


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



05/18/2016 Merger Team 
Meeting 

AECOM: Andrew Bell, Neil Dean, Celia 
Foushee, Joanna Rocco, Elizabeth Wargo, 
Chris Werner 
City of Asheville: Cathy Ball 
FBRMPO: Lyubov Zuyeva 
FHWA: Mitch Batuzich, Felix Davila, 
Clarence Coleman  
HNTB: Jennifer Harris 
NCDENR: Kevin Barnett 
NCDNCR: Renee Gledhill-Earley 
NCDOT: Rick Tipton, Kristina Solberg, Zahid 
Baloch, Michael Wray, Derrick Weaver, Kirby 
Pendergraft, Bill Zerman, Steve Kendall, 
Carla Dagnino, Jeff Hemphill, Drew Joyner, 
James Dunlop, Brendan Merithew, Mark 
Staley, Tim Sherrill, Doug Calhoun, Herman 
Huang  
NCWRC: Marla Chambers 
USACE: Lori Beckwith, Monte Matthews, 
Tracey Wheeler 
USEPA: Cynthia Van Der Wiele 
USFWS:Marella Buncick 

NCDOT Structure 
Design Conference 
Room C 

To discuss comments received on 
the 2015 DEIS and obtain 
concurrence on a least 
environmental damaging practicable 
alternative (LEDPA). 

07/18/2018 Merger Team 
Meeting 

AECOM: Neil Dean, Claudia Lee, Celia 
Miars, Joanna Rocco, Eric Spalding 
CALYX: Heather Wallace 
FHWA: Michael Dawson 
NCDENR: Kevin Barnett 
NCDOT: Derrick Weaver, John Jamison, 
Jennifer Martin, Steve Cannon, Cameron 
Cochran, Randy McKinney, Brendan 
Merithew, Marissa Cox, Kathy Herring, Chris 
Manley, Melissa Miller, Mike Sanderson, 
Carla Dagnino, Shane Clark, Jody Kuhne, 
Jeff Hemphill, Matt Lauffer, Brain Lipscomb, 
Danile Sellers 
USACE: Lori Beckwith, Monte Matthews 
USFWS:Marella Buncick 

NCDOT Structure 
Design Conference 
Room C 

To achieve concurrence on CP 4A  
Avoidance and Minimization. 
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Note: Following selection of the LEDPA, design details such as reevaluation 
of the project typical sections (number of lanes) and additional avoidance 
and minimization efforts will be considered and implemented into the 
refinement of preliminary designs for the LEDPA based on a new traffic 
forecast (which will be developed from current FBRMPO Model). Should 
the impacts increase from those presented within the 2015 DEIS, the Merger 
Team will be informed and will determine if CP3 needs to be revisited. 
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Renee Gledhill-Earley 

109 E Jones St MSC 4617 Raleigh, NC 27699 

919 807 6579 office 
 

 
 
Email correspondence to and from this address is subject to the North Carolina Public Records Law 
and may be disclosed to third parties. 
 





11/15/2015 a Local Officials  
Meeting 

Approximately 17 local officials Renaissance Hotel, 
Asheville 

To present the setup and provide a 
walk-through of the Corridor Public 
Hearing. 

01/25/2016 Post Hearing  
Meeting 

FHWA, NCDOT, FBRMPO, City  
of Asheville, AECOM, HNTB 

NCDOT Structure 
Design Conference 
Room 

To discuss comments received on 
the 2015 DEIS and from the 
Corridor Public Hearing. 

03/14/2016a FHWA Meeting NCDOT, AECOM, FHWA  Comment resolution with FHWA on 
DEIS comments. 

03/24/2016 Working Group 
Meeting #1 

AECOM: Chris Werner, Joanna Rocco, Celia 
Foushee 
Asheville Design Center: Alan McGuinn 
City of Asheville: Ken Putnam, Gwen Wisler, 
Bruce Emory, Julie Mayfield, Todd 
Okolichany 
NCDOT: David Brown, Jay Swain, Rick 
Tipton, Derrick Weaver, Michael Wray 

City Hall, Asheville To review comments received from 
the City of Asheville on the 2015 
Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement 

05/16/2016a Traffic Forecast 
Review   

NCDOT, AECOM, FHWA FHWA Raleigh 
Division office 

Traffic forecast review with FHWA 
before completing analysis. 

06/03/2016 Working Group 
Meeting #2 

AECOM: Andrew Bell, Joanna Rocco, Celia 
Foushee, Chris Werner 
Asheville Design Center: Alan McGuinn 
City of Asheville: Ken Putnam, Gwen Wisler, 
Bruce Emory, Julie Mayfield, Todd 
Okolichany 
FBRMPO: Lyuba Zuyeva 
FHWA: Mitch Batuzich, Michael Dawson, 
Joe Geigle 
IO Design: Alice Oglesby 
NCDOT: David Brown, Jay Swain, Rick 
Tipton, Derrick Weaver, Michael Wray, 
Brian Wert, Jim Dunlop, Greg Smith 

NCDOT Division 13 
Buncombe County 
Maintenance Office 

To discuss action items from the 
previous Working Group meeting, 
NCDOT noise policies and traffic 
noise analysis methodologies, and 
the relationship between travel 
demand modeling, traffic 
forecasting, traffic operations 
analysis, and the development of 
designs. 

06/15/2016a Traffic Forecast  
Review 

NCDOT, AECOM, FHWA FHWA Raleigh 
Division office 

Traffic forecast review of results 
with FHWA. 

06/29/2016 Post LEDPA 
Scoping Meeting 

NCDOT, FHWA, AECOM FHWA Raleigh 
Division office 

To discuss next steps from 
technical groups to complete the 
FEIS. 



08/09/2016 Working Group 
Meeting #3 

AECOM: Neil Dean, Joanna Rocco, Celia 
Foushee, Chris Werner 
Asheville Design Center: Alan McGuinn 
Burton Street Community: DeWayne Barton 
City of Asheville: Ken Putnam, Gwen Wisler, 
Bruce Emory, Julie Mayfield 
FBRMPO: Lyuba Zuyeva 
FHWA: Michael Dawson 
NCDOT: David Brown, Jay Swain, Rick 
Tipton, Kristina Solberg, Cole Hood, Ed 
Johnson, Nick Scheuer, Mary Pope Furr, 
Derrick Weaver, Michael Wray, Jeff Lackey, 
Kevin Fischer 

NCDOT Division 13 
Buncombe County 
Maintenance Office 

To discuss action items from the 
previous Working Group meeting, 
review NCDOT aesthetics policies 
and procedures, structure types and 
aesthetic treatments, multimodal 
policies and procedures, and 
discuss the remaining City of 
Asheville comments on the 2015 
DEIS regarding bicycle, pedestrian, 
and transit. 

09/20/2016 Working Group 
Meeting #4 

AECOM: Neil Dean, Joanna Rocco, Celia 
Foushee, Chris Werner 
Asheville Design Center: Alan McGuinn 
Burton Street Community: DeWayne Barton 
Buncombe County: Jon Creighton  
City of Asheville: Ken Putnam, Gwen Wisler, 
Bruce Emory, Julie Mayfield, Todd 
Okolichany 
FBRMPO: Lyuba Zuyeva 
FHWA: Michael Dawson 
Moon io Media, Inc.: Alice Oglesby 
Montford Neighborhood: Suzanne Devane 
NCDOT: David Brown, Jay Swain, Rick 
Tipton, Kristina Solberg, Cole Hood, Nick 
Scheuer, Mary Pope Furr, Derrick Weaver, 
Michael Wray 

NCDOT Division 13 
Buncombe County 
Maintenance Office 

To discuss action items from the 
previous Working Group meeting, 
review elevations and visualizations 
prepared by NCDOT, discuss 
contracting mechanisms, and 

requested bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations throughout the 
project study area. 



10/17/2016 Working Group 
Meeting #5 

AECOM: Neil Dean, Joanna Rocco, Celia 
Foushee, Chris Werner 
Asheville Design Center: Alan McGuinn 
Buncombe County: Jon Creighton  
City of Asheville: Ken Putnam, Gwen Wisler, 
Bruce Emory, Todd Okolichany 
FBRMPO: Lyuba Zuyeva 
NCDOT: David Brown, Jay Swain, Rick 
Tipton, Kristina Solberg, Cole Hood, Derrick 
Weaver, Michael Wray 

City of Asheville 
Fire and Police 
Training Room 

To discuss the status of the Traffic 
Operations Analysis and preliminary 
design refinements, the status of 
the community small group 
meetings, action items from the 
previous Working Group meeting, 
and review any additional 
betterment requests from the City. 

11/17/2016 FBRMPO/TCC 
Meeting 

NCDOT, FBRMPO, TCC members, AECOM Land of Sky  
Regional Council 
conference room, 
Asheville 

Project team presented at the joint 
FBRMPO/TCC meeting. Purpose of 
the meeting to discuss the project 
and the status of the traffic 
analyses.  

11/18/2016 Working Group 
Meeting #6 

AECOM: Neil Dean, Joanna Rocco, Celia 
Foushee, Chris Werner 
AAC: Alice Oglesby 
Asheville Design Center: Alan McGuinn 
Buncombe County: Jon Creighton  
Burton Street Community: DeWayne Barton 
City of Asheville: Ken Putnam, Gwen Wisler, 
Bruce Emory, Julie Mayfield, Todd 
Okolichany 
FBRMPO: Lyuba Zuyeva, Tristan Winkler 
FHWA: Felix Davila, Michael Dawson 
NCDOT: David Brown, Rick Tipton, 
Cole Hood, Derrick Weaver, Michael Wray, 
Nick Scheuer 

Land of Sky  
Regional Council 
conference room, 
Asheville 

To discuss the status of the Traffic 
Operations Analysis and preliminary 
design refinements, the status of 
the community small group 
meetings, action items from the 
previous Working Group meeting, 
and review additional betterment 
requests from the City and the 
preliminary cost evaluation provided 
by NCDOT. 

12/15/2016 I-26 
Connections 
Discussion 

FHWA, NCDOT, AECOM FHWA Raleigh 
Division office 

To discuss the interstate 
connections of I-26 and I-240, 
signage and next steps of the traffic 
analyses process. 

02/08/2017 Traffic Concept 
Review Meeting 

NCDOT, FHWA, AECOM FHWA Raleigh 
Division office 

To discuss initial traffic capacity 
results and design concepts.  



02/20/2017 Working Group 
Meeting #7 

AECOM: Neil Dean, Joanna Rocco, Celia 
Foushee, Chris Werner 
AAC: Alice Oglesby 
Asheville Design Center: Alan McGuinn 
Buncombe County: Jon Creighton  
Burton Street Community: DeWayne Barton 
City of Asheville: Ken Putnam, Gwen Wisler, 
Bruce Emory, Julie Mayfield, Todd 
Okolichany 
FBRMPO: Lyuba Zuyeva, Tristan Winkler  
FHWA: Felix Davila, Michael Dawson 
NCDOT: David Brown, Rick Tipton, Cole 
Hood, Derrick Weaver, Michael Wray, Nick 
Scheuer 

Land of Sky  
Regional Council 
conference room, 
Asheville 

To discuss the status of the 
community small group meetings, 
the status of the traffic operations 
analysis and preliminary design 
refinements, the schedule of the 
Final EIS, action items from the 
previous Working Group meeting, 
review the 2016 Traffic Noise Policy 
in regards to the voting, and review 
the preliminary cost estimates for 
the betterment requests from the 
City. 

03/13/2017 City of Asheville 
Betterments 
discussion 

City of Asheville, AECOM n/a Conference call to discuss the 
betterments list and to identify 
action items in order to finalize the 
betterments.  

05/09/2017 FHWA 
Coordination 

FHWA, NCDOT, AECOM FHWA Raleigh 
Division office 

To discuss the project status and 
the preliminary results of the traffic 
capacity analysis and design 
concept development.  

05/15/2017 FHWA 
Coordination 

FHWA, NCDOT, AECOM FHWA Raleigh 
Division office 

To discuss the Failure Year 
Analysis with FHWA.  

05/25/2017 FBRMPO 
Meeting 

FBRMPO, NCDOT, AECOM, PTE  To present a project update and 
discuss the traffic capacity analysis 
and review the base year calibrated 
model for the micro-simulation. 



05/26/2017 Working Group 
Meeting #8 

AECOM: Neil Dean, Joanna Rocco, Celia 
Foushee, Chris Werner 
AAC: Alice Oglesby 
Asheville Design Center: Alan McGuinn 
Burton Street Community: DeWayne Barton 
City of Asheville: Ken Putnam, Gwen Wisler, 
Bruce Emory, Julie Mayfield 
FBRMPO: Lyuba Zuyeva, Tristan Winkler  
FHWA: Michael Dawson 
NCDOT: Rick Tipton, Cole Hood, Michael 
Wray, Kristina Solberg 
Patriot Transportation Engineering: 
Peter Trencansky 

Land of Sky  
Regional Council 
conference room, 
Asheville 

To discuss the status of the 
community small group meetings, 
the status of the traffic operations 
analysis and preliminary design 
refinements, the schedule of the 
Final EIS, action items from the 
previous Working Group meeting, 
review the base year calibrated 
model for the I-2513 traffic 
microsimulation, review the 
betterment requests from the City, 
review the outcomes of the Hillcrest 
and Fairfax/Virginia small group 
meetings held in March, and review 
conceptual configurations for 
Brevard Road, Amboy Road, and 
Haywood Road. 

06/29/2017 Gray Bat Survey 
Coordination 
Meeting 

USFWS, NCWRC, FHWA, NCDOT, 
AECOM, CALYX 

NCDOT Division 13 
district office, 
Asheville 

To discuss gray bat survey needs. 

07/27/2017 Working Group 
Meeting #9 

AECOM: Neil Dean, Joanna Rocco, Celia 
Foushee, Chris Werner, Tom Helper 
Burton Street Community: DeWayne Barton 
City of Asheville: Ken Putnam, Gwen Wisler, 
Bruce Emory, Julie Mayfield, Todd 
Okolichany 
FBRMPO: Lyuba Zuyeva  
FHWA: Michael Dawson 
NCDOT: Rick Tipton, Cole Hood, Brendan 
Merithew, Kristina Solberg, Nick Scheuer, 
Daniel Sellers, Derrick Weaver, Michael 
Wray  

Land of Sky  
Regional Council 
conference room, 
Asheville 

To discuss the status of the 
community small group meetings, 
the status of the traffic operations 
analysis and preliminary design 
refinements, on-going coordination 
efforts with FHWA, the schedule of 
the Final EIS, action items from the 
previous Working Group meeting 
held on May 26, 2017, review the 
betterment requests from the City, 
discuss the Haywood Road 
interchange concepts, and review 
the elevations in Section B. 

08/08/2017 Gray Bat 
Research RFP 
Meeting 

NCDOT, USFWS, NCWRC, CALYX, 
AECOM 

NCDOT Division 13 
district office, 
Asheville 

To discuss the gray bat research 
need statement and programmatic 
Section 7 consultation.  

10/25/2017 Gray Bat Survey 
Coordination 
Meeting 

USFWS, NCWRC, NCDOT, AECOM, 
CALYX 

NCDOT Division 13 
office, Asheville 

To discuss an update of the gray 
bat survey efforts and results. 



04/17/2018a             City of Asheville City of Asheville, NCDOT, AECOM, Sam

                                                               Schwartz, Interface Studio

NCDOT Roadway 
Design Conference 
Room 

To discuss design 
recommendations from the City of 
Asheville and Sam Schwartz on 
Section B  Alternative 4-B. 

07/25/2018 Biological 
Assessment and 
Bridge 
Construction 

USACE, NCDWR, USFWS, NCWRC, 
NCDOT, AECOM, CALYX 

NCDOT Division 13 
office 

To discuss the biological 
assessment for the gray bat and 
Appalachian elktoe and bridge 
construction. 

07/31/2018 Working Group 
Meeting #10 

AECOM: Neil Dean, Joanna Rocco, Celia 
Foushee, Chris Werner, Tom Helper 
Burton Street Community: DeWayne Barton 
City of Asheville: Ken Putnam, Gwen Wisler, 
Bruce Emory, Julie Mayfield, Todd 
Okolichany 
FBRMPO: Lyuba Zuyeva  
FHWA: Michael Dawson 
NCDOT: Rick Tipton, Cole Hood, Brendan 
Merithew, Kristina Solberg, Nick Scheuer, 
Daniel Sellers, Derrick Weaver, Michael 
Wray  

Land of Sky  
Regional Council 
conference room, 
Asheville 

 

08/27/2018 Traffic Analysis 
Discussion 

City of Asheville: Julie Mayfield, Ken 
Putnam, Gwen Wisler, Bruce Emory, David 
Nutter; 
SELC: DJ Gerkin 
FBRMPO: Lyuba Zuyeva 
NCDOT: Randy McKinney, Brendan 
Merithew, Derrick Weaver 
AECOM: Neil Dean, Celia Miars, Joanna 
Rocco, Eric Spalding 
PTE: Peter Trencansky 

City of Asheville 
Fire and Rescue 
Department  
Police and Fire 
Training Room 

To discuss additional questions and 
concerns regarding the preferred 
alternative designs and traffic 
analyses, including the 
microsimulation.  

09/11-13/2018 Cost Estimate 
Review Meeting 

NCDOT: several members throughout the 
time frame; Donna Keener, Derrick Weaver, 
Theresa Ellerby 
FHWA: Michael Smith, Chuck Luedders 
AECOM: Celia Miars, Joanna Rocco 

NCDOT Century 
Center  PDEA 
Large Conference 
Room 

To discuss the process of a cost 
estimate review meeting and 
identify potential project risks from 
subject matter experts that would 
effect the project cost and schedule.  



10/03/2018 AAC Meeting City of Asheville: Ken Putnam 
AAC: Ted Figura, Jason Gilliland, Joe 
Minicozzi, Mike Zukosk, Woody Farmer, 
David Nutter, Susan Loftis 
NCDOT: Jeff Lackey, Kyle Cooper, Derrick 
Weaver, Theresa Ellerby 
AECOM: Celia Miars, Joanna Rocco, Eric 
Spalding 

City of Asheville 
Fire and Rescue 
Department  
Police and Fire 
Training Room 

To discuss the roles and 
responsibilities of the AAC and 
review NCDOT guidance regarding 
aesthetic treatments for NCDOT 
projects.  

10/03/2018 Bridge Phasing 
Meeting 

NCDOT: Derrick Weaver, Randy McKinney, 
Marissa Cox, Matt Lauffer, Chris Manley, 
Marissa Miller, Mike Sanderson 
Design Build: Jeff Ball, Tim Goodson, 
CALYX: Heather Wallace 
Three Oaks: Mary Frazer 
AECOM: Neil Dean, Claudia Lee, Celia 
Miars, Joanna Rocco, Eric Spalding 

NCDOT Division 13 
Conference Room 

To discuss the Biological 
Assessment for the gray bat and 
Appalachian elktoe, to review 
project commitments that NCDOT 
may present to USFWS at a follow-
up meeting regarding construction 
of the bridges over the French 
Broad River and Hominy Creek.  

11/14/2018 Bridge 
Construction 
Meeting 

NCDOT: Derrick Weaver, Theresa Ellerby, 
Matt Lauffer, Cameron Cochran, Randy 
McKinney, Marissa Cox, Chris Manley, Mike 
Sanderson, Paul Chan, Greg Hall 
FHWA: Felix Davila, Brian Yanchik 
USFWS: Marella Buncick, Claire Ellwanger 
Three Oaks: Mary Frazer 
CALYX: Heather Wallace 
AECOM: Claudia Lee, Neil Dean, Joanna 
Rocco, Eric Spalding 

NCDOT Division 13 
District 
Maintenance Office 

To review the project commitments 
for the Biological Assessment, and 
to discuss bridge construction and 
lighting on the project.  

01/11/2019 Post Hearing 
Meeting 

FHWA: Felix Davila 
NCDOT: Derrick Weaver, Theresa Ellerby, 
Kevin Moore, Xiudong Han, Brenda Moore, 
Douglas Kretchman, Tatia White, Missy Pair, 
Jamille Robbins, Greg Hall, Kevin Fischer, 
Joe Hummer, Steve Cannon, Chase Carver, 
Randy McKinney, Brendan Merithew 
PPP: Simone Robinson 
AECOM: Neil Dean, Drew Joyner, Chris 
Lucia, Celia Miars, Joanna Rocco, Eric 
Spalding  

NCDOT Century 
Center  Structures 
Design Conference 
Room 

To discuss the Design Public 
Hearing and comments received at 
the hearing and during the comment 
period.  



02/21/2019 Working Group 
Meeting #11 

FHWA: Michael Dawson 
Asheville: Bruce Emory, Julie Mayfield, Todd 
Okolichany, Ken Putnam, Gwen Wisler, Alan 
McGuinn, Lyuba Zuyeva, David Nutter, 
NCDOT: Steve Cannon, Brendan Merithew, 
Theresa Ellerby, Derrick Weaver,  
AECOM: Neil Dean, Celia Miars, Joanna 
Rocco, Eric Spalding 

City of Asheville 
Fire and Rescue 
Department  
Police and Fire 
Training Room 

To provide an update of the 
comments received at the 
December 2018 Design Public 
Hearing, review action items from 
the previous working group 
meeting, discuss various design 
related topics, and provide an 
overview of the right-of-way 
acquisition and disposal process. 

02/21/2019a AAC Meeting City of Asheville: Ken Putnam, Julie Mayfield 
AAC: Ted Figura, Jason Gilliland, Joe 
Minicozzi, Mike Zukosk, Woody Farmer, 
David Nutter, Susan Loftis 
NCDOT: Steve Cannon, Brendan Merithew, 
Theresa Ellerby, Derrick Weaver 
AECOM: Celia Miars, Eric Spalding, Neil 
Dean, Joanna Rocco 

City of Asheville 
Fire and Rescue 
Department  
Police and Fire 
Training Room 

Regularly scheduled AAC meeting  

03/19/2019 AAC Meeting City of Asheville: Ken Putnam, Julie Mayfield 
AAC: Ted Figura, Jason Gilliland, Joe 
Minicozzi, Mike Zukosk, Woody Farmer, 
David Nutter, Susan Loftis 
NCDOT: Jeff Lackey, Kyle Cooper 
AECOM: Celia Miars, Eric Spalding 

City of Asheville 
Fire and Rescue 
Department  
Police and Fire 
Training Room 

Regularly scheduled AAC meeting 
in which NCDOT was present to 
provide additional information and 
guidance regarding aesthetic 
treatments for NCDOT projects.  

05/21/2019a AAC Meeting City of Asheville: Ken Putnam, Julie Mayfield 
AAC: Ted Figura, Jason Gilliland, Joe 
Minicozzi, Mike Zukosk, Woody Farmer, 
David Nutter, Susan Loftis 
NCDOT: Derrick Weaver 
AECOM:, Neil Dean, Joanna Rocco 

City of Asheville 
Fire and Rescue 
Department  
Police and Fire 
Training Room 

Regularly scheduled AAC meeting 

a No minutes are available for this meeting. 
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North Carolina Department of Transportation
Preliminary Estimate

TIP No. I2513B ALTERNATE 4B Prel. County: Buncombe
Route I-26 & I-240 Connection
From STRUCTURE CONSTRUCTION COST

(ALT 4B)

Line 
Item Des

Sec 
No. Description Quantity Unit Price  Amount 

 

New Bridges
SP New Str., Patton Ave over Y7RPB

Y7F (Sta. 27+22+/-, 233' x 101.5') 23,650 SF 100.00$                          2,365,000.00$               

SP

New Str., Patton Ave over I26
Y7F (Sta. 32+70+/-, 214' x 126'(avg. width)
Y7WB ( 34+84+/-, 96' x 129') 39,348 SF 100.00$                          3,934,800.00$               

SP

New Str., I26NB over Smith Mill Creek & French Broad 
River
I26 (Sta. 51+00+/-, 600' x 60', 162'x60'(avg. width), 344' x 
48', 719'x72', 300'x66'(avg. width), 1900' x 60', 
290'x60'(avg. width))
RPD(Sta. 10+00+/-, 161' x 34, 300' x 39'(avg. width))
23NB(Sta.30+24+/-, 300, x 39'(avg.width)) 292,147 SF 120.00$                          35,057,640.00$             

SP
New Str., RPD over Smith Mill Creek
RPD (Sta. 14+98+/-, 287'x34') 9,758 SF 100.00$                          975,800.00$                  

SP
New Str., 23NB 
23NB (Sta. 24+65+/-, 559'x42') 23,478 SF 100.00$                          2,347,800.00$               

SP

New Str., I26SB over Smith Mill Creek and French Broad 
River
I26 (Sta. 51+00+/-, 500'x84', 313'x48', 418'x66'(avg. 
width), 3569'x60')
240WB (Sta.10+00+/-, 745'x 36') 325,572 SF 120.00$                          39,068,640.00$             

SP

New Str., 240WB over Smith Mill Creek & French Broad 
River
240WB (Sta. 17+45+/-, 1855'x42', 300'x48'(avg. width), 
724'x54') 131,406 SF 120.00$                          15,768,720.00$             

SP

New Str., 240EB over Smith Mill Creek and French Broad 
River
240EB (Sta. 20+90+/-, 1349'x42', 328,x45'(avg. width), 
233'x30', 300'x54', 300x48', 
RPD_SL (Sta. 10+00+/-, 230'x26'(avg. width), 320'x 28') 156,888 SF 120.00$                          18,826,560.00$             

SP
New Str., RPD_SL over Smith Mill Creek
RPD_SL (Sta. 15+50+/-, 700'x34', 300'x37'(avg. width)) 34,900 SF 100.00$                          3,490,000.00$               

SP
New Str., 23SB over Y32A
23SB (Sta. 202+42+/-, 163' x 40') 6,520 SF 100.00$                          652,000.00$                  

SP
New Str., Y23E over 240EB & 240WB
Y23E (Sta. 20+60+/-, 239' x 28') 6,692 SF 100.00$                          669,200.00$                  

SP
New Str., Y31 over 240EB & 240WB
Y31 (Sta. 12+57+/-, 205' x 39') 7,995 SF 100.00$                          799,500.00$                  

SP
New Str., 240WB over Y32A
240WB (Sta. 50+61+/-, 189' x 66') 12,474 SF 110.00$                          1,372,140.00$               

SP
New Str., I26 over Y2 (Broadway Street)
I26 (Sta. 141+62+/-, 271' x 134')

36,314 SF
110.00$                          3,994,540.00$               

SP
New Str., LPB over RPB
LPB (Sta. 21+54+/-, 117'x 46', 102'x 52'(avg. width), 
182'x 58')

21,242 SF
100.00$                          2,124,200.00$               

Existing Structure Removal
SP -Y7F- Sta. 27+22+/- 23,508 SF 12.00$                            282,096.00$                  
SP -Y7F- Sta. 24+64+/- 7,920 SF 12.00$                            95,040.00$                    
SP -240WB- Sta. 50+50+/- 14,428 SF 15.00$                            216,420.00$                  
SP -240WB- Sta. 58+60+/- 6,759 SF 15.00$                            101,385.00$                  
SP -240WB- Sta. 71+90+/- 4,559 SF 15.00$                            68,385.00$                    
SP -240EB- Sta. 74+60+/- 7,048 SF 15.00$                            105,720.00$                  
SP -240EB- Sta. 75+65+/- 4,971 SF 15.00$                            74,565.00$                    
SP -240WB- Sta. 75+90+/- 10,037 SF 15.00$                            150,555.00$                  
SP I26 @ Sta 141+60, Dual Bridges over Broadway St 24,456 SF 15.00$                            366,840.00$                  

Bridge Deicing
Ice Detection System (5 locations) 5 EA 150,000.00$                   750,000.00$                  

$196,704,035



North Carolina Department of Transportation
Preliminary Estimate

Line 
Item Des

Sec 
No. Description Quantity Unit Price  Amount 

SP

Str. over Floodway & Viaduct over U19-23
I-26NB        1,106'    (x2)  3 Lanes
I-26NB           719'    (x2)  4 Lanes
I-26NB           300'    (x2)   Var (4 to 3)
I-26NB        2,190'    (x2)  3 Lanes                
RPD               785'     (x1)  1 Lane    
23NB             860'     (x1)  2 Lanes 10,275 LF 585.00$                          6,010,875.00$               

SP

Str. over Floodway & Viaduct over U19-23
I-26SB           500'    (x2)  5 Lanes
I-26SB        4,300'    (x2) 3 Lanes
240WB          745'     (x1) 2 Lanes 10,345 LF 585.00$                          6,051,825.00$               

SP

Str. over Floodway & Viaduct over U19-23
WB240        1,855'   (x1)  2 Lanes
WB240           300'   (x1)   Var (2 to 3)
WB240           724'   (x2)    3 Lanes 3,603 LF 585.00$                          2,107,755.00$               

SP

Str. over Floodway & Viaduct over U19-23
EB240           1,910'   (x1)   2 Lanes
EB240              300'   (x2)   3 Lanes
EB240              300'   (x1)   Var. (3 to2)
EB240           1,140'   (x1)   2 Lanes                
RPD_SL       1,550'    (x1)  1 Lane                                         5,500 LF 585.00$                          3,217,500.00$               

SP

Str. over Floodway & Viaduct over U19-23
LPB          118'    (x2)   3 Lanes
LPB          100'    (x2)   Var. (3 to 4)
LPB          182'    (x2)   4 Lanes 800 LF 585.00$                          468,000.00$                  

SP Road Deicing      1000'   (x2)   3 Lanes 2,000 LF 585.00$                          1,170,000.00$               

Temp. Structures for Traffic Control
SP Patton Detour 15,048 SF 120.00$                          1,805,760.00$               
SP WB240Temp 8,400 SF 120.00$                          1,008,000.00$               

Misc. & Mob  (10% Structures) 1 LS 15,549,726.10$              15,549,726.10$             
Estimated Structures Cost …….................................. 171,046,987.10$           

E. & C. 15% …….................................. 25,657,048.07$            
Construction Cost …….................................. 196,704,035.17$           
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Traffic Operations Technical Memorandum I-26 Asheville Connector  

Table 1: Year 2040 No-Build Alternative Level of Service Analysis 

Segment
Number 

Basic Freeway Segments 
AM Peak 

Hour 
LOS

PM Peak 
Hour
LOS

101 I-40 EB – West of SR 1200 (Wiggins Road) F D

102 I-40 WB – West of SR 1200 (Wiggins Road) C C

103 I-40 EB – Within SR 1200 (Wiggins Road) Interchange E D

104 I-40 WB – Within SR 1200 (Wiggins Road) Interchange D E

105 I-40 EB – SR 1200 (Wiggins Road) to Liberty Road F D

106 I-40 WB – Liberty Road to SR 1200 (Wiggins Road) D F

107 I-40 EB – Within Liberty Road Interchange E D

108 I-40 WB – Within Liberty Road Interchange D E

109 I-40 EB – Liberty Road to US 19-23-74A F E

110 I-40 WB – US 19-23-74A to Liberty Road E F

111 I-40 EB – Within US 19-23-74A Interchange D C

112 I-40 WB – Within US 19-23-74A Interchange C D

113 I-40 WB – Ramp From I-240 WB to Ramp from I-26 WB B C

114 I-40 WB – Ramp to I-26 EB to Ramp from I-240 WB B C

115 I-40 EB – Ramp to I-240 EB to Ramp from I-26 WB C B

116 I-40 WB – NC 191 (Brevard Road) to I-26/I-240 C D

117 I-40 EB – Within NC 191 (Brevard Road) Interchange D B

118 I-40 WB – Within NC 191 (Brevard Road) Interchange B D

119 I-40 EB – NC 191 (Brevard Road) to US 25 E C

120 I-40 WB – US 25 to NC 191 (Brevard Road)  C E

121 I-40 EB – Ramp to US 25 to Ramp from US 25 SB D B

122 I-40 WB – Ramp to US 25 SB to Ramp from US 25 SB C D

123 I-40 WB – Ramp to US 25 NB to Ramp from US 25 NB C E

124 I-40 EB – East of US 25 F C

125 I-40 WB – East of US 25 C F

126 I-26 WB – South of NC 191 (Brevard Road) E D

127 I-26 EB – South of NC 191 (Brevard Road) D E

128 I-26 WB – Within NC 191 (Brevard Road) Interchange D C

129 I-26 EB – Within NC 191 (Brevard Road) Interchange C D

130 I-26 WB – Ramp from NC 191 (Brevard Road) to Ramp to I-40 EB E D

131 I-26 EB – Ramp from I-40 EB to Ramp to NC 191 (Brevard Road) D E

132 I-26 WB – Ramp to I-40 WB to Ramp from I-40 EB C B

133 I-26 EB – Ramp from I-40 WB to Ramp from I-40 EB C D

134 I-26 EB – Ramp to I-40 WB to Ramp from I-40 WB B C

135 I-240 EB – I-40 to NC 191 (Brevard Road)  F D

136 I-240 WB – NC 191 (Brevard Road) to I-40 D F

137 I-240 EB – Within NC 191 (Brevard Road) Interchange E D

138 I-240 WB – Within NC 191 (Brevard Road) Interchange D E
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Traffic Operations Technical Memorandum I-26 Asheville Connector  

Segment
Number 

Basic Freeway Segments (Continued) 
AM Peak 

Hour 
LOS

PM Peak 
Hour
LOS

139 I-240 EB – SR 3556 (Amboy Road) to US 19-23 Business F D

140 I-240 WB – US 19-23 Business to SR 3556 (Amboy Road) D F

141 I-240 EB – Ramp to Hanover Street to Ramp from US 19-23 Business E D

142 I-240 WB – Within US 19-23 Business Interchange D E

143 I-240 WB – Ramp to US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to Ramp from Patton Avenue 
C-D 

D E

144 I-240 EB – Ramp to Westgate Access Road to Ramp from US19-23-74A (Patton 
Avenue) 

D C

145 I-240 EB – Ramp to US19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to Ramp from US 19-23 SB E D

146 I-240 WB – Ramp to US 19-23 NB to Ramp from US19-23-74A (Patton Avenue)  D E

147 US 19-23 NB – Ramp from I-240 WB to Ramp from Patton Avenue WB D D

148 US19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) SB – Ramp to I-240 WB to Ramp to I-240 EB D C

149 US 19-23-70 NB – Hill Street to SR 1781 (Broadway) D F

150 US 19-23-70 SB – SR 1781 (Broadway) to Riverside Drive F D

151 US 19-23-70  NB – Within SR 1781 (Broadway) Interchange B C

152 US 19-23-70  SB – Within SR 1781 (Broadway) Interchange C B

153 US 19-23-70  NB – SR 1781 (Broadway) to SR 1684 (Elk Mountain Road) B C

154 US 19-23-70  SB – SR 1684 (Elk Mountain Road) to SR 1781 (Broadway) C B

155 US 19-23-70  NB – Within SR 1684 (Elk Mountain Road) Interchange B C

156 US 19-23-70  SB – Within SR 1684 (Elk Mountain Road) Interchange C B

157 US 19-23-70  NB – North of SR 1684 (Elk Mountain Road) B C

158 US 19-23-70  SB – North of SR 1684 (Elk Mountain Road) C B

159 I-240 WB – Within Montford Avenue Interchange E F

160 I-240 EB – Within Haywood Street Interchange F E

161 I-240 WB – East of Montford Avenue F F

162 I-240 EB – East of Haywood Street F F

Segment
Number 

Freeway Merges and Diverges 
AM Peak 

Hour 
LOS

PM Peak 
Hour
LOS

201 I-40 EB – To SR 1200 (Wiggins Road) F E

202 I-40 WB – From SR 1200 (Wiggins Road) (Isolated Ramp – v/c ratio reported) 0.30 0.26 

203 I-40 EB – From SR 1200 (Wiggins Road) F D

204 I-40 WB – To SR 1200 (Wiggins Road) D F

205 I-40 EB – To Liberty Road F D

206 I-40 WB – From Liberty Road D F

207 I-40 EB – From Liberty Road F E

208 I-40 WB – To Liberty Road E F

209 I-40 EB – To US 19-23-74A D C

210 I-40 WB – From US 19-23-74A C C

211 I-40 WB – From I-240 WB (Isolated Ramp – v/c ratio reported) 0.73 0.89 

212 I-40 WB – To I-26 EB B C
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Traffic Operations Technical Memorandum I-26 Asheville Connector  

Segment
Number 

Freeway Merges and Diverges (Continued) 
AM Peak 

Hour 
LOS

PM Peak 
Hour
LOS

213 I-40 EB – To I-240 EB (Isolated Ramp – v/c ratio reported) 0.97 0.80 

214 I-40 WB – From NC 191 (Brevard Road) B C

215 I-40 EB – From NC 191 (Brevard Road) E C

216 I-40 WB – To NC 191 (Brevard Road) C E

217 I-40 EB – to US 25 E C 

218 I-40 WB – from US 25 SB C E

219 I-40 EB – from US 25 SB D B

220 I-40 EB – from US 25 NB F C

221 I-40 WB – to US 25 NB D F

222 I-26 WB – to NC 191 (Brevard Road) D D

223 I-26 EB – from NC 191 (Brevard Road) D D

224 I-26 WB – from NC 191 (Brevard Road) D C

225 I-26 EB – to NC 191 (Brevard Road) C D

226 I-26 WB – To I-40 EB (Isolated Ramp – v/c ratio reported) 0.51 0.32 

227 I-26 EB – From I-40 EB (Isolated Ramp – v/c ratio reported) 1.10 1.14 

228 I-26 WB – To I-40 WB (Major Diverge) D C

229 I-240 EB – From I-40 EB F C

230 I-26 EB – From I-40 WB C D

231 I-240 WB – To I-40 WB D F

232 I-240 EB – To NC 191 (Brevard Road) F D

233 I-240 WB – From NC 191 (Brevard Road) D F

234 I-240 WB – To NC 191 (Brevard Road) E F

235 I-240 WB – From SR 3556 (Amboy Road) F F

236 I-240 EB – To Hanover Street F D

237 I-240 WB – From US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) D F

238 I-240 EB – From US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) F D

239 I-240 WB – To US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) E F

240 I-240 WB – From US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) E F

241 I-240 EB – To US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) WB F E

242 I-240 EB – To Westgate Access Road E D

243 I-240 EB – From US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) EB (Major Merge – v/c ratio 
reported) 

1.13 0.89 

244 I-240 WB – From US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue ) WB (Major Diverge) D F

245 I-240 EB – To US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) EB (Major Diverge) E D

246 I-240 EB – From US 19-23 SB F F

247 I-240 WB – From US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) WB (Isolated Ramp – v/c ratio 
reported) 

0.51 0.90 

248 I-240 WB – To US 19-23 NB F F

249 US 19-23-70  NB – To SR 1781 (Broadway) D F

250 US 19-23-70  SB – From SR 1781 (Broadway) B B
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Segment
Number 

Freeway Merges and Diverges (Continued) 
AM Peak 

Hour 
LOS

PM Peak 
Hour
LOS

251 US 19-23-70  NB – From SR 1781 (Broadway) B C

252 US 19-23-70  SB – To SR 1781 (Broadway) D C

253 US 19-23-70  NB – To SR 1684 (Elk Mountain Road) B C

254 US 19-23-70  SB – From SR 1684 (Elk Mountain Road) C B

255 US 19-23-70  NB – From SR 1684 (Elk Mountain Road) B C

256 US 19-23-70  SB – To SR 1684 (Elk Mountain Road) C B

257 I-240 WB – From Montford Avenue F F

258 I-240 EB – From Haywood Street (Isolated Ramp – v/c ratio reported) 0.23 0.39 

259 I-240 WB – To Montford Avenue (Isolated Ramp – v/c ratio reported) 0.35 0.43 

Segment
Number 

Freeway Weaving Segments 
AM Peak 

Hour 
LOS

PM Peak 
Hour
LOS

301 I-40 EB – US 19-23-74A to Ramp to I-26 EB F F

302 I-40 WB – Ramp from I-26 WB to US 19-23-74A D E

303 I-40 EB – Ramp from I-26 WB to NC 191 (Brevard Road) C B

304 I-40 WB – Ramp from US 25 NB to Ramp to US 25 SB C D

305 I-240 EB – NC 191 (Brevard Road) to SR 3556 (Amboy Road) F E

306 I-240 EB – Across Bowen Bridges F E

307 I-240 WB – Across Bowen Bridges F F

308 US 19-23-70  NB – US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to Hill Street D F

309 US 19-23-70  SB – Riverside Drive to I-240 F E

310 I-240 EB – Clingman Avenue to Montford Avenue F E

Segment
Number 

Signalized Intersections 
AM Peak 

Hour 
LOS

PM Peak 
Hour
LOS

401 

US 19-23 & SR 1200 (Wiggins Road) 
Eastbound Left 
Eastbound Through/Right 
Westbound Left 
Westbound Through 
Westbound Right 
Northbound Left/Through/Right 
Southbound Left/Through 
Southbound Right 

F
F
B
D
D
F
C
F
A

E
F
B
C
F
E
C
F
E

402 

I-40 EB Ramps & SR 1200 (Wiggins Road) 
Eastbound Left/Through/Right 
Northbound Through/Right 
Southbound Left 
Southbound Right 

F
F
F*
F
B

E
F
E
F
A

403 

I-40 WB Ramps & SR 1200 (Wiggins Road) 
Westbound Left/Through/Right 
Northbound Left 
Northbound Through 
Southbound Through/Right 

E
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D
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Segment
Number 

Signalized Intersections (Continued) 
AM Peak 

Hour 
LOS

PM Peak 
Hour
LOS

404 

I-40 EB Ramps and Liberty Road 
Eastbound Left/Right 
Northbound Through 
Northbound Right 
Southbound Left 
Southbound Through 

C
E
B
C
E
A

B
D
B
C
D
B

405 

I-40 EB Ramps and Liberty Road 
Westbound Left 
Westbound Right 
Northbound Left 
Northbound Through 
Southbound Through 
Southbound Right 

C
C
B
B
B
B
B

C
C
B
C
B
C
B

406 

I-40 EB Ramps & US 19-23-74 / SR 1245 (Acton Circle) 
Eastbound Left 
Eastbound Through/Right 
Northbound Left 
Northbound Through 
Southbound Left 
Southbound Through/Right 
Southeast Left 
Southeast Through/Right 

F
F
F
F
F
F
E
F
F

F
E
F
F
F
F
F
F
F

407 

I-40 WB Ramps & US 19-23-74A
Eastbound Left 
Eastbound Right 
Northbound Left 
Northbound Through 
Southbound Through/Right 

E
F
D
F
A
F

F
F
E
F
A
F

408 

East Oakview Road & NC 191 (Brevard Road) 
Eastbound Left 
Eastbound Through/Right  
Westbound Left 
Westbound Through/Right 
Northbound Left 
Northbound Through 
Northbound Right 
Southbound Left 
Southbound Through 
Southbound Right 

C
E
E
E
F
D
C
B
F
A
A

D
F
E
E
F
B
D
B
F
B
A

409 

I-40 EB Ramps & NC 191 (Brevard Road)
Westbound Left 
Westbound Right 
Northbound Through 
Northbound Right 
Southbound Left 
Southbound Through 

C
D
D
B
A
E
B

B
E
F
A
A
E
A

410 

SR 3413 (Bear Creek Road) / I-40 WB Ramps & NC 191 (Brevard Road) 
Eastbound Left/Through 
Eastbound Right 
Westbound Left/Through 
Westbound Right 
Northbound Left 
Northbound Through 
Northbound Right 
Southbound Left 
Southbound Through/Right 

F
F
B
F
C
F
C
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F
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F
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Segment
Number 

Signalized Intersections (Continued) 
AM Peak 

Hour 
LOS

PM Peak 
Hour
LOS

411 

I-40 EB Off Ramp & US 25 (Hendersonville Road) 
Eastbound Left 
Eastbound Left/Through 
Eastbound Right 
Northbound Through 
Northbound Right 
Southbound Through 

C
F
F
E
A
B
C

C
D
D
C
B
B
C

412 

NC 191 (Brevard Road) & Rocky Ridge Road 
Eastbound Left 
Eastbound Right 
Northbound Left 
Northbound Through 
Southbound Through 
Southbound Right 

B
E
C
D
B
B
A

B
F
D
F
A
B
A

413 

I-26 EB Ramps & NC 191 (Brevard Road) 
Westbound Left 
Westbound Right 
Northbound Through 
Northbound Right 
Southbound Left 
Southbound Through 

C
F
C
C
A
E
A

C
E
C
C
A
D
A

414 

I-26 WB Ramps & NC 191 (Brevard Road) 
Eastbound Left 
Eastbound Right 
Northbound Left 
Northbound Through 
Southbound Through/Right 

C
F
E
D
A
C

D
F
F
D
A
F*

416 

I-240 EB Ramps & NC 191 (Brevard Road) 
Eastbound Left/Through 
Eastbound Right 
Northbound Through 
Northbound Right 
Southbound Left/Through 

F
D
A
A
A
F

F
F
A
B
A
F

417 

I-240 WB Ramps & NC 191 (Brevard Road) 
Westbound Left/Through 
Westbound Right 
Northbound Left/Through 
Southbound Through 
Southbound Right 

F
F
C
F
F
A

F
F
F
F
B
A

421 

US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) & I-240 WB Ramps 
Eastbound Through/Right 
Westbound Left 
Westbound Through 
Southbound Left/Through 
Southbound Right 

F
F
F
E
F
F

E
F
F
E
E
E

422 

US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) & I-240 EB On Ramp / Hanover Street 
Eastbound Left 
Eastbound Through/Right 
Westbound Left/Through/Right 
Northbound Left/Through/Right 
Southbound Left/Through/Right 

F
F
F
F
F
D

F
F
C
F
F
D
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Segment
Number 

Signalized Intersections (Continued) 
AM Peak 

Hour 
LOS

PM Peak 
Hour
LOS

424 

US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) & NC 63 (New Leicester Highway) 
Eastbound Left 
Eastbound Through/Right 
Westbound Left 
Westbound Through 
Westbound Right 
Northbound Left/Through 
Northbound Right 
Southbound Left 
Southbound Left/Through 
Southbound Right 

F
F
F*
F
F
B
F
E
F
F
D

F
F
C
F
F
B
F
E
F
F
E

425 

US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) & SR 1332 (Louisiana Avenue) 
Eastbound Left 
Eastbound Through/Right 
Westbound Left 
Westbound Through/Right 
Northbound Left 
Northbound Left/Through 
Northbound Right 
Southbound Left 
Southbound Left/Through 
Southbound Right 

F
F
F
F
F
F
F
E
F
F
D

F
F
F*
F
F
F
F
D
F
F
F

426 

US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) & Florida Avenue 
Eastbound Left 
Eastbound Through/Right 
Westbound Left 
Westbound Through/Right 
Northbound Left/Through/Right 
Southbound Left 
Southbound Through/Right 

E
F
F*
F
F*
F
E
E

F
F
B
F
F
F
E
F

428 

US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) & Regent Park Boulevard 
Eastbound Left 
Eastbound Through 
Eastbound Right 
Westbound Left 
Westbound Through/Right 
Northbound Left/Through/Right 
Southbound Left/Through 
Southbound Right

F
E
F
A
C
D
E
F
C

F
F
B
A
A
F
E
F
E

429 
US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) & Westgate Service Road 

Westbound Through 
Southbound Right 

C
B
F

F
F
F

440 

US 19-23-70 SB Ramps / NC 251 (Riverside Drive) & SR 1781 (Broadway) 
Eastbound Left 
Eastbound Through 
Eastbound Right 
Westbound Left 
Westbound Through 
Westbound Right 
Northbound Left 
Northbound Through 
Northbound Right 
Southbound Left 
Southbound Through 
Southbound Right 

F
F
F
D
F
F
A
F
E
C
F
D
B

F
F
F
D
F
F
A
F
E
D
F
D
B

441 

US 19-23-70 NB Ramps & SR 1781 (Broadway) 
Eastbound Left 
Eastbound Through 
Westbound Through/Right 
Northbound Left/Through 
Northbound Right 

E
F
A
F*
F
D

D
F*
B
F*
F
D
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Segment
Number 

Signalized Intersections (Continued) 
AM Peak 

Hour 
LOS

PM Peak 
Hour
LOS

442 

SR 1781 (Broadway) & Campus Drive 
Eastbound Left 
Eastbound Through/Right 
Westbound Left 
Westbound Through/Right 
Northbound Left/Through/Right 
Southbound Left/Through/Right 

D
F
C
F
D
F
D

C
F
B
F
B
F
E

443 

US 19-23-70 SB Ramps & SR 1684 (Elk Mountain Road) 
Eastbound Through 
Eastbound Right 
Westbound Left 
Westbound Through 
Southbound Left/Through 
Southbound Right 

C
D
D
D
A
C
D

C
C
C
D
A
C
D

444 

US 19-23-70 NB Ramps & SR 1684 (Elk Mountain Road) 
Eastbound Left 
Eastbound Through 
Westbound Through 
Westbound Right 
Northbound Left/Through 
Northbound Right 

C
D
A
C
C
D
C

C
D
A
D
C
D
D

445 
Patton Avenue & US 19-23-70 Off Ramp 

Eastbound Through 
Southbound Left 

F
F
F

F
F
F

446 

Patton Avenue & Clingman Avenue 
Eastbound Left 
Eastbound Through/Right 
Westbound Through/Right 
Northbound Left 
Northbound Through/Right 
Southbound Left/Through 
Southbound Right 

F
F
F
F
F
D
F
C

F
F
E
F
F
E
F
D

447 

Patton Avenue & French Broad Avenue 
Eastbound Left/Through/Right 
Westbound Left/Through/Right 
Northbound Left 
Northbound Through/Right 
Southbound Left 
Southbound Through/Right 

F
F
F*
F
E
F
F

F
F
F
F
E
E
F

449 

I-240 WB On Ramp & Montford Avenue 
Westbound Left 
Westbound Through/Right 
Northbound Left 
Northbound Through 
Southbound Through/Right 

E
F
D
E
F
D

E
F
C
F
C
F

450 

Haywood Street & Montford Avenue 
Eastbound Left/ Through 

        Westbound Through 
Westbound Right 
Northbound Left/Through 
Northbound Right 
Southbound Left 
Southbound Right 

F
F
B
F
D
D
F
E

F
D
C
F
E
E
F
F
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ft-
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Traffic Operations Technical Memorandum I-26 Asheville Connector  

Segment
Number 

Signalized Intersections (Continued) 
AM Peak 

Hour 
LOS

PM Peak 
Hour
LOS

451 

Haywood Street & I-240 EB On Ramp 
Eastbound Left 
Eastbound Through/Right 
Westbound Left 
Westbound Through/Right 
Northbound Left 
Northbound Through/Right 
Southbound Left/Through 
Southbound Right 

F
F
C
E
F
E
D
F
C

E
E
A
D
F
F
E
F
B

Segment
Number 

Unsignalized Intersections 
AM Peak 

Hour 
LOS

PM Peak 
Hour
LOS

415 
NC 191 (Brevard Road) & Medical Center Entrance 

Westbound Left/Right 
Southbound Left/Through 

-
F
A

-
F
A

418 

Shelburne Road / Fairfax Avenue & NC 191 (Brevard Road) 
Eastbound Left 
Eastbound Through/Right 
Westbound Left 
Westbound Through/Right 
Northbound Left 
Southbound Left 

-
F
F
F
F
B
A

-
F
F
F
F
B
B

419 

I-240 EB Off Ramp / Montana Street & Hanover Street 
Westbound Left/Through/Right 
Southbound Left/Through  
Northeastbound Left/Through/Right 

-
B
A
F

-
B
A
F

420 
US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) & Burton Street 

Eastbound Left 
Southbound Left/Right 

-
B
F

-
E
F

423 

US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) & Westwood Place / Richmond Avenue 
Eastbound Left 
Westbound Left/Through /Right 
Northbound Left/Through/Right 
Southbound Left/Through/Right 

-
C
A
F
F

-
C
A
F
F

427 
US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue  WB & Hazel Mill Road 

Southbound Right 
-
E

-
D

430 
Sam’s Club Entrance & Westgate Service Road 

Eastbound Right 
-
B

-
B

431 
Holiday Inn Drive & Westgate Service Road 

Southbound Right 
-
B

-
C

432 
Cliff Street & Westgate Service Road 

Southbound Right 
-
B

-
B

433 
Westgate Shopping Center & Westgate Service Road 

Southbound Right 
-
F

-
F

434 
I-240 EB Off Ramp & I-240 EB On Ramp 

Westbound Left 
Northbound Through/Right 

-
A
F

-
A
F

435 
Hazel Mill Road & Craven Connector 

Eastbound Left/Through 
Southbound Left/Right 

-
A
C

-
A
D

436 
Riverside Drive & US 19-23-70 SB On Ramp 

Southbound Left 
-
D

-
D

437 

Riverside Drive & Hill Street  
Eastbound Left/Through/Right 
Westbound Left/Through/Right 
Northbound Left/Through/Right 
Southbound Left/Through/Right 

-
F
F
A
F

-
F
F
A
A

438 
Hill Street & US 19-23-70 NB Off Ramp 

Northbound Left/Right 
-
F

-
D
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Traffic Operations Technical Memorandum I-26 Asheville Connector  

Segment
Number 

Unsignalized Intersections (Continued) 
AM Peak 

Hour 
LOS

PM Peak 
Hour
LOS

439 

Atkinson Street & Hill Street 
Eastbound Left/Through/Right 
Westbound Left/Through/Right 
Northbound Left/Through/Right 
Southbound Left/Through/Right 

-
E
C
A
A

-
E
C
A
A

448 

Montford Avenue & Hill Street 
Eastbound Left/Through/Right 
Westbound Left/Through/Right 
Northbound Left/Through/Right  
Southbound Left/Through 

-
F
F
B
A

-
F
F
B
A

Note: WB means westbound, EB means eastbound, NB means northbound, SB means southbound.  The analysis 
segment numbers correspond with analysis points shown in Figures 1 and 2.  Segments in blue text are adjacent to 
the project area, or located along the project area boundary. 

* The volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio for these movements is >1.00, but their LOS was better than F.  Per the 2010 
Highway Capacity Manual (Page 18-6, Exhibit 18-4), any lane group whose v/c ratio >1.00 defaults to LOS F. 

Dra
ft-

Sub
jec

t T
o 

Cha
ng

e
ett

.00 defadefa



Draft-Subject t

Draf
D

ect

aft-S

To 
TooTToToTTT

Change

CChahhhhh



Draft-Subject To Change
n

hangggegeggegggegegee
ngngngnggngnn
ananngnggegegggege
aaaaaaangngng
annnggege
aaaanananannnngngggggeee







      
 
 

 
 



 

 



      
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 



 

 

 



      
 
 

 
 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 







      
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



      
 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 



 

 
 



 
 

 



      
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 



      
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 



 
 
 



      
 
 

 
 

 
o 



o 

 

 

 

 

 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 



 

 

 





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 







      
 
 

 
 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 



      
 
 

 
 

 
o 



o 

o 

 

 
o 
o 
o 

 

o 

o 
o 

o 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 







 
      

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 





 

Representat
Location 1
Perimete

Location A

Representa
Location
Perimet

Location

tive 
1 /  
r 
A 

ative 
n 3 / 
ter 
n B 

Representa
Location

Perimeter 
Location 

C

ative 
n 5 

Rep
L
presentative 

Location 2 

Repr
Lo
Pe

Lo

resentative 
cation 4 / 
erimeter 

ocation D



Represent
Location

Perim
Loca
B: 3

ative 
n 1 

meter 
ation 
30% 

Perimeter 
Location 

C: 8% 

Local Traff
47%

fic: 
Pe
Lo
D

rimeter 
ocation 

D: 15% 



Perim
Loca
B: 1

Perimeter 
Location 
A: 10% 

R

meter 
ation 
15% 

epresentative 
Location 2 

Local Traffi
69%

ic: 
Perimeter 
Location 
D: 6% 



Represen
Locatio

Perimeter 
Location 
A: 38% 

ntative 
on 3 

Perimeter 
Location 
C: 15% 

Local Traffic
46%

c: 
Perimeter 
Location 
D: 1% 



Perim
Loc

B: 

Perimeter 
Location 
A: 20% 

meter 
ation 
1% 

Perimeter 
Location 

C: 6% 

Local Traf
73%

ffic: 

Repr
Lo

resentative 
ocation 4 



Peri
Loc
B: 

Perimeter 
Location 
A: 38% 

Represen
Locatio

imeter 
cation 
50% 

ntative 
on 5 

Perimeter 
Location 
C: 29% 

Local Traffic
74%*

c: 

P
L
Perimeter 
Location 
D: 0% 



 



 

 
 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 
 
 



      
 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



MEETING SUMMARY      
 
 

 
 



 
o 

o 

 
o 

o 

o 

 
o 



o 

 
o 

o 

 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

 
o 

o 
 

o 

o 

 
o 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 



 

 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

o 



o 

o 

 



      
 
 

 
 

 
o 

o 

o 



o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 

 

o 

 

o 
 

o 
 

o 

 
o 

o 
 

o 

o 
o 



o 

o 
o 

 
o 
o 
o 

o 
 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
 

o 

o 

 
o 

o 

 
o 
o 

 
o 



 

 
 

 



      
 
 

 
 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



      
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 





I-26 CONNECTOR - ASHEVILLE .........................................................................4

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ......................................................................................5

CHAPTER 1  REVIEW PROCESS .....................................................................7

INTRODUCTION ...........................................................................................................7

REVIEW OBJECTIVE ....................................................................................................7

BASIS OF REVIEW ........................................................................................................7

REVIEW TEAM ..............................................................................................................8

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED ...........................................................................................8

METHODOLOGY ..........................................................................................................8

CHAPTER 2  REVIEW SUMMARY ................................................................... 12

PROJECT BACKGROUND ..........................................................................................12

ENVIRONMENTAL PROCESS ...................................................................................13

PROJECT PROCUREMENT ........................................................................................13

PROJECT SCHEDULE .................................................................................................14

COST ESTIMATE .........................................................................................................14

REVIEW OBSERVATIONS ....................................................................................16

REVIEW RECOMMENDATIONS .........................................................................17

CHAPTER 3  COST ANALYSIS (MONTE CARLO SIMULATION) .................. 18

RISK INTRODUCTION ...........................................................................................18

PROBABILITY ASSUMPTIONS ...........................................................................18

RISK REGISTER...........................................................................................................20

OTHER FACTORS AFFECTING PROJECT COSTS ..................................................21

FORECAST TOTAL COSTS FOR THE I-26 CONNECTOR PROJECCT............................23

FORECAST PROJECT DELAY .........................................................................................25

SCHEULE ANALYSIS .................................................................................................25



CONCLUSION .................................................................................................... 27

APPENDICES ..................................................................................................... 28



  

 

 

 
 

 
  

 



 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 







 

 

 







 
 
 



 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



















Event Risk Name Probability 







Cost Estimate Review
FHWA Closeout Presentation

October 1, 2018

I-26 Connector
Asheville, North Carolina



Cost Estimate Review
FHWA Closeout Presentation

September 13, 2018

Project 
Limits

2



• Upgrade the interstate corridor 

• To improve the capacity deficiencies of I-
240

• To reduce traffic delays and congestion on 
I-240

• To increase the remaining useful service of 
the Patton Avenue Bridges

Purpose and Need 3



Proposed Improvements:

Section A: Includes expanding the existing I-240 four-lane 
roadway from the I-26/I-240 interchange to the I-240 
interchange at Patton Avenue. 

Section B: Places the interstate on a new location north of 
the Captain Jeff Bowen bridges, and connect with U.S. 
19/23/70.

Section C: Upgrades the interchanges at Smokey Park 
Highway (U.S. 19/23/74A), I-26/I-240 and Brevard Road. 

Proposed Improvements 4



Background Information

• Project broken into three sections being designed 
concurrently.

• Design – Build procurement expected for the project.
• NEPA Record of Decision expected in 2019.
• Procurement scheduled for 2020.
• Strong possibility all three sections constructed 

concurrently.
• Currently a four-year construction schedule is planned.

5



Conduct an unbiased risk-based review to verify the 
accuracy and reasonableness of the current total cost 
estimate and project schedule to complete the 

I-26 Connector Project – Asheville.
Develop a probability range for the cost estimate and 
schedule that represents the project’s current stage of 
design.

Cost Estimate Review
Objective

6



Policy Directives

First enacted by TEA-21

Title 23 U.S.C §106(h)(3)(B)

…based on reasonable assumptions, as 
determined by the Secretary, of future 
increases in the cost to complete the 
project…”

Secretary = FHWA 

Reasonable assumptions = Risk based 
probabilistic approach

7



Evolution of Cost for Example Major Project

Inflation

Change in Scope, 
Schedule, Pricing

Original Scope

8



Basic Major Project Process 9



FHWA Office of Program Administration
Website: 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/majorprojects/

Major Project Financial Plan Guidance, December 2014

FHWA Major Project Guidance, January 2007

Major Project Program Cost Estimating Guidance, 
January 2007

Project Management Plan Guidance, Updated in 2017

Active Major Project Monthly Status (FOIS Output)

FHWA Major Project Resources 10



NCDOT

NCDOT Consultants
AECOM
HNTB

FHWA 
• Division Office – North Carolina 
• CER Cadre Team – FHWA HQ 

Review Participants 11



•

12



Friday, August 17, 2018

Introduction to FHWA CER process

CER Logistics/ Agenda

Project background
Overview of Project Estimate and 
Schedule
Risk Items

Pre-Review Webinar 13



Review Agenda 1st Day
Tuesday, September 11, 2018

14



Review Agenda 2nd Day
Wednesday, September 12, 2018

15



Basis of Review

Review based on estimates provided by the Team 
in advance with revisions made during the review

Review to determine the reasonableness of 
assumptions used in the estimate

Not an independent FHWA estimate
– Did not verify quantities and unit prices
– We did have Subject Matter Experts review the estimate
– Goal is to verify accuracy and reasonableness of estimate

16



Verify

• Major cost elements
• Allowances/contingencies
• Adjust estimate as necessary

Model

• Base variability
• Market conditions and inflation
• Risk events (cost, schedule, probability, impact, relationships)
• Monte Carlo simulation

Communicate

• Closeout Presentation
• Final report
• Issuance of NEPA Decision Document
• Approval of finance plan

Review Methodology 17



Review Observations

• Modeler and facilitator had to participate remotely due to 
Hurricane Florence.

• Tight urban area with restrictive right-of-way affects utility 
relocation costs.

• Two, and maybe three, endangered species affect 
scheduling.

• Cost of delaying the project one year is $41 million.

• NCDOT’s processes help control the project cost spread.

– Only  $323 million spread between 0% and 100%.

18



Review Baseline (pre-review)

Total Cost (2018$): $1.213 billion
(includes $136.9 million in contingencies)

Total Cost (YOE): $1.356 billion
(includes $143.3 million inflation)

Total Project Completion Date: Apr 2025

19



CER Estimate Adjustments 20



Monte Carlo Inputs

Inflation:

Construction 3.0%

Landscaping 3.0%

Right of Way 4.0%

Utilities 3.0%

Administrative 3.0%

Environmental 4.0%

21



Monte Carlo Inputs

Base Variation: 

22



Monte Carlo Inputs

Market Conditions

23



Project’s Major Cost Risks 24



Project’s Major Schedule Risks 25



Total Project Cost (CY) 26



Total Project Cost (YOE) 27



Total Project Cost (YOE) 28



Total Project Schedule Forecast 29



Additional Monte Carlo Simulation Results

• A Monte-Carlo simulation was run to forecast the 
cost of one year’s delay in letting the project.

• YOE Cost with One-year’s delay = $1.326 million

• One-year delay adds = $41 million

30



Recommendations
• Use these CER results for the Initial Financial Plan (IFP). 

• Document any cost/schedule changes from now until the IFP.

• PMP will have to be submitted and approved by FHWA.

• Use the CER results as a resource in publicly presenting the 

project’s estimated cost.

• Utilize the risk register as a tool to manage the project’s cost 

and schedule risks.

Use FHWA’s Schedule Estimating Guidance as a resource in 

setting the project’s baseline completion date in the IFP.

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/majorprojects/schedule_estimating/

31



Risk Management Process 32



FHWA will prepare a final report documenting review 
findings.

Draft report for review within 30 days

Draft report will be e-mailed to Division Office

Division Office will review the draft and forward it to the 
Project Team

Final report issued within 30 days after receipt of comments

Final report forwarded to the Division Office for distribution to 
the Project Team

FHWA uses the results as the official cost estimate for 
the project (NEPA, IFP, reporting) 

Estimate review is a snapshot of the current estimate

CER Next Steps 33



Cost Estimate Review
FHWA Closeout Presentation

September 13, 2018

I-26 Connector - Asheville

Questions?

34



Run preferences:

Number of trials run 10,000

Latin Hypercube (size 500

Seed 123

Run statistics:

Total running time (se 862.60

Trials/second (averag 12

Random numbers per 0

Crystal Ball data:

Assumptions 0

   Correlations 0

   Correlation matrices 0

Decision variables 0

Forecasts 6

Worksheet: [Model_CER I 26 Connector Day 2 PM.xlsb]YOE

Forecast: Cost Risks ($)

Summary:

Certainty level is 70.00%

Entire range is from  $(35,915,985) to $104,868,729

Base case is $59,766,667

After 10,000 trials, the std. error of the mean is $201,657

Crystal Ball Report - Full

Simulation started on 9/12/2018 at 3:17 PM

Simulation stopped on 9/12/2018 at 3:31 PM

Forecasts



Statistics: Forecast values

Trials 10,000

Base Case $59,766,667

Mean $41,439,616

Median $42,180,434

Mode ---

Standard Deviation $20,165,690

Variance $406,655,065,486,471

Skewness -0.1760

Kurtosis 2.90

Coeff. of Variation 0.4866

Minimum  $(35,915,985)

Maximum $104,868,729

Range Width $140,784,713

Mean Std. Error $201,657

Forecast: Cost Risks ($) (cont'd)

Percentiles: Forecast values

0%  $(35,915,985)

10% $14,690,160

20% $24,690,210

30% $31,163,268

40% $36,949,473

50% $42,178,568

60% $47,223,432

70% $52,410,533

80% $58,579,328

90% $67,002,378

100% $104,868,729

Forecast: Inflation

Summary:

Entire range is from $128,331,896 to $172,830,457

Base case is $153,484,212

After 10,000 trials, the std. error of the mean is $68,378



Statistics: Forecast values

Trials 10,000

Base Case $153,484,212

Mean $150,651,241

Median $150,535,527

Mode ---

Standard Deviation $6,837,804

Variance $46,755,560,640,444

Skewness 0.0248

Kurtosis 2.84

Coeff. of Variation 0.0454

Minimum $128,331,896

Maximum $172,830,457

Range Width $44,498,561

Mean Std. Error $68,378

Forecast: Inflation (cont'd)

Percentiles: Forecast values

0% $128,331,896

10% $141,881,685

20% $144,858,244

30% $146,986,934

40% $148,835,609

50% $150,534,877

60% $152,252,545

70% $154,274,659

80% $156,523,464

90% $159,583,814

100% $172,830,457

Forecast: Schedule Risks (Mo)



Summary:

Entire range is from -2.9 to 40.1

Base case is 28.7

After 10,000 trials, the std. error of the mean is 0.1

Statistics: Forecast values

Trials 10,000

Base Case 28.7

Mean 22.9

Median 23.5

Mode ---

Standard Deviation 6.4

Variance 40.6

Skewness -0.5218

Kurtosis 3.22

Coeff. of Variation 0.2787

Minimum -2.9

Maximum 40.1

Range Width 43.1

Mean Std. Error 0.1

Forecast: Schedule Risks (Mo) (cont'd)

Percentiles: Forecast values

0% -2.9

10% 14.3

20% 17.7

30% 20.0

40% 21.8



50% 23.5

60% 25.1

70% 26.6

80% 28.3

90% 30.5

100% 40.1

Forecast: Total Project Completion Date 

Summary:

Certainty level is 70.00%

Entire range is from 1/24/2025 to 1/24/2027

Base case is 3/30/2026

After 10,000 trials, the std. error of the mean is 1.23

Statistics: Forecast values

Trials 10,000

Base Case 3/30/2026

Mean 1/26/2026

Median 1/29/2026

Mode ---

Standard Deviation 123.26

Variance 15,192.79

Skewness -0.0606

Kurtosis 2.61

Coeff. of Variation 0.0027



Minimum 1/24/2025

Maximum 1/24/2027

Range Width 729.63

Mean Std. Error 1.23

Forecast: Total Project Completion Date  (cont'd)

Percentiles: Forecast values

0% 1/24/2025

10% 8/13/2025

20% 10/11/2025

30% 11/22/2025

40% 12/26/2025

50% 1/29/2026

60% 3/2/2026

70% 4/5/2026

80% 5/13/2026

90% 7/6/2026

100% 1/24/2027

Forecast: Total Project Costs (CY)

Summary:

Certainty level is 70.00%

Entire range is from $971,223,202 to $1,254,980,265

Base case is $1,114,936,165

After 10,000 trials, the std. error of the mean is $388,423

Includes base costs, prior costs, fixed costs, and risks



Statistics: Forecast values

Trials 10,000

Base Case $1,114,936,165

Mean $1,111,581,432

Median $1,110,408,411

Mode ---

Standard Deviation $38,842,262

Variance $1,508,721,332,696,390

Skewness 0.1469

Kurtosis 2.83

Coeff. of Variation 0.0349

Minimum $971,223,202

Maximum $1,254,980,265

Range Width $283,757,063

Mean Std. Error $388,423

Forecast: Total Project Costs (CY) (cont'd)

Percentiles: Forecast values

0% $971,223,202

10% $1,062,416,552

20% $1,078,399,321

30% $1,089,758,889

40% $1,100,088,068

50% $1,110,401,775

60% $1,120,484,516

70% $1,131,277,821

80% $1,145,027,667

90% $1,162,830,301

100% $1,254,980,265

Forecast: Total Project Costs (YOE)

Summary:

Certainty level is 70.00%

Entire range is from $1,099,888,361 to $1,422,628,428

Base case is $1,268,420,377

After 10,000 trials, the std. error of the mean is $446,514

)



Statistics: Forecast values

Trials 10,000

Base Case $1,268,420,377

Mean $1,262,232,673

Median $1,260,802,593

Mode ---

Standard Deviation $44,651,416

Variance $1,993,748,973,904,500

Skewness 0.1404

Kurtosis 2.82

Coeff. of Variation 0.0354

Minimum $1,099,888,361

Maximum $1,422,628,428

Range Width $322,740,067

Mean Std. Error $446,514

Forecast: Total Project Costs (YOE) (cont'd)

Percentiles: Forecast values

0% $1,099,888,361

10% $1,205,998,268

20% $1,223,898,427

30% $1,237,256,155

40% $1,248,936,054

50% $1,260,801,659

60% $1,272,687,519

70% $1,284,864,345

80% $1,300,331,123

90% $1,321,416,627

100% $1,422,628,428



End of Forecasts



Run preferences:

Number of trials run 10,000

Latin Hypercube (size 500

Seed 123

Run statistics:

Total running time (se 876.48

Trials/second (averag 11

Random numbers per 0

Crystal Ball data:

Assumptions 0

   Correlations 0

   Correlation matrices 0

Decision variables 0

Forecasts 6

User macros executed:

Worksheet: [Model_CER I 26 Connector Day 2_1 Yr Delay PM.xlsb]YOE

Forecast: Cost Risks ($)

Summary:

Certainty level is 70.00%

Entire range is from  $(35,915,985) to $104,868,729

Base case is $59,766,667

After 10,000 trials, the std. error of the mean is $201,687

Crystal Ball Report - Full

Simulation started on 9/12/2018 at 3:45 PM

Simulation stopped on 9/12/2018 at 4:00 PM

Model_CER I 26 Connector Day 2_1 Yr Delay 
PM.xlsb'!ThisWorkbook.CBAfterSimulation

Forecasts



Statistics: Forecast values

Trials 10,000

Base Case $59,766,667

Mean $41,447,802

Median $42,184,221

Mode $6,391,111

Standard Deviation $20,168,728

Variance $406,777,576,584,207

Skewness -0.1760

Kurtosis 2.90

Coeff. of Variation 0.4866

Minimum  $(35,915,985)

Maximum $104,868,729

Range Width $140,784,713

Mean Std. Error $201,687

Forecast: Cost Risks ($) (cont'd)

Percentiles: Forecast values

0%  $(35,915,985)

10% $14,696,147

20% $24,690,210

30% $31,154,405

40% $36,960,229

50% $42,182,809

60% $47,224,862

70% $52,418,657

80% $58,593,747

90% $67,031,504

100% $104,868,729

Forecast: Inflation

Summary:

Entire range is from $163,730,645 to $217,620,884

Base case is $194,068,676

After 10,000 trials, the std. error of the mean is $81,420



Statistics: Forecast values

Trials 10,000

Base Case $194,068,676

Mean $191,125,547

Median $190,939,979

Mode $184,976,022

Standard Deviation $8,142,012

Variance $66,292,352,018,579

Skewness 0.0501

Kurtosis 2.84

Coeff. of Variation 0.0426

Minimum $163,730,645

Maximum $217,620,884

Range Width $53,890,239

Mean Std. Error $81,420

Forecast: Inflation (cont'd)

Percentiles: Forecast values

0% $163,730,645

10% $180,738,755

20% $184,147,560

30% $186,714,731

40% $188,912,605

50% $190,938,265

60% $193,052,081

70% $195,417,259

80% $198,080,862

90% $201,860,395



100% $217,620,884

Forecast: Schedule Risks (Mo)

Summary:

Entire range is from -2.9 to 40.1

Base case is 28.7

After 10,000 trials, the std. error of the mean is 0.1

Statistics: Forecast values

Trials 10,000

Base Case 28.7

Mean 22.9

Median 23.5

Mode 5.5

Standard Deviation 6.4

Variance 40.6

Skewness -0.5227

Kurtosis 3.22

Coeff. of Variation 0.2788

Minimum -2.9

Maximum 40.1

Range Width 43.1

Mean Std. Error 0.1

Forecast: Schedule Risks (Mo) (cont'd)



Percentiles: Forecast values

0% -2.9

10% 14.3

20% 17.7

30% 20.0

40% 21.8

50% 23.5

60% 25.1

70% 26.6

80% 28.3

90% 30.5

100% 40.1

Forecast: Total Project Completion Date 

Summary:

Certainty level is 70.00%

Entire range is from 1/24/2026 to 1/24/2028

Base case is 3/30/2027

After 10,000 trials, the std. error of the mean is 1.23

Statistics: Forecast values

Trials 10,000

Base Case 3/30/2027

Mean 1/26/2027



Median 1/29/2027

Mode 4/26/2026

Standard Deviation 123.28

Variance 15,198.26

Skewness -0.0610

Kurtosis 2.61

Coeff. of Variation 0.0027

Minimum 1/24/2026

Maximum 1/24/2028

Range Width 729.63

Mean Std. Error 1.23

Forecast: Total Project Completion Date  (cont'd)

Percentiles: Forecast values

0% 1/24/2026

10% 8/13/2026

20% 10/11/2026

30% 11/22/2026

40% 12/26/2026

50% 1/29/2027

60% 3/2/2027

70% 4/5/2027

80% 5/13/2027

90% 7/6/2027

100% 1/24/2028

Forecast: Total Project Costs (CY)

Summary:

Certainty level is 70.00%

Entire range is from $971,223,202 to $1,254,980,265

Base case is $1,114,936,165

After 10,000 trials, the std. error of the mean is $388,458

Includes base costs, prior costs, fixed costs, and risks



Statistics: Forecast values

Trials 10,000

Base Case $1,114,936,165

Mean $1,111,598,110

Median $1,110,423,234

Mode $1,094,721,503

Standard Deviation $38,845,838

Variance $1,508,999,105,349,250

Skewness 0.1463

Kurtosis 2.83

Coeff. of Variation 0.0349

Minimum $971,223,202

Maximum $1,254,980,265

Range Width $283,757,063

Mean Std. Error $388,458

Forecast: Total Project Costs (CY) (cont'd)

Percentiles: Forecast values

0% $971,223,202

10% $1,062,416,552

20% $1,078,417,219

30% $1,089,811,431

40% $1,100,107,697

50% $1,110,416,948

60% $1,120,514,902

70% $1,131,283,180

80% $1,145,052,969

90% $1,162,835,774

100% $1,254,980,265

Forecast: Total Project Costs (YOE)

Summary:

Certainty level is 70.00%

Entire range is from $1,134,953,847 to $1,468,312,467

)



Base case is $1,309,004,841

After 10,000 trials, the std. error of the mean is $461,216

Statistics: Forecast values

Trials 10,000

Base Case $1,309,004,841

Mean $1,302,725,238

Median $1,301,295,908

Mode $1,285,783,658

Standard Deviation $46,121,623

Variance $2,127,204,067,666,830

Skewness 0.1387

Kurtosis 2.82

Coeff. of Variation 0.0354

Minimum $1,134,953,847

Maximum $1,468,312,467

Range Width $333,358,619

Mean Std. Error $461,216

Forecast: Total Project Costs (YOE) (cont'd)

Percentiles: Forecast values

0% $1,134,953,847

10% $1,244,543,752

20% $1,263,162,052

30% $1,276,898,604



40% $1,289,017,297

50% $1,301,283,271

60% $1,313,537,813

70% $1,326,059,413

80% $1,342,017,961

90% $1,363,950,814

100% $1,468,312,467

End of Forecasts
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MEMO TO:  Post Hearing Meeting Attendees 
 
FROM:  Theresa Ellerby, CPM 
   Project Management Unit 
 
DATE:  February 27, 2019 
 
SUBJECT:  Project:  34165.1.2 (I-2513) Buncombe County 

F.A. Number NHF-26-1(53) 
Asheville – I-240 & New Route from I-26 to US 19-23-70  
I-26 Connector  

 
Post Hearing Meeting 

 
The post hearing meeting was held in the Structures Design conference room at 1:00pm 
on January 11, 2019, to discuss the comments received from the Design Public Hearing.  
The Design Public Hearing was held on December 4, 2018 at the Renaissance Asheville 
Hotel located at 31 Woodfin Street in Asheville.   Approximately 450 people were in 
attendance, with a total of 466 comments received during the comment period, which 
ended on January 4, 2019. The responses provided in this summary are applicable at the 
time this memorandum was drafted; however, updated information will be included in the 
FEIS and ROD as it becomes available.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

 The I-26 Connector project is an interstate freeway project that would connect I-26 in 
southwestern Asheville to US 19-23-70 in northwest Asheville and have a total length 
of approximately 7 miles. 

 The project would extend I-26 from I-40 to US 19-23-70 and would allow for the 
eventual designation of I-26 from Charleston, South Carolina, to Johnston City, 
Tennessee, should a remaining section (TIP Project A-0010A) from the north end of 
this project to Mars Hill, North Carolina be completed. 

 The project would upgrade and widen I-240 from I-40 to Patton Avenue and then 
cross the French Broad River as a new freeway to US 19-23-70 slightly south of the 
Broadway interchange.  

 The project is needed to upgrade the interstate corridor to meet current design 
standards for the interstate system, improve system linkage by connecting I-26 south 
of Asheville with US 19-23-70, address traffic capacity problems along the existing I-
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240 corridor (future I-26), and increase the remaining useful service of the Captain 
Jeff Bowen Bridges.  

 

STATISTICAL OVERVIEW OF COMMENTS: 

Comments Received 

 466 public comments received 

 155 in the form of standard language form letters  

Comment Types 

 Form Letters: 155 

 Emails: 133 

 Comment Forms: 85 

 Contact Us website: 45 

 Transcript: 17 

 Individual Letters: 17 

 Hotline Calls: 2 

Comment Subjects:  

 Design: 304 

 Bicycle/Pedestrian:245 

 Community Impacts: 195 

 Light/Air/Noise Pollution: 59  

 Project/Construction Schedule: 
39 

 Safety: 31 

 Environmental Impacts: 25 

 Right-of-Way and Relocation: 
22 

 Other: 22 

 Alternative Choice: 22 

 Traffic: 20 

 Access Concerns: 20 

 Project Costs: 18 

 Impacts to Personal Property: 
18 

 Business Impacts: 17 

 Environmental Justice: 15 

 Construction Impacts: 8 

 Historic and Archaeological 
Resources: 6 

 Threatened and Endangered 
Species: 2 

Special Interest Groups 
Comments were received from the Aesthetics Advisory Committee, Asheville on 
Bikes, Citizens I-26 Connector Action (CICA), Council of Independent Business 
Owners, East West Asheville Neighborhood Association, WECAN, Montford 
Neighborhood Association, and Mountain True. 

General Project Opinions 

 10 percent (49) expressed support for the project  
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 23 percent (107) expressed opposition to the project 

 67 percent (310) expressed neutral opinions for the project, mostly 
suggesting design revisions to be made in various locations 

 

GENERAL RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Design  
Comment Summary 

Approximately 304 comments were received relating to design of the project, of which 
155 comments were derived from a form letter. The form letter noted additional design 
revisions were still warranted to meet the community’s vision. Several comments 
suggested specific design revisions, including:  

 Number of lanes on I-240 in Section A, noting eight lanes were still shown in 
the public hearing maps  

 Downgrading I-240 to a boulevard between eastern I-40 and Patton Avenue 

 Utilizing design exceptions where possible in order to reduce the project 
footprint  

 Reducing the number of lanes throughout the project, including the flyovers, I-
240, Jeff Bowen Bridges, and Amboy Road 

 Reducing shoulder widths throughout the project 

 Reducing median widths throughout the project by utilizing concrete barriers 

 Tightening the Haywood Road interchange  

 Tightening the I-240/Patton Avenue interchange to the east of the Jeff Bowen 
Bridges  

 Reducing the number of lanes on the split diamond interchange at Amboy Road 
and Brevard Road  

 Incorporating the visions noted in the Sam Schwartz report 

 Incorporating complete streets throughout the project 

 Removing the flyover bridges and “stacking” I-26 traffic over the existing Jeff 
Bowen Bridges 

 Utilizing the existing number of lanes and configuration of the Haywood Road 
Bridge 

 Reducing the height of the flyover bridges  

 Limiting the number of lanes on Riverside Drive to two lanes, with 
bicycle/pedestrian accommodations  

 Reducing the speed limit throughout the project in order to reduce the footprint 
of the design 
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Response 

 Number of lanes on I-240 in Section A, noting eight lanes were still shown in 
the public hearing maps  

The typical section for I-240 in Section A includes six through lanes with auxiliary lanes 
between interchanges where necessary.  This section only includes six basic freeway 
lanes.  

 Reducing the number of lanes throughout the project, including the flyovers, I-
240, Jeff Bowen Bridges, and Amboy Road 

Lane configurations were determined by geometric constraints and traffic operations 
analyses, therefore, reducing the number of lanes throughout the project, including 
Amboy Road, the ramps of the split diamond interchange between Amboy Road and 
Brevard Road, the flyovers, I-240, and the Jeff Bowen Bridges is not feasible.  

 Downgrading I-240 to a boulevard between eastern I-40 and Patton Avenue 

Downgrading I-240 to a boulevard between eastern I-40 and Patton Avenue is outside of 
the purpose and need of the proposed project.  

A double decker bridge was considered as part of the original ADC alternative. In order 
for geometries to work for the various interchanges, and to be designed to the same 
standards of the other Detailed Study Alternatives, the double decker bridge alternative 
was modified to what is now Alternative 4-B.  

Furthermore, to construct an upper tier, Patton Avenue would need to be closed to traffic 
for the duration of construction. Construction costs would likely be extensive due to the 
highly specialized construction techniques required to implement this strategy and delays 
to the construction schedule would be extended substantially. Additionally, the existing 
westbound Patton Avenue bridge is listed on the SHPO National Register and this 
construction method would likely generate an adverse effect for this resource.  

 Reducing shoulder widths throughout the project 

Reducing shoulder widths throughout the project would trigger a design exception. 
Shoulder widths are currently designed in accordance with AASHTO and the NCDOT 
paved shoulder policy. 

 Reducing median widths throughout the project by utilizing concrete barriers 

Concrete barriers are utilized throughout Sections A and B in order to reduce median 
widths. Barriers are not needed in Section C due to the alternative selected, which is a 
bifurcated interchange configuration. 

 Tightening the Haywood Road interchange  

During the preliminary design process, multiple interchange configurations were studied 
in an effort to minimize the footprint at this location. These included an oval-about, the 
median u-turn diamond interchange, round-abouts at the ramp terminals, and a single 
point urban diamond interchange. Due to geometric constraints and the proximity of 
historic resources in the area, the proposed design was carried forward in an effort to 
minimize impacts to the project area.  
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 Tightening the I-240/Patton Avenue interchange to the east of the Jeff Bowen 
Bridges  

During the preliminary design process, the project team investigated ways to tighten the 
horizontal curvature in the vicinity of the I-240/Patton Avenue interchange to the east of 
the Jeff Bowen Bridges. The current preliminary designs are using horizontal curves with 
the minimum allowable radius.  

 Incorporating complete streets throughout the project 

NCDOT is committed to Complete Streets improvements and has continued to coordinate 
efforts with the City of Asheville to incorporate these improvements into the project in 
compliance with design and cost-sharing guidelines. 

 Reducing the height of the flyover bridges  

During the preliminary design process, the heights of the flyover bridges were 
investigated in an effort to minimize impacts. Elevations are based on design criteria for 
minimum vertical clearances and minimum grades.  

 Limiting the number of lanes on Riverside Drive to two lanes, with 
bicycle/pedestrian accommodations  

NCDOT will continue to coordinate the typical section of Riverside Drive with the City 
of Asheville.  

 Reducing the speed limit throughout the project in order to reduce the footprint 
of the design 

The speed limit throughout the project has been minimized to meet existing speed limits 
of I-240 and design standards. 

 Utilizing design exceptions where possible in order to reduce the project 
footprint  

Through discussions with FHWA, it was noted FHWA has not adopted the 2018 AASHTO 
“A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets” at this time, therefore NCDOT 
is continuing to us the 2011 AASHTO “A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and 
Streets” (Green Book) for the purposes of design standards. FHWA did not offer a 
timeline for when the new policy is expected to be adopted. NCDOT does not anticipate 
using any new standards for the I-26 Connector project at this time.  

Design Exceptions are determined on a case by case basis and are normally justified and 
approved during the final design phase of the project. Approval authority for design 
exceptions depends upon the type of work and the highway system. In the case of this 
project, the Federal Highway Administration would be the approving authority. The 
FHWA has delegated this authority to the NCDOT, specifically the Roadway Design 
Unit. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodations 
Comment Summary 

Approximately 245 comments were received regarding bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations, of which 155 comments were included in a form letter. The form letter 
called for the reduction of vehicle lanes to include room for improved bicycle/pedestrian 
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infrastructure. Several comments noted the lack of bicycle/pedestrian features on the 
Design Public Hearing maps. General recommendations to incorporate NACTO design 
standards and standardized pavement markings were also received. The location of 
bicycle/pedestrian accommodations in relation to entrance/exit ramps was a topic of 
safety concern. The inclusion of traffic calming measures to benefit 
bicyclists/pedestrians, specifically on Haywood Road, was also noted as a way to 
increase safety. Additionally, several comments were received requesting 
bicycle/pedestrian accommodations be constructed and maintained before and during 
construction of the project, as opposed to after construction. Finally, the form letters and 
other comments identified several specific locations as areas to add facilities and/or 
connections to adjacent neighborhoods and communities.  

Response 

Bicycle and pedestrian accommodations shown on the 2018 Public Hearing maps are a 
part of the project designs and will be constructed as a part of the project. NCDOT is 
committed to Complete Streets improvements and has continued to coordinate efforts 
with the City of Asheville to incorporate these improvements into the project in 
compliance with design and cost-sharing guidelines. In areas where existing sidewalks 
are being disturbed, the designs show these sidewalks being replaced as a part of the 
proposed designs. In areas where the various plans propose future pedestrian 
accommodations, the designs have been developed to accommodate or not preclude these 
elements from being constructed by the various agencies.  

In March 2016, NCDOT and the City of Asheville established the I-26 Connector 
Working Group, which initiated a series of meetings between members of the City of 
Asheville City Council, the Asheville Design Center, Buncombe County, FHWA, 
FBRMPO, NCDOT, and other stakeholders. The purpose of these working group 
meetings was to discuss methodologies for various technical aspects of the project, 
discuss FHWA and NCDOT policies that factor into designs of the various project 
alternatives, receive feedback from local officials and public citizens on various aspects 
of the project, discuss bicycle/pedestrian accommodations and betterment requests from 
the City of Asheville, among other topics. Initial discussions of additional bicycle and 
pedestrian accommodations originated in these meetings, and resulted in a list of 
betterments provided by the City of Asheville to NCDOT.  NCDOT and the City of 
Asheville have agreed upon several areas where these additional facilities will be 
included as part of the project designs, and those that will require cost-sharing between 
NCDOT and the City. This coordination will continue throughout development of the 
project and into final design. 

It is expected that incidental bicycle and pedestrian improvements will be included in the 
final design of the project, which will be coordinated with the City of Asheville, and will 
be designed using the AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. 

The FEIS will include a discussion of existing and proposed facilities as part of the 
project, and demonstrate how their consistency with local and regional multi-modal 
plans. 

During construction of the project, existing sidewalks and multi-use paths will remain 
accessible. Proposed bicycle and pedestrian facilities such as sidewalks, multi-use paths, 
shared bicycle lanes, etc. would be available for use as sections of the project are 
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completed. Due to grading activities and safety concerns, proposed facilities would not 
likely be constructed prior to roadway construction. However, construction phasing 
plans will be determined by the design build team.  

 
Community Impacts/Environmental Justice Impacts 

Comment Summary 

Approximately 195 comments were received regarding community and/or environmental 
justice impacts accommodations, of which 155 comments were derived from a form 
letter. The form letter noted the project does not meet the community’s vision for the 
future and additional design changes should occur, such as turning Patton Avenue into an 
urban, multi-use corridor and tightening up intersections throughout the project to reduce 
the amount of land used. Other comments received relating to community impacts noted 
the project was too large and did not fit within the context of Asheville. Additionally it 
was noted the project could create urban sprawl. Several requests were made to allow the 
City to develop the land underneath the flyover bridges as parks or for business 
development. Furthermore, comments requested the land along Patton Avenue be 
returned to the City for redevelopment.  

Several comments received also discussed concern for the impacts to the Burton Street 
community, noting the community was impacted previously during construction of I-240. 
Additionally, comments regarding the lack of affordable housing for those that will be 
displaced within the Burton Street community were also received. Approximately 15 
comments were received relating to Environmental Justice impacts.  

Response 

The project is being designed to address project future traffic capacity needs which 
include both local and regional growth in traffic, as well as the other identified needs in 
the purpose and need section of the FEIS. The scale of the project is appropriate to meet 
future traffic needs and to maintain adequate traffic operations. NCDOT will continue to 
further avoid and minimize impacts due to the project to the greatest extent practicable 
during final design and construction.  

Regarding the development of land underneath the flyover bridges, in the past, 
agreements between the municipality and NCDOT have been in place to allow use if the 
use is a transportation use or a park. In some cases, such as underneath the Jeff Bowen 
Bridges, the City of Asheville is permitted access to the land through an encroachment 
agreement with the NCDOT. In this instance, the City would file for an encroachment to 
be approved after construction of the project.  

As part of the I-2513 Community Impact Assessment Update (NCDOT 2018), an initial 
threshold screening and evaluation was conducted to determine the relative impact of the 
I-26 Connector Project on Environmental Justice populations. Through community 
screening, field studies, demographic research, and agency coordination and public 
engagement, it was concluded that no communities would experience a high burden, 
while only two communities would experience a moderate burden. 

Burton Street neighborhood has been classified as an Environmental Justice population 
that has incurred recurring impacts. NCDOT, with the assistance of a subconsultant that 
specializes in environmental justice issues, is investigating ways to provide additional 
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mitigation opportunities to lessen the burden of the project on the Burton Street 
neighborhood. This is being addressed by the development of a community-driven Burton 
Street Neighborhood Plan, adopted by the City of Asheville on September 25, 2018. The 
plan includes a list of mitigation strategies to be implemented by NCDOT as part of the 
project. It has been estimated that affordable housing is available for those displaced 
within the project area, it is a goal of the Burton Street Neighborhood Plan to identify 
areas to improve the availability of these resources to Burton Street residents. The 
Burton Street Neighborhood Plan will be included in the FEIS. 

Light/Air/Noise Pollution 
Comment Summary 

Approximately 59 comments were received regarding lighting, air, and noise impacts. 
Comments received related to air quality noted concerns from increased emissions due to 
increased traffic volumes. Comments received related to lighting and visual impacts 
requested an iconic bridge to be constructed as the new flyover bridges or to focus on 
improving the aesthetics of the Jeff Bowen Bridges. Incorporating aesthetic elements 
throughout the project was also identified in several comments as an important 
consideration to be incorporated. Additionally, the use of LED lights on the flyover 
bridges was suggested, as opposed to traditional lighting. Comments also requested 3D 
renderings of the project to better display the height of the bridges.  

Comments related to noise expressed concerns from increased noise volumes to personal 
property and a decreased quality of life as a result. Several comments requested 
additional information regarding the noise analysis, the location of noise barriers 
throughout the study area, and the process of the noise analysis. Noise impacts during 
construction were also noted as a concern. Comments requested sound protection 
measures for Riverside Cemetery. Suggestions were given in several comments to 
include commitments in the RFP to incorporate “low noise” surface pavement 
specifications and prevent large trucks from engine braking, also known as “jake 
braking.” Several comments originated from the Montford community.  

Response 

One of the goals of local area plans highlighted in the DEIS and FEIS is to minimize air 
quality impacts. By providing free-flowing roadways, especially along the interstate, the 
air quality would be consistent with this goal, and would not exceed the air quality 
thresholds set forth under the Clean Air Act. The proposed project is located in an 
attainment area and is not anticipated to create any adverse effects on the air quality of 
this attainment area.  

As previously noted, NCDOT is currently coordinating with the newly-formed Aesthetics 
Advisory Committee (AAC) to address aesthetic treatments that may be incorporated in 
the proposed project. 

Proposed lighting is currently begin evaluated, and will include LED lighting that is 
focused towards the bridge to reduce impacts to the federally-endangered gray bat. 
NCDOT will participate in the discussions of the AAC throughout the final design and 
construction phases regarding lighting as well. 

At the request of the public and the City of Asheville, NCDOT prepared a map of 360-
degree photo simulations for the project, in addition to the project visualization shown at 
the Design Public Hearing. These photo simulations can assist in visualizing what the 
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proposed project might look like from various points of view throughout the study area. 
These can be viewed from the project website https://www.ncdot.gov/projects/asheville-i-
26-connector/Pages/photos-videos.aspx.  

Regarding noise impact concerns, a preliminary traffic noise analysis is currently 
underway, and the results are not yet available.  The analysis is being updated due to the 
design revisions made to the preferred alternative, the availability of updated traffic data, 
and the publication of a new NCDOT Noise Policy. Once the analysis is complete, the 
report will be placed on the project website, and maps will be posted that show areas 
likely to get noise abatement based on that preliminary analysis.  A newsletter will be 
mailed alerting people to the availability of those materials.   During final design, a final 
design noise analysis will be performed; it is this analysis that will identify recommended 
noise wall locations. Residence and business property owners will be involved in making 
the final decisions on whether or not noise walls will be placed in areas that NCDOT has 
determined can be constructed as part of the project. Low noise surface pavement is not 
an abatement measure approved by FHWA. Therefore, NCDOT would not specify the use 
of a low noise surface pavement to be used for noise abatement; however, the NCDOT 
Division Office could include this type of specification in the RFP without classifying the 
pavement as a noise abatement measure. There is currently limited information 
regarding the lifespan of these pavement types. Pavement design will be investigated 
further during final design. Restrictions on the use of “jake braking” is enforced in some 
areas by local law enforcement, however, the request for sign installations would 
originate from the city.  

Safety 
Comment Summary 

Approximately 31 comments were received regarding safety issues. Many comments 
related to safety specifically addressed bicycle/pedestrian safety. Others noted that 
removing access at Hanover Street from Haywood Road could increase crime in the 
surrounding residential area. There were also concerns regarding driver safety on the 
curved flyover bridges during times of rainfall, snowfall, and other inclement weather.  

Response 

The design of the preferred alternative is in accordance with AASHTO’s “A Policy on 
Design Standards – Interstate System” which states that “The highways of this system 
(Interstate System) must be designed to ensure safety, permanence, utility, and flexibility 
to provide for predicted traffic growth.”  A goal for this project is to provide a safe 
facility that accommodates projected traffic.  In the view of NCDOT and FHWA the 
design criteria for the proposed project is appropriate and any design revisions would 
need to adhere to these criteria. These criteria include the appropriate design standards 
for ensuring the facility is safe on bridges and flyovers during inclement weather. 
AASHTO has certain precautions that should be considered as final design is developed 
such as the levels of skid resistance on asphalt, minimization of snow melt and storage, 
visibility of fog, and other conditions encountered on bridges and flyovers in this area of 
the state. 

Regarding the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians, the appropriate safety amenities have 
been included in the preliminary designs. All bicycle and pedestrian facilities will be 
designed according the North Carolina Complete Streets Policy and Design Guidelines, 
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AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, and the AASHTO Guide for 
the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities. A primary goal of 
planning, designing, and creating complete streets is to make it possible for motorists, 
pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders to all travel safely from their origins to their 
destinations. 

Concerns regarding crime increases due to the proposed designs should be coordinated 
with local law enforcement.   

Environmental Impacts (i.e. Loss of trees/vegetation) 
Comment Summary 

Approximately 25 comments were received relating to environmental impacts. 
Comments expressed concern over the loss of mature trees during construction 
(particularly at Community Baptist Church in the Burton Street Community and along 
Westover Drive in the Montford Community). Several comments requested mature trees 
that are impacted during construction be replaced, as well as vegetative buffers 
constructed in areas such as Riverside Drive, Riverside Cemetery, and Montford. 
Additional comments noted stability in the Montford area as a concern, requesting a 
study be undertaken to determine the negative effects of additional highway construction. 
Stormwater impacts due to increased impervious surface were also noted in several 
comments as a concern. It was suggested NCDOT coordinate with the City’s Tree 
Commission, Stormwater Management Department, and Office of Sustainability.  

Response 

NCDOT will consider incorporating landscaping into the project design to minimize the 
loss of vegetation. NCDOT is currently coordinating with the newly-formed Aesthetics 
Advisory Committee (AAC) regarding various aspects of project aesthetics, including 
how to best incorporate some of the project features to be compatible with the 
surrounding natural environment. NCDOT will participate in the discussions of the AAC 
throughout the final design and construction phases. 

In areas where removal of vegetation is necessary, it is understood this can negatively 
impact water quality due to project construction runoff. In accordance with the North 
Carolina Sedimentation and Pollution Control Act (15A NCAC 4B.0001.0027), an 
erosion and sedimentation control plan must be prepared for land disturbing activities 
that cover one or more acres to protect against runoff from a 10-year storm. Thus, prior 
to the start of project construction activities, an erosion and sedimentation control plan 
will be prepared in accordance with the NCDEQ publication Erosion and Sediment 
Control Planning and Design Manual (NCDNR 1993), and the NCDOT guidelines in Best 
Management Practices for Protection of Surface Waters (NCDOT 1997). 

In August 2017, NCDOT requested the Geotechnical Unit to provide a subsurface 
investigation and inventory and preliminary geotechnical recommendation for the area 
near Montford. The recommendations were documented in a memo dated November 14, 
2017 and did not determine unstable slopes during construction of the I-26 Connector.   

Right-of-way/Relocations 
Comment Summary 

Approximately 22 comments were received related to the right-of-way and relocation 
process. It was noted the amount of time for relocation was not enough time for residents 
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and businesses to adequately prepare. As noted above under Community Impacts, several 
comments were received requesting NCDOT and the City of Asheville to work together 
to redevelop the property along Patton Avenue for mixed-use. Additionally, comments 
were received requesting the project footprint be reduced as much as possible to 
minimize impacts to residences and businesses. Several comments were received with 
questions regarding specific impacts to personal property. Specific comments received to 
date with regard to impacts to personal property have been responded to as received.  

Response 

NCDOT will investigate ways to further minimize impacts as much as possible during 
final design. Section 4.1.2.3 of the DEIS references the Consolidated Strategic Housing 
and Community Development Plan, which emphasizes the need for affordable housing, as 
well as the need for improvements that will aid in community development. The plan 
notes the lack of housing supply is prevalent across the entire region (Buncombe, 
Henderson, Madison, and Transylvania counties) and across all income levels. The trend 
indicating the need for affordable housing seems to be driven by social and community 
influences including neighborhood redevelopment and gentrification and is likely to 
continue regardless of the I-26 Connector Project.  

Comments with specific requests to be contacted regarding impacts to their personal 
property have been responded to as received. 

Regarding the redevelopment of the land to the east of the Jeff Bowen Bridges along 
Patton Avenue, the City of Asheville will need to coordinate with the NCDOT Right-of-
way branch regarding the right-of-way disposal process.  

After the final design has been approved, the proposed right-of-way limits will be staked 
in the ground. Affected property owners will be contacted by a Right-of-Way agent to 
arrange a meeting and discuss the next steps. The minimum time required for NCDOT to 
provide notification to impacted property owners regarding relocations is 90 days.  

Alternative Choice 
Comment Summary 

Approximately 22 comments were received suggesting alternative choices to the 
preferred alternative. Alternatives suggested included:  

 Tunneling under the French Broad River as opposed to constructing flyover 
bridges.  

 Creating a bypass around Asheville, as opposed to through Asheville.  

 Investigating the future of roadways considering the introduction of autonomous 
vehicles and electric cars.  

 Investing in mass transit options.  

 Designing bridges to include light rail, bus rapid transit, or bus on shoulder.  

 Constructing park and ride lots.  

Response 

 Tunneling under the French Broad River as opposed to constructing flyover 
bridges.  
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NCDOT was requested to investigate the feasibility of constructing a tunnel in Section B 
under the French Broad River. A Tunnel Feasibility Evaluation Memorandum 
investigated the feasibility of a subsurface passage of the French Broad River by I-26 and 
the I-240 connection ramps in Section B. The full memorandum is included in Appendix A 
of the FEIS. Several major challenges were found with this option and it was determined 
not to be feasible. These challenges are discussed further in the FEIS.  

 Creating a bypass around Asheville, as opposed to through Asheville.  

The evaluation of a bypass alternative was evaluated in the Phase I Environmental 
Analysis and is included in Section 2.5.3.1 of the DEIS. It was determined that a bypass 
alternative would not meet the purpose and need for the proposed project and was 
eliminated from further study.  

 Investing in mass transit options.  

Mass transit alternatives were studied as a part of the alternatives evaluation process. 
The use of BRT along the freeway corridors within the project study area would not 
provide substantial benefit as the freeways are radial routes and the routes would likely 
need to run along the arterials to serve the urban core of Asheville.  

 Investigating the future of roadways considering the introduction of autonomous 
vehicles and electric cars.  

While autonomous and electric cars have been introduced to the highways, currently, 
there is not enough research to forecast the potential impact these vehicles will have on 
traffic volumes extending to the design year of the project, which is 2040. At this time, 
autonomous vehicles are not taken into consideration prompting changes to the current 
preliminary design.  

 Designing bridges to include light rail, bus rapid transit, or bus on shoulder.  

Constructing HOT or BOS lanes would likely increase the project footprint due to the 
need to still accommodate “free” lanes of traffic.  It was determined mass transit 
alternatives would not meet the project purposes related to system linkage along the I-26 
Corridor. Therefore, mass transit measures implemented alone were not considered 
reasonable and feasible for this project. Additional discussion is included in Section 2.4 
of the FEIS. 

 Constructing park and ride lots.  

Adding Park and Ride facilities are outside of the scope of this project. The City of 
Asheville’s May 2018 Transit Master Plan proposes several areas where potential park 
and ride options could be located, as well as their plans for updating the current transit 
network. 

Traffic 
Comment Summary 

Approximately 20 comments were received concerning traffic. Many proponents noted 
the project would alleviate traffic congestion along I-26. Acton Circle was identified as 
an area of concern due to traffic volumes from Monte Vista Road.  

Response 
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In the I-2513 2040 Build Alternative capacity analysis, Acton Circle N at US 19-23-74A 
(Smokey Park Highway) was converted to allow all entering movements, but eastbound 
was converted to a right-out only configuration.  Traffic attempting to make a left turn 
onto northbound US 19-23-74A (Smokey Park Highway), or go eastbound through onto 
the I-40 eastbound onramp was rerouted to Acton Circle S, approximately 0.40 mile 
south of Acton Circle N. However, Acton Circle S was outside of the original study area, 
and was not included in the I-2513 traffic forecast, and so the impact of this rerouted 
traffic was not studied.  

An adjacent project, I-4759 (I-40 at SR 1228) included both Acton Circle N and Acton 
Circle S in its traffic forecast.  Therefore, the decision was made to analyze the traffic 
volume impacts at Acton Circle S from the modifications made by the I-2513 traffic 
capacity analysis. The recommended lane changes that improve operations at this 
intersection will be added to the final design and shall be considered a commitment in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement. 

Other intersections located outside of the project study area will be prioritized and 
studied separately. 

Access Concerns 
Comment Summary 

Approximately 20 comments were received related to concerns about access changes. 
Specific locations noted in the comments include:  

 Haywood Road and Michigan Avenue – suggestions to add a stoplight due to 
changes in access at adjacent roads 

 Improved access behind Westgate Mall  

 Concerns regarding the proposed closure of Bruce Road 

 Concerns regarding removal of on-street parking along Haywood Road, 
specifically in front of the B&B Pharmacy  

Response 

At a meeting with the Asheville Primary School on August 16, 2018, the school requested 
a pedestrian signal in the vicinity of Haywood and Argyle Lane. Additionally, the City 
discussed investigating this pedestrian crossing as well as other signal improvements on 
Haywood with safety funding and not as a part of this project. 

 Haywood Road and Michigan Avenue – suggestions to add a stoplight due to 
changes in access at adjacent roads 

The new design will be removing exiting I-26 traffic from Hanover Street, which is 
expected to result in lower traffic volumes in the vicinity of Michigan Avenue and 
Hawyood Road. While outside of the scope of the I-2513 project, NCDOT will consider 
making Hanover Street a “T” end street to help ease turning movements.  

 Improved access behind Westgate Mall  

NCDOT is aware of the issues associated with truck access in this area and is currently 
reviewing potential options to improve access. These additional access changes will be 
included in final design.  
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 Concerns regarding the proposed closure of Bruce Road 

Bruce Road will be closed as a result of the proposed improvements at Smokey Park 
Highway. Traffic will be rerouted to Monte Vista Road and Acton Circle. An additional 
benefit of the Bruce Road closure is the removal of a railroad crossing.  

 Concerns regarding removal of on-street parking along Haywood Road, 
specifically in front of the B&B Pharmacy  

NCDOT is committed to investigating design measures which minimize impacts along 
Haywood Road in an effort to replace on-street parking. NCDOT will also coordinate 
with the City to investigate the possibility of opening the space between parking lots to 
allow for additional parking.  

Cost 
Comment Summary 

Approximately 18 comments were received noting the cost of the project as a concern. 
Comments related to this topic were both in favor and against the project. Those in favor 
of the project noted the process has taken too long and costs have inflated substantially. 
Comments opposed to the project noted the project is too costly and not warranted for the 
community. It was also noted that as opposed to allocating the funds to constructing the 
project, they should be allocated to maintenance of the existing facilities.  

Response 

The right-of-way, construction, and utility relocation costs presented at the Design 
Public Hearing are based on the preliminary design plans. The project has been included 
in the FBRMPO’s Metropolitan Transportation Plan for several years as a fiscally 
constrained project.  

The funds allocated for the project are to be used specifically for the proposed project. 
NCDOT maintenance funds are allocated from a separate source within NCDOT and 
cannot be transferred.  

Business Impacts 
Comment Summary 

Approximately 17 comments were received regarding concerns over business and 
economic impacts. Several comments in regards to specific business impacts were 
received and were responded to as received. As noted in the section regarding access 
concerns, businesses along Haywood Road expressed concern due to the loss of on-street 
parking. Comments related to tourism impacts were also received, noting the scale of the 
project would deter tourists. Proponents of the project noted the project is needed to 
accommodate increased traffic volumes from tourists. Additionally, comments were 
received requesting the project footprint be reduced as much as possible to minimize 
impacts to businesses. 

Response 

NCDOT is committed to minimizing impacts to the number of business relocations due to 
the proposed project. The preliminary designs for the preferred alternative were refined 
to further take into consideration feasible engineering, safety, economics, public well-
being, and the least amount of injury and inconvenience to the public. NCDOT will 
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continue to look for other opportunities to further avoid and minimize relocations due to 
the project to the greatest extent practicable during final design. 

Since the approval of the DEIS and the selection of the LEDPA, preliminary designs have 
been refined based on updated traffic studies and public and resource agency comments 
on the 2015 DEIS, with minimization to residences and businesses. Various design 
changes were the result of periodic meetings with the City of Asheville, local 
organizations, adjacent neighborhoods, and historic property owners in order to better 
understand concerns and to obtain input on how the project could be refined to better fit 
within the context of Asheville while meeting local and regional needs. 

Construction Impacts  
Comment Summary 

Approximately eight comments were received related to construction impacts. These 
included concerns about the length of time it would take to construct this project, noting 
that there are additional projects to the north and south that will likely be under 
construction at the same time. It was requested phasing occur to assuage several 
consecutive years of construction throughout the I-26 Corridor. Other concerns were 
related to the design build process discussed at the Public Hearing. Comments assumed 
this process would allow the contractor the freedom to continue to change the designs 
without additional public involvement. As mentioned in the bicycle/pedestrian section, 
comments also requested bicycle/pedestrian accommodations before and during the 
construction process, as opposed to constructing them after the roadway improvements.  

Response 

NCDOT will make every effort possible to continue coordination with the local 
municipalities the FBRMPO throughout the final design and construction of the project.  

The design-build process allows NCDOT to hire a team of designers and contractors that 
are responsible for the design, right-of-way acquisition, and construction of the project. 
The team may begin construction on one portion of the project while they finish the 
design and right-of-way acquisition for another section. This typically results in faster 
completion. Additional benefits to a design-build project may include innovative 
solutions that save time, money, and/or reduce impacts and quicker resolution to 
problems that arise during design and construction. The process may provide additional 
alternatives or modification to the existing alternative which in turn may reduce costs or 
impacts. It is important to note, while the opportunity for flexibility in the design is 
present, the “green sheet” located at the beginning of the FEIS and included in the ROD 
identifies a list of commitments the design build team must adhere to. Impacts disclosed 
in the FEIS will not be increased without additional coordination with the agencies and 
the public. It is the goal of the final design and design build team to minimize impacts.  

Other 
Comment Summary 

Other comments received noted the validity of the logical termini in regards to the 
projects located to the north and south of the I-26 Connector. It was also noted the 
environmental document should be prioritized. One comment suggested a health study to 
be completed for the project.  

Response 
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The project segmentation referred to is in regards to three projects along I-26 and Future 
I-26 in western North Carolina: 

 NCDOT STIP Project I-4400/I-4700: Additional lanes on I-26 south of Asheville 
 NCDOT STIP Project I-2513: I-26 Connector  
 NCDOT STIP Project A-0010A: Upgrade US 19/23 to Interstate Standards 

FHWA and NCDOT have closely coordinated project decisions with the local, state, and 
federal resource agencies and continue to do so as each project progresses. While these 
projects are closely related, the project limits were established so that each has logical 
termini and independent utility.  System-to-system (or interstate-to-interstate) 
interchanges are often used to identify project limits, or logical termini, which is the case 
for these projects.  Given major decisions for these projects are coordinated, they are 
represented separately and analyzed as such due to their different purposes and needs, 
which allow for a more detailed look to be taken along each segment.  
NCDOT typically considers health-related effects of transportation during its long-range 
planning efforts. Health may be considered during project design as well as during the 
NEPA review process. Several public health considerations, including access to goods 
and public services, noise, air quality, and safety, have been addressed in the DEIS and 
the FEIS and are important considerations that would continue to guide project 
development.  
 
 
Cc: Post Hearing Meeting attendees (*attended by phone) 
 
Felix Davila – FHWA 
Derrick Weaver – NCDOT EPU 
Theresa Ellerby – NCDOT PMU 
Kevin Moore – NCDOT PMU 
Xiudong Han – NCDOT RDU 
Brenda Moore – NCDOT RDU 
Douglas Kretchman – NCDOT RDU 
Tatia White – NCDOT RDU 
Missy Pair – NCDOT Noise 
Jamille Robbins – NCDOT PICSViz 
Greg Hall – NCDOT Roadway Lighting 
Kevin Fischer – NCDOT SMU 
Joe Hummer – NCDOT Traffic Management  
Steve Cannon – NCDOT Division 13* 
Chase Carver – NCDOT Division 13*  
Randy McKinney – NCDOT Division 13* 
Brendan Merrithew – NCDOT Division 13*  
Simone Robinson – Public Participation Partners*  
Neil Dean – AECOM 
Drew Joyner – AECOM 
Chris Lucia – AECOM* 
Celia Miars – AECOM 
Joanna Rocco – AECOM 
Eric Spalding – AECOM 
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DRAFT 
City of Asheville I-26 Connector Project Aesthetics Committee 

Organizing Principles 
 

Adopted March   , 2019 
 

An Organizing Principle is a guiding idea that is used to direct an organization or an initiative.  It 
is a core assumption and a central reference point against which all decisions or policies can be 
measured.   
 
The City of Asheville I-26 Connector Project Aesthetics Committee hereby 
adopts this set of Organizing Principles to guide its work as stated in its Bylaws. 
 
Organizing Principle #1  The Key Project Design Goals adopted by the Asheville Community 
Coordinating Committee in 2000 are incorporated by reference as an Organizing Principle of the 
Committee to the extent that they are applicable to the decisions of the Committee.  These goals 
are restated below: 

1. Separation of local and interstate traffic 
2. Matching scale of project to character of community 
3. Reunification and connectivity of community 

a. Provide well-defined pedestrian/bicycle facilities throughout the project 
corridor 

b. Improve opportunities for reconnecting neighborhoods and Downtown with 
the French Broad Riverfront 

c. Expand accessibility for Hillcrest Community 
d. Create a better local street network (including linkages between West 

Asheville and Downtown, within Downtown and within West Asheville) to 
relieve interstate traffic pressure 

4. Minimization of neighborhood and local business impacts 
5. Use of updated traffic modeling software and data 
6. 

incorporation of community-selected design features 
7. Creation of full interstate movements between I-26 and I-40 
8. Minimization of air quality and other environmental impacts 
9. Emphasis on safety  during construction and in the final design and product. 
Note: The Key Project Design Goals includes all sub-sections listed in Section 2 
of the Report of the Community Coordinating Committee for the Design of the     
I-26 Connector Through Asheville although the sub-sections for Goal 3 are 
specifically listed here for emphasis. 

 
It is explicitly recognized in adopting these goals as an Organizing Principle that it is not the 
charge of the Committee to actualize each of the above goals.  However, recommendations of the 
Committee should be guided by and consistent with these goals. 
 



 
Organizing Principle #2  The Committee recognizes and respects the work done by those who 
have gone before and, to the maximum extent feasible, will obtain, examine, utilize and 
otherwise allow these pre-existing aesthetic design ideas, concepts, forms and prescriptions to 
inform the work of the Committee. 

 
Organizing Principle #3  Creating a Gateway experience for travelers along I-26 is a priority 
of the Committee.  The aesthetic design of the I-26 Connector Project can and should make a 
positive statement about our City and community.  The design of the bridges associated with the 
Project will be the most visible element of the Gateway experience and should be given a high 
level of attention by the Committee. 
 
Organizing Principle #4 The aesthetic impacts of the Project on residents, businesses and 
other users of land that is adjacent to or proximate to the Project are important for the Committee 
to consider.  Also important are the aesthetic impacts of the Project on pedestrian and cyclist 
users of pathways associated with the Project.  The choices among design 
recommendations and allocations of aesthetic funding should consider those constituents who 
will be most affected by the Project. 
 
Organizing Principle #5  To the extent that there is no conflict with any other Organizing 
Principle, cost effective design solutions shall be recommended.  Consideration shall be given 
both to the initial cost of aesthetic improvements and to their maintenance costs.  Observation of 
this Organizing Principle shall not preclude the recommendation of more expensive design 
solutions that may be self-funding, in part or in whole; nor shall it preclude the adoption of more 
expensive design solutions which further the Key Project Design Goals as stated above. 
 
Organizing Principle #6  
be defined as broadly as reasonably possible.  Aesthetics may include, but not be limited to: 
visual impact, sound impact, light impact, spatial impact, environmental impact, and impact on 
community or social dynamics.  Aesthetic considerations may be applied by the Committee in its 
recommendations to any design element of the Project not constrained by the Record of Decision 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Project.  Aesthetic considerations may be 
applied by the Committee in its recommendations throughout the duration of the Project, unless 
and until the Committee is terminated by City Council. 
 
Organizing Principle #7  thetic design should be context sensitive and reflect 
the character of the Asheville community and its neighborhoods, particularly those 
neighborhoods through which the Project passes.  To this end, it is anticipated that the aesthetic 
recommendations of the Committee will be eclectic and will not shy away from implementing 

 
 



Organizing Principle #8  The preservation and revitalization of the French Broad River 
waterfront particularly in the area between Hill Street and Broadway, connecting the RADTIP 
project in the River Arts District to the Woodfin Greenway and Blueway--is an important goal to 
be furthered by the recommendations of the Committee.  With regard to this section of the 
Project, the Wilma Dyckman Riverway Master Plan should be consulted and potential 
connections between the University of North Carolina Asheville and the waterfront should be 
observed. 
 
Organizing Principle #9  The work of the Committee requires the utilization of good urban 
design and smart growth principles and should be cognizant of potential redevelopment 
opportunities created by the Project.  Therefore, the Committee will need to draw upon the 
design expertise of a professional with architectural expertise. 
 
Organizing Principle #10  Quality of life issues are paramount to the aesthetic design of the 
Project.  Quality of life issues include but are not limited to: limiting the noise impact from the 

ation 
nodes to serve both vehicular and non-vehicular transportation modes.   
 
Organizing Principle #11  The Committee will work cooperatively with the recommendations 
of the Schwartz Report. 
 
 
 







11/15/2015 Corridor Public Hearing Approximately 500 
attendees 

Renaissance 
Hotel, Asheville, 
NC 

To discuss the DEIS, explain corridor 
location, design, relocations 
requirements/procedures, and the state 
federal relationship. Official comment session 
with transcribed proceedings and recorded 
comments and responses. 

09/20/2016 Small group meeting - West 
Asheville Business Association 
(WABA) 

40 Isis Restaurant To discuss the LEDPA, design refinement 
process, and gather feedback regarding 
potential impacts. 

09/20/2016 Small group meeting - Montford 
Neighborhood 

Over 100 Isaac Dickenson 
Elementary 
School 

Invited to Montford to discuss the LEDPA, the 
project status, and potential impacts such as 
noise, visual, air quality, land stability, and 
eminent domain. 

10/17/2016 Small group meeting - Burton 
Street Neighborhood 

18 Burton Street 
Community 
Center 

To discuss the LEDPA, design refinement 
process, and potential mitigation opportunities 
associated with the Environmental Justice 
status.  

02/20/2017 Small group meeting -  Burton 
Street Neighborhood 

20 Burton Street 
Community 
Center 

To discuss the design refinement process 
and potential mitigation opportunities 
associated with the Environmental Justice 
status.  

03/21/2017 Small group meeting - Fairfax 
Avenue/Virginia Avenue 

39 Mothlight To discuss the LEDPA, design refinement 
process, and discuss access options to the 
community. 

03/21/2017 Small group meeting - Hillcrest 
Apartments 

12 Carl E. Johnson 
Community 
Center 

To review designs and impacts to the 
community, review next steps of the project, 
and receive feedback regarding impacts 
and/or benefits to the community. 

06/05/2017 Small group meeting - EWANA 39 East West Village 
Rentals 

To review design concepts at Amboy Road, 
Brevard Road, and Haywood Road and 
receive feedback.  

06/06/2017 Small group meeting - WABA 40 Isis Restaurant To review design concepts at Amboy Road, 
Brevard Road, and Haywood Road and 
receive feedback. 

09/07/2017 Small group meeting - Fairfax 
Avenue and Virginia Avenue 

14 Earth Fare To review design concepts at Amboy Road 
and Brevard Road and receive feedback.  



01/15/2018 Burton Street Community Open 
House #1 

41 
Missionary 
Baptist Church 

To receive feedback from community on 
developing a community driven Neighborhood 
and Mitigation Strategies Plan (NMS). 

01/15/2018 Burton Street Stakeholder Group 
Meeting 

3 
Missionary 
Baptist Church 

To receive feedback from businesses on 
developing a community driven Neighborhood 
and Mitigation Strategies Plan (NMS). 

03/20/2018a Burton Street Community Open 
House #2 

28 
Missionary 
Baptist Church 

To receive feedback from community on 
developing a community driven Neighborhood 
and Mitigation Strategies Plan (NMS). 

04/30/2018a Burton Street Community Open 
House #3 

34 Burton Street 
Community 
Center 

To receive feedback from community on 
developing a community driven Neighborhood 
and Mitigation Strategies Plan (NMS). 

08/16/2018 Small group meeting  Asheville 
Primary School 

20 Aycock Primary 
School 
Conference 
Room 

To review design concepts and receive 
feedback from school officials on impacts to 
traffic patterns and parking. 

11/14/2018a Riverlink Meeting 3 Riverlink, 
Asheville NC 

To provide an overview of the I-26 Connector 
project to local businesses and organizations 
that use French Broad River, discuss 
potential impacts to the French Broad River 
during construction, and to receive feedback 
from stakeholders on impacts to operations 
and river user safety.  

12/04/2018a Design Public Hearing 450 Renaissance 
Hotel, Asheville, 
NC 

To present the preliminary designs for the 
preferred alternative under consideration in 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement.  

05/20/2019a Burton Street Community 
Meeting 

5 Burton Street 
Community 
Center 

To present an update on the project and 
plans to work with community to implement 
the mitigation strategies 
 

06/24/2019 Asheville Primary School Meeting 4 Asheville Primary 
School, Asheville, 
NC 

To discuss impacts to the Asheville Primary 
School and follow-up from discussions held 
with school officials in August 2018 on 
impacts to access and the schools parking 
lot.  

a No minutes are available for this meeting. 
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Summary of Project Impacts by Section 

Resource 

Section C 
Section A 

Section B  
(New Location across French Broad) (I-26/I-40/I-240 Interchange) 

Alt. A-2 Alt. C-2 Alt. D-1 Alt. F-1 I-240 Widening Alt. 3 Alt. 3C Alt. 4 Alt. 4B 

Project Features 

Length (miles) 

I-26 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.0 2.4 2.5 2.4 2.5 

I-40/I240 2.9 3.2 2.8 2.8 0.0 0.6 0.6 1.5 1.5 

Total Length 5.1 5.4 5.0 5.0 2.0 3.0 3.1 3.9 4.0 

Interchanges 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 

Railroad Crossings 2 2 2 2 0 3 3 8 5 

Navigable Waterway Crossings 1 1 1 1 0 2 3 4 4 

Construction Cost  $286,100,000 $269,700,000 $263,100,000 $203,300,000 $105,700,000  $190,200,000 $191,200,000 $255,600,000 $291,300,000  

Right-of-Way Cost $26,600,000  $22,400,000  $33,800,000  $17,100,000  $29,400,000  $42,800,000  $36,200,000  $45,500,000  $36,800,000  

Utilities Cost $2,200,000  $2,000,000  $2,300,000  $2,100,000  $3,400,000  $3,100,000  $3,300,000  $3,600,000  $3,900,000  

Total Cost $314,900,000 $294,100,000 $299,200,000 $222,500,000 $138,500,000  $236,100,000 $230,700,000 $304,700,000 $332,000,000  

Socioeconomic Features 

Relocations 

Residential 50 32 38 31 81 34 23 46 33 

Business 6 6 7 5 17 24 33 24 34 

Nonprofit 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2 1 

Total 56 38 45 36 99 60 57 72 68 

Schools Relocated 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Churches Relocated 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 

Parks and Recreational Areas Impacted 1 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 

Cemeteries Impacted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Physical Environment 

Noise Impacts (No-Build) 193 193 193 193 181 94 94 243 243 

Noise Impacts (before abatement) 218 255 214 304 198 193 133 312 224 

Noise Impacts (after abatement)  188 225 184 274 94 60 37 126 89 

Hazardous Material Sites (moderate or high) 
Impacted 

1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 



Resource 

Section C 
Section A 

Section B  
(New Location across French Broad) (I-26/I-40/I-240 Interchange) 

Alt. A-2 Alt. C-2 Alt. D-1 Alt. F-1 I-240 Widening Alt. 3 Alt. 3C Alt. 4 Alt. 4B 

Floodplain Impacts (acres) 20.53 20.39 18.06 16.63 8.36 9.36 7.65 8.13 3.91 

Floodway Impacts (acres) 2.74 4.23 2.27 2.00 1.94 2.88 2.96 0.69 0.38 

Land Use Impacts by Zoning Category (acres) 

Residential Single-Family Districts  19.3 12.7 19.7 12.5 8.4 4.0 4.3 6.4 7.5 

Residential Multifamily Districts 21.4 15.4 15.2 16.0 26.5 26.5 17.0 27.6 17.0 

Neighborhood Business District 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.1 

Community Business Districts 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.9 0.1 0.1 0.04 0.0 

Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 4.0 0.0 2.4 0.4 

Institutional District 38.6 38.6 35.4 34.5 13.6 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.4 

Office 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Highway Business District 11.4 9.6 9.7 7.8 1.9 14.8 15.8 14.0 14.3 

Regional Business District 32.3 32.4 34.1 27.1 0.0 15.4 15.4 9.3 10.5 

Central Business District 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.3 

Commercial 28.7 31.4 30.8 24.8 2.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Resort District 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.1 21.5 37.2 19.6 

River District 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.3 11.2 24.8 16.1 22.3 

Total 151.8 140.1 144.9 122.6 64.7 98.9 99.7 113.7 92.5 

Human Environment 

Community Effects (# of communities within or adjacent to study area with benefit or burden from proposed alternatives) 

High Benefit  - - - - - - - - - 

Moderate Benefit - - - - - - - 1 1 

Low Benefit - - - - - - - 2 2 

Neutral - - 2 - 1 5 5 1 1 

Low Burden 2 2 - 2 3 4 4 4 4 

Moderate Burden - - - - 1 1 1 2 2 

High Burden - - - - - - - - - 

Cultural Resources 

Historic Properties – Section 106 Effects 0 0 0 0 
1 Adverse 
Effect  

0 0 0 
1 Adverse 
Effect  



Resource 

Section C 
Section A 

Section B  
(New Location across French Broad) (I-26/I-40/I-240 Interchange) 

Alt. A-2 Alt. C-2 Alt. D-1 Alt. F-1 I-240 Widening Alt. 3 Alt. 3C Alt. 4 Alt. 4B 

Historic Properties Impacted 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 

Archeological Sites Impacted 5 6 5 6 2 1 1 1 0 

Natural Environment 

Biotic Resources (acres) 

Maintained/ disturbed 192.86 191.47 188.84 171.93 91.08 87.85 83.96 126.50 124.82 

Mesic Mixed Forest 140.72 137.11 135.08 111.26 47.41 39.02 33.32 40.02 40.67 

Alluvial Hardwood Forest 8.97 9.11 8.33 6.55 1.50 5.87 4.76 3.10 3.88 

Open Water  0.19 0.39 0.24 0.17 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Total 342.75 338.07 332.49 289.90 139.99 132.74 122.04 169.63 169.37 

Impervious Surface Increase (acres) 74.43 82.03 61.33 57.12 27.45 29.68 28.37 38.26 40.45 

Stream Impacts (#) 12 12 13 12 4 7 6 6 7 

Stream Impacts (linear feet) 2,965  2,779 2,938 1,984  798  3,874  3,639  1,839  2,128  

Wetland Impacts (#) 13 12 13 12 1 3 2 4 2 

Wetland Impacts (acres) 2.62 2.36 2.01 1.86 0.01 0.22 0.11 0.22 0.10 

Pond Impacts(#) 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 

Pond Impacts(acres) 0 0 0 0 0 0.6 0 0.53 0 

Protected Species Adversely Affected 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
aStream, wetland, and pond impacts calculated using design slope stakes plus 25-foot buffer. All other impacts calculated using right-of-way. 



 



COMMENT FORM

NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION

PUBLIC HEARING NOVEMBER 16, 2015
NCDOT STIP PROJECT NO. I-2513

Public input is essential to every project that serves the people of the community where it is built.  Public
comments will be considered by the NCDOT project team in selection of a Preferred Alternative. If you require
a direct response, such as a copy of the Public Hearing transcript, please provide your contact information so
that we may follow up with you.  You may always contact the project team at the Project Hotline below.

YOUR NAME: ______________________________________ EMAIL: _________________________________

ADDRESS (optional): ________________________________ CITY, STATE, ZIP: __________________________

ORGANIZATION (IF ANY): ____________________________PHONE: ________________________________

Do you request a copy of the Public Hearing transcript?  Yes No
For each Section, please select your preferred corridor alternative:

Please provide an explanation of why you selected the alternative preferences as shown above:

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________
Please provide any additional comments about the I-26 Connector project:

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

The hearing will also be streamed online if you cannot attend the formal hearing at 7 p.m. (see project website
for link). Comments will be accepted during the webinar; however, responses will not be provided until after the
comment period has closed on December 16, 2015.

Project Hotline: 1-800-233-6315
Project Website:

http://www.ncdot.gov/projects/i26connector/
Provide comments online at:

http://engagencdot.mysidewalk.com/

 Please leave completed form in the comment box, or
return no later than December 16, 2015 to:

Drew Joyner, P.E.
 1598 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1598

Section C

 Alternative A2
 Alternative C2
 Alternative D1
 Alternative F1
 Do Nothing (No-Build)

Section A

 Widen Existing
 Do Nothing (No-Build)

Section B

 Alternative 3
 Alternative 3C
 Alternative 4
 Alternative 4B
 Do Nothing (No-Build)





TITLE VI PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT FORM 
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MEETING SUMMARY

To: Project File

From: Celia Foushee
AECOM

Date: March 29, 2017

RE: I‐2513 Small Group Meeting, Fairfax Avenue/Virginia Avenue Community
NCDOT STIP Project I‐2513 (I‐26 Connector)

Project Team Meeting Attendees:

Mike Dawson – FHWA
Michael Wray – NCDOT, PDEA
Kristina Solberg– NCDOT, Division 13
Neil Dean – AECOM
Celia Foushee – AECOM
Chris Werner – AECOM

The project team presented to the Fairfax Avenue and Virginia Avenue Community on March 21, 2017 at
6:00 pm at The Mothlight venue in Asheville, North Carolina. The Mothlight was a make‐shift venue, after
the original  location, the Grace Baptist Church, was not accessible.   The purpose of the meeting was  to
provide the residents of the Fairfax Avenue and Virginia Avenue Community with an update on the I‐26
Connector  Project,  review  the  designs  and  corresponding  potential  impacts  to  the  community,  review
next  steps  for  the project, and get  feedback  from  the community on  the  impacts  and benefits  to  their
community from the project.

Chris  Werner  began  the  presentation  by  discussing  the  project  history,  the  project  study  area,  the
Detailed Study Alternatives, and the Preferred Alternative selected  in May 2016. He then discussed the
current  status of  the project  and  the  process  of updating  designs of  the Preferred Alternative  through
updates  to  the  traffic  analyses.  He  reviewed  the  2015  Public  Hearing  maps  in  the  vicinity  of  the
community  and explained  the proposed designs  for  the  I‐26  interchanges  at  Brevard Road and Amboy
Road.  It was noted the Amboy Road Extension was conceptualized based upon local  input. Amboy Road
Extension is currently shown as a 4‐lane divided facility with a bike lane in each direction, curb and gutter
due  to  low vehicular design  speeds, and berm to  accommodate  sidewalks,  should  the City of Asheville
choose to assist  in  the cost  of  constructing sidewalks.    It  was  explained the  four  lanes  on Amboy Road
Extension were provided to meet the traffic demand based upon previous versions of the French Broad
River Metropolitan Planning Organization’s  (MPO) travel demand model, which  included socioeconomic
data  which  the MPO  established  based  on  local  input.      It  was  noted  the  proposed  right‐in/right‐out
access to Fairfax Avenue and Virginia Avenue was provided for access to the neighborhoods, but would go
through public,  agency and  the City of Asheville  review  for  comment  as  to whether  this  access  should
ultimately be provided. Surrounding restrictions that drive the current designs in the vicinity were noted;
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this  includes  the  steep  grade  south  of  I‐240  between  Brevard  Road  and  Amboy  Road,  location  of  the
existing greenway, Carrier Park, and avoidance of wetlands.

The process of the project prioritization was briefly discussed. It was noted the project is currently funded
for right of way acquisition and construction for Sections C and B to begin in 2020. Section A is currently
unfunded; however,  it was noted the prioritization is updated every  two years, therefore, it could score
better in future revisions as the project moves forward, should the locals make that project a priority.

Chris Werner explained that NCDOT is  in the process of updating the traffic capacity analysis, which will
help determine the number of lanes needed on I‐26 and at the interchanges. As such, the designs will be
refined to only provide the number of lanes required based upon the new traffic data.  At the same time,
NCDOT  has  been  reviewing  public  and  resource  agency  comments  provided  on  the  2015  Draft
Environmental  Impact Statement.   Additionally, NCDOT has also been participating  in periodic meetings
with the City of Asheville Working Group to review and address their comments on the project. NCDOT
has  also  been  meeting  with  business  groups  (as  requested),  adjacent  neighborhoods,  and  historic
property owners in order to better understand concerns and to obtain input on how the project could be
refined to better fit within the context of Asheville while meeting local and regional needs.

General feedback received from attendees included:

 The existing intersection of Virginia Avenue and Haywood Road has traffic operational  issues.   It
was noted the project team would forward this information to the City of Asheville.

 Even providing right‐in/right‐out access to Fairfax Avenue and Virginia Avenue from Amboy Road
Extension  is perceived to be a safety  issue on Fairfax and Virginia Avenues as  these are narrow
streets, with no sidewalks, and on‐street parking.

 It was  recommended  traffic  calming measures be  implemented on High Court Entrance.  It was
noted the project team would forward this information to the City of Asheville.

 There were concerns that the City of Asheville does not have an adequate amount of affordable
housing for those whom may be relocated by the I‐26 Connector Project.

 If the Amboy Road Extension is required, it was suggested removing the right‐in/right‐out access
to Fairfax Avenue and Virginia Avenue.

 It was suggested that there are too many lanes on the Amboy Road Extension.

 Residents  expressed  interest  in  removing  the  Amboy  Road  Extension  all  together  in  order  to
reduce  the  overall  project  impacts.  Concepts  suggested  included  a  configuration  similar  to  a
spread diamond interchange between Brevard Road and Amboy Road.  It was noted by residents,
with  this  type  of  configuration,  the  bike  lanes  and  sidewalk  as  currently  proposed,  could  be
completely eliminated by providing a greenway.   They proposed the greenway connection could
begin on the north side of the spread diamond interchange, and run from Shelburne Road east to
Carrier Park.  It was perceived by some that a greenway serving pedestrians and bicyclists would
be more desirable than bike lanes/cycle tracks and a sidewalk.

 Noise impacts were discussed at a high level; however it was noted if  the community would like
additional, more  specific  information  regarding  the noise  analysis  and  results, a  future meeting
can be scheduled with a noise representative.

 Residents questioned why a bypass  around Asheville  is not being  considered.  It was  noted  this
alternative was considered at the early stages of the project; since it does not meet the purpose
and need of the project, it was eliminated by the Merger Team for further evaluation.
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 It was  suggested  that efforts need  to be made  to eliminate  truckers  from using  Jake Brakes  in
residential areas. It was noted this request would be forwarded to the NCDOT Division office and
the City of Asheville for further consideration.

 It was generally agreed that Ulla Reeves should continue  to be the neighborhood contact.    She
will use the sign‐in sheet to create an email list for future correspondence about the project. Her
contact  information  includes:  Ulla  Reeves  221  Fairfax  Avenue  Asheville,  NC  28806
ulla.reeves@gmail.com

 It was questioned if any meetings such as this have been held for the Haywood Road/I‐240 area.
The provided response stated no meetings have been requested in that area except by the West
Asheville Business Association, which has been held; however, NCDOT would be available to meet
if there was a request.

 General  recommendations  suggested  designs  be  prepared  to  provide  accommodations  for
pedestrians and bicyclists throughout the project and with a focus on safety in areas where they
interact with motor vehicles.

 It was noted traffic signal timing throughout the city is poor and needs remediation.  It was noted
the project team would forward this information to the City of Asheville and the NCDOT Division
office.

The meeting adjourned at 8:00 pm.
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Stakeholder Group Meeting Summary 

 
 

A small group meeting was coordinated by the I-26 Connector Burton Street Neighborhood and 
Mitigation Strategies Plan (NMSP) project team to introduce the NMSP project to Burton Street 
community businesses and community organizations and obtain feedback on their specific 
concerns and issues surrounding the I-26 Connector project and the Burton Street community.  
Postcard notifications were sent to the property owners and leadership of ten neighborhood 
churches, businesses and schools.  The small group meeting was held on Monday, January 
15, 2018 from 11:30am to 12:30pm at the St Paul's Missionary Baptist Church fellowship hall.  
A project overview presentation followed by a facilitated question and answer period was given, 
and a project information handout was provided to attendees.  Respondent comments were 
transcribed by project staff.  Three church leaders, the Burton Street Community Association 
Secretary, and project staff were in attendance. 



 
 
 
 

 
 
Community Meeting #1 Summary 

 
 

Two community workshops were coordinated by the I-26 Connector Burton Street 
Neighborhood and Mitigation Strategies Plan (NMSP) project team to discuss the NMSP 
project and obtain feedback from residents on community priorities and concerns. Postcard 
notifications were sent to residents and property owners in the Burton Street neighborhood, 
email notifications were sent to the Burton Street Community Association (BSCA) email list, 
and fliers were distributed to neighborhood churches and recreation center. The community 
workshops were held on Monday, January 15, 2018 from 2:00pm to 4:00pm and 5:00pm to 
7:00pm at the St Paul's Missionary Baptist Church fellowship hall. Display boards were used 
to present information on the NMSP project background, project area, purpose and proposed 
schedule, and to guide attendees through a community visioning process.  A project information 
handout including a Title VI data collection form and project comment sheet was provided to 
attendees. Participants were provided with multiple options to provide input, including written 
comment forms, a web-based survey, and verbally to the project team. Comments on 
neighborhood assets, priorities, needs and challenges are being accepted via email, mail or 
online until February 14, 2018. Forty one residents including the BSCA leadership board were 
in attendance (21 afternoon, 20 evening meeting). 



STIP Project No. I-2513
I-26 Connector

River Users Meeting

November 14, 2018



Agenda

I-26 Connector River Users Meeting

• Purpose of Meeting

• Project History and Overview

• Preferred Alternative Overview

• Next Steps and Schedule

• Endangered Species

• Bridge Locations and River Access Points

• Potential Impacts to French Broad River Users

• River User Safety

• Questions/Feedback



Purpose of Meeting

I-26 Connector River Users Meeting

• Provide overview of the I-26 Connector project 
to local businesses and organizations that use 
French Broad River

• Discuss potential impacts to French Broad River 
users during construction of I-26 Connector 
project

• Receive feedback from stakeholders on impact 
to operations and river user safety



Project History

I-26 Connector River Users Meeting

• Draft EIS Published – October 2015

• Corridor Public Hearing – November 2015

• Traffic Studies updated – 2016 

• Technical Studies updated – 2017/2018

• Preliminary Designs finalized – 2018 



Project Overview

I-26 Connector River Users Meeting

• Purpose of Proposed Action 
– Upgrade corridor

– Provide improved system linkage

– Increase capacity of existing I-26

– Reduce congestion on I-240 over French 
Broad River



Project 
Study 
Area 

I-26 Connector River Users Meeting



Selected 
Detailed 
Study 

Alternative:

Section C     
Alt. F-1

I-26 Connector River Users Meeting



Selected 
Detailed 
Study 

Alternative:

Section A     
Widening 

Alternative

I-26 Connector River Users Meeting



Selected 
Detailed 
Study 

Alternative:

Section B     
Alternative 4B

I-26 Connector River Users Meeting



Selected 
Detailed 
Study 

Alternative:

Section B     
Alternative 4B

I-26 Connector River Users Meeting



Next Steps and Schedule

I-26 Connector River Users Meeting

• Next Steps
– Continue coordination with local officials, the public, and various 

stakeholders on preferred alternative designs and impacts

– Prepare Traffic Noise Analysis

– Prepare River User Safety Plan

– Hold Design Public Hearing

– Prepare Biological Assessment

– Publish Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Record of 
Decision (ROD)

– Right of way acquisition and construction

• Schedule
– Design Public Hearing December 4th, 2018

– Sign FEIS January 2019

– Record of Decision June 2019

– Design Build LET FY 2020



Endangered Species

I-26 Connector River Users Meeting

• Gray Bat (Myotis grisescens)
– Detected in multiple locations in Buncombe                                      

County and within the project study area

– Biological Conclusion: May Affect – likely to                                
adversely affect

• Appalachian elktoe (Alasmidonta raveneliana)
– Previous study found presence in the                                     

mainstream French Broad River approximately            
1.5 river miles upstream 

– Assuming presence within I-2513 project study        
area

– Biological Conclusion: May Affect – likely to        
adversely affect

• Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973
– Formal consultation required

– Biological Assessment will be submitted to the US Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS)

– Biological Opinion to be issued by the USFWS



French Broad River Users and 
I-26 Connector Construction

I-26 Connector River Users Meeting



Bridge Locations

I-26 Connector River Users Meeting



Bridge Locations

I-26 Connector River Users Meeting



River Users and Bridge Construction

I-26 Connector River Users Meeting

• Impacts to river users
– Navigate bridge construction area

– River opening will be narrowed at bridge sites

– Potential changes in access points

– Temporary river closures (off-season) 

• River user safety 
– Safe passage lane provided for users

– Warning lights present

– Signage at common use spaces

– Communication plan in place

– Minimal construction work during active use periods (holidays, special 
events, etc.)

– Social media, television, radio, and other community resources notified

– NCDOT River User Safety Plan



Questions/Feedback

I-26 Connector River Users Meeting

































































TITLE VI PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT FORM

Completing this form is completely voluntary. You are not required to provide the information requested in order to participate
in this meeting.

Meeting Type:

Location:

Date:

TIP No.:

Project Description:

In accordance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related authorities, the N.C. Department of Transportation assures
that no person(s) shall be excluded from participation in, denied the benefits of, or subjected to discrimination under any of the
Department’s programs, policies, or activities, based on their race, color, national origin, disability, age, income, or gender.

Completing this form helps meet our data collection and public involvement obligations under Title VI and NEPA, and
will improve how we serve the public. Please place the completed form in the designated box on the sign-in table, hand it to
an NCDOT official or mail it to the Environmental Analysis Unit, 1598 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, NC 27699-1598.

All forms will remain on file at the NCDOT as part of the public record.

Zip Code: _____________________

Street Name:
(i.e. Main Street)

Gender: Male Female

Age:
Less than 18 45-64

18-29 65 and older

30-44

Total Household Income:

Less than $12,000 $47,000 – $69,999

$12,000 – $19,999 $70,000 – $93,999

$20,000 – $30,999 $94,000 – $117,999

$31,000 – $46,999 $118,000 or greater
Have a Disability: Yes No

Race/Ethnicity:
White

Black/African American

Asian

American Indian/Alaskan Native

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

Hispanic/Latino

Other (please specify): _______________________

National Origin: (if born outside the U.S.)

Mexican

Central American: ____________________

South American: _____________________

European: ___________________________

Chinese

Vietnamese

Korean

Other (please specify): __________________

How did you hear about this meeting?  (newspaper advertisement, flyer, and/or mailing) _______________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________________

For more information regarding Title VI or this request, please contact the NCDOT Title VI Nondiscrimination Program at
(919) 508-1808 or toll free at 1-800-522-0453, or by email at titleVI@ncdot.gov. Thank you for your participation!
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