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Mid-Currituck Bridge Project

Project Description and Purpose

The proposed project includes improvements in the Currituck Sound area between US 158
near Barco and NC 12 near Corolla in Currituck County. The project includes construction
of a 7-mile bridge over Maple Swamp and Currituck Sound, an interchange and toll
collection facilities at US 158 on the Currituck County mainland, and an intersection with
NC 12. In addition, improvements on NC 12 south of the bridge terminus for a distance of
2 to 4 miles, as well as improvements on US 158 for emergency evacuation, may be
required.

The purposes of the proposed action are to:

= improve traffic flow on the project
area’s thoroughfares (NC 12 and US
158);

= reduce travel time between the
Currituck County mainland and the
Currituck County Outer Banks;

= reduce hurricane clearance time for
residents and visitors who use NC 168 -
and US 158 during a coastal
evacuation; and

= improve system efficiency and fulfill
State transportation planning goals by
providing a new transportation link
between the Currituck County
mainland and the Currituck County
Outer Banks.

The project is included in the current State Transportation Improvement Program, and is a

component of both the North Carolina Strategic Highway Corridor System and the North
Carolina Intrastate System.

Planning Studies

NCDOT Studies

On July 6, 1995, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) published a Notice of Intent
to prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Mid-Currituck Bridge project in
Currituck County, North Carolina. The FHWA, in cooperation with the North Carolina
Department of Transportation (NCDOT), issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) on the project in January 1998. FHWA and NCDOT held public hearings and
provided a comment period on the DEIS, which resulted in the project development
process being paused so that issues raised could be considered.

The project was reactivated by NCDOT in 2000 with an expanded study area and scope to
address agency and public comments and more comprehensively evaluate transportation
needs and improvements for the Currituck Sound area. FHWA and NCDOT expanded the
study to include conceptual alternatives that involve improvements to existing NC 12 and
US 158, in addition to alternatives that involve constructing a Mid-Currituck Bridge.
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Progress was made with respect to drafting a statement of purpose and need for the
expanded project, preparing traffic forecasts and analyses, and completing a Statewide
Hurricane Evacuation Study (2005) to substantiate the need for the project.

Project Transitions to NCTA

In 2002, the North Carolina General Assembly passed legislation creating the North
Carolina Turnpike Authority (NCTA). The legislation authorized NCTA to construct,
operate and maintain toll roads and bridges in North Carolina [House Bill (H.B.) 644
(2002); N.C. Gen. Stat. § 136-89.180 et seq.]. In 2005, the Legislature amended NCTA's
enabling legislation to include a provision authorizing NCTA to design, construct, operate,
and maintain “a bridge of more than two miles in length going from the mainland to a
peninsula bordering the State of Virginia” [H.B. 253 (2005); N.C. Gen. Stat. § 136-
89.183(a)(2)]. The 2005 legislation further directed NCTA to “contract with a single
private firm to design, obtain all necessary permits for, and construct the toll bridge
described in N.C. Gen. Stat. § 136-89.183(a)(2), a bridge of more than two miles in length
going from the mainland to a peninsula bordering the State of Virginia, in order to provide
accelerated, efficient and cost-effective completion of the project” [H.B. 253 (2005); N.C.
Gen. Stat. 8§ 136-89.183A(a)].

The project was officially adopted by NCTA as a candidate toll project in 2006, and NCTA
began work on the environmental studies, continuing with the direction established by
FHWA and NCDOT. In addition, a Preliminary Traffic and Revenue Study was completed
in January 2007.

Current Status

FHWA and NCTA have established a statement of purpose and need for the project and
evaluated a range of conceptual alternatives in the Currituck Sound study area. This
analysis has included alternatives that improve existing roadways (NC 12 and US 158)
without building a new bridge, as well as alternatives that involve building a new Mid-
Currituck Bridge in combination with improving existing roads. This analysis also has
included a range of non-highway improvement alternatives, including the no-build
alternative, a ferry system across Currituck Sound, expanding transit service, shifting
rental unit start times, transportation demand management (TDM), and transportation
systems management (TSM). In addition, NCTA considered a range of alternatives for the
proposed bridge crossing, including (1) whether to construct a two-lane, three-lane, or
four-lane bridge, and (2) various configurations for the bridge’s connections to existing
roads; and (3) a range of potential corridors for the bridge.

Consistent with Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, FHWA and NCTA have involved federal
and state regulatory and resource agencies in defining the purpose and need and
identifying and studying conceptual alternatives for the project through monthly
coordination meetings. In addition, FHWA and NCTA solicited public comment on the
statement of purpose and need and alternatives screening process via a series of citizens
informational workshops in February 2008. Reports documenting the needs for the
project, the evaluation of conceptual alternatives, and the alternatives screening process
have also been made available for agency and public review and comment.

Based on analysis completed and comments received, FHWA and NCTA are
recommending that only alternatives including the construction of a Mid-Currituck Bridge in
combination with minimal improvements to existing roadways be studied in detail in the
DEIS. The DEIS is on schedule for signature and distribution in August 2008.
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Project Elements

Two detailed study alternatives have been recommended
for evaluation in the DEIS. Both alternatives include a two-
lane Mid-Currituck Bridge, improvements to NC 12 just
south of the bridge terminus, and improvements to US 158
to reduce hurricane evacuation clearance times. The
Statewide Hurricane Evacuation Study is a critical element
of the project development.

FHWA and NCTA intend to recommend a preferred bridge
corridor in the DEIS.

Mid-Currituck Bridge

The detailed study alternatives include a two-lane bridge across Currituck Sound. The
decision to evaluate a two-lane bridge, rather than a four-lane or a three-lane bridge, was
based on traffic forecasts, travel time, safety, and cost.

An interchange with US 158 is assumed with the Mid-Currituck Bridge. NCTA has selected
a compressed Y interchange configuration for detailed study because it would affect the
least area of wetlands, provide a high capacity to move traffic, and be the least expensive
of several interchange concepts considered.

The current plans accommodate both Open Road Tolling (ORT) and cash options for toll
collection. Currently, four lanes are assumed for toll collection in each direction of travel,
all on the mainland near US 158. Each would consist of one lane with solely electronic toll
collection where drivers would not need to stop to pay a toll and three lanes with both
manual cash toll collection (by an attendant) and electronic toll collection. While the
current designs indicate cash lanes, NCTA is considering an exclusive ORT collection
option.

Two alternative bridge alignments will be
evaluated in the DEIS, Corridors C1 and
C2. On the mainland, C1 and C2 share a
single approach corridor, which parallels
an existing power line easement north of
Aydlett Road (SR 1140); on the Outer
Banks, C1 and C2 have different termini —
C1lis in the Albacore Street area, and C2
is approximately 2 miles north of Albacore
Street.
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NC 12 Improvements

An intersection is assumed between the Mid-Currituck Bridge and NC 12. NC 12 would be
widened to four lanes between the bridge terminus and Currituck Clubhouse Drive (a
future signalized intersection) to ensure that southbound traffic on NC 12 would not queue
back onto the Mid-Currituck Bridge. The length of this widening would be approximately 2
to 4 miles depending on the location of the intersection between the bridge and NC 12.
The typical section for these improvements includes four 12-foot lanes with a 17.5-foot
median and a 10-foot multi-use path, which will generally fit within the existing 100-foot
right of way.

US 158 Improvements

As a result of the Statewide Hurricane Evacuation Study, US 158 was determined to be
the road in the project area that would control future hurricane evacuation clearance times.
Without improvements to northbound US 158, clearance times would not change even
with a Mid-Currituck Bridge. The detailed study alternatives assume the construction of a
third northbound lane for emergency use or the use of the existing center turn lane as a
third northbound emergency lane on US 158 between the Mid-Currituck Bridge and NC
168, a distance of approximately 5 miles.

The construction of a third westbound lane on US 158 between the Wright Memorial
Bridge (located at the south end of the study area) and NC 12 or the use of the existing
center turn lane as a third emergency lane in this area would further reduce hurricane
evacuation clearance times and is being considered as part of the detailed study
alternatives. This segment is approximately 1.5 miles long. NCTA is coordinating with
local emergency management personnel to determine the practicability of these options
and to further refine the concepts.

Project Considerations

Required Permits

The following permits will be required and must be obtained prior to project construction:

= US Army Corps of Engineers — Clean Water Act Section 404 Individual Permit
= US Coast Guard — Bridge Permit

= NC Division of Water Quality — Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality
Certification

= NC Division of Coastal Management — Coastal Area Management Act (CAMA) Permit
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Project Costs

Current cost estimates for the project are $500M to $600M (April 2008 dollars). This
range represents all improvements included in the detailed study alternatives, including a
two-lane Mid-Currituck Bridge, widening on NC 12 for up to 4 miles, and accommodations
on US 158 in two locations to improve hurricane evacuation clearance times. These costs
also include completion of all design, environmental mitigation, right of way acquisition, toll
collection facilities, and contract administration activities.

Project NEPA Schedule

NEPA Milestone Date
Draft Environmental Impact Statement August 2008
Final Environmental Impact Statement May 2009
Issue Record of Decision August 2009

Available Project Information and Documents

The project website will be updated throughout the project development process and
additional documents will be posted. The following project documents are currently
available on the NCTA website (www.ncturnpike.org/projects/mid_currituck):

Statement of Purpose and Need (April 2008)

Alternatives Screening Report (April 2008)

Presentation to NCTA Board of Directors (March 2008)

Presentation to Local Elected Officials (February 2008)

Citizens Informational Workshop Materials, including Presentation Boards,
Handout, Comment Sheet, Summary of Comments, and Maps (February 2008)
= Preliminary Traffic and Revenue Study (January 2007)

* NCTA enabling and project related legislation

Traffic Projections

2035 Average Daily Traffic Projections (Vehicles/Day)

Summer Weekend Summer Weekday
NEPA No Toll - 35,400 NEPA No Toll — 24,500
NEPA with Toll — 22,500 NEPA with Toll — 14,500
T & R with Toll — 20,800 T & R with Toll — 5,400




http://www.ncturnpike.org/projects/mid_currituck
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Project Impacts

Summary of Impacts

Evaluation Criteria No-Build Alternative Build Alternative

Vehicle Miles Traveled

(Total Annual Millions of VMT) 663.9 5783
Travel Time 2 hours 34 minutes 1 hour 47 minutes
(2035 Summer Average) (Via Wright Memorial Bridge) (Via Wright Memorial Bridge)
11 minutes

(Via Mid-Currituck Bridge)

Hurricane Evacuation 36.3 hours 26.6 — 27.4 hours
Clearance Time (2035) 21.8 — 27 4 hours

Displacements 0 11

Wetlands (filled) 0 acres 13 acres (C1 Corridor)
9 acres (C2 Corridor)

Environmental Considerations

Currituck Sound % Minimize impacts to submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV)
and SAV habitat, which is abundant due to shallow depths
in the Sound

« Protect water quality by capturing, filtering, and/or treating
bridge run-off

Maple Swamp « State-designated Significant Natural Heritage Area

Coastal/non-coastal wetlands «» Minimize impacts to wetlands

Design Considerations

Bridge clearance +« Navigation span with 35-foot vertical clearance
recommended by US Coast Guard

Bicycle accommodations + Political and public interest in providing accommodations for
bicyclists on the bridge

++ Current design includes 10-foot shoulders and bike-safe

railings

Construction method ++ Shallow depth of Currituck Sound and sensitive
environmental resources will influence construction
technique

Geotechnical investigations +» Unknown at this time what conditions exist as no

investigations have been completed

Maintenance of traffic +» Maintain traffic flow on existing NC 12 and US 158
throughout construction, particularly during summer
weekend peak periods







Mid-Currituck Bridge Project
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Estimates

Total Project Costs For Each Alternative

Year of Expenditure Estimate
Project Elements C1 Alternative C2 Alternative
Earthwork $ 28 $ 26
Paving $ 28 $ 21
Structures $ 385 $ 438
Miscellaneous $ 27 $ 24
Tolling $ 9 $ 9
Total Construction $ 477 $ 518
R/W and Utilities $ 72 $ 61
Engineering $ 60 $ 64
Administrative $ 7 $ 7
Environmental Mitigation $ 1 $ 1
Totals $ 617 $ 651
Current Year Estimate
Project Elements C1 Alternative C2 Alternative

Earthwork $ 24 $ 22
Paving $ 23 $ 18
Structures $ 323 $ 367
Misc $ 22 $ 21
Tolling $ 8 $ 8
Total Construction $ 400 $ 436
R/W and Utilities $ 61 $ 52
Engineering $ 53 $ 58
Administrative $ 6 $ 6
Environmental Mitigation $ 1 $ 1
Totals $ 521 $ 553
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NCTA’s Approach to the NEPA
Process for Mid-Currituck Bridge

NCTA Mid-Currituck Bridge Industry Forum
May 5, 2008

Bill Malley
Perkins Coie LLP
Washington, D.C.

Overview

Study History
Transition to NCTA
NCTA'’s Approach to NEPA

NEPA Process for Mid-Currituck Bridge
Merger vs. Non-Merger
Section 6002 Process
Section 404 Permitting

Managing NEPA and Permitting Risks






Study History

The Timeline

1995: EIS initiated by NCDOT & FHWA
Proposed new Mid-Currituck Bridge
Considered as potential toll bridge
Prior to creation of NCTA

1998: Draft EIS issued
Public hearing held; comments accepted on DEIS

Agencies object to new bridge; urge consideration of
improving existing roads in lieu of building new bridge

Study History

Key Issues in Comments on 1998 DEIS:
Impacts on Maple Swamp (on mainland)
Impacts on communities (incl. Aydlett)
Potential “induced growth” on Outer Banks

Questions about ability to meet purpose & need
Will it reduce evacuation times?
Will it address congestion?

Belief that additional alts. need to be studied
Widen existing roads; add ferry service






Study History

The Timeline — cont'd

2001: scope expanded at agencies’ request
Essentially re-starts the study w/ broader scope
2003: agreement reached on Purpose & Need

Includes hurricane evacuation as project purpose,
contingent on completion of evacuation study

2004-07: hurricane study completed
Set 18-hour “standard” statewide
Established in State law in 2005

Transition to NCTA

The Timeline — cont'd

2005: MCB designated as NCTA project

“a bridge of more than two miles in length going

from the mainland to a peninsula bordering the
State of Virginia”

NCTA directed to “contract with a single private
firm” to design, permit, and construct the bridge
2006: study transitions from NCDOT to NCTA
NCTA re-assesses NEPA strategy
Seeks to expedite






NCTA’s Approach to NEPA

Background — NCDOT’s Approach:
Based on “Merger 01" Agreement
Detailed agreement with resource/regulatory
agencies on process, documentation, roles.
Key concept = “concurrence” from all agencies
at key decision points, including
Purpose and Need / Range of Alternatives
Preferred Alternative

Step-by-step, sequential approach

NCTA’s Approach to NEPA

Different Context for NCTA Projects
Fewer projects to manage
Higher premium on speed
Greater need to combine/overlap steps
Similarities Between NCTA and NCDOT

Same legal requirements apply
Ultimately, can’t proceed without the permits






NCTA’s Approach to NEPA

What NCTA is Doing:
Monthly coordination meetings with agencies
Regular discussion of all major issues
Field meetings when needed
Seeking comments, not “concurrence”
More flexible process; not purely sequential

Key points
Identify issues early and deal with them

Build consensus gradually over time

NCTA’s Approach to NEPA

“Section 6002” Compliance
Enacted in 2005 as part of SAFETEA-LU

Includes coordination procedures that must be
used for all highway projects involving an EIS
Applies equally to NCDOT and NCTA
Provides framework for coordination, without
requiring concurrence at each step
Does not require concurrence
“Merger” is allowed under 6002, but not required.






NCTA’s Approach to NEPA

Section 404 Permitting
Section 404 = wetlands/streams permits
Permitting agency = Corps of Engineers
State DNR — must issue Sec. 401 water quality certification
EPA — can veto Sec. 404 permit (rarely done)
Other agencies also provide input into 401/404 decisions
Key Section 404 requirement = select “least
damaging” practicable alternative ("LEDPA")
NCTA is in close coordination with Corps and others,
focused on ensuring permittability.

NCTA’s Approach to NEPA

Section 404 Permitting — cont’d

Key upcoming events:

Comments on draft “Purpose and Need” and
“Alternatives Screening” reports — Spring 2008

Comments on Draft EIS — Fall 2008

Key issues to be decided prior to RFP:
Timing of permit
Whether to seek “phased” permit

What actions, if any, will be taken by the Corps
prior to hand-off to concessionaire.






Managing Risks

Types of Permitting Risks
Risk of delay in reaching decision
Risk of permit/approval not being granted
Risk of permit/approval being overturned
Why These Risks Exist
Fragmented authority
Legal standards = subjective/discretionary
Multiple, parallel decision-making tracks

Managing Risks

Strategies for Managing Permitting Risks
Maintain broad public support
Demonstrate urgency

Consult intensively with agencies
Demonstrate that the project purpose is valid
Answer the “what ifs”

Reduce impacts of concern
Strong commitment to mitigation
Build gradually toward consensus






Managing Risks

What About Litigation?

Federal approvals are subject to potential
challenge.

FHWA decision = ROD

Corps decision = Section 404 permit
Deadline for filing suit = 180 days after Federal
Register notice announcing the decision.

Could announce ROD and 404 in same notice, or
could issue one for the ROD, one for 404 permit.

Timing of notice depends on timing of decisions.

Closing Thoughts

NCTA is working to expedite environmental
reviews and permitting, while also reducing
the full range of NEPA and permitting risks.

NCTA welcomes ideas from potential P3/PDA
partners about how to reduce NEPA and
permitting risks.






Thank You

Bill Malley

Perkins Coie LLP

607 14t St. NW
Washington DC 20005
(202) 434-1614







Mid-Currituck Bridge Project

May 7, 2008

Jennifer Harris, P.E.

“

@ Project Description and Purpose

e Planning Studies
History and Current Status

Project Elements
Mid-Currituck Bridge
NC 12 Widening
US 158 Hurricane Evacuation Considerations
Impacts

@ Project Considerations
@ Project Costs






e Project Area
NE North Carolina

Existing Roads —
NC 168, US 158,
NC 12

Wright Memorial
Bridge
e Project Details

Design year —
2035

e Improve traffic flow on NC 12 and
US 158

@ Reduce travel time between the
mainland and the Quter Banks

@ Reduce hurricane evacuation time

e Improve system efficiency with an
additional linkage between the mainland
and Outer Banks






o NCDOT Studies (1995-2006)
July 1995 — NOI issued for Mid-Currituck Bridge

project

January 1998 — Mid-Currituck Bridge DEIS
released

May 1998 — Public hearings; project process
paused

October 2000 — Project reactivated
2001 - Study area and scope of study expanded

November 2003 — Agreement on Statement of
Purpose and Need

2005 — Statewide Hurricane Evacuation Study

“

e Transition to NCTA (2005-2006)

2005 — Legislation authorizing NCTA to
study Mid-Currituck Bridge project and
pursue PPP agreement

2006 — NCTA adopts Mid-Currituck Bridge
project

January 2007 — Preliminary Traffic &
Revenue Study complete

January 2007 — NCTA begins planning
studies






e Key Issues in Comments on 1998 DEIS:
Impacts on Maple Swamp (on mainland)
Impacts on communities (incl. Aydlett)

Questions about ability to meet purpose &
need

Will it reduce evacuation times?
Belief that additional alts. need to be
studied

Widen existing roads; add ferry service

» AYaYe » |yavyayYe

Issue 1998 2008

Maple Swamp Filled Bridged

Aydlett community Bisected by bridge C3/C4 corridor eliminated
corridor C3/C4

Hurricane No quantitative datato  Statewide hurricane

evacuation support need model and project-

specific analysis

Additional Minimally evaluated Evaluated in detail and
Alternatives eliminated during
alternatives screening






@ Project Coordination Plan
Process for completing planning studies
Agency and public coordination

@ Environmental Documentation
Statement of Purpose and Need
Alternatives Screening Report

e Improve Efficiency of Existing Roads
Shifting Rental Times
Transportation Systems Management
Bus Transit

o Ferry

@ Widen Existing Roads

@ Mid-Currituck Bridge with various
combinations of existing road widening






@ Mid-Currituck
Bridge

e NC 12 Widening

@ US 158 Hurricane

Evacuation
Component(s)

e Two-lane bridge

@ Interchange with US 158
= Includes toll collection facilities

@ Intersection with NC 12

IG FUTURE F
; 36 y ELS a-49
‘ ‘ o w2 2 0

GRADE
i i
e st |
FLUSH MEDIAN o~ 2%

POINT
MID-CURRITUCK BRIDGE AND APPROACH BRIDGE TYPICAL SECTION

2%

2035 Average Daily Traffic Projections

Summer Weekend Summer Weekday
NEPA No Toll — 35,400 NEPA No Toll — 24,500

NEPA with Toll - 22,500 NEPA with Toll — 14,500
T&R with Toll — 20,800 T&R with Toll — 5,400






e Traffic (level of service, speed, travel time)
= Provides acceptable summer weekend service
2-Lane—38 mph and 12.6 minutes
4-lane—54 mph and 8.9 minutes
e Cost

= Substantially less expensive than a
4-lane bridge ($130 million to $200 million less)

o Safety
= Geometrics, emergency access, and ITS considered in
design
@ Risk

= 2-Lane —risk is that traffic forecasts are too low and higher
than acceptable summer weekend congestion will occur











e Widen to 4 lanes

@ Mid-Currituck Bridge
to Clubhouse Road
to prevent back-ups
onto the bridge

® 210 4 miles






@ Four 12-foot lanes
@ 17.5-foot median
@ 10-foot multi-use path

@ Except for some minor grading, will fit within
the existing 100-foot right-of-way

@ US 158 controls evacuation time in the
project area

e Category 3 storm with 75% Tourist
Occupancy

NC Hurricane Evacuation Standard 18 hours

2004 Hurricane Evacuation Clearance Time |25.8 hours

2035 Hurricane Evacuation Clearance Time | 36.3 hours
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to reduce evacuation time

= Mid-Currituck Bridge to
NC 168

= NC 12 to Wright Memorial
Bridge
@ Design Options

= Construct third northbound O
lane

= Use existing center turn lane as
contraflow lane

© Added capacity required O

2-LANE
I BRIDGE
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“

@ Currituck Sound

SAV and SAV habitat

Water quality and bridge run-off
@ Maple Swamp

State-designated Significant Natural Heritage Area
e Coastal & Non-Coastal Wetlands

@ Indirect and Cumulative Impacts

@ US Army Corps of Engineers —

Clean Water Act Section 404 Individual Permit
@ US Coast Guard — Bridge Permit
@ NC Division of Water Quality —

Clean Water Act Section 401 Certification

@ NC Division of Coastal Management —
Coastal Area Management Act (CAMA)
Permit






@ Bridge Clearance
Navigation span with 35-foot vertical clearance

@ Bicycle Accommodations

Current design includes 10-foot shoulders
@ Construction Methods

Shallow water depths and sensitive resources
@ Geotechnical Investigations

@ Maintenance of Traffic
Summer peak periods

e C1=%$510M

6.3 miles bridge

4 miles widening on NC 12
e C2 =%$538M

6.8 miles bridge

2 miles widening on NC 12

@ US 158 Hurricane Improvements

$11-14M (assumes additional lanes constructed)
$3M — NC 12 to Wright Memorial Bridge (1.5 miles)
$11M — Mid-Currituck Bridge to NC 168 (5 miles)






“

@ Complete the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Recommend Preferred
Alternative

@ Hold Public Hearings

@ Select a Least Environmentally Damaging
Practicable Alternative

@ Avoidance and Minimization

“

@ Draft Environmental Impact Statement—
August 2008

e Final Environmental Impact Statement—
May 2009

@ Record of Decision—August 2009

14






Procurement Overview Agenda

= Procurement Overview

General Business Considerations

= Risk

NEPA Schedule vs. Procurement Schedule

= Procurement Alternatives

= Alt. 1 - Predevelopment Agreement (PDA)
= Alt. 2 - Competitive Hard Bid (Non-PDA)
RFQ and RFP Process






P3 Procurement Overview

Mid-Currituck is North Carolina’s first P3

NCTA considering two methods of procurement:
Predevelopment Agreement (PDA)
Competitive Hard Bid

Industry Forum and 1-on-1 Meetings intended to

provide insight on method of procurement &
other considerations

General Business Considerations

Development & Negotiation rights limited to EIS

Industry Forum and 1-on-1 meetings will also
focus on the role of the P3 partner:

Design, Construction and Finance (including
equity) are mandatory

O&M Role

Roles: RFQ/RFP will reflect conclusions of
NCTA

Team compositions expected to reflect NCTA
guidance in RFQ/RFP






Risk

NCTA to develop policy, processes and
procedures

Risk allocation will be set out in the PDA
agreement and final concession agreement

Permitting activities may be assigned to
developer:

Coast Guard
USACE 401/404
Stormwater
CAMA

Schedule
Permitting delays & challenges

Different options for bridge construction
methodology and stormwater requirements

Cost
Design exceptions are discouraged
Design variances must have NCTA approval

Methods of bridge construction and
stormwater requirements






Procurement and NEPA Overview

Mid-Currituck Bridge - Timeline
Procurement
Industry Forum May 7, 2008
One-on-One Meetings May 7-8, 2008
PDA Decision May 15, 2008
NEPA
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) August 2008
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) May 2009
Record of Decision August 2009
NEPA Challenge Period Concludes January 2010

Procurement Schedule - PDA

Mid-Currituck Bridge Procurement Schedule - PDA Approach
Issue Request for Qualifications May 26, 2008
Proposers Submit Statements of Qualifications June 27, 2008
NCTA Announce Shortlisted Proposers July 18, 2008
Issue Draft Request for Proposals July 21, 2008
Draft RFP Reviews with Shortlisted Proposers July-August
Issue Final RFP September 1, 2008
Proposers Submit Proposals October 25, 2008
Announcement of Selected Concessionaire December 12, 2008
Execution of Predevelopment Agreement January 22, 2009






Procurement Schedule — Non-PDA

Mid-Currituck Bridge Procurement Schedule - Non-PDA Approach
Issue Request for Qualifications November 2008
Proposers Submit Statements of Qualifications December 2008
NCTA Announce Shortlisted Proposers January 2009
Issue Draft Request for Proposals February 2009
Draft RFP Reviews with Shortlisted Proposers February - June 2009
Issue Final RFP June 2009
Proposers Submit Proposals September 2009
Announcement of Selected Concessionaire October 2009
Execution of PPP Agreement November 2009

One-on-One Meetings

Personal Introductions

Forum to get answers for specific NCTA
guestions

50-minute Format; NCTA Board Room
Understand Industry Concerns
Gain Insight for Structuring RFQ & RFP

Last Exchanges Prior to Procurement






One-on-One Meetings

Procurement: PDA vs. Non-PDA
Method

Timeframes

Pros and Cons

Developer Role Pre- and Post- Financial Close
Key Project Drivers
Risk

Procurement Option 1 - PDA

Based on industry interest, 2-step anticipated
Finalize RFQ after Industry Forum & 1-on-1's
RFQ: 1st Step of 2 Step Procurement

Intend to shortlist 3-4 qualified Proposers
Largely based on Experience & Qualifications
No stipends anticipated

Proposer teams to be given 4 weeks to submit
Statement of Qualifications (SOQ) — target end of
June 2008






Procurement Option 1 - PDA

2nd Step of 2 Step Procurement
Comments will be solicited on draft RFP

Shortlisted Developers to Submit Detailed
Technical Proposals per NCTA Defined Criteria

Selection Largely Based on Project
Understanding and Approach (Technical,
Financial, Construction, O&M) & Value
Proposition

Proposer Teams Given 8-10 Weeks to Submit
Technical Proposals — Target Early Nov 2008

Predevelopment Agreement (PDA)

Defines Developer Role Until Financial Close
Defines NCTA & Developer Project Contributions
Assigns Both Parties Rights

Affords Developer First Right of Refusal to
Negotiate a Concession Agreement with NCTA

Contains Contractual Off Ramps

Developer expected to provide some level of
sweat equity






PDA Developer Activities

= Value Engineering

= Constructability Studies

= NEPA & Permitting Support
= Database Preparation

= Technical Studies

= Preparation of Costing Plans

PDA Developer Activities

= Right-of-Way Negotiation Support

= Preparation of Draft Utility Agreements
= Refined Traffic & Revenue Studies

= Toll Technologies

= Financing Options Exploration

= Commercial Structuring






Procurement Option 2 — Non-PDA

Based on industry interest, 2-Step anticipated
Non-PDA RFQ would be similar to PDA RFQ
RFQ: 1st Step of 2-Step Procurement

Intend to shortlist 3-4 qualified Proposers
Largely based on Experience & Qualifications

Proposer teams to be given 4 weeks to submit
Statement of Qualifications (SOQ) — target
November/December 2008

Procurement Option 2 — Non-PDA

2nd Step of 2-Step Procurement

Comments will be solicited on RFP and
concession agreement

Shortlisted Developers to Submit Detailed
Technical Proposals per NCTA Defined Criteria

Competitive Hard Bid
Stipends to Shortlisted Firms to be considered

Proposer Teams Given Approximately 6 months
to Submit Technical Proposals — Target Nov 2009






Mid-Currituck Bridge P3 Summary

PROS

Project Scope is Coming into Focus

Project is Excellent Candidate for Value
Engineering

Constructability Issues Make Project Excellent
Design-Build Candidate

Forecast Level 2 T/R Project Revenues Appear to
Cover Majority of Project Costs

Toll Backed Financing to be Non-Recourse to
North Carolina

Mid-Currituck Bridge P3 Summary

NEPA & Permits Not Yet Secured
Project May Require Gap Funding

Long Construction Period Due to Long, Over
Water Bridge

Unstable Financial Markets

Outer Banks Lack Long Term Traffic Growth
Coveted By P3 Concessionaires
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NCTA Team

The NCTA Team

= NCTA Executive Leadership — David Joyner, Grady Rankin,
Steve DeWitt

= HNTB Corporation — Technical Advisor (Tim Heilmeier)

= Nossaman — Legal Advisor (Karen Hedlund)

khedlund@nossaman.com

theilmeier@hntb.com
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P NORTH CAROLINA

J Turnpike Authority

Mid-Currituck
Bridge
Project Finance
May 7, 2008





Finance Objectives

Key elements...

e Ensure adequate project financing
and overall best value

e Delivery schedule
e Appropriate sharing of risk
e Serve public interest





PPP not the only option...

... but may be the best option.
e Pre-construction financial support strong

e 215t Century Commission GAP funding
recommendations strong

e Expect legislative support





PDA vs. PPP “Hard Bid”

e Which process delivers the project with
the best value?

e \Which process best meets the needs of
NCTA?

e Seeking industry view





Finance Considerations

e Risk Sharing
e Return to private participants

e Fair deal for the public





Risk Sharing

Which risks Is each party best suited to bear?
e Environmental & Permitting

e Construction & Schedule

e Operations & Maintenance

e Revenue





Fair Return

How does deal ensure a fair return?
... for both parties

e Equity investment by PDA/PPP Partner

e Toll Rate Caps

e Revenue Sharing

e ferm





Financing Weight

e Modest in PDA selection

e Significant in PPP hard bid
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