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Appendix A

City of Raleigh Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Management Plan:

Scoping Comment Summary

Agency Comment ID Comment Proposed Approach

DENR 1 Transportation plans and improvements should be added to the proposed The City of Raleigh has no jurisdiction over transportation infrastructure

Melba McGee workplan. in the merger communities. However, the City recognizes that
transportation will cause growth. Thus, transportation infrastructure will
be included in the SCI Management Plan as an appendix.

2 The basic workplan that was developed for the Western Wake Partners The City of Raleigh and merger communities do plan to follow the same
SCIMPs should be followed, as the department thinks this approach process developed for the Western Wake communities. This process
addresses secondary and cumulative impacts in a much more will follow an EIS process; a memorandum of agreement will be
comprehensive manner. developed with NCDENR prior to the final SCI document being submitted

to the State Clearinghouse.

DWQ Basinwide 1 Page 1 states that Raleigh will administer "all water and wastewater Each of the merger communities purchased capacity in Raleigh's water
Planning Unit infrastructure of each of those municipalities [Raleigh and the Towns of and wastewater infrastructure. Some of this capacity may have been
Hanna Stallings Garner, Rolesville, Knightdale, Wake Forest, Wendell, and Zebulon], from purchased up front; a portion may also be reflected in a higher

sewer system upgrades and expansions to billing. New projects related to water/sewer rate for merger communities for a given period of time. The

water and wastewater infrastructure in each of these municipalities are the City will cover the cost of future projects.

responsibility of the City of Raleigh." Will the City cover the cost of these

future projects or will the funding for a project in a certain area be covered

solely by funds from that municipality?

2 Explain how the towns will regulate their own growth and have wholly Each local government has purchased capacity in the City of Raleigh's
independent ordinances while Raleigh exclusively administers the utility systems. The local governments can allocate that capacity to
allocation of water and/or wastewater capacity and routing of the residential, commercial or industrial growth. Growth rates for water and
dependent utilities for each town. Each municipality, excepting Raleigh, wil sewer use are included in the merger agreements. Long term, the local
not have the ability to entice the type development (especially industrial governments' growth rates are tied to the City of Raleigh's growth rate.
development) to meet its unique economic or social needs since they will
not have control over their own infrastructure.

3 Acknowledge that Zebulon also provides sewer service to the Town of Zebulon does provide wastewater service to the Town of Middlesex in
Middlesex, which is in Nash County. Nash County. However, Middlesex must develop the appropriate

environmental documents for new infrastructure and will address all
direct, secondary, and cumulative impacts in those documents.

4 Page 2 states “It is anticipated that this SCI Management Plan will be The City of Raleigh has not yet entered into an MOA with DENR. The

applicable for a period of ten to fifteen years, and then will be updated. It is City plans to follow the process that was developed between DENR and
also anticipated that there will be an agreement with the NC Department of the Western Wake communities which includes an MOA. DENR's SEPA

Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) which includes triggers that
would necessitate earlier updates to the plan.” Since the details of the

agreement are yet to be finalized, it would be more appropriate to say “The
City of Raleigh has entered into an memorandum of agreement (MOA) with

the Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) that
outlines how the SCI Master Mitigation Plan document will be used, the
time period during which it can be cited in individual EAs and EISs, and
under what circumstances it must be updated more frequently.”

Coordinator has provided comments supporting this approach.
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Appendix A

City of Raleigh Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Management Plan:

Scoping Comment Summary

Agency

Comment ID_Comment

Proposed Approach

5

Page 2 states that “SCI are directly tied to changes in land use.” Page 5
states “Cumulative impacts from the construction of 1-540 will be examined
from existing NCDOT and other state agency NEPA/SEPA documentation
related to 1-540.” The secondary impacts from transportation projects will
occur before the cumulative impacts of such a project. Therefore, please
acknowledge that transportation projects also lead to SCI since they
typically secondarily and cumulatively result in changes in local land use
patterns. Also, consider the affects of installation of water and wastewater
infrastructure when combined with the affects of future transportation
projects may result in cumulative impacts.

Page 4 has the anticipated infrastructure in three categories: water,

wastewater, and reclaimed water. As quoted above, the scoping documen: water does reduce potable water demands, it serves as a method to

states that it will cover "water and wastewater infrastructure. Please be
clear on whether “wastewater infrastructure” also includes reclaimed water
projects.

Since none of the watersheds appear to intersect among the separate
municipalities and each municipality may have separate ordinances for
managing their local environment for SCI impacts, it would seem that the
SCI plan would be divided by the municipalities and not by separate
watersheds. This is assuming that each municipality will continue to
develop their own, unique ordinances that will be determined by Raleigh.
However, DWQ does encourage a complete review and coordination of
ordinances that equally protect the entire watershed across municipal
boundaries.

Page 4 states “Exact locations of the proposed infrastructure [within
Raleigh’s total service area] will be determined while the environmental

documents examine the direct impacts are developed.” The environmental we will break out the infrastructure into existing and proposed.

review process is complete on at least two of the projects presented in the
appendices. Please be more specific in your reporting.

Page 4 states “There are currently projects under design to extend
reclaimed water to Glaxo from the Little Creek WWTP in Zebulon and to
the softball fields in Raleigh from the Neuse River WWTP.”

a. ‘Glaxo’ is now ‘GlaxoSmithKline.

b. When should the projects to transmit reclaimed water to
GlaxoSmithKline be completed?

c. As local populations continue growing, more wastewater will be
generated and more drinking water will be needed, and there will be
continued water restrictions due to the lack of potable water. Therefore,
the City should make use of more reuse wastewater. This effort will also
reduce the amount of nutrients added back into the nutrient sensitive
waters of the Neuse River Basin.

Transportation can cause secondary and cumulative impacts in an area,
and Section 2 of the SCI document will recognize this.

Reclaimed water will be discussed with wastewater. While reclaimed

dispose of highly treated effluent.

We concur that the municipalities will have their own ordinances; thus the
sections on mitigation and the section which ties impacts and mitigation
will be addressed by local government. Since it is important to
understand the current status of environmental resources by watershed,
the section which describes the existing environment is done by
watershed. A map which shows the watershed boundaries and local
government boundaries will be included in the Plan.

There were projects in the CIP that had already completed the
environmental documentation process. Where data are readily available

Any references to GlaxoSmithKline will be correct in the document.
The City plans to bid the Zebulon reclaimed water system in May 2008
with a projected completion date of January 2010.

The City concurs with the benefits listed for using reclaimed water and
will continue to look for cost-effective reclaimed water use options.
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Appendix A

City of Raleigh Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Management Plan: Scoping Comment Summary

Agency Comment ID Comment Proposed Approach
10 Page 5 states potential impacts to threatened species will be considered in Water and wastewater projects can have direct, secondary, and
development of the SCI Plan. Please address that water and wastewater cumulative impacts on threatened species. However, this Plan will focus
projects can have direct, secondary, and cumulative impacts on threatened on the secondary impacts and indirect cumulative impacts (i.e. impacts
species in the Plan. associated with growth).
11 In the proposed outline for "Description of Existing Environment in Planning The suggested changes will be incorporated into the Plan.
Area" please change the label of "Prime or Unique Agriculture” to "Prime or
Unique Agricultural Land" and add "Introduction of Toxic Substances"

12 Stormwater does substantial and generally irreversible damage to aquatic
environment.
a. Streams in the Plan's area that are not presently impaired by The stormwater programs will be summarized in the draft Plan.
stormwater should be targeted for protection measures to prevent their
degradation.
b. Please provide additional information to help clarify the application of ~ The stormwater programs will be summarized in the draft Plan.
the numerous stormwater programs.
c. It would be practical for future planners and engineers if the SCI Plan  The SCI plan will contain summary tables of ordinances (including
contained a detailed assessment of the various stormwater and buffer stormwater and riparian buffer). In addition, actual ordinance language
requirements that are in effect for individual watersheds covered by the will be included on a CD in an appendix.
plan.

13 CORPUD should utilize "Swimming with the Current," a guide to help "Swimming with the Current" will be reviewed when drafting the Plan.
municipalities protect their aquatic ecosystems while streamlining the See responses to WRC comments.
environmental review process. Please make note of the NC WRC
"Guidance memorandum to address and mitigate secondary and
cumulative impacts to aquatic and terrestrial wildlife resources and water
quality” as this document will assist in the mitigation of impacts to water
quality, to fish and wildlife and their habitat generally, and in situations
where federally threatened and endangered species exist.

NHP 1 Concerned about impacts to significant natural heritage areas as well as  The significant natural heritage areas and rare species will be noted in
Sarah McRae impacts to sensitive and rare species and communities. the document. Any programs to protect them will also be summarized.

2 NHP is concerned with the 10-15 year time period in which the document The City will work with DENR to develop a Memorandum of Agreement
will be valid. Periodic reports should be submitted to document any on how the SCI Plan will be used, periodic reporting requirements, how
additions, deletions, or changes to proposed infrastructure projects or often it should be updated, and under what circumstances it should be
mitigation measures. NHP recommends that there should be a provision updated more frequently. This MOA will be finalized prior to the Plan
that allows the plan to be re-evaluated if significant changes in the being finalized.
populations of rare species are observed.

3 Address transportation plans and improvements. The City of Raleigh has no jurisdiction over transportation infrastructure
in the merger communities. However, the City recognizes that
transportation will cause growth. Thus, transportation infrastructure will
be included in the SCI Management Plan as an appendix.

4 Address all issues set forth in the NC WRC "Guidance memorandum to See responses to WRC comments.

address and mitigate secondary and cumulative impacts to aquatic and
terrestrial wildlife resources and water quality."
5 Mirror documents prepared by Cary, Apex, Holly Springs, and Morrisville  The process developed between DENR and the Western Wake

as much as possible.

communities will be followed, and the draft plans will mirror them as
much as possible. Some changes will be necessary since Raleigh's
document will include the six merger communities.
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Appendix A

City of Raleigh Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Management Plan:

Scoping Comment Summary

Agency Comment ID Comment Proposed Approach
NC Division of 1 List, by timber type, the total forest land acreage that is removed or taken Individual environmental documents will specifically identify the direct
Forest Resources out of forest production as a result of the project. If no impacts will occur  impacts on forest land acreage and timber type. This document focuses
Michael Mann please state so in the document. on secondary impacts. In general, changes in land use will be noted, but
specific timber types removed will not be noted.
2 Note the provisions the contractor will take to utilize the merchantable This is a direct impact that will be addressed in the environmental
timber removed during construction. Emphasis should be on selling all document for a given infrastructure project. This Plan focuses on
wood products. however, if the wood products cannot be sold then efforts secondary and cumulative impacts of all infrastructure.
should be made to haul off the material or turn it into mulch with a tub
grinder.
3 If woodland burning is needed, the contractor must comply with the laws ~ This is a direct impact that will be addressed in the environmental
and regulations of open burning as covered under G.S. 113-60.21 through document for a given infrastructure project. This Plan focuses on
G.S 113-60.31. Wake County is classified as a non high-hazard county, secondary and cumulative impacts of all infrastructure.
and G.S. 113-60.24 requiring a regular burning permit applies.
NC Wwildlife 1 Periodic reports should be submitted to document any additions, deletions, The City will work with DENR to develop a Memorandum of Agreement
Resources or changes that may occur to infrastructure projects or mitigation measures on how the SCI Plan will be used, periodic reporting requirements, how
Commission detailed in the plan. often it should be updated, and under what circumstances it should be
Shari L. Byrant updated more frequently. This MOA will be finalized prior to the Plan
being finalized.
2 There should be a provision that allows the plan to be re-evaluated and The City will work with DENR to develop a Memorandum of Agreement
updated if significant changes in aquatic or terrestrial wildlife populations  on how the SCI Plan will be used, periodic reporting requirements, how
are observed. often it should be updated, and under what circumstances it should be
updated more frequently which could include changes in aquatic or
terrestrial organisms. This MOA will be finalized prior to the Plan being
finalized.

The plan should include:

3 A detailed listing of all existing and future infrastructure projects (including A map where the GIS layers are available will be included that shows the
transportation) within the service area including figures detailing the locations of future infrastructure. It should be noted that these are plans,
location of the infrastructure. and exact locations of infrastructure will not be known until permitting ang

design phases.

4 Detailed information on existing and future natural areas within the service As detailed a listing of existing and future natural areas, parks,
area including figures detailing locations. greenways will be included; maps will be included where GIS layers are

available. It should be noted that these are plans, and exact locations of
parks and greenways could be changed.

5 Three maps detailing environmental features, existing land use, and future Maps similar to those included in the W. Wake Plans will be included.
land use within the service area, similar to the maps found in the Town of
Cary's SCIMP.

6 Two tables detailing land use type for existing and future land use. For Tables summarizing existing and future land use will be included. The
each land use type include total square miles of the service area, percent City and merger communities have already been discussing a consistent
of the service area, percent imperviousness, and impervious square miles. land use coding methodology for use in the Plan.

7 Information on the average percent imperviousness for the existing and The percent imperviousness will be estimated based on literature values

future service area. Discuss the impact increased impervious surface will
have on groundwater recharge and stream baseflow.

for the various land uses. The impact increased impervious surfaces hag
on groundwater and stream baseflow will be summarized in general
terms.
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Appendix A

City of Raleigh Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Management Plan: Scoping Comment Summary

Agency Comment ID Comment Proposed Approach

8 A listing of all streams within the service area and the DWQ classification  All major streams will be discussed in the document along with their
for each stream. Note whether any streams are on the 303(d) list of stream classification and use support rating. All 303(d) streams will be
impaired waters. Include any proposed measures to improve water quality noted. The City and merger communities will work with DENR on TMDL
in impaired streams. strategies to address impaired streams.

9 NC GAP habitat land cover for the service area. The NC GAP data were not yet available.

10 Detailed information regarding current measures and any proposed Ordinances related to riparian buffer protection, floodplain protection,
measures to mitigate secondary and cumulative impacts facilitated by open space protection, and stormwater management will be summarized
additional development. We are particularly interested in measures related in the main body of the document. Specific ordinance language will be
to riparian buffer, floodplain and open space protection; impervious surface included on CD in an appendix.
limits and stormwater management; and sediment and erosion control.

11 The mitigation plan should outline current and proposed measures to

mitigate SCI issues. Letter from NCWRC includes 8 Recommendations

to help address secondary and cumulative impacts associated with the

proposed infrastructure projects and to reduce impacts on fish and wildlife

resources.

1- NCWRC recommends the maintenance or establishment of a minimum All local governments in the service area require riparian buffers which
100-foot native forested buffer along each side of perennial streams and 5C vary in width and include a forested zone near the stream, and a grassed

foot native forested buffer along each side of intermittent streams and zone further from the stream. Many scientists believe that including
wetlands throughout the present and future service areas or the entire buffer zones that include forested and grassed areas are desirable as the
municipal jurisdiction. Ephemeral streams should also be buffered. Buffer grassed zone help maintain the integrity of the buffer by encouraging
width should be measured horizontally. sheet flow and preventing rill/gully erosion. DWQ has convened two

workgroups that included representatives of the scientific community to
review riparian buffer widths. These groups have recommended a two
zone buffer and a total width of 50 feet to help reduce nutrient and

sediment loading, the most important pollutants to address within Raleigh
and surrounding communities.

2- Recommends that delineation of streams be conducted for the municipal The City and merger communities use a combination of USGS maps and

service area according to USACOE or NCDWQ. soil survey maps to determine whether a stream exists. DWQ's
methodology for stream determination is followed when a developer
questions whether a stream exists and if it is perennial or intermittent.
The local governments have not delineated streams within their

jurisdiction.
3- Recommends the sewer lines, water lines and other utility infrastructure Sewer lines, water lines and other utility infrastructure will be kept out of
be kept out of riparian buffer areas. Crossings should be near riparian buffer areas to the maximum extent practicable. Crossings will
perpendicular. be near perpendicular.

4- Avoid the removal of large trees at the edges of construction corridors. The City of Raleigh will reseed disturbed construction ROW corridors
Re-seed disturbed areas with seed mixtures that are beneficial to wildlife. with seed mixes that are beneficial to wildlife to the maximum extent
Avoid fescue based mixtures because fescue is invasive and provides little practicable. Where feasible, the City will not use herbicides and

benefit to wildlife. Herbicides and pesticides should not be used in pesticides near streams. Seeding and ROW requirements maintenance

wetlands or near streams. will be discussed with the local governments that maintain control of their]
disturbed construction ROWSs/corridors.

5- Recommends that the local governments prohibit commercial or The local floodplain protection ordinances vary and will be described in

residential development within the 100-year floodplain. Infill development the SCI Management Plan. All local government ordinances meet FEMA|

should be encouraged. requirements.
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City of Raleigh Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Management Plan:

Scoping Comment Summary

Agency

Comment ID_Comment

Proposed Approach

13

6- Recommends that the local government limit impervious surfaces to less Limiting impervious area to 10 percent in all watersheds will result in

that 10% of the watershed. Also recommends that the local government
provide for sufficient open space to effectively reduce impervious surface
so that predevelopment hydrographic conditions are maintained, limit curb
and gutter in new developments, and prevent direct discharges of
stormwater into streams.

7- Use bridges for all permanent roadway crossings of streams and
associated wetlands to eliminate the need to fill and culvert, where
practicable. Where culverts used, they should be designed to allow for
passage of aquatic organisms.

8- Recommends that municipalities incorporate the elements listed below
into their erosion and sediment control plans:

a) Minimize clearing and grading
b) Protect waterways
c¢) Phase construction for larger construction sites (>= 25 acres)

d) Stabilize soils as rapidly as possible (<2 weeks)
e) Protect steep slopes

f) Establish appropriate perimeter controls

g) Employ advanced settling devices

h) Implement a certified contractors program

i) Regularly inspect erosion control measures

sprawl and potentially cause greater environmental impact. Studies
which show water quality degradation at 10 percent impervious have
been completed in watersheds that have developed without stormwater
controls. All towns have riparian buffer ordinances, and the Phase Il pos!
construction requirements apply throughout the Study Area. The City of
Raleigh, Town of Garner and Wake County must also comply with the
Neuse River stormwater rules which effectively require stormwater
treatment when imperviousness approaches 15 percent.

Bottomless culverts and other devices will be used to the maximum
extent practicable.

The City and Wake Forest have their own erosion and sediment control
programs which exceed state requirements. Wake County implements
the program for the other merger communities, and they also exceed

Specific Mitigation Measures for Waters Containing Federally Listed Species

Federally endangered and threatened species are particularly affected by

The remainder of the comments from Wildlife Resources Commission

secondary and cumulative impacts associated with urban development due apply to watersheds that provide aquatic habitat for federally endangered|

to sensitivity to habitat degradation and resulting high probability of
extirpation. For those watersheds that support the dwarf wedgemussel
and/or Tar spinymussel, the following additional conditions shall be
followed:

and threatened species. In general, the comments highlight the need

to protect habitat and control stormwater runoff - through avoidance,
minimization, erosion and sediment control, and BMPs. A wide range of
approaches have been utilized to protect habitat for endangered mussel
species and DWQ is currently in the process of adopting rules specifying
protection requirements in certain watersheds. As we review the data
available on the watersheds with endangered species issues for this SCI
Plan and the mitigation programs in place in them, we will be mindful of
need to protect endangered and threatened species' habitat and work
with the wildlife agencies during the process.
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City of Raleigh Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Management Plan: Scoping Comment Summary

Agency

Comment ID Comment Proposed Approach

Stormwater

1- Permits for new developments exceeding 6% imperviousness shall be
required to include stormwater controls designed to replicate and maintain
the hydrographic condition at the site prior to the change in landscape and
at a minimum include provisions that satisfy WS 1I-HQW minimum
standards. This can be achieved through a variety of measures.

2- A 200-foot native, forested buffer on perennial streams and a 100-foot
forested buffer on intermittent streams, or the full extent of the 100-year
floodplain, shall be required for new developments.

3- Grassed swales shall be used in place of curb and gutter for new
developments, except in areas with >5% slope. Implement best
management practices to minimize the effect of stormwater runoff entering
the riparian buffer areas. In areas with slopes >5%, stormwater collected in
piped conveyance systems shall be directed away from surface waters and
best management practices shall be employed at both the intake and the
outlet areas. Curbs and gutters may be used in combination with
sidewalks in areas where clustering of uses increases the net local density
to a level greater than 4 dwelling units per acre.

4- Direct discharges of stormwater to streams should not be allowed.
Effective energy dissipation at the pipe outlet shall be accomplished to
prevent scour of the stream channel and buffer. Stream habitats are
maintained most effectively when stormwater runoff is dispersed through a
vegetated or grassed buffer zone prior to entering the riparian buffer. The
ditching or piping of the stormwater except when used in combination with
grassed swales, level spreaders and check dams shall not be allowed in
the riparian buffer. At no time should any mandated vegetated buffer zone
be used for these engineered devices.

5- Emergency management procedures shall provide for the containment
of runoff from fighting residential, commercial or industrial fires and for the
removal and clean up of any hazardous spills that may endanger nearby
streams.

Wastewater infrastructure

1- Force mains should be used to the greatest extent practicable. Gravity
sewer lines shall be installed to follow along the outside of the 100-year
floodplain contour unless topographic features, existing development, or
other conditions restrict this technique.

2- Public and private sewer lines adjacent to streams shall parallel streams
and be sited as far as practicable from stream and tributary corridors. A
minimum of 200-foot buffer shall be provided for perennial streams and a
100-foot buffer for intermittent streams. Sewer lines close to streams shall
be constructed of ductile iron.

3- No new sewer lines or structures shall be installed or constructed in the
100-year floodplain or within 50 feet of wetlands associated with a 100-yea
floodplain.
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City of Raleigh Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Management Plan: Scoping Comment Summary

Agency

Comment ID Comment Proposed Approach

4- Septic tanks, lift stations, wastewater treatment plants, sand filters and
other pretreatment systems shall not be located in areas subject to
frequent flooding (10-year storm). Mechanical or electrical components
shall be above the 100-year flood level or otherwise protected against a
100-vear flood.

5- Only aerial crossings elevated sufficiently to reduce the risk of flood
damage or directional boring stream crossings shall be allowed. The
placement of the crossing will be limited to major stream or creek
confluences. Manholes or similar access structures shall not be allowed
within buffer areas. Stream crossing areas shall be monitored once a
guarter for maintenance needs.

Water and Utility Infrastructure (Electricity, Telecommunications, and Gas)
1- All water lines and utilities shall follow roads or meet the requirements
associated with sewer line placements.

Maintenance of Rights-of-Way

1- Insecticides and herbicides shall not be used within 200 feet of streams,
floodplains and associated wetlands except when needed to protect native
flora and fauna from exotics and when using appropriately labeled
products, such as biopesticides.

2- Native, forested plant communities shall be maintained within 200-foot
buffer area of streams, floodplains and associated wetlands. A closed
canopy will be maintained over streams. Emphasis will be place upon
trimming trees instead of tree removal within 200 feet of streams,
floodplains, and associated wetlands.

Sediment and Erosion Control

1- Locally enforced stringent erosion and sedimentation control
requirements shall be developed and implemented for all construction.
Erosion and sediment control program should be developed with state and
federal agencies involved in aquatic species protection.

2- Fill or buildings shall not be allowed in the 100-year floodplain.
Additional Recommendations for Federally Listed Species

1- The local government shall solicit assistance and concurrence from
resources agencies during the initial development and assessment of best
management practices for stormwater management, sediment and erosion
control, utility placement, etc

2- Maps shall be developed of the anticipated construction lines of utilities
associated with expanded service areas. Field surveys or intensive map
reviews should be completed and mapped with GIS technology. This
information shall become part of a GIS database housed and maintained
by the local government and provided to agencies upon request.

3- Local governments shall encourage and offer incentives for new
developments, as part of the subdivision review process, to use low impact
development technique for stormwater control.

4- Developers and builders, including land-clearing operators, shall be
required to participate in a local government stormwater and sediment
erosion control education program.

5- Infiltration practices to maintain predevelopment hydrographic conditions
shall be emphasized over detention ponds.

6- Conservation Reserve Program lands and restoration of prior converted
wetlands shall be encouraged to help manage overall stormwater impacts
as part of a regional integrated stormwater management plan.
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City of Raleigh Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Management Plan: Scoping Comment Summary

Agency Comment ID Comment Proposed Approach
7- Site gas stations, car washes, and other "spill" land uses at least 200
feet from streams and wetlands.
8- The local government shall provide and environmental check-off list that
a developer must complete before the issuance of development approvals
to ensure protection of aquatic habitats for threatened and endangered
species and that proper state and federal permits have been obtained.
9- A watershed impact evaluation board shall be established to review
projects within the service area with aquatic, endangered species.
10- Encourage local governments to consider retrofit options where
projects exist in floodplains and are on failing septic systems.
11-The use of conservation easements, public ownership, or deed
restrictions to ensure the perpetual conservation of natural buffer areas is
recommended.
DWR 1 According to CORPUD's scoping letter for expansion of the Little Creek Zebulon does provide wastewater service to the Town of Middlesex in
John Sutherland WWTP, a justification of the expansion is to service growth in the Town of Nash County. However, Middlesex must develop the appropriate
Middlesex. In the scoping letter for the plan, Middlesex is not included in  environmental documents for new infrastructure and will address all
the designated study are in Figure 1. The service area boundary should be direct, secondary, and cumulative impacts in those documents.
adjusted to accurately reflect service connections.

2 SCls are not necessarily confined to a project's service area. SCI may Secondary impacts from CORPUD's infrastructure will be generally be
extend downstream of service area and jurisdictional boundaries. Plans to limited to its service area. Cumulative direct impacts may result from
address SCI that may occurred outside of the project service area, adjacent development, and cumulative direct impacts will be addressed
including areas in Johnston and Nash counties, should be discussed. The in individual environmental documents.
study area boundary in Figure 1 should be adjusted to accurately reflect
potential SCI.

3 Discuss why upstream parcels of Wake County are outside of the study ~ Secondary impacts from CORPUD's infrastructure will be generally be
area. Upstream uses may contribute to downstream SCI. limited to its service area. Cumulative direct impacts may result from

adjacent development, and cumulative direct impacts will be addressed
in individual environmental documents.

4 In addition to summarizing relevant local plans and ordinances, all relevant A summary of ordinances will be included in the Plan; the ordinances will
existing ordinances or land use plans that will avoid, minimize, or mitigate be included on a CD and included as an appendix.

SCI should be provided as appendices or as referenced Internet links.

5 Maps to adequately delineate the infrastructure and the existing Existing and future land use maps and tables will be provided in the Plan
environment described in Sections Il and IV of the proposed outline should
be provided. Maps should be provided that delineate both existing land
use and projected land use in the service area and for lands adjacent to the
service area.

6 Plan should report any existing resources not currently attaining their state- Impaired (303(d)) waters will be included in the Plan. Since many of the
designated uses or classification. This is an indication of effectiveness of stormwater programs are relatively new, impairment does not necessarily
existing ordinances. indicate that ordinances are not effective.

7 Monitoring programs, timetables and benchmarks to evaluate efficacy of  The City has agreed to monitor as part of the mitigation package for the
Plan should be included. Benton WTP, and this monitoring will be described in the Plan. At this

time, additional monitoring programs are not planned.

8 Water conservation and reuse initiatives should be described. The programs will be described.

9 Plan should include change in urban land use due to redevelopment of The Plan will include this as it appears in current versions of local land

residential and commercial areas. Higher densities usually result in less
natural vegetation and wildlife habitat and can impact imperviousness.

use plans. Impervious surfaces will be estimated for the study area (not
necessarily due to infill/redevelopment) based on literature values.
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Agency Comment ID Comment Proposed Approach
10 The role of created and restored wetlands should be discussed in In general, wetland restoration is completed as mitigation of direct
mitigation of SCI section impacts.
11 Wildlife and Natural Vegetation is listed twice in Section IV of proposed Wildlife and Natural Vegetation will be discussed one time.
outline.
Cultural 1 No comments on scoping document. No response required.
Resources
Renee Gledhill-
Earley
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North Carolina
Department of Administration

Michael F. Fasley. Governor Britt Cobb., Secretary

August 21. 2007

Ms. Ruth Swanek
CH2MHILL

3125 Poplarwood Court
Suite 304

Raleigh. NC 27604

[Year Ms. Swanek:

Re:  SCH File # 08-1:-4300-0007: Scoping: Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Management Plan for
Planned Infrastructure for the City of Raleigh

The above referenced environmental impact information has been reviewed through the State
Clearinghouse under the provisions of the North Carolina Environmental Poliey Act.

Altached to this letter are comments made by agencies reviewing this document identifies issues to be
addressed in the environmental review document. The appropriate document should be forwarded to the
State Clearinghouse for comphiance with State Environmental Policy Act, Should you have any
questions. please do not hesitate to call me at 807-2425.

Sincerely, |
1.;__I f 2 E'j- -é%ffg \ﬂ ﬁz fj ;f {7 L

Ms. Chrys Baggett
Environmental Policy Act Coordinator

Attachments

cer Region )

Maiting Adddress: Feleplrone; {919807-2423 Locarion Address:
1300 Mail Service Cemter Fay (41HT15-057) FL6 SWest fones Street
Raleigh NC 27600 3 Statg Conrier 231100 Faleizh, Nerth Carobina
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Ayl
NCDENR

North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources

Michael F. Easley, Governor Williar G. Ross Jr., Secretary

MEMORANDUM

T0O: Chrys Baggett
State Clearinghouse

FROM: Melba McGee gf’
Environmental Review

RE: 08-0007 Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Management Plans for
Raleigh, Garner, Knightdale, Rolesville, Wake Forest, Wendell and
Zebulon

DATE: August 20, 2007

The City of Raleigh proposes to develop a document that outlines the secondary and
cumulative impacts associated with the water and wastewater infrastructure needed to
accommodate the growth in its community, as well as, all the merger municipalities listed
above. The list of task identified in their scoping notice presents a reasonable framework:
however, we would like to sce transportation plans and improvements added to the
Management Plans is to provide a holistic review ol the environmental impacts
associated with planned land use changes and infrastructure projects required to
accommodate future population growth. The department leels transportation plays a key
role in future growth.

The department supports the initiative of the SCI Management Plan but anticipates
following the same basic workplan that was developed for the Western Partners. We
think this approach addresses secondary and cumulative impacts in a much more
comprehensive manner. Although, we encourage following the same process, we do
understand that discussions and negotiations of the specific elements and strategies to
mitigate the impacts will be specific to each municipality.

Thank vou for the opportunity to review.

Attachments One y
1601 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Carolina  27699-1601 NorthCarolina
Phone: 919-733-4984 \ FAX: §18-715-3060 \ Internet: www.enr state.nc.us/ENR/ thf(f‘a//‘l/
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Michael F, Easley, Governor

William G. Ross Jr., Secretary
North Caroling Departinent of Environment and Natural Resources

Coleen H, Sullins, Director
Division of Warter Quality

August 15, 2007

MEMORANDUM
TO: Melba McGee, Environmental Projects Officer
DENR
THRU: Darlene Kucken, Supervisor” ’}L“"
Basinwide Planning Unit .
Iy
FROM: Hannah Stallings, SEPA Coordinator - %

Basinwide Planning Unit

SUBJECT:  City of Raleigh
Scoping — SCI Mitigation Plan for Planned Infrastructure
DENR#08-0007, DWQ#13870

The Division of Water Quality has the following comments and concerns on the subject project:

1. Page 1 states that Raleigh will administer “all water and wastewater infrastructure for each of these
municipalities [Raleigh and the Towns of Garner, Rolesville, Knightdale, Wake Forest, Wendell, and
Zebulon], from sewer system upgrades and expansions to billing. New projects related to water
and wastewater infrastructure in each of these municipalities are the responsibility of the City of
Raleigh.” Will the City cover the cost of these future projects or will the funding for a project in a
certain area be covered solely by funds from that municipality?

2. Page 1 states "Growth will occur as a result of this new infrastructure, but the growth will be
regulated by ordinances that are in place within the individual municipalities, not Raleigh. These
municipalities’ individual ordinances that are in place to mitigate environmental impacts as a resuit
of growth related to the infrastructure projects are a major component” of the SCIMP process.

Page 2 states the water and wastewater master plans developed by Raleigh “provide the general
sizing and location of facilities such as the water treatment plant, water distribution lines, booster
pump stations, and water towers; and gravity sewer lines, wastewater pump stations and sewer
force mains.

Please explain how the towns will regulate their own growth and have wholly independent
ordinances while Raleigh exclusively administers the allocation of water and/or wastewater capacity
and routing of dependent utilities for each town. Each municipality, excepting Raleigh, will not have
the ability to entice the type development (especially industrial development) to meet its unique
economic or social needs since they will not have control over their own infrastructure.

3. Page 1 states “Raleigh has completed a series of merger agreements with all of the municipalities
in the eastern and northern portion of Wake County.” Page 2 states that Raleigh “has developed
water and wastewater infrastructure master plans, and will expand these plans to include future
water and wastewater to serve" itself, Garner, Rolesville, Knightdale, Wake Forest, Wendell, and
Zebulon. Page 2 also states “The study area [for the development of the SCI Mitigation Plan] is the
current land area of Raleigh, Garner, Knightdale, Rolesville, Wake Forest, Wendeli, and Zebulon
and their long range urban service areas . . ." Please acknowledge that Zebulon also provides

sewer service to the town of Middlesex, which is in Nash County. m.. hwmm
Naturally
Morth Caroling Division of Water Qualing 1617 Mail Service Center Ralengh, NC 276990617 Phone (W19 735 7015 Customer Service
Internet; waww newalcnguality ore Locution: 512 N, Salisbury St Raleigh. NC 27604 Fax (919 7352496 1-877-623-6748
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Page 2 states "It is anticipated that this SCl Management Plan will be applicable for a period of ten
to fifteen years, and then will be updated. Itis also anticipated that there will be an agreement with
the NC Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) which includes triggers that
would necessitate earlier updates to the plan.” Since the details of the agreement are yet to be
finalized, it would be more appropriate to say “The City of Raleigh has entered into an
memorandum of agreement (MOA) with the Department of Environment and Natural Resources
(DENR) that outlines how the SCI Master Mitigation Plan document will be used, the time period
during which it can be cited in individual EAs and EISs, and under what circumstances it must be
updated more frequently.”
Page 2 states that “SCI are directly tied to changes in land use.” Page 5 states “Cumulative
impacts from the construction of 1-540 will be examined from existing NCDOT and other state
agency NEPA/SEPA documentation related to 1-540."
The secondary impacts from transportation projects will occur before the cumulative impacts of
such a project. Therefore, please acknowledge that transportation projects also lead to SCi since
they typically secondarily and cumulatively result in changes in local land use patterns.
Also, consider the affects of installation of water and wastewater infrastructure when combined with
the affects of future transportation projects may result in cumulative impacts.
Page 4 has the anticipated infrastructure in three categories: water, wastewater, and reclaimed
water. As quoted above, the scoping document states that it will cover "water and wastewater
infrastructure. Please be clear on whether “wastewater infrastructure” also includes reclaimed
water projects.
Page 3 states “Since the watershed within the study area are variabie in the quality of
environmental resources and subsequently are protected by different management strategies, the
study areas for the Raleigh SCI plan will be divided by the watersheds. Thus, the existing
environment, environmental impacts, and mitigation sections will be outlined by major watershed
area . ..” Page 1 states that since “growth will be regulated by the ordinances that are in place
within the individual municipalities . . .[these ordinances] are in place to mitigate environmental
impacts as a result of growth related to the infrastructure projects.” The footnote for Table 2 states
that because some “watersheds are not water supply [watersheds] and do not provide habitat for
federally listed species, they may be combined in the SCI document.”
Since none of the watersheds appear to intersect among the separate municipalities and each
municipality may have separate ordinances for managing their local environment for SCI impacts, it
would seem that the SCI plan would be divided by the municipalities and not by separate
watersheds. This is assuming that each municipality will continue to develop their own, unique
ordinances that will be determined by Raleigh. However, DWQ does encourage a complete review
and coordination of ordinances that equally protect the entire watershed across municipal
boundaries.
Please respond.
Page 4 states “Exact locations of the proposed infrastructure [within Raleigh's total service area] will
be determined while the environmental documents examine the direct impacts are developed.” The
environmental review process is complete on at least two of the projects presented in the
appendices. Please be more specific in your reporting.
Page 4 states “There are currently projects under design to extend reclaimed water to Glaxo from
the Little Creek WWTP in Zebulon and to the softball fields in Raleigh from the Neuse River
WWTP."

a. 'Glaxo’ is now '‘GlaxoSmithKliine.’

b. When should the projects to transmit reclaimed water to GlaxoSmithKline be completed?

¢. As local populations continue growing, more wastewater will be generated and more

drinking water will be needed, and there will be continued water restrictions due to the lack
of potable water. Therefore, the City should make use of more reuse wastewater. This



10.

11.

12.

13.

effort will also reduce the amount of nutrients added back into the nutrient sensitive waters
of the Neuse River Basin.
Page 5 states potential impacts to threatened species will be considered in develgpment of the SCI
Mitigation Plan. Please address that water and wastewater projects can have direct, secondary,
and cumulative impacts on threatened species in the Plan.
Proposed Outline: 'Description of Existing Environment in Planning Area’

a. Please change the label of ‘Prime or Unique Agriculture’ to ‘Prime or Unique Agricultural
Land.’

b. Please add ‘Introduction of Toxic Substances.’

Stormwater does substantial and generally irreversible damage to the aquatic environment. Itis
difficult to find streams in Wake County that receive uncontrolled stormwater runoff that are not
significantly impacted or impaired.

a. Remaining streams in the Plan’s area that are not presently impaired by stormwater should
be targeted for protection measures to prevent their degradation.

b. Please provide additional information to help clarify the application of the numerous
stormwater programs.

c. It would be practical for future planners and engineers if the SCI Mitigation Plan contained a
detailed assessment of the various stormwater and buffer requirements that are in effect for
individual watersheds covered by the Plan.

It is recommended that CORPUD utilize “Swimming with the Current”
(http://www.ncwildlife.org/planningworkshop/swimming_with the current.pdf), which is a guide to
help municipalities protect their aquatic ecosystems while streamlining the environmental review
process. Please make note of the N.C. Wildlife Resources Commission's “Guidance Memorandum
to Address and Mitigate Secondary and Cumulative Impacts to Aquatic and Terrestrial Wildlife
Resources and Water Quality”

(http://www.newildlife.ora/pg07 WildlifeSpeciesCon/pa7c¢3 impacts.pdf), as this document will
assist in the mitigation of impacts to water quality, to fish and wildlife and their habitat generally, and
in situations where federally threatened and endangered species exist.

Please contact me at 733-5083, ext. 555, if | can be of any help in resolving these issues.
Thank you.



Ayl
NCDENR

North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources

Michae! F. Easley, Govermor William G. F%@ss Jr . Secrelary
07 August 2007
MEMORANDUM
TO: Melba McGee, Environmental Projects Officer

Office of Legislative and Intergovernmental Affairs

FROM: Sarah McRae, Freshwater Ecologist
NC Natural Heritage Program :
SUBJECT:  Scoping for City of Raleigh’s Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Management
Plan for Planned Infrastructure; Project #08-0007

The City of Raleigh is developing a Secondary and Cumulative Impacts (SCI) Management Plan
for proposed infrastructure projects. It is the City of Raleigh’s intention to reference this SCI
Management Plan in future environmental documents that address direct impacts of
infrastructure projects. The City has indicated that the SCI Management Plan will be applicable
for a period of ten to fifteen years, and then will be updated The NC Natural Heritage Program
(NHP) commends the City of Raleigh on taking this proactive step, and we look forward to
providing as much information as possible to make the SCI Management Plan a valid and useful
document.

NHP is concerned about impacts to significant natural heritage areas as well as impacts to
sensitive and rare species and communities. A significant natural heritage area is an area of land
or water identified by the NHP as being important for protection of the State’s biodiversity.
Significant natural heritage areas contain one or more Natural Heritage elements - high-quality
or rare natural communities, rare species, and special animal habitats. The nationally significant
Little River Aquatic Habitat, Swaft Creek Aquatic Habitat, Mitchells Mill State Natural Area, the
state significant Adam Mountain, Hemlock Bluffs State Natural Area, Swift Creek Bluffs, The
Rocks, William B. Umstead State Park, Yates Millpond, the regionally significant Pulleytown
Road Granitic Flatrocks and Beaver Pond, Roberstons Pond and Buffalo Creek Floodplain,
Southwest Rolesville Granitic Outcrops, Temple Rock, Upper Barton Creek Bluffs and Ravine,
Upper Neuse River Floodplain, Wild Cat Holiow, Crabtree Creek Aquatic Habitat, as well as the
county significant Barham Granitic Flatrocks, Crabtree Creek/Ebenezer Church Road Slopes,
Fowlers Mill Creek Granitic Flatrocks, Hodges Mill Creek Granitic Flatrocks, Lake Johnson
Nature Park, Lake Mir! Granitic Flatrocks, Lake Raleigh Hardwood Forest, Marks Creek
Floodplain, Neuse River (Clayton) Forests, Richland Creek Hardwood Forest, Six Forks
Longleaf Pine Forest, and Walnut Creek Bottomland Forests are within the planning area.

One

N‘IhC'}rolma
1601 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1604 turall, (/4
Phone: 910-733-4884 \ FAX: 818-715-3060 \ Internet; www.en: state nc.us/ENR/
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Recorded rare species that may be impacted are: the federally and state endangered Dwarf
wedgemussel (Alasmidonta heterodon) and Michaux’s sumac (Rhus michauxii), the federal
species of concern and state endangered Atlantic pigtoe (Fusconaia masoni), Yellow lance
(Elliptio lanceolata), Green floater (Lasmigona subviridis), and Virginia least trillium (Trillism
pusillum var. virginianum), the federal species of concem and state threatened Sweet pinesap
(Monotropsis odorata), the federal and state species of concern Carolina madtom (Noturus
furiosus), the state threatened Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), Triangle floater
(Alasmidonta undulata), Eastem lampmussel (Lampsilis radiata), Creeper (Strophitus
undulatus), Least brook lamprey (Lampetra aepyptera), Bog spicebush (Lindera subcoriacea),
Small's Portulaca (Portulaca smallii), and Piedmont quillwort (/soefes piedmontana), the state
special concern Notched rainbow (Villosa constricta), Neuse River waterdog (Necturus lewist),
Four toed salamander (Hemidactylium scutatum), Star-nosed mole (Condylura cristata pop.1),
and the state significantly rare Carolina ladle crayfish (Cambarus davidi), a caddisfly (Dibusa
angaia), Lewis’s heartleaf (Hexastylis lewisii), Pursh’s wild petunia (Ruellia purshiana), Glade
milkvine (Matelea decipiens), Carolina thistle (Cirsium carolinianuni), Heller’s rabbit tobacco
(Gnaphalivan helleri), Appalachian golden banner (Thermopsis mollis), Glade milkvine (Matelea
decipiens), Water purslane (Didiplis diandra), Bigleaf magnolia (Magnolfia macrophylla), Indian
psychic (Porteranthus stipulatus), Western rough goldenrod (Solidago radula), Kidney sedge
(Carex reniformis), Southern skullcap (Seutellaria australis), Orange peatmoss (Sphagnum
subsecundum), Virginia mountain mint (Pycnanthemum virginianum), Earle's blazing star
(Liatris squarrulosa), Granite flatsedge (Cyperus granitophilus), Buffalo clover (Trifolium
reflexum), a witch grass (Dichanthelium annulum), and a moss (Cleistocarpidium palusire).

Rare communities in the project area are Granitic flatrocks, Piedmont/coastal plain acidic chiff,
Coastal plain semipermanent impoundment, Piedmont monadnock forest, Dry-mesic oak-hickory
forest, Mesic mixed hardwood forest (piedmont subtype), Piedmont/coastal plain heath bluff,
Basic mesic forest (piedmont subtype), Coastal plain small stream swamp (brownwater subtype),
Piedmont/low mountain alluvial forest, Low elevation seep, and a Colonial Wading Bird Colony.

Our primary concemn with the SCI Management Plan is the 10-15 year time period for which the
document will be valid. While we are not opposed to the Plan being valid for several years,
periodic reports should be submutted to document any additions, deletions, or changes that may
occur to infrastructure projects or mitigation measures detailed in the Plan. NHP recommends
that there should be a provision that allows the management plan to be re-evaluated if significant
changes in the populations of rare species are observed. Significant changes include, but are not
limited to, the listing or change in the listing status of a species under the Endangered Species
Act, significant declines in known populations, or significant changes in habitat that could be
detrimental to the continued survival of rare and sensitive species.

The outline for the SCI Management Plan appears comprehensive, however, we would like to
see transportation plans and improvements addressed. In order to expedite review of the plan,
NHP recommends that the City of Raleigh thoroughly address all issues set forth in the NC
Wildlife Resources Commission’s (WRC) "Guidance memorandum to address and mitigate
secondary and cumulative impacts to aquatic and terrestrial wildlife resources and water quality”
published in August 2002 and available on the web at

hitp:/fwww.newildlife org/pg07_WildlifeSpeciesCon/pg7¢3 impacts.pdf. In additon, since
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similar documents have been prepared by Cary, Apex, Holly Springs and Morrisville, NHP
would like to see Raleigh's document mirror those as much as possible.

Please let me know 1f I can provide more information. The North Carolina Natural Heritage
Program looks forward to a collaborative effort to help protect the State's natural diversity. If1
can be of assistance, please do not hesitate to call me at 919-715-1751.

CC via email: Shari Bryant, WRC
Fred Tarver, DWR
Brian Strong, DPR
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Wib L. Owen, Director

August 14, 2007

TO: Melba McGee, Office of Legislative Affairs
FROM: Michael Mann, NC Division of Forest Resources 'H}v
SUBJECT:  Scoping Document: Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Management Plan for

Planned Infrastructure for the City of Raleigh

PROJECT #  08-0007

The North Carolina Division of Forest Resources has reviewed the referenced document and
does not object to the project as proposed. Where woodlands will be impacted, NCDFR would
like to see the following points addressed in the Environmental Assessment,

1. List, by timber type, the total forest land acreage that is removed or taken out of forest
production as a result of the project. If no impacts will occur please state so in the document.

2. The provisions the contractor will take to utilize the merchantable timber removed during
construction. Emphasis should be on selling all wood products. However, if the wood
products cannot be sold then efforts should be made to haul off the material or turn it into
mulch with a tub grinder. This practice will minimize the need for debris burning. and the
risk of escaped fires and smoke management problems to residences, highways. schools, and
owns.

3. If woodland buming is needed, the contractor must comply with the laws and regulations of
open burning as covered under G.S. 113-60.21 through G.S. 113-60.31. Wake County is
classified as a non-high hazard county. and G.S. 113-60.24 requiring a regular burning
permit applies.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed project.

1616 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1601
Phone: 919 — 733-2162 ext. 255\ FAX: 919 ~715-5247 \ Internet: www dli state ng us
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4 North Carolina Wild]f'_f‘e Resources Commission =

MEMORANDUM

TO: Muelba MeGee, Environmental Coordinator
Office of Legislative and Intergovernmental Affairs

FROM: Shari L. Bryam, Pledmom Regicn -._-rdinalor/. < -’"-:::A,u;f: Yo ,,.,3,,;,,._%‘

Habitat Conservation Program
DATE: 15 August 2007

SUBJECT: Scoping for Secondary and f;\;z'! Hative Impact Manzgement Plan for Planned
Infrastructure, City of Raleigh. \Wake County. DI Project No. 08-0007.

Biotogists with the North Caroling Wildllie Hesources Comission INCWRC) have reviewed the
subject dosument end we are familiar with the habita: values of the 2rca, Qur comments are provided in
zecordance with provisions of the Fish and Wildliie € cordination “ct (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16
LLS.C. 661 ¢t seq. ). the North Carolina Environmental Policy Aet (©.5. 113A-1 through 113A-10; |
NCAL 15), the Morth Carolina General Statutes (G5 113-131 et scq.) and the North Carolina
Administraive Code 13A NCAC 1000102,

Ihe Clty of Raleigh has completed o seres o7 utility merger 2areements with the Towns of
Garner, Rolesville, Knightdale, Waice Forest, W endo | and Zebulon. These merger agreements merge al

the water and wastzwater wtilitics from each indivicual municipaiity with the City of Raleigh's Public
Litilitics Department. The Secondary and Cumulatve Impact (SCT Vanagement Plan will include the
planned infrasteucture for each of these Towns and 15e City of Ruie oh. Growth will be regulated by the

ordinances that are in place within the individual municipalities, no: ‘he City of Raleigh. The SCI
Management Plan will address the impaets of groweh: facilitated by olanned water and sewer facilities,
and measures o misigate those impacis. Separate ¢n ronmental documents that address the direct
impacts of individual infrastructure projects would be required,

Meuse River, Crabtree Creek, Walnut Creek Swift Creek, Middle Creek, Marks Creek, Buffalo
Creek, Little River. and Mocassin Creek {low throug ' or drain poriong of the service area. Within these
watersheds there are revords for the federal and state endangered dwarfl wedgemussel (dlasmidonta
eeterodon} und Ter spinymussel (Eliptio steinstansuna); the federa! species of concern and state
endangered Atlantic pigtoe ( Fusconaio masoni), ;:rf:-;:! ﬂoaler (Lavmiizona subverdis), and yellow lance
(Elliptio lanceolaia). the federal species of concern and state speciz| concern Carolina madtom (Nofurus
Juriosus); the federal species of concern and state s h.a.asuamI} rare pioewoods shiner (Lythrarus
matutinus) and Roanoke bass (Ambloplites cavifrons): the state threatened creeper (Strophitus undulatus),
Fastern lumpmussel (Lampsilis radiaia), wriangle Uloxter (Alasmidon o undulata), Roanoke slabshell
(#iliprio roanekensiv), and least brook lamprey (Lamsetra aepyptera): the state special concern North

f\!_;;i—l'ﬁg"\dd“ﬁss Division of Inland Fisheries = 1 21 Mail Servi- Lenter » Raleigh, NC 27699-1721
Telephone: (219) ?O?-(*?..O e Fax: 219)707-0028
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Scoping - Raleigh SCI Management Plan
Froject Mo 680047

Carolina spiny crayfish (Qrconectes carolinensisi rod notched rainbow (Villosa constricta); and the state
significantly rare Carolina ladle crayfish (Combarus davidi),

We are supportive of the development ol 2 Sccondary and Cumulative Impaet (SCI) Management
Plan for the service area. A SCI Management Plan (lan) should resu't ina more proactive approach to
mitigation for SCI and SCI issues will be addressed within a singie document and will not need to be
reproduced for each environmental document. | he time frame the lan is valid should be based on the
infrastructure projects and mitigation measures covered within the Plan. While we are not opposed to the
Plan being valid for several years, periodic reports should be submitted to document any additions,
deletions, or changss that may oceur to infrasructure projects or mitization measures detailed in the Pian.
In addition, there should be a provision that allows the Plan to be re-cvaluated and updated if' significant
changes in aguatic or terrestrial wildlife populatiors are observed. Siznificant changes may include, but
are not limited to, the listing or change in listing (¢ 2. from threatencd to endangered) of a species;
significant declines (2.g., numbers or health) in known populations: or significant changes in habitat (e.g,,
water quality ) that zculd be detrimental to aguatic and terrestriat wildlife resources.

The Plan should incliade the following information

A detailed listing of all existing and future inrastructure projests (i.e., water, wastewater, water
rense. and transpertation) within the service arca. Figures dewiling the location of existing and
future infrasiructure should be included

» Detailed information on existing and future natural areas (¢ .. parks or greenways) within the
service area. Figures detailing the location of these natural 2reas should be included.

s Three maps detailing environmental featires existing land sz, and future land use within the
service aree. Examples of these maps cao be found in the Town of Cary’s Secondary and
Cumulative Impact Master Mitigation Plan, Figures 4-1, -2, and 5-1. See
aup:‘www townofeary org‘depls/pwileol seimastermitigati oo btm.

# Two ables detailing land use type (c.g.. commercial) for existing and future land gse. For cach
land use type include total square miles of the service area, percent of the serviee area, percent
imperviousness, and impervious square miles. Examples of these tables can be found in the
Town of Caiv's Secondary and Cumulative Impact Master Mitigation Plan, Tables 4-2 and 5-1.
See http:/wwav.townofeary, org/depts o w depuscimastermit golion hym.

s Information on the average percent imperviousaess for the ~isting and future service area.
Discuss the impact increased impervious surface will have on groundwater recharge and stream
baseilow.

+ A listing of all streams within the service area and the Division of Water Quality (DWQ)
classification for each stream. Also. note whether any streams are on the 303(d) list of impaired
waters. Invlude any proposed measures to improve water guality in impaired stregss.

» NC GAP habitat land cover for the service area. The land use maps and NC GAP habitat land
cover will be very useful in determining the impact that changes in land use will have on aquatic
and terrestrial wildlife resources.

# Detailed information regarding current measures (e.g., state/ (ederal regulations and/or local
ordinances) and any proposed measures o mitigate secondury and cumulative impacts facilitated
by additicnzt development. We are particularly interested in measures related to riparian buffer,
foodplain and open space protection; impervious surface limits and stormwater management; and
sediznent and erosion control.
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Scoping — Raleigh SO Menagement Plan
Project No. 08-0007

We offer the following recommendations 1o iclp address sccondary and cumulative impacts and

b o

to reduce impacts ) agquatic and terrestrial wil

i resources. These recommendations are summarized
from NCWRC s Gradance Memorandum to Ac !

- and Mitigate Secondary and Cumulative Impacts 1o
Aquaric and Terresiric! Wildiife Rescurces and Warer Quality (Auvgsst 2002). More detailed information
and supportiag literature for each recommendaion can be found in the document which is kocated on the

web at: hup/www newildlife.org/pal7 Wildlif:SpeciesCon/pe?c_impacts.pdf.

L, Maintain or establish a minimum 100-feot nanve forested bufier aiong each side of perennial streams
and S0-foot native forested buffer along each sice of intermitter! stireams and wetlands throughout the
present and future service areas or the entire municipal jurisdiction. Additionally implement buffers
on cphemeral streams due to the important functions that they provide as headwater sireams. Buffers
should be measured horizontally from the edze of the stream bank, which may result in wider buffers
on higher gradients, and should be provided over the entire leneth of stream, including headwater
sircamns, Further, we recommend leaving 307% of the development area as greenspace, which would
include buffers and wetlands and easure 1har the sroenspace 13 connected 1o natural resources.

2. Delineate streams for the municipal service arca according to 1 5. Army Corps of Engineers.
(USACOE) or N, C. Division of Water Quaiity (NCDWQ) methodology.

3. Sewer lines. water lines, and other utility infrastructure shoulc be kept out of riparian buffer areas.
All utility crossings should be kept to a minimum. which includcs careful routing design and the
combination of utility erpssings into the same righ -of-way (proviced there is not a safety issue). The
directional bora (installation of utilities be neath the e riverbed, aveiding impacts to the stream and
butfer) stream crossing method should be used f for utility crossious wherever practicabie, and the
open cul stream erossing method should only be used when water ‘evel is low and stream flow is
mintmal, Manholes or similar access structures should not be «llowed within buffer areas. Stream
crossings shou d be near perpendicular (75 10 105%) to stream Tow and should be monitored at least
every Lthree months for maintenance needs during the first 24 months of the project and then annually
thereatter. Sewer lines associated with crossing oreas should be maintained and operated at all times
to prevent the discharge to land or surface waters. We recom:nesd a minimum 50-100 foot setback
on all streams. lakes, and wetlands for these structures, which 205 in line with the recommended
buffer widihs. [n circumstances where minimurm setbacks canno! e attained, sewer lines shall be
constructed of ductile iron or other substence of cgual durabilitn. Further, pesticides (including
insecticides and herbicides) shouid not be used 1or maimenance o rights-of-way within 100 feet of
perennial streams and 50 feet of intermittent si-esms, or within fradplains and wetlands associated
with these stresums,

e

4 Avoid the removal of large trees at the edges of construetion co-ridors. Re-seed disturbed areas with
seed mixtures that are beneficial o wildlife, Aveid feseue based mixtures because feseue is invasive
and provides little benefit to wildiife, Native, annual small gra:ns appropriate for the season are
preferred and recommended (See hup://hZo cor cntene usfesh W eiplant/Wetland_Plants him).
Where feasible. use woody debris and logs i*om corndor clearing to establish brush piles and downed
logs adjacent w the cleared right-of-way 1o improve habitat for wildlife. Allowing the corridor area
o revegetale into a brush/serub habitat would maximize benefics to wildlife. For areas adjacent to
residential areas, a aative shrub/grass option mav aiso be bencicial. Minimize corridor maintenance
and prohibit mowing between April | and October 110 miniinize impacts to nesting wildlife. We
suggesta maintenance schedule that ineorporaics only a portion r'r"lhe area —one third of the area,
for example—:zach year instead of the entire projcct every 3 or 4 vears, Herbicides and insecticides
should never be used in wetland areas or nea- streams, as descr t:ed above in item 3.
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5. Prohibit commercial or residential d€¥'31¢3;}i%2%3¥11 within the 160-veur floodplain, Instead, set aside a
portion of the land to be developed as green space and concentraic thess areas along the streams and
rivers (see iter. 1 above). In addition we enc ourage “infill” (wew development in unused or
underutilized land in existing urban areas) d2 ment in urbaniz2d portions of the jurisdiction and
recommend the site practices for infiil aw:i br eld developmant issued by the U. S,
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (hitp / www.cpa.gov) and the Center for Watershed
Protection (http://www.cwe oraf).

GRS

6. Limit impervicus surfaces to less than 10% of the watershed. W2 also recommend sufficient open
space is provided to effectively reduce impervions surface so that predevelopment hydrographic
conditions are maintained, limit curb and gutter in new develcpments, and prevent direct discharges
of stormwater inio streams. To achieve no net change in the hydrology of the watershed, we
recommend instaliation of grassed swales in nlace of curb and guiier and on-site stormwater
management (i.c. bioretention areas or other siteruation measures). Suggested exampies to
accomplish the <10% impervious goal are using conventional designs at a level of <10%
imperviousness or using conservation clusters with higher dersitics, with dedicated open space and
other stormwater control measures to mimic the hvdrograph consistent with an impervious coverage
of less than 10%. Reduction of road widihs ‘s one method to recuce overall impervious surface
coverage.

=1

Use bridges for all permanent roadway crossings of streams and associated wetlands to climinate the
need to fill anc culvert, where practicable. 17 cuiverts must be nsed, the culvert should be designed to
ailow passage ol aquatic organisms. Generally, this means that “he culvert or pipe invert is buried at
least one foot below the natural streambed. ¥ multiple cells are required, the second and/or third cells
should be placed sc that their boitoms are 27 siream bankfull stace. This will allow sufficient water
depth in the culvert or pipe during nermal Fows to accommodate movements of aquatic organisms. If
culverts are long and sufficient slope exists, bafis systems arc res -ommended to trap gravel and
provide resting ureas for fish and other aquatic organisms. If wultiple pipes or cells are used, at least
one pipe or bas should be designed to remain drv during norma! Tlows to allow for wildlife passage.
In nddition. culverts or pipes should be situated so that no channel realignment or widening is
required. Widening of the stream channel at the inlet or outlet of structures usually causes a decrease
in water velocity causing sediment deposition that will require ture maintenance. Finally, riprap
should not be placed on the streambed.

& Incorporate the lollowing elements into eros on ond sediment ¢ ontrol plans: minimize clearing and
grading, protect waterways, phase construction or larger cons:-uction sites (>25 acres), stabilize soils
as rapidiy as possible (<2 weeks), protect steep slopes, establisly sopropriate perimeter controls,
employ advanued settling devices, implement a ¢ certified contractors program and regularly inspect
erogion conteol measures,

Specific Miligation Measures for Waters Containing Federally Listed Species

For those '‘watersheds that support the dwart wedgemusse! nnid/or Tar spinymussel, the following
additional conditicns shall be followed. These measures provide @ higher degree of protection and alse
serve to protect the state-listed species and the general biotic integritv of these systems. The natural
resource agencies’ coneerns regarding indirect effesis to threatencd and endangered species will be
alleviated by adopinn of these measures.

1. Permits for now developments exceeding 6% imperviousness shall be required to include stormwater
conirals designed to replicate and maintain the hydrographic condition at the site prior to the change
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il landscape ard at & minimum include provisions that satisfy WS 11-HQW minimum standards. This
can be achieved through a variety of measures (see item 6 above).

Maintain or establish a 200-foot native, forested buffer on perennial streams and a 100-foot forested
buffer on intermitient streams, or the full cuent o7 the 108-vear Doodplain, for new developments. If
wooded buffers do not exist, then these areas 1 be revegeteicd or allowed to naturally revegetate
(so long as the acea is pervious) to tuereass the functionality of 2 lorested buffer.

Grassed swales shall be used in place of curb and sutter for new developments, except in areas with
>5% slope. Check dams, level spreaders, and other associated best management practices shall be
used to minimize the effect of stormwater runoft sntering the riparian buffer areas. [n areas where
slopes exceed 5%, stormwater collected in piped conveyance systems shall be directed away from
surface waters and best management practices shall be emploved at both the intake and the outlet
areas. Curbs and gutters may be used in combination with sidevalks in areas where clustering of uses
increases the net local density to a feve! greater than 4 dwelling units per acre. This will separate the
pedestrian portion of a street-scage from the automobile portion and will encourage greater pedestrian
mobility within the cluster development. (lustenng developmon® away from riparian arcas will also
allow for greatsr stream protection.

Direct discharges of stormwater to streams shou'd not be allowed. Effective energy dissipation at the
pipe outlet shall be accomplished to prevent scour of the stream channel and buffer. Stream habitats
are maintained most effectively when stormwater runoff is dispersed through a vegetated or grassed
huffer zone prior 10 entering the riparian butier. The ditching or piping of stormwater except when
used in combination with grassed swales. leve! spreaders and ¢heck dams shall not be allowed in the
ripartan buffer At no time should ary manduiel vegetated bufcr zone be used for these engineered
devices,

Ererpeney management procedures shall provide for the contz2inment of runoff from fighting
resivential, commercial, or industrial fires and for the remova! #rd clean up of any hazardous spills
that may endanger aearby streams, instead of flushing contaminznts into waterways.

Wastewater Infrastructure

fad

Force mains shall be used 1o the greatest cuient practicable. Gravity sewer lines shall be installed to
follow along the cutside of the 100-year floodplain contour unloss topographic features, existing
development, or other conditions restrict this technique.

Public and privale sewer lines adjacent 10 sireams shall paralic! streams and be sited as far as
practicable from stream and tributary corridors. A minimum 200-foot buffer shall be provided for
perennial streams and a 100-foot buffer for intermittent strear: ' maintain the integrity of the bufter
or the full extent of the 100-year floodplain. Sevier lines closc 1o streams shall be construcied of
ductile iron or other substance of equal durabiiit.. similar to the suidance under the general
mitigation measures item number 3.

No new sewer lines or structures shall be installed or constructed in the 100-year floodplain or within
S0 feet of wetlands associated with a 100-year floodplain.

Sepuic tanks, 111 stations, wastewater treatment plants, sand fiiiers, and other pretreatment systems
shall nut be lovated in areas subject to [requent Mooding (aress inundated at a 10-year or less
frequency) unless designed and instalied to be watertight and 10 -emain operable during a 10-year
storm. Mechunieal or electrical components of freatment sysiems shall be above the 160-year flood
level or otherwizse protected against a 100-vear Tood (As per rule 15A NCAC 18A 1950 — Location
uf Sunilary Sewnge Systems).
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Only aerial crossings elevated sufficiently to reduce the risk of flood damage or directional boring
stream crossings shall be allowed. The placement of these crossings will be limited to major stream
or creek confluences. Manholes or similar aceess structures shall not be allowed within buffer areas.
Stream crossing areas shall be monitored once a guarter for maintenance needs.

Water and Utility Infrastructure ( Electricity, Telscormunications, s

1.

Al water lines and utilities shall follow roads or moeet the requirements associated with sewer line
placements. Stream erossing guidance is presented under the gereral mitigation measures item
pumber 3.

Maintenance of Ripghts-of-Ways

l.

Insecticides and herbicides shall net be used within 200 feet of sircams, floodplains, and associated
wetlands except when needed to protect native fora and fauns from exotics and when using
appropriately labeled products, such as biopesticides (hup://ww . cpa gov/pesticides/biopesticides/).

. Native, forested plant communities shall be maintained within 200-foot buffer area of streams,

floodplains, and associated wetlands. A ciosed canopy will be maintained over streams. Emphasis
will be placed tpon trimming tress, instead «f iree removal, within 200 feet of streams, floodplains,
and associated wetlands.

Sadiment and Erosion Control

I.

£
#or

in addition to the items listed under the geaeral mitigation measices, locally enforeed stringent
erosion and seditnentation control requirements shall be developed and implemented for all
construction. The development of these requirerents shall be fuily coordinated with the state and
fiederal agencies involved in aguatic endangered species protection. These measures shall be state-of-
the-science and significantly exceed state minimum requirements for sediment and erosion control.

L ocal ordinances shall be developed to prevent * forestry exeriptions” from turning into development
opportunity without meeting the conditions identified in this memorandum.

Fill or buildings shall not be allowed in the 100-vear floodplain 125 described in previous sections).

Additional Recommendations for Federally Listed Spegiegs

I

i

The local government shall solicit assistance and concurrence [rom resource agencies such as
NCDWQ, N. C. Division of Land Resources, NUWRC, N. C. Matural Heritage Program, and USFWS
during the initial development and assessment of best managen<nt practices for stormwater
management, sediment and erosion control, utility placement, et

Maps shall be developed of the anticipated construction lines of utilities associated with expanded
service areas. This information shall become part of a Geographic Information System (GIS)
database housed and maintained by the local government. Surveys or reviews will use maps and field
determinations, when necessary, in conjuncticn with USACOE and NCDWQ delineation criteria for
wetlands and waters. As infrastructure or development is plannced or developed, field surveys shouid
be conducted to assess impacts and means to avoid impacts. Field surveys (delineation) or intensive
map reviews (neluding soil surveys, National Wetland Inventories (NWI) maps, USGS maps,
watershed pretection maps of all wetlands and waters) shall be completed and mapped with GIS
technology. All GIS databases and assoviated {iles shall be provided to state and federal agencies
upon request.

Local governments shall encourage and offer incentives for new developments, as part of the
subdivision review process, to use low impact development technique for stormwater control (Low
impact Develapment; EPA Document # 841~ 5.00-002 and £11-5-00-003), and reduce impediments
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to implementing the plan. Proposed projects that are subject to NCEPA review shall identify as a part
of the subdivision review process anticipated imnervious surfice amounts prior to plat approval.
Developers and builders, including land-clearing operators, sha!l be required to participate in a local

government stormwater and sediment erosicn control education program. Certification and bonding
is recommmended

Infiltration practices {e.g., reduced road widihs, ruin gardens, parking lot bioretention areas, increased
sheet flow instead of ditching, and disconnect impervious aress ) 1o maintain predevelopment
hydrographic conditions shall be emphasized over detention ponds. Condition information should
inchude the base How for low flow conditions.

Conservation Feserve Program lands and restoration of prior converted wetlands shall be encouraged
to help manage overall stormwater impacts as part of a regional integrated stormwater management
plan

Site gas stations. car washes, and other “spi’l” fand vses at Jeas! 200 feet from streams and wetlands,

The local government shall provide an environmenial check-ofT list that a developer must complete
before the issuance of development approvais to snsure protection of aquatic habitats for threatened
and endangered species and that proper state and federal permits have been obtained. This shall
preclude the issuance of any subdivision plan. bu:iding, and vty permits without inclusion of
pertinent protective measures. This process shall ensure that land clearing does not oceur without 3
site plan, including erosion control

A watershed irnpact evaluation board shall be established to revicw projects within the service area
with aquatic, endangered species, The board world ensure compliance, preview infrastructure and
development plans, and be eligible to seek funding for conservation initiatives designed to protect and
preserve aquatic, endangered species.

. We encourage local governments to consider ret-ofit options, irncluding abandonment of chronic

problem arcas especially where projects exist in loodplains and are on failing septic systems. These
areas should rot be candidates for sewer service. Local governments should explore all buyout
opporturities of these areas prior to exploration of providing sever services to these areas. In
addilion, this should apply to schools and other public institutions. These public facilities should be
relocated to more suitable areas. Local governments are encouraged to strengthen local land
development codes to ensure that privates lands donated to the sublic for usage of schools and other
public facitities (i.e. fire, police, or medical facilitics) are locsted outside of the 100-year floodplain
50 as to avoid future problems.

We recommend the use of conservation easemenis. publie ownesship, or deed restrictions {o ensure
the perpetual conservation of natural buffer arcas.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide ‘nput in the early planning stages for this project. If we

can be of further assistance, pleage comact our office at (336) 444%-70725.

ee:

Dale Suiter, USFWS
Sarah McRae, NHP
Fred Tarver, DWR
fob Nicholi, WRE
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North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources
Division of Water Resources

Michael F. Easley, Governor William G. Ross Jr., Secretary

John Mertis, Director
August 15, 2007

MEMORANDUM

TO:

Melba McGee, Environmental Coordinator
Office of Legislative and Intergovernmental Affairs

(/e /y —
FROM: Tohn Suiherlaz;/d{[ e deade

Water ijec} i ection Chief

SUBJECT: City of Raleigh Public Utilities Department Scoping Comments

Proposed Infrastructure SCI Management Plan (SCH Project No. 08-0007)

The Division of Water Resources (DWR) provides the following comments in response to the July
10, 2007, request for agency scoping comments concerning a secondary and cumulative impact
(SCI) management plan (“plan”) for the City of Raleigh Public Utilities Department’s (CORPUD)
service area, consisting of the combined existing and future sewer and water systems of Raleigh,
Garner, Rolesville, Knightdale, Wake Forest, Wendell. and Zebulon. The plan will serve to address
in part the impacts associated with repairs and expansions in CORPUD’s service area.

1.

ied

w

According to CORPUD s scoping letter for expansion of the Little Creeck wastewater
treatment plant, a justification of the expansion is to service growth in the Town of
Middlesex: however, in the scoping letter for the plan, Middlesex is not included in the
designated study area in Figure 1. CORPUD should adjust the service area boundary to
accurately reflect service connections.

SCI are not necessarily confined to a project’s service area. SCI may extend downstream of
service area and jurisdictional boundaries, CORPUD should discuss plans to address SCI
that may occur outside of the project service area, including areas in Johnston and Nash
counties. CORPUD should adjust the study area boundary in Figure 1 to accurately reflect
potential SCL

CORPUD should discuss why upstream parcels of Wake County are outside of the study
area. Upstream uses may contribute to downstream SCI.

In addition to summarizing relevant local plans and ordinances, CORPUD should provide as
appendices or as referenced Internet links all relevant existing ordinances or land use plans
that will avoid. minimize or mitigate SCL

CORPUD should provide maps to adequately delineate the infrastructure and the existing
environment described in Sections 11 and 1V of the proposed outline. Maps should be
provided that delineate both existing land use and projected land use in the service area.

1611 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Carolina 27698-1611 One )
Phone: 919-733-4064 \ FAX: 919-733-3558 | Internet. www.ncwater.org NorthCarolina
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Melba McGee August 15, 2007
City of Raleigh SCI Mitization Plan (Project # 08-0007)

CORPUD should also provide existing and projected land use adjacent to and/or downstream
of the service area. Uses of these adjacent areas may contribute to SCL

6. CORPUD should report any existing resources that are not currently attaining their state-
designated uses or classification. This is an indication of the effectiveness of existing
ordinances that address SCIL.

7. CORPUD should discuss any monitoring programs, timetables or benchmarks that may be
used to evaluate the efficacy of the plan.

8. CORPUD should discuss any water conservation or wastewater reuse initiatives that will
reduce the amount of water withdrawn from reservoirs and streams.

9. CORPUD should address the change in urban land use due to redevelopment of residential
and commercial areas. Higher densities usually result in less natural vegetation and wildlife
habitat. They also lead to greater percentages of impervious surfaces. which cause higher
peak stormwater flows and smaller, sustained base flows.

10. Under Mitigation of SCI. CORPUD should discuss the role of created and restored wetlands.

11. Wildlife and Natural Vegetation is listed twice in Section IV of the proposed outline.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. [f you have additional questions or comments, please
contact Fred Tarver at 919/715-5442 or at fred.tarver@ncmail.net,

ce: Linwood Peele. Fred Tarver, DWR
Shari Bryvant, WRC
Hannah Stallings, DWQ
Sarah McRae, NHP

bud
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Draft Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Management Plan for City of Raleigh and Towns of Garner, Knightdale, Rolesville, Wake Forest, Wendell and Zebulon

CH2M HILL

State Agency Comments and Responses

Cor’z:)nent Agency Agency Comment SCI Section |Response to Comment
The first statement of the second statement
DWQ ) might not be the best statement to make.
Construction
1 Grants an_d 11 The statement will be removed.
Loans Section:
Jennifer M.
Haynie

The first sentence of the second paragraph
states that a new reservoir will be opened to

2 Serve areas In V\{qke County. Provide the date 1.3 An estimate of the date (2025) will be added to the document.
that this reservoir is scheduled to open to offer
readers a better idea of when water supplies will
increase.
Figure 1-1 and 1-2: These figures are so similar

3 that it is difficult to tell the differences between 1.3 The figures will be combined.
them. Combine them into one figure.
Provide a figure that will show all planned major
infrastructure projects (wastewater, reclaimed The CIP maps for all major water and wastewater
water, water, and transportation facilities) to infrastructure are included in Appendix C. The proposed
provide the reader with a general idea of where reclaimed water lines from the City's Reuse Master Plan

4 the major projects will occur. This figure does Appendix Update will be included on separate maps and included in
not need to show all detail but instead should Appendix C. Proposed major transportation infrastructure
focus on large facilities such as wastewater and maps for each individual municipality are also included in
reclaimed water lines over 12 inches or Appendix D, but this Plan is not intended to address SCI from
highways that are four lanes or more. transportation projects.
To provide readers with more information about
each of the wastewater treatment plants Appendix;

5 (WWTPs) discussed in the wastewater section, | referenced in [The NPDES permits will be included in Appendix C.
provide copies of their NPDES permits in an 2.1.1.
appendix.
Describe the Smith Creek WWTP in the same
level of detal_l as the Ne_us'e River WWTP. so that Additional information about the Smith Creek WWTP will be

6 the reader will have a similar understanding of 211 added
the processes used at this WWTP. ’
Provide a d(_ast_:rlptlon of the L|t_tle Creek WWTP Additional information about the Little Creek WWTP will be

7 that has a similar level of detalil as the Neuse 211 added
River WWTP. '
When referencing the WWTPs for the first time,

8 include the NPDES permit number so that the 211 NPDES numbers will be added.

reader can locate copies of the permits in the
appendices.

Page 1 of 32
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Draft Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Management Plan for City of Raleigh and Towns of Garner, Knightdale, Rolesville, Wake Forest, Wendell and Zebulon

CH2M HILL

State Agency Comments and Responses

Comment
No.

Agency

Agency Comment

SCI Section

Response to Comment

The first sentence of the second paragraph
reads “In 2006, the permitted capacity of the
Little Creek WWTP was re-rated to 2.2 mgd...”
Instead of using re-rated, use a phrase such as
“was authorized to expand to,” as this phrase
better defines the action that occurred.

2.1.2

The statement will be modified as suggested.

10

The last sentence of the second paragraph
reads "Figure 2-2 illustrates the water
infrastructure...” Add “existing” before “water
infrastructure” to further clarify what is being
shown in the figure.

2.2

The word "existing" will be added to the text.

11

In the third paragraph, provide an approximate
date to show when the Little River Reservoir is
expected to be in service. This will show when
water supplies will be expected to expand.

221

An estimate of the date (2025) will be added to the document.

12

While the City of Raleigh may not be able to
control mitigative measures for projects that are
under the purview of the other towns, it can
require mitigative measures for its own projects.
Therefore, existing transportation conditions and
future plans for transportation facilities
specifically within the City of Raleigh should be
discussed.

2.3

Transportation infrastructure will not explicitly be included in
the SCI document; it will be covered as it is currently. The
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) will clearly indicate that
the SCI document applies only to environmental reviews for
utility infrastructure projects.

13

The last sentence of the first paragraph implies
that the entire transportation plans are within
Appendix D whereas only summaries are
provided. Consider amending this sentence to
more accurately reflect the content of Appendix
D or provide the transportation plans either via
hard copy or CD.

2.3

The wording in Section 2 will be modified to reflect the content
in Appendix D.

14

Consider providing a copy of the City of
Raleigh’s Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) on
CD in an appendix since the information
provided by the CIP feeds into this document.

Appendix; will
be referenced
in Section 3

The CIP will be included in Appendix C.

15

Add the removal of septic systems from service
as a goal since this is the reason for a lot of
wastewater infrastructure installation.
Additionally, add that removing septic systems
from service also improves groundwater quality.

The section will be modified as suggested.

Page 2 of 32

Aug 20, 2008; updated Nov 25, 2008



Draft Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Management Plan for City of Raleigh and Towns of Garner, Knightdale, Rolesville, Wake Forest, Wendell and Zebulon

CH2M HILL

State Agency Comments and Responses

Cor’z:)nent Agency Agency Comment SCI Section |Response to Comment
When discussing the goals of wastewater reuse
pr(:jects, use the t(_erm” reclaimed we_uer _|nstead The term "reclaimed water" will be used throughout the
16 of “water reclamation,” as the latter implies raw 3
. document.
wastewater usage instead of treated
wastewater.
17 In Table 42 prov!de what percentage of each Table 4-2 |The percentage of hydric soils will be added to Table 4-2.
watershed is hydric soils.
Tables 4-3a through 4-3j seem redundant when Other reviewers of the documents liked the inclusion of both
discussing the more detailed land uses found in the generalized and detailed land use descriptions. The
18 Tables 4-5a through 4-5j. Consider removing 4 generalized tables also coincide with the existing land use
Tables 4.3a-j. data presented in Figure 4-2. The document has not been
modified.
Sections 6 and 7
While the information provided in Section 6 is
good, the chapter Is too long. In.stead,.rearrange Section 6 has been divided in to separate sections for each
19 these two sections to have Section 7 first as a 6+7 local government
summary of the details and then split Section 6 '
into separate sections, one each for each
municipality.
20
Consult WRC's Guidance Memorandum to
Address and Mitigate Secondary and
cumulative Impacts to Aquatic and Terrestrial
Wildlife Resources and Water Quality (August While no community specifically follows WRC's Guidance
2002) located at Memorandum, many of the communities do have
http://iwww.ncwildlife.org/pg07_WildlifeSpeciesC comprehensive ordinances to address SCI. These
NC Natural |on/pg7c3_impacts.pdf because the "Mitigation of ordinances vary between the municipalities. The ordinances
21 Heritage Secondary and Cumulative Impacts” presented 6 include: Conservation Subdivision zoning, 100 foot riparian
Program:  [in Section 6 of SCIMP does not address majority buffers, full protection of the 100 and 500-year floodplain,
Sarah McRae |of the resource agency recommendations. In environmental survey requirements, water allocation policies,
order to "manage growth using innovative and water supply watershed protection. Section 6 has been
planning approaches and techniques" (p. 6-1) ag divided into separate sections by local government so
stated in the SCIMP, NHP urges the Towns and measures are easier to review.
the City to strengthen mitigation measures.
Page 3 of 32 Aug 20, 2008; updated Nov 25, 2008
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Draft Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Management Plan for City of Raleigh and Towns of Garner, Knightdale, Rolesville, Wake Forest, Wendell and Zebulon

Cor’z:)nent Agency Agency Comment SCI Section |Response to Comment
NHP recommends leaving a minimum of 30% of
development area as green space, including Each of the local governments has developed an Open
buffers and wetlands and ensure that the green Space Plan. Open space is protected through riparian buffers|
space is connected to natural resources. Local and floodplain protection policies. In addition, all communities|
governments should require open space require different levels of open space preservation through
preservation that meets this goal. More rigorous the development process ranging from 5 percent to 40
floodplain and riparian buffer requirements may percent of the gross land area of a development site, and the
help meet this. percent can vary within a Town. In many communities this

requirement is in addition to the protection of riparian buffers
and floodplains. Many of the communities require contiguous
open space, the protection of environmental features such as
22 6 buffers and wetlands, and the inclusion of developable land
areas in their open space requirements.

Many of the communities do allow lower open space
requirements in specific zoning areas as these zoning areas
concentrate development in areas that are already currently
developed. This type of planning allows for greater open
space requirements or lower development densities outside of
the concentrated development zoning districts.

CH2M HILL Page 4 of 32 Aug 20, 2008; updated Nov 25, 2008
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CH2M HILL

State Agency Comments and Responses

Comment

No Agency Agency Comment SCI Section |Response to Comment
Recommend maintenance and establishment of The recommended width of a riparian buffer should be
a minimum of 100-foot native forested buffer dependent on the riparian buffer function and other controls
along each side of perennial streams and 50- that are implemented in the watershed. In general, wider
foot buffer along each side of intermittent buffers provide greater protection but at diminishing returns.
streams and wetlands. In Swift Creek, Middle For general water quality protection, the zoned buffer as
Creek, Little River and Moccasin Creek outlined in the Neuse Rules, is adequate. All communities
watersheds require 200 foot native forested are compliant with the Neuse River buffer requirements.
buffer on perennial streams and 100 foot native
forested buffer on intermittent streams, or the The local governments also protect 100 foot riparian buffers
full extent of the 100-year floodplain. in water supply watersheds. Many of the communities have
identified sensitive watersheds (either for threatened species
or water supply) where more significant buffer protection is
required. These include:
1. Garner - Swift Creek/Lake Benson watershed 100 foot
buffer protection. For portions of the watershed, the riparian
buffer begins outside the 100 year floodplain. The Swift
Creek/Lake Benson area makes up approximately 65 percent
of Garner's jurisdiction.
2. Raleigh - Falls Lake, Richland Creek watershed
protection districts - 100 foot buffers.
23 6 & MOA

3. Wake Forest & Rolesville - 100 foot buffers on all
perennial streams, Wake Forest 50 foot buffers on all
intermittent streams. Both communities protect the 100 year
floodplain and Wake Forest excludes development in the 500
year floodplain.

4. Wendell and Zebulon are the only two communities with
jurisdiction within the Little River watershed below the dam
site for the reservoir. These local governments are compliant
with the Neuse River buffer requirements.

5. Mocassin Creek - Zebulon is the only municipality with
jurisdiction in the Moccasin Creek watershed and meets the
Neuse River buffer requirements.

Currently, the City of Raleigh and its consultants are working
with Wendell and Zebulon to enhance riparian buffer and
floodplain protection strategies within their jurisdictions. The
mitigation in the Little River Watershed downstream of the
proposed impoundment may not be adequate to protect
federally endangered aquatic species. This has been
acknowledged in the MOA.
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State Agency Comments and Responses

Cor’z:)nent Agency Agency Comment SCI Section |Response to Comment

The Neuse Buffer Rules are water quality

buffers, not buffers to protect rare aquatic

species such as the federally endangered Tar We acknowledge that additional ordinances may be needed

River spinymussel located downstream of the to protect federally listed species in the Little River watershed

proposed dam site on the Little River. The as Wendell and Zebulon grow. New ordinances and policies

downstream section of the Little River should be may include wider riparian buffers, but they may not. Wendell

treated in the same regard as the drainage area and Zebulon are the only two municipalities with jurisdiction in

for the proposed Little River. The same 100-foot the Little River watershed below the proposed dam site. The

undisturbed buffers required in the water supply City of Raleigh and its consultants are currently working with

area, as specified by the Little River Interlocal both Wendell and Zebulon to identify appropriate protective

24 Agreement, should be utilized in order to MOA strategies for their jurisdictions as part of the Little Creek

preserve this species. WWTP EA process. In addition, the Town Councils of
Wendell and Zebulon signed a resolution of support and
commitment to mitigative measures to address SClI, including
increased riparian buffer widths and full protection of the 100-
year floodplain. When the Towns' ordinances are amended,
the ordinance will apply to the area within Wendell's and
Zebulon's jurisdictions and the Little River watershed.
The Little River Watershed wtihin the jurisdictions of Wendell
and Zebulon has been explicitly addressed in the MOA.

NHP recommends more stringent impervious

surface limits and triggers. The SCIMP states The "other environmental problems" statement in the SCI

"requiring impervious surface values of 10% in Plan is referring to issues such as increased air pollution due

o5 all watersheds encourages sprawl and creates 6.2.8 to increased travel times and increased risk to groundwater

other environmental problems" (p. 6-13). NHP o due to an increase in septic systems. In addition, there may

questions the "other environmental problems" be more development that falls below the thresholds for

the applicant is referring to? erosion and sedimentation control and stormwater controls.
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State Agency Comments and Responses

Cor’z:)nent Agency Agency Comment SCI Section [Response to Comment
Per the WRC Guidance memo the goal to
prevent watershed impairment not only for water, We agree that it is easier to protect a stream than restore it
quality but also for aquatic species is 10% once it is degraded. Many of the studies upon which the 10
imperviousness goal as a minimum. Each percent recommendation is based were on watersheds that
municipality included in the SCIMP does not were developed without riparian buffer/floodplain protection
implement stormwater controls until 24% and and proper erosion and sediment controls.
allows up to 70% imperviousness. Do not wait
until streams are degraded before implementing The City of Raleigh and Town of Garner fall under the Neuse
BMP's. Protective recommendations are River stormwater requirements. As such, they require
outlined in the WRC Guidance memo as well as stormwater BMPs on any development which exceeds 15
at percent imperviousness. The Town of Knighdale requires the
26 http://www.mde.state.us/Programs/WaterProgra 6-14 difference in pre- and post- construction runoff volume be
ms/SedimentandStormwater for more treated for low density development (< 24 percent
information. imperviousness). In water supply watersheds,
imperviousness is limited. For example, the communities with
a WS-l classification within their jurisdiction maintain the
requirements of 6 percent impervious surface in the critical
area and 12 percent in the remainder of the watershed.
All of the communities are required to be NPDES SW Phase
Il compliant for impervious surface thresholds and the
implementation of stormwater BMPs.
NHP recommends each municipality prohibit We agree that floodplain protection does protect the riparian
commercial or residential development within corridor and open space. Most of the municipalities have
the 100-year floodplain. Ideally municipalities floodplain protection ordinances to protect the floodplain, but
would set aside floodplains as green space. they vary in their approach and extent of protection.
1. Wake Forest and Rolesville both protect the 100 year
floodplain and Wake Forest excludes development in the 500
year floodplain.
2. Garner does not allow development in the 100 year
floodplain.
27 8-14 3. The City of Raleigh limits development of the floodplain to

50 percent in order to encourage redevelopment. Due to the
urbanized nature of a majority of the City's jurisdiction, much
of the floodplain has been historically developed and is
currently being redeveloped.

4. The Town of Knightdale has preserved a portion of its
major floodplains through zoning. It includes an Open Space
Preserve (OSP) zoning district along major creeks. This
zoning district is intended to permanently protect natural
and/or environmentallv sianificant lands
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State Agency Comments and Responses

Comment

No Agency Agency Comment SCI Section [Response to Comment

5. Zebulon does not allow development in the floodplain for
conservation subdivisions. Wendell and Zebulon's flood
protection ordinances are designed to protect life and
property (FEMA). Currently, the City of Raleigh and its
consultants are working with the Towns of Wendell and
Zebulon to enhance their floodplain protection strategies
within their jurisdictions as part of the Little Creek WWTP EA
process. The MOA recognizes that Wendell and Zebulon
may need more protective ordinances, and floodplain
protection may be included in the future.

NHP is most concerned about the Little River

Vn:?r:?;si?:t?c'm’\lo'::an:ggtrsn?;el?i?tfedé?veer We agree that the current ordinances that apply in the Little

Watershed, specifically down stream of the Rlver watershed may not be adequate to protect the federally

reservoir dé\m site, a future water supply ||steq SPecies. \_Ne_ndgll _an_d Zgbulon are th(_e only two

resource and hom,e to rare aquatic species municipalities with jUI’ISdICt!On in the L_|ttle Rlver.watersh‘ed

NHP is concerned about the intent of local ' below the proposed dam site. -The _Clty of Raleigh and its

governments to seek a "stream reclassification consultants_ are gurrently wprklng with ‘both Wengell and _

and expansion their USA" ( p 1-5) downstream _Ze_bul_on_ to identify approprlgte protective strategies for their

of the proposed dam site. NHP strongly Jur|SQ|ct|ons as part of the.thtIe Creek WWTP EA process. In

28 encourages strict regulations particularly those MOA addition, the Town Councils of Wendell and Zebulon signed a

detailed in the "Specific Mitigation Measures for
Waters Containing Federally listed Species"
section of the WRC guidance memo.

resolution of support and commitment to mitigative measures
to address SClI, including increased riparian buffer widths and
full protection of the 100-year floodplain. When the Towns'
ordinances are amended, the ordinance will apply to the area
within Wendell's and Zebulon's jurisdictions and the Little
River watershed.

The MOA recognizes that Wendell and Zebulon may need
more protective measures for downstream aquatic
endangered species.
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Comment

No Agency Agency Comment SCI Section [Response to Comment

It is clear that water supply issues are the The protection of water quality for not only water supply
highest priority for the municipalities involved purposes but also the preservation of aquatic habitats is a
with the SCIMP, it also clear that rare aquatic priority of each of the communities within the study area. For
species habitat is not a priority. NHP would like example, the Town of Garner protects the Swift Creek/Lake
to see a commitment by all municipalities to the Benson watershed with 100 foot buffers which start outside
protection of aquatic species habitat, specifically the 100 year floodplain. The area protected by this
for open space, buffer widths, impervious requirement makes up approximately 65 percent of Garner's
surface limits, and floodplain restrictions. jurisdiction. The City of Raleigh has committed to all of the
conservation measures in the Biological Opinion for the
Appendix, [Dempsey Benton WTP that include additional conservation
MOA and land preservation actions within the Swift Creek
watershed. The City has and is currently making progress on
several of the conservation measures including the
finalization of biological and water quality surveys in Swift
Creek, the implementation of the minimum flow release from
Lake Benson, the preservation of more than 312 acres of land
along Swift Creek above Lake Benson and within the Steep
Hill Creek corridor. The City has also successfully removed
one package WWTP from operation and
discharge to Swift Creek

29

and another WWTP removal is currently being planned. A
letter to the USACE on the progress on the conservation
measures will be added to the Appendix.

The City of Raleigh and its consultants are currently working
with both Wendell and Zebulon to identify appropriate
environmental protective strategies for their jurisdictions to
protect the mussels in the Little River. The MOA recognizes
that Wendell and Zebulon may need more protective
measures for federally endangered aquatic species
protection.

29 Appendix,
(cont'd) MOA

As indicated above, the local governments are committed to
open space protection and each has developed an open
space plan. The plans are being implemented through
floodplain and riparian buffer protection, open space
requirements for new development, and land purchases.
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Cor’z:)nent Agency Agency Comment SCI Section |Response to Comment
30
DWQ Basin |Pages ES-2 and 1-3: Please clarify whether
wide Planning |&ach of the seven communities involved will The City of Raleigh and DENR will sign the MOA since the
- Unit and SEPA |individually authorize the proposed Plan by MOA City is responsible for infrastructure planning. The City of
Program:  |Signing the MOA Raleigh plans to have a separate agreement with each local
Hannah government.
Stallings
Pages ES-2 and 1-3 state the area covered in
the Plan "includes each municipality's extra-
territorial jurisdiction and urban service area" Middlesex and a small portion of Johnston County do receive
Middlesex needs to be included in the study water from the City of Raleigh. However, the City is not
area because receives its potable water from responsible for any infrastructure outside Wake County and
32 Zebulon's system. Also a news story in January N/A only provides the water to the County boundary. These local
2008 said Zebulon is proposing to service a governments will need to develop an EA for their internal
portion of Johnston County. water infrastructure and will address secondary and
http://www.wral.com/news/local/story/2364964 cumulative impacts in those environmental documents.
If so, this needs to be included as well.
The discussion on infrastructure on ES-2 does ) . ) )
not include roads. Please clarify if SCI resulting Per agency comments received during scoping, the City of
from transportation infrastructure is covered in Ralel_g_h's and the merger communities' ex_lstlng t_r_a_nsportatlon
the Plan. conditions and future plans for transportation facilities are
included in the SCI Plan. Although the mitigative measures
33 ES 1 described in the Plan will help minimize the SCI from
’ transportation projects, the intent of the SCI Plan was not to
cover transportation infrastructure. The Plan will clarify this
point, and the MOA will specifically indicate that the Plan is
applicable to the environmental review of utility infrastructure
projects only.
Page 1-1: Please change the references to
definition for secondary and cumulative impacts
34 to 15A NCAC 01C .0103(20) and 15A NCAC 1 The definitions and references will be changed to 15A NCAC
01C .0103(a), respectively. Also, please change| 01C .0103(20) and 15A NCAC 01C .0103(3).
the quoted definitions accordingly.
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State Agency Comments and Responses

Cor’z:)nent Agency Agency Comment SCI Section |Response to Comment
Page 1-2 states "Inclusion of known
infrastructure plans in one document provides a
22:';22 r:r\g:gr?(; ?r:fc; \;V;?nfcr?d?gtggsgzrgggrg;y S The Plan covers all utility infrastructure that is needed to
to support growth.” Please clarify whether the support the population projections and land use plan. The
lan will cover onI. "Known" infrastructure specific locations of this infrastructure may not be known at
35 plar Y L Appendix C |this time. The City's CIP map shows only planned projects
projects (Appendix C) or whether it will coverall g . .
ater. wastewater and ransportation proiects over a 5-year period; the written part of the CIP includes 10
Water, wastewate P lon projects. years of projects. The CIP is updated annually. The CIP will
pursued by Raleigh and the merger communities be included in Appendix C
as they relate to the 10-year planning horizon '
and the 4-year projections.
Clarify whether or not the plan will include The SCI Management Plan is based on the local
transportation projects in the municipal governments' land use plans. These plans account for
boundaries carried out by the State. If so, planned NCDOT roadways. However, the City of Raleigh has
36 perhaps NCDOT should be a party to the MOA. MOA no jurisdiction over NCDOT, and NCDOT will not be a party to
the MOA. In addition, the MOA will specifically indicate that
the Plan is applicable to the environmental review of utility
infrastructure projects only.
lﬁgj;ﬂ;f:ﬁi ar?tdwl;t':]tilﬁ ;Ig?l:r\il;?jtii{isohnegfthe The local governments do derive benefit from Falls Lake and
Plan since the r%\unici alities Jderive benefit from the Little River. However, they have no jurisdiction over these
the quantity and ualii) of water in these watersheds, except for the portion within the study area.
watgrshedtz Waﬂe Coyunty's cooperation for the Thus, the watershed areas outside the Plan study area will
protection o'f this area and it should be made a not be included in the SCI Plan. Wake County does no
partner since it will be called on to enforce infrastructure planning (other than supporting municipal
37 regulations (address throughout document). N/A planning processes), permitting, construction, operation, or
SCI will occur in these two watersheds with or maintenance. Thus, Wake County is not expressly included
without infrastructure projects or central water in this plan. However, the County does have jurisdiction
and sewer (second paragraph of section 5). due within the Urban Services Areas of the municipalities. Wake
to impacts from future growth. County's mitigation programs are described in Section 7,
Appendix B and Appendix K. No changes have been made tg
the document.
ﬁrl]li;’;?;?:giispﬁziﬁgfgﬁglsnance should be Each municipality is unique and will adopt ordinances to meet
38 P ’ N/A their needs while protecting the environment. Uniform
ordinances will not be set throughout the study area.
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State Agency Comments and Responses

Cor’z:)nent Agency Agency Comment SCI Section |Response to Comment
Regponses to DWQ's scoping cqmments The scoping document response indicated that the mitigation
indicate that the report will organize the ) ) T .
o - A . (Section 6) and the section which ties together the impacts
description of the existing environment in the ol - . -
. . and mitigation (Section 7) will be organized by local
Study Area by watersheds and discussion of S ; ;
: . - government which is in agreement with how Section 1 and the
impacts by municipality (pg 2 of Appendix A). . . .
. . document is organized. The scoping document comment
However, page 1-5 states that the discussion of g 2 .
39 . ; - 1 response also indicated that the existing environment
impact will be organized by watershed. Please . - . S .
clarify (Sectlon 4) will be organized by watershed YVhICh is consistent
’ with Section 1 and the document. The section on impacts
(Section 5) is organized by watershed, and the scoping
document comments were silent on this. Section 1 will be
modified to show that Section 7 is organized by municipality.
.W.h”e Flgure_2-1 shows the Wrenn R.d WWTPs, The Wrenn Road WWTP has been decommissioned. Figure
40 itis not mentioned in the text of section 2.1.1. Figure 2-1  [2-1 will be updated to depict the appropriate operational
Please clarify whether this WWTP is covered by 9 L up S pictt pprop P
facilities within Raleigh's service area.
the plan.
Please discuss any small package plants within
the Study Area that operate independently of the| A discussion of small individually permitted package plants
41 ; 2.1 .
merged infrastructure system. will be added to the document.
42 Please clarify that the Neuse River WWTP 211 This will be added to the text in Section 2.1.1 regarding the
project received in FONSI in the fall of 2006 o WWTP expansion to 75 mgd.
Please provide the same level of detailed
information on other WWTPs within the Study . Lo
43 Area as provided on the Neuse River WWTP in 211 This detail will be added.
section 2.1.1.
Explain what is meant by the statement on pg 2- The statement will be rephrased to say "upgrade" rather than
1 "The City plans to expand and modify the "modify”. Much of the infrastructure at the plant will not need
Smith Creek WWTP." What is meant by to be expanded just upgraded.
44 "modify"? What is the current status of this 21.2
project? o The Smith Creek WWTP currently has a constructed capacity
of 2.4 mgd, and the City plans to expand the constructed
capacity to 3 mgd. They also plan improvements at the plant
as described in Section 2.1.2.
Pg 2-1 states the Smith Creek WWTP "is The Smith Creek WWTP currently has an NPDES permitted
already permitted to discharge 6 mgd and the discharge capacity of 6 mgd, but the current plant treatment
45 expansion will increase its constructed capacity 211 capacity is only 2.4 mgd with plans to expand the treatment
to 3 mgd." Please clarify whether "constructed o capacity to 3 mgd to utilize a greater proportion of the
capacity" means the treatment/discharge permitted discharge capacity. The statement will be clarified
capacity of the facility. in the document.
Pg 2-2 states that the City plans to expand the
Little Creek WWTP to 6 mgd by 2016, however . .
46 previous meetings have discussed a planned 21.2 The City plans to expand the Little Creek WWTP to 6 mgd as

discharge of 8 mgd for this facility. Please

clarify.

described in the Draft EA to be submitted to NCDWQ.
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Comment .
No Agency Agency Comment SCI Section [Response to Comment
Please clarify how the recent and continuing City Council members have voiced concerns related to the
concerns of the Raleigh City Council will impact capital investment necessary for the construction of the
the future of any reclaimed water projects in the reclaimed water facilities as outlined in the Reuse Master
Study Area (address this in section 6.2.2.8 also), Plan Update. The City Council members recognize the
importance of water demand management alternatives that
will offset the City's increasing potable water demands.
Future reclaimed water will still be part of this alternative but
a7 N/A the shape and form of how the Reuse Master Plan is
implemented will likely change just like any other long term
infrastructure planning project. Ultimately the Council seeks
to provide the City's citizens with the optimal resource
management alternative that is fiscally and environmentally
responsible.
No changes have been made to the document.
48 V\_/hgn W.'” Zebulon's expande_d reuse water 2.1.3 The City plans on the reuse system being operational in 2010
distribution system be operational?
Pg 2.'2 states that "new sub_dlylsu_)ns [in Zebulon] A requirement that all new subdivisions must utilize non-
that intend to use water for irrigation of s
. . . potable water for irrigation would be a challenge to mandate
community areas are required to install separate ) . . o
) ” based on the way in which development will occur within the
taps for reclaimed water." DWQ recommends o .

. T .- study area. New development within the study area will not
that it be mandatory thatall irrigation within new ) ; ) -
subdivisions be with reuse water and not potable necessarily occur in centralized areas near reclaimed water
water P sources. Therefore the ability to connect all new subdivisions

49 : 2 to a reclaimed water system will be limited based on the
capital investment necessary for the construction of new
reclaimed water pipelines to connect all new subdivisions.
The City does plan to maximize the utilization of reclaimed
water and will tie in all new subdivisions that are developed
along the planned reclaimed water main lines, per the Reuse
Master Plan Update. The Plan has not been modified.

DWQ recommends that the trans_portanon . Per agency comments received during scoping, the City of
portion of this plan be removed since Raleigh 2 SR .

- . : . Raleigh's and the merger communities' existing transportation
will not provide a regional authority for the = ) I

e . . o conditions and future plans for transportation facilities are
administration of these projects within the Study . : e
Area included in the SCI Plan. Although the mitigative measures

50 ' 2.3 described in the Plan will help minimize the SCI from

MOA transportation projects, the intent of the SCI Plan was not to
cover transportation infrastructure. The Plan will clarify this
point, and the MOA will specifically indicate that the Plan is
applicable to the environmental review of utility infrastructure
projects only.
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Cor’z:)nent Agency Agency Comment SCI Section |Response to Comment
Figure 2-1: Please explain the rationale for
choosing to diagram planned wastewater lines Figure 2-1 & 2-2 include the existing wastewater and water
with a greater than 12-in diameter. infrastructure, respectively. The inclusion of lines smaller
51 2 than 12 inches creates unreadable maps. The written portion
of the CIP will be added to Appendix C to provide more
information on planned infrastructure.
Pg 3-1 states the Raleigh's CIP considers "the The City is required to meet specified levels of water and
long range objectives of the City." Please clarify wastewater service to each merger community as outlined in
52 how the objectives of each of the merger 3 each merger agreement. The City works with the local
communities is figured into the CIP. governments to identify infrastructure needs and includes it in
the CIP.
Please consider adding management of
53 biosolids to the goals of the wastewater project 3 This will be added as a goal.
listed in section 3.
Page 3-2 S‘T"‘tes that Raleigh will "Encourage the The City does plan to maximize the utilization of its reclaimed
use of reclaimed water for approved purposes . .
. - o water infrastructure to offset potable water demands but will
when economically and technically feasible. likely be limited in its ability to supply all new non-potable
54 DWQ recommends that the city require the use 3 y o Y PPy P
 reclaimed wat here feasibl demands. The City's Reuse Master Plan Update completed
ot reclaimed water where leasible in 2007 outlines the necessary infrastructure for the optimal
management of the reclaimed water system.
Page 3-2: Please clarify what is meant by "Offer Other means of transportation include sidewalks, greenways,
55 other means to move people, goods, and 3 bikeways, and public transportation. This will be clarified in
information.” the Plan.
Page 3-3: Please modify the text in the third
paragraph to reflect the data in table 3-1
56 indicating that less than 783,000 will be served 3 The word "over" will be changed to "approximately".
by the water and sewer systems by 2030.
Page 3-3 states " As demonstrated through its
planning processes, the balance of growth and
57 environmental protection is important to the City 3 The sentence will be modified as suggested.
of Raleigh." Include merger communities in this
sentence.
There are seyeral areas of Figure 4-2 that_ are The 2007 Wake County parcel data layer utilized for the
known to be incorrect, such as an overestimate
- ; Wake County School System Long Range Plan 2005-2025
of developed area in the Moccasin Creek - ) L
. S study was used for the entire study area to define the existing
watershed. What impact will incorrect . .
. - oo and future land uses. This parcel data source was used in
information have on projections? . . -
58 N/A order to provide a uniform and consistent data set for the

study area land use analyses. Based on the nature of the
planning data within this data layer an overestimation of the
amount of developed land and the percent impervious may
have occurred. Since this is a planning level document, the
impact of estimated data should not be significant.
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Cor’z:)nent Agency Agency Comment SCI Section |Response to Comment
"'I'hellast two sentences on Page 414 ;tqte that The data are not faulty; the NWI data are often used to
While the NWI does not map all jurisdictional - . -
. . B estimate the locations and types of wetlands within an
wetlands, it is useful in terms of classifying types| . . ) -
. . . infrastructure project area. The note was simply to indicate
of wetlands and their approximate locations .
L o that the data are not based on recent surveys. For this type
within the Study Area. It is important to note - . .
- of document it is unfeasible to collect field data for all
many changes that have taken place within the ) ; )
: - N proposed projects in relation to wetlands, so a surrogate
59 Study Area since these data were compiled . N/A . L
: . . . desktop analysis was conducted utilizing the most current and
Raleigh should not base the information for this . : .
. . . available data. In this case the best available data for an

Plan on faulty information. Please Clarify. . . .
analysis of the potential presence and impact on wetlands
within the Study Area is NWI and hydric soils. During
permitting, delineations will be completed to accurately
assess the wetland impacts of a given project.

Please update Tables 4-12 and 4-13 and

Section 4.10.1.1 based on the Draft 2008

303(d) List, available at 4.10.1.1 and

60 http://h20.enr.state.nc.us/tmdl/documents/B.Draff Tables 4-12 [The tables and Section 4.10.1.1 will be updated.
t2008303dList.pdf. Also, please update section and 4-13
5.10.1.2 as necessary based on the draft 2008
list.

The first paragraph of Section 5 states that the (1) The SCI impacts related to the planned reclaimed water
Plan results from an "Analysis of impacts [that] infrastructure would be separate from the wastewater
considers the proposed water and wastewater infrastructure. Reclaimed infrastructure would mimic that of
infrastructure planned for future land use the planned water infrastructure. Reclaimed water is utilized
conditions." Please clarify whether (1) to offset potable water demands.

61 reclaimed water is a separate category of 5 (2) SCI of proposed transportation projects within the City of
infrastructure from wastewater and (2) if SCI Raleigh's jurisdiction are not covered by this document; SCI
transportation projects are covered by the related to transportation projects will be addressed in
proposed plan. environmental documentation for individual transportation

projects as necessary. The MOA will specifically indicate that
the Plan is applicable to the environmental review of utility
infrastructure projects only.
Page 5-17: Fhe third paragraph staFes th"’?t’ To Wake County develops or has funded large scale planning
address the impacts of growth on air quality, . . . " e
. . ) projects for the County where regional solutions will maximize
Wake county is researching and developing . . .
. . the results. The Air Quality Task Force was one such project
alternative modes of transportation, such as .
. . . o . (others include the Watershed Management Plan, Growth
regional rail services within the Study Area." If

62 . . . 5.8 Management Plan, the Open Space Plans, and the

Wake County is not an active partner in the ; ; .
. . Groundwater study), and the City of Raleigh was actively
agreement, then its action should not count as . . ! . .
mitiqation involved with the Air Quality Task Force. The document will
9 ' be clarified to indicate that the City of Raleigh and the merger
communities have been actively involved in the Task Force.
Pages 5-20: In the f|rs_t sentence of thg third Reclaimed water lines will be added to the list of infrastructure
63 paragraph, please clarify whether reclaimed 5.12

water lines are included in "sewer lines."

which may cross streams.
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Cor’z:)nent Agency Agency Comment SCI Section |Response to Comment
Page 6-1-:-The second- sentence says that "The Per agency comments received during scoping, the City of
communities are working to address e Lo .
. Raleigh's and the merger communities' existing transportation
environmental concerns related to open space, e . L
. conditions and future plans for transportation facilities are
water, wastewater, and stormwater." Please . ; o
. S included in the SCI Plan. Although the mitigative measures
clarify whether transportation issues are . . . Sz
L L 6 described in the Plan will help minimize the SCI from
64 addressed in this plan and whether it is also . . ;
; MOA transportation projects, the intent of the SCI Plan was not to
supposed to cover stormwater impacts as a o ; . .
separate cateqor cover transportation infrastructure. The Plan will clarify this
P 9oy point, and the MOA will specifically indicate that the Plan is
applicable to the environmental review of utility infrastructure
projects only.
Please consider adding the following to the list
of Federal and State programs discussed |
section 6.1: the 303(d) list; Protection of
Wetlands, E.O, 11990; Isolated Wetland . - .
65 Protection: the Safety Drinking Water Act: the 6.1 A brief description of these programs will be added.
Clean Air Act; Floodplain Management, E.O
11988; and the Farmland Protection Policy Act.
It would seem that each of the Watershed Plans . - . .
. . Impervious surface limits and minimum buffer requirements
in the Study Area would be consistent on .
. - are set by DWQ for water supply watersheds depending on
impervious surface coverage area and buffer o
) the water supply watershed (WSW) classification. These
zones. Please explain why these measures are . .
. - - requirements vary depending on the type of WSW. In
not uniform across municipal boundaries. Also, " )
66 - ) - . N/A addition, the Neuse River buffer rules vary from water supply
please consider making them consistent with . .
L watershed buffer requirements. Finally, some local
one another. Please address this issue . .
governments have chosen to develop ordinances which
throughout the document. : . . )
exceed state requirements. Uniform policies will not be set
throughout the study area.
Page 6-28 and elsewhere: Please clarify the This is a general statement that is currently within the zoning
inclusion of "plant and animal life" for needing ordinance language for the Reservoir Watershed Protection
67 8.4 L . ) X
clean and safe water. Overlay district. This portion of the statement will be removed
from the document.
_Page 6'3?.’: Please clarify who t_he cor_1$ervat|_onl The inspector is a City of Raleigh employee. The land use
inspector is for the Flood Permits. Will the City's - . . - .
. . plan will not change; the City will review development
expansion of the area regulated under floodplain L . ; .
requlations change future land use plans applications for parcels in the floodplain areas in accordance
68 N/A with its ordinance. Local governments are continually

presented in this Plan? If it will, then the City
should not submit its final SCI Management
Plan until it is finished.

updating plans, policies and ordinances and the City will not
postpone submittal of the SCI Plan until all new policies are
finalized. No changes have been made to the document.
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Cor’z:)nent Agency Agency Comment SCI Section |Response to Comment
Section 6.2.2.8, Water Conservation strategies: In the USACE Falls Lake Water Control Manual - Drought
While the City has set 70% as its threshold for Contingency Plan (Updated March 2008) a threshold of 80
requiring conservation, the Environmental percent remaining water supply or water quality storage is
Assessment prepared for the updated Falls identified as the trigger for the initiation of the plan starting
Lake drought Contingency Plan calls for action with drought planning measures (i.e. water budget) and the
by state, federal, and local agencies for such notification of all stakeholders. At 70 percent remaining
things as implementing conservation measures storage, the USACE and stakeholders discuss alternative
69 when water quality storage volume falls below N/A management actions for Falls Lake; this level is in line with
80%. Itis recommended that the City Continue the City's water conservation threshold to require
to work with Corps of Engineers to formulate a conservation during times of drought.
drought response model that will work in unison The City is also taking an active role in the Neuse River Basin
with one another. Also include how this section Hydrologic Model; this study may help to identify the most
will be updated in light of impending legislation. appropriate triggers for water conservation measures during
times of drought.
Any changes to the City's ordinances or policies will be
updated in accordance with the MOA.
70 Page 6-40: DWQ recommends that the City 8.8 The City will work to add this to their Water Restrictions web
provide its xeriscaping booklet on its website. ) page.
Page 6-42: Please clarify why reuse water can
be used for "vehicle washing if the reuse water .
S : . . , Reclaimed water can be used for the purposes of street
is either recaptured or is applied without a spray . . .
- sweeping only with a vacuum-type cleaner, which would
71 but reuse water can be used for street cleaning, 8.8 .
o ; ; recapture reuse water used. The document will be updated tg
where it is sprayed from a moving vehicle and .
. clarify.
will enter the storm sewer system and not be
recaptured.
72 gagiet::\%: Gﬁ':::;;ncéulgﬁ if]n;“ghtgsﬁff pen Appendix K An electronic version of the Plan (is part of the
P y PP ' PP Comprehensive Plan) will be included in Appendix K.
Pagg 655 DWQ recommer_lds that all While this might be a desirable goal, this may not be a viable
municipalities affected by this Plan adopt Wake ) - -
. . R - option for the entire service area. If there are no plans to
Forest's requirement that irrigation systems in . . . .
install reclaimed water infrastructure and if groundwater wells
new developments may not connect to the ) - o .
otable water system are not a feasible option, due to limited yields, then the
73 P ’ N/A appropriate service must be supplied, which would be the use
of potable water. The City does plan to maximize the
utilization of the planned reclaimed water infrastructure in the
most economically and environmentally sound manner. No
changes have been made to the Plan.
Page 6-59: Please provide more detail on 10.2 More information on Rolesville's community plan will be
74 Rolesville's Community Plan and include it in Appen.dix K included; an electronic version of the Plan will be included in

Appendix K.

Appendix K.
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Comment

No Agency Agency Comment SCI Section |Response to Comment
Page 6-65: Please clarify whether the 401 The 401 Bypass is a State project.
Bypass project will be built by the Town or State. Rolesville's UDO requires the construction of bike paths,
If this is a State project, please clarify what sidewalks, and pedestrian paths that link existing and future
impact Rolesville can have on the installation of developments. Rolesville will play a role in the planning of the
bike paths and sidewalks. DWQ recommends 401 Bypass with the NCDOT to ensure that the bypass
75 that all municipalities adopt the objective to link 10.10 conforms to the Town's ideals for pedestrian friendly roads
themselves by public transportation alternatives. within the Town's jurisdiction.
The linking of communities via public transportation will be a
regional effort. The implementation of public transportation
will be limited by the distance and practicality of connecting
the towns within the study area.
76 Page 6-67: Please include Garner's Appendix K An electronic version of the Plan will be included in Appendix
Comprehensive Growth Plan in Appendix K. K.
Page 6-69: Please include Garner's
Comprehensive Parks and Recreation, Open
Space and Greenwa)_/s Master PIar_1 n Appendlx More detail will be provided. An electronic version of the Plan
77 K. Also, please provide more detail on this 11.3 . . - .
will be included in Appendix K.
program so that one can tell how the bulleted
needs are being addressed by the Town.
78 Eage 6-72: The second paragraph appears 11.2 The paragraph will be amended.
incomplete. Please amend as necessary.
DWQ recommgnds that each mu_mmpal!ty adopt Each of the merger agreements outlines the allocated finished
a formal Municipal Water Allocation Policy. .
water supply to each merger community based on each
community's projected growth estimated from each town's
land use planning. Each individual town allocates that supply
within its own jurisdiction based on its unique needs. The
79 N/A merger agreement does outline the total available water
allocation for each Town from the City of Raleigh.
Each community manages its individual water supply based
on its unique needs. The Towns will not develop formal water|
allocation policies.
No changes have been made to the document.
Page 6-83: Please include Wendell's
Comprehensive Plan and Unified Development . . . . . .
80 Appendix K [The Plan and draft Ordinance will be included in Appendix K.

Ordinance (even if in draft form) in Appendix K.
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Comment

No Agency Agency Comment SCI Section [Response to Comment
Pagg 687 "’,‘) DWQ reco‘mmends that each a) Each community is committed to minimize the
mun|C|_pa||ty sign a res_olutlon of support and environmental impacts related to growth within its jurisdiction.
commitment to mitigative measures to address Many have ordinances already in place that model this ideal.
_SCl associated with infrastructure Wendell and Zebulon have recently signed a resolution to
|mprovements._ . commit to improved environmental protection from SCI. If
b) Pleqse clarify whether the feso'“t"?f_‘ th? available, any proposed ordinance amendment language for
Town signed also supports the SCI mitigation for communities within the study area and the timeline for the
impacts fes“'“”g fr_om transportation projects. adoption of the amendment will be outlined in an attachment
(Also address this in 6.2.7.4.2). to the MOA.
©) Pleasl('a clarify wh_at/whose stgr_mda.rdsnwnl be b) The intent of the Plan is not to address SClI related to
81 :;Z:;?bsf‘;;i:e ordinance modification” for N/A transportation infrastructure projects, although the mitigation
: measures in place within the study area will assist in the
minimization of SCI related to transportation projects.
¢) Wendell is currently working with the City and its
consultants for the Little Creek WWTP EA to develop a set of
ordinances and policies that will protect the Little River
watershed downstream of the proposed dam from SCI.
Currently, the Town does not know what the ordinances will
look like, and a "standard" is not planned.
No changes have been made to the document.
Page 6-87: DWQ does not recommend new Each of the municipalities currently have ordinances that are
development be allowed in a floodplain. DWQ FEMA compliant, and many of these ordinances identify
recommends that each municipality adopt specific sensitive areas in which it does not allow
floodplain development ordinances like those of development in the floodplain or significantly reduces the
82 Wake Forest, outlined in Section 6.2.3.7.2. N/A development potential of the floodplain.
Each Town is unique and has designed its ordinances to
meet its needs and protect the environment.
No changes have been made to the document.
Pagg 687 DWQ. recommends that each Itis in the City of Raleigh's best interest to minimize
municipality require that new and replacement S . .
water supply systems and wastewater collection infiltration and inflow (I&I_) into the Wgstev_vater system, and to
: R S the greatest extent practicable the City tries to locate sewer
systems be designed to minimize or eliminate . : . .
infiltration of floodwaters. lines o_ut&de of areas that are influenced by regular flooding.
83 6.2.11 The City also actively monitors and undertakes projects to

minimize |&I, such as the construction of all manholes above
the 100-year floodplain, a sewer line rehabilitation and
replacement program, and a beaver management program to
minimize flooding resulting from the damming of waterways in
areas in proximity to City sewer lines.
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Comment

No Agency Agency Comment SCI Section [Response to Comment

Page 6-87: DWQ discourages on-site septic
tank systems. Please clarify who in the Wendell
service area relies on an on-site system. Please]
84 clarify why an on-site systems within the service N/A
area have not been required to connect to the
municipal wastewater system.

Any development that occurs within the Wendell Planning
Area that is outside its current ETJ will not be connected to
the wastewater system. Therefore if these areas become
developed they will need to build onsite wastewater systems.

No changes have been made to the document.

Page 6-87: While text in this section says that
"The ILA requires the 100 foot riparian buffers
be undisturbed in the floodplain of the Little

85 River water supply watershed," text in 6.2.7.4.1 134
says that greenways and public parks are
allowed in the buffer zone. Please clarify.

The ILA requires undisturbed buffers, but greenways and
parks are allowed in the floodplain outside the buffer.

Page 6-87: When does Wendell expect to pass
ordinance prohibiting development in the 100-
year floodplain.

The Town Council has signed the resolution and is working
with the City and its consultants to develop ordinances and
policies to protect the floodplain. The Council must then
approve the language and hold the required public
review/comment process before an ordinance can be
amended. There is no specific time frame for the adoption of
an updated ordinance at this time. If specific information is
known, it will be included in future versions of the document.

86 N/A

Page 6-89: Please include Zebulon's
Comprehensive Plan in Appendix K. Please
update the status of the Town's Plan. DWQ is
not comfortable agreeing to Raleigh's SCI
Management Plan if it requires Zebulon's
Comprehensive Plan to be in effect.

Page 6-92: DWQ recommends that all
municipalities affected by the development of

An electronic version of the Plan will be included in Appendix
Appendix K K. Any changes to the Town's ordinances or policies will be
updated in accordance with the MOA.

87

Many of the municipalities have pieces of the beneficial

. - Conservation Subdivision ordinance within other ordinances,
this SCI Management Plan adopt a similar ) )
Conservation Subdivision ordinance such as full protection of the 100 year floodplain and 100 foot
88 ’ N/A buffers. Each Town is unique and has designed its
ordinances to meet its needs and protect the environment.

No changes have been made to the document.

DWQ recommends that Zebulon adopts a Each Town is unique and has designed its ordinances to
floodplain ordinance similar to that of Wake meet its needs and protect the environment. As part of the
Forest. Little Creek WWTP EA, the City of Raleigh and its

consultants are working with Zebulon to enhance watershed
protection strategies which may include floodplain protection
within its jurisdiction. The MOA addressed the need for more
protective measures in the Zebulon that may include
floodplain protection.

89 MOA
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Cor’z:)nent Agency Agency Comment SCI Section |Response to Comment
DWQ recommends that all municipalities Water conservation information is included on the billing
affected by this SCI Management Plan provide statement to each of the City of Raleigh water customers.
920 water conservation education material on their 6 The City of Raleigh has a water conservation webpage that
websites. has educational materials; each municipality could provide a
link to this page.
rii%?cizgl.itiEzva?ferst(;odmbn;?Ei(?ssstg?tl\?gnagement As part of the Neuse River basin buffer rules, the Clean
. . Water Act Sections 404 & 401, as well as the Endangered
Plan require that environmental resources be . ; . "
inventoried before permits are issued. Species _Act, pa_rﬂes_responsnble for development activities
are required to identify wetlands, streams, extent of protected
riparian buffers, as well as endangered species and their
habitat (by means of it being illegal to "take", as defined in the
91 N/A ESA, such species or their habitat) and to comply with federal
and state laws. Each Town is unique and has designed its
ordinances to meet its needs and protect the environment.
The Towns will not develop environmental survey
requirements.
No changes have been made to the document.
DWQ recommends that all of the merger DWQ developed its NSW rules to protect the Neuse River
communities limit nitrogen runoff from new estuary. In addition, NPDES SW Phase Il rules require local
development. governments to adopt an ordinance to limit nutrient loading in
NSW watersheds (entire Neuse River basin is NSW). The
smaller local governments will not implement the Neuse NSW
92 N/A rules since they have minimal impact on the Neuse River
estuary, but they will comply with Phase Il for impervious
surface thresholds and the implementation of stormwater
BMPs.
No changes have been made to the document.
.DWQ re_commends tha.lt the Clty_s LID Comment noted; the City will investigate adding this to their
93 information be placed in a conspicuous place on N/A .
. . website.
its Planning department webpage.
Please clarify whether Zebulon's reuse program Zebulon started its reuse program before its utility merger with
94 is separate from Raleigh's plan for this resource. 15.10 the City of Raleigh. The City now administers all water,
’ wastewater, and reclaimed water infrastructure planning for
each of the merger communities.
Please clarify that using reclaimed water for non The statement will be clarified to include a discussion of the
95 potable purposes reduces water supply 15.10 positive impacts that using reclaimed water can have during
withdrawals in non-drought times, too. non-drought periods.
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Cor’z:)nent Agency Agency Comment SCI Section [Response to Comment
Please glanfy why the maps in Appendlx Care The plan covers all utility infrastructure that is needed to
only project water and sewer projects to the yeal . L
; - support the population projections and land use plan. The
2012 when this SCI Management Plan will o . L
. . . specific locations of this infrastructure may not be known at
96 (presumably) cover impacts for 10 years. Itis Appendix C L - .
this time. The City's CIP map shows only planned projects
recommended that these maps be changed to g . . .
: over a 5-year period; the narrative portion of the CIP includes
reflect more long-term infrastructure plans. ; . -
projects over a 1-year period. The CIP is updated annually.
All merger agreements should be on the CD.
97 Only Rolesville's could be found. Again, any Appendix C All the merger agreements will be included on the CD. Plans
and all local ordinances mentioned to curb SCI PP and ordinances will also be included.
should be included on this CD.
98
The Town of Middlesex is not included as a
designated study area in Figure 1, however it is
used as a justification for expansion. CORPUD
has responded that Middlesex will develop it's
own appropriate environmental documents.
CORPUD's June 21,2007 scoping letter states
that "the Little Creek WWTP will be
expanded....to serve growing towns of Zebulon
and Wendell in Wake County and Middlesex in Middlesex and a small portion of Johnston County do receive
Nash County...." Additionally rules 15A NCAC water from the City of Raleigh. However, the City is not
S 01C .0103 (3) and (20) define SCI as responsible for any infrastructure outside of Wake County and
NC Division of |, =~ . . ;
Water environmental impacts resulting from only provides the water to the County boundary. These local
99 Resources: incremental effects of an activity when added to N/A governments will need to develop an EA for their internal

Fred Tarver

other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future activities regardless of what entities
undertake such other actions." and "indirect
impacts caused by and resulting from a specific
activity that occur later in time or further
removed in distance than direct impacts..."
where the only limitation is that the impacts be
"reasonably foreseeable." Therefore, DWR
requests that the SCI Plan include Nash county
and similar areas outside CORPUD's service
area but that are serviced by CORPUD infrastru

water infrastructure and will address secondary and
cumulative impacts in those environmental documents. The
Plan has not been changed.
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Cor’z:)nent Agency Agency Comment SCI Section [Response to Comment
DWR also requests that the plan discuss whose
development ordinance have priority when an The municipality's regulations will take priority over the County
extraterritorial jurisdiction (ETJ) extends into an regulations, (N.C.G.S. 160A-360 Article 19).
adjoining county and how an extension of
service to an outlying community counts towards| Each of the merger agreements outlines the total available
the long-term allowable growth limit on a merger allocated finished water supply to each merger community.
100 community. N/A Each individual community allocates that supply. If a
community extends utility services to other local governments
that community's allocation of services from the City of
Raleigh remains unchanged and the community is allocating
part of its allocation to another local government. The Plan
has not been modified.
ngggsgﬂzz:fe:]rit;:?j zlglvr\;nt?s?rg);?nars]gigr:gary Section 1 will be modified to indicate that roadway
and cumulative indirect impacts outside the infrastructure is shared with neighboring counties. Thus,
service area. some growth may extend beyond the County line, but Raleigh
101 1 and the merger communities have no jurisdiction in those
areas. Development will occur in alignment with ordinances
and policies within those other jurisdictions. These other local
governments are not included in this Plan.
Figures 4-1, 4-2 and 5-1. DWR requests that the We will test your suggestion to see if the maps are legible
102 maps include boundary Ilnes for each municipal 4+5 when this information is added. (Maps not legible so
limit, ETJ and urban services area (USA) as remained the same)
delineated in Figure 1-1. )
Page 1-2, Section 1.0. paragraph 5: The title of
the plan is misleading given the stated purpose
of the plan " to address the secondary and ) ) ) ) . ) .
cumulative indirect impacts for planned The title will be rewe_wed with Clt_y of Ralelgh and senior
103 infrastructure." Since only half of cumulative 1 ,DE,NR members while the MOA is rey{ewed. (DENR
impacts are being considered in the plan, i.e. indicated that title should not be modified as suggested).
indirect, the title should be modified to
accurately represent this narrow focus.
Pages 1-3, Section 1.0, paragraph 1: DWR
104 requests that the draft memorandum of 1 The MOA will be completed before the Plan is submitted to

agreement be included with the draft plan prior

to submittal to the State Clearinghouse.

the State Clearinghouse.
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Cor’z:)nent Agency Agency Comment SCI Section |Response to Comment
Pages 1-3, paragraph 2: The plan states that
the "...EIS does not require a determination of
whether impacts are significant." And, that "[no
quantitative analysis was performed to
determine the level of significance of the . ) , .
105 impacts." However, Rule 01 NCAC 25 .0603 1 i-lr—:eaci?sczr:miiwglebdet;egn:;s;d‘nlizf:fasnf,,c;er\]/c; require that
(6)(a) through (c) require that the EIS include P 9 g '
"direct effects and significance," "indirect
effects and significance,” and "cumulative
effects and significance"
Paqes 1-5 paragraph 2: .DWR requests t.h,at the The Falls Lake and Little River Reservoir watersheds are not
Fall's lake watershed be included due to it's . .
; . . included other than where local government ETJs extend into
expected inclusion on the 303(d) list and the ) - . .
. those watersheds (including the City of Raleigh EM Johnson
E.M. Johnson Water Treatment Plant's . . " .
. . WTP site). The City and merger communities will share
expansion. DWR requests that the upper Little :
. . roadway infrastructure, and some development may occur
River watershed be included due to proposed . . .
106 - : . 1.3 without water and sewer service. Development outside of the
construction of the dam on the Little River. The \ - ; X
S local government's ETJs will be in accordance with Wake
plan should also consider impacts to the upper County's ordinances which are included in Appendix B and K
Little River watershed associated with land use PP ‘
in Franklin County, upstream of the proposed The draft 2008 303(d) list will be used to update the impaired
reservoir. o
waters lists in the document.
Page 2-3 & Page 6-27, paragraph 1: The Plan does not cover future transportation infrastructure
CORPUD's lack of regulatory authority over projects and this will be clarified in the document. The local
transportation and development projects does government's land use planning, which serves as the
not negate the consideration of a project's SCI foundation for this Plan, was developed using future
107 as they relate to impacts associated with 2.3+6.2.2.4 [transportation planning and the SCI mitigative programs in
CORPUD projects. place do minimize the impacts from growth related to
transportation projects. The MOA will specifically indicate that
the Plan is applicable to the environmental review of utility
infrastructure projects only.
108 Page 4-37 paragraph 2: The American eel is a 412 The change will be made.
catadromous species.
Page 5-17 & page 5-20: These sections fail to
109 address the secondary and cumulative indirect 5.10. + 5.12 |The impacts of dams will be added to the document.
impacts of dams.
Page 5-19; This section should include Falls
Lake and any other subject waters not provided
but presently included in the draft 2008
303(d)list and expected to be included in the The draft 2008 303(d) list will be included in the document.
110 final list. The plan should address "...possible 5.10.1.2 The City of Raleigh and the merger communities will

conflicts between the proposed activities and the|
objectives of federal, state, and local plans,
policies, and controls for the affected area." (01
NCAC 25 .0603 (6)()

cooperate with DWQ on any future TMDLs in these waters.
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Page 5-22, paragraph 5: The biological opinion
(BO) for the dwarf Wedgemussel m.SWIﬂ Cree_k An April 14, 2008 letter from the City of Raleigh to the USACE
below Lake Benson dam, included in Appendix . .
. . . outlines the status of the City's progress on each of the
J, is referenced. DWR is particularly concerned . . o ; )
. - ) - Appendix J, |conservation measures required in the BO. This letter will be
111 with consultation and establishment of a gauging . . . .
. . . 5.13.1 included in Appendix J. The City has also completed and
station on Swift Creek. Please provide the . ? o
- submitted to USFWS the Sampling and Monitoring Plan
status of the gauge system and other milestonesg| .
: ’ Baseline Data Report.
toward compliance with the BO.
112
WRC feels that periodic reports should be
submitted to document any additions, deletions,
or changes that may occur to infrastructure
NC Wildlife projects or protective measures (e.g. riparian The MOA will outline reporting requirements and frequencies,
RESOUTCES buffers). Also, there should be a provision that when the document should be updated, and when more
113 .. |allows the SCI Plan to be re-evaluated and N/A frequent updates may be required. The MOA will be
Commission: o - . : .
Shari B i updated if significant changes in aquatic or completed before the Plan is submitted to the State
y R .
an Bryant e rrestrial wildlife resources are observed such Clearinghouse.
as a change in listing of a species, declines in
population, or changes in habitat that could be
detrimental.
A table documenting each watershed and the
114 municipalities that fall within it would be helpful. 4 A table will be added.
Page 2-3: While Raleigh does not have The land use planning and population projections used by the
jurisdiction over transportation projects, these City for utility infrastructure planning does reflect proposed
projects could significantly affect the rate and transportation projects. However, transportation
115 degree of development within each local 2.3 infrastructure will not explicitly be included in the SCI
municipality. document; it will be covered as it is currently. The MOA will
specifically indicate that the Plan is applicable to the
environmental review of utility infrastructure projects only.
Page 5-1 states "Growth in the City of Raleigh
and the merger communities has and will be
facilitated by transportation facilities including
the NCDOT development of I-540 and the US- If available, the environmental documents for I-540 and the
64 bypass...Direct and SCI of these roadway - . - .
- " US 64 Bypass will be included on CD in the appendix. We
116 projects have been addressed by the NCDOT. 5 . ;
. are currently attempting to acquire these documents from the
If SCI for these projects has been addressed by : )
- NCDOT. (The documents were not available electronically).
NCDOT, a summary of findings and any
mitigation measures implemented could be
included as an appendix.
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Cor’z:)nent Agency Agency Comment SCI Section |Response to Comment
Figures 4-1, 4-2, 5-1, and the tables with
generalized existing and future land uses and
117 the tables with a summary of existing local N/A This comment has been noted.
programs in Section 6 were found to be very
helpful.
Neuse River Basin Buffer Rules provide for a 50 Wenger does state that the 30 feet of forested buffer is an
foot riparian buffer on perennial and intermittent absolute minimum width, but on page 36 of the Wenger paper|
streams. In the document (p. 6-29), Wenger there is a discussion on the findings that to maintain stream
was cited as saying "30 feet of forest buffer is temperatures riparian buffers must be at least 10 m (30 ft)
sufficient to shade a stream and moderate wide, forested, and be continuous along all stream channels
temperatures for smaller streams that do not to maintain proper stream temperatures. The document has
support cold water fisheries." However, the not been updated.
Wenger paper actually states that 30 foot
buffers are an absolute minimum width and that The recommended width of a riparian buffer should be
forested buffers (not grass) are vital to health of dependent on the riparian buffer function and other controls
118 stream biota. WRC continues to recommend a MOA that are implemented in the watershed. In general, wider
native forested buffer at a minimum of 100-foot buffers provide greater protection but at diminishing returns.
for perennial streams and 50-foot for intermittent For general water quality protection, the zoned buffer as
streams. In watersheds that support federally outlined in the Neuse rules, is adequate. All communities are
listed species WRC recommends native compliant with the Neuse River buffer requirements.
forested buffers at a 200-foot minimum for
perennial streams and 100-foot for intermittent The local governments also protect 100 foot riparian buffers
streams. along water supply watersheds. Many of the communities
have identified sensitive watersheds (either for threatened
species or water supply) where more significant buffer
protection is required. These include:
1. Garner - Swift Creek/Lake Benson watershed 100 foot
buffer protection. For portions of the watershed, the riparian
buffer begins outside the 100 year floodplain. The Swift
Creek/Lake Benson area makes up approximately 65 percent
of Garner's jurisdiction.
2. Raleigh - Falls Lake, Richland Creek watershed protection
districts - 100 foot buffers
3. Wake Forest & Rolesville - 100 foot buffers on all
perennial streams, Wake Forest 50 foot buffers on all
118, MOA intermittent streams. Both communities protect the 100 year
(cont'd) floodplain and Wake Forest excludes development in the 500
year floodplain.
4. Wendell and Zebulon are the only two communities with
jurisdiction within the Little River watershed below the dam
site for the reservoir. These local governments are compliant
with the Neuse River riparian buffers.
5. Mocassin Creek - Zebulon is the only municipality with
jurisdiction in the Moccasin Creek watershed and meets the
Neuse Riparian buffer requirements.
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Cor’z:)nent Agency Agency Comment SCI Section [Response to Comment
Currently, the City of Raleigh and its consultants are working
118 with Wendell and Zebulon to enhance riparian buffer and
(cont'd) floodplain protection strategies within their jurisdictions. The
MOA has specifically addressed this issue.
Some local municipalities do not allow
development in the floodplain others require We concur that floodplain protection does protect aquatic
structures to be raised, and others comply with ecosystems. Most of the municipalities have floodplain
FEMA regulations which are not designed to protection ordinances to protect the floodplain, but they vary
protect natural resources. City of Raleigh allows in their approach and extent of protection as described below.
50% development. We recommend that local 1. Wake Forest & Rolesville both protect the 100 year
governments prohibit development within the floodplain and Wake Forest excludes development from the
100-year floodplain. Undeveloped floodplains 500 year floodplain.
protect aquatic ecosystems (Junk et al. 1989) 2. Garner protects the 100 year floodplain within the Swift
and provide sediment trapping (Palik et al. 2000) Creek/Lake Benson watershed portion of the town's
jurisdiction. Development in the floodplain in other areas of
119 MOA the Town is rarely allowed.

3. The City of Raleigh limits development of the floodplain to
50% in order to encourage redevelopment. Due to the
urbanized nature of a majority of the City's jurisdiction, much
of the floodplain has been historically developed and is
currently being redeveloped.

4. The Town of Knightdale has preserved a portion of its
major floodplains through zoning. It includes an Open Space
Preserve (OSP) zoning district along major creeks. This
zoning district is intended to permanently protect natural
and/or environmentally significant lands.

5. Wendell and Zebulon's flood protection ordinances are
designed to protect life and property (FEMA). Currently, the
City of Raleigh and its consultants are working with the towns
of Wendell and Zebulon to enhance their floodplain protection
strategies within their jurisdictions as part of the Little Creek
EA process. The MOA addresses Wendell and Zebulon, and
future ordinances may include floodplain protection.
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Open space protection varies among local
ggr:gz:]e;;z;rzg:s_?ﬁ;cggg Z%gg;!@:::gyoff The_$ to 40 percent open space prote_ctioin is usually in
does not appear to represent all open spaces addltlon.to open space protected by riparian buffer and
and should perhaps be renamed to "Parks and fI(_)odealn protectlolrl1 ordinances. The Open Space category
Protected Lands.” Also, riparian buffers and will be renamed to "Open Space, Parks, and Protected
120 - : ' . ) 43 Lands".
floodplain open space are contained in other
lc?:tirl::iig?/\tﬁge?rzzsr’ig;?ira?rfloar\?elgz glr:;clgll;lf/(l) A A clgrification on the percentage o_f land area cpvered by the
regulated floodplains represent 9% or 16% of riparian ‘buﬁers (7 %) ‘and f_Ioodeam- (9%) individually and
the Study Area. cumulatively (13%) will be included in the document.
Many of the local municipality ordinances allow
active recreational areas to serve as part of
open space requirements. Section 5.3 (p. 5-15)
indicates future open space will likely be
121 fragmented except along riparian buffers and MOA See comment response #118 and #119
floodplains, which will provide habitat corridors.
This statement further supports WRC's
recommendation for protecting wide riparian
corridors and the 100-year floodplain.
WRC recommends that impervious surfaces are Many of the studies upon which the 10 percent
limited to less than 10% of a watershed and less S
than 6% for watersheds that support federally recommenda_tlon IS b as_ed were on Waters_heds that_ were
listed aquatic species developed Wlthout riparian buffer/floodplain protection and
’ proper erosion and sediment controls.
The City of Raleigh and Town of Garner fall under the Neuse
stormwater requirements. As such, they require stormwater
BMPs on any development which exceeds 15 percent
imperviousness. The Town of Knightdale requires that post-
122 Sections 7-14 construction runoff volume_be equivalent to pre-construction
runoff volume for low density development (<24 percent
imperviousness). In water supply watersheds,
imperviousness is limited. For example the communities with
a WS-II classification within their jurisdiction maintain the
requirements of 6 percent impervious surface in the critical
area and 12 percent in the remainder of the watershed.
All of the communities are required to be Phase Il compliant
for impervious surface thresholds and the implementation of
stormwater BMP's.
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Comment
No.

Agency

Agency Comment

SCI Section

Response to Comment

123

Tables 4-5A to 4-5J (p. 4-7 to 4-13) shows that
all watersheds already exceed 10% in which we
encourage stormwater control measures to be
implemented in order to mimic a hydrograph
consistent with 10% impervious surface (6% in
watersheds with federally listed species).

Sections 7-14

See Comment Reponses #122

124

Page 5-19 indicates that 303(d) listed streams
are already in urbanized watersheds and are
suffering water quality stresses, further
supporting the need for increased stormwater
control measures. WRC is encouraged by the
City of Raleigh's initiative to adopt higher
stormwater standards (Section 6.2.2.7 p 6-36)

5.10.1.2

This comment has been noted.

125

Protecting wider buffers and floodplains would
allow for greater groundwater recharge.

N/A

We agree with the comment.

126

WRC is encouraged to see LID methodologies
are being considered as these would minimize
groundwater and stream base flow impacts

7.10.1

This comment has been noted.

127

Page 4-40 indicates that dwarf wedgemussel
has been found in Swift creek, little River and
Buffalo creek. It should be noted that the
species has also been documented in Middle
Creek and Moccasin Creek in Johnston County.
Although dwarf wedgemussel has not been
documented in these streams in Wake County,
development activities have the potential to
impact downstream habitat. Also, Tar
spinymussel, a state and federal endangered
species has been documented in White Oak
Creek.

4.13.1

The text will be updated to reflect comment.
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Cor’z:)nent Agency Agency Comment SCI Section |Response to Comment

Page 5-14: It should be noted that many of the The protection of water quality for not only water supply
water supply watershed areas do not purposes but also the preservation of aquatic habitats is a
correspond with the Significant Aquatic priority of each of the communities within the study area. For
Endangered Species Habitat areas. It does not example: The Town of Garner protects the Swift Creek/Lake
appear that comparable protective strategies are Benson watershed with 100 foot buffers which start outside
applied to any areas outside of water supply the 100 year floodplain. The area protected by this
watershed areas, which in most cases are requirement makes up approximately 65% of Garner's
where the most sensitive aquatic species are jurisdiction. The City of Raleigh has committed to all of the
found. conservation measures in the Biological Opinion for the

128 5.3 Dempsey Benton WTP that include additional conservation

and land preservation actions within the Swift Creek
watershed. The City has and is currently making progress on
several of the conservation measures including the
finalization of biological and water quality surveys in Swift
Creek, the implementation of the minimum flow release from
Lake Benson, the preservation of more that 312 acres of land
along Swift Creek above Lake Benson and within the Steep
Hill Creek corridor, and also the City has successfully
removed one package WWTP from operation and discharge

to Swift Creek and another is currently being planned. A
letter to the USACE on the progress on all of the conservation
measure will be added to the Appendix.

The City of Raleigh and its consultants are currently working
with both Wendell and Zebulon to identify appropriate
environmental protective strategies for their jurisdictions to
protect the mussels in the Little River. If available, any

128 (cont'd) 5.3 information on proposed ordinance changes including
ordinance language and a timeline to adopt the amended
ordinance will be included in an attachment to the MOA.

As indicated above, the local governments are committed to
open space protection and each has developed an open
space plan. The Plans are being implemented through
floodplain and riparian buffer protection, open space
requirements for new development, and purchase.
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Comment

No Agency Agency Comment SCI Section [Response to Comment
Page 7-11 It should be noted that the Little
River water supply watershed designation Wendell and Zebulon are the only 2 municipalities with
encompasses the area upstream; and it does jurisdiction in the Little River watershed below the dam site.
not appear that the protective measures (i.e_’ As part of the Little Creek WWTP EA, the City of Raleigh and
ILA) being implemented upstream of the its consultants are currently working with both Wendell and
proposed dam are proposed to be implemented Zebulon to identify appropriate protective strategies for their
129 downstream of the dam. Also pg 1-5 implies 7.13+13+ Jurlsdlc_tlons. In addition, Wendgll has a To_v\_/n C_ouncnl signed
that a reclassification of the stream downstream MOA resolution of support and commitment to mitigative measure
would lead to less protective measures, to address SClI, including increased riparian buffer widths and
jeopardizing the rare mussels located full protection of the 100-year floodplain. If available, any
downstream of the dam. ordinance amendment language for Wendell or Zebulon and
the timeline for the adoption of the amendments will be
outlined in an attachment to the MOA.
;zizi?rgnadg%rgé:g?tse&(lzéz nljlgift:tf i??hnéflcant AII of the merger communities' ordinances meet and in some
Study Area. Most of this is in Little River mstanc-es exceed the necessary State and‘FedgraI
Moceasin C.reek and Swift Creek waters’heds. regulatlon_s. The City itself _has also committed itself to
Dwarf Wedgemu;sel has been documented in consgrvatlon_ and prgse_rvatlon measures to help protect
Buffalo Creek and Middle Creek. We offered aqu_at|c species habitat in the Swift Creek_ W_atershed as
several suggestions during scoping to minimize outlined in Cgmment Response #128. Wlthln the study area
130 impacts to federal listed species. Local MOA the _communltles have_ in place or are working towards greater
governments have protective pr(.)grams in place env!ronmental protection. I_f any of the merger commur_wltles
but they do not appear to be adequate ’ dec_lde to enhan_ce the e_nV|r0r_1menta| ptotectlon of their _
comparable to those suggested in WRC scoping ordinances, the mformanon will pe prowded to the agencies
comments of the WRC SCI Guidance Memo through the biennial report required in the MOA. The MOA
' also specifically recognizes that measures in the Little River
downstream of the proposed dam may not be adequate.
Pg 6-87 indicates the Town of Wendell has
signed a resolution of support and commitment
to mitigative measures to address SCI including
an agreement to pursue ordinance modification,
however it is not clear what these modifications This comment has been noted
may be or how they'll affect the watersheds ’
;';gzoggg iffciﬁ;?g)s/ tehned'T'rc;Svenreo? \7&::&?”' Also The Town of Wendell_ has a Tow_n_ Co_uncil signed resolution
131 adopted a Comprehensive plan that include MOA of support and commitment to mitigative measure to address

recommendations to protect and preserve
developable lands, including that that area within
the WRC recommended 200 foot buffer in
Buffalo Creek and the little River watershed.
WRC is pleased to see this initiative, but the
time frame for accomplishing this is not clear.

SClI, including increased riparian buffer widths and full
protection of the 100-year floodplain. The MOA recognizes
that protective measures may not be adequate for the Town
of Wendell.
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There is discussion in the SCIMP regarding the The City will be required by the MOA to produce biennial
implementation of more protective measures, it reports which will identify significant changes in actual land
is not clear whether these measure would be use or utility infrastructure that was not anticipated or
adopted or what conditions would require their described in the Plan. Changes in the City's or merger
implementation. This is were the WRC feels the communities' land use plans; sediment and erosion control
132 . . . . - MOA .
time period of the SCIMP is valid, periodic programs; stormwater programs; ordinances related to
reports and what triggers a re-evaluation of the buffers and open space requirements; and other major
protective measures within the document. management measures must be described. The time frame
and reporting requirements related to the Plan are outlined in
the MOA.
WRC continues to question whether the We believe that the ordinances are sufficient with the possible|
measures included in this document are exception of the Little River downstream of the proposed
sufficient to protect water quality and aquatic dam. The City of Raleigh and its Little Creek WWTP EA
133 and terrestrial wildlife resources within the Study MOA consultants are working with the Towns of Wendell and
Area under existing conditions, let alone build Zebulon to develop ordinances and programs that will protect
out. the Little River watershed. This issue is specifically
addressed in the MOA.
WRC continues _to have concerns on SClin the The City of Raleigh will consider the addition of the sampling
Study Area, particularly in those watershed that . - . .
support federally listed aquatic species. WRC sites after further conversation on this matter with the
PP y q pecies. \ NCWRC. The City is concerned that data collected from
would prefer each of the local municipalities . . - .
L L sampling sites on Moccasin Creek, although would provide
adopt the mitigation measure outline in the WRC T . . .
. ; beneficial biological and water quality data, would not provide
SCI Guidance Memo, the WRC will accept the . . e . -
- L . any conclusive evidence of a beneficial or harmful relationship
134 Sampling and Monitoring program with the N/A ) o
] ; - . between land use practices and stream quality within the
following change: The addition of two sampling . - A
. . . Raleigh service area. The watershed for the portion of
locations on Moccasin Creek - one in Wake . ) . ; . - .
. Moccasin Creek in the City's service area is partially within
County above US 64 and one in Johnston/Nash . . DR
County downstream of Zebulon Franklin County and outside the Zebulon's jurisdiction
’ therefore the City has no control over the land use practices
in this portion of the watershed.
WRC also encourages the local municipalities to Most of the local governments have comprehensive
consider additional measures to address issues ordinances and policies which when reviewed together
of development and its impact on water quality protect the environment.
and aquatic and terrestrial wildlife habitat in
those watersheds that do not support federally The City of Raleigh and its consultants for the Little Creek
endangered species. Adopting ordinances that WWTP expansion EA are working with both Wendell and
135 protect forested riparian corridors and the 100 MOA Zebulon to identify appropriate environmental protective
year floodplain and that adequately treat strategies for their jurisdictions, specifically in reference to the
stormwater. These measure can be found in the| Little River watershed. The MOA specifically addresses this
WRC SCI Guidance Memo. area.
Any updates to environmental ordinances and policies will be
reported in the biennial updates required by the MOA.

CH2M HILL

Page 32 of 32

Aug 20, 2008; updated Nov 25, 2008



Agency Comments - May 2008



B5/30/2808 18:08 91537152888 MCDENR

AyA

NCDENR

North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources

Michael F. Easley, Governor

FAGE B1/81

William G. Ross Jr., Secretary

May 30, 2008
M. Rusth Swanek Post-it* Fax Nate 7671 [P (aging |g;ggs> |
je ' ™ KAWRIN BENSON | HMeLen MSGEE
i i s
.
3201 Bet‘.chlﬁaf COUIt Fhione ¢ "-I uo- l-"[ISb PhnnE#-T I 5_,,'1 lq‘_{
Suite 300 Fax ¥ L1R-51 Ra19 Fax

Raleigh. N.C. 27604

Re: Draft Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Management Plan for City of Ralcigh
and Towns of Wake Forest, Rolesville, Gamer, Knightdale, Wendell and
Zebulon

Dear Ms. Swanek:

The Department of Environment Natural Resources has completed its internal review
of the referenced project.

The department appreciates the work and the details presented in the management
plan and the measures that have been incorporated to offset growth impacts. A number
of concerns have been identified by DENR agencies. Questions continue to be raised
concerning, stormwater, potential development within the 100-year floodplain, open
space and buffer widths. Also, questions have been raised concerning water quality and
whether the measures being recommended will sufficiently protect rare aquatic species.

The department feels additional efforts are needed in reaching consensus. Our
primary interest is to keep communication open and work together in reaching a balance
that will allow the SCI Management Plan to move forward. It is recommended that you
work directly with our commenting agencies in addressing the attached comments.
Another approach would be to schedule a meeting with both state and federal agencies
prior to revising the plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to review.

Sincerely,
Jotoe A-A—
Melba McGee
Environmental Review Coordinator
Attachments
1801 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Carolina  27699-1601 N%ne Carolina

Phone: 919-733-4984 \ FAX: 919-715-3060\ Internet. www.enr.state.nc.us/ENR/
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MEMORANDUM

From: Jennifer M. Haynie
Environmental Assessment Coordinator
Construction Grants and Loans Section

To: Melba McGee
Office of Legislative and Intergovernmental Affairs

Date: May 22, 2008

Subject: Comments on the City of Raleigh Secondary and Cumulative Impacts
Management Plan

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide comments on the City of Raleigh Secondary and
Cumulative Impacts Management Plan (SCIMP). If you have any questions, please contact me
at 715-6223 or at jennifer.haynie@ncmail.net.

l. Introduction

1. Section 1.1 — SCI Management Plan Process: The first statement of the second
statement might not be the best statement to make.

2. Section 1.3 — Project Study Area

a. The first sentence of the second paragraph states that a new reservoir will be
opened to serve areas in Wake County. Provide the date that this reservoir is
scheduled to open to offer readers a better idea of when water supplies will
increase.

b. Figure 1-1 and 1-2: These figures are so similar that it is difficult to tell the
differences between them. Combine them into one figure.

I1. Chapter 2 — Background and Description of Future Infrastructure Plans

1. Provide a figure that will show all planned major infrastructure projects (wastewater,
reclaimed water, water, and transportation facilities) to provide the reader with a
general idea of where the major projects will occur. This figure does not need to
show all detail but instead should focus on large facilities such as wastewater and
reclaimed water lines over 12 inches or highways that are four lanes or more.

Construction Grants and Loans Section 0
1633 Mail Service Center Raleigh NC 27699-1633 N ne hC li
Phone: 919-733-6900 / FAX: 919-715-6229 / Internet: www.nccgl.net orthCarolina
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2. Section 2.1 — Wastewater
a. Section 2.1.1 — Existing Wastewater System

I. To provide readers with more information about each of the wastewater
treatment plants (WWTPs) discussed in the wastewater section, provide
copies of their NPDES permits in an appendix.

ii. Describe the Smith Creek WWTP in the same level of detail as the Neuse
River WWTP so that the reader will have a similar understanding of the
processes used at this WWTP.

iii. Provide a description of the Little Creek WWTP that has a similar level of
detail as the Neuse River WWTP.

iv. When referencing the WWTPs for the first time, include the NPDES permit
number so that the reader can locate copies of the permits in the appendices.

b. Section 2.1.2 — Future Wastewater Systems: The first sentence of the second
paragraph reads “In 2006, the permitted capacity of the Little Creek WWTP was
re-rated to 2.2 mgd...” Instead of using re-rated, use a phrase such as “was
authorized to expand to,” as this phrase better defines the action that occurred.

c. Section 2.2 — Potable Water: Section 2.2.1 — Existing Water System

i. The last sentence of the second paragraph reads Figure 2-2 illustrates the
water infrastructure...” Add “existing” before “water infrastructure” to
further clarify what is being shown in the figure.

ii. In the third paragraph, provide an approximate date to show when the Little
River Reservoir is expected to be in service. This will show when water
supplies will be expected to expand.

3. Section 2.3 — Transportation

a. While the City of Raleigh may not be able to control mitigative measures for
projects that are under the purview of the other towns, it can require mitigative
measures for its own projects. Therefore, existing transportation conditions and
future plans for transportation facilities specifically within the City of Raleigh
should be discussed.

b. The last sentence of the first paragraph implies that the entire transportation plans
are within Appendix D whereas only summaries are provided. Consider
amending this sentence to more accurately reflect the content of Appendix D or
provide the transportation plans either via hard copy or CD.

1. Section 3 — Purpose and Need for Proposed Infrastructure

1. Consider providing a copy of the City of Raleigh’s Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)
on CD in an appendix since the information provided by the CIP feeds into this
document.

2. Add the removal of septic systems from service as a goal since this is the reason for a
lot of wastewater infrastructure installation. Additionally, add that removing septic
systems from service also improves groundwater quality.

3. When discussing the goals of wastewater reuse projects, use the term “reclaimed
water” instead of “water reclamation,” as the latter implies raw wastewater usage
instead of treated wastewater.



Section 4 — Description of Existing Environment in Study Area: Section 4.2 — Soils

1. In Table 4-2, provide what percentage of each watershed is hydric soils.
2. Tables 4-3a through 4-3j seem redundant when discussing the more detailed land uses
found in Tables 4-5a through 4-5j. Consider removing Tables 4.3a-j.

Sections 6 — Mitigation of Secondary and Cumulative Impacts and 7 — Summary of
Mitigation to Address Secondary and Cumulative Impacts: While the information
provided in Section 6 is good, the chapter is too long. Instead, rearrange these two
sections to have Section 7 first as a summary of the details and then split Section 6 into
separate sections, one each for each municipality.
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TO: Melba McGee, Environmental Coordinator

Office of Legislative and Intergovernmental Affairs

A

SUBJECT: Comments on the City of Raleigh Secondary and Cumulative Impacts
Management Plan, Including the Communities of Garner, Knightdale, Rolesville,
Wake Forest, Wendell, and Zebulon; Project #1454/Reference 08-0007

FROM: Sarah McRae, Freshwater Ecologist
NC Natural Heritage Program

The City of Raleigh (Raleigh) has completed a series of utility merger agreements with the
Towns of Wake Forest, Rolesville, Garner, Knightdale, Wendell and Zebulon. These merger
agreements combine the water and wastewater utilities of each of the individual municipalities
with the City of Raleigh’s Public Utilities Department. Raleigh’s SCI Management Plan
(SCIMP) is intended to address infrastructure for each of those Towns as well as the City of
Raleigh.

The NC Natural Heritage Program (NHP), in conjunction with the NC Wildlife Resources
Commission (WRC) and several other agencies, compiled a list of recommendations, that when
implemented by a local government, will simultaneously work to maintain or improve water
quality, protect aquatic habitat, permit economic expansion, and preserve the character of the
land. These recommendations are detailed in the WRC’s Guidance Memorandum to Address
and Mitigate Secondary and Cumulative Impacts to Aquatic and Terrestrial Wildlife Resources
and  Water Quality (August 2002) which is located on the web at:
http://www.ncwildlife. org/pg07 WildlifeSpeciesCon/pg7c3_impacts.pdf NHP directs Raleigh
and all of the Towns included in the SCIMP to the information contained in the guidance
memorandum, as the “Mitigation of Secondary and Cumulative Impacts” presented in Section 6
of the SCIMP does not address the majority of the resource agency recommendations. In order
to “manage growth using innovative planning approaches and techniques” (p.6-1) as stated in the
SCIMP, NHP urges each Town as well as the City of Raleigh to strengthen mitigation measures
related to open space, riparian buffers, stormwater management, and floodplain protection.

For open space, NHP recommends leaving a minimum of 30% of the development area as
greenspace, which would include buffers and wetlands and ensure that the greenspace is
connected to natural resources. While we recognize that all of the open space indicated on

One
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Figure 5-1 cannot be mapped, it is striking how little green (i.e., open space) there is compared to
the dark orange and brown (i.e., developed lands). NHP recommends that each member to the
SCIMP improve their open space requirements, and follow in the footsteps of the Town of
Rolesville that has a policy statement with a goal to achieve 30% open space conservation. To
summarize, Raleigh requires 10-15% open space, Wake Forest ranges from 15-40%, Garner
ranges from 5-35%, Knightdale does not have a percentage requirement, rather a square footage
requirement based on numbers of bedrooms in a given development (and it is not clear what
“stream bed areas” are for the inclusion in open space), Wendell does not have a percentage
requirement, rather a 800 square feet per each dwelling unit requirement, and Zebulon requires
5% of development as usable open space. NHP strongly encourages a “green space task force”
be developed to increase the amount of greenspace throughout Wake County, and to connect the
open spaces for each of the seven members of the SCIMP. To increase greenspace, it appears
that if more rigorous riparian buffer and floodplain protections are implemented (see comments
below), it is likely that the 30% greenspace recommendation will be met.

Wide, contiguous riparian buffers can help maintain biological integrity and can ameliorate
many detrimental ecological issues related to land use. NHP continues to recommend the
maintenance or establishment of a minimum 100-foot native forested buffer along each side of
perennial streams and 50-foot native forested buffer along each side of intermittent streams and
wetlands throughout the SCIMP area. For Garner (Swift and Middle Creek watersheds) and
Wake Forest, Rolesville, Wendell and Zebulon (Little River and Moccasin Creek watersheds),
where federally endangered aquatic species exist, the minimum recommended buffer widths are
a 200-foot native forested buffer on perennial streams and a 100-foot native forested buffer on
intermittent streams, or the full extent of the 100-year floodplain. These buffers are critical for
the survival of endangered and threatened aquatic species, the buffers will benefit water quality,
and they can provide essential corridors for many species of wildlife.

While the Neuse Buffer Rules apply throughout the area, it is important to realize that those are
water quality buffers, not buffers to protect rare aquatic species. To briefly summarize, Raleigh
requires a range of 35-100 foot “relatively undisturbed” buffers, Wake Forest requires 25-100
foot “natural vegetated” buffers, Rolesville requires 100 foot “largely undisturbed” buffers,
Garner requires 50-100 foot buffers, Zebulon requires 50-100 foot buffers, and Knightdale and
Wendell require only the 50 foot Neuse Buffers. The Little River Interlocal Agreement (ILA)
requires 100 foot undisturbed buffers in the Little River water supply watershed. It is apparent
from these requirements that wider buffers are required in areas that are for water supply. In
fact, in the places where the rare aquatic species live (i.e., below Lake Benson dam and within
and below the proposed impounded section of the Little River), buffer requirements are minimal.
In addition, on Page 1-5, the SCIMP states that “once the proposed dam site is determined, the
local governments downstream of it may request a stream reclassification and expansion of their
USAs.” It appears from this statement that the local governments are looking to reduce the
limitations required by the ILA, which would further threaten the rare aquatic species that inhabit
the Little River. It is also important to note that the only known Neuse River basin population of
the federally endangered Tar River spinymussel (Elliptio steinstansana) lives downstream of the
proposed dam site on the Little River. Reducing protection will jeopardize the continued
existence of this species.
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While each of the seven participants in the SCIMP has a stormwater program, NHP contends that
all of them could be more stringent with regards to impervious surface limits and triggers. The
SCIMP states that “requiring impervious surface values of 10 percent in all watersheds
encourages sprawl and creates other environmental problems” (p. 6-13). NHP questions what
“other environmental problems” the applicant is referring to? Since correlation analyses of
impervious surfaces to watershed classification based on water quality data have found that
watersheds of unimpaired streams averaged 8% imperviousness, impacted streams averaged
11%, and degraded streams averaged 24% (p.8 of WRC guidance memo), and since preventing
watersheds from becoming impaired is a goal not only for water quality, but also for aquatic
species survival, the 10% goal is a minimum. Furthermore, nearly every municipality
participating in this SCIMP does not implement stormwater BMPs until after 24%
imperviousness is reached, and several programs allow up to 70% imperviousness. It is not clear
why one would wait until streams become degraded before implementing stormwater BMPs.
The protective recommendations as detailed in the WRC guidance memo are achievable, and
many of the recommendations have been applied in Maryland to protect the Chesapeake Bay
from water . quality degradation. Please review
http://www.mde.state. md.us/Programs/WaterPrograms/SedimentandStormwater (accessed 26
May 2008) for more information.

Only two of the municipalities (Wake Forest and Rolesville) appear to have adequate floodplain
development restrictions. NHP continues to recommend that the local governments prohibit
commercial or residential development within the 100-year floodplain. Undeveloped floodplains
strongly influence aquatic systems, support a combination of riparian and upland vegetation used
by aquatic and terrestrial wildlife, supply a rich source of food to aquatic communities, and
provide an important sediment trapping function (p.8, WRC guidance memo). The filling of
floodplains increases the potential for flooding of adjacent properties and interferes with the
natural hydrologic process of the waterways. It also disrupts the continuity of migration
corridors for wildlife. To summarize, Raleigh, Garner, Knightdale, Wendell and Zebulon allow
development in the floodplain, while Wake Forest “effectively achieve[s] no development in the
500-year floodplain or future 100-year floodplain™ (p.6-45), and Rolesville “effectively achieves
no development or fill within the 100-year floodplain” (p.6-59). Ideally municipalities would set
aside floodplains as greenspace, thus contributing to the overall 30% greenspace goal.

NHP is most concerned about impacts to the Little River watershed. The SCIMP recognizes that
“the Little River is an important resource to protect because it is designated as a future water
supply for eastern Wake County and it provides habitat for protected mussels” and “protecting
the watershed is a priority among eastern Wake County municipalities” (p.6-17). While only a
small portion of the Little River Reservior Water Supply Watershed is included in the study area
for this SCIMP, NHP is very concerned about the intent of local governments downstream of the
proposed Little River Reservoir dam site to seek “a stream reclassification and expansion of their
USAs” (p.1-5). Not only will the proposed reservoir inundate rare aquatic species habitat, but
reducing protections downstream of the reservoir will greatly impact rare aquatic species
downstream, including the only known Neuse River basin population of the Tar River
spinymussel. NHP strongly encourages strict regulations, particularly those detailed in the
section labeled “Specific Mitigation Measures for Waters Containing Federally Listed Species”
in the WRC guidance memo, for the entire Little River watershed.



City of Raleigh SCIMP
26 May 2008
Page 4

The SCIMP claims that “the greatest water quality and quantity protection will be achieved by
preserving stream buffers and installing stormwater control measures during and after
development” (p.7-8). While it is clear that water supply issues are the highest priority for the
municipalities involved with the SCIMP, it is also clear that rare aquatic species issues are not a
priority. Each of the municipalities lacks protection for aquatic species habitat, specifically for
goals for open space, buffer widths, impervious surface limits, and floodplain restrictions. NHP
would like to see a much stronger commitment for the protection of aquatic species habitat by all
the municipalities prior to signing off on the SCIMP.

Please let me know if I can provide more information. The North Carolina Natural Heritage
Program looks forward to a collaborative effort to help protect the State’s natural diversity. If I
can be of assistance, please do not hesitate to call me at 919-715-1751.

CC via email: Shari Bryant, WRC
Dale Suiter, USFWS
Fred Tarver, DWR
Hannah Stallings, DWQ
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Melba McGee. Environmental Projects Officer
DENR

THRU: Dianne Reid, Supervisor >~

Basinwide Planning Unit and SEPA Program

FROM: Hannah Stallings, SEPA Coordinator .“" R

Basinwide Planning Unit and SEPA Program

SUBIJECT: Wake County

Raleigh SCI Management Plan
DENR#1454, DWQ#13968

The Division of Water Quality has reviewed the subject project and has the following comments and concerns:

I.

I~

ad

6.

Pages ES-2 and 1-3: Please clarify whether each of the seven communities involved will individually

authorize the proposed Plan by signing the MOA.

Pages ES-2 and -3 state that the area covered in the Plan “includes each municipality’s extra-territorial

jurisdiction and urban service area.”

a. Since Middlesex receives its potable water from a connection to Zebulon’s system, it needs to be included
in the study area.

b. A news story in January 2008 said that Zebulon is proposing to service portion of Johnston County
(http://www.wral.com/news/local/story/2364964). If so, this needs to be included in the SCI Management
Plan.

The discussion on infrastructure on ES-2 does not include roads. Please clarify if SCI resulting from

transportation infrastructure is covered in this Plan.

Page 1-1: Please change the references to definitions for secondary and cumulative impacts to

ISANCAC 01C .0103(20) and 15A NCAC 01C .0103(a), respectively. Also, please change the quoted

definitions accordingly.

Page 1-2 states “Inclusion of known infrastructure plans in one document provides a holistic review of growth

projections for the City’s service area. and infrastructure being designed to support that growth.” Please

clarify whether the Plan will only cover “known™ infrastructure projects (it is assumed that the only known
projects are those shown on the maps in Appendix C) or whether it will cover all water, wastewater, and
transportation projects pursued by Raleigh and the merger communities. (Also, please address this issue as it
relates to the 10-year planning horizon for this SCI Management Plan and the 4 year projections provided in

Appendix C, as stated in comment 58.)

Please clarify whether this SCI Management Plan also covers transportation projects in the municipal

boundaries that will be carried out by the State. If it will, it would seem that NCDOT should be a party to the

MOA.

Page 1-5 states that the Falls Lake and Little River watersheds are outside of the USAs for the participating

municipalities and are therefore not covered by the Plan. Since the municipalities derive benefit from the

quality and quantity of water present in these watersheds. these areas should be brought within the jurisdiction

L .
NorthCarolina
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of the Plan. Without the cooperation of Wake County in the Plan, protection of this vital area cannot be

assured. (Please address this issue throughout the document.)

a. Wake County should be made a partner to this SCI Management Plan since it will be called on to enforce
regulations within partnering municipalities.

b. Page 1-5 states that "By limiting water and sewer infrastructure into these two watersheds, lower density
development will occur in these watersheds which will help protect them.” However. SCI will occur with
or without the infrastructure projects (see second paragraph of section 5). Because of impacts from future
development (whether or not it is served by a central water and/or sewer system), these two watershed
areas should be covered by this Plan.

c. All watershed protection ordinances should be uniform across municipalities.

Responses to DWQ’s scoping comments indicate that the report will organize the description of the existing

environment in the Study Area by watersheds and discussion of impacts and mitigation by municipality (see

page 2 of 10 in Appendix A). However. page 1-5 states that discussion of impact will be organized by
watershed. Please clarify.

While Figure 2-1 shows the Wren Road WWTP. it is not mentioned in the text of section 2.1.1. Please clarify

whether this WWTP is covered by the Plan.

Please discuss any small package plants within the Study Area that operate independently of the merged

mfrastructure system. (See comment 51 ¢.)

Please clarify that the Neuse River WWTP project received in FNSI in the fall of 2006.

Please provide the same level of detailed information on the other WWTPs within the Study Area as is

provided on the Neuse River WW'TP in section 2.1.1.

Page 2-1 states that “The City plans to expand and modify the Smith Creek WWTP.”

a. Please clarify what is meant by the City plans to “modify” the facility.

b. The Plan states that this project will be completed by 2009, At what stage of the process is the project
currently?

Page 2-1 states that the Smith Creek WWTP “is already permitted to discharge 6 mgd and the expansion will

increase its constructed capacity to 3 mgd.” Please clarify whether “constructed capacity™ means the

treatment/discharge capacity of the facility.

. While page 2-2 states that the City plans to expand the Little Creek WWTP to 6 mgd by 2016, previous

meetings on this project have discussed a planned discharge of 8 mgd for this facility. Please clarify.
Reclaimed Water: Please clarify how the recent and continuing concerns of the Raleigh City Council will
impact the future of any reclaimed water projects in the Study Area. (Address this issue in Section 6.2.2.8.
also.)

Section 2.1.3: When will Zebulon’s expanded reuse water distribution system be operational?

Page 2-2 states that “new subdivisions [in Zebulon] that intend to use water for irrigation of community areas
are required to install separate taps for reclaimed water.” DWQ recommends that it be mandatory that all
irrigation within new subdivisions be with reuse water and not potable water. (See comments 23 and 42.)

. Section 2.3: DWQ recommends that the transportation portion of this Plan be removed since Raleigh will not

provide a regional authority for the administration of these projects within the Study Area.

. Figure 2-1: Please explain the rationale for choosing to diagram planned wastewater lines with a greater than

12-inch diameter.

21. Page 3-1 states that Raleigh’s CIP considers “the long range objectives of the City.” Please clarify how the

abjectives of each of the merger communities is figured into the CIP.

. Please consider adding management of biosolids to the goals of wastewater projects listed in section 3.

Page 3-2 states that Raleigh will “Encourage the use of reclaimed water for approved purposes when
economically and technically feasible.” DWQ recommends that the City require the use of reclaimed water
where feasible.

. Page 3-2: Please clarify what is meant by “Offer other means to move people. goods, and information.”
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Page 3-3: Please modify the text in the third paragraph to reflect that data in Table 3-1 indicate that less than
783,000 will be served by the water and sewer systems by 2030.

. Page 3-3 states "As demonstrated through its planning processes, the balance of growth and environmental

protection is important to the City of Raleigh.” Since the local ordinances of each individual merger
community will be used within its limits to guard against SCI resulting from infrastructure projects, it would
seem that the merger communities should also be included in this sentence.

. There are several areas of Figure 4-2 that are known to be incorrect. For example, in the upper Moccasin

Creek watershed. there is an overestimate of developed area. What impact does the incorrect information
have on the projections being made?

. Page 4-14: The last two sentences of section 4.4 state that, “While the NW1I does not map all jurisdictional

wetlands. it is useful in terms of classifying types of wetlands and their approximate locations within the
Study Area. It is important to note that many changes have taken place within the Study Area since these data
were compiled.” Raleigh should not base the information for this Plan on faulty information. Please clarify.

29. Please update Tables 4-12 and 4-13 and Section 4.10.1.1 based on the Draft 2008 303(d) List, available at

http://h20.enr.state.nc.us/tmdl/documents/B.Draft2008303dList.pdf. Also, please update section 5.10.1.2 as
necessary based on the draft 2008 list.

. The first paragraph of Section 5 states that the Plan is results from an “Analysis of impacts [that] considers

the proposed water and wastewater infrastructure planned for future land use conditions.” Please clarify
whether (1) reclaimed water is a separate category of infrastructure from wastewater and (2) SCI
transportation projects are covered by the proposed Plan.

. Page 5-17, Section 5.8: The third paragraph states that, “To address the impacts of growth on air quality,

Wake County is researching and developing alternative modes of transportation, such as regional rail services
within the Study Area.” If Wake County is not an active partner in the agreement, then its actions should not
count as mitigation.

. Page 5-20. Section 5.12: In the first sentence of the third paragraph, please clarify whether reclaimed water

lines are included in “sewer lines.”

Page 6-1: The second sentence says that “The communities are working to address environmental concerns
related to open space. water, wastewater, and stormwater.” Please clarify whether transportation issues are
addressed in this Plan and whether it is also supposed to cover stormwater impacts as a separate category.

. Please consider adding the following to the list of Federal and State programs discussed in section 6.1: the

303(d) list; Protection of Wetlands, E.O. 11990 Isolated Wetland Protection; the Safe Drinking Water Act:

the Clean Air Act: Floodplain Management, E.O. 11988; and the Farmland Protection Policy Act.

It would seem that each of the Watershed Plans in the Study Area would be consistent on impervious surface

coverage area and buffer zones. Please explain why these measures are not uniform across municipal

boundaries. Also. please consider making them consistent with one another. Please address this issue

throughout the document.

Page 6-28 and elsewhere: Please clarify the inclusion of “plant and animal life”” for needing clean and safe

water.

Page 6-33. section 6.2.2.5.1

a, Please clarify who the conservation inspector is for Flood Permits.

b. Will the City’s expansion of the area regulated under floodplain regulations change future land use plans
presented in this Plan? If it will. then the City should not submit its final SCI Management Plan until it is
finished.

. Section 6.2.2.8, Water Conservation: There is concern about the following portions of the City’s water

conservation strategies.

a. While the City has set 70% as its threshold for requiring conservation. the Environmental Assessment
prepared for the updated Falls Lake Drought Contingency Plan calls for action by state, federal, and local
agencies for such things as implementing conservation measures when the water quality storage volume of
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the lake falls below 80%. It is recommended that the City continue working with the Corps of Engineers to
formulate a drought response models that will work in unison with one another.
b. Please include information on how this section will be updated in light of impending legislation that may
require mandatory uniform state-wide water conservation.
Page 0-40: DWQ recommends that the City provide its xeriscaping booklet on its website.
Page 6-42: Please clarify why reuse water can be used for “vehicle washing if the reuse water is either
recaptured or is applied without a spray™ but reuse water can be used for street cleaning, where it is sprayed
from a moving vehicle and will enter the storm sewer system and not be recaptured.
Page 6-49, Section 6.2.3.5: Please include Knightdale's Open Space and Greenway Plan in Appendix K.
Page 6-55, Section 6.2.3.10: DWQ recommends that all municipalities affected by this Plan adopt Wake
Forest’s requirement that irrigation systems in new developments may not connect to the potable water
system.

Appendix K.

Page 6-65. Section 6.2.4.10

a. Please clarify whether the 401 Bypass project will be built by the Town or the State. 1f this is a State
project. please clarify what impact Rolesville can have on the installation of bikepaths and sidewalks. (See
comment 6.)

b. DWQ recommends that all municipalities adopt the objective to link themselves by public transportation
alternatives.

. Page 6-67, Section 6.2.5.2: Please include Garner’s Comprehensive Growth Plan in Appendix K.
46.

Page 6-69, Section 6.2.5.4: Please include Garner’s Comprehensive Parks and Recreation, Open Space and
Greenways Master Plan in Appendix K. Also, please provide more detail on this program so that one can tell
how the bulleted needs are being addressed by the Town.

Page 6-72. Section 6.2.5.6.2: The second paragraph appears incomplete. Please amend as necessary.
Section 6.2.6.1: DWQ recommends that each municipality adopt a formal Municipal Water Allocation
Policy.

Page 6-83. Section 6.2.7: Please include Wendell’s Comprehensive Plan and Unified Development
Ordinance (even if in draft form) in Appendix K.

30, Page 6-87, Section 6.2.7.4.1

a. DWQ recommends that each municipality sign a resolution of support and commitment to mitigative
measures to address SCI associated with infrastructure improvements.

bh. Please clarify whether the resolution the Town signed also supports SCI mitigation for impacts resulting
from transportation projects. (Also address this in 6.2.7.4.2.)

c. Please clarify what/whose standards will be used to “pursue ordinance modification™ for stream buffers.

. Page 6-87, Section 6.2.7.4.2

a. DWQ does not recommend new development be allowed in a floodplain. DWQ recommends that each
municipality adopt floodplain development ordinances like those of Wake Forest, outlined in Section
6:2.3.7.2.

b. DWQ recommends that each municipality require that new and replacement water supply systems and
wastewater collection systems be designed to minimize or eliminate infiltration of floodwaters.

c. DWQ discourages on-site septic systems.

1. Please clarify who in the Wendell service area relies on an on-site system.
ii. Please clarify why any on-site systems within the service area have not been required to connect to the
municipal wastewater system.

d. While text in this section says that “The ILLA requires the 100 foot riparian buffers be undisturbed in the
floodplain of the Little River water supply watershed.” text in 6.2.7.4.1 says that greenways and public
parks are allowed in the buffer zone. Please clarify.

. When does Wendell expect to pass ordinance prohibiting development in the 100-year floodplain?

o
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. Page 6-89. Section 6.2.8
a. Please include Zebulon’s Comprehensive Plan in Appendix K.

b. Please update the status of the Town’s Plan. DWQ is not comfortable agreeing to Raleigh’s SCI
Management Plan if it requires Zebulon’s Comprehensive Plan to be in effect.

. Page 6-92, Section 6.2.8.3.2: DWQ recommends that all municipalities affected by the development of this
SCI Management Plan adopt a similar Conservation Subdivision ordinance.

54. Section 6.2.8.4.2: DWQ recommends that Zebulon adopts a floodplain ordinance similar to that of Wake
Forest.

. Section 6.2.8.7: DWQ recommends that all municipalities affected by this SCI Management Plan provide
water conservation educational materials on their websites.

. Page 7-5, Section 7.6: DWQ recommends that all municipalities affected by this SCI Management Plan
require that environmental resources be inventoried before permits are issued.

. Section 7.10
a. DWQ recommends that all of the merger communities limit nitrogen runoff from new development.

b. DWQ recommends that the City’s LID information be placed in a conspicuous place on its Planning
Department webpage.

¢. Please clarify whether Zebulon’s reuse program is separate from Raleigh’s plan for this resource.

d. Please clarify that using reclaimed water for non-potable purposes reduces water supply withdrawals in
non-drought times, too.

. Appendix C: Please clarify why these maps only project water and sewer project to the year 2012 when this
SCI Management Plan will (presumably) cover impacts for 10 years. It is recommended that these maps be
changed to reflect more long-term infrastructure plans.

. Appendix K

a. All merger agreements should be on the CD. Only Rolesville’s could be found.
b. As mentioned in previous comments, any and all local ordinances mentioned to curb SCI should be
included on this CD.

Please contact me at 733-5083, ext. 355, il I can be of any additional help.
Thank you.

Ce:

Danny Smith — RRO
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Melba McGee. Environmental Coordinator
Office of Legislative and [nlergovernpenlal Affairs

7 _ 3 4 o .
FROM: John Sutherland ’I/k_ \m ﬂ QAN N/C - \Lo“f Jshn JA hwl\wQ

Water Projects Section Chief

SUBJECT: City of Raleigh Public Utilities Department and merger communities
Draft Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Management Plan (DENR Proj. No. 1454)

The Division of Water Resources (DWR) submits these comments following the review of the April,
2008, draft City of Raleigh Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Management Plan (Including the
Communities of Garner, Knightdale, Rolesville, Wake Forest, Wendell, and Zebulon). The final
version will be a secondary and cumulative indirect impact (SCI) management plan (“plan™) for the
City of Raleigh Public Utilities Department’s (CORPUD) service area, consisting of the combined
existing and future sewer and water systems of Raleigh and the “merger members™ (i.c., Garner,
Rolesville, Knightdale, Wake Forest, Wendell, and Zebulon). CORPUD’s intent is for the plan to
accompany cither an environmental assessment (EA) or environmental impact statement (EIS) and
serve in addressing, in part, the SCI associated with growth and development in CORPUD’s service
area.

DWR Scoping Comments

The following comments are associated with DWR’s scoping comments dated August 15, 2007, and

CORPUD’s responses.

e Comment: “According to CORPUD’s scoping letter for expansion of the Little Creek
wastewater treatment plant. a justification of the expansion is to service growth in the Town of
Middlesex: however, in the scoping letter for the plan, Middlesex is not included in the
designated study area in Figure 1. CORPUD should adjust the service area boundary to
accurately reflect service connections.”

Response: “Zebulon does provide wastewater service to the Town of Middlesex in Nash
County. However, Middlesex must develop the appropriate environmental documents for new
infrastructure and will address all [SCI] in those documents.™

CORPUD’s June 21, 2007, scoping letter states that “[t]he Little Creek wastewater treatment
plant (WWTP) will be expanded...to serve the growing towns of Zebulon and Wendell in Wake

1611 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1611 One .
Phone: 919-733-4064 \ FAX: 919-733-3558 \ Internet: www.ncwater.org NorthCarolina
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County and Middlesex in Nash County....” Clearly, CORPUD’s justification for the WWTP
expansion is partially based on growth in the Town of Middlesex and the expansion will support
growth in Middlesex. Rules 15A NCAC 01C .0103 (3) and (20) define cumulative and
secondary impacts, respectively, as (emphasis added):

"...environmental impacts resulting from incremental effects of an activity when added to other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future activities regardless of what entities undertake
such other actions.”

and

"...indirect impacts caused by and resulting from a specific activity that occur later in time or
further removed in distance than direct impacts....”

The only constraint on consideration is that impacts be “reasonably foreseeable,” not whether the
applicant has jurisdiction over the service area. Due to the nexus established between the
WWTP and SCI resulting from WWTP-supported growth in Middlesex, DWR requests that the
plan expand the study area to encompass SCI in Nash County, as well as other similar areas
outside CORPUD’s service area that are serviced by CORPUD infrastructure. DWR also
requests that the plan discuss whose development ordinances have priority when an
extraterritorial jurisdiction (ETJ) extends into an adjoining county, i.e. Durham, Franklin,
Johnston counties. The plan should also discuss how an extension of service to an outlying
community counts towards the long-term allowable growth limit on a merger member. i.e.
Zebulon’s service to Middlesex, Raleigh’s service to Fuquay-Varina and Holly Springs.

e Comment: “SCI are not necessarily confined to a project’s service area. SCI may extend
downstream of service area and jurisdictional boundaries. CORPUD should discuss plans to
address SCI that may occur outside of the project service area. including areas in Johnston and
Nash counties. CORPUD should adjust the study area boundary in Figure 1 to accurately reflect
potential SCL.”

Comment: “CORPUD should discuss why upstream parcels of Wake County are outside of the
study area. Upstream uses may contribute to downstream cumulative impacts.”

Response: “Secondary impacts from CORPUD’s infrastructure will be generally be [sic] limited
to its service area. Cumulative direct impacts may result from adjacent development, and
cumulative direct impacts will be addressed in individual environmental documents.”

CORPUD’s response indicates recognition that not all SCI are limited to its service area. As
such, DWR requests that the plan be expanded to consider upstream and downstream secondary
and cumulative indirect impacts outside the service area.

General Comments

e Figures 4-1, 4-2 and 5-1: DWR requests that the maps include boundary lines for each municipal
limit, ETJ and urban services area (USA) as delineated in Figure 1-1.

e Page 1-2, Section 1.0, paragraph 5: The title of the plan is misleading given the stated purpose of
the plan *...to address the secondary and cumulative indirect impacts for planned infrastructure.”
Since only half of cumulative impacts are being considered in the plan, i.e. indirect, the title should
be modified to accurately represent this narrow focus.

2
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e Page 1-3. Section 1.0, paragraph 1: DWR requests that the draft memorandum of agreement be
included with the draft plan prior to submittal to the State Clearinghouse.

e Page 1-3. Section 1.1, paragraph 2: The plan states that the “...EIS does not require a
determination of whether impacts are significant.” And. that “[n]o quantitative analysis was
performed to determine the level of significance of the impacts.” However, Rule 01 NCAC 25
0603 (6)(a) through (¢) require that the EIS include “direct effects and significance.” “indirect
effects and significance.” and “cumulative effects and significance™ (emphasis added).

e Page 1-5, Section 1.3, paragraph 2: The plan states that “[t]he areas within these two watersheds
[Falls Lake and Little River approximately upstream of Highway 64] that fall outside the USAs are
not included in the Project Study Area....” CORPUD and some merger partners have USAs that
extend into both watersheds and include both residential and nonresidential development.
CORPUD’s E.M. Johnson Water Treatment Plant (WTP)--which is slated for expansion and it is
assumed that this plan would be referenced to address the WTP expansion’s SCI--also lies within
the Falls Lake watershed. Also, the plan doesn’t mention that Falls Lake is slated for inclusion in
the 2008 303(d) list (see Table 4-13 and pages 38 and 39 of the Division of Water Quality’s North
Carolina 303(d) List Draft for Public Review January 10, 2008
<http://h20.enr.state.nc.us/tmdl/documents/B.Dratt2008303dList.pdf>). By excluding these
watersheds, the plan ignores the secondary and cumulative indirect impacts of permitted
development both in and outside of USAs; some development is allowed up to 30 percent
imperviousness. By excluding the upper Little River watershed. the plan ignores the secondary
and cumulative indirect impacts of the proposed dam. DWR requests that the Falls Lake
watershed be included due its expected inclusion on the 303(d) list and the WTP’s expansion, and
that the upper Little River watershed be included due to the proposed construction of the dam on
the Little River. The plan should also consider impacts to the upper Little River watershed
associated with land use in Franklin County, upstream of the proposed reservoir.

e Page 2-3. Section 2-3 & page 6-27, Section 6.2.2.4, paragraph 1: CORPUD’s lack of regulatory
authority over transportation and development projects does not negate the consideration of a
project’s SCI as they relate to impacts associated with CORPUD projects.

e Page 4-37, Section 4.12. paragraph 2: The American eel 1s a catadromous species.

e Page 5-17. Section 5.10 & page 5-20, Section 5.12: These sections fail to address the secondary
and cumulative indirect impacts of dams.

e Page 5-19, Section 5.10.1.2: This section should include Falls Lake and any other subject waters
not provided but presently included in the draft 2008 303(d) list and expected to be included in the
final list. Also, the section states that *...it will likely be difficult to attain a healthy aquatic
community in them, even with no future development. Increases in runoft may further degrade
these waterbodies.”™ The plan should address *...possible conflicts between the proposed activities
and the objectives of federal. state, and local plans, policies, and controls for the affected area.” (01
NCAC 25 .0603(6)(f))

e Page 5-22. Section 5.13.1, paragraph 5: The biological opinion (BO) for the dwarf wedgemussel
in Swift Creek below Lake Benson Dam, included in Appendix . is referenced. However, the
plan does not provide any accomplishments in achieving compliance with the BO. Of particular
importance to DWR is the consultation and establishment of a gauging station on Swift Creek.
Please provide in the plan the status of the gauge station and other milestones toward compliance
with the BO.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have additional questions or comments, please
contact Fred Tarver at 919/715-5442 or at fred.tarver(@ncmail.net.

.
A
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~ North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission

MEMORANDUM

TO: Melba McGee, Environmental Coordinator
Office of Legislative and Intergovernmental Affairs

FROM: Shari L. Bryant. Piedmont Region Coordinator ’AM‘B‘%MJ

Habitat Conservation Program
DATE: 28 May 2008

SUBIJECT: Draft Secondary and Cumulative Impact Management Plan for City of Raleigh, Wake
County, DENR Project No. 1454,

Biologists with the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC) have reviewed the
subject document and we are familiar with the habitat values of the area. Our comments are provided in
accordance with provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16
U.S.C. 661 et seq.). North Carolina Environmental Policy Act (G.S. 113A-1 through 113A-10: 1 NCAC
25). North Carolina General Statutes (G.S. 113-131 et seq.), and North Carolina Administrative Code
ISANCAC 10L0102.

The City of Raleigh merged its water and wastewater systems with the Towns of Garner,
Rolesville, Knightdale, Wake Forest, Wendell, and Zebulon. The Secondary and Cumulative Impact
(SCI) Management Plan includes a brief description of planned water and sewer infrastructure, the
impacts of growth resulting from construction of this infrastructure, and measures to mitigate growth
impacts. Growth will be regulated by ordinances within each municipality. Separate environmental
documents that address the direct impacts of individual infrastructure projects would be prepared.

Neuse River. Crabtree Creek, Walnut Creek Swilt Creek, Middle Creek, Marks Creek, Buffalo
Creek. Little River, and Mocassin Creek flow through or drain portions of the service area. Within these
watersheds there are records for the federal and state endangered dwart wedgemussel (Alasmidonta
freterodon) and Tar spinymussel (Elliptio steinstansana); the federal species of concern and state
endangered Atlantic pigtoe (Fusconaia masoni), green floater (Lasmigona subverdis), and yellow lance
(Elliptio lanceolata): the federal species of concern and state special concern Carolina madtom (Noturus
Juriosus); the federal species of concern and state significantly rare pinewoods shiner (Lythriurus
matutinus) and Roanoke bass (Ambloplites cavifrons); the state threatened creeper (Strophitus undulatus),
Eastern lampmussel (Lampsilis radiata), triangle floater (Alasmidonta undulata), Roanoke slabshell
(Elliptio roanokensis), and least brook lamprey (Lampetra aepyptera); the state special concern North
Carolina spiny crayfish (Orconectes carolinensis) and notched rainbow (Villosa constricta); and the state
significantly rare Carolina ladle crayfish (Cambarus davidi).

Mailing Address: Division of Inland Fisheries « 1721 Mail Service Center » Raleigh, NC 27699-1721
Telephone: (919) 707-0220 « Fax: (919) 707-0028
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We appreciate the City’s efforts in developing a SCI Management Plan that details measures for
addressing secondary and cumulative impacts. The SCI Management Plan should result in a more
proactive approach to mitigation for SCI. Also, it should make the environmental review process simpler
because SCI issues will not need to be addressed for each environmental document.

In our scoping comments for the SCI Management Plan (Bryant. 15 August 2007), we offered
several recommendations to reduce impacts to aquatic and terrestrial wildlife resources from secondary
and cumulative impacts. These recommendations included measures related to riparian buffer, floodplain
and open space protection: impervious surface limits and stormwater management; and sediment and
erosion control. Each of the local municipalities has implemented measures related to riparian buffer,
floodplain and open space protection, impervious surface limits and stormwater management, and
sediment and erosion control. Although many of the local municipalities implement protective measures
that exceed those stipulated by state and lfederal programs, we remain concerned that continued
degradation in area streams may be expected without the implementation of more extensive measures.
particularly in those watersheds that support federally listed species.

We offer the following observations, comments, and recommendations on the SCI Management
Plan:

General Comments on the SCI1 Management Plan

I, Executive Summary (p. ES-2): The memorandum of agreement (MOA) will detail how the SCI
Management Plan will be used, the time period during which it can be cited in environmental
documents. and under what circumstances it must be updated. The MOA has not been drafted, but
will be finalized prior to public review of the document. We feel the time period in which the SCI
Management Plan is applicable and the circumstances under which it will be updated are important.
Although we are not opposed to the SCI Management Plan being valid for several years, we feel
periodic reports should be submitted to document any additions, deletions, or changes that may occur
to infrastructure projects or protective measures (e.g., riparian buffers) detailed in the SCI
Management Plan. In addition, there should be a provision that allows the SCI Management Plan to
be re-evaluated and updated if significant changes in aquatic or terrestrial wildlife resources are
observed. Significant changes may include, but are not limited to, the listing or change in listing
(e.g.. lrom threatened to endangered) of a species; significant declines (e.g., numbers or health) in
known populations: or significant changes in habitat (e.g.. water quality) that could be detrimental to
aquatic or terrestrial wildlife resources.

&=

Information in the document is presented in two formats — by watershed and by local municipality.
While we encourage management of natural resources on a watershed basis, it 1s sometimes difficult
to determine which measures apply to which watersheds particularly when a watershed crosses
municipal boundaries. It would be helpful if there was a table within the document that listed each
watershed (e.g, Crabtree Creek) and the municipality or municipalities that fall within each
watershed.

Section 2.3 (p. 2-3) states: “The City of Raleigh does not have jurisdiction over transportation
projects in Garner, Knightdale. Rolesville. Wake Forest, Wendell and Zebulon and cannot require
mitigation strategies for transportation projects outside its jurisdiction. Future transportation was
considered in each local government’s land use plan which serves as the basis for this SCI
document.” While we recognize that Raleigh may not have jurisdiction over transportation projects,
these projects could significantly affect the rate and degree of development within each local
municipality.

L

4. Section 5 (p. 5-1) states: “Growth in the City of Raleigh and the merger communities has and will be



Page 3

28 May 2008
Drafi — Raleigh SCI Management Plan
Project No. 1434

facilitated by transportation facilities including the NCDO'T development of 1-540 and the US 64
bypass...Direct and SCI of these roadway projects have been addressed by the NCDOT.” If SCI for
transportation projects has been addressed by NCDOT, then a summary of the findings and any
mitigation measures implemented by the local municipalities to address SCI from these projects could
be included as an appendix in the SCI Management Plan.

We found Figures 4-1, 4-2, and 5-1, the tables with generalized existing and future land uses, and the
tables with a summary of existing local programs in Section ¢ particularly helpful.

Watershed Protection in General

Riparian Buffers: The Neuse River Basin Buffer Rules apply to each local municipality. These rules
provide for a 50 foot riparian buffer on perennial and intermittent streams. Some of the local
municipalities have adopted riparian buffers up to 100-feet and some do not allow lots to be platted
within the buffers. Generally, wider riparian buffers are applied to water supply watersheds or to
developments with higher impervious surfaces (>24%). We are pleased to see that some of local
municipalities (e.g., Knightdale) requu e environmental surveys that include identification of natural
and historic resources on a site prior to the preparation of development plans.

In the document (p. 6-29), Wenger (1999) was cited as stating that ~... 30 feet of forested buffer is
sufficient to shade a stream and moderate instream temperatures for smaller streams that do not
support cold water fisheries. Wider buffers are needed for wildlife corridors.™ However, the Wenger
paper actually states that 30 foot buffers are an absolute minimum width. Wenger further states that
forested buffers (not grass) are vital to the health of stream biota.

Wide, contiguous riparian buflfers have greater and more flexible potential than other options to
maintain biological integrity (Horner et al. 1999) and could ameliorate many ecological issues related
to land use and environmental quality (Naiman et al. 1993). We feel that 30 or even 50 foot buffers
are not adequate to protect aquatic resources. Wide buffers are necessary to provide adequate shade,
moderate stream temperatures, maintain stable water flows and channel morphology, stabilize stream
banks, provide adequate organic carbon and nutrients to support the aquatic food web, provide large
woody debris, and to adequately facilitate the exchange of groundwater and surface water.

We continue to recommend a minimum 100-foot native forested buffer along each side of perennial
streams and a 50-foot native forested buffer dlong each side of intermittent streams and wetlands. In
watersheds that support federally listed species, we recommend a minimum 200-foot native forested
buffer along each side of perennial streams and a 100-foot native forested butfer along each side of
intermittent streams. Also, streams should be delineated according to U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACOE) or N.C. Division of Water Quality (NCDWQ) methodology.

Floodplain Protection: Some of the local municipalities do not allow development or fill in the
floodplain and do not allow lots to be platted in the ﬂoodplain Others allow structures in the
ﬂoodpldm but require structures to be elevated 2 to 3 feet above base flow elevation. City of Raleigh
limits fill in loodway fringe to 50 percent and built-upon-area in the floodway fringe is limited to
S0%.

For some of the local municipalities, it was stated the Town’s floodplain ordinance complies with
FEMA regulations. FEMA regulations are designed to protect property owners from damage and to
allow them to purchase insurance protection against losses from flooding, not for the protection of
natural resources.

We continue to recommend local governments prohibit development within the 100-year floodplain.
Undeveloped floodplains strongly influence aquatic systems, support a combination of riparian and
upland vegetation used by aquatic and terrestrial wildlife, supply a rich source of food to aquatic
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communities (Junk et al. 1989), and provide an important sediment trapping function (Palik et al.
2000). The filling of {loodplains increases the potential for flooding of adjacent properties and
interferes with the natural hydrologic process of the waterways. It also disrupts the continuity of
migration corridors for wildlife.

Open Space Protection: Each of the local municipalities has provisions for protecting open space.
These range from approximately 5% to 40%. Some require open areas to be in large continuous
blocks and allow floodplains. steep slopes and riparian areas to meet minimum open space
requirements, Others require a percentage of the open space to be dedicated for active recreational
purposes. We are pleased to see a goal of the Wake County Consolidated Open Space Plan is to
eventually protect a minimum of 30% of the county’s land area or 165,000 acres.

Table 4-4 (p. 4-6) shows open space to be about 7% of the existing land use in the study area and
Table 5-2 (p. 5-6) shows open space to be 8% of the future land use in the future. It is interesting that
Crabtree Creek. one of the most urbanized watersheds has the greatest percentage (15-16%) of the
watershed as existing and future open space: whereas, many of the other watersheds are 2% or less.
Section 4.3 (p. 4-3) indicates the actual percentage of open space within the Study Area is greater
than the amount indicated in the tables due to a number of factors including that many areas that are
undeveloped open space are found within the other various land use designations. Since the “Open
Space” category does not appear to be representative of all open spaces within the Study Area, we
question whether it would be more appropriate to rename the category. Perhaps “Parks and Protected
Lands™, if this term is applicable to the type(s) of Open Space described in these tables.

Section 4.3 (p. 4-3) indicates riparian buffer and floodplain open space are contained in other land use
categories. Riparian buffers represent about 7% of the Study Area and FEMA regulated floodplains
represent 9%, However, it is not clear whether the riparian buffers are included within the percentage
of FEMA regulated Moodplains. Therefore, do riparian areas and FEMA regulated floodplains
represent 9% of the Study Area, or do riparian areas and FEMA regulated floodplains represent 16%
of the arca?

Many of the ordinances require or allow active recreational areas such as ballfields, parks, and
playgrounds to serve as part of the open space requirements. Typically, these areas are not used by
wildlife. Section 5.3 (p. 5-15) indicates future open space will likely be more fragmented except
along stream channels where riparian buffers and floodplains serve as habitat corridors.” This further
supports our recommendation for protecting wide riparian buffers and the 100-year floodplain as
these may be the only natural areas remaining in the future and these would provide connectivity
between any larger arcas of natural open space that do remain.

Impervious Surface Limits and Stormwater Management: Impervious surface limits range from 6% to
70% and are generally lower (6-12%) in water supply watersheds. Neuse River Nutrient Sensitive
Waters Stormwater Program and NPDES Phase Il Stormwater Program apply: NPDES Phase |
Stormwater Program also applies to City of Raleigh. Generally, NPDES Phase Il requires structural
BMPs to treat the pre- and post-development conditions for the 1-year, 24-hour storm and these
BMP s must achieve 85% removal in total suspended solids. All of the local municipalities comply
with these programs. Some local municipalities require additional peak flow reduction to pre-
development conditions for the I-year, 2-year, S-year, 10-year, 25-year, and in some cases. the 100
year storm.

We recommended that impervious surfaces are limited to less than 10% of the watershed and 6% for
watersheds that support federally listed species. Section 6.2.1.2 (p. 6-13) states: “However, requiring
impervious values of 10 percent in all watersheds encourages sprawl and creates other environmental
problems.” Multiple studies have shown that stream degradation occurs at approximately 10%
coverage by impervious surfaces and the Wake County Watershed Management Plan Task Force
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performed a correlation analysis of impervious surfaces to watershed classification based on water
quality data. and they found that watersheds of unimpaired streams averaged 8% imperviousness.
impacted streams averaged 1 1%, and degraded streams averaged 24%

Tables 4-5A to 4-5) (p.4-7 10 4-13) describe the existing percent imperviousness for each watershed —
Falls Lake. Neuse River, Crabtree Creek, Walnut Creek, Swift Creek. Middle Creek. Marks Creek,
Buffalo Creek, Little River. and Moccasin Creek. Existing percent imperviousness ranges from 11%
(Middle Creek) to 39% (Crabtree Creek). Based on this information, it appears that all of the
watersheds already exceed 10%. Tables 5-3A to 5-3J (p. 5-7 to 5-13) describe future percent
imperviousness for each watershed, These range from 17% (Middle Creek) to 51% (Walnut Creek).

To minimize impacts to stream hydrology and aquatic resources, we continue to recommend that if
impervious surfaces cannot be limited to 10% (6% in watersheds that support federally listed species),
then stormwater control measures should be implemented when imperviousness approaches 10% (6%
in watersheds that support federally listed species) and should mimic the hydrograph consistent with
an impervious coverage of less than 10% (6% in watersheds that support federally listed species).

Table 4-13 (p. 4-27, 4-28) shows a list of 303(d) listed waters by watershed. There are 303(d) listed
streams in the Neuse River. Crabtree Creek, Walnut Creek, Swift Creek, Buffalo Creek and Moccasin
Creek watersheds. In Section 5.10.1.2 (p 5-19), it indicates these listed streams suffer from water
quality or aquatic habitat stresses primarily from stormwater and urban runoff. Existing impervious
surface for each of the watersheds that list urban runoff/storm sewer as a potential source for
impairment is Neuse River, 22%; Crabtree Creek, 39%; Walnut Creek, 38%, and Mocassin Creek,
19%. Also, stated in Section 5.10.1.2 (p 5-19) “Since most of these waterbodies are located in areas
that are already urbanized. it will likely be difficult to attain a healthy aquatic community in them,
even with no future development. Increases in runoff may further degrade these waterbodies.” This
appears to support the need for increased stormwater control measures. We are encouraged to see the
City of Raleigh has an initiative to adopt higher stormwater standards that is under consideration by
the City Council (Section 6.2.2.7, p. 6-36).

Section 4.10.2 (p. 4-36) states: “Approximately 6 to 19 percent of rainfall in Wake County recharges
the groundwater system, with groundwater contributing 35-55 percent of stream base flow during
normal precipitation years.” Section 5.10.2 (p. 5-19) states: “A general increase in impervious
surfaces may also impede groundwater recharge and groundwater’s ability to maintain base flow
during drought conditions.” Reduced groundwater infiltration and stream base flow could be an
additional impact to aquatic resources. Reduced base flow will lead to increased stress for aquatic
life, particularly during low flow months. Also, it could result in higher concentration of pollutants
for longer periods of time. However, protecting wider buffers and the 100-year floodplain would
allow for greater infiltration of stormwater and increase groundwater recharge.

Section 7.10.1 (p. 7-7) states: *“The City of Raleigh has generated a presentation and informational
material on low impact development (LID) for the public and developers. The implementation of
L.ID by developers will help reduce environmental impacts from development.” We are pleased to
see that LID methodologies are being considered, These methodologies tend to manage stormwater
on the site and facilitate infiltration. It is likely that using LID methodologies would minimize
groundwater and stream base flow impacts.

Watershed Protection in Waters that Support Federally Listed Species

l.

Section 4.13.1 (p. 4-40) indicates the dwarl wedgemussel has been found in Swift Creek, Little River
and Buffalo Creek. It should be noted the species has been documented in Middle Creek and
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Moccasin Creek in Johnston County. Although dwarf wedgemussel has not been documented in
Middle Creek or Moccasin Creek within Wake County, development activities within the Study Area
have the potential to impact dwarf wedgemussel and its habitat downstream. Also, Tar spinymussel,
a state and federal endangered species. has been documented in White Oak Creek.

Section 5.3 (p. 5-14) states; ...the most rural portions of the Study Area will be along the eastern and
northern portions of the Study Area. The watersheds associated with these areas are important to
protect for drinking water supply (Falls Lake, Smith Creek, Swift Creek) and protection of sensitive
aquatic species (Little River, Middle Creek, Moccasin Creek, Swift Creek). In these areas there is
predominantly an increase in low density residential development from forest and agricultural land. ...
Land use plans have been specifically developed for each municipality with specific protective
strategies for water supply watershed within the Study Area...” It should be noted that many of the
water supply watershed areas do not correspond with the Significant Aquatic Endangered Species
Habitat areas (e.g., Swift Creek downstream of Lake Benson dam, Little River downstream of the
proposed Little River Reservoir dam, and Moccasin Creek). It does not appear that comparable
protective strategies (e.g.. wider bufters and lower impervious surface limits) are applied to any areas
outside of water supply watershed areas. In most cases, these are the areas where the sensitive
aquatic species are found.

Section 7.13 (p.7-11) states: ~In the Little River watershed, many ordinances and agreements have
been set in place as protective measures that will minimize the impact on rare mussel species from
erowth. The Little River watershed will be impacted less due to its WSW designation... The ILA for
communities within the watershed will also help protect this resource.” However, it should be noted
the water supply watershed designation basically encompasses the area upstream of the proposed
dam. Although there are records for rare mussels above the proposed dam. these mussel species
require flowing water to survive. If the reservoir is constructed these mussels will be extirpated from
the impounded waters. It does not appear the same protective measures (i.e., Interlocal Agreement or
ILLA) that are being implemented upstream of the proposed dam are proposed to be implemented
downstream of the dam. Further, Section 1.3 (p. 1-5) states ~...proposed Little River Reservoir dam:
once the proposed dam is determined. the local governments downstream of it may request a stream
reclassification and expansion of their USAs.™ It is likely any stream reclassification below the dam
would result in a stream classification that would require less protective measures. Rare mussels also
are found downstream of the proposed dam into Johnston County, but it does not appear the ILA
extends below the proposed dam of the reseryvoir. While these additional measures are minimizing
impacts to aquatic habitat and rare mussels, we believe this protection is limited. If the reservoir is
constructed, these measures provide little, if any, protection to downstream populations; if the
reservoir is not constructed, we suspect the local municipalities will seek reclassification and
expansion of their USAs into the proposed reservoir area. Again, it is likely that any stream
reclassification would require less protective measures.

Section 4.13.3 (p. 4-43); There are approximately 147 miles of Significant Aquatic Endangered
Species Habitat (SALESH) within the Study Area. The majority of this habitat falls in the Little River,
Moccasin Creek and Swift Creek watersheds; however, dwarf wedgemussel has been documented in
Middle Creek and Buffalo Creek. In our scoping comments (Bryant. 15 August 2007). we expressed
concerns about impacts to federally listed species and their habitat resulting from secondary and
cumulative impacts. We offered several recommendations to minimize impacts. Although each of
the local municipalities has protective measures in place, these do not appear to be comparable to
those measures detailed in our scoping comments and NCWRC's Guidance Memorandum to Address
and Mitigate Secondary and Cumulative Impacts 1o Aquatic and Terrestrial Wildlife Resources and
Weater Quality (August 2002).

Section 6.2.7.4.1 (p. 6-87) indicates the Town of Wendell has signed a resolution of support and
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commitment to mitigative measures to address secondary and cumulative impacts associated with
water and sewer utility projects which includes an agreement to pursue ordinance modification for
stream bulfers adjacent to perennial stream surface waters. [t is not clear what these ordinance
modifications may be and how these will affect those watersheds that support federally endangered
species within the Town’s jurisdiction. Further, Section 6.2.7.2 (p. 6-85) indicates the Town of
Wendell adopted a Comprehensive Plan that includes a recommendation to protect and preserve lands
that are legally developable but which should be lightly developed or not developed based on
environmental and urban service factors. Included are those that are within the NCWRC
recommended 200 foot riparian buffer for streams in Buffalo Creek and Little River watersheds.
While we are pleased to see this initiative; the time frame for accomplishing it is not clear.

Appendix H. City of Raleigh Sampling and Monitoring Program: The sampling and monitoring plans
are a result of various programs and initiatives implemented since the late 1990s. During the
environmental review of several projects (Dempsey E. Benton Water Treatment Plant, East Neuse
Parallel Interceptor. and Neuse River Wastewater Treatment Plan), the sampling and monitoring
program was expanded to include certain areas of concern not covered under the current program.
New stations added include At Lake Benson Dam, Swift Creek in Wake County, Swift Creek in
Johnston County, White Oak Creek. Buflfalo Creek downstream of Wendell, Middle Creek and Marks
Creek. The Sampling and Monitoring Program includes water chemistry, stream geomorphology.,
stream hvdrology. benthic macroinvertebrate, fish community, and mussel surveys. In previous
correspondence (Deaton, 8 August 2005, Cox. 14 September 2005, and Cox. 19 September 2005). we
indicated we could concur with each of the proposed projects listed above (e.g., Dempsey E. Benton
Water Treatment Plant) with the conservation measures proposed by each local municipality and an
approved monitoring plan to demonstrate development is not negatively affecting water quality or
quantity in Little River, BulTalo Creck, Middle Creek and Swift Creek and their tributaries within the
project service area. Monitoring should be focused on changes to water quality parameters or the
hydrograph. Pre-project stream habitat surveys should be performed to document current conditions
and to establish a baseline for comparison and then periodically repeated. In the event that the
proposed measures do not provide the desired protection, the local government will implement
additional measures until equivalent (to the Guidance) protection is attained.

In summary, the SCI Management Plan describes the existing and future land use conditions of
the Study Area and the existing protection measures (e.g., riparian buffers) for each local municipality.
Although there is discussion within the SCI Management Plan regarding implementation of more
protective measures. it is not clear whether these would be adopted or what conditions would require their
implementation. This is where we feel the time period for which the SCI Management Plan is valid,
periodic reports, and what triggers a re-evaluation of the protective measures within the document are
extremely important. We continue to question whether the measures included in this document are
sufficient to protect water quality and aquatic and terrestrial wildlife resources within the Study Area
under existing conditions. let alone under build out conditions. Each of the watersheds will increase in
percent imperviousness and several streams in the Study Area are 303(d) listed waters. With the
increases in impervious surfaces deseribed between existing and future land use, we are concerned that
improvements water quality and aquatic habitat of listed streams are unlikely and additional streams in
the Study Area may become impaired and added to the 303(d) list in the future.

We continue to be concerned about the secondary and cumulative impacts within the Study Area,
particularly in those watersheds that support federally endangered species. Although we would prefer
cach of the local municipalities to adopt the “Specific Mitigation Measures for Waters Containing
Federally Listed Species™ outlined in our scoping comments (Bryant, 15 August 2007) and detailed in
NCWRCs Guidanece Menorandum to Address and Mitigate Secondary and Cumulative Impacts to
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Aquatic and Terrestrial Wildlife Resources and Water Qualiry (August 2002;
hp:/www.newildlife.org/ped? WildlifeSpeciesCon/pg7e3 _impacts.pdf). we will accept the Sampling
and Monitoring Program with the following change: the addition of two sampling locations in Moccasin
Creek — one in Wake County above US 64 and one in Johnston/Nash County downstream of Zebulon.
Moccasin Creek has designated SAESH and the protective measures in the Town of Zebulon are not
comparable to those detailed for watersheds that support federally endangered species.

We also encourage the each of the local municipalities to consider integrating additional
measures to address issues of development and its impact on water quality and aquatic and terrestrial
wildlife habitat in those watersheds that do not support federally endangered species. Adopting
ordinances that protect wide forested riparian corridors and the 100-year floodplain and that adequately
treat stormwater in development areas in and outside of water supply areas are essential to protection of
water quality and aquatic habitat in developing landscapes. Again, these measures can be found in
NCWRC’s Guidance Memorandum to Address and Mitigate Secondary and Cumulative Impacts to
Aquatic and Terrestrial Wildlife Resources and Water Quality (August 2002;
http://www.newildlife.org/pg07_WildlifeSpeciesCon/pg7e3_impacts.pdf)

[hank you for the opportunity to comment on this SCI Management Plan. If we can be of further
assistance, please contact our office at (336) 449-7625.
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Responses to September 2008 Agency
Comments



Response to Comments Submitted by DENR Agencies on
September 16, 2008

Comment: Some of the responses indicate “many communities do allow” and “Raleigh is
currently working with Wendell and Zebulon”. The SCI Plan cannot be approved with
these types of statements.

Response: The more generic “many communities do allow” is usually included in responses
regarding open space requirements. The open space requirements vary not only between
communities, but within a given community depending on the type of development that is proposed.
In order to more clearly present the activities of a given local government, the document has been
restructured such that each community’s programs are included in separate chapters.

We acknowledge that the ordinances within Wendell and Zebulon's jurisdictions may not be adequate
to protect federally endangered aquatic species within the Little River watershed. The City is
working with these two communities to revise their ordinances as part of the Environmental
Assessment being completed for the Little Creek WWTP expansion. Wendell and Zebulon are still
reviewing potential programs to protect these species and are meeting with US Fish and Wildlife
Service and the DENR resource agencies. In order to enable the SCI Management Plan to move
forward, the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the City and DENR has been revised to
specifically address the agency concerns in these two jurisdictions. The SCI Management Plan will be
used to describe potential SCI and existing mitigation programs for utility infrastructure, but
additional mitigation measures for SCI may be required by DENR to protect federally endangered
species, and these will be negotiated on a project-by-project basis until mitigation is approved as part
of NCEPA process. Once this approval has occurred, they will be incorporated into the SCI Plan.

Comment: The agency data, information, and reasoning differs from the proposed
responses, sometimes significantly. It also appears that the best ordinances were used in
their responses.

Response: Each local government is unique and each has selected different ordinances to meet their
needs to protect the human and natural environments. The local governments are also at different
states of existing development, hence their approaches to addressing some of these issues are different.
In general, we tried to provide the range of approaches in our responses. In order to ease agency
review, each local government’s programs are now presented in its own section of the document.

Comment: It is acknowledged that the measures currently in place in Wendell and Zebulon
may not protect federally endangered species. However, they indicate that revisions to
ordinances will be included in an attachment to the MOA. It is difficult to accept the plan
without the measures being identified.

Response: We understand that the agencies would find it difficult to accept the plan without
knowing what types of ordinances would be included in it for Wendell and Zebulon. Thus, the MOA
between the City and DENR has been revised to specifically address the agency concerns in these two
jurisdictions. The SCI Management Plan will be used to describe potential SCI and existing
mitigation programs for utility infrastructure. The MOA acknowledges that additional mitigation
measures for SCI may be required by DENR to protect federally endangered species, and these will be



negotiated on a project-by-project basis until mitigation is approved as part of NCEPA process, at
which point the measures will be incorporated into the SCI Plan. The SCI Plan itself has not been
modified.

Comment: Each Town has different items it needs to work on to move the Plan forward.
The organization of the SCI Plan makes it difficult to use. It would be more useful if the

Plan was divided into local municipality chapters. This would allow the Department to

respond to each town accordingly.

Response: The Plan has been reorganized as suggested. At a meeting on October 29, 2008, the
agencies tentatively agreed that the ordinances were sufficient for each Town with the exception of
Wendell and Zebulon.

Comment: Little River Reservoir watershed is not included in the plan other than where
local government ET]’s extend into those watersheds. There should be more information on
the Little River Reservoir including the Interlocal Agreement area. The SCI Plan was
referenced in the Little River Reservoir scoping meeting several weeks ago as being covered
by the SCI Plan.

Response: The USACE will require that an SCI analysis be included in the NEPA EIS for the Little
River Reservoir and the SCI Plan will likely serve as the basis for a portion of the analysis required
for this document. The SCI Plan can be used to describe the growth-related impacts of the proposed
dam in the City of Raleigh and the merger communities and many ordinances/programs in place to
protect the utility service areas. The direct impacts of the Little River Reservoir (acres of wetlands
impacted; roads that are inundated and need to be relocated; etc) will be described in the NEPA EIS.
Since the City of Raleigh does not plan on extending utility service into the Little River Reservoir
area, the water supply watershed area has not been included in this SCI Plan.

Comment: The SCI Management Plan should include federal agencies. Currently, WRC,
NHP, and DWR are holding meetings with US Fish & Wildlife Service. It is my
understanding that Wendell and Zebulon have been in discussions with the USFWS
regarding Little River Reservoir mitigation. The SCI Plan will not be complete until
negotiations with these towns are well defined and finalized. If federal agencies do not
approve the SCI Plan, Raleigh and the merger communities will still need to address their
SCI impacts. Have the federal agencies been asked to review the SCI Plan and MOA? The
department also recommends a meeting be held with state and federal agencies prior to the
Plan revised or moving forward.

Response: The USFWS and USACE have been involved since the beginning of the project. Both
agencies were provided a copy of the scoping document and a draft copy of the SCI Plan. Wendell
and Zebulon have been in discussions with the USFWS and USACE about mitigation that may be
required for the Little Creek WWTP expansion. A meeting was held with the state and federal
agencies to discuss the SCI Plan on October 29, 2008. At that meeting it was determined that the
SCI Plan could move forward, but the MOA would specifically address Wendell and Zebulon; until
negotiations are completed, the SCI may only be used to discuss the impacts. Further mitigation
would likely be required for these communities for infrastructure projects within their jurisdiction.

Comment: The SCI Plan presents measures that are currently in place and there is a
discussion about implementing some future measures. However, there is no definitive
commitment to improving the measures currently in place. Given the anticipated future



growth in the service area, it is questionable whether the current measures are sufficient to
minimize impacts to aquatic resources as growth or development increase over the next 10
years (duration of the Plan before revision). Once this Plan is approved, it’s our
interpretation of the MOA, new mitigation or ordinances can be recommended only if the
resource agencies document the current ordinances are not protective. But then, it might be
too late to prevent degradation in a watershed. We are particularly concerned about those
watersheds that support federally listed species.

Response: This area includes some of the most heavily requlated watersheds in the state. Regulations
include the Neuse riparian buffer and stormwater requirements; the post-construction requirements
of Phase 2 apply to all the local governments. The ordinances that the local governments have in
place are sufficient to protect the majority of resources. A table that summarizes the ordinances and
policies of the various local governments has been added to the document. The document has also
been reorganized such that each local government’s programs are described in its own chapter. These
two changes guide the reader to evaluate the programs. Swift Creek contains aquatic endangered
species habitat. The City worked with the state and federal agencies to develop a program which
includes monitoring of the watershed to ensure the habitat is protected. If monitoring data indicate
additional measures are needed, new ordinances/policies will be developed.

Little River also has aquatic habitat that supports a federally listed endangered species. The MOA
has been modified to specifically address Wendell and Zebulon, the two local governments with
jurisdiction in the watershed downstream of the proposed dam. Until the agencies approve mitigation
as part of the Little Creek WWTP EA, the SCI document may only be used to document the SCI and
not for mitigation. There are rare species in Buffalo Creek and Moccasin Creek as well; Wendell and
Zebulon are also the local governments with jurisdiction in these watersheds. Comment: In the
comment matrix, the consultant’s response states for general water quality protection the
zoned buffer as outlined in the Neuse rules, is adequate. However, we are concerned with
protecting aquatic habitat and species diversity within the watershed as well as water
quality. While protecting water quality is an important component, it’s not the only
component and we continue to question whether the 50-foot riparian buffers provided in
many of the local municipalities are protective of aquatic habitat and species diversity.
There seems to be a disconnect between what the resource agencies are asking for in terms
of protection (e.g. water quality, aquatic habitat and species diversity) and what the local
municipalities feel the ordinances or measures should protect (e.g. water quality).

Response: DWQ maintains that the 50-foot riparian buffers are adequate to protect aquatic habitat.

The inner 30-foot forested zone provides stream shading and temperature moderation, leaf litter and
other woody debris that impacts aquatic habitat. In addition, many of the local governments do not
allow development in the floodplain; this effectively serves to protect a wider riparian corridor.

Comment: Another example is the consultant indicates that limiting impervious surface to
six to ten percent would encourage sprawl and is not good watershed planning. Although
our resource agencies recommend that impervious surfaces are limited to less that 10% of a
watershed and less than 6% for watersheds that support federally listed aquatic species, we
also include...or stormwater control measures be implemented in order to mimic a
hydrograph consistent with 10% impervious surface (6% in watersheds with federally listed
species). The consultant indicates that in water supply watersheds imperviousness is limited
and give the example the communities with a WS-II classification maintain the requirements
of 6% impervious surface limits are not protecting the federally listed species. The



consultant further indicated that all of the communities are required to be Phase I1
compliant for impervious surface thresholds and the implementation of stormwater BMPs.
However, Phase Il does not require BMPs until imperviousness of a development exceeds
24%. Therefore, most of the watershed with federally listed species does not require
stormwater BMPs until at least 24% imperviousness. While we recognize the municipalities
may not be able to limit impervious surface to 6% or 10% of the watershed, they can require
stormwater BMPs when the imperviousness for a development exceeds 6% or 10% (rather
than 24 %)

Response: In responding to this comment, it is necessary to respond separately for watersheds with
and without the presence of federally listed endangered species.

We agree that lower impervious thresholds for stormwater BMPs would help protect aquatic
resources, but many of these 