleviate congestion.  For 
instance, I-85 is being widened between US-321 and NC-273,4 and the replacement of the 
Catawba River Bridge on US-74 is scheduled to begin construction.5  
 
GCLMPO’s newly released materials acknowledge that there are “multiple planned 
transportation projects within the study area that are expected to improve existing intersections 
and corridors,” including on I-85 and US-74.6  In part because these projects were included in 
the 2045 future year projections comparing “build” and “no build” alternatives, the maximum 
time Catawba Crossings is expected to save at any single intersection is 38 seconds.7  This 
means the problem the current proposal purports to solve is already being solved by other 
transportation improvements.  Moreover, most of the calculated time savings between build and 
no build alternatives (between 1 and 21 minutes) are along a route not between Charlotte and the 
five identified communities along the I-85/279 corridor, but instead along the proposed route of 
Catawba Crossings itself—thus assessing the project’s regional utility from a skewed reference 
point.8   
 
In sum, the Catawba Crossings proposal is justified as a corrective to traffic congestion in the 
Charlotte metro area, but GCLMPO has not identified how the proposal would actually respond 
to regional mobility needs, which are concentrated along the I-85 and US 29-74 corridors, in 
areas that would benefit little from a new roadway 5-10 miles south. 
 

2. GCLMPO has not analyzed Catawba Crossings’ facilitation of suburban sprawl. 
 

While Catawba Crossings’ ability to stem existing congestion is uncertain or doubtful, it is very 
likely to induce future growth, which will add to regional transportation woes rather than 
alleviating them.  Although the Transportation Technical Memorandum notes there are “large 
tracts of undeveloped land” in the area, which if rezoned or developed “may” increase traffic 
volumes, it does not actually consider how Catawba Crossings would incent future 
development.9 
 

                                                        
4 NCDOT, I-85 Widening – Gaston County, https://www.ncdot.gov/projects/i-85-widening-
gaston-county/Pages/default.aspx.  
5 NCDOT, U.S.-29/74 (Wilkinson Boulevard) Widening & New Bridge, 
https://www.ncdot.gov/news/public-meetings/Pages/U-6146-2019-04-04.aspx.  
6 Catawba Crossings Transportation Technical Memorandum at 12, 
https://catawbacrossings.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/Catawba-Crossings_Transportation-
Tech-Memo.pdf.  
7 Id. Figure 11.   
8 Id. Figures 14-17. 
9 Id. at 36.   
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It is well understood that new highways do not just make room for existing traffic, but actually 
produce more traffic, including traffic diverted from other roads and other transportation modes, 
traffic that would otherwise not have occurred at all but for the new highway, and traffic 
produced by induced population growth.10 
 
Agencies have a duty under NEPA to analyze the growth a highway proposal will facilitate, by 
comparing the no-build baseline to a projected scenario that includes the proposal.  “Without 
[accurate baseline] data, an agency cannot carefully consider information about significant 
environment impacts ... resulting in an arbitrary and capricious decision.”  See N. Plains Res. 
Council, Inc. v. Surface Transp. Bd., 668 F.3d 1067, 1085 (9th Cir.2011).  Accordingly, courts 
have found NEPA violations when an agency miscalculates the “no build” baseline or when the 
baseline assumes the existence of a proposed project.  See, N.C. Wildlife Fed’n v. NCDOT, 677 
F.3d 596, 603 (4th Cir. 2012) (discussing comparison of population projections that included the 
impact of a proposed highway versus the those under a “no build” baseline).  Courts have struck 
down NEPA analyses that included a faulty analysis of induced growth, namely by 
“incorporat[ing] ‘build’ assumptions into the ‘no build’ baseline.”  Id. at 599-600; see also 
Catawba Riverkeeper Found. v. NCDOT, 2015 WL 1179646 (E.D.N.C. Mar. 13, 2015) (vacated 
as moot, 843 F.3d 583 (4th Cir. 2016)); Friends of Yosemite Valley v. Kempthorne, 520 F.3d 
1024, 1037–38 (9th Cir.2008); N.C. Alliance for Transp. Reform, Inc. v. USDOT, 151 F. Supp. 
2d 661, 690 (M.D.N.C. 2001). 
 
Despite acknowledging the general phenomenon of “induced trips” in the Benefit-Cost 
Analysis,11 GCLMPO has not considered how Catawba Crossings would facilitate population 
growth and automobile trips.  That may be because Catawba Crossings’ proponents consider 
induced growth a feature of the proposal, not a bug.  Indeed, the Greater Gaston Development 
Corporation considers Catawba Crossings to be the “highest priority” for realizing the goals of 
its “Alliance for Growth” plan: stimulating job growth and increasing the County’s tax base.12  
Similarly, Gastonia City Council member Jim Gallagher argued in a recent op-ed that Catawba 
Crossings is needed to “get ahead of” regional growth.13 
 
GCLMPO’s Benefit-Cost analysis also considers induced growth to be a benefit: it predicts 
Catawba Crossings will cause “property value increases in [the] Belmont area due to increased 
Highway Connectivity and River Crossing.”14  It also foresees an “increase in truck-air outbound 

                                                        
10 Roland B. Nolan & Lewison L. Lem, “Induced Travel: A Review of Recent Literature and the 
Implications for Transportation and Environmental Policy (Oct. 2, 2000), Presented at the 
European Transport Conference 2000 and the 2000 Conference of the Association of Collegiate 
Schools of Planning, https://bit.ly/3gleasY.  
11 Catawba Crossings Benefit-Cost Analysis at 14, https://catawbacrossings.com/wp-
content/uploads/2021/10/Catawba-Crossings_Cost-Benefit-Analysis.pdf.  
12 Alliance for Growth Plan – Action and Progress (Feb. 17, 2016), 
https://diggingdeepergazette.wordpress.com/tag/catawba-river-crossing/.  
13 Opinion: Gaston County needs new road to Charlotte (Jan. 24, 2022), 
https://www.gastongazette.com/story/news/2022/01/24/gaston-county-needs-new-road-
charlotte/9206140002/.  
14 Benefit-Cost Analysis at 3.  

https://bit.ly/3gleasY
https://catawbacrossings.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/Catawba-Crossings_Cost-Benefit-Analysis.pdf
https://catawbacrossings.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/Catawba-Crossings_Cost-Benefit-Analysis.pdf
https://diggingdeepergazette.wordpress.com/tag/catawba-river-crossing/
https://www.gastongazette.com/story/news/2022/01/24/gaston-county-needs-new-road-charlotte/9206140002/
https://www.gastongazette.com/story/news/2022/01/24/gaston-county-needs-new-road-charlotte/9206140002/
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freight at Charlotte Douglas International Airport.”15  But rather than attempting to model how 
population growth (and more traffic) will follow property value increases, or how an increase in 
outbound air traffic will increase air emissions in an already polluted airshed, the analysis 
contends that Catawba Crossings will lower net emissions based on reductions in vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT).  Nowhere does GCLMPO justify its conclusion that building a new highway 
will somehow reduce the total amount of miles driven in the area.  Common sense and the well-
recognized phenomenon of induced travel both suggest the opposite is true.  Without an accurate 
analysis of induced growth, GCLMPO cannot justifiably conclude that Catawba Crossings will 
alleviate traffic in the region, rather than contributing to the problem it purports to solve. 

 
3. GCLMPO has not analyzed any alternatives to the current proposal.  

 
Alternatives analysis is critical to informed decisionmaking, particularly for large and expensive 
infrastructure projects.  See N.C. Wildlife Fed’n, 677 F.3d at 602 (noting that alternatives 
analysis “sharply defines the issues and provides a clear basis for choice among options by the 
decisionmaker and the public”) (alteration omitted).  But rather than considering alternative 
proposals to alleviate congestion, GCLMPO is intractably trying to put a bridge in the same 
location proposed for the Garden Parkway, which has already been rejected for good reason. 
 
As the Alternatives Analysis explains, GCLMPO considers the currently proposed bridge 
crossings to be “fixed points,” and locating the road either north or south of its currently 
proposed location is not possible because it would interfere with schools, communities, the Duke 
Energy Allen Steam Plant and its associated coal ash pond, and the Daniel Stowe Botanical 
Gardens.16  The memo puts it baldly: “The Catawba Crossings Feasibility Study will not 
evaluate new alignment alternatives.”17  Yet GCLMPO admits that a “comprehensive 
alternatives analysis will be required at a later date as part of the NEPA process.”18  It is difficult 
to imagine a searching NEPA alternatives analysis at some later stage, when GCLMPO already 
admits it has made up its mind on its proposal and will not do an alternatives analysis now.  This 
makes the legality of the proposal under NEPA suspect; courts have made clear that an 
alternatives analysis under NEPA cannot function as a post-hoc rationalization for a decision 
already made.  Nat’l Audubon Soc’y v. Dep’t of the Navy, 422 F.3d 174, 199 (4th Cir. 2005). 
 
Even the one “alternative” GCLMPO has analyzed is critically flawed.  For one thing, when 
DSA 9 was last proposed (as the preferred alternative for the Garden Parkway), the 
environmental impact statement did not provide sufficient information to demonstrate that it was 
the “least environmentally damaging practicable alternative” for purposes of obtaining a Clean 
Water Act § 404 permit.19  For another thing, GCLMPO apparently has not identified a feasible 
way to cross the Catawba at the proposed location: its analysis notes that at-grade intersections 
would be “challenging,” whereas a grade-separated bridge “would not be compatible with 

                                                        
15 Id. 
16 Alternative Analysis Memorandum at 6.   
17 Id. at 14.   
18 Id.  
19 Southern Environmental Law Center, Comments on Final Environmental Impact Statement for 
Gaston East-West Connector Project at 8 (Feb. 22, 2011), attached as Exhibit B. 
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surrounding development and should be avoided.”20  And there are other practical concerns, such 
as Charlotte-Douglas Airport’s intention to use the area west of Hwy. 160 (where the Garden 
Parkway would run) for a railyard expansion.  GCLMPO has not analyzed how this development 
affects its proposal, apart from noting that “this segment may need to be further evaluated in 
coordination with CLT.”21  The proposal would also require dead-ending and realigning existing 
residential streets such as Lake Wylie Road.22  All of these challenges point to the need for an 
actual alternatives analysis, rather than an attempt to resurrect the Garden Parkway at exactly the 
same “fixed” points where it was previously proposed and then rejected.23  Although an agency 
can have a preferred alternative in mind when it conducts a NEPA analysis, the alternatives 
analysis must “serve practically as an important contribution to the decisionmaking process,” not 
to “rationalize or justify decisions already made.”  Wyoming v. USDA, 661 F.3d 1209, 1264 
(10th Cir. 2011) (quoting 40 C.F.R. § 1502.2(g) (1978)). 

 
Instead of looking backward, GCLMPO should consider options that utilize mass transit or 
conservation easements to control growth, preserve open space, and prevent the induced 
automobile use that a new highway and bridge would cause.  It should also wait to see to what 
degree the ongoing expansions of I-85 and US-74 alleviate existing traffic concerns before 
pursuing an additional highway in the Charlotte area. 

 
4. The proposal would have severe environmental impacts, which GCLMPO has not 

quantified in its Benefit-Cost Analysis. 
 

As we mentioned in our 2021 comments, Catawba Crossings would further degrade an 
ecosystem already trammeled by unchecked population growth and automobile use, by adding 
pollutants to the Catawba River, filling wetlands, and worsening the area’s already poor air 
quality.24  The recent Environmental Screening Document prepared for this proposal validates 
these concerns.  It indicates the proposal may require formal consultation with the Fish & 
Wildlife Service over possible impacts to endangered species, may be subject to the conditions 
of the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act due to potential impacts to bald eagles, may 
generate substantial controversy based on public opposition, may disproportionately affect low-
income or minority populations, may require section 4(f) approval, would impact waters listed 
under Clean Water Act § 303(d), may require a Clean Water Act § 404 permit, involves leading 
underground storage tanks, and may adversely affect regulatory floodways among other 
environmental impacts.25 

 
Curiously, none of these environmental impacts are quantified as “costs” in GCLMPO’s Benefit-
Cost Analysis.  While Catawba Crossings’ dubious time savings for automobile traffic are 
quantified as more than $400 million of benefits, none of its environmental impacts count against 

                                                        
20 Alternative Analysis Memorandum at 7-8.   
21 Id. at 5.   
22 Id. at 8.   
23 Id. at 6.  
24 Exhibit A at 5-7.  
25 Environmental Screening at 3-8, https://catawbacrossings.com/wp-
content/uploads/2021/10/Catawba-Crossings_Environmental-Screening.pdf.  

https://catawbacrossings.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/Catawba-Crossings_Environmental-Screening.pdf
https://catawbacrossings.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/Catawba-Crossings_Environmental-Screening.pdf
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it—meaning GCLMPO has stacked the deck in favor of the proposal.  Indeed, the only costs 
GCLMPO considers in the Benefit-Cost Analysis are capital and maintenance costs: the agency 
did not attempt to quantify the costs of greater pollution (and associated health effects), declining 
ecosystem function, increasing suburban sprawl, or the social cost of carbon (discussed in the 
next section). 
 
Moreover, despite preparing a comprehensive Environmental Screening analysis, nowhere does 
GCLMPO attempt to quantify or even acknowledge the proposal’s significant negative effects on 
air quality.  As in the Benefit-Cost Analysis, where GCLMPO inexplicably concludes that 
Catawba Crossings would reduce regional VMT and associated air emissions, the Environmental 
Screening document does not acknowledge the induced trips and resulting emissions that 
Catawba Crossings would cause—in an airshed already on the threshold of nonattainment for 
ozone.26 
 

5. The proposal would be inconsistent with State and Federal climate goals. 
 
In addition to the environmental concerns discussed in the previous section, Catawba Crossings 
would be inconsistent with Governor Cooper’s recently announced carbon reduction strategy.  
Executive Order 246 (Jan. 7, 2022) acknowledges that climate change is a global crisis caused by 
greenhouse gas emissions resulting from fossil fuel consumption, and it sets goals of achieving 
net-zero emissions as soon as possible, in part through a Clean Transportation Plan to be 
developed by the NC Department of Transportation (NCDOT).27  Consistent with the Complete 
540 Settlement Agreement,28 Executive Order 246 also commits the State to releasing a 
Greenhouse Gas Inventory to calculate greenhouse gas emissions statewide by sector.  Local 
governments within North Carolina are also encouraged to incorporate the social cost of 
greenhouse gas emissions into their decisionmaking processes.29  Executive Order 246 follows 
Executive Order 80, in which Governor Cooper set an objective to reduce statewide greenhouse 
gas emissions to 40% below 2005 levels by 2025.30 
 
Whatever the eventual components of the State’s Clean Transportation Plan—which may include 
zero-emission vehicles, programs to reduce in VMT, investments in clean transportation 
infrastructure, and increased availability of non-vehicle transportation modes—continuing to 
build highways to facilitate lengthy suburban commutes is not a sustainable path forward.  
GCLMPO should consider the social cost of its proposal in terms of carbon emissions, which 
would likely lead the agency to propose transit-oriented solutions to regional traffic issues, rather 
than leaning into more highway development. 
 

                                                        
26 See Exhibit A at 7.  
27 Executive Order 246, https://governor.nc.gov/media/2907/open.  
28 NCDOT, Complete 540 Settlement Agreement (Aug. 21, 2019), 
https://www.ncdot.gov/projects/complete-540/Documents/complete-540-settlement-
agreement.pdf.  
29 Executive Order 246 § 6. 
30 See Exhibit A at 7. 

https://governor.nc.gov/media/2907/open
https://www.ncdot.gov/projects/complete-540/Documents/complete-540-settlement-agreement.pdf
https://www.ncdot.gov/projects/complete-540/Documents/complete-540-settlement-agreement.pdf
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Catawba Crossings would also be inconsistent with the Biden administration’s commitment to 
tackling the climate crisis.31  In fact, the Federal Highway Administration has begun encouraging 
states to spend federal infrastructure funds on projects that will help combat the climate crisis, 
while discouraging them from pursuing highway expansions.32  The Catawba Crossings proposal 
represents an attempt to continue past patterns of unsustainable development, rather than a new 
direction that attempts to reduce mankind’s contribution to the climate crisis.    
 

6. Conclusion 
 
GCLMPO should abandon the Catawba Crossings proposal and redirect its focus to 
transportation solutions that will not perpetuate air pollution, pollute the Catawba River, and 
facilitate car-dependent suburban sprawl.   
 
Thank you for considering these comments.  Please contact us at 919-967-1450 if you have 
questions about them. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Kym Hunter       Alex Hardee 
Senior Attorney      Associate Attorney  
khunter@selcnc.org       ahardee@selcnc.org  
 
Southern Environmental Law Center 
601 W. Rosemary Street, Suite 220  
Chapel Hill, NC 27516  
 
List of Exhibits 
 
Exhibit A—Southern Environmental Law Center, Comments on Catawba Crossings Preliminary 
Feasibility Study (Feb. 4, 2021). 
 
Exhibit B— Southern Environmental Law Center, Comments on Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for Gaston East-West Connector Project at 8 (Feb. 22, 2011). 

                                                        
31 See, e.g., Executive Order on Catalyzing Clean Energy Industries and Jobs Through Federal 
Sustainability (Dec. 8, 2021), https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/presidential-
actions/2021/12/08/executive-order-on-catalyzing-clean-energy-industries-and-jobs-through-
federal-sustainability/.  
32 FHWA, Policy on Using Bipartisan Infrastructure Law Resources to Build a Better America 
(Dec. 16, 2021), https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bipartisan-infrastructure-
law/docs/building_a_better_america-policy_framework.pdf.  

mailto:khunter@selcnc.org
mailto:ahardee@selcnc.org
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/presidential-actions/2021/12/08/executive-order-on-catalyzing-clean-energy-industries-and-jobs-through-federal-sustainability/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/presidential-actions/2021/12/08/executive-order-on-catalyzing-clean-energy-industries-and-jobs-through-federal-sustainability/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/presidential-actions/2021/12/08/executive-order-on-catalyzing-clean-energy-industries-and-jobs-through-federal-sustainability/
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bipartisan-infrastructure-law/docs/building_a_better_america-policy_framework.pdf
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bipartisan-infrastructure-law/docs/building_a_better_america-policy_framework.pdf
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Submitted via email to info@catawbacrossings.com  
 
February 4, 2021 
 
Randi P. Gates 
Project Manager 
Gaston-Cleveland-Lincoln Metropolitan Planning Organization 
Garland Business Center, 150 S. York St.  
Gastonia, NC 28052 
 
 Re: Catawba Crossings Project: Preliminary Public Comments 
 
Dear Ms. Gates: 
 

The Southern Environmental Law Center (“SELC”) and Clean Air Carolina (“CAC”) 
offer the following comments on the Feasibility Study for Catawba Crossings, a proposed 
roadway between NC 279 (S. New Hope Road) in Gaston County and NC 160 (Steele Creek 
Road) in Mecklenburg County. 
 

The Catawba Crossings project as envisioned by the Feasibility Study Group would have 
serious environmental consequences.  Most importantly, Catawba Crossings shares many 
similarities with an earlier highway proposal, the Gaston East-West Connector, known locally as 
the Garden Parkway.  After several years of litigation, the Garden Parkway was removed from 
local and state planning documents, in part because of a seriously flawed Environmental Impact 
Statement (“EIS”), and in part because the Garden Parkway failed to score well enough under the 
state’s data-driven prioritization process to secure sufficient funding.  In addition, there was 
widespread local opposition to the project.  Catawba Crossings shares several conspicuous and 
environmentally-concerning similarities with the defunct Garden Parkway: near-identical 
alignment, up to six lanes, and two river crossings.  The door has already shut on the Garden 
Parkway.  The Gaston-Cleveland-Lincoln Metropolitan Planning Organization (“GCLMPO”) 
should abandon this attempt to reopen it. 
 
1. Background 

 
a. The Garden Parkway project 

 
The Garden Parkway’s cancelation was the product of critical defects in its design and 

analysis.  As required by the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), the N.C. 
Department of Transportation (“NCDOT”) and the Federal Highway Administration prepared a 
Draft and Final EIS for the project.  To fulfill a core requirement of NEPA, the agencies modeled 
a no-highway alternative to establish a “baseline” for traffic volumes and household growth.  
Catawba Riverkeeper Found. v. NCDOT, 843 F.3d 583, 586 (4th Cir. 2016).  But the baseline 

mailto:info@catawbacrossings.com
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projection suffered from a serious deficiency: although it was meant to represent the result of 
taking no action, it included the Parkway in its population and employment estimates, thus 
misrepresenting the growth and traffic that would be induced if the highway were built.  
Catawba Riverkeeper Found. v. NCDOT, 2015 WL 1179646, at *6 (E.D.N.C. Mar. 13, 2015).  
The Fourth Circuit had previously held that this magnitude of modeling flaw invalidated an EIS 
prepared for another proposed highway, the Monroe Connector Bypass.  N.C. Wildlife Fed’n v. 
NCDOT, 677 F.3d 596, 603 (4th Cir. 2012).  Because the analysis of the Garden Parkway was 
“almost-identical,” the district court set aside the Final EIS.  Catawba River Found., 2015 WL 
1179646, at *9.   
 

On appeal, the Fourth Circuit noted that the Garden Parkway also received a low score 
under the N.C. Strategic Transportation Investments Law, “ranking below 1,200th place” based 
on a number of factors including cost and congestion.  Catawba Riverkeeper Found., 843 F.3d at 
587.  In addition, the General Assembly repealed statutory earmarked funding for the Parkway.  
Id.  NCDOT represented in Court that the project would no longer be moving ahead, rendering 
the case moot.  The “last domino” fell for the Parkway when it was removed from local and state 
transportation plans.  Id. at 588. 
 

b. The Catawba Crossings proposal 
 

Despite this history, GCLMPO is now attempting, in effect, to resurrect a portion of the 
Garden Parkway.   
 

Catawba Crossings is a proposed boulevard in the Southwest Charlotte metro area.  It 
would cross two branches of the Catawba River, South Point Road (Hwy. 273) and Interstate 
485.  The corridor would run essentially parallel to Interstate 85, ending at the southwest corner 
of Charlotte Douglas Airport. 
 

Catawba Crossings is based on alignments prepared for two other NCDOT feasibility 
studies.  First, the Catawba Crossings Feasibility Study (Project ID H190069; SP-1710A) was 
completed in 2017.  It considered a highway that (like the current iteration of Catawba 
Crossings) would run from NC 279 to I-485.  This study was a “conceptual design”; it did not 
include a formal analysis of alternatives or potential impacts.  Second, NCDOT began the 
Airport Area and River District Feasibility Study (Project ID H184060) in 2019, but put it on 
hold.  The latter forms the basis for the conceptual roadway alignment on the Mecklenburg 
County side of the Catawba River only.1 
 

c. Similarities between the Garden Parkway and Catawba Crossings 
 

The similarities between Catawba Crossings and its predecessor have prompted reporters 
to refer to Catawba Crossings as “Son of Garden Parkway.”2  Although the Garden Parkway 

                                                 
1 Catawba Crossings, “Maps,” available at https://catawbacrossings.com/maps/.     
2 Steve Harrison, Gaston leaders want to give you new bridge over Catawba, but others question cost, The Charlotte 
Observer (July 21, 2017), available at https://www.charlotteobserver.com/news/politics-
government/article162922338.html.   

https://catawbacrossings.com/maps/
https://www.charlotteobserver.com/news/politics-government/article162922338.html
https://www.charlotteobserver.com/news/politics-government/article162922338.html
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corridor was longer, the two highways’ route and alignment are strikingly similar. As shown 
below, Catawba Crossings covers the same area as the eastern third of the Garden Parkway.   
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Apparently anticipating comparisons to the earlier proposal, GCLMPO has created a 
table showing differences between the two.3  Catawba Crossings would be six miles, compared 
with its predecessor’s 22 miles—but that six-mile stretch would still include two river crossings.4  
Similarly, the 45 mph speed limit for Catawba Crossings will likely generate the same amount of 
traffic as the Garden Parkway’s 65 mph speed limit, and the number of lanes may turn out to be 
the same.5  Other offered differences are illusory: although Catawba Crossings will reportedly be 
“compatible with” regional plans for transit, bicycle, and pedestrian access, GCLMPO has not 

                                                 
3 Catawba Crossings, “History—Reimagining the Catawba Crossings,” available at 
https://catawbacrossings.com/history/.   
4 Id.  
5 See id.  Over six miles, a 65 mph speed limit would save 2 ½ minutes of drive time compared to 45 mph.  The 
Garden Parkway was six lanes, and Catawba Crossings could be as little as four or as many as six lanes (“depending 
on projected traffic volumes”).  Id.  

Inset below 

CATAWBA CROSSINGS 
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actually said those options will be included—only that they “will be evaluated.”6  Still other 
changes from the earlier proposal would be less effective at resolving congestion: Catawba 
Crossings’ plan to have at-grade intersections would increase traffic backup compared to the 
Garden Parkway, which would have used grade-separated interchanges.7 
 

Because of substantial similarities with the eastern third of the Garden Parkway, the 
Catawba Crossings proposal suffers from similar deficiencies and would cause similar 
environmental impacts.   
 
2. Catawba Crossings lacks any clear purpose or need. 
 

First, it is not clear that an additional road is needed where Catawba Crossings is 
proposed.  The video introducing Catawba Crossings contends that “only four bridges” connect 
Gaston County to Mecklenburg County, and a large distance (10 miles) separates U.S.-29/U.S.-
74 from the Buster Boyd Bridge in York County, South Carolina.  Having an additional bridge 
across the river would supposedly reduce travel time and increase mobility in this section of the 
county.8  But the areas that Catawba Crossings purports to serve are nowhere near it.  As 
Catawba Crossings’ own map shows, the communities of Cherryville, Dallas, Gastonia, 
Cramerton, and Belmont are all along existing east-west corridors provided by NC-279, 
Interstate 85, and U.S.-29/U.S.-74.9 
 

 
 
                                                 
6 Id.   
7 See id.; see also Kenneth R. Agent, At-Grade Intersections Versus Grade-Separated Interchanges (An Economic 
Analysis of Several Bypasses), Southern Section of the Institute of Traffic Engineers, Research Report 422 (March 
1975), available at https://uknowledge.uky.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2096&context=ktc_researchreports. 
8 Catawba Crossings Introductory Video, at 2:57, available at https://youtu.be/Vp7W_yYEqkg?t=176.  
9 Id. at 1:28, available at https://youtu.be/Vp7W_yYEqkg?t=88.   

https://uknowledge.uky.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2096&context=ktc_researchreports
https://youtu.be/Vp7W_yYEqkg?t=176
https://youtu.be/Vp7W_yYEqkg?t=88
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The presence of “only four crossings” of the Catawba River was also used to justify the 
Garden Parkway in the “purpose and need” section of the EIS.10  As SELC pointed out in its 
public comments, it is not clear why presence of “only four bridges” across the Catawba River 
represents a problem, or whether an additional bridge would respond to mobility needs unserved 
by existing options.11  This is especially true because NCDOT is already planning to widen 
Interstate 85 in Gaston County, to “reduce congestion and improve traffic flow along this vital 
corridor.”12  As SELC showed in its prior set of comments, and as Catawba Crossings’ own map 
recently acknowledged, “growth in the project area has concentrated along I-85 and US 29-74 
corridors, in areas that would benefit little from a new [roadway] 5–10 miles south of I-85.”13 
 

Instead of concentrating at the outset on building a new road, GCLMPO and its partners 
should consider a purpose and need that is broad enough to encompass a range of alternatives.  
See NEPA, 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C); Clean Water Act section 404, 33 U.S.C. § 1344.  As SELC 
noted in its comments on the Garden Parkway, practical alternatives should include upgrading 
the existing road network (which is already happening on I-85), installing high occupancy 
vehicle lanes, expanding mass transit, improving freight rail facilities, or any combination of 
these alternatives.14  A true “no action” alternative is also required for any proposal subject to 
NEPA.  See N.C. Wildlife Fed’n, 677 F.3d at 603. 
 
3. Environmental impacts of Catawba Crossings 

 
a. Catawba Crossings would induce sprawl and car-dependent development. 
 
Catawba Crossings, like its predecessor, would fuel sprawling car-dependent 

development outward from Charlotte, irrevocably altering the largely wooded landscape of 
southern Gaston County at the expense of more sustainable and compact development.15  The 
two proposed river crossings would exacerbate the impacts of sprawl by concentrating road 
construction and ensuing development in sensitive riparian areas.  Rather than relieving existing 
congestion—an express goal of the proposal16—Catawba Crossings would induce new low-
density, car-dependent development, which could actually cause traffic volumes to increase on 
existing roads.17 
 

b. Catawba Crossings would degrade regional surface waters and wetlands. 
 

As its name implies, Catawba Crossings would require two bridges to cross separate 
segments of the Catawba River—the South Fork and the main branch, each of which flows into 

                                                 
10 Garden Parkway Draft EIS at 1-2, 1-9 (Apr. 2009); Garden Parkway Final EIS at 1-2 (Dec. 2010).   
11 See SELC Comments on Draft EIS for Gaston East-West Connector at 4, attached as Exhibit 1. 
12 NCDOT, “I-85 Widening – Gaston County” (last updated Apr. 27, 2020), available at 
https://www.ncdot.gov/projects/i-85-widening-gaston-county/Pages/default.aspx.  
13 SELC Comments on Draft EIS at 4, supra n.11. 
14 SELC Comments on Draft EIS at 9, supra n.11; see also SELC Comments on Final EIS at 5–6, attached as 
Exhibit 2. 
15 SELC Comments on Draft EIS at 1, supra n.11. 
16 Catawba Crossings, “Project Description,” available at https://catawbacrossings.com/project-description/.  
17 SELC Comments on Draft EIS at 1–4, 15, supra n.11; see also SELC Comments on Final EIS at 2–3, supra n.14. 

https://www.ncdot.gov/projects/i-85-widening-gaston-county/Pages/default.aspx
https://catawbacrossings.com/project-description/
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Lake Wylie.  The N.C. Department of Environmental Quality (“DEQ”) has prepared a list of 
“impaired waters” that do not meet existing state water quality standards under the Clean Water 
Act.  Several of these out-of-compliance waterways are in the immediate vicinity of Catawba 
Crossings, including Catawba Creek (nutrients), Crowders Creek (nutrients and fecal coliform), 
and Lake Wylie (total nitrogen and total phosphorous).18   
 

These impaired waterways are subject to total maximum daily load (“TMDL”) 
allocations intended to restore them to full compliance.19  Yet it is all but certain that 
construction of Catawba Crossings would further degrade water quality.  Direct impacts would 
include increased sedimentation into the Catawba as a result of land disturbance to construct 
bridges spanning up to six lanes.  Indirect impacts could be even worse: opening up some of the 
least urbanized areas of the Catawba watershed to sprawling development, and replacing 
vegetation with pavement, would greatly increase the quantity and concentration of polluted 
stormwater runoff.20 
 

As shown in the green areas on the map below, the project area also contains numerous 
wetlands—areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water.21 
 

 
                                                 
18 DEQ, “Draft and Approved TMDLs (last visited Jan. 26, 2021), available at https://bit.ly/3tr1pCz.  
19 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Overview of Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) (last visited 
Jan. 26, 2021), available at https://www.epa.gov/tmdl/overview-total-maximum-daily-loads-tmdls.  
20 See SELC Comments on Draft EIS at 25–26, supra n.11. 
21 U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, National Wetlands Inventory Mapping Tool (last visited Jan. 26, 2021), available at 
https://www.fws.gov/wetlands/Data/Mapper.html; see also U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Wetlands Delineation 
Manual (January 1987), available at https://bit.ly/3jbvfGG.  

https://bit.ly/3tr1pCz
https://www.epa.gov/tmdl/overview-total-maximum-daily-loads-tmdls
https://www.fws.gov/wetlands/Data/Mapper.html
https://bit.ly/3jbvfGG
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Construction of a new road in this area would likely impact these wetlands, requiring 
compliance with Clean Water Act section 404 and possibly compensatory mitigation.22  Yet 
compensatory mitigation sites are difficult to find in the Catawba watershed, making it unclear 
how Catawba Crossings would comply with federal wetland protections.23 
 

In sum, the degree of water pollution and impacts to wetlands resulting from Catawba 
Crossings would occur in an already imperiled watershed and would be yet another negative 
consequence of unsustainable, car-dependent development in the region. 
 

c. Catawba Crossings would worsen air quality in the Charlotte metro area. 
 

The Clean Air Act requires states to develop implementation plans to meet national 
ambient air quality standards (“NAAQS”) for several “criteria” pollutants.  42 U.S.C. § 7410.  
Mecklenburg County has, in the past, violated the NAAQS for ozone.24  Although it is currently 
in attainment of the 2015 NAAQS, any deterioration in air quality could put that attainment in 
jeopardy.  The most current data prepared by DEQ show that Mecklenburg County’s “design 
value” for ozone is 70 parts per billion (“ppb”)—the highest in the state and the highest possible 
value that is still in attainment.25  Because Mecklenburg County only “narrowly met the 70 ppb 
standard,” it recently acknowledged that “creating breathing room continues to be important.”26  
Some recent proposals to achieve this “breathing room” are transit expansion, electrification of 
school buses and the airport shuttle, and a “Complete Streets” program.27 
 

A new four-to-six-lane boulevard, and induced car-dependent residential development—
the inevitable outcome of the Catawba Crossings proposal—would only worsen air quality for 
the region.  Increased air pollution is yet another reason GCLMPO should abandon Catawba 
Crossings and instead focus on cleaner transportation alternatives.   
 

d. Catawba Crossings would be inconsistent with the State’s climate goals. 
 

By putting more cars on the road, Catawba Crossings would also cause more greenhouse 
gas emissions into the air.  Governor Cooper’s Executive Order 80, acknowledging that global 
warming is already harming North Carolina, has laid out several bold objectives to spur action.  
One is to reduce statewide greenhouse gas emissions to 40% below 2005 levels by 2025.  N.C. 
Exec. Order 80 (Oct. 29, 2018) ¶ 1.a.  As the Executive Order acknowledges, achieving this goal 
will require “clean transportation solutions.”  Id. ¶ 4.  Building another highway, and thereby 
facilitating suburban sprawl and automobile use, is flatly inconsistent with this path forward.  

                                                 
22 See SELC Comments on Draft EIS at 26, supra n.11; see also SELC Comments on Final EIS at 8, supra n.14. 
23 Id.  
24 2014 Mecklenburg County State of the Environment Report (Feb. 24, 2014), available at 
https://www.mecknc.gov/LUESA/SOER/Pages/AirQualityOzone.aspx#:~:text=Mecklenburg%20County%20was%2
0designated%20as%20a%20non-
attainment%20area,attaining%20the%201979%20NAAQS%20on%20July%205%2C%201995.  
25 North Carolina Ozone Design Values (2016–2018), available at 
https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/Air%20Quality/planning/attainment/mapping/NC_O3DV_2016-2018_Prelim.jpg.  
26 Mecklenburg County, N.C., “Ozone Advance Path Forward for the Charlotte Region – Progress Report (Sept. 26, 
2019), available at https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2019-09/documents/update.092619.pdf.   
27 Id.  

https://www.mecknc.gov/LUESA/SOER/Pages/AirQualityOzone.aspx#:~:text=Mecklenburg%20County%20was%20designated%20as%20a%20non-attainment%20area,attaining%20the%201979%20NAAQS%20on%20July%205%2C%201995
https://www.mecknc.gov/LUESA/SOER/Pages/AirQualityOzone.aspx#:~:text=Mecklenburg%20County%20was%20designated%20as%20a%20non-attainment%20area,attaining%20the%201979%20NAAQS%20on%20July%205%2C%201995
https://www.mecknc.gov/LUESA/SOER/Pages/AirQualityOzone.aspx#:~:text=Mecklenburg%20County%20was%20designated%20as%20a%20non-attainment%20area,attaining%20the%201979%20NAAQS%20on%20July%205%2C%201995
https://files.nc.gov/ncdeq/Air%20Quality/planning/attainment/mapping/NC_O3DV_2016-2018_Prelim.jpg
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2019-09/documents/update.092619.pdf
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GCLMPO should pursue a transportation solution geared toward a sustainable future, not an 
unsustainable past. 
 
4. Catawba Crossings would be an extremely expensive commitment of taxpayer money. 
 

While the Garden Parkway was proposed as a toll road to defray construction costs, 
Catawba Crossings would be entirely paid for with taxpayer spending or bonds.  The cost of the 
proposal, estimated at $200 million, has led Gaston County leaders to seek regional 
transportation funding to help with construction, after Catawba Crossings scored poorly in state 
rankings as a local project.28  The possible expenditure of regional funds for a road with such an 
uncertain purpose prompted Mecklenburg County Commissioner Jim Puckett to remark that 
“from a financial perspective the idea of investing nearly half our funds into a project that has 
greater financial upside to a neighbor while adding little to our bottom line” would be unwise.29  
Regional transportation funds should be used to guide sustainable development in the Charlotte 
metro area—not to build a road that would primarily benefit greenfield developers in Gaston 
County. 
 
5. Conclusion 
 

Catawba Crossings, like its predecessor, represents a short-sighted, costly, and 
unsustainable approach to regional transportation, rather than a sustainable path forward.  The 
best course of action is for GCLMPO to abandon its feasibility study for Catawba Crossings and 
redirect its focus on transportation solutions that will not perpetuate air pollution, pollute the 
Catawba River, and accelerate car-dependent suburban sprawl. 
 

Thank you for considering these comments.  Please contact us at 919-967-1450 should 
you have questions.   
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 

 
Kym Hunter 
Ramona McGee 
Alex Hardee 
Southern Environmental Law Center 
601 W. Rosemary Street, Suite 220 
Chapel Hill, NC 27516 
 
 
 
                                                 
28 Harrison, supra n.2. 
29 Id. 
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S o u T H ERN E NVIRON M ENTA L LAw C EN T E R 

Telephone 919-967-1450 

Ms. Jennifer Harris 
NC Turnpike Authority 
1578 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, NC 27699-1578 
Uhharrisl @ncdot.gov) 

VIA US MAIL AND E-MAIL 

601 WEST ROSEMARY STREET, SUITE 220 
CHAPEL HILL. NC 27516-2356 

February 22, 20 I 1 

Facsimile 919-929-9421 

Re: Final Envirorunental ]mpact Statement for Gaston East-West Connector Project 

Dear Ms. Harris, 

On behalf of the Clean Air Carolina and the Catawba Riverkeeper, the Southern Environmental 
Law Center ("SELC") offers the attached comments on the above-referenced Final Environmental 
Impact Statement ("FEIS") prepared by the Federal Highway Administration (''FHWA"), the North 
Carolina Department of Transportation ("NCDOT"), and the North Carolina Turnpike Authority 
("NCT A"), collectively (the "Transportation Agencies"). 

SELC submitted extensive comments on the Draft EIS ("DEIS") in July 2009. Unfortunately, 
the FEIS fails to cure many of the flaws, omissions and mis-statements of the earlier docwnent. The 
FEIS includes a new technical report on air quality, updated traffic forecasts, and a quantitative indirect 
and cumulative effects study. Unfortunately, these new studies do little to redress the flaws in the DEIS, 
nor do they create a reasonable justification for constructing the road. Accordingly, 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 perta ining to trris project on January 31, 201 1. To date, 
these records have not yet been provided. SELC thus reserves the right to supplement these comments 
once the public records have been provided and reviewed. 

ln light of the fundamental deficiencies in the FEIS, we request that the Transportation Agencies 
not issue a Record of Decision ("ROD") based on this document. Rather, given the lack of public 
support for this project and the cunent financial picture in North Carolina, we suggest that the 
Transportation Agencies first carefully evaluate and detennine if thi s $930 million project, with no 
legitimate hansportation need or economic benefit , is an appropriate expenditure of the State' s scarce 
resources. n1e FEIS states that "[g]encrally, of the public comments received, there were twice as many 
commenters who stated they opposed the project compared to those who supported the project." 
Additiona lly, 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 
legit imate and pressing transportation priorities in the project area that would engender more public 
support. 

Charlottesville • Chapel Hill • Atlanta • Asl1ev1lle • Bmningham • Charleston • Richmond • Washington. DC 

100% recycled paper 



If t!1e Transportation Agencies determine that it is advisable to move forward with this project, 
we request that they initiate a new environmental review process and create a new DEIS that is based on 
an adequate Statement of Purpose and Need, that truly examines a reasonable range of alternatives, and 
that properly investigates the impacts of the project. 

Purpose and Need 

As we explained in our previous comments, the "Purpose and Needs" section of the DEIS failed 
to identify an underlying purpose that the project might fulfi ll, and instead restated the specific project 
design to build a new location toll road. The FEIS has done nothing to improve upon this state of 
affairs. If anythjng, the FEIS serves to further narrow the proffered purpose and need of the project. 
Although the FEIS states that " lt]he purpose of the proposed action has not changed since the Draft EIS 
was circulated," thjs 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 l-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 1-85 and US 29-74 are acknowledged in the Draft EIS, improving these specific 
roadways are not identitied as purposes for this project." 

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 O decisions already made" in di rection violation ofNEPA. 40 C.F.R. § l502.2(g). 
The reason behind NCTA's sudden desire to quietly eliminate one ofthe project's stated purposes from 
consideration seems quite c lear. As we pointed out in our comments on the DETS, 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. This 
unacknowledged midstream reframing of the project purpose reinforces the conclusion that NCTA, with 
its linear focus on predetermined toll road projects, is not the appropriate agency to lead NEP A review 
relative to the other Transpot1ation Agencies. 

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. ln 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 
sttch a broad generalized manner that it i.s quite clear that there is no variant of any alternative that could 
ever come close to satisfYing the overly restrictive purpose and need statement. 

In fact, the criteria are so narrow that the Transportation Agencies have failed to demonstrate that 
even the pre-ordained toll facility will meet the criteria. One criterion states that to be considered in 
detail project alternatives must "reduce congested vehicle miles traveled and/or congested vehicle hours 
traveled in Gaston County compared to the No-Bui ld Altemative in 2030." Given forecasts which show 
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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 successf111ly clear this hurd le. As we described in our 
comments on the DEIS the Transportation Agencies attempt to avoid this problem by making use of an 
extremely nan·ow way of calculating congested vehicle miles travelled which results in a very slight 
positive outcome for the prefened alternative. The response is not convincing, and is little more than 
further evidence of the exercise in post-hoc rationalization that is present throughout the NEP A 
documentation. In a similar vein, the FEIS continues to show that the project will result in little if any 
travel time savings fo r 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. 

Metro/ina Regional Travel Demand Model 

While the FElS has shifted focus away from relieving congestion on roadways in the project 
area, it continues to exaggerate the congestion problems that do exist in order to manufacture the need 
for a new location toll-highway. The FEIS does nothing to correct the inflated traffic volumes presented 
as exi~ting 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. 

Rather than address these vast inaccuracies, which tlu·eaten to mislead the public regarding the 
reality of current traffic congestion levels and the viability of proposed solutions, the FETS simply states 
that ''accepted methods" of quantifying traffic congestion were used to generate the figures, and explains 
that the official Metro! ina Regional Travel Demand Model ("MRM") was used as a basis for all traffic 
scenarios. The FEIS does admit that " [t]he 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" but does nothing to explain why the model 
nonetheless remains appropriate for use in the NEPA process. 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. 

ln response to concerns about the Oawed 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 FElS 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 detennining the underlying need for the project and for 
determining which alternatives should be considered. 

By deeming valid forecasts unnecessary, the FEfS is perhaps eluding to the fact that, because the 
decision to construct a toll road has been predetermined prior to the NEPA process, there is no purpose 
to truly considering if such construction is necessary and if there are alternatives that could meet 
transportation needs. Moreover, while, on the one hand, the FEIS states thal 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 pe1formed. By stating that "the important conclusion that traffic growth is 
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expected to continue in the region and congestion would occw- on area roadways in the future, especially 
1-85, did not change with updates to the MRM," the FEIS misleadingl y suggests that a future updated 
congestion analysis was, in fact, performed for a "No-Build" scenario. 

While failing to update traffic forecasts for the "No Bui ld" scenario, and ex_isting conditions, the 
FEIS does include updated traffic forecasts for the preferred alternative, Gaston East-West Connector 
Updated Traf-fic Forecast and Revised Pre liminary Design Traffic Capacity Analysis for the Preferred 
Alternative (llNTB, May 20 I 0). However, the FEIS fails to include an important conclusion of this 
report in its larger analysis. While the body of the FEIS s tates that " based on the analysis of the 
Preferred Alternative relined preliminary design, all individual freeway, ramp merge, and ramp di verge 
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 lliver is expected to operate a LOS Fin 2035." The report goes on 
to suggest that " if the forecasted traffic volumes develop, additional travel lanes on the Gaston East
West Connector will be needed from NC 273 eastward to 1-485 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. 

Build v. No Build 

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. It is worth noting, that in this respect, the Transportation 
Agencies take the complete opposite approach to that taken in the envirorunental 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 it to generate a "No Build" scenario. 

It is clear that the correct approach is the one employed in thi s FEIS, and not the approach 
ctm ently being challenged in litigation regarding the Monroe project If the MRM assumes construction 
ofthe Gaston East-West Connector then it is correct to use that model to create a "Buj ld" scenario. 
llowever, such usage also makes it clear that traffic forecasts generated from this model represent a 
scenario in which the Gaston East-West Connector is constructed. 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 infonn ation, but to remain relevant and accurate the data must be presented 
in the appropriate context for whjch 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 impacts 
analysis is consistent with the fact that the Gaston East-West Connector was assumed in the road 
network used to fonnulate the model. This fact however, calls into question the use of that same model 
to provide traffic projections for a "No-Build" scenario. By usi ng a model that assumed the existence of 
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the project to generate b"aftic forecasts the FEIS overstates congestion on the sun·ounding 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 20 I 0, 2020 and 2030 
indicate substantial increases in population projections, which the FElS 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. 

Alternatives 

In our comments on the DEIS we stated that the analysis of alternatives was deficient in several 
critical ways. The FEJS has done little to cw·e these fatal flaws. The alternatives analysis remains 
skewed by the improperly narrow statement of purpose and need set forth for this project. The FETS 
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. The FEIS continues to present an incomplete picture of costs associated 
with the project, and fails to provide an accurate examination into the impact on tolling on low-income 
and minority populations in the project area. 

Reasonable Alternatives 

In response to our comments discussing the failure in the DEfS to analyze a reasonable selection 
of alternatives to the proposed action, 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. 

The FEJS fai ls 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 1-85 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." No consideration was given to other 
alternatives such as redesigning the 1-85/ US-321 interchange, which many local residents believe 
should be a priority. ln response to comments about upgrades to the existing road network, the FEIS 
mentions Braess's Paradox, the phenomenon by which additi.onal 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 fut ility of upgrade activities based on the resuJts of the flawed modeling outlined above, 
which vastly overstates the traffic forecasts for the existing roadways. 

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 
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transportation needs of the project area, they may work in conjunction with one another to provide a 
comprehensive solution. The Transportation Agencies have a duty under NEPA to consider such 
combinations of alternatives. See Davis v. Mineta, 302 F.3d 11 04, 1122 {lOth Cir. 2002). SELC 
concurs with EPA's suggestion that the Transportation Agencies should consider partnering with the 
Federal T ransit Authority ("FT A") to evaluate a combination of these alternatives alongside highway 
improvements. 40 C.F.R. § 1502. 14(c). 

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 
FElS docs discuss the Piedmont and Northern Rail line that runs North ofl-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 tbe public or 
resource agencies prior to the publication of the DEIS, there is no obligation to consider it. This 
statement seemingly ignores the Transportation Agencies' duties under NEPA to consider aJternatives 
raised in the DElS in their final analysis, and their underlying duty to consider a range of options. See 
Roosevelt Campobello lnt ' l Park Comm' n. v. U.S. EPA, 684 F.2d I 041, 1047 {I st Cir. 1982); Rankin v. 
Coleman, 394 F. Supp. 647, 657-58 (E.D.N.C 1975). 

The FEIS is similarly dismissive of SELC's concerns about the failure to fully consider transit in 
the DElS. In response to SELC's comments, the FE IS 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 fa ils to consider how a broader spectrum of users 
may be obtainable through consideration of a combination of alternatives including freight rail options. 
Moreover, the conclusion apparently fails to recognize that transportation networks will shape how the 
region grows. While it may be true that only those who live relatively close to a transit line will chose to 
usc it, such a reality should not per se count against a transit option without further discussion. For 
example, viewed this way transit may be helpful in creating pockets of centralized growth around transit 
cente rs rather than the sprawling growth that a new location highway is likely to induce. 

In fact, transit could be a highly usef1Jl addition to the project area, bringing investment, rather 
than sending away jobs. The highly successful Blue Line of the Charlotte Lynx system, for example, 
quickly exceeded projected ridership upon completion and attracted over $1.8 billion in transit-oriented 
development. By rejecting mass transit in this extremely general ized fashion rather than engaging in a 
locatjon 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 fo r this project. 

Disclosure ofCosts 

The FETS continues to provide an incomplete presentation of costs for the project. The FEIS 
states that while North Carolina roads have traditionally been built w ith 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. Tnis phrasing gives the 
false impression that the road will be supported solely by toll revenue rather than "tax payer funds." In 

6 



fact, as noted in our comments on the DEIS, tax payers will be supporting the project in the amount of at 
least $35 million a year for40 years, a total of$1.4 billion dollars, which, given interest rates, is more 
than the entire upfront cost of the project. Later, the FEIS states that "(t]he majority of [the] project will 
be funded through the sale of revenue bonds, but provides no supp01t for this proposition. lt is unlikely 
that revenue bonds will support the "majority" of the project. Revenue bonds for the Monroe 
Connector/Bypass, whjch is based on a similar fi nancial plan, will support less than ha!Jofthe projecCs 
overall cost. 

Despite the vast costs of the project, the FEJS continues to fail to fully quantify the costs of any 
non-toll alternatives. This is particularly troubling because the FElS 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 dete1mined to be cost prohibitive." 

Environmental Justice 

As we pointed out in our previous comments, the Transportation Agencies have a duty to 
consider the effects of tolling on minority and low-income populations in the project area. The preferred 
alternative will have one of the highest percentages of minority relocations of all alternatives considered. 
Furthennore, low-income and minority populations will receive a h~gher 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. 

Responses to ow· comments on this matter in the FEIS make light of these concerns and assert 
that a ll motorists will benefit from construction because "a result of the project would be reduced traffic 
on the existing non-toll route J-85." This statement is presented in apparent ignorance of admissions 
found elsewhere in the FEIS that levels of service on 1-85 will remain at LOS F, and that the 
construction oft he toll road wi II not in fact reduce traffic throughout 1-85 and other local area roads, a 
reality that was made clear in Appendix C of the DElS. In light of the fact that completing till s project 
will not in fact "benefit all motorists," coupled with the fact that many members of minority and low
income populations do not have access to an automobile, it is essential that the Transportation Agencies 
perfonn a proper analysis of the project's impacts on these populations. 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. 

Environmental Impacts 

The FEIS documents the significant impacts that will occur with construction of the prefened 
alternative. Construction of the project will impact 38,894 linear feet of perennial streams, 7.5 acres of 
wetlands and wil.l involve 91 stream crossings. EPA's own calculations suggest that the project will 
impact 2,237 linear feet of stream per mile of new location highway, more than double the average of 
approximately I ,000 linear feet for a Piedmont project. The project will add approximately 500 acres of 
adilltional impervious surface cover to the study area and will directly impact I ,000 acres of tree cover 
and 290 acres of forested interior habitat. Additionally, "(u]p to 3,700 additional households and 300 
fewer jobs are anticipated in the study area as a result of the indirect development shifts associated with 
the project." 
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Water Quality and Wetlands Impacts 

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. In response to our 
concerns on trus subject, the FEIS states that as "NCT A wi II be required to obtain a Section 40 l Water 
Quality Certification and a Section 404 Individual Permit ... [water] quality modeling, which will 
include modeling of storm water runoff, will be performed during the permit phase of the project." 

While it is true that NCTA will be required to obtain the permits mentioned, this fact does not 
rel ieve the agencies o f their duties under NEPA to take a "hard look" at all the environmental impacts of 
the project, including water quality impacts. See~ 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). One of the purposes ofNEPA is to provide such information to the public and 
decis ion-makers during the decision-making stage so that assessments o f the project can be fully 
informed. National Audubon Society v. Dept. of the Navy, 422 F.3d 174, 184 (4th Cir. 2005). The 
agencies, perhaps because they had a predetermined preference prior to even the start of the NEP A 
process, suggest instead that such information should not be provided until the post-decision "permitting 
phase." Such an approach docs not comply with NEPA and the agencies should prepare a new DEIS 
that properly considers these impacts. This is particularly important, given the likelihood that the 
project will result in significant degradation of water quality to several of the project area's 303(d) listed 
streams. 

Additionally, the FEIS does not provide sufficient information to demonstrate that the prefe rred 
altem atives is the "Least Envi ronmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative" ("LEDPA") for purposes 
of obtaining a § 404 Clean Water Act permit. Impacts to surface waters and wetlands are presented for 
all deta iled study alternatives ("DSA"s) in the r ELS Section 2. I Iowcver, these impacts were calculated 
for the previous design of the project. The updated design reduces the median width significantly and 
includes the service roads that will be a necessary consequence of the project. While new calculations 
based on this updated design have been performed for the preferred altemative, no such calculations are 
presented for the other DSAs. Consequently, there is not way to determine if, based on current designs, 
the preferred alternative is the LEDPA. Moreover, the flawed analysis docs not meet the basic 
requirement ofNEPA to quantify and compare a proposed preferred project with other alternatives. 

Air Pollution 

In our comments on the DEIS, we noted various deficiencies in the analysis of carbon monoxide, 
ozone, and mobile source air toxics ("MSA T"s) related to this project. The FEIS fails to address these 
deficiencies. The rEIS continues to fail to consider and disclose the risks of localized pollution 
associated with the substantial traffic growth caused by this project. Nor docs the FEIS disclose how 
increased vehicle miles travelled ("VMT") and spraw ling growth patterns facil itated 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 some time 
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. 
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While the FEIS does include a "Discussion of Impacts" for MSATs, the report looks at the issue 
in an extremely generalized manner, stating that the VMT occasioned by the project ·'means MSA Ts 
under the DSAs would probably be s lightly higher than the No-Build Alternative in the study area." The 
analysis then follows with the vague statement that ''locali.zed increases in MSAT would likely be most 
pronounced along the new roadway sections that would be built where there are few major roadways 
and little industry." This brief analysis is not sufficient. Rather than providing generalized statements 
and few vague examples of potential localized impacts, the FEJS should present a thorough project
speciJic 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 FEIS that 
MSA Ts 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 MSA Ts than if the project was 
not built remains true regardless of EPA's actions. 

Indirect and Cumulative Impacts Analysis 

As noted previously, the FEIS includes a Quantitative Indirect and Cumulative Impacts analysis. 
While this quantitative presentation of impacts is a step in the right direction, SELC is concerned about 
the integrity of the study. The current study shows a total job shift of900 jobs to South Carolina, a shift 
of less than 1% of total jobs and a net loss of 300 jobs. However, an e-mail exchange between the 
authors of the survey suggests that the original numbers may have been much higher. After reviewing a 
draft of the study consultant Jill Gurak wrote an e-mail to the study authors stating that "I don't think 
there would be much support fo r a project in NC that appears to benefit SC the most and takes away 
growth from the I-85 corridor on the order of l 0-15 percent." 1 She went on to ask if"more outside-of
model smoothing of the travel demand model results [shou ld] be done?" 

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 not to the order of 10-15 percent, which 
presumably would total 9,000-13,500 jobs. To more fu lly understand this issue SELC sent its public 
records request to NCTA on January 31, 2011. SELC urges the Transp01tation Agencies to redo the 
DEIS and include an Indirect and Cumulative Effects analysis that uses genuine numbers and fuJly 
explains the basis for any adjustments to the data. 

Sprawling Growth 

The Indirect and Cumulative Impacts analysis states that the project area will see an increase in 
3,700 new households, while seeing a net loss of300 jobs when compared to a "No-Build" scenario. 
This growth pattern is emblematic of the sprawling patterns of growth new location highway facilities 
inevitably produce. 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 docW11ents. 

1 E-mail from Jill Gurak to Lawrence Pcsesky, Leo Tidd, Jeff Dayton & Christy Shumate, rc: Gaston ICE (May 13, 20 I 0) 
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Conclusion 

The FEIS fails to provide the basis needed for a rational appraisal of this project's impacts, 
benefits, or alternatives. In Light of the glaring flaws outli.ned above, the overwhelming public 
opposition to this project, and the monw11ental costs involved, we urge you to reconsider the project and 
if it is pursued to issue a new Draft EIS that addresses the issues raised by these comments, our earlier 
comments and the comments of others. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Cc: (via e-mail and US Mail) 
Eugene A. Conti, NCDOT 
John Collett, NCDOT 
Deborah M. Barbour, NCDOT 
Robert A. Collier, NCDOT 

Kym Hunter, 
Associate Attorney 

John F. Sullivan III, FHWA North Carolina Division 
David Joyner, NCT A 
Hank Graham, GUAMPO 
Robert Cook, MUMPO 
Senator Kathy Harrington 
Honorable Anthony Foxx, Mayor of Charlotte 
Honorable Jennie Stultz, Mayor of Gastonia 
Honorable Richard Boyce, Mayor of Belmont 
Honorable Ronnie Worley, Mayor of Cramerton 
Honorable Farrell Buchanan, Mayor of McAdenviJle 
llcinz J. Mueller, US EPA Region 4 
Ch1istopher Militscher, US EPA 
Scott McLendon, US Army Corps of Engineers 
Polly Lespinasse, NC Division of Water Quality 
Marell.a Buncick, USFWS 
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Rick Gaskins, Catawba Ri verkeeper 
David Merryman, Catawba Riverkecper 
June Blotnick, Clean Air Carolina 
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