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 United States Department of the Interior

... . FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
o " Asheville Field Office
. . 160 Zillicoa Street
~ “Asheville, North Carolina 28801

January 24, 1996

“Mr. H. Franklin Vick, P.E., Manager
Planning and Environmental Branch

Division of Highways s

North Carolina Department of Transportation
P.0. Box 25201 b

Raleigh, North Carolina 27611-5201

Dear Mr. Vick:

Subject: Proposed 1—26 Connéttor in Asheville, Buncombe County, North
Carolina, T.I1.P. No: I-2513 , o :

: ﬁ;&bur letter of Januaﬁy,l6;}l9é6, you requested information regarding
~potential environmental impacts that could result from the subject - -

- project for your use in preparing an environmental document. The

- ¥611owing comments are provided-in accordance with the provisions of the

" Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 661-667e), and

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C.
- 1631-1543) (Act). A : _ S , :

- According to information provided in your letter, this project will
involve 'the construction of the Asheville Connector from [-26 at the

- interchange of 1-40 and I-240, south of Asheville, to the current 1-240
interchange with Patton Avenue, west -of the French Broad River. The
Asheville Connector will be a multi-lane freeway with limited access.
Construction of the Asheville Connector will likely involve impacts to
wetlands and floodplains, most 1ikely in association with the crossing of
‘the French Broad River. - ' '

"As you are aware, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has been .

involved throughout the various phases of the Asheville Urban Area Pilot.
Project, which includes the Asheville Connector. We submitted written
comments on preliminary corridors for the various components of the
Asheville Urban Area Pilot Project on June 8, 1993, and May 17, 1994, and
attended the meetings in Asheville (May 1989) and in Raleigh (May 1995).
Thus, the Service is familiar with the general project area.

As stated in an earlier letter to you (June 8, 1993), our records
indicate that there are no known occurrences of federally listed
endangered or threatened species within the general corridor areas,
“including the Asheville Connector. However, thorough surveys for




federally listed species have not been conducted for the Asheville area
and Buncombe County. Thus, there is a possibility that federally listed
species may occur with the project area for the Asheville Connector.

The enclosed pages identify federally protected endangered and threatened
species known from Buncombe County that may occur within the area of
influence of this proposed action. The legal responsibilities of a -
Federal agency or their designated non-Federal representative under
Section 7 of the Act are on file with the Federal Highway Administration.
The enclosed pages also contain a 1ist of Federal species of concern that
are currently under status review by the Service and which may occur in
the project impact area. Federal species of concern are not.legally
protected under the Act and are not subject to any of its provisions,
“including Section 7, unless they are formally propesed or listed as
endangered or threatened. We are including these species in our response
to.give you advance notification. The presence or absence of these
species in the project impact area should be addressed in any
environmental document prepared for this project. . -

The Service’s review of the ehvironmenta] document would be gréat]y
facilitated 1fothe document contained.the fo]lowing 1nformation:

(1) A complete analysis and cohparisoh'offthé‘avai]éb]e
: alternatives (the build and no-build alternatives).

-~ (2) A description of the fishery and wildlife resources within
: - existing and required additional rights-of-way and any areas,
such as borrow areas, that may be affected directly or
-~ indirectly by the proposed climbing lanes.

"(3) Acreage and description of Wetlands that will be fi11ed as a

result of the proposed road improvements. Wetlands affected by

~ the proposed - project should be mapped in accordance with the
Federal Manual for Identifying and Delineating Jurisdictional
Wetlands. ™ We recommend contacting the U.ST Army Corps of

- need for a Section 404 Clean Water Act permit (704/271-4854).
(4) Acreége of;up1ahd/habitat, by cover type;,that.w111 be |
eliminated because of the proposed project. :

Engineers, Asheville Regulatory Field Office, to determine the

(5)  Description of all expected secondary and cumulative
environmental impacts associated with this proposed work.

(6) Mitigation measufes that will be employed to avoid, eliminate,
reduce, or compensate for habitat value Tosses associated with
.any of the proposed project. = f - '

(7) Linear feet of any Water courses that will be relocated as a
result of the proposed project. .

(8) An analysis of the'crossing structures considered (i.e.,
spanning structure, culverts, etc.) and the rationale for
choosing the preferred structure(s). The Service requests

Bt 4




- ICC:

consideration of spann1ng any wetland or f1oodp1a1n areas
associated with the crossing of the French Broad River.

(9) A discussion as to the extent to which the project will resu1t
in loss, degradation, or fragmentation of wildlife habitat from
d1rec% construction Tmpacts and from secondary development
impacts.

We appreciate the opportun1ty to prov1de these scoping comments and
request that you continue to keep us informed as to the progress of this
project. In any future correspondence concern1ng this project, please
reference our Log Number 4-2-93-081.

- Sincerely, -

. Brian P. Cole
Field Supervisor

Enclosure -

iMs. Linda Pearsa?] Director, North Caro11na Natura1 Herltage Program
. P.0. Box 27687, Raleigh, NC 27611

“Mr. Cecil Frost, North Carclina Depdrtment of Agr1cu1ture Plant:

] Conservat1on Program P.0. Box 27647, Ra]exgh NC 27611




IN REPLY REFER TO
LOG NO. 4-2-93-081
PAGE 1 OF 2

BUNCOMBE COUNTY
FEDERALLY LISTED SPECIES

MAMMALS

Carolina northern flying squwrre? ( Jaucomys sabrinus
coloratus) - Endangered -

Eastern cougar (Felis concolor couguar) - Endangered

FISHES
Spotfin chub (Hybopsis monacha) - Threatened
© CLAMS

Appa]ach1an elktoe (A1asm1donta ravene11ana) - Endangered

PLANTS

Mountain sweet pitcher- p1ant (Sarracen1a rubra var. ionesii) - Endangered

Bunched arrowhead (Sagittaria fasciculata) - Endangered
Rock zgnome Tichen (Gymnoderma lineare) - Endangered
 Spreading avens (Geum radiatum) - ) - Endangered ,

, V1rgrn1a sp1raea (Spiraea v1rq1n1ana) - Threatened

OTHER SPECIES OF FEDERAL CONCERN :

MAMMALS =
Eastern small-footed bat ( yotis subulatus 1e1b11)
Southern water shrew (Sorex palustris punctu ulatus)

Southern Appa]ach1an woodrat (Neotoma f]orwcana haematoreia)

BIRDS - ‘
Cerulean warbler (Dendrowca ceru]ea :
Appalachian Rpw1rk S wren (Thrvomares bewickii altus) -

Nt

REPTILES ‘
Bog turt]e (C 1emmy muh]enberq11)

AMPHIBIANS )
Hellbender (Crvntobranchus a11eqan1ensws)

FISHES
Longhead darter (Perc1na macrocephala)
Paddlefish ( oTyodo spathula)

CRUSTACEANS B
French Broad stream crayfish (Cambarus reburrus)

TR —
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IN REPLY REFER TO
LOG NO. 4-2-93-081
PAGE 2 OF 2

INSECTS

Diana fritillary butterfly (Speyeria diana)

Eastern beard grass skwpper (Atryone arogos arogos)
Tawny crescent butterfly (Phyciodes batesi)

PLANTS

French Broad heartleaf (Hexastylis rhomb1form1s)
Butternut (Juglans n1qra) , :

Gray’'s 1ily (Lilium grayi)

Cain’s reedgrass (Calamagrostis ca1n11)

Gray’s saxifrage (Saxifraga caro‘ niana)

- Divided-leaf ragwort (Senecio millefolium)

- Mountain catchfly (Silene ovata)
Fraser’'s loosestrife (Lys xs1mcch1a fraseri)
Mountain heartleaf (Hexastylis contracta)
Piratebush (Buckleya disticophylla)
Glade spurge (L ughorb1 purpurea
Sweet pinesap (Monotropsis odorata) , A
Pinnately-lobed b]ack eyed susan (Rudbeckia tr11oba var. pinnatiloba)




February 12, 1996 "

Mr. H. Franklin Vick, P. E., Manager
Planning. and Environmental Branch
North Carolina Division of Highways
Post Office Box 25201

Raleigh, North Carolina 27611

Dear Mr. Vick:

PROPOSED I-26 CONNECTOR IN ASHEVILLE, BUNCOMBE COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA,
STATE PROJECT NUMBER 8.U843701, STATE T.I.P. NUMBER I-2513, FEDERAL
NO. MANHF26-1(53) :

TVA has redeived your January 16, 1996 letter requestlng scop;ng
comments on the proposed I-26 connector in Asheville. The; ;
.environmental document prepared for this action should note that .
approvals, undex Section :26a of "thé TVAVACE- would: be requlred for
cros51ng of the French Broad River.

The follow1ng are typical conditions that TVA attaches to 'Section 26a
approvals for highway relocations and upgrades. The document may wish
to include these as mitigation measures:

1. - Best Management and Best Engineering Practices will be used to
prevent the introduction of soil or any other pollutants into
" surface or greunéwaters, including but not llmlted to the
follow1ng

a. Installing cofferdams and/or silt control structures
between construction areas and the streams prior to any
soil-disturbing demolition/construction activity, and
clarifying all water that is trapped or accumulates behind
these devices to meet water quality criteria before it is
returned to the stream. Cofferdams must be used wherever
construction activity is at or below water elevation.

b. Removing demolition products and construction by-products
from the site for recycling, if practicable, or proper
disposal outside of a 100-year floodplain.

c. Minimizing removal of vegetation.

d. Keeping equlpment out of streams (i.e., performing work "in
the dry").

e. Keeping equipment off stream banks to the degree
practicable.

£. Using erosion control structures around any material

stockpile areas.

Printed on racycied paper

R - NPT

AR et e



Mr. H. Franklin Vick
Page 2
February 12, 1336

g. Removing, redistributing, and stabilizing (with vegetation)
all sediment which accumulates behind cofferdams and silt
control structures.

h. Using vegetation (versus shot rock or riprap) wherever
practicable and sustainable, to stabilize streambanks and
floodplain areas. . These areas will be stabilized as soon as
practicable, using either an appropriate seed mixture that
includes an annual {(quick cover) as well as 1 or 2 perennial
legumes and 1 or 2 perennial grasses, Or equivalent sod. In
certain periods of the year, this will require initial
planting of a quick cover annual only, to be followed by
subsequent establishment of the perennials. - Seed and soil

- will be protected as appropriate with erosion control
netting and/or mulch, and provided adequate moisture.
Streambank and floodplain areas will also be permanently
stabilized with native woody plants, to include trees
wherever practicable and sustainable and consistent with
other regulatory agency specifications.

4. Applying clean/shaken riprap or shot rock (where- needed at
water/bank interface) over a water permeable/301l
impermeable fabric or geotextile and in such a manner as to
. avoid stream sedimentation or disturbance.

3. Avoiding spilling concrete, or other substances or

’ materials, into the streams.

k. Designing/constructing any instream piers -in such a manner
as to discourage river scouring or sediment deposition.

1. Bank, shoreline, and floodplain stabilization will be

permanently maintained in order to prevent erosion, protect
water quality, and preserve aquatic habitat.

m. Culverts are constructed in phases, and adequate streambank
protection measures are employed, such that the diverted
streamflow is handled without creating streambank or ’
streambed erosion/sedimentation and.without preventing fish
passage. : : " ‘ '

2. Culverts (and any culvert extensions) must allow for the creation
and maintenance of natural streambed substrate, or natural
~substrate-and -pool-areas; -throughout +the—culvert;- and must-
create/malntaln velocities and flow patterns which offer refuge
for fish and other aquatic life, and allow passage of indigenous
fish species under all flow conditions. Where new culverts are
planned, or where existing culverts are to be extended, culvert
floors (bottom slabs) must be buried at least one foot below
natural streambed grade, and natural streambed material placed on
the culvert floor.

g
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Mr. H. Franklin Vick
Page 3
February 12, 1996

3. All natural stream values (including equivalent energy
dissipation, elevations, and velocities; riparian vegetation;
riffle/pool sequencing; habitat suitable for fish and other
aquatic life) must be provided at all stream modification sites.
This must be accomplished using a combination of rock and
bicengineering, and is not accomplished using solid, homogeneous
riprap from bank to bank. ’

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. Should you have
any questicns, please contact Harold M. Draper at (423) 632-6889.

Slncerely,

Yol 7" é'%;

Dale V. Wilhelm, Liaison
National Environmental Pcllcy Act
Environmental Management

s o A O

i
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NCDOT/PBE BRANCH Fax1919-733-9794 Jul 7’00 10:31 P.02

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGRWAY ADMINISTRATION

310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410
Raleigh, North Carolina 27601
- July §, 2000

N REPLY REFER TO

HO-NC

Mr, William Gilmore, P.E. -

Manager of Project Development and |
Environmental Analysis Branch E

North Carolina Department of Transpoitation . .

Division of Highways .

1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, North Carolina

-Subject: |-26-1(53), LZSi:&;AshéWte; Connector Project, Buncombe County, North
Carolina c

Dear Mr. Gilmore:

In recentmonths, Cheis Gatchell has been participating in the public involvement meetings
on this project. During that time, there have.been many discussions conceming the design
speed and the number of lanes for this proposed:project. We would like to clarify the
Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) psition on these issues,

The proposed project involves existing: Interstate 240 and the proposed extension on
Interstate 26. In designing an Interstate facility, safety. is @ major concern and the design
speed must be consistent with drivér expectancy. For this project, it is FHWA’s position
that a design speed of 60 miles: per-hour (signed for 55 MPH per NCDOT Policy) is
appropriate. Also, since the project: will be -part of the interstate System, it should be
designed to accommodate the types and volumes.of traffic anticipated for the twenty-year
period from the time construction begins. Any-improvement with less than six lanes on
existing 1-240 is considered a “no-build * alternative and shouid be treated as such. It may
be possible to provide for stage. consteuction for: Six to eight lanes but the proper lane
balance would need to be provided fo make the Patton Avenue Interchange function

properly. ‘

Since our Washington Office will .be -ulfimately .responsibie for the approval of the
extension/addition of 1-26 to the interstate Syster and- the modifications to the existing
Patton Avenue - 1-240 interchange inchiding the design' gsometrics, we have coordinated
the contents of this letter, including design criteria, with appropriate staff. They agree with
the position stated in this jetter. o ‘




NCDOT/PRE BRANCH Fax:1919-733-9794 Jul 7’06 10:32 P.03

Mr. Gilmore
July 5, 2000
Page Two

We hope this clarification will be’ beneﬁczai in further project development. If you have any
questions, please let me know. . o

'Siﬁc'a?efy yours,

Fer Ntchoias L. Graf. P.E.
Division Administrator

cc: Len Hill, P.E., NCDOT
Debbie Barbour, P.E., NCDOT
David King, NCDOT
Bob Schiicht, FHWA



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410
Raleigh, North Carolina 27601

July 7, 2004
IN REPLY REFER TO
HDA-NC
Mr. Gregory J. Thorpe, Ph.D.
Environmental Management Director, Project Development and
Environmental Analysis Branch
North Carolina Department of Transportation
Division of Highways
1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, North Carolina
Subject: Federa-Aid No. I-26-1(53), TIP No. I-2513, Asheville Connector Project, Buncombe

County, North Carolina
Dear Dr. Thorpe:

The purpose of this letter is to clarify the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) position on
the number of lanes for the subject project.

The proposed project involves existing 1-240 and the proposed extension of I-26. In designing
an interstate facility, safety is a major concern and the number of lanes for this project is
required to meet AASHTO standards. Since the project will be part of the Interstate System, it
should be designed to achieve Level of Service D or better for the types and volumes of traffic
anticipated for the twenty-year period beyond the time construction is authorized by FHWA.

Again, FHWA requires that the project be designed to meet AASHTO standards. The project
should be designed with a sufficient number of lanes to achieve a Level of Service D or better
through the design year. If you have any questions or concerns regarding this correspondence,
please contact Clarence Coleman of this office at (919) 856-4350, Ext. 104.

Sincerely yours,

Clarsre . (8loreac i

For John F. Sullivan, 1ll, P.E.
Division Administrator

cc: Drew Joyner, P.E., T.l.P. Program Manager
Vincent Rhea, P.E., Project Manager



DF0004

Tennessee Valley Authority, 400 West Summit Hill Drive, Knoxville, Tennessee 37902-1401
RQECEIVED
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May 6, 2008 Division of High'

MAY 12 1008

Preconstruct

Project Develor .-
Environmental As it T

Dr. Gregory J. Thorpe, Manager

Project Development and Environmental
Analysis Branch

North Carolina Department of Transportation

1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1548

Dear Dr. Thorpe:

SUBJECT: FEDERAL DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR NEW
I-26 ROUTE, ASHEVILLE CONNECTOR ALONG I-26 FROM EXISTING 1-26 TO US
19-23-70, BUNCOMBE COUNTY, STATE PROJECT NO. 8.U843701, F. A. PROJECT
NO. MANHF-26-1(53), TIP PROJECT 1-2513

This is in response to your letter of March 24, 2008, to Jon Loney requesting

comments on the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for this project. We have

reviewed the EIS and note that all of the action alternatives would require permits (1’
issued under Section 26a of the TVA Act for new bridges and widened bridges across
perennial streams and fills in floodplains. This should be noted in the “Required

Permits and Actions” sections in the EIS Summary and Chapter 4. We are not

prepared to identify a preferred alternative at this time.

Mr. Loney has retired from TVA, so please send future correspondence reiated to this
EA to me. Should you have any questions, please me at (865) 632-3582 or
cpnicholson @tva.gov.

Slncerely

YA

Charles P. Nicholson

Program Manager, NEPA Resources
Environmental Services and Programs
Environmental Stewardship and Policy

Printed on recycled paper
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- o Y F‘“-?\ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
- z REGION 4
’ g ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER
C{:“ 61 FORSYTH STREET B
¢ pralt” ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30302-8960 [.,“: &: C E::v ;\‘; . .
Ciiginm nf ::‘J ED
May 19, 2008 BION OF Hiohweye

MAY 30 7008

Gregory J. Thorpe. Ph.D.

Environmental Management Director

Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch
North Carolina Department of Transportation

1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh. North Carolina 27699-1548

Subject: 1-26 Connector, Asheville
Buncombe County, North Carolina
Draft EIS: TIP Project No.: 1-2513
CEQ No0.:20080125; FHW-E40820-NC

Dear Dr. Thorpe:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4 has reviewed the
subject document and is commenting in accordance with Section 102(2)(C) of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act
(CAA). The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) and the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) are proposing to construct a multi-lane freeway from
Interstate 26 to US 19-23-70 that also includes the 1-26/1-40/1-240 Interchange in
Asheville. Buncombe County. The project is divided into 3 sections, including Section A
widening for 2.1 miles on existing 1-240, Section B that includes 2.6 miles of new
Jocation across the French Broad River, and Section C which inciudes approximately 5
miles of improvements for the 1-26/1-40 Interchange.

The proposed project was placed in the NEPA/Section 404 Merger process and
EPA has been an active participant in the team process. According to EPA’s records,
Purpose and Need (Concurrence point 1) was concurred upon on January 23, 2002,
Detailed Study Alternatives (Concurrence point 2) was re-signed on July 24, 2007, and
the Bridging Decisions and Alignment Review (Concurrence point 2A) was signed on
September 7, 2006.

There is currently 1 detailed study alternative under consideration for Section A,
three (3) alternatives for Section B (i.e.. Alternatives B-2, B-3 and B-4) and four (4)
alternatives for Section C (i.e., Alternatives A-2. C-2. D-1 and F-1). In addition. the
DEIS also 1dentifies an additional local alternative developed by the Asheville Design
Center (ADC). InJanuary of 2008. the ADC presented a revised concept 10 NCDOT
through the Asheville City Council. This alternative is also under consideration by
NCDOT (Pages 1-8 and 8-27 of the DEIS).

Intemet Address (URL] « hiip://www.epe.gov
Recvcled/Recyciable « Printed with Vegetabie Oil Ezsed Inks on Recycled Faper (Mirimum 20% Fosiconsumer)



The environmental impacts for Section B offer a reasonable range of difference
and EPA considers Alternative B-2 1o be the enwronmemallv preferred alternative at this
time (i.e., Least ov erall stream impacts). For Section C. EPA considers Alternative F-]
10 be the emlronmemal]v preferred alternative at this time for similar reasons as Section q -
B (1.e., Alternative I-1 has the least number of residential and business relocations and
s'lrcam impacts). However. EPA is interested in comments and concerns from other
agencies and will work with other Merger team agencies on the identification of the Least
Environmental Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA). EPA has attached specific
environmental review comments to this DEIS (See Attachment “A”). —

Based on EPA’s review of the DEIS, all of the aliernatives and the overall DEIS
received an “EC-17 rating. meaning that some environmental concerns exist that need to
be further addressed. Specifically, further information should be included in the FEIS G2
regarding avoidance and minimization measures for streams. mitigation plans, potential =~
measures 10 minimize impacts 1o historic properties, invasive plant species issues, i
relocations and noise receptor impacts. EPA has attached a copy of the DEJS rating ___
descriptions (See Attachment “B”).

EPA plans to continue its Merger process involvement in this proposed project
including the Concurrence Point 3 “LEDPA” and Concurrence Point 4A avoidance and
minimization decision points. EPA will also be involved through the hydraulic and
permit review stages, including the detailed avoidance and minimization efforts for
stormwater management and the use of Best Management Practices (BMPs). Ms. Kathy
Matthews of EPA’s Wetlands Section should also be contacted during these phases of the
Merger 01 process. Should you have any questions about EPA’s comments on the DEIS,
please contact Mr. Chnistopher Militscher of my staff at (919) 856-4206 or by e-mail at:
militscher.chris@epa.gov.

Sincerely,

r\ﬁ J
Q‘\HJJ mi ‘\

Heinz J. Mueller
Chief, NEPA Program Office
Office of Policy and Management

Cc: K. Jolly, USACE Wilmington District
J. Sullivan, FHWA-NC
B. Wrenn, NCDENR-DWQ



ATTACHMENT A
1-26 Connector, Asheville. Buncombe County
TIP#1-2513
SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE DEIS

Stream and Wetland Impacts

Considering the project setting, there are relatively little impacts 10 junsdictional
wetlands. For Section A the estimated impact 1s 0.01 acres. For Section B altemnatives
{he estimated impact ranges from 0.06 10 0.17 acres with Alternative B-2 with the highest
impact. For Section C alternatives s the estimated impact ranges from 0.79 to 1.45 with
Alternative F-1 having the least impact.

Section B has stream impacts that range between 1.864 linear feet 10 2.767 linea?
feet. Alternative B-4 has the least direct impact 1o jurisdictional streams. However,
Alternative B-2 has 3 fewer bridged stream crossings. and less potential indirect and i
cumulative impacts to streams in the watershed. Alternative B-2 has one less interchange
than Alternatives B-3 and B-4. For Section C, Alternative F-1 has 850 linear feet of |
stream impact while the other three alternatives have more than a 1.200 linear feet of
impact. -

The impacted streams are located in the French Broad River (HUC 06010105) -
watershed and its tributaries are classified as ‘Class B’ waters of the State. Hominy
Creek is listed on the 303(d) list of impaired waters due to urban runoff and agricultural i
discharges. Efforts should be made to avoid and minimize impacts to Hominy Creek G-\
through the use of steeper-grade side slopes, retaining walls, stormwater retention basins, "
planting of vegetative buffers and other Best Management Practices (BMPs).

Additional Avoidance and Minimization Measures and Mitigation for Streams and
Wetlands

NCDOT and FHWA should consider additional avoidance and minimize T
measures for stream and wetland impacts beyond what is typically proposed. Because of
the potential for large cut and fill heights due to the mountainous topography, NCDOT
and FHW A should consider the use of “PAM — Polyacrylamide™ and other potentially
successful soil erosion and sediment control applications (e.g., Absorbent fiber logs) that
can greatly reduce turbidity on steeper slopes. This would be in addition to the stone Q«’;'
check-dams. silt fencing, and other BMP soil erosion and sedimentation practices that
NCDOT typically employs on a project. NCDOT has funded research with the North
Carolina State University (NCSU) and has supported the application of these more
‘aggressive’ soil erosion and sediment control measures in mountainous environments.

Section 3.5.1.2 of the DEIS does not address the potential presence of acidic rock—
Western North Carolina contains areas with acidic rock formations that when exposed to g .- -
atmospheric conditions can result in stormwater runoff that exhibits very Jow pH values



and can further impair water quality. This acidic runoff can be very detnmental to
aquatic environments. EPA recommends that geotechnical investigations be conducted

as soon as possible after the selection of a LEDPA in order to identify the potential G

presence of acidic rock formations. Specific avoidance and minimizauon plans should
also be developed and proposed where exposed rock formations may impact water

quality of receiving streams and wetlands.’

Compensatorv Mitieation

EPA notes the information on proposed compensatory mitigation on Page 4-36 a’\_

the DEIS for wetland and stream impacts through the Ecosystem Enhancement Program
(EEP). It should be noted that while opportunities for compensatory mitigation are
limited in the project study area. NCDOT and FHWA should consider ‘enhancement’

activities to correct existing ‘down-cutting’. eroded drainage features and improved -

streambank measures.

EPA notes the comment in the DEIS that almost the entire stream and wetland
areas in the project study area are invaded by exotic invasive plants. Removal of these
invasive plant species along with other riparian buffer enhancements may constitute
potential on-site enhancement/restoration opportunities. Any specific plans for on-site
restoration/enhancement activities or detailed mitigation plans should also be coordinated

through Ms. Kathy Matthews of EPA’s Wetlands Section. —

Terrestrial Forest Impacts

The DEIS summary impact table (S-1) does not include the terrestrial forest
impacts for the different Sections or the Alternatives. Table 4-12 of the DEIS provides a
breakdown of impact based upon vegetative community type. According to Table 4-12.
Section A has 20 acres of impacts to Mesic Mixed and Alluvial Hardwood forests. For
Section B, Alternatives B-2, B-3 and B-4 }.ave comparable impacts to these same
community types and range between 21 and 23 acres. For Section C, Alternative F-1 has
the least impact 1o terrestrial forests with 16 acres. Altemmatives A-2, C-2, and D-1 have
32, 36 and 25 acres of impact, respectively. Because of the proximity of Hominy Creek
10 some of these terrestrial communities, EPA strongly prefers Altemative F-1 for
Section C. For Alternatives A, B-2 and F-1. there is a total impact of 59 acres of impact
1o terrestrial forests. The FEIS should include these impacts in the summary table.

Invasive Plant Species

The DEIS does not specifically address the requirements under Executive Order
(E.O.)13112 on Invasive Species or FHWA"s guidance on addressing the potential
problems associated with roadside invasive plants. The DEIS does cite there are
extensive urban land and disturbed areas covered in exotic invasive plant species within
the project study area (Pages 3-54. 4-36. et al.). Species such as Chinese privet
(Ligustrum sinense). Multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora). Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera
japonica). Japanese [Stilt] grass (Microstegium vimineum) and Oriental bittersweet

—
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(Celastrus orbiculatus) are disted in the project study area. EPA’s records also indicate
the presence of Japanese knotweed (Fallopia japonica. syn. Poh gonum cuspidatum.,
Revnourtria japonica) in the project study area, including nght-of-way areas along 1-240.
1-40. and NC 25.

EPA has previously provided NCDOT information on this problematic invasive
plant species that can be spread exiensively through construction activities and Jong-term
can potentially impact riparian buffers and water quality. EPA requests that NCDOT .V
consider the use of the draft BMPs for Japanese knotweed (as well as some of the other
dggressive invasive plant species) that was provided to NCDOT's Roadside Environment
Unit and Natural Environment Unit in October of 2007. The FEIS should also
specifically address compliance with EO. 13112 and FHWA roadside guidance on
controlling invasive plant species.

Human Environmental (Relocations) and Environmental Justice

There are a substantial number of residential and business relocations for the
proposed new location and widened roadways. For Section A, there are 79 residential
relocations and 14 business relocations. For Section B. Aliernatives B-2, B-3 and B-4
have 44/55. 61/17. and 37/19, residential and business relocations. respectively. For u
Section C. Alternatives A-2, C-2, D-1 and F-1 have 15/1, 10/1, 15/2 and 5/0 residential Zé- '
and business relocations, respectively. Based upon the table and information on —
Environmental Justice (i.e., Section 3.1.5, Table 4-1. et al.), only Altermative B-3 appears
to have a substantial percentage of residential relocations to minority and Jow-income "
residences. There are 61 residential relocations and 26 are to minority and low-income
residences (43%). Alternatives B-2 and B-4 have much lower percentages at
approximately 16% and 14%

Noise Receptor Impacts

The DEIS summary impact table does not include the number of noise recepiors W e
the DEIS. Section A has 120 1mpacled residences (receptors). Section B has belween
137 and 182 impacted receptors, with Alternative B-2 having 134 impacted residential
receptors and 3 impacted business receptors. Alternative B-2 has the least number of
total impacted receptors for this Section of the project. For Section C, only Alternatives
A-2. C-2 and D-1 are listed as having noise receptor impacts (i.€., 43/2. 51/2. and 48/2).
It is unclear if Alternative F-1 has impacts to noise receptors. This issue should be  —.

clarified before the next Merger 01 concurrence meeting. Funhermore impact tables F -3
chould be revised 10 include ‘totals” Tor each of the Alternative combinations for Sections |
A.B and C. EPA notes that Table 4-5 includes the potential for noise barrers at -
approx:mateh 16 possible locations for the various alternatives. Section A of the project
could have 2 cost effective noise barriers. Section B Alternatives could have 1 or more

noise barrier. For Section C, a noise barrier for 18 impacted properties is being

constructed under TIP project 1-4401. {The FEIS should provide additional details B
regarding Alternatives A-2, C-2, D-1 and F-1 and if there is any difference in altematives



and-the potential requiremem\z for noise barn'ers dependino upon which allemalive 18

numher 0{ receptors which \ul] be benefited from noise bamers and include them ma =° 5
summary 1mpact table.

Areas of Controversv and Unresolved lssues

The DEIS includes information on unresolved issues on Pages S-18 and S-19 and
controversial 1ssues on Pages 8-26 and 8-27. Section 1.9 addresses the issue of the traffic
model updates and project level forecasts in Section 1.9 and the justification of 8 Janes on
1-240 versus 6 Janes. Based upon the CORSIM Analysis provided in Section 1.9.2.2,  —

there appears 10 be little traffic benefit between 6-Janes and 8-lanes along 1-240. Table 1-

4 does not fully demonstrate anv substantial traffic benefit in average travel time and 13-4
average speed between the 8 and 6 lane options for 1-240 (e.g.. Six lane AM Peak at i
388.7 seconds versus Eight lane AM Peak at 363.6 secondﬁ) For this example. there is

less than a 6% travel time benefit between the two options. Moreover, EPA is concerned —

that NCDOT proposes to provide updated traffic forecasts using a new traffic model . 7-9

(Paoe S-18). The new traffic model for ecast should have been conducled prior to the

to the Merger 01 Co_ncurrence poml 3 meelmg.

The NCDOT is currently reviewing the proposed and revised ADC conceptual ..
allernative. As soon as NCDOT completes its traffic analysis. this allemative needs to be™ _-= !
formally presented to the Merger 01 team for potential consideration. if relevant and
appropriate. EPA acknowledges the other unresolved issues concerning Section 4(f)
properties. environmental justice coordination, the cumulative effects assessment,
hazardous material investigations, and the review of the Aesthetic Advisory Commitiee
recommendations by the City of Asheville. EPA notes that there is a *high” severity
impact anticipated for the landfill along the eastern bank of the French Broad River (Page .7
4-17). Sampling and analysis may need to be conducted ; rior to the selection of a s i
preferred aliernative and this information should be presented with respect to the
alternatives currently under consideration.

N

Under Sections 4.3.1.2 and 4.3.1.4, both entitled ‘Economic Effects’, a duplicate r 5
(verbatim) discussion is provided where one does not appear to be necessary. One of the
sections should be eliminated in the FEIS. .
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Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians
Tribal Historic Preservation Office
P.O. Box 455

Cherokee, NC 28719
Ph: 828-554-6852 Fax 828-488-2462

VoL aan OL0-S T

DATE: 13 - June - 08

TO: FHWA, NC Division
Donnie Brew
310 New Bern Ave., Suite 410
Raleigh, NC  27601-1418

PROJECT(S): Proposed I-26 Asheville Connector Project, Buncombe County, North
Carolina.

The Tribal Historic Preservation Office of the Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians (EBCI
THPO) is in receipt of the notification to act as a consulting party for the above-
referenced project information and would like to thank you for the opportunity to
comment on this proposed Section 106 activity. The EBCI THPO accepts the invitation
to act as a consulting party on the above referenced Section 106 undertaking(s) as
mandated under 36 C.F.R. 800.

The project’s location is within the aboriginal territory-of the Cherokee Middle / Out

Towns. Potential Cherokee cultural resources important to the Cherokee people may be
threatened due to adverse effects expected from the level of ground disturbance required

for this project. As such, the EBCI THPO offers the following comments: n-1

According to the information provided in the 2007 draft Archaeological Survey and
Evaluation for the I-26 Asheville Connector report conducted by TRC, prehistoric sites
31BN825, 31BN826, 31BN828 are recommended eligible for inclusion on the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under Criterion D. Furthermore, sites 31BN867,
31BN868, 31BN870, 31BN873, and 31BN823 are considered potentially eligible for
inclusion on the NRHP under Criterion D.

31BN825

This large Archaic period site is located “on a long, low ridgetop north of I-40 in the ~
western part of Section C.” The EBCI THPO recognizes that approximately 66% of the
archeological deposits were discovered within Stratums II and III, “indicating that
substantial archaeological deposits are present beneath the A horizon.” The EBCI THPO
also recognizes the potential for buried features to be present, including hearths. The
cultural material present suggest the possibility for both buried features, and the potential
for human remains at this site.
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As such, the EBCI THPO concurs with the archeologist’s recommendations that site
avoidance should be the first choice in choosing a preferred alternative. If this is not
feasible, this office concurs with the recommendation that “data recovery excavations are
recommended to mitigate any impacts caused by construction of the I-26 Connector.”

31BN826

This small probable Middle to Late Archaic lithic scatter is located on a hilltop in Section™

C. While the majority of prehistoric artifacts were discovered within Stratum II or II/III,
the EBCI THPO recognizes that, “Given the site’s upland location . . . there is no
potential for deeply buried deposits.”

The EBCI THPO concurs with the archeologist’s recommendations that “additional work
at 31BN826 could provide important information regarding Archaic period activities in
upland settings.” The cultural material present lends to the possibility for both buried
features, and the potential for human remains at this site. As in 31BN826, site avoidance
is the first suggestion from this office. However, if this option is not feasible, this office

agrees with the recommendation that data recovery may be an option to mitigate adverse

impacts caused by I-26 construction activities.

31BN828

This small Middle to Late Woodland site is located along a meandering bend of Hominy -
Creek, “a short distance north of the I-26 / 1-40 / 1-240 interchange in Section C.” This
site is doubly interesting to this office due to the potential for a Qualla component to the
site. The presence of 63 ceramic sherds, fire cracked rocks, and identifiable cultural
features such as pits, and possible small post holes also lends to the possibility for both
buried features, and the potential for human remains at this site.

The EBCI THPO concurs with the archeologist’s recommendations that site 31BN828
could “yield crucial data concerning late Middle to Latec Woodland occupations in the
area.” Moreover, the potential presence of Qualla ceramics could yield exciting data
concerning the presence of Cherokee occupation well to the east of the historic Cherokee
Out Towns. Additionally, Hominy Creek was used by Griffith Rutherford as a means of
accessing the Cherokee Middle Towns in the fall of 1776. The historic importance of
Hominy Creek as an entrance junction into the Cherokee Middle Towns is documented in
the historical record. If data recovery is agreed upon to mitigate the impacts from the
proposed undertaking, research questions reflecting the historic events along Hominy
Creek may be warranted.

As in 31BN825, and 31BN826, the EBCI THPO first suggests site avoidance for this site.
However, if this option is not feasible, this office agrees with the recommendation that
thorough data recovery may be an option to mitigate adverse impacts caused by 1-26
construction activities.

wE

PR\EL



31BN867

This multicomponent Late Archaic to Mississippian site is located on a “gently sloping
Pleistocene terrace immediately north of I-40 . . . .” The EBCI THPO recognizes that

127 prehistoric artifacts were recovered during the phase I archeological field survey. As
such, the EBCI THPO recognizes that NRHP eligibility has not been determined at this
time. This office concurs with the archeologist’s recommendations that “limited
mechanized stripping . . . (especially in the eastern part of the site, in the vicinity of TUs

1 and 4)” should be employed before NRHP eligibility is determined.

31BN868

This multicomponent prehistoric and 20™ century historic site is located “on the ~
floodplain immediately east of the French Broad River, south of I-40 on the Biltmore
Estate.” The EBCI THPO recognizes that the majority of artifacts collected durin g the
phase I archeological field survey were associated with the 20" century historic
component. As such, this office will differ to the NC SHPO those portions of site
31BN868 which reflect the historic occupation of the site. However, the EBCI THPO is

interested in commenting on the prehistoric component of the site. This office concurs
with the archenlngiar’s: recommendation that the presence of nrehistoric artifacts “conn ed

1
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with the site’s alluvial setting, suggests that additional intact deposits could be sealed
beneath the alluvium.” As such, the EBCI THPO concurs with the archeologist’s
recommendation that “mechanized deep testing would be necessary to search for and
evaluate such deposits prior to deriving a NRHP-¢ligibility” for the site.

31BN870

This multicomponent prehistoric and 20" century historic site is located “on the French
Broad River terrace west of 31BN869, north of and across I-40 from 31BN867 on the
Biltmore Estate.” The EBCI THPO recognizes that the majority of artifacts collected
during the phase I archeological field survey were associated with the 20™ century
historic component. As such, this office will differ to the NC SHPO those portions of site
31BN868 which reflect the historic occupation of the site. However, the EBCI THPO is
interested in commenting on the prehistoric component of the site. This office concurs
with the archeologist’s recommendation that the presence of prehistoric artifacts “coupled
with the site’s alluvial setting, suggests that additional intact deposits could be sealed
beneath the alluvium.” As such, the EBCI THPO concurs with the archeologist’s
recommendation that “mechanized deep testing would be necessary to search for and
evaluate such deposits prior to deriving a NRHP-¢ligibility” for the site.

31BN873

This large probably Late Archaic through Middle Woodland site is “situated east of a
small drainage in the uplands south of I-40 . . . within a former tree nursery or plantation |
on the Biltmore Estate.” The EBCI THPO recognizes that 177 prehistoric artifacts, and

27 ceramic sherds were recovered during the phase I archeological field survey. The J
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EBCI THPO also recognizes that intact features may be present at 31BN873. As such,
this office concurs with the archeologist’s recommendation that “limited mechanized

stripping is recommended prior to establishing a conclusive NRHP-¢ligibility
recommendation.”

31BN823

This Woodland site “is situated on a terrace north of the French Broad River and south of
the Amboy Road exit on 1-240, near the southern end of Section A of the I-26 Connector”
project. The EBCI THPO recognizes that the level of previous ground disturbance is
high due to the presence of “parked automobiles and RVs,” gravel parking areas, and
buricd cables at the site. However, this office concurs with the archeologist’s
recommendation that deeply buried deposits might exist, thus “mechanized deep testing
will be necessary to search for such buried deposits prior to establishing a conclusive
NRHP-¢ligibility recommendation.”

At all times, the main concern for the EBCI THPO is the possibility for human burials.
According to the information provided, the presence of human remains is a potential
throucshout all the sites. but especially 31BN825, 31BNS826, and 31BNS828

PRSIV SAx UL STVl VUL COPULIGILY JIIN0LJ, J1DIV0LU, il J 1 0DIN0L 0.

If we can be of further service, or if you have any comments or questions, please feel free
to contact me at (828) 554-6852.

Tyler B. Howe
Tribal Historical Preservation Specialist
Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians

C: Jesse Zinn
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North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources

James B. Hunt Jr., Governor
Betty Ray McCain, Secretary

. Division of Archives and History
William S. Price, Jr., Director

July 11, 1994

Nicholas L. Graf

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
Department of Transportation
310 New Bern Avenue

Raleigh, N.C. 27601-1442

Re: Relocation of NC 191 to 1-240, U-2902, Buncombe
County, ER 93-7690, ER 94-8085

Dear Mr. Graf:

Thank vou for your letter of June 15, 1984, transmitting the archaeological survey
report by Thomas J. Padgett concerning the above project.

We concur with the finding that the proposed project will affect site 31BN623** if
Alternative 1 is selected. However, if Alternative 1 is selected, the site is not
significant for preservation in place. Thus, data recovery will be considered
appropriate mitigation if the site is determined to be eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places. If Alternative 2 or 3 is selected the project
will have no effect on significant archaeological rescurces.

The above comments are made pursuant to Section 108 of t laticnal Historic
Preservation Act of 1866 and the Advisory Ccuncil on Histeric Preservation’s
Regulations for Compliance with Section 106, codified at 35 CFR Part 8C0.

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If vou have questions
concerning the above comment, please contact Renee Glechill-Earley,
environmental review coordinator, at 919/733-4763.
Sinceregly,
AN
‘\ A I?
LA ) [
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Page NoA
06/15/95

*¥ County:

*% County: BLADEN
South River Presbyterian Church (Garland vic.)

%% County: BUNCOMBE

(former) Buncombe County Boys’ Training School (Asheville)
Shadrick Guthrie Farm (Democrat vieinity)

Dr. Cicero M. McCracken House (Fairview)
Monte Vista Hotel (Black Mountain)

*% County: CABARRUS
01ld Concord Tribune & Times Newspaper Building (Concord)

*% County: CALDWELL
Mary's Grove (Lenoir)

%% County: CARTARET
Shelley Point Archaeology Site 31CR-53 (Bogue vicinity)

*% County: COLUMBUS
Cerro Gordo Colored School (Cerro Gordo)

%% County: CRAVEN ’
Ebenezer Presbyterian Church (New Berm)
First Missionary Baptist Church (New Bern)
Rue Chapel A.M.E. Church (New Bern)
St. Peter A.M.E. Zion Church (New Bern)

#% County: CUMBERLAND
Eastover School (Eastover vicinity)

*% County: DAREfgif; -
Creef-Jones House (Manteo)
Cricketwood (Manteo)
Manteo Historic District (Manteo)
Manteo Boatyard Boathouse (Manteo)
Manteo High School Gymnasium (Manteo)
Susan Midgett House (Manteo)

*% County: DAVIDSON
St. Stephens United Methodist Church (Lexington)

*% County: DAVIE
John Edward Belle Shutt House (Advance)

%% County: DUPLIN
Bryan Whitfield Herring House (Calypso vicinity)

sTUDY LIST UPDATE - JUNE 15, 1995

Added to

Study List

04/13/95

10/13/94

07/15/94
01/12/95
07/15/94
07/15/94

01/12/95

04/13/95

07/15/9%

01/12/95

04/13/95
04/13/95
04/13/95
04/13/95

04/13/95

0628795

04/13/95
04/13/95
04/13/95
04/13/95
04/13/95

04/13/95

10/13/94

07/15/94
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<§1N¢orth Carolina

CENTURY FARMS
100 Years of Contitwbus
. Agricultuvml Heritage

North Carolina Department of Agriculture




Century Furm Owners

“ ALAMANCE

James Phillip Aldridge
George C, Allen

Emma B. Allen
C.K. Bailey
Howard T. Braxton
Bobby E. Coggins
Mr. Ray Coon

Mrs. Ray Coon
William F. Covington
Mrs. Jesse 1. Danieley
Lucy Sharpe Davis
Edward Kerr Freshwater
Robert W, Gibson, Jr.
Koy C. Ingle
Grover Russeil Isley
Raiph K. Isley
Mr. James P. McPherson

Mrs, James P. McPherson
Howard A. Pickett
George O. Rogers, Jr.
Earl M. Sartin, Jr.
Grover C. Shaw
George N, Zachary, Jr.

ALEXANDER

Aiwell Alexander

Albert Hubbard
Rowena Hubbard

J. Woodrow Payne

Coy Reese

Dale Reese

Mrs. Lelia T. Wagner

Helen M. Wike

"Walter D. Doughton

Philip Mantell
James Marneil
Elizabeth M. Moxley

ANSON

Bertha Carpenter
Mary Elizabeth Carpenter
Nancy 1. Landen
T.J. Ingram, Jr.
Elizabeth 1. Little (heirs)
Cecil F. Steagall
Marvin L. Tyson
Annie L. Tyson

ASHE

G. Earl Blevins
Virgle Brown A 5= -
Lorene Brown .
Clyde ch
Nldn DUC U ?\iG{mD
Sara S. Fisher .
James Gwyn Gambill
Elizabeth R. Graybeal
Linda G. Hahn
Alfred B. Hurt, Jr.
Bruce Miller
Robert J. Osborne
Clara D. Perkins
Joseph Phipps
Katherine Phipps
Mrs. Eleanor B. Reeves
J. Breece Spencer
Martin Sturgill
Wiima Swrgill
John E. Woodie

AVERY

William W. Avery
Jason P. Hughes

" BEAUFORT

ESEE

[

Jane Latham Dilday
1.P. Hodges
R.R. Leggeut, Sr.

s Ada L. Mizell
.Anhur S. Perkins

Burlington
Graham

Snow Camp
Snow Camp
Graham
Graham

Mebane
Burlington
Burlington
Haw River
Mebane
Burlington
Burlington
Snow Camp
Snow Camp

Burlingion
Graham
Burlington
Graham
Snow Camp

Stony Point
Taylorsville

Taylorsville
Taylorsville
Taylorsville
Taylorsville
Taylorsville

parta
Marinetie, Wl

Laure! Springs

Wadesboro

Lilesville
Wadesboro
Peachland
Wadesboro

Crumpler
Crumpler

Laurcl Sprmgs
ulaa;y Creek
Laurei Springs
West Jefferson
West Jefferson
West Jefferson
Crumpier
Lansing
Creston
Lansing
Jefferson

West Jefferson
Lansing
Creston

Spanta

Plumtree
Linville

Belhaven
YWashington
Washingion

- Greenville

Robersonvilie

Joseph E. Ratcliff
Timothy Sanderson
Alice Sanderson

BERTIE

Mrs. Mary E. Barnes
Joseph M. Browne, 111
Johnna R. Browne

Lindsey Chamblee
Lula Mae Chamblee
Qilga Butler
Wm. Hoggard

Melvin R. Cobb, Sr.

Robert Holley
Sallie Holley

Cecil S. Holloman, Sr.

Mac W. Lawrence

Edwin M. Parker

Mrs. Harold R. Sessoms

BLADEN

Ottis Lee Cain

Theima Cromartie

Sophia K. Floyd
Eugene R. Floyd, Sr.

Mrs. John F. Freeman

Jabe T. Frink :

William L. Frink

" Fleta L. Harrelson

{da Irvine
Edna Robeson
W.H. Taft McCall
Dorothy Burney
Rose G. McDougald
F.D. McLean (heirs)
Robert F. Melvin
Mary B. Odom
James M. Gibson
Annie R, Parker
Margaret G. Watis
Nellie Ray Parker
Mr. Henry Layton Ross
Mrs. Henry Layton Ross.
" Albert Roy Shaw
Issac W. Singletary
Sarah K. Singletary
Julius M. Suggs

BRUNSWICK

Glenn E. Carpenter, Jr.
Edwin S. Clemmons
T.J. Gilbert

BUNCOMBE

Carter F. Brown
Thomas William Cochran
Craig MacKenzie Coggins
Jesse L. Israel, Jr.
F.M. Miller
Clyde Parker
Sandra Parker
Irene E. Peeke
M. Catherine Peeke

BURKE

Vernon Guy Huffman

lvey E. Lowman

Norman E. Lowman

James H. Martin

David McGimsey
Margaret E. McGimsey

Robert B. Sisk

Albert G, Wilson

CABARRUS

George Barnhardt
Margie Barnhardt

Eugene W, Cochrane, Sr.

J. Vigil Hahn

W. Reid Honeycutt

Amanda K. Miller

Mrs. LF. Moose

Pantego
Bath

Kelford
Kelford

Aulander

Merry Hill
Colerain

Ahoskie
Colerain
Windsor
Ahoskie

Ehzabethtown
- Elizabethtown

Kelly .

Biade:ibéro
Bladenboro
Bladenboro

- Clarkion
<z Tar Heel

Clatkton

_Clarkion

Lake Waccamaw
Fayetteville
Clinton

' Elizabethiown

Elizabethtown

Clarkton
Bladenboro

Elizabethiown

Supply
Supply
Bolivia

Leicester

Arden

Black Mountain
Candler
Candler
Weaverville

Weaverville

Connelly Springs
Valdese
Valdese

Hickory
Morganton

Morganton
Connelly Springs

M1, Pleasant

Chariotie
Mt. Pleasant
Gold Hill
Concord
Mt Pleasant
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NORTH CAROCLINA NATIONAL REGISTER LISTINGS BY COUNTY
. AS OF FEBRUARY 28, 1995 .
Palmer-Marsh Houss (NHL) (Bath) 02/26/70
Pantego Academy (Pantego) 10/25/34 BUNCOMBE

Rosedale (Wharton vicinity) 04/29/82
St. Thomas Episcopal Church (Bath) 11/20/70
Washington Historic District (Washington) 02/09/79

BERTIE

Bertie County Courthouse (Windsor) 05/10/79

Elmwood (Watson-Mardre House) (Windsor vicinity) 06/08/82
Freeman Hotel (Windsor) 09/09/82

Garrett-White House (Trap vicinity) 06/28/82

The Hermitage  (Merry Hill vicinity) 06/08/82

Hope Plantation (Windsor vicinity) 04/17/70

Jordan House (Windsor vicinity) 08/26/71

King House (King-Bazemore House) (Windsor vicinity) 08/26/71
King-Frecman-Speight House (Republican vicinity) 12/02/82
Liberty Hall (Grabtown vicinity) 06/08/32

Oaklana (Roxobel vicinity) 04/15/82

Finsview (Browne House) (Roxobel vicinity) 06/28/82

Rbodes Site 31Br90 (Archaeology) (Hamilton vicinity) 08/28/36
Roseficld (Windsor) 08/26/82

Scoich Hall (Mérry Hill vicinity) 04/29/82

St. Frances Methodist Church (Lewiston) 04/29/82

Windsor Historic District (Windsor) 07/29/91

‘Woodboume  (Roxobel vicinity) 08/26/71

BLADEN

Brown Marsh Presbyterian Church (Clarkton vicinity) 09/02/75

Joha Hector Clark House (Clarkton vicinity) 05/20/87

(former) Clarkton Depot (Clarkion) 12/23/86

Desserette ' (White Oak vicinity) 10/07/87

Harmony Hall (White Oak vicinity) 03/24/72

Mt. Horeb Presbytetian Churchjas@<Cemetery (Council) 05/13/87
Oakland Plantation (Carvers community) 04/25/72

Purdie Place and Purdic Methodist Church (Tar Heel vicinity) 04/13/77
Trinity Methodist Church (Elizabethtown) 09/14/89

‘Walnut Grove (Robeson Plantation) (Tar Heél vicinity) 05/29/75

BRUNSWICK

Bald Head Isiand Lighthouse (Bald Head Island) 04/28/75

(former) Brunswick County Courthouse (Southport) 05/11/79

Brunswick Town Historic District (State Historic Site) (Southport vicinity)
09/01778

Cape Fear Lighthouse Complex (Baldhead Island) 08/29/78

Fort Johnson'(Federal Nomination) (Southport) 06/07/74

T.B. McClintic Vessel (Shallotie Point) 06/03/94

Orton Planiation (Southport vicinity) 04/11/73

Southport Historic District (Southport) 11/25/80

St. Philip’s Church Ruins (Southport vicinity) 02/26/70

Alexander Inn (Swannanoa vicinity) 05/31/84

Mrz. Minnie Alexander Cottage (Asheville) 12/21/89

All Souls Episcopal Church and Parish Housc - (Asheville) 11/15/79
Arcade Building (Grove Arcade) (Asheville) 05/19/76

Asheville City Hall (Asheville) 11/07/76

Asheville Transfer and Storage Comparny Building (Asheville) 04/26/79
B & B Motor Company Building (Asheville) 04/26/79

Clarence Barker Memorial Hospital (Asheville) 11/15/79

Battery Park Hotel (Asheville) 07/14/77

Bent Creck Campus, Appalachian Forest Experiment Station (Federal)
{Asheville) 04/29/93

130-132 Biltmore Avenue (Asheville) 04/26/79

134-136 Biltmore Avenue (Asheville) 04/26/79

140 Bilunore Avenue - (Asheville) 04/26/79

Biltmore Avenue Amendment to Downtown Asheville HD (Asheville)
05/25/89 : :

Biltmore Estate (NHL) (Asheville) 10/15/66

Biltmore Estate Office ' (Asheville) 11/15/79

Biltmore Industries (Asheville) 02/01/30

Biltmore Shoe Store  (Asheville) 11/15/79

Biltmore Village Commercial Buildings (Asheville) 11/15/79

Biltunore Village Cottage District (Asheville) 11/15/79

Biltmore Village Cottages (Asheville) 11/15/79

Biltmore-Oteen Bank Building (Asheville) 11/15/79

Black Mountain College Historic District (Black Mountain vicinity) 10/05/82
Blue Ridge Assembly Historic District (Black Mountain vicinity) 09/17/79
William E. Breese, Sr. House (Cedar Crest) (Asheville) 04/28/30

William Jennings Bryan House (Asheville) 06/23/83
Buncombe County Courthouse (Asheville) 05/10/79
Camp Academy- (Leicester-vicinity) 09/19/85
Caner-Swain House (Democrat vicinity) 07/02/87
Chestnut Hill Historic District (Asheville) 03/17/83
Church of St. Lawrancs ‘(Ashevills) 03/24/72

Church of the Redeemer ' (Asheville) 09/19/85

Claxton School (Asheville) 06/04/92

Conabeer Chrysler Building (Asheville) 04/26/79
Demens-Riimbaugh-Crawley House (Asheville) 06/01/82
Downtown Asheville Historic District ‘(Asheville) 04/26/79
Eliada Home (West Asheville) 04/22/93 ‘
Douglas Ellington House (Asheville) 10/16/86

First Baptist Church (Asheville) 07/13/76

Grove Park Historic District (Asheville) 04/13/89

- ~Grove Park Inn (Asheville) 04/03/73

Rafsel Guastavino; Sr. Estate (Black Mountsin vicinity) 07/13/89

Guaston Hall: {Asheville) 10/24/91

INTHEOAKS (Black Mountainy 04/10/91

Thomas Jarrett House (Asheville) 01/21/94

Kimberly Amendment to Grove Pack Historic District {Asheville) 12/18/90
Jobn A. Lanning House (Asheville vicinity) 09/23/82
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E.D. Lauas Nurses' Residence (Asheville) 04726779
The Manor and Cottages (Asheville) 01/26/78
McGeshy Building (Asheville) 11/15/79

George A. Mears House (Asheville) 04/26/79
Montford Area Historic District (Asheville) 11/25/77

Oteen Veterans Administration Hospital Historic District (Asheville) 11/20/85

Ottari Sanatarium (Asheville) 10/16/86

Overlook (Seely's Castle) . (Asheville) 10/22/80

Ravenscroft School (Asheville) 12/12/78

Ravenscroft Amendment to Downtown Asheville HD (Asheville) 08/23/50
St. Mary's Episcopal Church (Asheville) 12/23/94

Samuel Harrison Reed House (Asheville) 11/15/79

Reynolds House (Asheville) 09/13/84

Dr. Carl'V. Reynolds House (Albemarie Inn) (Asheville) 08/15/82
Richbourg Motors Building (Asheville) 04/26/79

Richmond Hill House (Asheville vicinity) 08/16/77

S & W Cafeteria  (Asheville) 03/28/77 '
Sawyer Motor Company Building (Asheville) 04/26/79

Sherrill’s Inn (Fairview vicinity) 04/16/75

Smith-McDowell House (Ashevilie) 08/01/75

Southern Railway Passenger Depot (Asheville) 11715779

St. Matthias Episcopal Church (Ashville) 05/10/79

Thomas Wolfe House (NHL) (Asheville) 11/11/71

Young Men's Instinite Building (YMT) (Asheville) 07/14/77
Zealandia (Asheville) 03/14/77

BURKE

Avery Avecaue Historic District (Morganton) 11/09/87

Avery Avenue School (Morganton) 11/09/87
« Alphonso Calhoun Avery House (Morganton) 07/12/84

Bellevue (Morganton vicinity) 12/04/73

Broughton Hospital Historic District (Morganton) 11/09/87

Old Burke County Courthouse (Morganton) 04/17/70

Creekside (Morganton vicinify)S2/01/72

U.S.B. Dales Market (Morganton) 11/09/87

Jacob Fomey, Jr. House (Morganton vicinity) 10/14776

Gaither House (Morgamton) 04/23776

Gaston Chapel (Morganton) 10/11/84

Gilboa Methodist Chuxch (Salem vicinity) 10/11/84

Hunting Creek Railroad Bridge (Morgaaton). 11/09/87

Jonesboro Historic District (Morganton) 11/09/87

John Alexander Lackey House (Morganton) 11/09/87

Magnolia Place (Morganton vicinity) 06/04/73

Morganton Downtown Historic District (Morganton) 11/09/87

Mountain View (Samuel Greenlee House) (Morganton) 10/11/34

North Carolina School for the Deaf Historic District (Morganton) 04/20/89
North Carolina School for the Deaf Main Building (Morganton) 12/12/76

North Green Street-Bouchelle Street Historic District (Morganton) 11/09/87

" Quaker Meadows (Morganton vicinity) 10/03/73
Quaker Meadows Cemetery (Morganton) 11/09/87
Dr. Joseph Bennent Riddle House {Morganton) 12/20/84

South King Street Historic District (Morganton) 11/08/87
Swan Ponds (Morganton vicinity) 047124173

Tate House (Morganton) 05/25/73

Franklin Pierce Tate House (Morganton) 05/21/86
Valdese Elementary School (Valdese) 10/25/84
Waldensian Presbyterian Church (Valdese) 10/25/84
‘West Union Street Historic District (Morganton) 11/09/87

© Western North Carolina Insane Azylum (Broughton Hospital) (Morganton)

10705177
White Street-Valdese Avenue Historic Distriet (Morgaaton) 11/09/87

CABARRUS

Barber-Scotia College (Historic District) (Concord) 02/28/85

Bost Mill Historic District (Georgeville vicinity) 01/13/86

Cabarrus County Courthouse {Concord) 06/05/74

First Congregational Church (Mount Pleagant) 01/09/386

John Bunyan Green Farm (Midland vicinity) 06/02/88

Lentz Hotel (Mt. Pleasant) 06/14/82

McCurdy Log House (Concord vicinity) 01/21/74

Mill Hill. (Concord vicinity) 09710774

Robert Harvey Morrison House and Pioneer Mills Gold Mine (Midland)
12131190

Mount Pleasant Historic District (Mount Pleasant) 05/12/86

Mount Pleasant Collegiate Instinute Historic District (Mount Pleasant)
11715778 ] . -

North Union Street Historic District (Concord) 04/15/86
Odell-Locke-Randolph Cotton Mill (Concord) 03/28/83

‘The Revercnd Joha E. Pressly House (Bethpage vicinity) 01/06/86
Reed Gold Mine (NHL) (Concord vicinity) 10/15/66

Rocky River Presbyterian Church (Concord vicinity) 03/06/86

South Union Street Historic District (Concord) 04/10/80

Spears House (Concord vicinity) 08/07/39

Stonewall Jackson Training School Historic District (Concord vicinity)

03/15/84 .

CALDWELL

Caldwell County Courthouse (Lenoir) 05/10/79
Clover Hill (Patterson vicinity).05/25/73

Fort Defiance (Patterson vicinity) 09/15/70
William Hagler House (Grandin vicinity) 12/28/82
Lenoir High School (Lenoir) 08/02/90

CAMDEN

William Riley Abbott House (South Mills vicinity) 08/11/78

Camden County Courthouse (Camden) 02/01/72

(former) Camden County Jail (Camden) 05/03/84

Dismal Swamp Canal (Federal Nomination) (South Mills vicinity) 06/06/82

_ Caleb Grandy House (Beleroas) 04/29/82

Lamb-Ferebee House (Camden vicinity) 09/22/80
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State of North Carolina
Department of Environment,
Health and Natural Resources

\sy/

, {20 @
Division of Forest Resources "
g™
James B. Hunt, Jr., Govemor T~
Jonathan B. Howes, Secretary  Griffiths Forestry Center D E l l N l:{
Stanford M. Adams, Director 2411 O1d US 70 West
Clayton, North Carolina 27520
Januvary 29, 1996
MEMORANDUM
“TO: Melba McGee, Office of Legislative Affairs
FROM: Don H. Robbins, Staff Forester jﬁe
SUBJECT: DOT EIS Scoping for Proposed I-26 Connector Road in Asheville, Buncombe County, NC
PROJECT: #96-0472 and TIP #1-2513
DUE DATE: 2/22/96

We have reviewed the above subject scoping notice dated January 16, 1996, and have the following comments:

1.

This project will impact woodland, especially the portion that will be on new location. We would hope that existing road
locations and ROW's will be used to the maximum to cut down on the amount of new locations needed.

The EIS document should address impacts to woodland to include -

a.

b.

The total forest land acreage by types and merchantability aspects that would be taken out of forest production as

a result of new right-of-way purchases and all construction activities.

The productivity of the forest soils as indicated by the soil series that would be involved within the proposed

project.

The impact upon existing greenways within the area of the proposed project.

The provisions that the contractor will take to sell any merchantable timber or woody material that is to be removed.

Emphasis should be on selling all wood products first, including energy chips. If wood products cannot be sold,

then efforts should made to haul the material off or run through a tub grinder and turned into mulch. This practice

is encouraged to accomplish the following -

1. Minimize the need for piling and burning debris during construction.

2 To reduce the danger of escaped fires and smoke on the highways.

3. Reduce smoke management problems to the traveling public,

4 Reduce smoke particles which can cause more fog to cover the highway when fog may not bave formed
otherwise.

If any burning is needed, the contractor should comply with all laws and regulations pertaining to debris burning.

The provisions that the contractor will take during the construction phase to prevent erosion, sedimentation and

construction damage to forest land outside the right-of-way and construction limits. Trees outside the construction

limits should be protected from construction activities to avoid:

1. Skinning of tree trunks by machinery.

2. Soil compaction and root exposure or injury by heavy equipment.

3. Adding layers of fill dirt over the root systems of trees, a practice that impairs root aeration.

4. Accidental spilling of petroleum products or other damaging substances over the root systems of trees.

‘We would hope that the improvements would have the least impact to forest and related resources in that area.

pc:

Warren Boyette - CO
Tommy Thompsn - Re
Keith Jenkins - D1

File

P.O. Box 27487, Raleigh, North Carolina 27611-7687 Telephone 919-733-2162  FAX 919-733-0138
An Egqual Opportunity Affrmative Action Employer 50% recycled/ 10% post-consumer paper



<~ North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission &

51Z N. Salisbury Street, Raleigh, North Carolina 27604-1188, 919-733-3391
Charles R. Fullwood, Executive Director

MEMORANDUM

TO: Melba McGee, Legislative and Intergovernmental Affairs
Dept. of Environment, Health, and Natural Resources

FROM: Stephanie E. Goudreau, Mt. Region Coordinator N
Habitat Conservation Program M@?«M (( /gmw
DATE: February 6, 1996

SUBJECT:  State Clearinghouse Project No. 96-0472, Scoping comments for I-26 Connector
in Asheville, Buncombe County, TIP No. #1-2513.

This correspondence responds to a request by you for our preliminary review and
comments regarding the proposed I-26 Connector in Asheville. The North Carolina Department
of Transportation (NCDOT) proposes to upgrade existing 1-240 and interchanges from the
current northern terminus of I-26 at the interchange with I-40 and 1-240, south of Asheville, to
the current I-240 interchange with Patton Avenue, west of the French Broad River. From this
interchange northward, a freeway on new location will be considered that will cross the French
Broad River and tie into existing US 19-23-70. In addition, the NCDOT will consider providing
the movements from I-40 west to existing 1-240 east and from I-240 west to I-40 east. The
proposed route will become 1-26, which will continue northwest from this project along the
existing US 19-23 corridor towards Tennessee.

Biological staff of the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC) prefer
that as much existing alignment as possible be utilized for the I-26 Connector to minimize impacts
to fisheries and wildlife resources. In order for us to provide a meaningful review, the
environmental document to be prepared for this project should include the following:

1) Description of fishery and wildlife resources within the project area, including a listing of
federally or state designated threatened, endangered, or special concern animal and plant
species. Contacts are the Asheville Field Office of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(704/258-3939) and the North Carolina Natural Heritage Program (919/733-7701).

2) Description of waters and/or wetlands affected by the project.

3) Project map identifying wetland areas. Identification of wetlands may be accomplished
through coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. If the Corps is not
consulted, the person delineating wetlands should be identified and criteria listed.
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4) Description of project activities that will occur within wetlands, such as fill or channel
alteration. Acreages of wetlands impacted by alternative project designs should be listed.
Project sponsors should indicate whether the Corps has been contacted to determine the
need for a 404 Permit under the Clean Water Act. Contact is Mr. David Baker (704/271-
4856).

5) Description of project site and non-wetland vegetative communities.

6) The extent to which the project will result in loss, degradation, or fragmentation of
wildlife habitat.

7)

Any measures proposed to avoid or reduce impacts of the project or to mitigate for
unavoidable habitat losses.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this project. If you have any
questions regarding these comments, please contact me at 704/652-4257.

cC: Ms. Janice Nicholls, USFWS, Asheville



State of North Carolina o .
R f e
Department of Environment, Health, and Natural Resources eviewing Office //éﬁ
Project Number: Due Date:
INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW — PROJECT COMMENTS &
Tt 0472 A-AA T

After review of this project it has been determined that

the EMNR permit(s) and/or approvals indicated may need (o be obtai

order for this project to comply with North Carolina Law.
Questions regarding these permits should be addressed to the Regional Office indicated on the reverse of the form.

ned in

All applications, information and guidelines relative to these plans and permits are available from the same Normal Process
Regional Office. Time
{statutory time
PERMITS SPECIAL APPLICATION PROCEDURES or REQUIREMENTS imit)
Permit to construct & operate wastewater treatment Application 90 days before begin construction or award of 30 days
D facilities, sewer system extensions. & sewer construction contracts On-site inspection. Post-application .
systems not discharging into state surface waters technical conference usual (90 days)
NPDES - permit to discharge into surface water andior Application 180 days betore begin activity. On-site inspection 80-120 days
permit to operate and construct wastewater facilities Pre-application conference usual. Additionally. obtain permit to
D discharging into state surface waters construct wastewater treatment facility-granted after NPDES Reply (N/A)
time, 30 days after receipt of plans or issue of NPDES
permit-whichever is iater.
30 days
D Water Use Permit Pre-application technical conference usually necessary
(N/A}
7 days
D Well Construction Permit Complete application must be received and permit issued
prior to the installation of a well. (15 days)
Application copy must be served on each adjacent riparian property 55 days
Dredge and Fill Permit owner. On-site inspection. Pre-application conference usual Fithng
may require Easement to Fill from N.C. Department of (80 days)
Administration and Federal Dredge and Fill Permit
Permit to construct & operate Air Pollution Abatement 60 days-
D facilities and/or Emission Sources as per 15A NCAC 21H.060D N/A {90 days)
Any open burning associated with subject proposal
D must be in compliance with 15A NCAC 2D.0520.
Demolition or renovations of structures containing
asbestos material must be in compliance with 15A 60 days
D NCAC 2D.0525 which requires notification and removal N/A
prior 1o demolition. Contact Asbestos Control Group
919.733-0820. (30 days)
D Complex Source Permit required. under 15A NCAC 2D.0800.
The Sedimentation Poliution Control Act of 1873 must be properly addressed for any land disturbing activity An erosion & sedimentatior
D controf ptan will be required if one or more acres to be disturbed. Plan filed with proper Regional Otftfice {Land Quality Sect.) at least 30 20 days
days before beginning activity. A fee of $30 for the first acre and $20.00 for each additional acre or part must accompany the plan (30 days)
D The Sedimentation Poliution Control Act of 1973 must be addressed with respect 1o the referrenced Local Ordinance: (30 days)
On-site inspection usual. Surety bond filed with EHNR. Bond amount
D Mining Permit varies with type mine and number of acres of affected land. Any area 30 days
mined greater than one acre must be permited. The appropnate bond (60 days)
musl! be received before the permit can be issued.
D North Carolina Burning permit On-site inspection by N.C. Division Forest Resources if permit 1 day
exceeds 4 days (N/A)
Special Ground Clearance Burning Permit - 22 On-site inspection by N.D. Division Forest Resources required “if more 1 day
D counties in coastal N.C. with organic soils than five acres of ground ciearing activities are involved. Inspections (N/A)
should be requested at least ten days before actual burn is planned.”
D $0-120 days
Oil Refining Facilities N/A (N/A)
if permit required, application 60 days before begin construction.
Applicant must hire N.C. qualified engineer to: prepare plans 30 days
D Dam Safety Permit inspect construction, certify construction is according to EHNR approv-
ed pians. May also require permit under mosquito control program. And {60 days)
a 404 permit from Corps of Engineers. An inspection of sile is neces.
sary to verity Hazard Ciassification. A minimum fee of $200.00 must ac-
company the application. An additional processing fee based on a
percentage or the total project cost will be required upon completion

o

Continued on reverse




Other comments (attach additionai pages as necessary, being certain to cite comr ority):

Normal Process
Time
{statutory time
PERMITS SPECIAL APP  CATION PROCEDURES or REQUIREMENTS limit)
File surety bond ¢ 3000 with EHNR running to State of N.C 10 days
D Permit to drill exploratory oil or gas well conditional that a  vell opened by drill operator shall, upon (N/A)
R abandonment, be [ 3ged according to EHNR rules and reguiations )
D Geophysical Exploration Permit Application filed w .+ EHNR at least 10 days prior to issue of permit 10 days
Application by lettc  No standard application form (N/A)
State Lakes Construction Permit Application fee ba: 1 on structure size is charged. Must include 15.20 days
D descriptions & dra  1gs of structure & proof of ownership (N/A)
of riparian propert
60 days
401 Water Quality Certification N/A {130 days)
D 55 days
CAMA Permit for MAJOR development $250.00 fee mus: mpany application (150 days)
D ) 22 days
CAMA Permit for MINOR development $50.00 fee musi a. tion (25 days)
Several geodetic monuments are tocated in or near the project area. If any monur 20 12 be moved or destroyed. please notily
D N.C. Geodetic Survey. Box 2768 N.C 27611
D Abandonment of any wells, if required. must be in accordance with Title 154, Sut 2C.0100.
D Notification of the proper regional office is requested if “orphan” underground st. «s (USTS) are discovered during any excavation operation.
c ) 45 days
D ompliance with 15A NCAC 2H.1000 (Coastal Stormwater Rules) is required. (NTA)
*

) REGIONAL OFFICES
Questions regarding these permits should be addressed to the Regional Office marked below.

D Asheville Regional Office D Fayetteville Regional Office
59 Woodfin Place Suite 714 Wachovia Building
Asheville, NC 28801 Fayetteville, NC 28301
(704) 2516208 (919) 486-1541

D Mooresville Regional Office D Raleigh Regional Office
919 North Main Street, P.O. Box 950 3800 Barrett Drive, Suite 101
Mooresvilie, NC 28115 Raleigh, NC 27609
(704) 663-1699 (919) 733-2314

D Washington Regional Office D Wilmington Regional Office
1424 Carolina Avenue 127 Cardinal Drive Exicnsion
Washington, NC 27889 Wilmington, NC 28405
{919) 946-6481 {919) 385-3900

D Winston-Salem Regional Office
8025 North Point Bivd.
Suite 100
Winston-Salem, NC 27106
(919) 896-7007




State of North Carolina
Department of Environment,
Health and Natural Resources

, @
Division of Environmental Management
Y i
James B. Hunt, Jr., Governor A,V S—

Jonathan B. Howes, Secretary D E H R

A. Preston Howard, Jr., P.E., Director

‘O

February 23, 1996

MEM D
TO: Melba McGee, Legislative & Intergovernmental Affairs
FROM: Monica Swihart, Water Quality Planning

SUBJECT: Project Review #96-0472; Scoping Comments - NC DOT
Proposed Improvements to I-26 Connector in Asheville,
TIP#I-2513, French Broad Subbasin 04-03-02

The Water Quality Section of the Division of Environmental
Management requests that the following topics be discussed in the
environmental documents prepared on the subject project:

A. Identify the streams potentially impacted by the project.
The stream classifications should be current.

B. Identify the linear feet of stream channelizations/
relocations. If the original stream banks were vegetated,
it is requested that the channelized/relocated stream banks
be revegetated.

C. Number of stream crossings.

D. Will permanent spill catch basins be utilized? DEM requests
that these catch basins be placed at all water supply stream
crossings. Identify the responsible party for maintenance.

E. Identify the stormwater controls (permanent and temporary)
to be employed. DEM recommends that no weep holes be
installed in bridges that drain directly into surface
waters.

F. Please ensure that sediment and erosion and control measures
are not placed in wetlands.

G. Wetland Impacts

1) Identify the federal manual used for identifying and
delineating jurisdictional wetlands.
Have wetlands been avoided as much as possible?
Have wetland impacts been minimized?
Discuss wetland impacts by plant communities affected.
Discuss the quality of wetlands impacted.
Summarize the total wetland impacts.
List the 401 General Certification numbers requested
from DEM.

~ITOVUT b W B

P.O. Box 29535, Raleigh, North Carolina 27626-0535 Telsphone 919-733-7015  FAX 919-733-2496
An Equal Opportunity Affirmative Action Employer 80% recycled/ 10% post-consumer paper



Melba McGee
February 23, 1996
Page 2

H. Will borrow locations be in wetlands? Borrow/waste areas
should avoid wetlands to the maximum extent practicable.
Prior to approval of any borrow/waste site in a wetland, the
contractor shall obtain a 401 Certification from DEM.

I. Did NCDOT utilize the existing road alignments as much as
possible? Why not (if applicable)?

J. To what extent can traffic congestion management techniques
alleviate the traffic problems in the study area?

K. Please provide a conceptual mitigation plan to help the
environmental review. The mitigation plan may state the
following:

1. Compensatory mitigation will be considered only after
wetland impacts have been avoided and minimized to the
maximum extent possible.

2. On-site, in-kind mitigation is the preferred method of
mitigation. In-kind mitigation within the same
watershed is preferred over out-of-kind mitigation.

3. Mitigation should be in the following order:
restoration, creation, enhancement, and lastly banking.

Please note that a 401 Water Quality Certification cannot be
issued until the conditions of NCAC 15A: 01C.0402 (Limitations on
Actions During NCEPA Process) are met. This regulation prevents
DEM from issuing the 401 Certification until a FONSI or Record of
Decision (ROD) has been issued by the Department requiring the
document. If the 401 Certification application is submitted for
review prior to issuance of the FONSI or ROD, it is recommended
that the applicant state that the 401 will not be issued until
the applicant informs DEM that the FONSI or ROD has been signed
by the Department.

.
e

Written concurrence of 401 Water Quality Certification may
be required for this project. Applications requesting coverage
under our General Certification 14 or General Permit 31 will
require written concurrence. Please be aware that 401
Certification may be denied if wetland or water impacts have not

been avoided and minimized to the maximum extent practicable.

11168 .mem
cCc: Eric Galamb



State of North Carolina
Department of Environment,
Health and Natural Resources

Legislative & Intergovernmental Affairs

James B. Hunt, Jr., Governor
Jonathan B. Howes, Secretary
Henry M. Lancaster I, Director

DEHNR

MEMORANDUM

TO: Chrys Baggett
State Clearinghouse

FROM: Melba McGeeV”J
Environmental Review Coordinator

RE: 96-0472 Scoping for Proposed I-26 Connector Road in Asheville,
Buncombe County

DATE: - February 26, 1996

The Department of Environment, Health, and Natural Resources has reviewed
the proposed information. The attached comments are for your consideration.

Thank you for the opportunity to review.

attachments

RECEIVED

F{:B 2 B ?3'5\/15

N.C. STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

P.O. Box 27687, Raleigh, North Caroling 27611-7687  Telephone 919-733-4984
An Egqual Opportunity Affirmative Action Employer 50% recycled/ 10% post-consumer paper



North Carolin 2 Department of Cultural Resources

James B. Hunt Jr., Governor

- ' ' Division of Archivcs and History
Betty Ray McCain, Secretary . Jeff; . i
February 29, 1996 rey J- Crow, Director
MEMORANDUM ' ,
m'
TO: H. Franklin Vick, FP.E., Manager *’((,C' e

Planning and Envi ronmental Branch
Division of Highw ays
Department of Transportation

\ - N
FROM:  David Brook  /7\__ o //W

Deputy State Hist-oric Preservation Officer

3

’
o
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SUBJECT: Proposed |-26 Cornector in Asheville,
p SVUIRONNE

Buncombe County, |-2513, Federal Aid
Project MANHF26-1(53), State Project
8.U843701, 96-E-4220-0472

.~ We have received information ‘conce'ming‘ the above project from the State
Clearinghouse. ‘ o :

‘We have conducted a search of our maps and files and have located the following

structures of historical or architectural importance within the general area of the
project: ‘

Montford Area Historic District (BN 22). This property was listed in the
National Register of Historic Places on November 25, 1977. : '

Montford Hills Historic D istrict (BN 1152). This property is located
- northwest of the Montfo rd Historic District and was placed on the state
study list on July 8, 199 3. ’

Richmond Hill House (BNE 13), 45 Rfchmond Hill Road. This prdperty was
~listed-in-the National-Reg ister-on-August 16, .1977. S

Since the survey of historic architectural resources in Buncombe County is over
fifteen years old, we recommerad that a ed architectural historical survey the
area of potential effect and report the f 1o us. R

The new location corridor north of the current I-240 interchange with Patton
Avenue includes some areas that are considered to have a high potential for the
presence of significant archaeol ogical resources. We recommend that a survey be
conducted in this area to identiFy significant archaeological resources prior to:
construction activities. :

109 East Jones Streset » Raleigh, North Carolina 27601-2807

@




o

H. F. Vick
2/29/96, Page 2

The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations
for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 CFR Part 800.

- Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions

concerning the above comment, please contact Renee Gledhill-Earley, environmental
review coordinator, at 919/733-4763.

DB:slw

cc:  State Clearinghouse
N. Graf
B. Church
T. Padgett

Historic Resources Commission of
Asheville and Buncombe County
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North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources

State Historic Preservation Office
Peter B. Sandbeck, Admintstrator

Michacl I, Hasley, Governor Office of Archives and History
Lisbeth C. Iivans, Secretary Division of Historical Resources
Jeffrey J. Crow, Deputy Secretary David Brook, Director

July 11, 2006

MEMORANDUM

TO: Greg Thorpe, Ph.D., Director

Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch
NCDOT Division of Highways

FROM: Peter Sandbeck % P&VW

SUBJECT: Phase II Architectural Resoutces Sutvey Report, New I-26 Route, Asheville Connector, I-2513,
Buncombe County, CH96-0472

Thank you for your letter of June 7, 2006, transmitting the survey report by Frances P. Alexander of Mattson,
Alexander, and Associates, Inc., for the above project.

For putposes of compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, we concur that the
following property is a National Historic Landmark, is listed in the National Register of Historic Places, and remains
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places:

¢ Biltmore Estate (boundaries revised in 2004)

For putposes of compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, we concur that the
following properties are listed in the National Register of Historic Places and remain eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places:

Asheville School

Mrs. Minnie Alexander Cottage
Whiteford G. Smith House
Montford Area Historic District

For purposes of compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, we concur that the
following properties have previously been determined eligible for National Register of Historic Places and remain
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places:

e Buncombe County Bridge No. 216
e Friendly Grocery Store
e C.G. Worley House

Location Mailing Address Telephone /Fax
ADMINISTRATION 507 N. Blount Steeet, Raleigh NC 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 276924617 (NT334763/TA3R653
RESTORATION 515 M. Blount Street, Redeigh NC 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 276094617 0197 54801

SURVEY & PLANNING 515 M. Biount Sweet, Raleigh, WO 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 276994617 H19Y733-6545/ 7154801




* Proposed Montford Area Historic District Expansion (includes Montford Hills, State Study-listed).
Great Smokey Mountain Park Bridge No. 323 (Determined an Exceptionally Significant Feature of the
Federal Interstate Highway System, 20006).
For purposes of compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, we concur that the
following properties are listed in the State Study List and remain eligible for the National Register of Historic Places:

e Montford Hills (included in the proposed Montford Area Historic District Expansion, previously
determined eligible for the National Register).

e East Haywood Road Commercial Historic District (in process of National Register listing and renamed the
West Asheville — Aycock School Historic District.

For purposes of compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, we concur that the
following property is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places:

e Freeman House, 516 Westwood Place, Asheville, is eligible for the National Register under Criterion C for
architecture, as a well-preserved example of the restrained, Queen Anne farmhouses that once appeared
around the rural outskirts of Asheville during the 1890s and eatly 1900s. The property’s hilltop setting
enhances its significance and it is one of the last remaining farmhouses in West Asheville, an area
transformed into a streetcar suburb in the early twentieth century.

We concur with the proposed National Register boundaries as described, justified, and delineated in the
repott.

We request further information regarding the Haywood Street United Methodist Church, 297 Haywood Street,
Asheville. We concur that the church is one of the finer examples of Asheville’s neighborhood churches. However,
the recently enclosed metal and glazed, main-arched entrance appears to have compromised its integrity. We would
like to know if the original entry doors remain behind the new metal and glass entrance, the extent of the 1967 wing,
and the present state of the church’s intetior. Please provide this information with supporting photographs in 2
report addendum that further elaborates upon the “Physical Description and Evaluation of Integrity of the
Haywood Street United Methodist Church.”

Please note that the Riverside Industrial Historic District, listed in the National Register of Historic Places, roughly
bounded by Clingman Avenue, Lyman Street, Roberts Street, and Riverside Drive, is close to the Area of Potential
Effects for this project. Should the project limits change to include this area, the Riverside Industrial Historic
District will need to be evaluated for potential impacts. '

The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 CFR Part 800.

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions concerning the above comment, please
contact Renee Gledhill-Eatley, environmental review coordinator, at 919/733-4763. In all future communication
concerning this project, please cite the above-referenced tracking number.

cer Frances Alexander, Mattson, Alexander, Inc.
Mary Pope Furr
Courtney Foley




North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources

State Historic Preservation Office

Peter B. Sandbeck, Administrator
Office of Archives and History

Division of Historical Resources
David Brook, Director

Michael F. Easley, Governor
Lisbeth C. Evans, Secretary
Jeffrey J. Crow, Deputy Secretary

September 22, 2006
MEMORANDUM

TO: Gregory Thorpe, Ph.D., Director
Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch
NCDOT Division of Highways

FROM: Peter Sandbeck@%&kl Sadbeck

SUBJECT: Haywdod Street United Methodist Church, Addendum to Phase II Architectural Resources Survey
Report, New I-26 Route, Asheville Connectot, I-2513, Buncombe County, CH 96-0472

Thank you for your letter of August 16, 2006, transmitting the additional information we requested concerning the
above project.

We have reviewed the supplemental physical description and photo documentation of the church entry and interior,
and find that the church retains very good integtity. Therefore, for purposes of compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act, we concur that the following property is eligible for the National Register of
Histotic Places under the criterion cited:

Haywood Street United Methodist Church, 297 Haywood Street, Asheville, is eligible for the National Register
under Criterion G for architecture and under Criteria Consideration A, as one of Asheville’s finer neighborhood

churches and a well-crafted example of the Romanesque Revival Style.

We concur with the proposed National Register boundary as described, justified, and delineated in the Phase II

SULvey repoit.

The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 CFR Part 800.

questions concerning the above comment, contact

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have
~733-4763, ext. 246. In all future communication

Renee Gledhill-Earley, environmental review coordinatot, at 919
concerning this project, please cite the above referenced tracking number.

cc Mary Pope Furr
Courtney Foley
Vince Rhea, P.E., Project Engineer
Frances P. Alexander, Mattson, Alexander and Associates, Inc.

SURVEY & PLANNING 515 N. Blount Streer, Raleigh, NC

Location Mailing Address Telephone/Fax
ADMINISTRATION 507 N. Blount Strect, Raleigh NC 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 276994617 (919)733-4763/733-8653
RESTORATION 515 N. Blount Steeet, Raleigh NC 4517 Mail Service Cenrer, Raleigh NC 27699-4617 (919)733-6547/715-4801

4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4617 (919)733-6545/ 71 5-48011
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ATE OF NORTH CAROLINA

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

MICHAEL F. EASLEY LYNDO TIPPETT
GOVERNOR SECRETARY

October 3, 2006

Mr. Peter Sandbeck, Administrator

NC Department of Cultural Resources — SHPO
515 North Blount Street

Raleigh, North Carolina 27601

Subject: New Route, Asheville, NC, I-26 Connector along I-240 from existing I-26 to
US 19-23-70 in Buncombe County, NCDOT Division 13, NC TIP No. I-251 3, BSIP
WBS Element 34165.1.2, State Project 8.U843701, Federal No. MANHF 26-1 (53)

Dear Mr. Sandbeck:

The North Carolina Department of Transportation is writing a Draft
Environmental Document for the I-26 Connector in Asheville. The project will include
widening and improvements to exiting I-240, improvements to the I-26/I-40/1-240
interchange and a new location freeway across the French Broad River tying into existing
US 19-23-70 south of Broadway.

An assessment of effects determination and concurrence from your office
regarding Section 106 has been obtained for the historic properties for this project. Per-
- section 4F requirements, this letter is to inform your office that the FHWA intends to
make a de minimis finding regarding the potential impacts on the following historic
properties based on the concurrence of your office with the “no adverse effect”
determination.

Asheville School for Alternatives A-2, C-2, D-1 and F-1
Haywood Street United Methodist Church for Alternative B-5

The following additional historic properties also received concurrence from your
office with the “no adverse effect” determination. The proposed preliminary plans require
no constructive use of these properties and therefore they are not subject to Section 4(f)

requirements.
MAILING ADDRESS: TELEPHONE: 919-733-7844 LOCATION:
NC DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION FAX: 918.733.9794 TRANSPORTATION BUILDING
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 1 SOUTH WILMINGTON STREET

1548 Mai ServiCE CENTER WEBSITE. WWW.DOH.DOT.STATE.NC.US RALEIGH NC
RALEIGH NC 276089-1548




Buncombe County Bridge No. 216 for Section A
Friendly Grocery Store for Section A
Whiteford Smith House for Alternative B-5

The NCDOT looks forward to working with you and your staff to minimize any
effects on these historic properties with the proposed project. If I can provide additional
information, please let me know.

Sincerely:

N P

Vincent J. a, PE
Project Planing Engineer

Cc: Jake Riggsbee, PE, FHWA
Mary Pope Furr, HEU
Files
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North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources

Michael F. Easley, Govemor AT € 7 "¥hiiam G. Ross Jr., Secretary
\ & o

/,‘/‘I’!V - 7 /&/, j\"-
April 16,2008 N # ;"ﬁ" “h

MEMORANDUM ' WVEp =]
& YO O

TO: Melba McGee, DENR Environmental Coordinator

05 N
L&’% (‘::':,4 Y _“"Q\%\f
FROM: Harry LeGrand, Natural Heritage Program ‘MQ{, >

SUBJECT: Proposal of a Multi-lane Freeway, part on new location, from 1-26 to US 19-23 (for the 1-
26 Connector); Asheville, Buncombe County

REFERENCE: Project No. 08-0293

The Natural Heritage Program has no record of significant natural communities, significant natural
heritage areas, or conservation/managed areas in the project area nor within a mile of the project area.
Our Program has several records of rare aquatic species from the French Broad River; however, all of
these are of historical occurrence, none having been seen in recent decades. The only rare species that
/K“O could potentially be impacted is the State Special Concern mole salamander (4mbystoma talpoideum)
j (see enclosed maps and material). This species was found sometime between 1997 and 2006, at the pond
at hole #3 of the golf course at Crowne Plaza Golf Resort. This location appears to be slightly to the
west of the proposed new route/location as shown in Figure 2-14. Nonetheless, its proximity to a
possible alignment could involve sedimentation into creeks that might impact any pond(s) where this
salamander might occur. Though a survey by a Wildlife Resources Commission staff was negative in
2006, our Program recommends that NC DOT staff conduct a survey of the golf course ponds, or at a
minimum contact the initial observer, Dr. James Petranka at UNC-Asheville, about the project and the

salamander location. We would like to be notified of any updated information about the status of this
salamander population.

Please do not hesitate to contact me at 919-715-8697 if you have questions or need further information.

Enclosures

1601 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1601 NOne C .
Phone: 919-733-4984 \ FAX: 919-715-3060 \ Internet: www.enr.state.nc.us/ENR/ ﬁ)}h arolina

turally

£n Equal Opportunity / Affimative Action Employer - 50 % Recycled 110 % Post Consumer Paper
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'25]98 : Scientific Name  Ambystoma talpoideum Principal EO EO Number 29

1ary
us State NC

sn Name  Mole Salamander Global Rank G3 State Rank  S2 T
I Protection Status State Protection Status SC ELCODE BCD AAAAA01120 4 = - SE&e ef}}k
ors/Directions o7 4 Yo
Quad Name Margin Num County Name %ﬁ: ﬁﬂy,?go (E-‘
iile Buncombe (NC) fiﬁ « RECEn/er 6 V_:;}

shed
105 - Upper French Broad
de 353545N  Longitude 0823450W

Survey Site
Crowne Plaza Golf Resort

e #3, at Crowne Plaza Golf Resort; located about 0.58 mile NW of the US 19 bridge over the French

ame

tions Golf course pond at hol
Broad River.

ey Information
EO Rank F - Failed to find EO Rank Date 2006

.ank Comment
\ata Dr. James Petranka found at least one Jarva at this pond, sometime between 1997-2006. However, Lori Williams (WRC) visited

the site in summer 2006 and failed to find the species here or at several other ponds on the golf course.

ey Type Qualitative ground survey  Surveyor Dr. James Petranka

ey Date  2006-summer First Observation Date 1997-2006 Last Observation Date 2006-summer
Sensitive Element Y Comments

itoring Needs Comments

arch Needs Comments
itional Inventory Needed N Comments

cription
eral Description Man-made pond on golf course; floodplain, forested seep habitat; pond covered in duckweed.
. Elevation 2,000 feet Max. Elevation 2,100 feet

Observed Area acres
Accuracy High

neral Comments:
vnership/Protection

Crowne Plaza Golf Resort Note

Separation Comments

ner Name

ner Comments
nagement Comments
itection Comments
ditional Topics

cumentation/Yersion

ference Code Citation

JTWILOINCUS Williams, Lori. 2007. NCNHP Special Animal Survey Form.

ecimen

ad Responsibility USNCHP Version Date  2007-08-16 Transcription Date 2007-08-16

rsion Author LeGrand Transcribed By LeGrand
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) 21150 Scientific Name  Alasmidonta raveneliana Principal EO EO Number 69

nary

1 US State NC _ vy

on Name  Appalachian Elktoe Global Rank Gl State Rank  S1 /‘/:,":(Er’ 5?}\;
al Protection Status State Protection Status E ELCODE BCD IMBIV02060 ; v - “ = %
tors/Directions 2
5 Quad Name Margin Num County Name

ville Buncombe (NC)

rshed

1105 - Upper French Broad

ide  353432N  Longitude 0825405W

lame Survey Site

FBR/French Broad and Swannanoa rivers P

tions FBR/French Broad and Swannanoa rivers P: The site is located in central Buncombe County in the vicinity of Asheville, NC
and consists of the French Broad from 1-40 to 1-240 and the Swannanoa River from US 25 West downstream to its confluence

with the French Broad River.

sey Information
: EO Rank H - lHlistorical EO Rank Date prel981

lank Comment
yata Length of occupied habitat: 8.5 km
Number of survey sites: 2

il afcamnline avents 2 T

Numper of samping €
Range of CPUE:

Multiple size classes:

Impoundments: none

Predominant adjacent land use: urban

irce Feature USNMNH 30072 J.F.E. Hardy
criptor _
Observer J.F.E. Hardy Date
Observation Data  USNMNH 30072, collected by J.F.E. Hardy (Clarke 1981, Gordon pers. comm.).
irce Feature USNMNH 679199 Ravenel
scriptor _
Observer Ravenel Date 1981
Observation Data  Paratypes - USNMNH 679199, collected by Ravenel (Clarke 1981, Gordon, pers. comm.).
arce Feature USNMNH 86254 Ravenel
scriptor _
Observer Ravenel Date
Observation Data  Holotype - USNMNH 86254, collected by Ravenel (Clarke 1981, Gordon, pers. comm.).
urce Feature French Broad/Swannanoa River population
seriptor _
rvey Type Surveyor
rvey Date  1981-Pre First Observation Date 1981-Pre Last Observation Date 1981-Pre

ta Sensitive Element N Comments
ynitoring Needs Comments

search Needs Comments
ditional Inventory Needed N Comments Element was documented from one location along the French Broad River and one

location along the Swannanoa River, but since all of the bottom substrate has not been
scarched_ throughout the entire site, it is unknown what portion of the EO is occupied by
the species.

escription

:neral Description

in. Elevation feet Max. Elevation feet
) Observed Area acres
:p Accuracy Medium Separation Comments

yeneral Comments:



2008-04-16

21150 Scientific Name  Alasmidonta raveneliana Principal EO EO Number 69
srship/Protection
Name Public Waters Note
Comments

ement Comments
tion Comments

onal Topics

mentation/Version

nce Code Citation

AOINAUS Clarke, A.H. 1981. The tribe Alasmidontini (Unionidae: Anodontinae), Part I: Pegias, Alasmidonta, and Arcidens.
Smithsonian Contributions to Zoology, 326: 1-101. '

nen

{NH 30072 collected by J.F.E. Hardy

fNH 30072, collected by J.F.E. Hardy

pes - USNMNH 679199, collected by Ravenel

ype - USNMNH 86254, collected by Ravenel

Responsibility USNCHP Version Date  2007-03-07 Transcription Date 2005-10-05
on Author Ratcliffe Transcribed By Ratcliffe



. State of North Carolina

D;‘:parlmenl of Environment and Natural Resources

NTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW - PROJECT COMMENTS

Reviewing Otfice:

Ato

Project Number; 05/_00{"6{ 5 Due Date: “m"gwg

Jfter review of this project it has been determined that the ENR permit(s) and/or approvals indicated may need to be obtained in order for this project 1o comply with Nornh
“arolina Law. Questions regarding these permits should be addressed to the Regional OfTice indicated on the reverse of the form. All applications, information and guidelines
elative to these plans and permits arc available from the same Regional Office.

PERMITS

SPECIAL APPLICATION PROCEDURES or REQUIREMENTS

Normal Process Time
{statutory time limit)

Permit to construct & operate wastewater treatment

£pplication 90 days before begin construction or award of construction

minimum fee of $200.00 must accompany the application. An addiionzl

processing fee based on a percentege or the total project cost will be required
uoon compoletion.

. - — . 30days
4 fact‘gfle?;e‘.”e' ,53;53222‘?;3”'22:1%‘::5‘”& systems contracts. On-site inspection. Post-application technical conference usual. {90 days)
not discharging 1n r ' .
- ) . - . Application 180 days before begin activity. On-site inspection. Pre-application
_ N PDFS - permit to discharge m.c: S:“{:C:" e:‘ fz;t:illﬁir:ifor conference usual. Additionally, obtain permit to construct wastewater 90-120 days
ve permit 1o operate and construct wastews treatment facility-granted after NPDES. Reply time, 30 days after receipt of (N/A)
discharging into state surface waters. plans or issue of NPDES permit-whichever is later.
[ |Water Use Permit Pre-application technical conference usually necessary ’&?f)s
. ) Complete application must be received and permit issued prior to the 7 days
[0 | Well Construction Permit installation of a well. (15 days)
Application copy must be served on each adjacent riparian property owner.
. ) On-site inspection. Pre-application conference usual. Filling may require S5 days
{0/ Dredge and Fill Penmit Easement to Fill from N.C. Department of Administration and Federal {90 days)
Dredge and Fill Permit.
. . . Application must be submitted and permit received prior to
Bermit to constnicl & Operate Alr POI!UI:T;?‘%‘E"A?‘ construction and operation of the source. 1f 2 permit is required in an P
O {facilies and/or Emission Sources as pe : area without local zoning, then there are additional requirements and Fvuays
{2Q.0100 thru 2Q.0300) timelines (2Q0113).
| Permit to construct & operate Transportation Facility s Application must be submitted at least 90 days prior to construction or 90 dav:
[1 {per 15 A NCAC (2D.0800, 2Q.0601) modification of the source. 2ys
| Any open burning associated with subject proposal
C must be in compliance with 15 A NCAC 2D.1900
Demolition or renovations of structures corlataining
asbestos material must be in compliance with 15 A 60d
i AC201110(a which requires notification an NiA -
0 |NCAC (a)(1) which req otification and 90d3V5
removal prior to demolition. Contact Asbestos Control (90 days)
Group 919-707-5950.
o Complex Source Permit required under 15 A NCAC
2D 0800 -
The Sedimentation Pollution Control Act of 1973 must be properly addressed for any land disturbing activity. An erosion & )
sedimentation control plan will be required if one or more acres to be disturbed. Plan filed with proper Regional Office (Land Quality 20 deys
0 Section) At least 30 days before beginning activity. A fee of S65 for the first acre or any part of an acre. An express review option is (30 days)
available with additional fees.
Sedimentation and erosion control must be addressed in accordance with NCDOT’s approved program. Particular attention should be given to (30 days)
C design and installation of appropriate perimeter sediment trapping devices as well as stable stomuwater conveyances and outlets,
On-site inspection usual, Surety bond filed with ENR Bond amount varies
o ) with type mine and number of acres of affected land. Any arc mined greater 30 days
[ |Mining Penmit than one acre must be permitted. The appropriate bond must be received (60 days)
before the permit can be issued.
: . On-site inspection by N.C. Division Forest Resources if permit exceeds 4 days | da
[0 {North Carolina Burming permit pe B P : {Nmy}
. ine Permit - 22 On-site inspection by N.C. Division Forest Resources required "if more than | day
o Special Ground Clearance Buming | em}ls “ five acres of ground clearing activities are involved. Inspections should be N "A)
counties in coastal N.C. with organic SOl requested at least ten days before actual bum is planned.” /A)
. 50-120 days
[ |0il Refining Facilities N/A (NIA) ¥
If permit required, application 60 days before begin construction. Applicent
must hire N.C. quaiified engineer to: prepare plans, inspect construction.
centify construction is according to ENR epproved plans. May also require
. ) permit under mosquilo control program. And & 404 permit from Corps of 30 days
[* | Dam Safety Permit Engineers An inspection of site it necessary to verify Hazard Classification. A {60 days)




PERMITS SPECIAL APPLICATION PROCEDURES or REQUIREMENTS

Normal Process Time
{statutory time limit)

File surety bond of $5,000 with ENR running to State of NC conditional that
[0 |Permit to drill exploratory oil or gas weil

any well opened by dnill operator shall, upon abandonment, be plugged 10}??;'5
according to ENR rules and regulations.
) . ) Application filed with ENR at least 10 days prior 1o issue of permit 10 days
[ |Geophysical Exploration Permit Application by letter. No standard application form. N/A
Application fees based on structure size is charged. Must include descriptions 15-20 days
[} |State Lakes Construction Permit & drawings of structure & proof of ownership of riparian NA
property.
A 60 days
/1401 Water Quality Certification N/A (130 days)
. - 55 days
[J |CAMA Permit for MAJOR development $250.00 fee must accompany application (150 days)
L 22 days
[0 |CAMA Permit for MINOR development $50.00 fee must accompany application (25 days)
Several geodetic monuments are located in or near the project area. If any monument needs to be moved or destroyed, please notify:
o N.C. Geodetic Survey, Box 27687 Raleigh, NC 27611
[0 | Abandonment of any wells, if required must be in accordance with Title 15A. Subchapter 2C.0100.
[ |Notification of the proper regional office is requested if "orphan” underground storage tanks (USTS) are discovered during any excavation operation.
. . 45 days
[0 |Compliance with 15A NCAC 2H 1000 (Coastal Stormwater Rules) is required. (N/A)
U |Tar Pamiico or Neuse Riparian Buffer Rules required,
*

Other comments (attach additional pages & necessary, being certain to cite comment authority)

REGIONAL OFFICES
Questions regarding these permits should be addressed to the Regional Office marked befow.

Asheville Regional Office 0 Mooresville Regional Office 00 Wilmington Regional Office

)\ 2090 US Highway 70 610 East Center Avenue, Suite 301 127 Cardinal Drive Extension
Swannanoa, NC 28778 Mooresville, NC 28115 Wilmington, NC 28405
(828) 296-4500 (704) 663-1699 (910) 796-7215

M Fayetteville Regional Office D Raleigh Regional Office 1 Winston-Salem Regional Office

225 North Green Street, Suite 714 3800 Barrett Drive, Suite 101 585 Wanghtown Street
Fayetteville, NC 28301-5043 Raleigh, NC 27609 Winston-Salem, NC 27107
(910) 433-3300 (919) 791-4200

(336) 771-5000

[0 Washington Regional Office
943 Washington Square Mall
Washington, NC 27889
(252) 946-6481
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The Asheville Regional Office service area
covers: Avery, Buncombe, Burke, Caldwell,
Cherokee, Clay, Graham, Haywood, Hender-
son, Jackson, Macon, Madison, McDowell,
Mitchell, Polk, Rutherford, Swain, Transylva-
nia, and Yancey Counties

ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISIONS

w.m_...___z_m_.mb._._cm SERVICES UNIT

Pat Crawford, Admiristrative Office Mgr.

Lucy Smith, Office Assistant IV (lead worker, Parks &
Rec. Geodetic Survey & CGIA)

Sharon Frizzell, Office Assistant Il {Customer Service
Representative)

Linda Stamey, Office Assistant lll (Land Quality)
Carol Lagace, Olfice Assistant il (UST Section & Ag-
uifer Protection)

Marsha Thompson, Office Assistan! 11l {Air Quality &
Soil & Water Conservation)

Magdalene Briggs, Office Assistant Ill (Solid Waste ,
Geological Survey & Switchboard relief)

Gwen Camp, Office Assistant Il (Surtace Water Pro-
tection)

Brenda Anderson, Olfice Assistant Il (Public Water
Supply)

This section provides a logistical and office support
base to all program elements in the regional office.

INFORMATION TECHNOLQGY SERVICES

Jett Sawdy, Technology Support Specialist

ITS provides regional office staff with connectivity to
poth the LAN and WAN. This enablas staff to share
resources, software, databases, elc. [0 tacilitate the
completion of our rmission - to help the people of North
Carolina and to protect our environment.

CUSTOMER SERVICE CENTER

.

Alison Davidson, One-Stop Permit Coordinator

The CSC is a single source of information for all of
DENR"s programs. The CSC offers a toll free lele-
phone line (877-623-6748) that customers can call for
information and assistance. The CSC also provides
express permitting information, one stop permit coordi-
nation, and environmental assistance for small busi-
ness.

ENVIRONMENTAL

DIVISION OF AIR QUALITY
Paul Muller, Env Regional Supervisor

Keith Bamberger, Information’s Communications. Spec
PERMITTING UNIT:

Patrick Ballard, Environmental Engireer

Melanie Pitrolo, Environmental Engineer

Chris Scott Environmental Engineer

Harold Brady, Environmental Engineer

COMPLIANCE UNIT:

Mike Parkin, Environmental Engineer

Brendan Davey, Environmental Engineer

Vacant, Environmental Specialist
Angela Bell, , Environmental Spe
Bob Graves, Environmental Specialist

Terri Davis, Environmental Senior Technician
AMBIENT MONITORING UNIT:

Steve Ensley, Environmental Chemist

Pam Vivian, Environmental Sr Technician
Sheila Ledford, Envionmental Sr.Technician
Jeft Mznzel, Environmental Sr.Technician

VISTA Program
Pat Brewer

The DAQ has the regulatory responsibifity to issue permits,
inspec! air pollutant emission sources, conduct ambient air
monitoring within the region, and investigate complaints.
Environmental initiatives affecting air quality are the adop-
tion of air toxics regulations and the Title V permitting pro-
gram.

DIVISION OF LAND RESOURCES
D QUALITY SECTION

Janet Boyer, Environmental Regional Supervisor
Laura Herbert, Environmental Enginger
Kristin Hinklin, Environmental Engineer
Charles Koontz, Environmental Engineer
vacant, Environmental Specialist

Shawna Riddle, Environmental Specialist
Bill Beck, Environmental Specialist
Wayne Watkins, Emvironmental Specialist
Vacant, Environmental Specialist
Catherine Rostjord , Environmental Spec.
Rick Alired - Environmental Specialist
Vacant - Environmental Specialist

Land Quality staff administer the NC Sedimentation Pollu-
tion Control act of 1973, the Dam Salety Act .o_ 1967, and

e m sk b mratart

the slate's streams and lands from cegradation by soil
eroding from mining and censtruction sites. Rules also
address potential property damage and loss of lite associ-
ated with dam failures. Staff review plans, conduct com-
pliance inspections, investigate complaints, and initiate
enforcement actions.

GEQLOGICAL SURVEY

Carl Merschat, Senior Geologist
Rick Wooten, Senior Geologist
Jennifer Bauer, Geologist

Nick Bozdog, Geologicat Technician
Bart Cattanach, Praject Geologist
Tommy Douglas, Project Geologist
Stephen Fuemmeler, Geologist
Ken Gillon, Project Geologist
Rebecca Latham, Project Geologist
Anne Witt, Computer Consultant

The North Carolina Geological Survey (NCGS) examines,
desciibes and maps the geology, landslide hazards and
mineral resources of North Carolina and publishes these
findings in NCGS reports and maps. The NCGS adminis-
ters cooperative geologic mapping agreements with the
US Geological Survey, other federal agencies such as the
National Park Servics, and other state and local govern-
ment agencies.

GEODETIC SURVEY SECTION

James Gay, Program Supervisor

Mark Boothe, Survey Technician

Larry Dale, Survey Technician

The purpose of the Geodetic Survey section is to estab-
lish precisely located monuments on the Morth Carolina
Grid System and Bench Marks referenced to a vertical

datum (NGVD 1929 and NAVD 1983).

DIVISION OF WATER QUALITY
SURFACE WATER PROTECTION SE

CTION

Roger Edwards, Environmental Program Supervisor
Roy Davis, Environmental Engineer

Starr Silvis, Environmental Engineer

Mike Parker, Envircnmental Senior Specialist
VACANT, Environmental Senior Speci
Keith Haynes, Environmental Specialist
Wanda Frazier, Environmental Speciali
Janet Cantwell, Environmental Specialist
Cathy Tyndall, Environmental Specialist
Linda Wiggs, Environmental Specialist
Barnett, Kevin, Environmental Chemist
Don Price, Wastewater Consultant
VACANT, Environmental Technician

Ciot Banine @nacialiat

The SWPS has regulatory authority lo issue was
waler treatment permils, approve storm wa
plans, and ceriy dredge and fill applications, P
mitted plants are inspected for compliance and ¢
forcement action may be taken if needed. T
SWPS also conducts ambient water moniton
throughout the region, investigates fish kills,
spills, and other water quality complaints. T
SWPS is solely responsible for all aspects
g. Environmental initiatives alfe
ing water quality are watershed protection, bas
wide studies and permitting, and aquatic toxicolog

AQUIFER PROTECTION SECTION

Landon Davidson — Env. Regional Supervisor
Ted Campbell, Hydrogeologist Il

Brett Laverty, Hydrogeologist I

Bev Price, Environmental Specialist Il

Ed Williams Environmental Specialist Il
Vacant—Senior Environmental. Tech

The APS has regulatory authority to assure proj
well construction and protection of groundwater
sources. Stafl investigate groundwater contamil
tion agricultural operations, permitted facilities,
responsible for all aspects ot non-discharge perr
ting and associated compliance activities, and he
regulatory oversight of animal waste aclivities. A
reviews and commenls on applicalions for was
water treatment systems, landfills, and hazardc
waste sites. Environmental initiatives affect
groundwater are new well regulations and groui
walter standards.

DIVISION OF WASTE MANAGEMENT
UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK SECTION
Jan Andersen, Environmental Reg.Supv.

Dan Murphy, Hydrogeologist

Mike Streeter Hydrogeologist

Diane Eskenasy, Hydrogeologist

The UST Section has the regulatory authority
garding UST installation and operation, invesli
tion of leaking USTs, and cleanup of releases. |
vironmental initiatives alfecting this section are
UST regulations, State Trust Fund regulations,
new groundwater standards. This Section also
vestigales and oversees clean up of non-UST
troleum releases.

SOLID WASTE SECTION

Deborah Aja, Wasle Management Specialist
vacant, Regional Engineer

Larry Frost, Regional Engineer

Troy Harrison, Waste Management Specialist
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7z North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission &

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

FROM: Marla Chambers, Western NCDOT Permit Coordinator TS (hambons.
Habitat Conservation Program, NCWRC

DATE: April 30, 2008

SUBJECT: Review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for NCDOT’s proposed 1-
26 Connector project from 1-40 to US 19-23-70 north of Asheville, Buncombe
County. TIP No. 1-2513. OLIA Project No. 08-0293, due 4/28/2008, extended.

North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) has submitted for review a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the subject project. Staff biologists with the North
Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC) have reviewed the information provided
and are participating in the Merger 01 process for this project. These comments are provided in
accordance with the provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(c))
and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661-667d).

The NCDOT proposes to construct a multi-lane freeway, part on new location, from 1-26 to US
19-23-70 that includes the 1-26/1-40/1-240 interchange. The project was divided into three
sections and includes one alternative for Section A, three alternatives for Section B, and four
alternatives for Section C. The project will include at least one new crossing of the French
Broad River. The document indicated the French Broad River and its associated tributaries are
Class B waters. One tributary, Hominy Creek, is on the 303(d) list of impaired waters.
: o

NCWRC is concerned about direct and indirect impacts to area waterways and water quality. A
number of local groups have weighed in on the project and we support their efforts to encourage
implementation of the City’s “smart growth” principles, protection of aesthetic amenities and
greenways (existing and proposed), and development of opportunities for public access and
recreation. Context Sensitive Solution principles should be employed to compliment and benefit
the local community and natural environment important to the community and region.

Mailing Address: Division of Inland Fisheries ¢ 1721 Mail Service Center » Raleigh, NC 27699-1721
Telephone: (919) 707-0220 + Fax: (919) 707-0028
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1-2513. 1-26 Connector
French Broad River. Buncombe Co. -2- April 30, 2008
The project is located in a highly developed setting. Numerous studies have shown that when
10-15% of a watershed is converted to impervious surfaces, there is a serious decline in the
health of receiving waters (Schueler 1994) and the quality of fish habitat and wetlands are
negatively impacted (Booth 1991, Taylor 1993). We encourage NCDOT and local officials to
_protect water quality and habitat through the use of Low Impact Development (LID) techniques,
growth management, and other mitigation efforts. Information on Low Impact Development
practices and measures  can be found at  www.lowimpactdevelopment.org,
http://www .epa.gov/owow/nps/lid/lidnatl.pdf and http://www.stormwatercenter.net/. Measures
lo mitigate secondary and cumulative impacts can be found in the Guidance Memorandum to

Address and Mitigate Secondary and Cumulative Impacts to Aquatic and Terrestrial Wildlife
Resources and Water Quality NCWRC 2002).

Thank you for t‘he opportunity to review and comment on this project. We look forward to
continued participation in the Merger 01 process for the development of this project. If you have
any questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (704) 984-1070.

cc: Marella Buncick, USFWS
Brian Wrenn, NCDWQ
Christopher Militscher, USEPA
David Baker, USACE
Mike Parker, NCDWQ

Literature Cited:

Booth, D. 1991. Urbanization and the natural drainage system-impacts, solutions, and
prognoses. Northwest Environmental Journal. 7(1):93-118.

NCWRC (North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission). 2002. Guidance Memorandum to
Address and Mitigate Secondary and Cumulative Impacts to Aquatic and Terrestrial
Wildlife Resources and Water Quality. NCWRC, Raleigh. Available:
gggéf;w\m’.ncwi]dlife.orgr‘ngT_WiIdlifeSpeciesConfpg7c3_impacls.pdf. (February

.

Schueler, Tom. 1994. The Importance of ]mperviousness.' Watershed Protection Techniques.
1:3 (pp100-111).

Taylor, B.L. 1993. The influences of wetland and watershed morphological characteristics and

relationships 10 ‘wetland vegetation communities. Masters thesis. Dept. of Civil
Engineering. University of Washington. Seattle, WA.



. | NORTH CAROLINA STATE GLEARINGHOUSE

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION W T e,
INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW & T EREn
AR O |
STATE NUMBERj083E-4220-0203 F02

DATE RECEIVED: 04/02/2008 ' © ' "%
AGENCY RESPONSE: 04/28/2008

REVIEW CLOSED: 05/02/2008
MS RENEE GLEDHILL-EARLEY

. i i
CLEARINGHOUSE COORD Teaent adigass s
DEPT OF CUL RESQURCES (G Concedlns. AéH’/r’;’J: .
ARCHIVES-HISTORY BLDG — MSC 4617 S5

RALEIGH NC

REVIEW DISTRIBUTION

CC&PS - DEM, NFIP

DENR LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS
DEPT OF ARGRICULTURE

DEPT OF CUL RESOURCES

DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION

LAND OF SKY REGIONAL COUNCIL

EC
APPLICANT: NCDOT
TYPE: National Environmental Policy Act

ERD: Draft Environmental Impact Statement

DESC: Proposal of a multi-lane freeway, part of new location, from I-26 to US 19-23-70
that includes the 1-26/1-40/1-240 interchange (I-26 Connector, Buncombe County) .
TIP # 1-2513.

-.——-—-—"-_"‘-,_\*

-

The attached project has been submitted to the N. C. State Clearinghouse for
intergovernmental review. Please review and submit your response by the above
indicated date to 1301 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC Z7699-1301.

1f additional review time is needed, please contact this office at (919)807-2425.

AS A RESULT OF THIS REVIEW THE FOLLOWING IS SUBMITTED:

W NO COMMENT

D COMMENTS ATTACHED

SIGNED BY: MW ,&J/%J—

DATE: g’/'ﬁg

APR TN 2NNR



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

- North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources
r- ~
m\ Alan W. Klimek, P.E. Director

/z/“‘,._\." g 4 /X/\ Division of Water -Quality
ffr\" MAy | {J/
= .
. =1
= &25%’%5"“ =
e =/ D < A
& S-000§
N \ng May 5, 2008
, ,
MEMORANDUM
To: Melba McGee, Environmental Coordinator, Office of Legislative and Intergovernmental
Affairs
From: Brian Wrenn, Division of Water Quality, Transportation Permitting Unit
Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement related to proposed 1-26

Connector from existing 1-40 to Existing US 19/23-70 North of Asheville in Buncombe

County, Federal Aid Project No. MA-NHF-26-1(53), State Project No. 34165.1.1, TIP
No. 1-2513.

This office has reviewed the referenced document dated March 25, 2008. The Division of Water Quality
(DWQ) is responsible for the issuance of the Section 401 Water Quality Certification for activities that
impact Waiers of the U.S., including wetlands. It is our understanding that the project as presented will

result in impacts to jurisdictional wetlands, streams, and other surface waters. The DWQ offers the
following comments based on review of the aforementioned document:

Project Specific Comments:

PEE This project is being planned as part of the 404/NEPA Merger Process. As a participating team
s member, the NCDWQ will continue to work with the team.

2. Hominy Creek is class C; 303(d) waters of the State. Hominy Creek is on the 303(d) list for
impaired use for aquatic life due to agriculture and urban/storm sewer runoff. DWQ is very
concerned with sediment and erosion impacts that could result from this project. DWQ

e recommends that the most protective sediment and erosion control BMPs be implemented to reduce
' the risk of nutrient runoff to Hominy Creek. DWQ requests that road design plans provide treatment
of the storm water runoff through best management practices as detailed in the most recent version
of NC DWQ Stormwater Best Management Practices.

3. In Section 4.1.5.4, Surface Water, the document states that the expected effects on surface water of
the proposed action will be similar among the alternatives. This is not an accurate statement. The
~ 4 expected impacts, especially for streams, vary significantly depending on the alternative. This
Ar statement should be removed or revised to accurately reflect the expected impacts.

4. Section 3.5.1.2 Geology, does not mention the potential presence of acidic rock. The western
portion of North Carolina contains acidic rock formations that when exposed to atmospheric
conditions can result in stormwater runoff with extremely pHs. This acidic runoff can be very
detrimental to aquatic environments. Prior to completing the avoidance and minimization phase of
A\ the project, geotechnical investigations should be conducted to identify the presence of acidic rock.

Impacts 1o areas identified as having acidic rock should be avoided and minimized as much as
possible.

O .
NorthCarolina
Transportation Permitting Unit Naturally
1650 Mail Service Center. Releigh, North Carolina 27699-1€50
2321 Crabtree Boulevard, Suite 250, Raieigh, North Caroling 27604
Phone: §19-733-1786 / FAX ©19-733-6823 / Internet. http:/fh20.enr.state.nc.us/ncwetlands

£n Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer — 50% Recycled!10% Post Consumer Paper
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General Comments:

13.

- by 15A NCAC 21H.0506(h), it is preferable to present a conceptual (if not finalized) mitigation plan

The environmental document should provide a detailed and itemized presentation of the proposed
impacts to wetlands and streams with corresponding mapping. If mitigation is necessary as required

with the environmental documentation. Appropriate mitigation plans will be required prior to
issuance of a 401 Water Quality Certification.

Environmental assessment alternatives shall consider design criteria that reduce the impacts to
streams and wetlands from storm water runoff. These alternatives shall include road designs that
allow for treatmemnt of the storm water runoff through best management practices as detailed in the

most recent version of NC DWQ Stormwater Best Management Practices, such as grassed swales,
buffer areas, preformed scour holes, retention basins, etc.

After the selection of the preferred alternative and prior to an issuance of the 401 Water Quality
Certification, the NCDOT is respectfully reminded that they will need to demonstrate the avoidance
and minimization of impacts to wetlands (and streams) to the maximum extent practical. In
accordance with the Environmental Management Commission’s Rules {15A NCAC 2H.0506(h)},
mitigation will be required for impacts of greater than 1 acre to wetlands. In the event that
mitigation is required, the mitigation plan shall be designed to replace appropriate lost functions and
values. The NC Ecosystem Enhancement Program may be available for use as wetland mitigation.

In accordance with the Environmental Management Commission’s Rules {1SA NCAC 2H.0506(h)},
mitigation will be r_eguired for impacts of greater than 150 linear feet to any single perennial stream.
In the event that mitigation is required, the mitigation plan shall be designed to replace appropriate

Jost functions and values. The NC Ecosystem Enhancement Program may be available for use as
stream mitigation.

Future documentation, including the 401 Water Quality Certification Application, shall continue to
include an itemized listing of the proposed wetland and stream impacts with corresponding mapping.

. DWQ is very concerned with sediment and erosion impacts that could result from this project. NC

DOT shall address these concerns by describing the potential impacts that may occur to the aquatic
environments and any mitigating factors that would reduce the impacts.

. An analysis of cumulative and secondary impacts anticipated as a result of this project is required.

The type and detail of analysis shall conform to the NC Division of Water Quality Policy on the
assessment of secondary and cumulative impacts dated April 10, 2004.

_NC DOT is respectfully reminded that all impacts, including but not limited to, bridging, fill,

excavation and clearing, to jurisdictional wetlands, streams, and riparian buffers need to be included
in the final impact calculations. These impacts, in addition to any construction impacts, temporary
or otherwise, also need to be included as part of the 401 Water Quality Certification Application.

Where streams must be crossed, the DWQ prefers bridges be used in lieu of culverts. However, we
realize that economic considerations often require the use of culverts. Please be advised that culverts
should be countersunk to allow unimpeded passage by fish and other aquatic organisms. Moreover,



I

15.

16.

17.

21.

t2
(1]

in areas where high quality wetlands or streams are impacted, a bridge may prove preferable. When
applicable, DOT should not install the bridge bents in the creek, to the maximum extent practicable.

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

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

borrow/waste areas will need to be presented in the 401 Water Quality Certification and could
precipitate compensatory mitigation.

The 401 Water Quality Certification application will need to specifically address the proposed

methods for stormwater management. More specifically, stormwater shall not be permitted to
discharge directly into streams or surface waters. :

Based on the information presented in the document, the magnitude of impacts to wetlands and
streams may require an individual permit application to the Corps of Engineers and corresponding
401 Water Quality Certification. Please be advised that a 401 Water Quality Certification requires
satisfactory protection of water quality to ensure that water quality standards are met and no wetland
or stream uses are lost. Final permit authorization will require the submittal of a formal application
hv the NCDOT and written concurrence from the NCDWQ. Please be aware that any approval will
bé: contingent on appropriate avoidance and minimization of wetland and stream impacts to the

maximum extent practical, the development of an acceptable stormwater management plan, and the
inclusion of appropriate mitigation plans where appropriate.

. Bridge supports (bents) should not be placed in the stream when possible.

. Whenever possible, the DWQ prefers spanning structures. Spanning structures usually do not

require work within the stream or grubbing of the streambanks and do not require stream channel
realignment. The horizontal and vertical clearances provided by bridges allow for human and

wildlife passage beneath the structure, do not block fish passage and do not block navigation by
canoeists and boaters.

. Bridge deck drains should not discharge directly into the stream. Stormwater shall be directed across

the bridge and pre-treated through site-appropriate means (grassed swales, pre-formed scour holes,

vegetated buffers, etc.) before entering the stream. Please refer to the most current version of NC
DWQ Srormwater Best Management Practices.

If concrete is used during construction, a dry work area should be maintained 10 prevent direct
contact between curing concrete and stream water. Water that inadvertently contacts uncured

concrete shall not be discharged to surface waters due to the potential for elevated pH and possible
aquatic life and fish Kills.

. If temporary access roads or detours are constructed, the site shall be graded to its preconstruction

contours and elevations. Disturbed areas shall be seeded or mulched to stabilize the soil and
appropriate native woody species shall be planted. When using temporary structures the area shall
be cleared but not grubbed. Clearing the area with chain saws, mowers, bush-hogs, or other

mechanized equipment and leaving the stumps and root mat intact allows the area to re-vegetate
naturally and minimizes soil disturbance.
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Placement of culv €rts and other structures in waters, streams, and wetlands shall be placed below the
elevation of the stxeambed by one foot for all culverts with a diameter greater than 48 inches, and 20
percent of the cul~ert diameter for culverts having a diameter less than 48 inches, to allow low flow
passage of water and aquatic life. Design and placement of culverts and other structures including
temporary erosior control measures shall not be conducted in a manner that may result in dis-
equilibrium of we tlands or streambeds or banks, adjacent to or upstream and down stream of the
above structures. ~The applicant is required to provide evidence that the equilibrium is being
maintained if requiested in writing by DWQ. If this condition is unable to be met due to bedrock or

other limiting features encountered during construction, please contact the NC DWQ for guidance on
how to proceed ard to determine whether or not a permit modification will be required.

If multiple pipes ©F barrels are required, they shall be designed to mimic natural stream cross section
as closely as poss ible including pipes or barrels at flood plain elevation and/or sills where
appropriate. Wid ening the stream channel should be avoided. Stream channel widening at the inlet
or outlet end of structures typically decreases water velocity causing sediment deposition that
requires increased maintenance and disrupts aquatic life passage.

If foundation test borings are necessary; it shall be noted in the document. Geotechnical work is

approved under GGeneral 401 Certification Number 3494/Nationwide Permit No. 6 for Survey
Activities.

Sediment and erosion control measures sufficient to protect water resources must be implemented
and maintained in accordance with the most recent version of North Carolina Sediment and Erosion
Control Planning and Design Manual and the most recent version of NCS000250. .

All work in or adjacent to stream waters shall be conducted in a dry work area. Approved BMP
measures from the most current version of NCDOT Construction and Maintenance Activities manual

such as sandbags. rock berms, cofferdams and other diversion structures shall be used to prevent
excavation in flowing water.

While the use of National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps, NC Coastal Region Evaluation of
Wetland Significance (NC-CREWS) maps and soil survey maps are useful tools, their inherent

inaccuracies require that qualified personnel perform onsite wetland delineations prior to permit
approval.

. Heavy equipment should be operated from the bank rather than in stream channels in order to

minimize sedimentation and reduce the likelihood of introducing other pollutants into streams. This

equipment shall be inspected daily and maintained to prevent contamination of surface waters from
leaking fuels, Jubricants, hydraulic fluids, or other toxic materials.

Riprap shall not be placed in the active thalweg channel or placed in the streambed in a manner that

precludes aquatic life passage. Bioengineering boulders or structures should be properly designed,
sized and installed.

Riparian vegetation (native trees and shrubs) shall be preserved to the maximum extent possible.

Riparian vegetation must b_e reestablis}_aed within the construction limits of the project by the end of
the growing season following completion of construction.




The NCDWQ appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on your project. Should you have any
questions or require any additional information, please contact Brian Wrenn at 919-733-5715.

cc:  David Baker, US Army Corps of Engineers, Asheville Field Office
Clarence Coleman, Federal Highway Administration
Chris Militscher, Environmental Protection Agency
Marla Chambers. NC Wildlife Resources Commission
Marella Buncick. US Fish and Wildlife Service
Mike Parker, DWQ Asheville Regional Office
File Copy



Michael F. Easlev, Governor

William G. Ross Ir., Secretary
North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources

Coleen H. Sullins, Director
Division of Water Quality

I-26 Connector G- ¥
A/95 EIS Review

If the project goes through the site of any existing wells, the wells should be abandoned in
accordance with 2C regulations (15A NCAC 02C.0113).

Ed Williams
ARO APS
ﬂhCaro]ma
ﬁ aturally
North Carolina Division of Water Quality — Asheville Regional Office 2090 U.S. Highway 70 Swannanoa, NC 28778 Phoqe (828) 296-41 500
Aquifer Protection Section FAX (828)299-7043

Customer Service 1-877-623-6748
Internet: h2o.enr.state.nc.us

An Equal Opportunity/Atiirmative Action Employer - 50% Recycied/10% Post Consumer Paper



Federal Aid #: MANHF26-1(53) TIP#. 1-2513B County: Buncombe

CONCURRENCE FORM FOR ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS

Project Description: Proposed I-26 Connector in Asheville
On 16 February 2010, representatives of the

= North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT)
X Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)

X North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office (HPO)
] Other

Reviewed the subject project and agreed on the effects findings listed within the table on the
reverse of this signature page.

Signed:
ﬂ QW 2} APRw Zoip
Reprbesentati e, CDOT& Date
rel - e
Wg‘g L ﬁﬂ//cﬂ [,/ o) 7~ / o)
FHWA, for the Division Administrator, or other Federal Agency Date
Representative, HPO Date

,&&W&Z/——M 4.972. /0

¥

State Historic Preservation Officer d— Date

[-2513B Concurrence Form For Assessment of Effects
Page 1 of 3



North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources

State Historic Preservation Office
Ramona M. Bartos, Administrator
Governor Pat McCrory Office of Archives and History
Secretary Susan Kluttz Deputy Secretary Kevin Cherry

April 24, 2015
MEMORANDUM

TO: Mary Pope Furr
Office of Human Environment
NCDOT Division of Highways

- &
FROM: Renee Gledhill-Earley @,auu/ M M‘D’Q‘— Q %

Environmental Review Coordinator

SUBJECT:  Updated Historic Structures Eligibility Report for I-26 Connector, 1-2513,
Buncombe County, CH 96-0472

Thank you for your April 10, 2015, letter transmitting the above-referenced report. We have reviewed the re-
evaluation and concur with its findings that thirteen (13) properties previously identified by Mattson, Alexander
and Associates and listed on page 4 remain eligible for listing in the National Register. We concur that
Calvary Baptist Church (BN4921) is eligible for listing. The Southern Railroad Bridge (BN5928), which
was determined eligible as part of the Wilma Dykeman Riverway project also remains eligible for listing. The
criteria for listing and boundaries appear appropriate.

For future ease in addressing potential effects on these properties, it would be very helpful to have a listing of
the eligible properties with their name, survey site number, evaluation determination and criteria for listing
presented in a chart format.

The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 CFR
Part 800.

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions concerning the above comment,
contact Renee Gledhill-Earley, environmental review coordinator, at 919-807-6579 or
environmental.review(@ncdcr.gov. In all future communication concerning this project, please cite the above
referenced tracking number.

Location: 109 East Jones Street, Raleich NC 27601 ~ Mailing Address: 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4617 Telephone/Fax: (919) 807-6570/807-6599


mailto:environmental.review@ncdcr.gov
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

PAT MCCRORY NICHOLAS J. TENNYSON
GOVERNOR ACTING SECRETARY
July 30, 2015
Memorandum
To: Mr. Kevin Moore, PE

Project Engineer
Roadway Design Unit

From: James B. Harris, PE
State Railroad Coordination Engineer
NCDOT Rail Division

State Project: 1-2513

F/A Project: MANHF 26-1 (53)

County: Buncombe

Description: I-26 Asheville Connector
Subject: Railroad Involvement Information

The NCDOT Rail Division recently received notice of the upcoming July 31, 2015
Public Hearing Map Review meeting. Upon review of project files, it was noticed
that the Rail Division does not have any information on this project or ever
provided any comments on it in regard to potential rail impacts.

After review of project information recently received, this office finds that the
project will involve some rail-related matters. Only Sections B and C of I-2513
have rail impacts with no impacts in Section A.

Below are comments in regard to railroad involvement on the project:

The project study area shows two Norfolk Southern Railway (NS) and one former
NS line will be impacted. See attached map from the environmental document
for identification of the various rail lines. The rail lines impacted are as follows:
e The NS S-line which runs from Salisbury/Asheville/Knoxville is located in
Section 1-2513B. This rail line is considered oriented ‘railroad’ east/west

(geographically northward) with mileposts increasing from east to west.
MAILING ADDRESS: TELEPHONE: 919-707-4707 LOCATION:
NORTH CAROLINA DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION FAX: 919-715-6580 TRANSPORTATION BUILDING
RAIL DIVISION 1 SouTH WILMINGTON STREET
1553 MAIL SERVICE CENTER WEBSITE: www.bytrain.org RALEIGH, NC 27611
RALEIGH NC 27699-1553



Right-of-way (R/W) width is 200 feet wide with two mainline tracks in the
area being impacted. Approximately 10-15 freight trains operate over this
rail line per day, with no passenger trains, with maximum speed of 30
mph. The study limits and alternatives cross the S-line from milepost S
141.9to S 143.0.

e The NS Craggy Mountain spur line is also located in Section 1-2513B but
was not shown on the map. It has been added and is shown in purple. It
runs northward parallel to and between the east side of the French Broad
River and the west side of Riverside Drive for several miles and dead-
ends north of Woodfin. At the north end of the line is an unofficial tourist
railroad operation with vintage railroad equipment. The turnout (switch)
for the Craggy Mountain spur line is located on the NS S-line at milepost S
141.9 which is just north of I-240. R/W width is not known. This spur line
only sees several freight trains per week at speeds of 10 mph.

e The former NS T-line is also located in Section 1-2513B. It runs from
Asheville to Dillsboro and is considered oriented east/west with mileposts
increasing from east to west. It was recently sold to Watco Corporation
and is operated now as a shortline railroad known as the Blue Ridge
Southern Railroad (BLU). The turnout (switch) for the T-line is located on
the NS S-line at milepost S 142.3, which is also milepost T 0.0, and is
known as “Murphy Junction”. R/W width is 200 feet wide with a single
track located in the area being impacted. This rail line sees 2-4 freight
trains per day, with no passenger trains, with maximum speed of 25 mph.
The study limits and alternatives cross the T-line from mileposts T0.0to T
0.4.

e The former NS T-line, now owned and operated by the Blue Ridge
Southern Railroad (BLU), is impacted again in Section 1-2513C. 1-40
crosses over the T-line at milepost T 4.77 by way of a grade separated
structure. The structure is NCDOT Bridge #313 (Buncombe County). The
rail line is still considered oriented east/west with mileposts increasing
from east to west. R/W width is also 200 feet wide with one track located
under the bridge. There is also a spur track that serves a rail customer on
the south side of the T-line just east of the bridge. 2-4 freight trains, with
no passenger trains, operate over this segment of the T-line per day at a
maximum speed of 25 mph.

Section 1-2513B rail impacts:

For Section 1-2513B where new crossings of the NS S-line, Craggy Mountain
Spur, and the BLU T-line will occur, it is a given that any crossing of these ralil
lines will be grade-separated considering the classification of highway being
constructed. As information, however, and for future reference in support of
grade separation of rail lines, the Department of Transportation has developed
guidelines for the treatment of highway-railroad intersections on new construction
projects. The grade separation guidelines are based on the use of an exposure
index which is a product of the number of trains per day and the projected
average daily highway traffic. Grade separated structures should be constructed
in rural areas when the exposure index is 15,000 or more and in urban areas



when the exposure index is 30,000 or more. Attached you will find a copy of the
guidelines.

New structures over the S-line, T-line, and Craggy Mountain Spur in Section I-
2513B should provide a minimum of 23’-0” of vertical clearance. Also, railroads
typically like to preserve enough space under any new bridge to add a future
track. In the Rail Division’s opinion, any new structures in this section should not
need to allow space under the structures for future tracks. The S-line is already
double-track and the terrain probably doesn’t allow space for a future track
anyway. The T-line and Craggy Mountain Spur are low-density lines in regard to
rail traffic and the existing single track at each location is sufficient for the present
and any future rail traffic. There may be a need to allow room for a maintenance
roadway for any structures that cross over the Murphy Junction area (connection
point of the T-line with the S-line) due to the track/signal maintenance work
required at that location. Horizontal clearances to bridge bents should therefore
be 25-0” plus any additional length for a maintenance roadway (if required by NS
or BLU) in order to avoid the use of crashwalls on the bridge bents.

From other information recently received on Section 1-2513B, it is understood
there may be some roadway improvements, such as realignment/widening, and
possibly a trail along Riverside Drive and the French Broad River, that could
impact and encroach upon the R/W of the Craggy Mountain Spur line. Any
improvements to the roadways parallel to the Craggy Mountain Spur may also
require existing -Y- line at-grade crossings over that spur line to be upgraded as
well. Improvements required at any -Y- line at-grade crossings could include
changes to the roadway profile, widened crossing surface, relocation of crossing,
and relocation/addition of crossing signal gates

Any parallel encroachments on railroad R/W or changes to crossing surfaces
should be discussed/coordinated with David Hinnant, Surfaces & Encroachments
Manager for the NCDOT Rail Division, at 919-715-8804. For new, modified, or
relocation of crossing signals, Richard Mullinax, PE, Rail Signals Manager, would
be involved. He can be contacted at 919-733-8015. To gain information
regarding the type of protection at any existing at-grade crossings or upgrades
that may be required to existing crossing protection for design or detour routes,
please contact A. R. (Drew) Thomas, Inventory & Data Analysis Manager, at
919-733-5564.

Section 1-2513C rail impacts:

Existing NCDOT Bridge #313 (Buncombe County) on I-40 is currently grade-
separated over BLU’s T-line in this section. If this bridge is replaced, it is a given
that only a grade-separated crossing would be pursued considering the
classification of highway. It is the Rail Division’s opinion that the existing single
track at this location is sufficient to accommodate existing and future freight traffic
and space for a future track is not needed if the bridge is replaced. It was also
previously noted that there is a spur track on the south side of the mainline that



serves an industry to the east that the bridge span would also need to
accommodate. The bridge bents should be placed 25’-0” from the centerline of
track to avoid the use of crashwalls. Vertical clearance should be 23’-0” if the
bridge is replaced. Increased vertical clearance requirements (over what may
exist today) may also cause the existing roadway profile to be raised significantly,
resulting in greater impacts to adjacent properties.

If the existing bridge is retained and only widened, the existing horizontal and
vertical clearances need to be maintained and not reduced.

The Rail Division was also asked to comment on the possible replacement of the
bridge on Sandy Hill School Road (SR1224) over the BLU T-line which is just
south of the above 1-40 overpass. This is NCDOT Bridge # 87 (Buncombe
County) and is located at BLU milepost T 5.1.

Being that the highway (SR1224) is currently grade separated from the railroad
by a bridge, this office highly recommends, for safety reasons, that only a grade
separation be considered in order to maintain the grade separation between the
roadway and the railroad. With the limited possibility of additional freight traffic
(and no passenger service) in the future, it's the Rail Division’s opinion the
existing single track at this location is sufficient. Space under a new bridge for a
future track is therefore not required. Bents should be placed 25’-0” from
centerline of the existing track to avoid the use of crashwalls. Increased vertical
clearance requirements (over what may exist today) may also cause the existing
roadway profile to be raised significantly, resulting in greater impacts to adjacent
properties.

Also, the removal of any existing overhead bridges, or any portion of it if only
widened, should be performed in a manner that prevents debris from falling onto
the existing tracks.

General comments for 1-2513B and [-2523C:

Modification/replacement of existing, or construction of new, highway bridges
over NS or BLU would require coordination, review, and approval with the
affected railroad. For assistance in that regard, Kevin Fischer, PE of NCDOT
Structures Management Unit should be contacted at 919-707-6514. Any
information associated with a new structure such as track alignment, any
proposed future tracks, the location of such tracks, horizontal and vertical
clearance requirements related to a new bridge, necessity for maintenance
roads, presence/location of any fiber optic cables, and flagging protection
requirements should be obtained prior to any preliminary design work. The Rail
Division can also assist, through coordination with Structures Management Unit,
with determining if future tracks are needed/justified for freight train operations.

If an off-site detour route is required to make any crossing improvements or
bridge modifications/replacements, selection and preference should be given to
detour routes that provide grade separation of the highway and railroad tracks if
possible. If a grade-separated route is not available, traffic should be detoured



over a route that avoids rail interaction or, if no other alternative is available,
provides an at-grade signalized crossing.

The existing roadway profile on any railroad at-grade crossing that may be
located on an alternate route must also be considered in selecting the detour
route. Detour routes should be chosen that offer the railroad crossing with the
best profile rather than a route that would require traffic to use a ‘humped’
crossing. Flatbed trailers or other low riding vehicles may get stuck on a
‘humped’ crossing.

The data provided in this letter is for information only and should be verified, or
any additional information obtained, during the preliminary design process.

Thank you for keeping the Rail Division involved in the early project planning
stages. Please call me at 707-4707 if you have any additional questions or need
any additional information.

Attachments

Richard Mullinax, PE
David Hinnant

Drew Thomas, PE
Brian Hanks, PE
Kevin Fischer, PE
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Correspondence from Local Agencies and Organizations



This page intentionally left blank.



*  Bryson City DATE:

orridor Association

OFFICERS @

Louis Bissette, Jr.
Co-Chairman, Asheville
Mac McGough
Co-Chairman, Weaverville
W. Otis Duck
Vice-Chairman, Mars Hill
Jake Grigg

Secretary, Mars Hill

Ed Broadwell TO:
Treasurer, Clyde

DIRECTORS FROM:

Max Abbott,

MEETING NOTICE

Directors and Members/Other Leaders
W. Louis Bissette, Jr. and Mac McGough, Co-Chairmen

November 15, 1995

James Banks,
Asheville

Fred Bentley,
Mara Hill

Bruce Briggs,
Mars Hill

Patricia Brinkley,

SUBJECT: Annual Meeting on December 6

bl The annual meetiné' of the US 23/1-26 Corridor Association will be held
John Dickson, on Wednesday, December 6 at 5:00 p.m. in the auditorium at the Madison
Asheville County Campus of Asheville-Buncombe Tech. This building is located at the

Ernest Ferguson,

Asheville intersection of US 25-70 N and N.C. 213 (Mars Hill Road) near Marshall. Map

Williamm Forsyth, lS enclosed
Murphy

Phil Frye,
Spruce Pine
Jack Harmon,

‘We hope you can join us for a complete update and status report on the

Marion 1-26 project - current progress, schedule of construction contracts to be let (one

Harvey Haynes,
Asheville
Jeanne Hoffman,
Mars Hill

Ed Iirael,
Brevard

Allen Jobe,
Rutherfordton
Fred Hilstrom,
Brevard

James Ledford,
Mara Hill

Oscar Ledford,
Franklin

Steve Miller,
Asheville

Sara Morris,
Asheville

Hugh Morton,
Linville

Jerry Plemmons,
Marshall

Wanda Proffitt,
Burnaville
Rolan Smith,
Bryson City
Richard Stiles,
Asheville

Charles Von Canon,

Banner Elk

Dan Waddell,
Hendersonville
David Wyatt
Mars Hill

Ralph Young,
Asheville

John Youngbleod,
Fletcher

moved up), ete. Also, hear about plannmg for the Asheville Connector and
associated I-26 projects.

Gordon Myers, Member, N. C. Board of Transportation (13th Division)
and Bill Smart, Division Engineer, DOT (13th Division) will be with us to give
the reports. We will also elect officers and directors.

‘We have come a Iong way on "The Road to Sams Gap" - and Tennessee -
but it is impertant that we keep the Corridor Association strong and continue

to push early completion of I-26 as hard as we can. In the words of the late
poet, Robert Frost, “we have miles to go and promises to keep."

This will not be a long meeting and we will have light refreshments
available to "tide you over."

P.S. [It's time to pay dues again. Please see dues schedule and payment
form enclosed. We will appreciate your help!

js

_Enclosure

25 Heritage Drive Asheville NG 28806 (704) 254-8131



“Fand-of-Skyv Regional Council
Buncombe * Henderson » Madison + Transylvania Counties : o e %\ -
: a ~— 4 Q&%\ "
Regional Clearinghouse n %\ PN
N )

N.C. Intergovernmental Review Process
~ Review and Comment Form

The Land-of-Sky Regional Council has received the attached informatila.r'a 'abS'utAa proposal
which could affect your jurisdiction. '

If you need more infdrmation, contact the applicant direciiy.

If you wish to comment on this proposed action, complete this form and return it with your
comments to this office by 3 96 . Comments received after this date cannot be included in our
response to the State Clearihghouse.

If you need additional time in order to obtain more information about the application or to
formulate your comments, please call Jean Sluder at 251-6622 as soon as possible. An extension of
the review period may be possible. ' -

A NOTE to Reviewers - Projects with a "C" in the State Application Identifier (below) is a
funding proposal review. Comments should focus on the acceptability or unacceptability of the
project. Projects with an "E" in the identifier are environmental or site reviews. Comments for.
these projects should focus on the adequacy of the environmental document or site selection process.

If no comment is received by the above date, it will be assumed you have no comments
regarding this proposal.

State Application Identifier # Fb— £-42 A - 02 7.2 Regional No. A/—- ¢

Commenter’s Nam Tt ZW/ Title %._

Representing

F s

ocal government)

Address . v]v,ﬁ-ﬂ 5’7.?
%MM/ NC 28755 0577
Phone 7/?/ é?; 2554/ ' Date 2 -/ 2 -9£

Comment (or attach): a.ag/ux, EZ/%/@@M,/ ‘foe W%M

lo 0l s Tigfei forteins Thops Zdls corce.

25 Heritage DrivesAsheville, NC 28806-1998
Telephone 704-251-6622+Fax 704-251-6353+E-Mail: LANDOFSKY @mailbox.joa.com



adisen » Transylvania Counties .

Buncombe o Hendérson
Regional Clearinghouse

N.C. Intergovernmental Review Process
A Review and Comment Form

The Land-of-Sky Regional Council has received the attached information about a proposal
which could affect your jurisdiction.

If you need more information, contact the applicant directly.

If you wish to comment on this proposed action, complete this form and return it with your
comments to this office by 31[ § /76 . Comments received after this date cannot be included in our
response to the State Clearihghouse.

If you need additional time in order to obtain more information about the application or to
formulate your comments, please call Jean Sluder at 251-6622 as soon as possible. An extension of
the review period may be possible.

A NOTE to Reviewers - Projects with a "C" in the State Application Identifier (below) is a
funding proposal review. Comments should focus on the acceptability or unacceptability of the
project. Projects with an "E" in the identifier are environmental or site reviews. Comments for.
these projects should focus on the adequacy of the environmental document or site selection process.

If no comment is received by the above date, it will be assumed you have no comments
regarding this proposal. :

State Application Identifier # qé“E"#'QQJ--OAI,L 7.2 Regional No. 2/— 7¢

Commenter’s Name _Robert E. Shepherd ] Title_ Executive Director

Representing Land-of-Sky Regional Council's Executive Committee
(local government)

Address

Phone 704/251-6622 Date Feb. 28, 1996

Comment (or attach): Project was presented to the Executive Committee at its meeting

on February 28. No comment was given.

25 Heritage DrivesAsheville, NC 28806-1998
Telephone 704-251-6622+Fax 704-251-6353+E-Mail: LAN DOFSKY @mailbox.ioa.com



June 11, 1997

Mr. H. Franklin Vick, P.E.

i
ASHFVILLE

NCDOT - Manager - Planning and Environmental Branch

PO Box 25201

Raleigh, NC 27611-5201

Dear Mr. Vick:

INVISIc
c’@ HIGHW

‘ RO

My apologies for the delay in getting this letter tg you concerning road closures related to
TIP Project U-2902. City staff looked at the options outlined by Ken Burleson and have
determined that the cul-de-sacing of Fairfax is the most logical. Please proceed with design
taking this into consideration. Should any circumstances change, we will deal with them as they

arise.

Sin_cerely,

Cld

Ron Fuller, AICP

Transportation Planner
‘Asheville Urban Area MPQ

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

SIESATRT e, A
HERER AL DR EEE 3

CITY OF ASHEVILLE
POST OFFICE BOX 7148
ASHEVILE, NC 28802

[704) 2595830
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22 SouTtH PAck Sauane
SuiTE 330
AsHEViLLE, NC 28801-0000
{704} 2511988

N CHARLES H. TAYLOR

11TH DisTRICT, NORTH CARDUNA

MEMBER
COMMITTEE ON
APPROPRIATIONS

231 Cannon BuiLoing
WastingTon, DC 20515-3311

. {202) 225-6401
SUBCOMMITTEE ON . ,
COMMERCE, JUSTICE, STATE mﬂn”rggw ﬂt tbg @s;!tgﬁ ét&tgg HENDERSONVILLE OFFICE
’ {704) 697-8539
SUBCOMMITTEE ON
1Bouge of Repregentatives
INTERIOR MunpHy OFFICE
4 f (704) 837-3249
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TWaghington, BL 20515-3311
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA . RUTHERFORDTON OFFICE
CHAIRMAN April 20, 1998 {704) 286-8750
SueLsy OFFICE
{704) 4846871
The Honorable Norris Tolson INTERNET ADORESS
RerCHARLES. TAYLOR@MaiL House. Gov
Secretary

North Carolina Department of Transportation

PO Box 25201
Raleigh, North Carolina 27611-5201

~ ™
S

Dear Secretary Tolson:

Enclosed is a copy of correspondence I have received from my
constituent, Roger Derrough, CEO Earth Fare, Inc. I believe you
will find the letter self-explanatory.

I have explained that the matter is entirely within the
jurisdiction of the State of North Carolina, but that I will
bring it to your attentlon for whatever -action you feel is
approprlate. P , ~ :

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
ESSE QUAM VIDER! "To be rather than to seem”
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JESSE HELMS
NGATH T 3OLINA

,;zgjﬁ /‘ (;L) ¢ heeinbe.

Wnited States Sen

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3301

April 20, 1998 AT

¢ o

Mr. Norris Tolson

Secretary

Department of State Transportaticn
P. 0. Box 25201

Raleigh, NC 27611

Dear Mr. Tolson:

Enclosed please find a copy of a letter I have received from
Mr. Roger Derrough, Chief Executive Officer, Earth Fare, Inc., 40
Westgate Parkway, Suite S, Asheville, NC 28806, as to his concerns
regarding the future of Westgate Shopping Center because of
proposed actions by the North Carolina Department of Transportation
as it relates to the I-26 Extension.

Certainly, I would appreciate your looking into this situation
and advising me of your findings. Please correspond with me about
this matter through my Hickory Office, P. O. Box 2944, Hickory, NC
28603.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

JESSE HELMS:jks

Enclosure




May 7, 1998

Mr. Richard B. Davis, P.E., Assistant Manager
NCDOT - Planning and Environmental

Post Office Box 25201

Raleigh, NC 27611-5201

Dear Mr. Davis:

It has been brought to our attention, as a result of a recent scoping meeting on TIP Project
1-2513, that the City of Asheville should officially comment on a couple of issues related to that
project. We welcome the opportunity to do so and would encourage you to keep us informed of the
progress of our recommendations.

The first issue concerns the pedestrian access across I-240 in light of the removal of the
Stewart Street pedestrian bridge. Since that facility is proposed to be removed, it is critical that
State Street be improved to provide pedestrian access. The City currently has sidewalks on the
south side of State Street to the bridge. Although there is not a sidewalk under the bridge, there is
adequate room for a sidewalk to be constructed. It is the City of Asheville’s request that NCDOT
provide a sidewalk under the new State Street overpass that will link to the existing sidewalks.

The second issue concerns lighting on the new alignment portion of the Connector. The
City of Asheville would strongly urge NCDOT to investigate the installation of appropriate
lighting along this section of the project. This will become a major entrance way into our city and
the safety and illumination that good lighting provides is important.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment. Should you have any questions, please
feel free to contact us.

Sincerely,

James L. Westbrook, Jr.
City Manager '

pe: Mr. Bill Smart, NCDOT - Division 13
Mr. Gordon Myers, NCDOT - BOT
Mr. Robert Parrish, TAC Chair, Town of Fletcher
. Mr. Ken Burleson, TGS Engineers

CITY OF ASHEVILLE
OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER
Post Office Box 7148
Asheville, NC 28802
{704) 259-5604
FAX: (704} 259-5499




COMMITTEE ON
APPROPRIATIONTS

SUBCOMMITTEE ON

COMMER

SurTe 330
ASHEVILLE, NC 28801-0000

MEMBER 1828) 251-1988

231 Cannon Buioing
WasringTon, DC 20515-3311
{202) 225-8401

CE. JUSTICE. STATE Q‘:DngrESE Uf tbe aﬂnltﬁb étatﬁs HENDERSONVILLE Office

(828) 697-851%

~NTERIOR - HHouse of Representatives
’ Murewmy Oreice
SUBCOMRITTEE O THashington, BE 20515-3311 (6281 837-3249
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA October 14, 1998 RUTHERFORDTON Ofrice

CHAIRMAN

(828) 286~8750

SweLsy Orrice
{828) 4B4-6371

Mr. Kenneth Wilson -
District Engineer
N.C. Department of
PO Box 32278

Asheville, North Carolina 28802-3279

INTERNET ADDRESS
REPCr-ARL&S.TAYLOR@MAIL.HOUSE.GOV

rangportation

My constituent, Meg Anderson, 279 Mag Sluder Road,
Rlexander,NC, has contacted me about the route for the I-26
Connector in Asheville. It would be helpful to Ms. Anderson and
others who contact me for information, if you could send me some
maps of the proposed routes and anything else. Also, Ms. Anderson
would like to know if any public hearings have been scheduled or
wnen the next heazring will be scheduled.

I have explained that the matter is entirely within the
Jurisdiction of the State of North Carolina, but that I will
bring it to your attention for whatever action you feel is
appropriate.

I would appreciate your providing me with any information
which may help address my constituent's concerns. Please send
your response to my Asheville District Office, 22 South Pack
Square, Suite 330, Asheville, North Carolina, 28801.

~
c
r

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I look forward
to hearing from vyou. ;
Sincerely,

Charles H. Taylor
Member of Congress

h

CHT : ri

.

PRINTED ON PECYCLED PAPER
EISE TUAM VIDERL Ts e ratner than 1o seem
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THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA AT ASHEVILLE North Carolina
Center for

Creative

Retirement

October 15, 1998

Tom Kendig, Project Coordinator
Planning and Environmental Branch
NC DOT

P. O. Box 25201

Raleigh, NC 27611-5201

Dear Mr. Kendig:

On behalf of the planners Marylyn Seyler, John Hancy, Dennis Hodgson, Dick Esperon, and Doug Lowery
and the entire class of Leadership Asheville Seniors, thank you for being part of the program and making the
October 14 session so special. '

Your presence sent a significant message; the information presented was helpful. As I mentioned to you
yesterday, hearing the facts is important particularly when an issue, like the connector, is potentially emotional
and susceptible to hearsay. I know that this group of citizens is better informed as a result of your visit and
clearer about the role of DOT and the responsibility of our local community with certain issues.

The day was stimulating and informative allowing us to make connections between river development and
reclamation, greenways, and highway and other economic development.

Leadership Asheville Seniors thrives on the commitment and contributions of community leaders like you; we
hope the community will benefit from the contributions of this group of senior leaders as well.

Sincerely,

Denise Snodgrass
Director, Leadership Asheville Seniors

NortH CaroriNa CENTER FOR CREATIVE RETIREMENT
116 Rhoades Hall, CPO #2420

The University of North Carolina at Asheville §28/251-6140
One University Heights Fax 828/251-6803
Asheville, NC 28804-8511 ‘ State Courier 12-61-01

NorTH Carotina’s Pustic LiBErAL ARTS UNIVERSITY

The University of Narth Carolina at Asheville is one of the 16 senior instituticns of The University of North Carolina and is committed 1o equality of employment and educatienal epportunity.



Asheville
~ Urban Area
Metropolitan
Planning
Organization

Transportation
Advisory Committee

Chair
Robert G. Parrish, Sr.
Town of Fletcher,

Vice Chair
Charles Grimes
Town of Biltmore orest,

Gordon Myers

Board of Transportation

Nicholas Graf
FHWA

Charles Bradley
Town of Woodfin

Charles Cloninger
City of Asheville

Sara Marcia Rafter
Town of Black Mountain

Leni Sitnick
City of Asheville

David Gantt

Buncombe County

Bett Stroud
Town of Weaverville

Letta Jean Taylor
Town of Montreat

T_ezhnical Coordinating
Committee

Chair
Michael J. Morgan

Town of Weaverville

Vice Chair
Suzanane Molloy

MPQ Coordinator;
Ron Fuller

Asheville Urban Area MPO
PO Box 7148
Asheville, NC 28802

Phone: 828-259-5842
FAX: 828-259-5428
ronfi@mail.ci.asheville.nc.us

Mr. Bill Gilmore, P.E., Manager

Project Development and Environmental Analysis
PO Box 25201

Raleigh, NC 27611-5201

Dear Bill:

The City of Asheville would like to submit the following concems to your office
regarding the I-26 Connector Project. I have met with Tom Kendig and Ken Burleson and they
have reviewed the items. We pass them on to you for consideration as this important project
continues.

1-26 Connector Project Concerns from staff of the City of Asheville
December 15, 1998

Attendance:
Ron Fuller (Planning and Development), Suzanne Molloy (Public Works), Carl Ownbey (Planning and
Development), Bruce Black (Planning and Development), Alan Glines (Parks and Recreation), Gerald Green
(Planning and Development), Stacy Merten, (Planning and Development) Elizabeth Teague (Land of Sky
Regional Council), Samantha Lefko, (Planning and Development) Dan Baechtold (Planning and
Development)

The above staff met on December 15, 1998 to review and generate discussion conceming the 1-26 Connector
project within the City of Asheville. The following concerns resuited from this meeting,

The general consensus among staff was that the corridor chosen was the most reasonable and less intrusive
considering the adverse impacts an outer loop would create.

Beginning at the westernmost terminus of the project, the following issues were noted:

1. The NC 191 project (U-2902) should be modified to include an asphalt bicycle/pedestrian path fom the
existing NC 191 bridge over Hominy Creek to link up with the new alignment at both NC 191 and
Shelboume Road. Also, signage is important to ensure that crossings are safe and bicycle/pedestrian
traffic is directed away from dangerous intersections.

2. The City will continue to coordinate with NCDOT Bike and Ped staff regarding planning and design of

the Amboy Road off-road facility to Hominy Creek Park to ensure crossings are safe and

bicycle/pedestrian traffic is directed away from dangerous intersections. This will require that the fll
slope on the Southside of Sheet 1 or 2 of project be wide enough to accommodate trail. Could design
bike trail linking to new speedway property

Due to projected traffic on Amboy Road and proposed planning efforts, the City requests a full access

interchange be designed at [-240/Amboy Road. While it is recognized that there will be considerably

more costs and disruptions to the adjacent neighborhoods, it is short-sighted to neglect the pending
transportation needs in that area.

4. Any designs for improving Amboy Road should be limited to a three-lane cross section or a four-lane,
divided and landscaped median cross section. With either, all efforts should be made to ensure it be
designed as a gateway to the City and be complimentary to the park and recreational amenities planned

[

“Serving the Transportation Plarning Needs of dsheville, Bitumore Fi orest, Black Mountain, Fleicher, Montreat, Weaverville, Woodfin and Buncombe County”




10.

11

14.

. Access from I-

along the river, including bikeway and pedestrian concerns. (Designed with transition into Parkway type road)

The existing pedestrian overpass at Stewart Street that is slated for removal and non-replacement can be offset by improvements to
the State Street underpass. It should be designed with sufficient width to include sidewalks and bikelanes, preferably with raffic
separation on both sides, Lighting under the bridge should be installed, particularly since it will be an even lenger span.

Any efforts to salvage some of the existing housing stock, particularly if it is historic, by coordinating with NCDOT to move them
rather than pay for demolition, should be strongly considered. The loss of affordable housing units is injurious to the community
and if available land is within moving distance, then it would be beneficial.

Construction of noise barriers and/or retaining walls should be considered on both sides of widening project near neighborhoods
and be sensitive to the retention of community character and, if possible and practical, should be constructed of materials
indigenous to our area, or in a manner so as to look indistinguishable from, materials indigenous to our area. Additionally,
2fmfiSCaping and earthen berms should be strongly considered where possible for noise barriers rather than tall concrete walls.
Rather than raise the Haywood Road bridge at [-240, thereby affecting additional businesses, the existing road bed of 1-240 should
be lowered. The existing businesses are both occupied and historic pars of the community’s fabric. This is a key issue and there
should be no consideration whatsoever to raising the deck of Haywood Road bridge if any existing businesses are threatened
simply to start a grade.

The bridge at Haywood Road and 1240 should be constructed to ensure the safety of bicyclist and pedestrians in the area, [f
possible, the sidewalk should be separated from the traffic flow with landscaping on the bridge. The design of the bridge itself
should be compatible with the corridor planning efforts underway for Haywood Road. Ifno landscaping is possible, a wider
sidewalk design on the bridge (8-10") which would allow for comfortable passage may be acceptable.

Overall, the alignment of Alternate Two appears to be the most reasonable and efficient, if it could be merged with some of
Alternate Three’s intersections. It would create a cleaner, better flowing design. The possibilities of creating an efficient
pedestrian flow appears more doable with this alternative. Efforts should be made to ensure that there can be pedestrian
movements from all comners of the intersection with preference to using ROW away from the roadway, rather than through it.

Patton Avenue/Regent Park and replacing it with median barriers that would allow unimpeded traffic flow on Patton Avenue
headed east, a dedicated left turn for traffic desiring to enter Regent Park and a protected merge for traffic coming from Regent
Park onto eastbound Patton Avenue.

There may be a possibility of a considerable amount of open space that would become available between the alignment and the
river. Ifthis is indeed purchased as part of the ROW, then perhaps an arrangements could be made to allow that land to become
part of a linear park long the river. Also, this alignment brings the junction of US 19/23 and 1-26 closer to Broadway and farther
away from the historic Riverside Cemetery and Montford proper. '
The City should investigate the possibilities of utilizing the new bridge structure to suspend a bike and pedestrian structure linking
one side of the river to the other or the possibility of using Pearson Bridge and adjacent lands to link the Broadway corridor to )
future open spaces. During project design, concern should be given to ensure bike and pedestrian traffic can get from one side of
[-26 to the other near the Broadway corridor, Specifically, bicycle traffic coming across the new bridge would need to be able to
get o Riverside Drive (NC 251) since it is a designated bike route.

26 to the river should be maintained. Whether this connection remains near the Craven Street location or utilizes
some of the existing neighborhood roads adjacent to the eastbound exit ramp to Patton Avenue remains to be seen.

All overpasses should be designed, if practical and possible, with indigenous materials and with aesthetics in mind.

\

Ron Fuller, AICP
MPO Coordinator

Xc:

Tom Kendig; Ken Burleson; Bill Smart

“Serving the Trarsportation Planmning Needs af dsheville, Biltmore Forest, Black Mountain, Fletcher, Montrear, Weavervilie, Woedfin and Buncombe O ouney "




March 16, 1999

Mr. Gordon Myers, Board Member
North Carolina Board of Transportation
Division 13

2140 Emmas Grove Road

Fairview, NC 28730

Dear Mr. Myers:

Please find attached a copy of a resolutxon concerning the I-26 connector that was
passed by City Council on March 9, 1999. Council asks that you please share this
resolution with whomever you feel would be most beneficial in the North Carolina
Department of Transportation in order to assist in funding the connector as soon as
possible.

Should you have any questions about this resolution or the City's commitment for
funding of the connector, please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

e pirtint

James L. Westbrook, Jr.
City Manager

JLW/pc
Attachment

pc:  William D. Smart, Division Engineer, NCDOT

CITY OF ASHEVILLE
OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER
Post Office Box 7148
Asheville, NC 28802
{704} 259-5604
FAX: {704) 259.5499




RESOLUTION NO. 99-45

SUPPORTING THE COMPLETION OF THE I-26 CONNECTOR PROJECT

WHEREAS, the I-26 interstate project will be completed by
the year 2002; and

WHEREAS, the completion of this section of I-26 will
complete a missing link in the interstate system; and

WHEREAS, as the economic and cultural center of Western
North Carolina, Asheville needs the completion of the I-26
interstate system;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCII, OF THE
CITY OF ASHEVILLE THAT:

The Asheville City Council requests that the North
Carolina Department of Transportation reevaluate its recent
decision to postpone funding of the I-26 connector in
Asheville. After reevaluation of the connector project, the
City Council requests that immediate funding for the I-26
connector be contemporary and coordinated with the completion
and opening of Interstate 26.

Read, approved, and adopted this 9th day of March, 1999.

LWWQ& i Prodisen | %% ,%Z/&/

City Clerk Mayor C

Appreoyed as to .form:

HNroins 1) or—




Fwd: FW: I-26 CONNECTOR AWARENESS GROUP
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Subject: Fwd: FW: 1-26 CONNECTOR AWARENESS GROUP
Date: Sun, 01 Aug 1999 19:28:13 -0400
From: Elizabeth Teague <et(@landofsky.org>.
To: tkendig@dot.state.nc.us

Hi Tom:

The day I said I'd forward this on to you is the day our email went
down...Sc here is the post (finally) which showed up on our local "smart
growth partners" listserve. Roger Derrough is the owner of Earthfare, a
grecery store - really the anchor store - of Westgate.

I got your voice mail and will work with Ken to help arrange any bike/ped
focused meetings he needs. My two primary concerns for the MPO Bikeways
and Pedestrian Task Forces however are:

1} a review with the task forces of ocur list of recommendations and the
I-26/240 Connectcr plans as they stand now. We can hold this meeting at
Land-of-8ky Regicnal Council or at Quality Forward downtown' (where we often
have task forces meetings}.

2) a chance to discuss the Amboy road/240 interchange and the Hominy
Creek-Amboy Road Bike trail designs and how that will work. From what we
discussed before, and with Ken earlier, this should include the leocal land
cwners as well as the City Parks and Rec Department (Al Kcpf), the County
Parks and Rec Dept (Annette Wise), a representative from RiverLink (Karen

Cragnolin) and our Metropolitan Sewage District (Peter Weed). Dave
Donnell, owner of Southern Waterways -- which is right there at the current
Amboy road/240 exit -- has offered to host already. Again, if you prefer

we can use the Council's conference room as well.

Let me know possible dates and what I can do from my end. I will be out of
the office on Monday but back again on Tuesday.

Thanks-
nT

D Original Message-----

>From: rogerderrough@earthfare.com [SMTP:rogerderroughfearthfare.com]
»Sent: Friday, July 23, 18989 12:54 pPM

>Te: scott@newcontext. com

>Cc: JjpriceBbuncombe.main.nc.us

>Subject: I-26 CONNECTOR AWARENESS GROUP

>

>

>Dear Scott,

>

>I am with the I-26 Connector Awareness Group. We are a coaliticn of
>concerned Western Carolinians dedicated to promoting a alternative design
>to the NCDOT I-26 Connector proposal. During Bele Chere we will be at booth
># 584 located between the police station and Max's Celebrity Deli.
>Following is information about the project and our position.

N .

>Please post this on the smart growth listserve or contact Roger DPerrough to
>discuss.

>

>Thanks

>

I-26 CONNECTOR AWARENESS' GRGUP

40 Westgate Suite S

>
>
>
> Asheville, NC 28806

8/3/99 10:27 AM
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(828) 281-4800 Ext. 75

Asheville is being confronted with a massive superhighway project. The
North Carolina Department of Transpor-tation (NCDOT) proposed route will
alter the face of Asheville unlike any road project since the Beaucatcher
open-cut. The Connector will take 5 years to build while disrupting
traffic for the entire period. It will also result in. the relccation and
demolition of an extensive number of local businesses and neighborhoods.

NCDOT wants you to believe that their over-designed proposal is the
best and only solution for completing I-26 through Asheville. The I-26
Connector Awareness Group recognizes the need for a new bridge to reduce
hazardous congestion on the Smoky Park Bridge. However, we oppose the
scale of the current proposals?specifically the widening of I-240 through
West Asheville.

The Project

As proposed by the NCDOT the I-26 Connector would run from US 19-23
(just south of the Broadway exit at UNCA) to the I-40 intersection
just south of Asheville. It involves building a bridge over the
French Broad River and widening I-240 through West Asheville to eight
lanes (13 lanes with exit and entrance ramps at Haywoed Rd.) at a
cost of $§140-200 million.

NCDOT officially has two alternative routes propcsed For the
connector (route 1 was recently eliminated)

Route 2 would follow a course through Westgate Shopping Center and
require the demolition of 108 residences and Westgate Shopping Center
along with the relocation of 61 businesses.

Route 3 would feollow a course between Holiday Sun Spree Resort and
Westgate and require the demolition of 117 residences and relocation
of 25 businesses along with 4 holes of the Holiday Sun Spree golf
course.

NCDOT prefers Route 2

The first stage of the project will widen I-240 between I-40 and the
Patton Avenue interchange. The second phase will be construction
section between Patton Avenue and 19/23 North, including a new bridge
over the French Broad River.

Construction is scheduled to begin in 2003 and completed in 2008.
Traffic will be disrupted for the entire period.

The History

In 1985 Tennessee committed to building the final leg of the an
interstate-standard highway that would run scuth from I-81 (north of
Johnson City) to the North Carclina line.

WNC development Interests formed the I-26 Corridor Association. In
1988, through their lobbying efforts, North Carolina committed ko
connect the current I-26 south of Asheville to the Tennessee highway
with an interstate-standard highway.

In 1892, the NCDOT and Federal Highway Administration established a
pilot citizen's committee (Asheville Connector Advisory Committee) to
decide the best route for I-26 through Asheville/Buncombe County. In
1983, The Connector Committee unanimously approved the building of a
new bridge across the French Broad River, buf never discussed
widening I-240 to 8-10 lanes.

Tennessee opened their portion in 1995. North Carclina?s portion from
the NC/Tennessee border at Sam's Gap to Mars Hill is under
construction and scheduled for completion in 2002,

8/3/99 10:27 AM
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In November, 1998, NCDOT announced that the I-26 Connector Project
along with several other statewide road projects would be delayed two
years (to begin in 2003) due to lack of funding and NCDOT/Board of
Transportation mismanagement.

NCDOT's Recent History

In 1897, scandals involving the NCDOT and Board of Transportation
members made front-page headlines in major NC newspapers revealing
mismanagement and pelitical patronage with diversion of funds for
pelitical pet projects.

In 1987, a Democracy Scouth Report showed that Gov. Hunt received
$652,428 of campaign contributions from the develcopment-interested NC
Board of Transportation, their families and a few key development
interests. Gov. Hunt appoints most Board members and Board members
make all road decisions.

The Facts

Despite current rumors, the plans are not finalized and the community
can still have an impact on the design and scale of the project.
Adding lanes encourage more traffic. This phenomena is know as
induced traffic. Current transportation studies have shown that, over
the long-run, adding lanes does not relieve congestion.

The model NCDOT used to predict the traffic flow is 40 years old and
is referred to as Tran Plan. A new transportation model is available
called SMITE. This model clearly identifies the induced traffic
dynamic created by widening highways.

NCDCT now says that 90% of the increase in traffic will be local.
Increased traffic will increase air pollution and runoff intoc streams
and rivers. '

Our Positiocn

We agree that a new bridge needs to be constructed to reduce hazardous
congestion on the Smoky Park Bridge. However, we oppose the scale of the
current proposals.

We oppose widening of Interstate I-240 south of Patton Ave.
We oppose the demolition of Westgate Shopping Center and other
properties that need not be destroyed for an over-designed highway.
We call for an independent transportation consultant to evaluate
NCDOT?s design and traffic projections.
We believe that a scaled down project would:

safely and adequately serve traffic for decades

minimize destruction of homes and businesses

be built faster with less expense

result in minimizing traffic disruption

We need you to take a stand!

Volunteers are needed for research, writing, speaking, fund raising,
graphics/layout, organizing, phone calls and letter writing. Call (828)
281-4800 Ext. 75 and let us know how you want to contribute,

Get involved by attending I-26 Connector Awareness Group organizational
meetings. The next meeting is Tuesday July 27th, 6-7:30 pm at Westgate
Shopping Center?two doors down from the NOC Outdoor Shop. To be contacted

8/3/99 10:27 AM



Fwd: FW: I-26 CONNECTOR AWARENESS GROUP

for future meeting times and dates call (828) 281-4800 Ext. 75.

Write a letter to Iet your representatives know your feelings concerning
NCDOT's plans. Key people t¢ contact are:

-

Gordon Myers

. NCDOT Board Member
Ingles Market Inc.
P.0O. Box 6676
Asheville, NC 2881%

P.0O. Box 25201
Raleigh, NC 27611
DmcCoy@dot.state(nc.us

Leni Sitnick, Mayor
City Hall

P.C. Box 7148
Asheville, NC 28802

>
>

>

>

>

>

>

>

>

>

>

>

> David McCoy, Secretary NCDOT
>

>

>

>

>

>

>

>

> LSitnick@buncombe.main.ne. us
> .

>

>To subscribe to this list, send mail to: majordomolmain.nc.us
>with the following command in the body of your message.

>

> subscribe smartgrowth

Elizabeth Teague

Land-of-Sky Regional Council
25 Heritage Drive

Asheville, NC 28806

(828) 251-6622

FAX: 251-6353
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STATE oF NORTH CAROLINA

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

JAMES B. HUNT JR. P.O. BOX 25201, RALEIGH. N.C. 27611-5201 DAVID McCOY

(GOVERNOR SECRETARY

August 4, 1999

Mr. Ron Fuller, AICP

City of Asheville - Planning Department
P.O. Box 7148

Asheville, NC 28802

Subject: Asheville MPO TAC concerns about the new 1-26 Route, Asheville Connector
NC TIP No. I-2513, State Project 8.U843701, Federal No. MANHF 26-1 (53)

Dear Mr. Fuller:

The Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch of NCDOT has investigated the
concerns and issues for the I-26 Connector Project as submitted in the attached correspondence
from the Asheville MPO. We have attended several meetings to discuss these issues and offer the
following responses to the concerns in the order they were submitted.

1. Bike facility under 1-240 at Hominy Creek. This request for a modification to Project
U-2902 is a direct result of the planning for the project replacing the NC 191 bridge over
Hominy Creek and 1s not considered as part of the subject project. Project U-2902 is currently
under construction and therefore, any additions to accommodate pedestrians and bicycles should

be requested from the NCDOT Bicycle program or the Division Construction Engineer.

2. Bike Path to connect Amboy Road with Hominy Creek Park. This concern is for NCDOT
to provide R/W with the I-26 Connector project that will contain a proposed bike trail. This trail
. is part of TIP Project E-3608 to link Hominy Creek Park along the French Broad River to the
former speedway property along Amboy Road. The I-2513 project plans will include bike
accommodations from Amboy Road westward to the end of the access road serving the
properties along the French Broad River. However, no additional right of way is available west

of this area to extend the proposed bicycle path. The 1-2513 plans will be coordinated with the
property owners including City Parks and Recreation.

3. Full interchange at Amboy Road (SR 3556). Ko and Associates, who are designing the
project for NCDOT, are looking at project revisions to include a full interchange at Amboy Road
and 1-240, adding moves from Amboy to [-240 eastbound, and to Amboy from 1-240




westbound. These plans have been provided to you for City comments.

+. Improvements to Amboy Road (SR 3556). The NCDOT Program Development
Branch is conducting a feasibility study (FS 9913D) considering improvements to this
route. These improvements are not included in the limits of Project 1-2513.

5. Improvements to State Street crossing under 1-240. Since this crossing must be
replaced by Project I-2513, a bridge length to accommodate anticipated improvements to
State Street can be provided. The I-2513 project will provide a bridge over State Street of
sufficient length to allow a future 32-foot face to face typical section with berms
sufficient to accommodate 5-foot sidewalks and a 5-foot separation along both sides. This
will allow wide lanes to accommodate bikes. However, no improvements to existing
State Street are planned as part of this project. If the City agrees to construct sidewalks
along State Street in conjunction with the project, the project will connect them beneath
the bridge. We are currently investigating the addition of lighting beneath the crossing.

6. Salvaging Existing Housing. Since no historic houses are anticipated to be impacted,

moving houses will be addressed with owners at the R/W procurement stage of the
project.

7. Noise and Retaining Walls to be of Materials Indigenous to the Area. Noise and
retaining walls will be considered in eligible areas where they are desired by property
owners. Construction materials other than concrete can be considered after wall sizes and
locations are determined. Construction materials other than the most cost effective can be
provided only if the City agrees to provide the additional costs. Earth berms requiring

additional R/W cannot be considered in areas where they would require additional
relocations.

8. Lower 1-240 at Haywood Road. Due to the existing [-240 grade and clearance
beneath Haywood Road, I-240 cannot be lowered while maintaining 4-lanes of traffic
during construction. A longer and wider bridge needed along Haywood Road will require

raising the elevation of Haywood Road at the crossing. Efforts are being made to reduce
this elevation as much as possible.

9. Separated sidewalks along Haywood Road Bridge. Separating the sidewalks with
planting strips along the Haywood Road bridge would require widening the structure.
Widening the Haywood Road bridge to the south is not possible without raising
Haywood Road due to the vertical clearance requirements over the Interstate. However,

additional width can be considered if the City agrees to provide the additional associated
costs.

10. Design Revisions for Alternate 2. TGS Engineers, our consultant for the planning
phase of this project, has prepared a preliminary alignment revision to Alternates 1 & 2
to consolidate traffic signals along Patton Avenue. They are analyzing the design to
determine the lanes required and the intersection capacity. Pedestrians would be
accommodated within R/W. No plans are currently underway to serve pedestrians along
the southern side of Patton Avenue since there are no current accommodations in that




area.

11. Available Open Space be=tween Project and the French Broad River. Lands not
used for highway purposes carnot be condemned and purchased for non-highway use.

12. Bike and Pedestrian Cro ssing over the French Broad River near Broadway
Street. Bicycle and pedestrianm traffic will not be allowed on the deck of the I-26 bridge’
over the French Broad River. "With no connecting parks or potential bike/pedestrian
facilities on either bank of the River, it is not likely that a bike and pedestrian structure
suspended from the crossing v=vill be included as part of this project. If the City acquires
facilities along the river for bi"ke and pedestrian use, such a structure could be considered.

13. Access to the French Breead River from I-26 in the Craven Street area. Design
revisions have been made to AM\lternate 2 to allow motor vehicle access to the French
Broad River in the Craven Str-eet area from the proposed 1-26.

14. Overpasses to be of Mateerials Indigenous to the Area with Attention to

Aesthetics. Any special desig ns and materials on overpasses other than the most cost
effective can be considered if the City agrees to provide the additional costs.

At a meeting on Monday, Apr=il 26 discussing these concerns, Janet D’Ignazio indicated
she desired the City’s positior on these issues since they may be asked to provide the
costs of betterments. If I can porovide additional information, please let me know.

Sincerely, :

f Y S

William D. Gilmore, P.E., M=anager
Project Development and Enwwironmental Analysis Branch

cc: File




ASHEVILLE TR OEnes

September 20, 1999

Mr. Bill Gilmore, P.E.

Manager
NCDOT - Planmng and Environmental
PO Box 25201
Raleigh, NC 27611-5201
Subject: Amboy Road Access - TIP Project 1-2513
Dear Mr. Gilmore:

It has been brought to our attention, as a result of recent meetings on TIP Project
1-2513, that the City of Asheville should officially comment on NCDOT’s proposed plans
for a full interchange design at NC 191. As I’'m sure you are well aware, the City of
Asheville has a number of topographical limitations that prevent us from having a
traditional grid system. Therefore, it is important to have the most efficient use of each of
the major roads serving our city. Amboy Road is critical to the future planning efforts of
the city and as such, city staff strongly endorses the proposed plans for providing full
access. It is our understanding that this change in the project will require additional right-
of-way and the relocation of some individuals. The City trusts that NCDOT will continue
to make every effort to minimize the impact and provide all necessary assistance to every
citizen requiring relocation.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposed design. Should
you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

gmesL Westbrook Jr. //Q/f;.
City Manager T

xc:  Mr. Gordon Myers, NCDOT - BOT
Mr. Bill Smart, NCDOT - Division 13
Mr. Tom Kendig, P.E., NCDOT
Mr. Ken Burleson, TGS Engineers
Mr. Robert Parrish, TAC Chair, Town of Fletcher

OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER
CITY OF ASHEVILLE
POST CFFICEBOX 7148

ASHEVILLE, NC 288072

FAX: [828) 2595499
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December 15, 1999

David McCoy‘

Secretary, NCDOT
P.O. Box 25201
Raleigh, NC 27611

Dear Secretary McCoy:

We are writing to express our opposition to the state DOT’s proposed widening of
1-240 to 8 lanes. Instead we favor reconfiguring the proposed connector during an
intensive, community-based design process undertaken with the twin goals of (1)
providing a workable solution to the area’s traffic congestion and (2) creating
transportation corridors that do not diminish the quality of life for the citizens of
Asheville and the surrounding region. The arguments against turning the stretch of I-

© 240 between US-19/23 and I-40 into an Atlanta-style superhlghway are numerous

and compelling. :

(1) Health. Asheville is already dangerously close to entering into non-
compliance with Federal air-quality standards. Any road project that accommodates -
a vast increase in traffic levels will only contribute to a dangerous deterioration in -
our air quality.

(2) Destruction. DOT’s plan calls for 108 homes and 61 busmesses to be
razed along with wide swaths of natural areas. Hundreds of people will be displaced
many of them from neighborhoods they have lived in for* years.

(3) Traffic Increase. In the wake of numerous reports—-—-mcludmg the highly
ted Surface TranCporfation Policy Project, which tracked 70 mefropohtan

over TrAA N N et P S

er a 15-year period—it is now known that increasing road capacity DOES
NOT REDUCE TRAFFIC CONGESTION. Because of the phenomenon known as
“induced traffic,” within § years a widened highway is just as congested as the
original road was. And since the road is wider, there is that much more traffic.
A (4) Cost. The DOT projects that the deenmg will.cost 200 million dollars.
It is.probably worth pointing out that the cost for this one road project is therefore .

3

resp :

* 10 TIMES more than DOT spends annually on pubhc transportation for the entire

state. For 200 million dollars we could probably buy a fleet of electric buses and
have them run into every corner of Asheville every fifteen minutes for free for the
next 10 years. Spending 200 million dollars on a single, unnecessary, unwanted road
project is an irresponsible misuse of public funds.

seart by Prrodoems 1
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(5) Process. No committee of citizens EVER approved an expansion to 8
lanes. The approved road was 6 lanes, and that approval was made before the ample
evidence demonstrating the futility of road-widening projects was available. It is
unlikely that ANY proposal to widen 1-240 would win approval today.

(6) Scale. Asheville is a city of 70,000 people. It already has 2 interstates, an
urban loop, and a 3rd interstate nearing completion. Isn’t that enough? We’re not
Atlanta or Chariotte. And most local residents would probably agree that we don’t
want to be. An 8-lane interstate is entirely out of scale for such a small city.

(7) Economy. Tourism is a major component of Asheville’s and the
surrounding region’s economy. People come here because it’s a nice place to visit.
Lacking the economic power and diversity of larger cities, Asheville relies on quality
of life factors to draw people. If it becomes a place of congested superhighways, or is
permanently shrouded under a haze of smog, people will no longer care to visit and
the local economy will be irreparably damaged.

The arguments for widening 1-240 to 8 lanes, on the other hand, are slight
and rely on outdated data and failed approaches to solving transportation problems.
Across the country it is becoming all but impossible to build urban highways. Why?
Because they do more damage than good and people are sick (often literally) of the
myriad negative consequences they bring. And there is now abundant evidence that
they don’t even solve the one problem they’re supposed to: traffic congestion. As
Lewis Mumford wrote, “Trying to solve traffic congestion by widening roads is like
trying to cure obesity by loosening your belt.”

We urge you to oppose the widening of [-240 to 8 lanes and to lend your
support to a community-based design process that will provide a real solution to

traffic congestion and improve the quality of life in Asheville. Thank you for your
time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Smart Growth Partners of Western North Carolina




December 22, 1999

Mr. Thomas Kendig, AICP

NCDOT - PDE & A

P.O. Box 23201

Raleigh, North Carolina 27611-3201

Dear Mr. Kendig:

The City Council would like to formally request the North Carolina
Department of Transportation’s (NCDOT) participation in a community design
forum for the [-26 Connector project (TIP # [-2513). As you are aware, this is a
large scale project that has many implications to not only Asheville, but to the
region as a whole. We realize that much has been accomplished to date with
staff and neighborhood groups. We believe that a concerted effort to bring

interested parties together for a community design forum will do much to bring
all of us into more common ground.

‘ The City of Asheville is cognizant of the time constraints NCDOT and the
consultants are under to complete all of the required documentation and plans
-related to this project and do not wish to delay the project. We would like to
hold our community design forum in the early February timeframe. Prior to the
actual design forum, we plan on consulting you with regard to logistics, format
and facilitation. In addition, it may be beneficial to have NCDOT present the

existing plan-to-date to provide us and the community with some of the history
and rationale behind current alignments and designs.

Again, we appreciate all the efforts you have undertaken to meet with
staff, neighborhood groups, business leaders and others. We continue to look
forward to working collaboratively with you to make this project one that serves
our transportation needs as well as being an asset to out community. Should you
have any questions regarding this request, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,
P %2/

Leni Sitnick
Mavor
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Mr, Bill Gilmore, PE. January 3, 2000
Manager

NCDOT - Planning and Environmental

PO Box 25201

Raleigh, NC 27611-5201

Dear Mr. Gilmore:

The City of Asheville has reviewed the proposed bridge design for Haywood Roud
over I-240 (TIP # I-2513] and offer the following comments and suggestions:

®» A corrider plan for Haywood Road was recently adopted by the City of Asheville. A copy
of the pertinent pages are sttached.

o Basically, the plan stipulates that Haywood Read will be re-striped for consistency
throughout its entire length. Although this will not be accomplished during a single
phase, it is understood that it will be, ot most, a two lane fucility with parking on one or
both sides where feasible. A center shared turn-lane will alsc be striped from
Beechum's Curve to Sulphur Springs Road.

= The section of Haywood Road as it crosses I-240, on the current plans, is shown as
having two through lanes in gach direction, As indicated above, these two lanes would be
trangitioning into single lanes in both directions, under the proposed corridor plan.

With the above considerations, the City would strongly recommend that the design for the
Hoywood Road bridge over I-240 be redesigned, providing a single through lane in each
direction, in addition to the appropriate turn langs. This will also enable the design of the
bridge to be more pedestrian and bicyclist friendly.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. Thank you again for your
aftention to this request.

Sincerely,

Ron Fuller, Transportation Planner
City of Asheville

x¢: Tom Kendig, Ken Burleson BLANNING AND DEYELOPMENT

BEFTLiLREERT g
CITY OF ASHEVILLE
FOST OFFICE BOX 7148
ASMEVILE, MG 78802
(828} 2595830




STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

JAMES B. HUNT JR. 1501 MAIL SERVICE CENTER, RALEIGH, NC 27699-1501 DaviD McCoy

GOVERNOR

SECRETARY

January 21, 2000

MEMO TO: W. D. Gilmore, PE

Project Development and Environmental Analysis Manager

ATTENTION:  Tom Kendig, PE

FROM: Cathy S. Houser, PE () % J“/’/ frat L,/-
Project Engineer - Design Services
SUBJECT: State Project: 8.U843701 (1-2513A ) Buncombe County

F. A. Project: MANHF-26-1(53)

1-240 from SR 3413 (Bear Creek Road) near Hominy Creek to North of SR 3548
(Haywood Road)

Amboy Road Interchange

In response to Mr. Ron Fuller’s letter of December 28,1999 we offer the following:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

The first three comments concern the two lanes on Amboy Road from the 1-240
Interchange to Brevard Road. We have investigated providing an off ramp(Ramp3A) from
1-240 WB to Brevard Road and it was determined that the maximum weave distance
(approximately 315m) that could be achieved between Ramp 4B and Ramp 3A would be
considerably less than the desirable minimum distance of 460m. ‘Also, the LOS for the
weave maneuver is projected to be “E” in the design year of 2025. Based on this
conclusion we will need the two lanes on Brevard Road to properly handle the proposed
traffic volumes. We decided to put the Intersection at Shelbourne Road to give the feeling
of a city street and to keep bicycles out of the Brevard Road/I-240 Interchange.

Comment no.4 requested full access at Ramps 4C and 4D. This has been incorporated into
the plans.

Comment no.5 requested roundabouts in lieu of a signalized intersection at NC191bridge
and associated ramps. There is not enough room to physically build a roundabout at this
location.

Comment 1n0.6 requested a lower design speed. We are using an 80km/h-design speed,
which is required for this type of road.

The last three comments refer to the connections from Fairfax and Virginia to Amboy
Road. As recommended, the base map shows no connection to Amboy Road. 81/27x11”
sheets that show alternatives relative to terminal ends of Fairfax St. and Virginia Ave. at
-Y4- (Amboy Road) has been generated for meetings with the neighborhoods.




W. D. Gilmore, PE
January 21, 2000
2

If you need additional information concerning this project, please contact David Scheffel Project
Design Engineer or me at 250-41%3.

Tom Kendig, PE
Ken Burleson, PE
File



1-26 property owner
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Subject: I-26 property owner
Date: Tue, 6 Jun 2000 08:12:41 -0400
From: Scott Shuford <ScottS@mail.ci.asheville.nc.us>
To: "djoyner@dot.state.nc.us™ <djoyner@dot.state.nc.us>
CC: Ron Fuller <RonF@mail.ci.asheville ne.us>

I met yesterday with Mr. Nick BApostolopoulos {828-254-2983H; 828—236;4565B)
whe has obtained property on Burton St from Buncombe Co. He was interested
in hew the project would affect future developability of his site. From
maps we have on hand, it appears he will have a significant residual,
although I stressed that any plans were preliminary until an alternative was
selected and design complete. I encouraged him to attend the June 15 Edu.
Mtg., especially the ROW breakout.

If you're in town (or even if you're not), it might be a good idea to give
him a call. FYI.

6/20/00 7.35 AM
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I-26 Connector Awareness Commiftes ‘
¢/o The Westarn Narth Caralina Alllances, Inc.
70 Woodfin Place, Suite 226
Ashaville, North Carolina 28801

July 12, 2600
Ms. Janet I’ ignazio ‘
Chief Planning & Environmental Officer
NCDOT )
PO Box 25201
Raleigh, North Carolina 27611

Re: I-26 Cop.uector Traffic Modeling

Dear Janet: _
Thank you for calling me this afternoon. I'm using this opportunity to state as
specifically ss | can our questions and concerns concerning traffic modeling for the I-26
Connector in Asheville. The first topic here we spoke of, and you kindly agreed to check with
Statewide Planning and have you or someone get back to me. The second I neglected to mention
on the telephone, but I would much appreciate your checking on that as well..
PAIRED MODELING
The first involves an attempt to get paired traffic models for the project. It is our
understanding that this technique has been producing very interesting resuits in different places
around the county, Walter Kulash, alotie, has seen in five separate projects, very different
projections with differing numbers of lanes. He says the models are sensitive enough that the
show what the traffic will do if the lanes are not added. As the project road fills up, some of the
traffic uses other roads. As those roads fill up, some of the traffic on those roads uses still other
roads. And some of the traffic simply disappears. In no case have the models shown a traffic
breakdown, or a reduction in level of service beyond acceptable levels. A couple of weeksagol -
asked Drew Joyner to determine whether or not paired models had ever been run for this project,
or whether a model had ever been rmn for four lanes on 1240/126. If he found that such models
had not beeq run, T asked him to either get them run, or let me know what we had to do to get
them rum, (I have been told that simply changing the one variable and runojng the model through
again is about an hour’s work). He consented to do this. After talking to him yesterday, this is
my understanding of the current situation. . ' :
Drew talked to Blake Norwood in Statewide Planning, and was told, as best 1 understand,
the following: NCDOT cannot do paired modeling. NCDOT s models are not sensitive enough
to respond to putting in different lanes on a segment. That is not the way NCDOT does traffic
modeling. NCDOT runs the model without restraints and sees what number of vehicles come
out, and then determines what number of lanes should be built. Rerunning the model with four
lanes or six lanes cannot be done or wouldn’t do any good. '
I have heard in the past that NCDOT has a good modeling program, and [ do not
understand why NCDOT cannot do the same sort of paired modeling that other agencies acrogs
the country can do. I am also very concerned because Chris Gatchell, of FHWA, is under the
impression that a four lane model was rup, and that it showed a traffic breakdown, which
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according to Mr. Joyner and Mr. Norwood, is not the case. Especially given that NCDOT has
solicited a letter from FHWA concerning the number of lanes the project should have, it seems
crucially important that FHHWA have accurate information concerning what models were run and
what the results were.

. As you know, at least one court has held that a preferred alternative and a no-build
alternative cannot be compared using the same traffic projections; that land use and population
data must be modified to fairly compare the two. We are concerned that NCDOT might find
itself unable to comply with this requirernent during the EIS.

I know that traffic modeling is a complex subject, to say the least. But we canpot permit
it to remain a black box, not knowing what gocs in, only what comes out. Thanks for agreeing to
iy and confirm my understanding of what has been said to date, and please arrange to have
paired models run for the project for four, six and eight lanes.

THE MODEL AND THE LOOP
In the early nineties, the Asheville Connector Committee, NCDOT and FHWA

determined that the Asheville Connector should be in the cormidor currently planned, through
Asheville. All recommended against a loop in northwest Buncombe County. [ personally, and
the 126 Connector Awareness Commuittee, agree with this conclusion. -Nonetheless, when
Asheville’s Thoroughfare Plan was updated in the mid-nineties, a loop was included in the
Thoroughfare Plan. Although this loop is not on the Transportation Improvement Plan of funded
projects, its inclusion in the Thoroughfare Plan means that it is planned to be built withing the
next twenty years. Therefore it should be included in the traffic modeling for the current
connector project. At the breakfast meeting the morning after the Educational Meeting for the
Connector Project last month, 1 asked all present whether this northwest loop had been included
in the traffic model, and no one knew the answer. 1asked generally if this could be determined.
When Greg talked to Drew Joyner, Drew referred Greg to Blake Norwood for an answer 1o this
question. I ask you now to find out if the northwest loop was included in the traffic model, and if
it was not, I-ask that the model be rerun including the loop, since it would very likely affect the
results, N
Please call me with any questions. My number is 828 254-9672, and my own address is
142 Hillside Street, Asheville, N.C. 28801, c-mail btlawrence(@juno.com.

Sincerely,
Bety Lawrence, for 1-26 Coanector Awareness Group
cer Hon. Leni Sitnick, Mayor of Asheville

Drew Joyner, NCDOT
Chris Gatchell, FHWA



ASHEVILLE

July 31, 2000

Ken Burleson, P.E.

TGS Engineers

975 Walnut Street, Suite 141
Cary, NC 27511

Dear Ken:

I am writing to thank you for your incredible efforts on the behalf of the City of
Asheville at the recent I-26 Connector Design Forum. It is very evident from the
standing ovation that the North Carolina Department of Transportation and Federal
Highway Administration received that your efforts have been greatly appreciated by our
community.

This has been a project which has been controversial at times, and I realize that
you have been frustrated on occasion. I hope that the recent Design Forum has made that
effort worthwhile. I think that we are all convinced that this type of public involvement
is the wave of the future for both the City of Asheville and the North Carolina
Department of Transportation.

On behalf of the Asheville City Council, I commend you for your outstanding
efforts in achieving the success of the recent Design Forum. We look forward to working
with you as this project continues.

Smcsrely, _
ﬁ% M/
Leni Sitnick

Mayor

cc: Asheville City Council
David McCoy, NCDOT
SS/bh

QFFICE OF THE MAYOR

CITY OF ASHEVILLE
POST OFFICE BOX 7148
ASHEVILE, NC 28802
(828) 259-5600

FAY. i0T70 K0 K4AC0




- RESOLUTION NO. 00-113

RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE PLANNING PROCESS FOR THE I- 26
- CONNECTOR

WHEREAS, the Federal Highway / Admm:strat\on and the North Carolma
Department of Transportation currently plan to connect the new and exnstmg portzons of
-~interstate 26 through the Clty of Ashevxlle in project 12513 and

WHEREAS the design of this road project is of crmca! 1mportance to the City of
~ Asheville and Western North Carolina, in-terms of traffic safety, traffic management, air
quality, aﬁordabie heusmg, ,economlc consequences and ether areas; and

: WHEREAS the Ashev;!!e Clty Council resolved m December 1999 to. ho!d a
© community: design forum for the purpose of obtammg fu
of said project and developing alternative design(s) whick ‘can then be- further

, evaluated durmg env;ronmental studses for the: pro;ect and

o WHE =AS, the Commumty les:' Forum has been: p&anned by Clty Planmng
‘Staﬁ the North Carolina- Iepartment of ansportatlon and a Community Coordinating
Committee, and has been preceded in June 1999 by an educa’uonal meetxng attended -
hundred ‘citizens; and

B City OF i

V~ Approved as to form

' Czty }‘ttomey

i e ——

' publicinput on the design



Juestions

Subject: Questions .
Date: Tue, 1 Aug 2000 15:15:57 -0400
From: Ron Fuller <RonF@mail.ci.asheville.nc.us>
To: Scott Shuford <ScottS@mail.ci.asheville.nc.us>, ""Lou Bissette" <Ibissette@mwbavl.com>,
""Brownie Newman™ <brownie@wnca.org>, Robin Nix <RobinW(@mail.ci.asheville.nc.us>,
""Tom Kendig" <tkendig@mail.dot.state.nc.us>, "Drew Joyner" <djoyner@dot.state.nc.us>,
"Ken Burleson™ <tgsengr@aol.com>, "'Chris Gatchell™ <chris.gatchell@fhwa.dot.gov>

Gentlemen,

Lou, Brownie, Scott, Ron Ainspan, Robin Nix and myself met today and would
like your comments on a few issues. We are primarily interested in whether
any ¢f these cause NCDOT, FHWA and TGS any extreme heartburn. We will be
working on information to take to the CCC and on to City Council and
ultimately te the MPO and want to make sure what we recommend is within the
"realm of possibilities™. The CCC meets on August 16 at noon. We wouldn't
go to council until early September and the MPO on September 21.

Here goes:

The separatiocn of interstate and local traffic is a major issue. Have you
been able to lock at the proposal that came out of the meeting that tries to
accomplish that?

We propose to form a "Committee on Visual Design” to look at bridge design,
general aesthetics, etc.

Can you examine enginesering and signage options that will:

improve the north to east connections (Amboy and Haywood, specifically)
address the residents concerns that there will not be a full interchange at
I-26/I-40 thereby forcing all eastbound exiting traffic onto Amboy to
Brevard

Will a new model or updates to the existing model be available in time to
use for this project and will it be one where constraints can be added?

General consensus that the bicycle and pedestrian connectivity be restored

to link neighborhoods while exploring simutaneoculy traffic calming measures
to reduce the impact on residential streets.

Ensure that the Haywood Road interchange design is community sensitive. It
would be helpful to provide an artist's rendition of what the bridge coculd

look like if only five lanes are utilized and the other two lanes are used

for additional landscaping, separation from traffic {peds and bikes), etc.

Give us vyour thoughts,

Thanks, Rom

feofl 8/3/00 9:44 AM



RE: Draf*i-26 CCC Statement
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Subject: RE: Draft I-26 CCC Statement

Date: Tue, 15 Aug 2000 10:51:37 -0400
From: Ron Fuller <RonF@mail.ci.asheville.nc.us>
‘To: Scott Shuford <ScottS@mail.ci.asheville.nc.us>,
“djoyner{@dot.state.nc.us" <djoyner@dot.state.nc.us>

CC: "Ken Burleson" <tgsengr@aol.com>, ""Tom Kendig" <tkendig@mail.dot.state.nc.us>

You asked.

VYV VVVYVVYVVYVYVYVYYVYVYVYVYYY VY Yy vy VVVVYV VYV VYVVYVYVYVVYVYVYYVYY Y Y Y Y Yy

————— Original Message-----

From: Scott Shuford

Sent: Monday, August 14, 2000 1:15 pPM

To: 'djoyner@dot.state.nc.us'; Ron Fuller
Subject: Fw: Draft I-26 CCC Statement
Importance: High

Just geot this - any burning concerns?
————— Criginal Méssage——Hﬁ—

From: Brownie Newman [SMTP:brownie41@hotmail.com]
Sent: Monday, August 14, 2000 11:31 AM

To: Scott Shuford.
Subject: Draft I-26 CCC Statement
Scott.

I sent you this from another email account as well, but its been acting
weird so I am sending it through hotmail also. This is a draft of a
statement for consideration by the CCC. A starting point for discussions
of

the statement we will issue to City Council and DOT. Can you forward this
to

the rest of the CCC? Lou already has a copy of it.

Thanks! Hope you had a great weekend,

Brownie

REPORT OF THE COMMUNITY COORDINATING COMMITTEE FOR THE DESIGN OF VHE I -
26
CONNECTOR THROUGH ASHEVILLE

Purpose of Report

The purpose of this report is to document issues -identified by public
ginge I-2¢& Connector Design Forum held July 21-22, 2000 in Asheville and
E:commend that these issues be thoroughly studied as a design alternative
ige project Environmental Impact Study.

The issues described are generated from official records of discussion
table

comments at the forum and summaries of citizen-developed mission
statements

at the forum wrap-up session. They provide the foundation for a
community-based design alternative to be given engineering and
environmental '

study both preliminarily and through the EIS. They also provide

8/15/00 11:04 AM



RE: Draft I-26 CCC Statement
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recommended
criteria for EIS evaluation of &l] alternatives in a
costs/benefits/impacts
analysis format.
[Ron Fuller] This was not a "community-based" design alternative

V vv vy

-process. It was an embarassingly small representation of the ccmmunity and

was not indicative of the community. Granted, they were the ones that
bothered to show up and they are to be congratulated, but that is pocr
reason to recommend any drastic changes on an interstate of regional
significance.

Section 1 -— Design Forum Overview

The I-26 Connector Design Forum was incorporated by NCDOT inte its public
involvement program in January 2000. It was seen as an ocpportunity teo
enhance community-wide input from Asheville area citizens to the design of

the I-26 Connector. It would expand on recent efforts to solicit
neighborhood-based involvement.

In April 2000, NCDOT and the City of Asheville agreed to create a
Community

Coordinating Committee to guide this public participation in the design
process. In addition to planning the design process format, the
composition .

of the CCC would help achieve community consensus in the identification
and :
interpretation of key issues. Representatives from a broad base of
community organizations as well project stakeholders were chosen to
comprise

the CCC. The design process they selected took place in two stages.

During mid-June, an education forum was held to inform the public about
project design issues. This was attended by over 300 people whe listened
to

expert presentations and participated in project component breakout
sessions. .

In late July, an intensive two-day design forum was scheduled to draw from

the public both general design concepts and specific design ideas. This
forum attracted 500-600 community residents. It was staffed by
representatives of the Federal Highway Administration, North Carolina
Department of Transportation, City of Asheville, the American Instirtute of

Architects and several independent consulting engineers and community
mediaters. Fred Craig, transportation engineer from Parsons Brinkerhoff
Ohio, acted as overall forum facilitator.

[Ron FPuller] There were not that many people there, for FPete's
sake. You can't double ccunt the same folks. It is misleading to make such
representation. :

The overwhelming sense from participants was one of appreciation for the
privilege of taking part in the process. Repeatedly stated was the fact
that this highway project could either impose negative impacts or provide
beneficial opportunities for the community. Continuing citizen input to
defining design criteria was seen as central to maximizing project
benefits ’

while minimizing the costs. This report by the CCC contributes to its
ongoing function - that of translating community concerns into achievable
integration with the project design.

\/\/\/V\/\/\/V\/V\/\/\/V\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\f‘v\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/

Section 2 - Critical Issues Identified by the Design Forum

VYVVVVYVVYVYVYYY Y v
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Many facets of the project were discussed at the forum. The themes listed

below summarize the most prominent concerns of area citizens. They
provide

a set of recommended criteria by which we bhelieve all project design
alternatives should be evaluated. An underlying assumption in all of these

areas is their compatiability with completing the project in a timely
fashion. While some additional time may be required to analyze and
consider

these issues, the community feels strongly that the ultimate
completion-date’

for the project should be maintained. We are hopeful that building
community : :

consensus around the design alternative which best addresses these
critical

issues will ultimately help expedite the project. Due to the inter—-related

nature of the issues raised and immediate proximity of areas to be
affected, s
and the need to expidite completion of the work, the strong preference of
the Citizens Cocrdinating Committee is for these issues to be addressed as
a
single project rather than multiple "phased projects.”

[Ron Fuller] Lots of "double speak" in this paragraph. They are

"mamby-pambying" around the political smokescreen of keeping the project on
schedule while making recommendations that cannot be accomplished without
affecting the schedule. The project is already years behind schedule and
every little thing just lengthens it. The CCC needs to be up front with
folks and say what they mean..."Delaying the project is preferable to us,
because we stand to get a better facility. We den't think the preblems to
be encountered, with delays, will be as bad as the road originally proposed
by NCDOT." ITf they are going to speak for the community, then they should
be truthful. :

VVVVVYVVYVYVYVVYVYY VYV Y Y Yy

VvV Y Y vy

Critical issues:

1) Separatiocn of local and interstate traffic

2) Matching scale of project to character of community

3) Reunification and connectivity of community

4) Mipimization of neighborhood and local business impacts

5} Use of updated traffic modeling software and data

€) Maintenance of compatibility with community's design vision and
plans '

7) Creation of full interstate movements between I-26 and I-40

8) Consideration of air quality impacts and other environmental
concerns ‘ .

9) Emphasis on safety - during construction and in the design of
the
final product _

10} Incorporation of design features that are aesthetically
pleasing
and complementary to the community

[Ron Fuller] All very good pcints.
Section 3 - Explanation of Evaluation Criteria

This section formulates the issue summary of Secticn 2 as a set of
criteria

by which the costs and benefits of particular design alternatives are
determined. Each issue is broken into its community and transportation
aspects.

RASION 1104 AN
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The community aspect is a translation of each summary issue its into
physical manifestation. The transportation aspect provides a basis for
measuring the resolution of issue in terms of its transportation
consequences. FEach project component should be evaluated for its ability
to ‘ '
address these aspects.

, 1) Separation of local and interstate traffic
A) Community issues .
1. Reclamation of land for community use (including expansion of taxable
base) [Ron Fuller] I fail to see the "land” that will be reclaimed. The
alternate from the community meeting just does not remotely come close to
accomplishing any appreciable land saving. There are "missing Iinks"
between I-240 and Patton Avenue that were not addressed. When addressed,
in conjuction with the encroachments into Montford gnd Hillcrest, any
"land savings” gets less. 2. Creation of Patton Avenue gateway
possibilities (which complies with
City of Asheville 2010 plan) [Ron Fuller] What am I missing here? The
Patton Avenue they are talking about is the bridge proper and the environs
around an interchange at both ends. Neither of these are "gateway"
material. The artist rendering they produced for the "new Patton Avenue”
are new bridges. Show me how you can maintain traffic during construction
and not lengthen the project by designing and building five bridge
structures (including a tunnel under current facility) and I'll take my
marbles and go home. Folks should not be misled into thinking that
references to a Patton Avenue "gateway"” don't even address any portion of
roadway that the general public considers to ke Patton Aventue.
3. Generation of redevelopment possibilities in Corridor in
compliance with ‘
City's "smart growth" principles [Ron Fuller] An admirable point, but one
that is on the City's back, not NCDOT. All of cur other efforts to look
at corridors have been rather lengthy. This one could be a show stopper.
4. Shrinkage of highway footprint through simplification of
interchanges [Ron Fuller] NCDOT's plan is vastly more simple and
smaller than that proposed by the design alternative.

B) Transportation issues . .

1. Reductiocn of weaving and merging movements in the area of the
Smoky Park
bridges [Ron Fuller] NCDOT's plan addresses the weaving and merging. The
design alternate is a nightmare of weaves and merges. And it doesn’t even
have all the links in place.

2. Provisicon of convenient and safe interstate-to-interstate
movement
between I-26 and I-240 [Ron Fuller] Again, the NCDOT plan does so, much
more effectively than the design alternate. 3. Provision of acceptable
capacity for traffic flow ’

Z) Matching scale of project to character of community

A) Community issues

1. Sensitivity teo visual offensiveness (prominence)
of highway on
landscape [Ron Fuller] The design alternate is a monstosity. Tt's scale
is much larger and cleser to town.

2. Retaining of the "feel” of a small city in the mountains

[Ron Fuller] Asheville is not a "small city"™ in the mountains. Some may
envision us to be and some may want us to go backwards, but this is a
growing urban area serving all of WNC. The City, the Chamber, and others
continue to market us as a great place to live and work. As T pointed
out, Asheville has already achieved the population projected in the 2010
Plan for the year 2010. There is a distinction between reality and

LASMNO 11:NA ANL
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fantasy that some folks don't seem tc grasp. It is exceedingly apparent
when the meetings are filled with folks that have moved here from
somewhere else that now want to prevent others the same luxury.
B) Transportation issues

1. Selecting lowest design speed compatible with
functioning of highway .
facility f[Ron Fuller] Amen .

2. Subjecting highway widening and alignment
decisions to their impact on
neighborhood division and property takings [Ron Fuller] Amen

3) Reunification and connectivity of community
A) Community Issues
1. Provision of well-defined pedestrian/bicycle

facilities throughout

the project corridor [Ron Fuller]) Such connections across the
corridor are appropriate, but not along. That point needs to be
clarified.

2. Improved river access from Patton Ave. and
neighborhoods to French
Broad River [Ron Fuller] Valid point, but topography is the limiting
factor. How would others propose it to be accomplished in a manner better
than NCDOT has already propcsed?

3. Accessibility for Hillcrest community [Ron
fuller] 1Is providing more vehicular access in the best interst to the
residents? Much of what has been "ballyhooed"” has tremendous impact on
the residents of Hillcrest. There needs to be much more inclusion of them
into the process with real factual evidence of the impacts. Could this
delay the project? Just think of the additional governmental agencies
involved and the local, state and federal invelvement that would have to
be orchestrated to accomplish encroaching inte Hillcrest.

4. Opportunities for reconnecting the Montford
Neighborhood and Riverside
Cemetary with the French Broad Riverfront. [Ron Fuller] This is a much
bigger issue than just saying how nice it would be. There are already
connections planned (Riverlink's Emerald Necklace concepts) at strategic
locations. There is an interstate, a railrcad and a state road te cross.
These are in addition to some very challenging terrain.

B) Transportation issues
l. Creation of better local street network
(inciuding linkages between
West Asheville and downtown, within downtown and within West Asheville) to

relieve interstate traffic pressure [Ron Fuller) Hello? - Are we talking
creating some new streets or widening existing streets? It seems that it
has to be one or the other. Let's sec on paper what they are talking
about so we can go out to the public and get their comments on increasing
traffic in their neighborhoods. It will be an easy sell. This community
loves increased density and traffic. They thrive on it.

4) Minimization of neighborhood and local business impacts

A} Community Issues
I. Minimization of residential property acguisitions

[Ron Fuller] Amen 2. Limitation of impact on
neighborhood connectivity [Ron Fuller] The connectivity they propose has
much greater impact than does the highway. Kinda ironic, ain't it?
3. Preservation of Westgate and minimization of number of businesses
needing to be closed or relocated [Ron Fuller] On the surface...very
noble and commendable. Why are they not concerned with impacts to the

-hotel that brings considerable tourist dollars, provides the only indoor

soccer facility in WNC, host a number of conventions per year, etc? What
about Jackson's? They ain't purty, but auto salvage yvards provide a

8/15/00 11:04 AM
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valuable service, especially when the economy takes a nose dive {(and it
will} and we no longer have the disposable income to drive "disposable"
cars. Are they not even willing to look at the viability of the offer
from NCDOT to provide additicnal assistance in relocatlng businesses? I
believe they are being very short-sighted.

B) Transportation Issues
1. Effect of minimum impact alignment on feasible
engineering [Ron Fuller] Huh? -
2. Impact of minimum lane-building on traffic fleow
[Ron Fuller] Excellent point. The analysis could surprise us all.

5) Use of updated traffic modeling software and data
A) Community issues

1. Achievement of least (or no) widening which
maintains safe and .
adequate traffic fléw [Ron Fuller] Good point...but, really, does any
reasonable perscn see the possibility of NO widening?

2. Analysis of impacts on other area streets and
highways from:

a) I - 26 widening through West Asheville
fRon Fuller] Why do they feel these impacts have not be analyzed? Now,
the other things the puklic has come up with...there's some impact for
you.

b) completion of full I-26/I40 interchange
[Ron Fuller] This will be studied per the draft TIP that just came out.
A gcod point.

c) alternate Patton Ave. interchange designs
[Ron Fuller] Whatever else can work, achieve the gecals, maintain
traffic, etc....go for it!

B) Transportation issues

I. Evaluvation of service level of I-26 through West
Asheville at 4, 6 or :

8 lanes [Ron Fuller] Good point

2. Adoption of modeling which factors all
improvements on current
thoroughfare plan [Ron Fuller] Good point

3. Inclusion of impacts from improved alternate
transportation service )
(transit, bike/ped, park and ride, etc.) on need for highway capacity ([Ron
Fuller] The next model will be able to do that. In all honesty, even
the most optimistic projections of such alternate modes, coupled with our
abysmal history of using such modes, don't appreciably affect the volumes
projected over 20 years.

4. Evaluation of effect of improved local street
grid [Ron Fuller] Again, what exactly are they proposing...new streets,
new cennections or widening of existing streets?

5. Assessment of induced traffic phenomenon and
interrelationship of
highway capacity and develcpment patterns [Ron Fuller] How did Fred so
succinctly put it? ‘"Induced traffic...that's foo-foo dust”.

6) Maintenance of compatibility with community's design vision and

plans
‘ A) Community issues

1. Compatibility with riverfront use and develcpment

plans [Ron Fuller] Give me a break! NCDOT's plans are considerably more

compatible and less intrusive to the riverfront than the design alternate.

2. Compatibility with "smart growth" direction of
city planning [Ron Fuller] In my estimation, a dangerous and misleading
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new buzzword. You can dress a pig in a Ffancy evening gown, high heels and
make-up...but it is still & pig. I see "smart growth" as yet another
cyclical movement of the planning world to "spin" land use controls,
zoning, etc. in a new Ilight. After all, if you don't embrace the "smart
growth" philosophy...does that make you a "dumb growther"? It's kinda
like the abortion guestion...is the opposite of "pro-life"..."pro-death"?
Some planner I is, huh?

- 3. Reclamation of land for non-highway use [Ron
Fuller] Where applicable, I say go for it. Good point.

B) Transportation issues . :
. 1. Feasibility of restricting through-traffic on

I-240 [Ron Fuller] What kind of "through traffic" are they proposing to
restrict on this interstate facility we've all paid for? And how are they
proposing to restrict it?

. 2. Potential of traversing highway right-of ways to
create river access [Ron Fuller] Huh? Has anyone bothered to walk along
the railread tracks (I have}) and look up at steep, rocky bluffs on one

side and down to the river on the cother? What connecticons are feasible in -

that area. I would argue...none. On the other side, it's not an issue of
the I-26 route, rather Riverside Drive. If what they mean is traversing
existing US 19/23 from the Montford side...again, look up at the terrain
and down at all the cobstacles in the way. Riverlink has addressed this
issue in a more rational manner. .

7} Creation of full interstate movements between I-26 and I-40 [Ron
Fuller] Good point and again, one that is proposed to be studied
A) Community issues
1. Reduction of through-traffic volume (especially
trucks) in Asheville
central district [Ron Fuller] A noble cause and one I would like to see
accomplished. However, it is an enforcement nightmare that would
dramatically affect the level of service of the facility more than the
presence of the trucks, i.e., law enforcement stopping semis to determine
if they have a valid reason to be on the road. Do trucks make deliveries
tc businesses off of I-2407? .
2. Enhancement of driving safety in low design speed
areas of I - 240 [Ron Fuller]  Huh? I don't get it.

B) Transportation issues

I. Impact on highway capacity heeds in central
Asheville [Ron Fuller] Good point. Needs to be addressed

2. Feasibility of including full interchange plans
into project scope [Ron Fuller] Does it create a delay in the project as
this is analyzed? It is much bigger than just providing the missing
linkages. As the Draft TIP indicates, there is a need for additicnal
lanes on I-40 from that point to Exit 44. Where do you stop the Connector
project?

8) Consideration of air quality impacts and other
environmental
concerns [Ron Fuller] Good point
A) Community issues

1. Effect of highway design speed on speed of
traffic and congestion (Ron Fuller] Easier said than done. It is much
easier to create an ideal driving world on paper and in meodels. Reality
is usually much more difficult to grasp.

2. Effect of highway widening on volume of vehicular
traffic [Reon Fuller] Again, good point, but tough to address.
. 3. Influence of highway capacity on development of
alternate modes of
transportation [Ron Fuller] Cn the surface, it would appear that the
more traffic we can get on the improved interstate and off our local

8/15/00 11:04 AM



RE: Draft I-26 CCC Statement

8 of 9

VYV VY VY VYV VYVYVYVVVYVYVVYVY YV VYV VIV VYV Y Y VWV VMV VMV VYV VMV VY VYV VYV VMV VAV VMV VYV VY VYV Y Y VY

reoads, the better for all alternative forms of transportation. Am I
missing something here?

B} Transportation issues

1. Impact of air guality levels on envircnmental
study standards for
highway

project approvals [Ron Fuller] A no brainer. We
are an attainment area. We get no.additicnal funding to menitor air
quality, i.e. CMAQ (Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality) funds. Those
are available only to areas that have become non-attainment or maintenance
areas. 1've argued the point to no avail. "Attention all passengers.
The ship has struck an iceberg. We are sinking, fast. However,
government regulations require us to issue life jackets only after you
have been legal declared...drowned” Maybe it's not a no brainer, huh?

9) Emphasis on safety - during construction and in the design

of the final product
A) Community issues .

1. Simplicity of design for weaving, merging and
diverging [Ron Fuller]j Again, NCDOT's design does much to address these
issues. The alternate design does much to make such issues worse.

2. Segregation of local and through truck traffic
[Ron Fuller) Again, a very worthy cause. However, it 1s an enforcement
nightmare. ) .
B) Transportation issues
1. Provision for incident management [Ron Fuller]
Critical and very valid issue

2. Effectiveness in alleviating complexity and
safety risks of current
road and ramp configurations [Ren Fuller] Again, NCDOT's design does
much to address these issues. The alternate design does much to make such
issues worse.

10) Incorporation of design features that are aesthetically
pleasing and complementary to the community [Ron Fuller] Good
points

A. Community issues

1. Recognizability of community character in design
features [Ron Fuller] Amen. Who pays the extra?

2. Unigqueness and attractiveness of bridge design
{Ron Fuller] Amen. Who pays the extra?

3. Inclusion of gateway elements [Ron Fullerj
Amen, where appropriate. Who pays the extra?

4. Inclusion of local artists and craftspeople in
creating design :
featuresb. [Ron Fuller] -Amen, in moderation. Art is too subjective.
What one person considers art, another may consider a tremendous waste of
taxpayer dollars. I say keep art in the museums and on your persconal
walls at home. That does not mean that we should not want an attractive
and aesthetically pleasing design. That can be accomplished without
artist's involvement.

5. Use of guality materials [Ron Fuller] Amen.
Who pays the extra?

B. Transportation issues
1. Cost of desired features {[Ron Fuller] Is the
City willing to go the extra mile? :
2. Allocation of costs among governmental entities
[Ron Fullerj Who, besides Asheville, stands to contribute? Who, besides
Asheville, is complaining? :
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September 19, 2000

ASHEVILLE

The Honorable David McCoy
NC Department of Transportation
PO Box 25201

Raleigh, NC 27611

Dear Secretary McCoy:

I am writing to forward to you the attached resolution and report regarding the 1-26
Connector project here in Asheville.

As you are aware, we recently conducted two major public involvement forums
concerning this important road construction project. These forums were planned and
organized by a citizen’s group called the Community Coordinating Committee with the
assistance of City, NCDOT, & FHWA staff.

The Community Ceordinating Committee presented its report and recommendations to
~ the Asheville City Council on September 12, 2000. This report was enthusiastically
received and the attached resolution was unanimously adopted by the City Council.

Please give the attached report due consideration as you evaluate the Connector project.
The report represents the consensus of our community on key project issues, as well as
summarizing the result of countless hours of public participation. We want the project
built on time and in a way that respects our community’s interests.

Finally, I would be remiss if I failed to thank you and your staff for your invaluable
assistance in our public participation process. We could not have done this if you had not
heard our voices and responded so quickly.

Thank you again for helping us with this project and for considering the recommendations
contained in the enclosed report. We await your response with hopeful anticipation.

Sincerely,

o Stnen

Len Sitnick
Mayor

cc: Asheville City Council
JTames L. Westbrook, Jr., City Manager ‘_
Drew Joyner, NCDOT, 1-26 Connector Project Manager /

OFFICE OF THE MAYCR

CITY OF ASHEVILLE
POST OFFICE BOX 7148
ASHEVILLE, NC 28807
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I, ﬁagdalen Burleson, City Clerk of the City of
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RESOLUTION NO. 00-168

RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE

COMMUNITY COORDINATING COMMITTEE REGARDING THE 1-26 CONNECTOR
PROJECT

WHEREAS, the North Carolina Department of Transportation and the Federal

Highway Administration are developing a highway improvement project known as the I-
26 Connector; and

WHEREAS, in response to considerable public desire for constructive input into
the design of this critical highway project, the City of Asheville and the Asheville
Metropolitan Planning Organization requested additional opportunities for this input to

occur while simultaneously maintaining the construction schedule for the 1-26
Connector project; and

WHEREAS, the City of Asheville has partnered with the North Carolina
Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration in a major public
education and involvement project for the 1-26 Connector; and

WHEREAS, a steering committee for this public education and involvement has
been formed from a wide segment of the Asheville area community and has been
constituted as the Community Coordinating Committee; and

WHEREAS, during the summer of 2000, the Community Coordinating
Committee, in cooperation with the North Carolina Department of Transportation and
the Federal Highway Administration, held two extensive public meetings — the
Education Forum and the Design Forum — to educate and involve the public regarding
the necessity and the design of the 1-26 Connector project; and

- WHEREAS, the Community Coordinating Committee has presented its report

UG S

. RN [T PR L1 H i i i \
and recommendations emanating from this public input and involvement to the

Asheville City Council on September 12, 2000; and

WHEREAS, said report and recommendations have the potential to offer
extremely important benefits to the City of Asheville in the form of improved highway
design, neighborhood reunification and connectivity, improved roadway safety, better
urban design and improved land use adjacent to and in the vicinity of the project,
minimization of neighborhood and local business impacts, improved compatibility with
our community’s design vision and character, minimization of air quality and other

environmental impacts, and other important benefits articulated in the report and
recommendations;

N
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF ASHEVILLE THAT:

The report and recommendations of the Community Coordinating Committee are
hereby endorsed and supported and, further, this resolution of support shall be
immediately transmitted to the Asheville Metropolitan Planning Organization, the North
Carolina Department of Transportation, and the Federal Highway Administration for
their review and action.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
ASHEVILLE THAT the North Carolina Department of Transportation and the Federal
Highway Administration are hereby commended for their cooperative spirit and
willingness to participate in this critical public participation effort.

BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
ASHEVILLE THAT the Community Coordinating Committee is hereby congratulated
and commended for their dedication of countless hours of effort, for their openness to
public input, for the effectiveness of their approach in receiving, evaluating and
communicating this input, and for their willingness to seek compromise and consensus
on an issue of such profound importance to the Asheville community.

Read, approved and adopted this 12" day of September, 2000.

City Clerk Méyor [

Approved as to form:

L7 4%%/

City Attorney
L4 r

7.
C
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RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE REPORT AND RECOMMENTATIONS
OF THE COMMUNITY COORDINATING COMMITTEE REGARDING
THE 1-26 CONNECTOR PROJECT

o e e T )
WHEREAS, the North Carolina Department of Transportation and the Federal
Highway Administration are developing a highway improvement project known as the I-
26 Connector; and

WHEREAS, in response to considerable public desire for constructive input into
the design of this critical highway project, the City of Asheville and the Asheville Urban
Area Metropolitan Planning Organization requested additional opportunities for this input
to occur while simultaneously maintaining the construction schedule for the I-26
Connector project; and

WHEREAS, the City of Asheville has partnered with the North Carolina
Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration in a major public
education and involvement project for the I-26 Connector; and :

WHEREAS, a steering committee for this public education and involvement has
been formed from a wide segment of the Asheville area community and has been
constituted as the Community Coordinating Committee; and

WHEREAS, during the summer of 2000, the Community Coordinating
Committee, in cooperation with the North Carolina Department of Transportation and the
Federal Highway Administration, held two extensive public meetings — the Education
Forum and the Design Forum — to educate and involve the public regarding the necessity
and the design of the I-26 Connector project; and '

WHEREAS, the Community Coordinating Committee has presented its report and
recommendations emanating from this public input and involvement to the Asheville
Urban Area Metropolitan Planning Organization on September 21, 2000; and

WHEREAS, said report and recommendations have the potential to offer
extremely important benefits to the Asheville Urban Area in the form of improved highway
design, neighborhood reunification and connectivity, improved roadway safety, better
urban design and improved land use adjacent to and in the vicinity of the project,
minimization of neighborhood and local business impacts, improved compatibility with our
community’s design vision and character, minimization of air quality and other
environmental impacts, and other important benefits articulated in the report and
recommendations;



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE ASHEVILLE URBAN
AREA METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION THAT:

We, as a community, want a thorough, full and proper study of an alternative
design which will accomplish these goals. At the same time, the community feels strongly
that the ultimate completion date for the project should be maintained or expedited, if
possible

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED BY THE ASHEVILLE
URBAN AREA METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION THAT:

The report and recommendations of the Community Coordinating Committee are
hereby endorsed and supported and, further, this resolution of support shall be
immediately transmitted to the North Carolina Department of Transportation, and the
Federal Highway Administration for their review and action.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED BY THE ASHEVILLE
URBAN AREA METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION THAT:

The North Carolina Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway
Administration are hereby commended for their cooperative spirit and willingness to
participate in this critical public participation effort.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED BY THE ASHEVILLE
URBAN AREA METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION THAT:

The Community Coordinating Committee is hereby congratulated and commended
for their dedication of countless hours of effort, for their openness to public input, for the
effectiveness of their approach in receiving, evaluating and communicating this input, and
for their willingness to seek compromise and consensus on an issue of such profound
importance to the Asheville community. '

Read, approved and adopted this 21™ day of September, 2000.

7 %ﬁ
%K ‘
Z Lyl

Charles Grimes, Chairman
Asheville Urban Area Metropolitan Planning Organization
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25
Mr. David McCoy i
Secretary of Transportation Vo A
North Carolina Department of Transportation | ~ IR
PO Box 25201 (U

Raleigh, NC 27611-5201

Dear Mr. McCoy:

Please find enclosed a resolution from the Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) of the
Asheville Urban Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) concerning the 1-26 Connector (TP # I-
2513). At the MPO meeting on September 21, 2000, the TAC heard a report from the Community
Coordinating Committee (CCC).

The CCC is a group assembled by the City Council of Asheville to provide an additional means of
public input to this important project. Their main charge was to broaden the base of community input
while not impeding the project schedule. A copy of their report is enclosed. The TAC, upon 2
recommendation from the Technical Coordinating Committee (TCC), accepted and endorsed the report of
the CCC with one addition. A major concern of the TCC and TAC was that the project be kept on
schedule, at a minimum, and expedited, if possible. That is reflected in the first “Therefore” on page two
of the resolution.

“We, as a community, want a thorough, full and proper study of an alternative
design which will accomplish these goals. At the same time, the community feels
strongly that the ultimate completion date for the project should be maintained or
expedited, if possible”

We look forward to the NCDOT utilizing the goals and recommendations from the CCC report as
they continue to analyze this project. Our desire, of course, is that we get the best road for our community.
Safety, aesthetics, congestion relief, improved air quality, minimal disruptions to residences, businesses and
the environment are critical issues. They must be balanced with the need to complete the project in a
timely manner.

Should you or your staff have any questions, please contact us. The citizens of our community applaud and
thank you for your attention to our transportation needs and the willingness of the NCDOT to take the time
to listen.

Sincerely,

Ron Fuller
MPO Coordinator

Serving the Transportation Planning Needs of Asheville, Biltmore Forest
Black Mountain, Fleicher, Montreat, Weaverville, Woodfin and Buncombe County
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Subject: Comments to Draft TIP
Date: Fri, 10 Nov 2000 13:20:13 -0700
From: Tanya Davis <tdavis@buncombe.main.nc.us>
To: "Mike Begley" <wbegley@buncombe.main.nc.us> , "Coy Rice" <ronnalley@charter net> ,
"Leni Sitnick" <Isitnick@buncombe.main.nc.us> , "Letta Taylor" <b62854h@aol.com> ,
"Gordon Myers" <gmyers@ingles-markets.com> ,
"David Gantt" <commissioner@davidgantt.com> ,
"Chuck Cloninger" <ccloninger@mwbavl.com> ,
"Oliver Gajda" <OliverG@mail.ci.asheville.nc.us> ,
"Ron Fuller" <RonF@mail.ci.asheville.nc.us> , "David McCoy" <dmccoy@dot state nc.us> ,
"Dan Martin" <dmartin@dot.state.nc.us> , "Calvin Leggett" <cleggett@dot.state.nc.us> ,
"James Westbrook" <jimw(@mail.ci.asheville.nc.us>,
"Bruce Black" <BruceB(@mail.nc.asheville.nc.us> ,
"Michael Moule" <MichaclM@mail.ci.asheville.nc.us> ,
"Drew Joyner” <djoyner@dot.state.nc.us> , "Len Sanderson” <lsanderson@dot.state.nc.us> ,
"Scott Shuford" <ScottS@mail.ci.asheville.nc.us>

Here are Smart Growth Partners' comments to the draft TIP for the
Asheville Urban Area. We hope you will have the chance to read them
before Monday's TAC meeting:

To: Technical Advisory Committee of the Asheville Urban Area MPO
From: Smart Growth Partners of WNC

Date: November 10, 2000

Re; Comments to the Draft 2002-2008 TIP

Smart Growth Partners of Western North Carolina is an ZAsheville-based
non-profit organization, working to promote sustainable patterns of
development. Because we recognize that current transportation planning
encourages sprawl and its many destructive consequences, we advocate for
a healthier policy that supports safe, walkable and bicyclable streets;
creates compact, mixed-use neighborhoods; promotes public transit:
integrates local land use planning; and includes local communities in the
decision-making process.

In addition to supporting the specific comments submitted by the I-2¢
Connector Awareness Group, we would like to recommend that the
Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) of the. Asheville Urban Area
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) not approve the preoposed
Transpertation Improvement Program (TIP) for the following reasons:

1. NCDOT has consistently ignored the MPO's transportation planning
recommendations. .

The important function of MPOs is to ensure that local governments
maintain adequate authority over transportation planning decisions that
directly impact local regions. Because state transportaticn improvements '
affect, and often conflict with, local governmental land use planning,
the NCDOT must accord MPOs more decision-making power in planning
transportation improvements. In North Carclina, transportation
decision-making has primarily been a state function. Metropolitan areas,
however, are the real economic and cultural units. For areas such as
Asheville to remain viable, state transportation planners need to
coordinate with local housing, land use, transportation, and economic
development planners. Effective coordination will only happen if local
powers play a more active role in transpertation planning and decision
making.
Regarding the proposed TIP, The NCDOT has repeatedly ignored your
staff's pleas to not five-lane TIP #R-2813 and has thus far ignored your
recommendation that the NCDOT reconsider five-lane facilities as the
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design of choice in our urban area. Because the NCDOT has not sincerely
considered your well-informed recommendations in the planning process, we
recommend you exercise your right to not approve the TIP.

Z. NCDOT continues to rely on five-lane roads as its design choice,
despite objections from the MEO.

We would like to commend the TAC for strongly voilcing its concerns over
the NCDOT's outdated and detrimental reliance on five-lane, undivided ‘
roads as the means for 2facility improvement.? As you outlined in your
letter, these five-lane roads are extremely dangerous, conflict with
local governmental land use planning, and destroy communities by
encouraging sprawl along viclent, asphalt corridors. Moreover, as NCDOT
engineers should be well aware, widening roads actually induces more
traffic and does not alleviate congestion. Thank you for expressly asking
the NCDOT to stop the unnecessary and dangerous proliferation of these
five lane ?facilities® in our urban and urban fringe areas.

Despite your objections, the NCDOT has included multiple five-lane
improvements in the TIP. Because the NCDOT has not heeded your concerns
in planning its road improvements, we recommend you not approve the TIP.

3. -The TIF does not include a range of transportation choices.

Our federal transportation law, the Transportation Egquity Act for the
21st Century (TEA 21), encourages communities to create transportation
plans that support a full range of transportation choices, not merely
subsidize the automobile. Transportation policy in North Carolina has
blindly focused on highway and road expansion to the exclusion of
alternative transportation choices. This rocad-centered mentality is
detrimental to the Asheville Urban Area, as we witness our guality of
life and tourist economy diminish under traffic congestion, experience
horrible air quality, and irresponsibly pave our precious . farmlands and
scenic landscapes. Moreover, the exclusive reliance on the automobile
effectively excludes the accessibility of children, the handicapped, the
elderly, and the poor. A lack of public transportation options limits
their opportunities for working, socializing, and performing necessary
daily errands, and greatly constricts their access to héalth care and
educaticn.

Public transit can provide an efficient and desirable alternative to the
automobile in the Asheville Urban Area. The employment of a full range
of transportation choices is a responsible approach to managing the
demands of growth in our region. For a public transit system to succeed,
transportation and land use planning must be integrated. The NCDOT and
the MPO need to work together to encourage the city and county to develop
in more compact ways so that there is sufficient residential and
commercial density to support transit.

Approximately "31.7 billicn of state funds are invested in North
Carolina's highway system each year. Only 1 percent of that amount {$20
million) is spent on public transit. (See
http://www.dot.state.nc.us/transit/transitnet/Activities/T200l/TechReportSe
¢2.2.html). Of $808 million available in North Carolina for transfer
from federal highway programs to transit projects, less than $10 million
or 1.2 percent has been used since 19%2. Only five percent of federal
funds were spent on all alternative modes in North Carolina from
1998-1999. (See Broockings Institution, *Adding It Up: Growth Trends and
Policies in North Carclina,? (Brookings: July 2000). Why hasn't NCDOT
used available federal resources to improve public transit?

The proposed TIP funds $750,000,000 for road construction and only
allocates & mere $36,000 a year to the countywide rural transportation
system. Because the NCDOT has irresponsibly failed to support a full
range of transportation options in its transportation planning for the
Asheville Urban Area, your staff should not approve the TIP.

4. The TIP should reflect the recommendations of the Pedestrian and
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Bicycle Task Forces.

The Pedestrian and Bicycle Task Forces are charged with creating
transportation facilities that are safe and effective for those facility
users who walk or cycle, instead of drive. Qur local roads are not
high-speed auto raceways, but necessary conduits for various mcdes of
travel. 1In corder to insure that pedestrians and cyclists may safely use
our local facilities, the TIP should include the necessary
recommendations of the Pedestrian and Bicycle Task Forces. The MPO
should accord particular weight to the Task Forces! opposition to
five-laning U-4013 (Merrimon Avenue). As recommended, Merrimon Avenue
should be a 3-lane facility able to safely support bicycle and pedestrian
traffic. This avenue provides an important link between downtown
Asheville and its walkable residential neighborhoods. The residents,
business owners, and students who live and work off of Merrimon need a
safe, integrated transportation facility.

The MPO should not approve the TIP until the NCDOT incorporates the Task
Forces! findings into the TIP. .

In order to protect the quality of life we enjoy in the Asheville Urban
Area, local authorities, such as the MPO, must play a more active role in
transportation planning and decision making. As the populations of
Asheville and Buncombe County continue to grow, the necessity of
cocrdinating transportation and land use policies becomes logically
apparent. Our rising gas prices, deadly air, and disappearing farmland
testify to the failure of our current transpcrtation system. The
Asheville MPC must have the courage to exercise its legal authority to
just say *NO? to NCDOT's destructive and irresponsible policies. After
the state road crews return te Raleigh, we are leftL with the consequences
of state transportation *improvements.? Please ensure that these
limprovements? will actually benefit our region. Because the NCDOT has
not recognized your ability to plan for ocur metropclitan area, we ask
that you not approve the proposed TIP.

Thank you for your censideration.

Sincerely,
Tanya Davis

hhkkdhdkdhhhkhhdhrhhkdodhrkdhkddhbhkdhohbdhokdhhdbbdbihdkdddhrdx

Tanya Davis

Managing Directer, Smart Growth Partners of WNC
P.O. Box 8563 .
Asheville, NC 28814

(828) 236-1282

tdavis@buncombe.main.nc.us
LR R R R R R R R R e R E R R R
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Subject: FW: Support I-26 Connector Awareness Group

Date: Fri, 16 Mar 2001 12:55:05 -0500
From: Scott Shuford <ScottS@mail.ci.asheville ne.us>
To: "Drew Joyner" <djoyner@dot.state. nc.us> .

Funny you should send me info about this - I just received this separate
message today - FYI .

\/\/\/\/\/\/VV\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/V\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/V\/\f\/\/\/\/\/\/V\/\/\/V\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/

————— Origiral Message-----
From: Tanya Davis [SMTP:tdavis@buncombe.main.nc.us]
Sent: Friday, March 16, 2001 2:02 PM

To: smartgrowth@main.nc.us
Subject: Support I-26 Connector Awareness Group
Hello, all.

Please make your reservations now for the T-26 Connector Awareness Group
fundraising dinner. The dinner includes great food from Laughing Seed
Cafe, .

live entertainment, and an update of the I-26 Connector design. The Group
is working hard to assure the best design for the I-26 Connector which
will

be constructed right through Asheville. The Group really needs the
community's support. See below for more information.

Call Ruth Chaet at (828) Z281-3238 to make reservations and/or donations.

FEED THE GRASS RCOTS BENEFIT
FOR THE I-26 CONNECTOR AWARENESS GROUP

Tuesday, March 20

Laughing Seed Cafe in Downtown Asheville

$25/person

Choice of two sessions: -
1. Dinner at 5:45 (cash bar, entertainment, information 5:15)
2. Dinner at 8:00 (cash bar, entertainment, information 7:30)

Dear Friends,

As a city and region, we have pulled together for over two yvears to find
the :

best design for the 1-26 Connector. Many of you have responded to our
postcard alerts and have contacted city and state officials, and have
participated in MPO, TIP, and NCDOT meetings as well as the very
successful

I-26 Connector Design Forum.

Together, our efforts have been effective. New alternatives that would
enhance the character of our community will be included in NCDOT's
upcoming

‘evaluation process. One design feature would eliminate interstate traffic

from Patton Avenue, which would create an attractive gateway boulevard
into : .

downtown Asheville. Meanwhile, we continue our active involvement in the
Community Coordinating Committee and in local, state and NCDOT meetings
and

hearings.

3/20/01 8:07 AM
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During this time, we have spent over 540,000 primarily to hire traffic
engineers. Thanks to generous contributions, we- have raised nearly
$30,000.

But we still owe the engineering firm $12,000 and we need at least 53,000
to

continue the work ahead. NOW IS THE TIME FOR EVERYONE TO CONTRIBUTE!

Come wine, dine, and have some fun. Bring your friends. And if you canit
attend the event at Laughing Seed, please show your support by sending us
a ‘

donation. Help retire the debt s¢ we can continue to work for our
community,

city and environment!

Sincerely,

Organizing Committee,
1-26 Connector Awareness Group:

Ron Ainspan, Alan Basist, Ruth Chaet, Roger Derrough, Greg Gregory, Jeff

Kelley, rFhilan Medford, Angela McPhee, Betty Lawrence, Whit Rylee, Rusty
Sivils, and Carol Stangler

http://main.nc.us/i2égroup/

\/\J\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\f\/\/\/\/\/V\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/.V\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\f\/\/

To subscribe to this list, send mail to: majordomo@main.nc.us
with the following command in the body of your message.

subscribe smartgrowth

To get off of the list, send mail to: majordomofmain.nc.us
with the following command in the body of your message:

unsubscribe smartgrowth

{Please note that the word smartgrowth does NOT have a space
in it. It doesn't matter what you put in the subject field.]

For a list of listserv commands, e-mail majordomo@main.nc.us,
with:

k help
in the message body.
If you would like to get in contact with the list manager (if you have

trouble subscribing, unsubscribing, or have questions about the list
itself), send e-mail to: scott@newcontext.com.

3/20/01 8:07 AM
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Alan Thomburg, Board of Transportation N a °

Blake Norwood, PE, Manager, Statewide Planning Branch i -

Troy Peoples, PE, State Traffic Engineer - -~
Deborah M. Barbour, PE, State Design Engineer g :

Dan Martin, PE, Division 13 Engineer

FROM: Dan Baechtold. MPO Coordinator
Asheville Area MPL:

SUBJECT: Resolution requesting pedestrian signals and other pedestrian
improvements.

Attached is a resolution from the Asheville Area MPO Transportation
Advisory Committee requesting pedestrian signals and crosswalks at all
signalized intersections on future NCDOT roadway projects.

roadways The resolution passed on April 18, 2002. Please let me know if you have
any questions about the attached resolution. :

sidewalks and
pedestrians

chtoid p.o. box 7148 asheville, n.c. 288182

fax: 2828.232.4517 www.cl.ashevilla.nc.us




Buncombe County Board of Commissioners

Nathan Ramsey, Chairman Patsy Keever, Commissioner
David W. Young, Vice Chair David Gantt, Commissioner
Bill Stanley, Commissioner

November 5, 2003 - G Yision,

Mr. Jay Swain, Division Engineer
Department of Transportation

P O Box 3279

Asheville, NC 28802

Dear Mr. Swain:

Thank you for sending members of your staff to each of our four Community
Meetings. They represented your department well and answered many of the concerns of
the community.

We have since received several additional questions and I have provided a list of
those questions and the name of the individual who requested the information. Please
copy us on your response to his concerns so we can share this information with others

who might contact us.

Again, we appreciate and thank you for your willingness to help us and to be
avatlable when we need you.

Sincerely, _

Nathan Ramsey
Chairman

Ce:  Commissioner Patsy Keever
‘Russell Cate

60 Court Plaza, Asheville, NC 28801-3565 Telephone/TDID (828) 250-4001 Fax (828) 255-5535



Russell B. Cate

176 Sulphur Springs Road
Asheville NC 28806
rbeate@earthlink.net

1. - What is the expected sound impact of the new 240/26 (the “connector”) on
West Asheville neighborhoods?

2. What is the expected air impact of the connector on West Asheville
neighborhoods?
3. What is the DOT level-of-service/performance criteria for interstates in an

urban area the size of Asheville?

4, DOT has projected 99,100 vehicles per day on the new road. How does this
fit in with established DOT standards for interstates in an urban area the size
of Asheville?



STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

MICHAEL F. EASLEY LYNDO TIPPETT
GOVERNOR SECRETARY

January 5, 2004

The Honorable Charles Worley, Mayor
City of Asheville

P. O. Box 7148

Asheville, N.C. 28802

Dear Mayor Worley:

During our recent meeting with the 1-26 Connector Community Coordinating
Committee, more questions concerning the number of lanes proposed along the 1-240
section of the project came up. The proposed number of lanes along the 1-240 section
was addressed by the French Broad River Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) in
June 2002. The MPO voted to accept the North Carolina Department of Transportation’s
(NCDOT) recommendation that 1-240 be widened from four to eight lanes between
Patton Avenue and the 1-240/1-26/1-40 interchange as part of the 1-26 Connector project.
This allowed us to proceed with the project development.

As you are aware, our initial traffic forecast from the late 1990’s indicated the
need for an eight-lane facility along this portion of the project in order to meet the
anticipated future traffic demand. This forecast was developed using the former
Asheville Area MPO travel demand model which was challenged by some members of
the local community. As a result of this public comment, the MPO elected to update the
population and employment data for the model. The resulting updated model indicated
even higher traffic volumes on 1-240 than previously anticipated.

While the existing model was being updated, a new “State of the Practice” traffic
model was also being developed for a much larger region within the MPO. This effort
was undertaken based on considerable public interest in transportation issues in the
Asheville community, as well as a recognized need for a different approach to
transportation planning for this area. The new model was adopted by the MPO early
enough in the preliminary design phase to allow it to be used for traffic forecasting. The
resulting traffic forecasts from the new model support the need for an eight-lane facility.

While each of these models provide a different specific projection of the number
of vehicles anticipated on 1-240 in the future, they all support the need for a capacity that

MAILING ADDRESS: TELEPHONE: 919-733-3141 LOCATION:
NC DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION FAX: 919-733-9794 TRANSPORTATION BUILDING
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 1 SouTH WILMINGTON STREET

1548 MAIL SERVICE CENTER WEBSITE: WWW.NCDOT.ORG RALEIGH NC
RALEIGH NC 27699-1548



can only be provided by an eight-lane facility. The NCDOT is continuing project
development studies based on the new traffic forecasts with a proposed eight-lane cross
section on 1-240. We will continue to involve the local community in other project
development issues through meetings, workshops, and hearings to insure that the ultimate
project design is in keeping with the character of the Asheville community. | hope this
information is helpful. Please let me know if | can be of further assistance.

Sincerely,



N 2N A e St

Asheville Area Metropolitan Planning Organization

RESOLUTION REQUESTING PEDESTRIAN SIGNALS AND OTHER PEDESTRIAN
CROSSING IMPROVEMENTS ON ALL FUTURE NORTH CARCLINA DEPARTMENT
OF TRANSPORTATION (NCDOT) ROADWAY PROJECTS IN THE ASHEVILLE AREA

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

MPO

Pedestrian traffic is an important component of the urban transportation syster; and

Pedestrian safety and the ability to cross major roadways is paramount in traversing the street
network, including increasing motorists’ awareness of pedestrian waffic and installing traffic
control devices in a uniform manner; and

Accommodations for the pedestrian advances walking as a viable mode of transportation, in
addition to promoting smart growth principles.

NOW. THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED by the Asheville Urban Area MPO Transportation Advisory Committee

8y

@

" ()

Adopted this

as follows:

That the Asheville Area MPO hereby requests that all future NCDOT construction projects within the
Asheville MPO and particularly within all municipalities in the MPO include pedestrian signals and
marked crosswalks at all planned signalized intersections.

That the Asheville Area MPO hereby requests that other pedestrian crossing improvements be
considered in areas between signalized intersections on all future NCDOT construction projects within
the Asheville MPO and particularly within all municipalities in the MPO. These improvements will
typically be requested by MPO staff or by other officials from any of the local agencies within the
Asheville Area MPO. Exampies include raised medians in general and marked crosswalks, possibly in
conjunction with raised median refuges, curb extensions, special signage, or other features or traffic
control devices that can make it easier or safer for pedestrians to cross the street.

That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to Blake Norwood, PE, Manager of NCDOT Statewide
Planning Branch; Alan Thornburg, Board of Transportation; Troy A. Peoples, PE, State Traffic
Engineer; and Deborah M. Barbour, PE, State Design Engineer.

18" day of April 2002.

Charles Grimes, Chair
Asheville Urban Area MPO



STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

MICHAEL F. EASLEY Ly~NDO TIPPETT
GOVERNOR ’ SECRETARY

March 3, 2004

The Honorable Charles Worley, Mayor
City of Asheville

Post Office Box 7148

Asheville, North Carolina 28802

Dear Mayor Worley:

Thank you for the assistance you and your staff have provided for the I-26 Connector
project. The cooperation of the community and City of Asheville staff has allowed us to
make significant progress in the development of this project.

I am writing to request your assistance with another project-related matter. NCDOT i1s
committed to working with the local citizens to develop solutions for aesthetic issues that
reflect the community’s character. Your help in providing the local leadership necessary
to organize an “Aesthetics Advisory Committee” to address aesthetic issues throughout
the planning and design of the project would be appreciated.

We have developed several recommendations to assist in organizing the committee and
offer them for your consideration.

The Committee should consist of five to seven members that are nominated by the
Mayor. Nominees will receive a detailed letter outlining the anticipated tasks and amount
of time that will be required. Nominees should fill out applications to establish their
commitment, and the City and NCDOT should agree on the members selected.

We believe it would be best not to select applicants with either a strong pro or con
opinion of the project, or those who have a special agenda. Representation of the general
public and some amount of technical expertise are both desirable.

MAILING ADDRESS: TELEPHONE: 919-733-7844 LOCATION:
NC DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION FAX: 919.733.9794 TRANSPORTATION BUILDING
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 1 SOUTH WILMINGTON STREET
1548 MaiL SERVICE CENTER WEBSITE: WWW.DOH.DOT.STATE.NC.US RaLEIGH NC

RaLeiGH NC 27698-1548



The expectations and limits of the Committee should be clearly defined, (see attached
letter to applicants) and goals and an overall agenda should be developed. The committee
will act in an advisory capacity only. It will be important that they become familiar with
NCDOT policies and City ordinances. Members must know that any recommendation
that is outside of NCDOT policy may be considered but should include suggestions for
funding. To assist them, NCDOT and the City can jointly provide technical and '
functional support. NCDOT will provide technical assistance for some visualization. It is
hoped that the City can provide meeting locations and notifications.

Undoubtedly, a strong chairperson would be an asset. We believe that facilitation will not
be required, but it could be added later in the process if necessary. The Committee will be
asked to assist with community outreach via neighborhood group meetings, workshops,
surveys, etc.

A defined schedule for the Committee to follow will be necessary. Suggestions should be
developed in phases to enable the project to proceed in a timely manner without back
tracking. The Committee might also be requested to supply deliverables such as written
recommendations on specific issues.

Your assistance in this matter is greatly appreciated. If you should require any additional
information or have any questions, please contact me at 919-733-7844, ext. 261,

ior Y (Lo

incent J, Rhea,
Project Development Engineer
Project Development and Environmental Analysis

vjr
Attachment

Cc: Drew Joyner
File



RE: 1-2513 and the Hominy Creek Ro... Amboy Road Greenway in A sheville

Subject: RE: I-2513 and the Hominy Creek Road to Amboy Road Greenway in A sheville
Date: Fri, 5 Mar 2004 10:08:32 -0500
From: Elizabeth Teague <ETeague@ashevillenc.gov> _
To: 'Drew Joyner' <djoyner@dot.state.nc.us>, Ken Burleson <kburleson@tgsengineers.com>
CC: Elizabeth Teague <ETeague@ashevillenc.gov>,
"'bevwilliams@dot.state.nc.us" <bevwilliams@dot.state.nc.us>,
Dan Baechtold <dbaechtold@ashevillenc.gov>, "Vincent J Rhea, P.E." <vrhea@dot.state.nc.us>

Thanks Drew- .
Ken and I connected yesterday and we got what we needed.
Looking forward to seeing you and meeting Vince on March 26th.

ET

————— Original Message-----

From: Drew Joyner [mailto:djovner t.state.nc

Sent: Friday, March 05, 2004 10:05 AM

To: Ken Burleson

Cc: Elizabeth Teague; 'bevwilliams@dot.state.nc.us'; Dan Baechtold;
Vincent J Rhea, P.E.

Subject: FWD: I-2513 and the Hominy Creek Road to Amboy Road Greenway in
Asheville

Kén,

Would you contact Elizabeth Teague (see message below). Please provide her
with ’ ’

the best info we have to date. She's working on the greenway adjacent to
part ’

of the I-26 Connector. Please let me or Vince know if you have any
questions.

Thanks!

-Drew

Elizabeth Teague wrote:

> Drew-

> Beverly Wlliams suggested I touch base with you regarding the local
Greenway '

> Project proposed to runm from Hominy Creek Road to Amboy Road. We have
been

> working with Tom Noxman at the State level and I understand that you and
he

> have discussed this project in detail.

>

> The City of Asheville is beginning work on a survey and preliminary plans
> for this project in order to move forward with comstruction in the next
1-3

> years. As part of this process we will be talking with land owners and

> developing an approach and budget for right-of-way aquisition. We want to
> ensure that this project does not come into conflict with the future
I-2513

> project, and I was hoping you could send me the estimated boundary for the
> I-2513 project so that we can consider it in our planning. I understand

> that these plans are not final, but am hoping that you could pass along an
> estimated r-o-w line to asgist us in determining the best trail alignment.
>

> Any assistance you could provide would be appreciated.

BT

Vv VoV

> Elizabeth Teague, AICP

> French Broad River Metropolitan Planning Organization
> P,0. Box 7148

> Asheville, NC 28802

lof2 3/5/2004 10:30 AM



RE: I-2513 and the Hominy Creek Ro... Amboy Road Greenway in A sheville

Phone: (828) 232-4528

Fax: (828) 232-4517
eteague®ashevillenc. gov

http://www, frenchbroadrivermno. or

vV VvV VYV

-Drew Joyner, P.E.
TIP Program Manager
North Carolina Department of Transportation
1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548
(p) 919-715-0954
{f) 9195-733-9428

20f2 3/5/2004 10:30 AM
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August 13, 2004 N

Mr. Jay Swain

Division Engineer

NC Dept. of Transportation
P.O. Box 3279 .
Asheville, NC 28802

Dear Jay,

This letter will transmit the resolutions of the RiverLink board of directors as well as
the members of RiverLink’s Executive Action Team in relation to the proposed 1-26
and I-240 transportation projects.

RiverLink is a regional non-profit spearheading the economic and environmental
revitalization of the French Broad River and its tributaries as a place to work, live and
play. We were born in 1986 of simultaneous efforts to address water quality concerns
throughout the French Broad River basin, expand public opportunities for access and
recreation, and spearhead the economic revitalization of Asheville's dilapidated
riverfront district. As expressed in our mission statement, we focus on related issues
that directly influence the environmental health of our region's rivers and streams and
the growth and sustainability of our economy.

As part of fulfilling this mission, RiverLink has worked with the greater Asheville
community in creating the Wilma Dykeman RiverWay Master Plan to provide a vision
for development within the 17-mile plan area that encompasses areas adjacent to the
French Broad and Swannanoa Rivers. We have established a core group of
stakeholders called the RiverWay Executive Action Team (REAT) to help implement
the plan and broaden our outreach in our community. This group meets under the
auspices of our board of directors and is also focused on issues regarding the plan as
well as issues affecting the aesthetics, economic development and environmental
concerns within the project area.

We acknowledge that the I-26/1-240 project will have a tremendous effect on our
community in addition to the impact in the RiverWay area. We hope that our
resolutions are effective in pinpointing our needs to help make Asheville more livable
and the French Broad River a destination to live, work and play.

Sincerely,
Karen Cragnolin
Executive Director




; August 13, 2004

Jay Swain

Division Engineer

NC Dept. of Transportation
P.O. Box 3279

Asheville, NC 28802

Dear Jay,

RiverLink is a non-profit organization dedicated to the protection, sustainable
development and environimental restoration of the French Broad River and its
watershed. The North Carolina portion of the waterway, a 117 mile long section,
includes 25 municipalities and eight counties; providing drinking water to over one
million people in North Carolina and eastern Tennessee. The greatest threats to
maintaining this water quality is sedimentation, urban and agricultural runoff,
stream bank erosion, loss of riparian vegetation and unchecked development that
adds to the impervious surfaces in the watershed. We promote proper restoration
and conservation techniques coupled with land-use development that follows
sustainable and smart growth principles to accommodate population increases in
the watershed that maintains or enhances the quality of life for all citizens of the
watershed. RiverLink urges DOT to design the I-26/I-240 project to minimize the
impact on water quality by employing Best Management Practices (BMPs)
throughout the project area that add aesthetic value, are innovative and have
educational opportunities for the French Broad watershed community.

RiverLink urges DOT to follow Smart Growth practices in the decision involved in
the design of the 1-26/1-240 project. We support the City of Asheville’s adoption of
Smart Growth practices which include implementing new approaches to
transportation planning, such as: better coordinating land use (multi-story, mixed
income, mixed-use) and transportation; increasing the availability of high quality
transit service; creating redundancy, resiliency and connectivity within their road
networks; and ensuring connectivity between pedestrian, bike, transit, and road
facilities. In short, they are coupling a multi-modal approach to transportation with
supportive development patterns, to create a variety of transportation options.

These transportation and land-use decisions are inexorably linked and should be
addressed collaterally with the 1-26/I-240 project.

Additionally, RiverLink urges the DOT to design the infrastructure and adjacent
land-uses to maximize access to the River and neighboring communities. The
French Broad River has been cut off from the West Asheville, downtown, Biltmore
Village, UNCA communities by conventional infrastructure and development
practices of the last 40 years -- we seek to reverse that trend. The design of the I-
26/1-240 project shall be designed to maximize pedestrian and vehicular access to
and across the river, treat the river as an asset to the community and increase the
attractiveness of the area. RiverLink encourages the design of bridges that enhance
the experience of the Wilma Dykeman Riverway and that adds beauty to our
community and instills local pride.




~August 13, 2004
Page 2

The 1-26/1-240 project can be pivotal in restoring the access to the French Broad
and will represent a new aesthetic and planning for the French Broad corridor.
RiverLink offers its expertise in planning, design, and environmental restoration to
make this project and the corridor the best that it can be. We look forward to
assisting DOT and community leaders in helping make the 1-26/1-240 project one
which adds to the quality of life for the citizens of our watershed.

Sincerely,

RiverLink Board of Directors
Fred C. West, Chairman
Richard T. Hall, Vice Chair
Bob Shepherd, Secretary
Richard Sills, Treasurer

Dr. Nathan Burkhardt

Joe Eblen

Stephen A. Levine, Ph.D.
Timothy Johnston

Rodney W. Locks

Ted Prosser

Dana Stonestreet

Frank Taylor

Pam Turer




STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

MICHAEL F. EASLEY LYNDO TIPPETT
GOVERNOR SECRETARY

September 23, 2004

Ms. Karen Cragnolin, Executive Director
RiverLink, Inc.

Post Office Box 15488

Asheville, North Carolina 28813

Subject: I-26/1-240 Proposed Bridges

Dear Karen:

Thank you, the RiverLink Board of Directors, and my fellow RiverLink Executive Action
Team members for the recent letter and resolutions pertaining to the proposed roadway and
bridge(s) to be constructed over the French Broad River as part of the new 1-26 corridor through
Asheville. Several of the NCDOT Division 13 managers and I received copies of the same
correspondence. This letter serves as a response for our Division. We too share Riverlink’s
interest in the aesthetics of the riverfront in the urban Asheville area. This project will certainly
provide an opportunity to enhance this important part of Asheville.

As you know, bridge design features beyond the basics can be more costly. If more
ornate bridge designs are considered, it may be incumbent upon the local citizenry to raise funds
to help cover the cost differential and to demonstrate the community’s enthusiasm and support
for what could be an unprecedented project for North Carolina. With the level of commitment to
aesthetically pleasing bridges noted in your letter and resolutions, Riverlink may be the

organization best suited to spearhead a local fund raising effort.

I am forwarding a copy of your letter and resolutions to Mr. Vince Rhea, P.E., who is the
NCDOT Project Manager for this project in Raleigh, as well as other Department officials. Iam
requesting that Mr. Rhea help ensure that these resolutions receive all due consideration.

Division Thirteen Office Post Office Box 3279 Asheville, North Carolina 28802
Phone: 828/251-6171 Office of the Division Engineer Fax: 828/251-6709
www.doh.dot.state.nc.us/operations/division13




Ms. Karen Cragnolin
Page Two
September 23, 2004

Thank you for your interest in this project and your willingness to assist in the design
process. If I may provide additional information, please let me know.

. J. Swan;JY.
Division Engineer

JIS/KAW/pl

cc:  The Honorable Charles Worley, Mayor, City of Asheville, w/att.
Mr. Lyndo Tippett, Secretary, NC Department of Transportation, w/att.
Mr. Gordon Myers, Transportation Board Member, w/att.
Mr. Len Sanderson, P.E., State Highway Administrator, w/att.
Mr. Vince Rhea, P.E., Project Manager, w/att.
Mr. Rick Tipton, P.E., P.L.S., Division Construction Engineer
Mr. K. A. Wilson, P.E., Division Operations Engineer
Mr. G. S. Shuler, Division Project Manager
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ity of Ashev

Engineering Department

September 24, 2004

Mr. J. Kenneth Burleson, P.E.
TGS Engineers

975 Walnut Street, Suite 141
Cary, NC 27511

Re: 1-26 Connector — Street Connections

Dear Mr. Burleson:

\s we have previously discussed, the City of Asheville would like io pursue reconnection of
some of the neighborhood streets that were severed by the original construction of Interstate 240. The
reconstruction of the freeway in conjunction with the I-26 Connector project provides an opportunity to
do this. Specifically, the streets that we would like to see reconnected (see attached map) are:

Montana Avenue
Pennsylvania Avenue
New Jersey Avenue
Stewart Street

Adequate rights-of-way appear to exist for each street. The preferred cross-section for each
connection would be a 24’-wide street with sidewalks on both sides.

Also attached is a 1959 aerial image of the pre-Interstate street network, showing the connections.

The intent of the reconnections is to minimize the disruption and separation of the neighborhoods by the
freeway.

T'would appreciate your consideration of this request and the inclusion of requested connections

as feasible. Iunderstand that the City of Asheville will be primarily responsible for the justification of the
connections to our residents.

Anthony J. Butzek, PE, PTOE
City Traffic Engineer

/ajb

Attachments

Copy to: Mr. Drew Joyner, PE, TIP Program Manager
Ms. Beverly Williams, PE, MPO Supervisor
Mr. James L. Westbrook, City Manager
Ms. Cathy Ball, PE, City Engineer
Mr. Scott Shuford, AICP, City Planning Director
Mr. Dan Baechtold, AICP, MPO Coordinator

P.O.Box 7148 - Asheville, N.C. 28802 - 828-259-5617 - www.ashevillenc.gov

le is com

itted to delivering an excellent quality of service to enhance your quality of life.
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

MICHAEL F. EASLEY LYNDO TIPPETT
GOVERNOR SECRETARY

October 25, 2004

Mr. Anthony J. Butzek

City Traffic Engineer

City of Asheville, Engineering Dept.
PO Box 7148

Asheville, N.C. 28802-5617

Re: 1-26 Connector — Street Connections

Dear Mr. Butzek

Thank you for your letter of September 24, 2004 requesting that NCDOT consider
reconnecting Montana Avenue, Pennsylvania Avenue, New Jersey Avenue and Stewart
Street as part of the I-26 Connector project.

Our consultant has reviewed what would be required to accomplish these connections and
the work would be substantial. It also appears that there would be several additional
relocations required.

It is the Department’s feeling that this work would be outside the scope of the existing
project, and it would therefore be necessary for the City of Asheville to pay for the
considerable additional cost. If, after considering this information, the City is still
interested in making the reconnections please let me know.

Project Devéfopment Engineer

MAILING ADDRESS: TELEPHONE: 919-733-7844 LOCATION:

NC DePARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION FAX: 919-733-9794 TRANSPORTATION BUILDING
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 1 SOUTH WILMINGTON STREET
1548 Mai. ServICE CENTER WEBSITE: WWW.DOH.DOT.STATENC.US RacgicH NC

RALEIGH NC 27698-1548
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cc: Drew Joyner, PE, TIP Program manager
Beverly Williams, PE, MPO Supervisor
James L. Westbrook, City Manager
Cathy Ball, PE, City Engineer
Scott Shuford, AICP, City Planning Director
Dan Baechtold, AICP, MPO Coordinator
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TAC and TCC members October 29, 2004
c/o Dan Baechtold, MPO Coordinator

French Broad River Metropolitan Planning Organization

P.O. Box 7148

Asheville, NC 28802

RE: 1-26 Connector - Follow-up to October 1, 2004 memo and letter from NCDOT
Dear Members of Metropolitan Planning Organization Committees:

This letter is to follow up to the October 1, 2004 Memorandum from J. Kevin Lacy of the
NCDOT concerning the engineering analyses of the future 1-26 Connector.
Unfortunately, as a response to the repeated and continuing requests by city and MPO
staff, elected officials, the general public, and me for justification for an 8-lane facility,
this memorandum falls well short of providing the additional comprehensive information
deserved by these various stakeholders and others. Instead, the memo was simpiy a
reiteration of NCDOT's previous statements and a rather accusatory response to my
suggestions for changes to analysis assumptions.

In July 2004, as part of their justification for 8 travel lanes, the DOT presented the brief
results of an analysis of the anticipated future Level of Service for the 1-26 Connector. At
the MPO TAC meeting, | presented an alternative and more detailed analysis that
indicated that 6 travel lanes likely would provide an adequate Level of Service. The
primary conclusion to be drawn from these disparate presentations was not so much
taking sides as to which set of assumptions were most defensible, but consensus that a
further and even more thorough analysis was necessary to attempt to resolve these
differences and to provide the best information possible to make this very significant
decision for the future of this region.

By letter dated July 16, 2004, this is exactly what was sought by the City of Asheville
(copy attached). In this letter, City Traffic Engineer Anthony Butzek outlined how a
“more comprehensive” analysis was needed, described how it could be done, and
estimated that it iikely would take no more than 30 hours to perform. Mr. Butzek
described this further analysis as “a critical part of any final determination.” Similarly, in
my July presentation to the MPO TAC, and in my letter dated August 17, | noted that a
more detailed analysis would be helpful to provide additional information to the
stakeholders in Asheville and throughout the region. In our letters, both Mr, Butzek and |
offered to work with the NCDOT, and at the September MPO TAC meeting, | publicly
urged that the DOT staff contact me while working on their response.

Ci\Livable Streets, Inc\Projects\8001 - I-26 Connector\Memos and Letters\MPO committee letter 10-29-04.doc
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Instead of working with us and undertaking this critical further analysis, the DOT merely
stuck by its existing analysis. In his memorandum, Mr. Lacy stated that the analysis,
presented in July “was a summary and should not have been considered a presentation
of the detailed analysis.” He went on to say that the NCDOT consultant, TGS
Engineers, “conducted a thorough analysis of the various segments.” | verbally asked
NCDOT staff and consultants if they had more detailed analysis, but | received no
additional information. Unfortunately, since NCDOT has not provided their actual
analysis, there is no way to confirm that their analysis did in fact consider the various
segments. | note that the traffic volumes presented by TGS Engineers at the public
meeting in July were not based on any specific segment using peak hour data from the
traffic model. Instead, | understand that the peak hour directional volume used in the
analysis presented at the public meeting (5320 vehicles per hour) was generated based
on rough assumptions from the model’s daily values.

| stand by my analysis as a general indication that a 6-lane faciiity likely will provide a
Level of Service D for this corridor. Aside from disagreements over several of the
assumptions that go into the analysis, the primary reason my analysis found that a 6-
lane 1-26 Connector was estimated to provide Level of Service D during the peak hour
of traffic, rather than Level of Service E, is that | included the effect of auxiliary lanes.
Auxiliary lanes are often added to the through traffic lanes between interchanges,
connecting each on-ramp with the next off-ramp. As stated by Ken Burleson of TGS
Engineers at the TAC meeting in July, due to the short distance between interchanges,
there will likely be auxiliary lanes between all of the interchanges in the area between
Patton Avenue and Interstate 40. This means that a design with 6 through lanes will
typically be 8 [anes wide between interchanges, and a design with 8 through lanes will
typically be 10 lanes wide between interchanges.

In his memorandum, Mr. Lacy indicates that auxiliary lanes are typically not used by
through traffic. This statement is true but irrelevant to the effect of auxiliary lanes that ]
referred to in my August 17 letter. The issue is that the directional traffic volume
analyzed for presentation by NCDOT at the July public meeting (5320 vehicles per
hour) will occur only where the freeway will likely have two auxiliary lanes, whereas the
normal 6- or 8-lane segments of the freeway are estimated to carry considerably less
traffic. The traffic model shows that there are significant volumes of traffic using each
interchange. In my analysis, | used the actual peak hour directional volumes from the
model for each specific iocation, and | included the fact that the on- and off-ramp traffic
will use the auxiliary lanes, thereby improving the Level of Service when compared to a
design without auxiliary lanes. (See Highway Capacity Manual 13-18, 13-27, 13-28).

Beyond the matter of auxiliary lanes, the NCDOT and | disagree as to the values to use
for several quantitative factors in these analyses, including the driver popuiation factor
and peak hour factor. Mr. Lacy's letter misrepresents my statements about some of the
assumptions, probably based on a misunderstanding of my attempts to discuss complex
technical issues in a relatively short written letter. Misunderstandings can be avoided by
direct discussion of the issues, which is why I'm disappointed that the NCDOT chose
not to contact me before providing their response.
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The Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) includes default values for each assumption and
factor included in the Manual. The HCM recommends that analysts use studies of
existing traffic operations in order to calibrate the methodology and identify appropriate
factors and assumptions for local conditions. (HCM 9-9) The NCDOT has not done
these studies for the I-26 Connector, which is reasonable at this stage (planning level
analysis). In the absence of these studies of local conditions, the NCDOT consistently
chose factors that have the effect of adding traffic to the analyzed volume, thereby
reducing the capacity and expected Level of Service.

In his memorandum, Mr. Lacy frequently mentions the uncertainty of future traffic
projections, presumably to justify the decisions to use uniformly conservative factors
that reduce the theoretical capacity. Conservative assumptions are generally a good
idea for structural analysis for bridge design, increasing the factor of safety. And for
traffic engineering, conservative assumptions are justified if the only issue of concern is
the best possible estimated traffic operations in future years. But for the 1-26 Connector,
where there are significant potential negative social and environmental effects of larger
roadways, these assumptions may result in an overbuilt roadway that carries
unwarranted costs and impacts. In his memo, Mr. Lacy wrote: “Under-designing this
vital link will be a mistake that will be easily recognized for many years.” Considering afl
the possible impacts and costs on this community, the reverse of this statement also
holds true: Over-designing this vital link will be a mistake that will be easily recognized
for many years.

The DOT memo described at length how the models and manuals that all professional
engineers use are merely tools to use in making decisions and that, especially when
attempting to project conditions so far into the future, these models are far from exact.
These are the exact reasons why it is prudent to make significant decisions like this one
based not only on these models, but also considering other factors of great importance
to the community beyond the projected Level of Service, especially when, as in this
case, the results of the various analyses are so close to the margin between Levels of
Service D and E. The 1-26 Connector will have significant and long-lasting impacts on
Asheville, and therefore it is appropriate also to consider the impacts of this freeway on
Asheville’s neighborhoods and businesses, air quality, and quality of life. The cost of
this freeway is another important consideration, as the money saved by building a
freeway with fewer travel lanes could be redirected toward innovative design features
that further reduce the impacts of the freeway or toward other transportation needs.

In my August 17 letter to NCDOT, | suggested that it would be “useful to have more
information about the difference in environmental and community impacts between a 6-
lane facility and an 8-lane facility.” Unfortunately, Mr. Lacy viewed this suggestion “as
an attempt to further delay this project and to deprive the community of a much needed
highway improvement.” The truth is that | suggested this because | have heard
questions and concerns about the local affects of the project whenever | have spoken o
people in the community about the 1-26 connector. Everyone [ have spoken to about this
project recognizes that it is needed and should be expedited, as do |. The existing
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situation at the Smoky Park bridges is unacceptable due to its poor design, and when |
was Asheville’'s City Traffic Engineer, it was a frequent topic of discussion with
constituents.

Rather than attempting to delay this project, many of us are working for the best project
possible for Asheville and this region, and are working well within the DOT’s own time
schedule, raising concerns and proposing alternatives even before DOT has prepared a
draft Environmental Impact Study (EIS) and years before construction is scheduled to
begin. Rather than seeking to deprive the community of this project, | and others are
trying to move the project forward by working to address multiple community concerns
while also meeting projected traffic demand. | continue to invite the DOT to work with
all who care about this region and its future to build consensus around workable
solutions.

| urge the MPO and all local decision makers to continue to demand the best possible
information concerning this project, which would consist of the type of analysis outlined
by Asheville City Traffic Engineer Anthony Butzek.

Sincerely,

Michael M. Moule, PE, PTOE
President, Principal Transportation Engineer

Enclosure



City of Asheville, NC

Office of the Mayor

November 18, 2004

Mr. Lyndo Tippett

Secretary of Transportation

North Carolina Department of Transportation
1501 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1501

Dear Secretary Tippett:

The Asheville City Council unanimously agreed to request that the North Carolina
Department of Transportation (NCDOT) perform a more detailed analysis of the I-26 Connector
project. The intent of the motion is to request the use of CORSIM traffic simulation software in
order to support the final decision that must be made regarding the number of lanes for this
project.

Our hope is that NCDOT will perform this analysis expeditiously, so that the additional
information is available as a basis for resolution of the desired number of lanes. It is not our
expectation that an exhaustive analysis, including an existing model and calibration, be
performed, but that an assumed design concept be analyzed for projected future year traffic
volumes. We would request NCDOT to share assumptions and review of the model with the
public and City staff. Because it is our belief that this analysis is an important factor in the final
determination regarding the number of lanes, and because a prior request for this analysis by City
staff was rejected, the City of Asheville may proceed with this analysis if NCDOT is unable or
unwilling.

We would request a response by November 30, 2004 indicating whether NCDOT will be
able to perform the requested analysis. It is obvious that the analysis should be completed within
a time frame that allows its use in the decision making process. At the same time, we do not
wish to see any impact to the overall project timetable.

We also look forward to working with NCDOT on the aesthetics of the project as it
moves forward. As you know, this has been (and continues to be) a contentious issue in the

Asheville community. Careful attention to the aesthetics may well help in soothing some of this
contentiousness after the final decisions have been made.

P.O.Box 7148 - Asheville, N.C. 28802 - 828-259-3600 -Fax: 828-259-5499 - www.ashevillenc.gov

The City of Asheville is committed to delivering an excellent quality of service to enhance your quality of life.



Mr. Lyndo Tippett
November 18, 2004
Page Two

I would be happy to meet with you or your staff if there are any questions or if I can be of
assistance in any way.

Sincerely,

@mz%

Charles R. Worley
Mayor

CRW/pc

pc: Gordon S. Myers, Member, Board of Transportation
J.J. Swain, Jr., P.E. Division 13 Engineer
Nathan K. Phillips, P.E., NCDOT Congestion Management
Drew Joyner, P.E., TIP Program Manager
Asheville City Council Members
James L. Westbrook, City Manager
Cathy Ball, P.E., City Engineer
Anthony Butzek, P.E., P.T.O.E, City Traffic Engineer
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December 1, 2004

Mr. Jay Swain, Jr., PE ~
Division Engineer

NCDOT Division 13

PO Box 3279

Asheville, 28802

Dear Jay:

Please find enclosed for your records a copy of the Chamber’s recent resolution
encouraging North Carolina Department of Transportation funding for aesthetics design
recommendations for the I-26 Connector.

The Asheville Area Chamber recognizes that collaboration between the North Carolina
Department of Transportation and the 1-26 Connector Aesthetics Advisory Committee
may serve as a valuable vehicle for establishing a majority agreement on aesthetic design
and cost considerations for highway design elements, including bridge(s), noise walls,
landscaping and areas of public interaction associated with the I-26 Connector.

Additionally, the funding of aesthetics for the I-26 Connector appropriate to the existing
visual beauty of our area will be critical to our billion dollar tourism industry, our
economic development recruitment, and retention of our local talent. The I-26 Connector
will serve as a “gateway” to the region; such funding for aesthetics components will help
further economic development and improve the quality of life for the citizens of
Asheville and for all of Western North Carolina.

Sincerely,

Richard J. Lutovsky
President & CEO




RESOLUTION

N SU RT OF NORTH CARCOLINA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION FUNDING
FOR AESTHETICS DESIGN RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE 1-26 CONNECTOR IN

ASHEVILLE, WESTERN NORTH CAROLINA

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of the Asheville Area Chamber of Commerce reaffirms the importance of
ensuring that the 1-26 Connector, North Carolina Department of Transportation Project 1-2513 in the
Transportation Improvement Program, is completed on schedule; and,

WHEREAS, the Board recognizes that the I-26 Connector, should be not only safe and adequate for our
transportation needs, but should also be a physical asset for our community and region; and,

WHEREAS, the 1-26 Connector will serve as a “gateway” to the region and the City of Asheville, which Rand
McNally Places Rated Almanac consistently ranks as one of the best places to live in the United States among
metropolitan areas smailer than 250,000 people; and,

WHEREAS, citizens of the community take pride in Asheville’s “sense of place,” derived from a unique
combination of elements including the Blue Ridge Mountains, a place to relax and rejuvenate, a vibrant arts

scene, architectural gems, downtown vitality, economic and educational and medical hub for Western North
Carolina, and a diversely talented citizenry; and,

WHEREAS, in June of 2004, Mayor Charles Worley of the City of Asheville appointed a six member I-26
Connector Aesthetics Advisory Committee to work on the behalf of our citizenry with the North Carolina
Department of Transportation to study and recommend aesthetic design options for the 1-26 Connector; and,

WHEREAS, the Committee has specific recommendations for the aesthetics design of sound walls and bridge
components for the 1-4401 Project, a separate but directly-related project that affects the I-26 Connector; and,

WHEREAS, the collaborative aesthetics design work between the North Carolina Department of Transportation
and the 1-26 Connector Aesthetics Advisory Committee may well serve as a valuable vehicle for establishing a
majority agreement on aesthetic design and cost considerations for highway design elements, including
bridge(s), noise walls, landscaping and areas of public interaction associated with the 1-26 Connector; and,

WHEREAS, visual beauty of our region is critical to our billion dollar tourism industry, our economic
development recruitment efforts that are based on a sense of place, and retention of our local talent; and,

WHEREAS, funding for the aesthetics of the 1-26 Connector appropriate to the existing beauty of our area will

have economic impact on not only the Asheville area, but on surrounding communities in Western North
Carolina.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Directors for the Asheville Area Chamber of
Commerce fully supports and encourages the North Carolina Department of Transportation to provide specific
and appropriate state funding related to the recommendations of the 1-26 Connector Aesthetics Advisory
Committee for the 1-4401 Project and for future design opportunities for the 1-2513 Project, with the ultimate
objectives of furthering economic development, complementing the environment, and improving the quality

1
life for the visitors and citizens of Asheville and all of Western NortlyCapolina.
Adopted this 23rd day of November, 2004 /%//
(LT e

/ John Mark Stroud, Chairinan of the Board

Asheville Area Chamber of Commerce
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July 21, 2005

Office of the Mayor

Secretary Lyndo Tippett

North Carolina Department of Transportation
1501 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1501

Dear Secretary Tippett:

The Asheville City Council, at its Worksession on July 19, 2005, heard a report
from our Traffic Engineer, Anthony Butzek, on the resuits of the CORSIM Analysis
recently performed by the Department of Transportation at the request of the Asheville
City Council. Based upon Council discussion and the questions raised by the
presentation, Council is requesting that a representative or representatives of the
Department of Transportation come to a future City Council Worksession and present
the Department of Transportation’s analysis of the CORSIM study, and respond to
Council questions regarding the study, and other pertinent studies, the connector, and
the six-lane versus eight-lane decision. In particular, the Asheville City Council is
attempting to develop an understanding of the reason for the selection of the eight-lane
alternative.

The Asheville City Council meets on the second, third, and fourth Tuesday of
each month, with the Worksession taking place on the second Tuesday. If need be, to
accommodate the schedule of the Department of Transportation, we could schedule a
special meeting for this purpose.

We would respectfully request that you or your staff work with our City Manager,
Gary Jackson, to schedule this presentation at one of our meetings.

| would be happy to meet with you or your staff if there are any questions or if |
can be of assistance in any way.

Sincerely,
Charles R. Worley U
Mayor

cc: Alan Thornburg, Division 13 Board of Transportation Member
J. J. Swain, Jr., P.E., Division 13 Engineer
Nathan K. Phillips, P.E., NCDOT Congestion Management
Drew Joyner, P.E., TIP Program Manager
Ashevilie City Council Members
Gary Jackson, City Manager
Cathy Ball, P.E., City Engineer
Anthony Butzek, P.E., P.T.O.E., City Traffic Engineer

P.O.Box 7148 - Asheville, N.C. 28802 - 828-259-5A00 -Fax: 828-259-5499 - www.ashevillenc.gov

4T

ity of Asheville is committed to delivering an excellent g




N-z6 Public Forum

Subject: 1-26 Public Forum
Date: Thu, 19 Oct 2006 13:56:03 ~0400
From: "michael mcdonough" <michael@mecdonougharchitect.com>
To: <vrhea@dot.state.nc.us>

Vince,

Just a quick note to thank you and your team for the information you provided our community at the -
recent forum. ‘
It is such an enormous project, that we have only begun to understand all the elements of this project.

I also wanted to offer an apology for the actions of some of my fellow AIA 150 "participants".

While most of us were busy digesting all the information on the walls, one or two citizens, without prior
coordination of the AIA 150/Asheville Design Center Board, used our educational model as a platform
for advocacy of individual perspectives.

As clarification, the ATA 150/Asheville Design Center has not endorsed one of the 4 existing alignments
nor a new alignment. We are still exploring the elements and impacts of each, while exploring how we
can add our perspectives to the process.

2

We believe the City still has much to do to accommodate this project, as your answers to many of our
questions indicated, and we hope to focus our efforts in this regard.

Thanks again, and I hope that you and your team will continue to be available for information in the
future.

Sincerely,
Michael McDonough

1of1 4/26/2007 10:36 AM



“KEEPING THE PROMISE”
November 9, 2006

Mr. Vince Rhea :

Project Development & Environmental Analysis Branch
North Carolina Department of Transportation

1548 Mail Service Center '

Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1548

We are writing to comment on the alternative plans for the I-26 Connector Project
presented at the October 9 and October 10 public meetings here in Asheville. The
Housing Authority of the City of Asheville is primarily concerned with the impact of the
various alternatives on our residents. Our residents are low-income, predominately
African-American citizens of Asheville, who historically have borne the brunt of various
highway projects. From that perspective we want to thank the Department of
Transportation for avoiding demolition of Housing Authority properties in all of the
proposed alternatives for this project.

Beyond preserving the housing units themselves, we have some additional concerns.that
we request you consider, primarily focusing on pedestrian and street access to Hillcrest
Apartments, centrally located in Section B of the I-26 Project. We believe it is important
to do everything possible to reintegrate the Hillcrest community into the City of
Asheville. From our perspective that means improved street and pedestrian access to the
“property. ‘

First, we believe that any alternative that eliminates Westgate Shopping Center should be
eliminated from consideration for economic and environmental justice reasons. Westgate
is the only shopping area within reasonable walking distance from Hillcrest.

- Second, we believe that Alternatives B-4 and B-5 are the only two plans presented by
DOT that meet the critical economic and environmental justice needs of our residents.
We are concerned, however, that the relatively high cost of those two alternatives will
prevent them from being selected in the final analysis.

For these reasons, we recommend that DOT consider a new alternative similar to the one
proposed by the ATA-150 group at the public hearings. Essentially, this new alternative
would use one span of the existing Smoky Park Bridge for local vehicles and pedestrians,
reconnecting Patton Avenue across the river. It would use the other existing span for I-
240 in eastbound traffic and would reroute the westbound 1-240 traffic along the current
19-23 north to the new I-26 Connector Bridge.

165 SOUTH FRENCH BROAD AVENUE 28801
P.O. Box 1898. ASHEVILLE. NORTH CAROLINA 28802
PHONE [828) 258-1222 FAX [828) 254-2276




Although this recommendation may be slightly different from the AIA 150 proposal, we
suggest that the least disruptive (and least expensive) alternative would probably be to
leave eastbound 1-240 where it currently is on the southern span of the Smoky Park
Bridge and to reroute westbound 1-240 along the current 19-23 north to the new 1-26
bridge. This would leave the northern span of the Smoky Park Bridge (which already has

a pedestrian waltkway from Hillcrest to Westgate) for enhanced local vehicle and
pedestrian use.

This new alternative would accomplish a number of important goals:

1. Interstate and local traffic across the French Broad would be separated and the
local connection from downtown to West Asheville would be enhanced.

2. Westgate Shopping Center, and pedestrian access to it, would be preserved.

3. Hillcrest residents would still have the current access to Hill Street, possibly
without replacing the existing bridge, and a new street could be built as proposed
by DOT directly to the new Patton Avenue connector near the existing bridge.

4. The need for construction of new bridges could be minimized and costs should be
more in line with Alternatives B-2 or B-3.

We want to emphasize that environmental justice is a critical factor for you to consider in
developing your plans for this project, and we believe that a cost-effective preferred
alternative can be developed along the lines discussed in this letter. We would welcome

the opportunity to discuss this recommendation with you and other interested officials
and citizens, ‘

Sincerely,
”

~,
.~ R

/
‘Gene Bell

Executive Director

Ce:  J. Kenneth Burleson, TGS Engineers
Mayor Terry Bellamy
Members, Asheville City Council
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SENT VIA E-MAIL AND REGULAR MAIL
November 10, 2006

Vince Rhea

Project Development & Environmental Analysis Branch
North Carolina Department of Transportation

1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1548

Re: Comments on the 1-26 Connector, TIP Project [-2513

Dear Mr. Rhea:

These comments are submitted on behalf of the Western North Carolina Alliance
and the Southern Environmental Law Center.

We appreciate the recent public meetings organized by the DOT, the maps and
other information presented, the availability of DOT personnel at those meetings, and this
post-meetings opportunity for comment. However, these meetings reinforced our
concern that, rather than using the EIS process to identify, study, and refine all reasonable
alternatives as required by the National Environmental Policy Act, the DOT is pursuing a
predetermined course of action based on significant decisions made outside of the NEPA
process and is inflexible concerning many significant capacity and design issues that
greatly will affect this project’s overall impact on our region.

As discussed in more detail below, it is crucial that the DOT comply with NEPA
by using the EIS process to “identify and assess the reasonable alternatives to the
proposed action that will avoid or minimize adverse effects...” 40 C.F.R. § 1500.2(e).
These alternatives, including differing lane configurations and design modifications to
the four basic geographic alignments, vastly could augment the benefits of this project for
the City and region while minimizing its negative impacts. With roughly two years built
into the project schedule for the EIS process, and construction not scheduled to begin
until 2012, a full six years from now, there is plenty of time to comply with NEPA by
truly considering alternatives, and doing so will result in the best project for the
community.




The NEPA Process Must Identify And Assess
All Reasonable Alternatives For The Project

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires agencies to "study,
develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any
proposal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available
resources." 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(E). Consistent with this statutory directive, the NEPA
regulations require that

Federal agencies shall, to the fullest extent possible: [u]se the NEPA process to
identify and assess the reasonable alternatives to proposed actions that will avoid
or minimize adverse effects of these actions upon the quality of the human
environment.

40 C.F.R. § 1500.2(e) (emphasis added). Reinforcing the emphasis on consideration of
alternatives, the regulations further provide that alternatives are “the heart of the
environmental impact statement,” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14, and that agencies “shall
rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives.” Id. (emphasis
added); Route 9 Opposition Legal Fund v. Mineta, 75 Fed. Appx. 152, 156 (4th Cir.
2003) (unpublished opinion).

A primary goal of NEPA is to ensure that

federal agencies infuse in project planning a thorough consideration of
environmental values. The consideration of alternatives requirement furthers that
goal by guaranteeing that agency decisionmakers have before them and take into
proper account all possible approaches to a particular project (including total
abandonment of the project) which would alter the environmental impact and the
cost-benefit balance.

Alaska Wilderness Recreation Tourism Association v. Morrison, 67 F.3d 723, 729 (9th
Cir. 1995), quoting Bob Marshall Alliance, 852 F.2d 1223, 1228 (9th Cir. 1988), cert.
denied, 489 U.S. 1066 (1989) (emphasis added). In the context of significant highway
projects in urban areas, “all reasonable alternatives” should included options such as
Transportation System Management (TSM) and mass transit, as well as alternative
alignments and other design considerations. Davis v. Mineta, 302 F. 3d 1104, 1120-
1122 (10th Cir. 2002). "The existence of a viable but unexamined alternative renders an
environmental impact statement inadequate." Resources Ltd. v. Robertson, 35 F.3d 1300,
1307 (9th Cir. 1994).




The DOT Must Consider Lane Alternatives To An Eight-Travel-Lane Connector,
As Well As Various Alternative Alienments, Interchange Designs. And Other
Design Alternatives That Arise During The EIS Process.

A. The EIS Must Rigorously Consider And Assess Lane Alternatives To An Eight-
Travel- Lane Connector.

Since 2002, the DOT has refused to consider anything less than an eight-travel-
lane Connector. This approach, if carried forward into the EIS, would violate NEPA and
be arbitrary and capricious because alternatives of less than eight lanes are reasonable
and because this decision was made outside of the NEPA process.

1. The Number Of Lanes In This Project Is A Significant Decision, With
Signmificant Environmental Impacts, That Should Be Addressed Through

Appropriate Alternatives In The EIS.

The 1ssue of the size of the Connector (its number of lanes) long has caused
significant concern and controversy in the communities that will bear the major impacts
of this project. Many community leaders and residents have sought to keep the road as
small as possible to minimize its impacts. Notably, in 20000 a Community Coordinating
Committee, comprised of representatives from various interests adopted the following
consensus goals, among others: (1) match the scale of the project to the character of the
community, (2) minimize impacts to neighborhoods and local businesses, (3) reunify and
connect the community, and (4) minimize air quality and other environmental impacts.
All of these goals are best served by a smaller highway than eight travel lanes. It is
striking that cities the size of Pittsburgh and Portland do not have freeways larger than six
travel lanes, yet the DOT has proposed to build a larger, eight-travel-lane highway
directly through Asheville, a much smaller city.

The size of this highway is a very significant decision for the long-term quality of
life in Asheville and the region and for influencing how and where this region grows.
We can invest all of our resources in more and bigger highways that promote sprawl,
congestion, and air pollution, or we can devote some of our resources to highways while
also investing in local transportation improvements, transit, and other alternatives that
give citizens alternatives to driving and promote more livable communities. Because
these decisions in turn affect future traffic volume, the anticipated future traffic should be
but one factor, rather than the only factor, in making the decision as to the size of this
project, and all of these community considerations bear on the critical decision as to the
number of lanes. The proper place to weigh these considerations and assess their relative
benefits and costs is in the EIS, and the DOT should consider a full range of alternative
lane scenarios for this project, as well as alternative geographic alignments and other
design features.

In fact, such a true consideration of lane alternatives through the NEPA process is
exactly what the DOT itself at one time set forth for this community. In the 2001-2002
period, the Chief Officer of DOT’s Office of Planning and the Environment gave a



presentation in which she outlined these “public policy questions” bearing on the size of
the Connector as (1) will I-240 be the primary traffic corridor?, or (2) will the region
increase investments in transit and existing roads if the highway is only 4 or 6 lanes?, or
(3) will the region implement changes in land use to reduce traffic demand? See “The
Transportation Decision-Making Process,” by Janet D’Ignazio, attached as Exhibit A. In
turn, these public policy questions and studies of their related environmental and
community impacts would inform the analysis of alternatives, which she presented as 4
potential geographic alignments, with “options for 4, 6, and 8 lanes” for ““12 total
scenarios.”

This true consideration of lane alternatives, as outlined by Ms. D’Ignazio, is
precisely what NEPA requires of the upcoming EIS. Unfortunately, it appears that the
DOT intends to avoid consideration of alternatives and thus to violate NEPA.

2. In 2002, The DOT Predetermined The Number Of Lanes Based Solely On
Vastly Inflated Traffic Projections. And Has Refused To Change This
Predetermination Even Though The Projected Traffic Has Dropped

Significantly And Other Considerations Should Bear On This Decision.

Contrary to Ms. D’Ignazio’s presentation, later in 2002 the DOT began pushing
the French Broad River MPO for approval to proceed with only an eight-travel-lane
design of the 1-26 Connector, based on an outdated traffic model that was predicting the
inflated volume of 143,000 cars per day in the year 2025. The DOT sought this approval
even though a new and more thorough traffic model was being developed. When
questioned about this, the DOT assured the local Technical Coordinating Committee that
“we don’t expect huge changes between the models.” Minutes of Technical Coordinating
Committee, June 20, 2002. The DOT also stated that it wanted to evaluate only one lane
cross-section to “speed up the process.” Id.

Along with the traffic projections for a 4-lane, 6-lane, and 8-lane Connector, the
DOT circulated a table that showed traffic volumes for Level of Service (LOS) “E” for
freeway widths of 4, 6, and 8 lanes. This table showed that the traffic volume for an 8-
lane freeway to provide that LOS was 138,000 vehicles. Although the then-projected
volume for the Connector of 143,000 exceeded this LOS E volume by 5,000 vehicles, the
DOT strongly urged the MPO to accept its recommendation to build an 8-lane freeway.
This table also showed that the volume for a six-lane freeway was 103,500 vehicles.
Handout, I-26 Connector Project, TIP 1-2513, May 21, 2002.

Contrary to NEPA, DOT representatives told the MPO that it was appropriate to
make a decision as to the number lanes at that time, and that it needed to “make a
decision and move on.” Minutes of Joint Meeting, Technical Advisory Committee and
Technical Coordinating Committee, May 8, 2002. Contrary to the facts, DOT
representatives told the MPO that “[e]ven if we delay the decision another couple of
years we would still have the same information to go on.” Id.




Both of Asheville’s representatives to the MPO spoke in favor of the DOT
considering alternatives to eight travel lanes, and both voted against the resolution to
study only eight-travel-lane configurations. However, at that time the MPO voted to
accepted the DOT’s recommendation and approved an eight-lane Connector, subject to
the proviso that if the new model results or other new information became available, then
this decision would be revisited. Id.

The very next year, in 2003, the results of the new model became available.
Contrary to the DOT’s assurances, these new traffic projections were quite lower than the
prior model, even though they looked five years further into the future. The updated
model predicted a maximum traffic volume of 96,000-99,000 cars per day in the year
2030, a huge decline in projected traffic of over 44,000 cars per day. Despite this drastic
decline in projected traffic volume, the DOT steadfastly has adhered to its predetermined
decision to evaluate only eight travel lanes for the I-26 Connector.

3. Although The DOT Has Adhered To Its Predetermined Decision, In 2004
The MPO Encouraged Consideration Of Alternatives By Adopting A New
Resolution That Requested The Minimum Number Of Lanes As Deemed

Appropriate.

After the tremendous reduction in projected traffic volume became public
information, many community leaders and other citizens expected the DOT to reduce the
projected size of the Connector to six travel lanes, consistent with the tables that the DOT
had provided to the public in 2002. When this did not occur, public pressure led to
several public forums and meetings, including presentations before the MPO.

During these meetings, the DOT abandoned the traffic capacity tables it had
provided to the public in 2002 and came up with a new rationale for why it refused to
consider less than eight travel lanes. Now, the DOT claimed that the Connector had to
meet some sort of requirement to achieve LOS “D,” and that, applying a very basic
analysis from the Highway Capacity Manual, eight lanes were required to provide LOS D
at all points in the Connector during the peak hour.

In response to the huge drop in projected traffic, the MPO adopted a new
resolution on the I-26 Connector Project. After noting the NEPA requirement to study all
reasonable and practicable alternatives, and, in particular, the independent requirement
under the Clean Water Act to select the Least Environmentally Damaging Practical
Alternative, this resolution provided, in pertinent part:

The MPO requests that the NCDOT design the 1-26 Connector with as few lanes
as deemed appropriate to meet the projected travel demand in the year 2030. At
the same time, the MPO recognizes that the number of lanes must meet the
purpose and need of the project, and comply with federal standards for level of
service on interstates.




Resolution of the French Broad River Metropolitan Planning Organization adopted
November 18, 2004.

In contrast to the prior MPO resolution that approved of studying eight travel
lanes, this resolution explicitly sought the minimum number of lanes appropriate to meet
projected travel demand. The “as few lanes as deemed appropriate” language recognized
that there may be alternative ways to meet travel demand other than via an eight-travel-
lane freeway. The only legal way to consider these alternatives, balance their benefits
and costs, and decide which alternative is most appropriate, as well as the LEDPA, is
through full consideration of lane alternatives in the EIS.

4. There Is No Requirement That The Connector Achieve LOS D At The
Peak Hour.

Although the DOT has asserted that the Connector must achieve LLOS D during
the peak hour in the year 2030, the DOT has not cited any legal authority for this
requirement because no such authority exists. .

Indeed, the claimed requirement to meet LOS D is belied by the DOT’s own
actions in pushing for the approval of eight travel lanes in 2002. Given the projected
traffic demand of 143,000 cars per day, the very table that the DOT provided to the
public indicated that an eight-lane freeway would exceed LOS E, yet the DOT
aggressively urged the MPO to approve eight lanes. Achieving LOS D cannot be a firm
requirement, or else the DOT itself violated that requirement in 2002. Since the DOT
itself was not just willing to consider a Connector that would have exceeded LOS E, but
also forcefully sought approval for such a Connector, at a minimum the DOT must
consider alternatives that would build fewer lanes but would achieve the same LOS that
was acceptable when the DOT wanted it to be acceptable.

5. The Traffic Demand Model And Its Traffic Proiections 25 Years Into The
Future Cannot Be The Sole Factor Considered In Determining The
Number Of Travel Lanes For The Connector.

As argued earlier, the sensible approach to the lanes decision would take
projected traffic demand as an important factor, but not the only factor, in the decision as
to the size of this highway. Community impacts, the need for alternative forms of travel,
growth and sprawl impacts, and overall costs also are important considerations in this
decision. Beyond this, the model itself includes inherent deficiencies that render arbitrary
the DOT’s reliance on it as the sole consideration in this decision.




a. The Projection Of 96.000-99.000 Cars Per Day., And The Model’s
Other Projections, Are Based On An Assumption That The
Connector Will Be Eight Lanes, Thereby Creating A Circular
Decision Process And A Self-Fulfilling Prophecy.

In generating its projected traffic demand for the Connector, the model itself has
been programmed with the assumption that the Connector will have eight travel lanes. In
turn, this critical assumption underlies the projected traffic demand of 96,000-99,000
vehicles per day.

By taking this projected vehicle demand, itself based on an eight-lane freeway,
and then plugging it into an HCM analysis that, lo and behold, led the DOT to assert that
an eight-lane freeway is necessary, the DOT has created a circular justification for an
eight-lane highway. The model assumed eight lanes and generated a traffic projection,
which the DOT then analyzed and concluded that eight lanes are needed to carry that
traffic projection. Relying solely on this self-fulfilling prophecy to eliminate
consideration of any fewer travel lanes would be arbitrary and capricious.

In this regard, it is noteworthy that, in 2002, the old model also generated
projected traffic volumes for a four-lane and a six-lane Connector, and that these
projections were substantially lower than the 143,000 cars per day projected for the eight-
lane Connector (the projections for the six- and four-lane Connectors were 137,000 cars
per day and 117,000 cars per day, respectively). Comparable traffic projections from the
new model for a four-lane and six-lane Connector have not been provided to the public,
but it is certain that these projection would be substantially less than the 96-99,000 cars
per day figure that has been provided, and that these lower projections would be even
more consistent with fewer lanes providing an appropriate LOS. The DOT is required to
provide these four-lane and six-lane projections to the public and fully to consider them
and the lane alternatives they represent in the Connector EIS.

b. The Model Includes Six-Lanes For I-26 North And South Of The
Connector, Even Though Those Expanded Highwavs Are Neither
“Existing Nor Committed” Proijects.

The accepted practice is for traffic models to include only “existing and
committed” projects, meaning other roads that either already exist or already are funded.
Stantec Traffic Forecast Report for TIP [-2513, February 2002.. This practice has been
reinforced by the DOT’s public description of these models, which have emphasized that
these models are based on “existing and committed” roads. Minutes of Meeting of
Technical Coordinating Committee, June 20, 2002.

Despite this accepted practice and public description, the DOT biased the results
of the models underlying the traffic projections for the 1-26 Connector by requiring that
these models include several large potential expansions of I-26 north and south of the
Connector that are neither “existing” nor “committed.” The first of these potential
expansions (I-26 north from the terminus of the Connector to Mars Hill) merely is in the



feasibility stage and may or may not occur. The other potential expansions (I-26 south
from the I-40/1-26 interchange to past Hendersonville) are in various stages of planning
but also are far from committed or funded. Together, these improperly-included projects
total over 35 miles of hypothetically-expanded interstate feeding into the Connector and
substantially inflating the model’s projected traffic volumes.

It is illegal and misleading to refuse to consider alternatives to eight travel lanes
based on a model that should be limited to existing and committed projects but that
nonetheless includes potential projects that inflate the projected traffic volumes on the
Connector even though these projects may never be funded. The DOT must provide
projections from the model that do not include these non-existent and non-committed
projects and consider these more accurate projections, along with multiple other
considerations, in deciding among a full range of reasonable lane alternatives less than
eight travel lanes.

c. The Model’s Projections Are Inherently Speculative In Attempting
To Look 24 Years Into The Future And Should Not Serve As The
Sole Basis For The Lanes Decision.

The traffic demand forecast on which the DOT has placed such weight merely is a
prediction that is attempting to project 24 years into the future. Like all such models, this
model has an inherent capacity for error and inherent uncertainty. The best evidence of
this uncertainty and capacity for error is the enormous reduction in traffic demand
between the old and the new models, a reduction of over 44,000 cars per day. The model
does not and cannot account for such factor as the likely increase in the price of oil and
its impact on driving patterns, or the changing approach to the region’s growth, such as
the changes reflected in recent actions by the Buncombe County Commission. While the
model forecasts are useful information, they are inherently speculative and uncertain and
cannot be the basis for refusing to consider other lane alternatives. Ultimately,
transportation decisions should be based not only on models, but also on extremely
important community considerations that include the impacts of this freeway on
Asheville’s neighborhoods and businesses, the impacts on air quality, the impacts on
quality of life and livability, and the relative costs of a smaller versus a larger freeway.

6. Even If Achieving LOS D Is Required, There Is Substantial Evidence And
Reasonable Expert Opinion That A Six-Travel-Lane Connector Will
Achieve That LOS.

Michael Moule, P.E., has used the traffic forecasts provided from the model to
perform a detailed, segment-by-segment HCM analysis of the likely Connector LOS that
is far more thorough than any analysis that the DOT has provide to the public. This
analysis demonstrated that a six-lane Connector would produce Level of Service D for all
segments at all times of the day and in both directions, except for a single segment during
the peak hour in one direction. As to this segment, minor design improvements could
improve the Level of Service without adding additional travel lanes. Moule Letter to
DOT, August 17, 2004.




Although the DOT’s engineers may disagree with parts of this analysis, that
disagreement does not render the six-lane alternative so unreasonable that the DOT may
refuse to address it in the EIS. Rather, NEPA requires that this disagreement be aired and
assessed in the EIS, as part of the process of choosing among these alternatives.

7. The DOT’s Own CORSIM Analysis Demonstrated That A Six-Lane
Connector Would Operate Without Congestion At the Peak Hour.

Based on the different results of the HCM analyses performed by Mr. Moule and
the DOT, Mr. Moule suggested that the DOT perform an even more thorough and
defensible analysis of the Connector using CORSIM, a software that models the flow of
projected traffic on the Connector as constructed. Likewise, in September 2004, Anthony
Butzek, P.E., Asheville City Traffic Engineer, wrote to DOT and requested that the DOT
perform a CORSIM analysis of the Connector. This letter described CORSIM as “the
current state of the practice for traffic simulation and analysis of freeways in the United
States, and would provide the most detailed analysis possible.”

DOT agreed to perform this CORSIM analysis, and City Traffic Engineer Butzek
consulted with DOT during this study. The results were made available in the Spring of
2005. According to Mr. Butzek’s report to Asheville City Council, this study showed
(1) no congestion in a six-lane configuration, even during the peak traffic time, (2) six
lanes provided an acceptable overall level of service of C or D during that peak hour, and
(3) a difference of only a few seconds of travel time for the Connector with six lanes
versus eight lanes. Asheville City Council Meeting, July 19, 2005, attached as Exhibit B.

Thus, the Asheville City Traffic Engineer also has stated that a six-lane Connector
will provide an appropriate LOS and will meet project traffic demand during the peak
hour in 2030. The information and analyses provided by of Mr. Butzek and Mr. Moule
demonstrate that, even considering traffic projections and LOS alone, the alternative of a
six-lane Connector is reasonable and must be assessed fully in the EIS.!

! The history of the lanes decision, the problems with the model, the closeness of

the LOS determinations, and professional disagreement concerning the Connector’s
capacity under different lane configurations, all distinguish this matter from that
addressed in Route 9 Opposition Legal Fund v. Mineta, 75 Fed. Appx. 152, 156 (4th Cir.
2003). In that case, lower-lane alternatives did not receive detailed study because the
facts showed a vast disparity between the capacity of the lower-lane alternatives and the
expected traffic volume of the road, so vast that the lower lane alternatives “could not
possibly meet the capacity needs of the project. 75 Fed. Appx. At 156. In contrast, the
facts outlined above show that alternatives of less than eight lanes reasonably can meet
the project’s capacity needs while minimizing the negative impacts of the project,
especially if these alternatives incorporate design features that augment LOS, such as
those suggested by Mr. Moule or the TSM and other features required to be considered in
the case of Davis v. Mineta, 302 F. 3d at 1121-22. Accordingly, the DOT must assess

and consider these reasonable lane alternatives in the EIS.




8. The Combined Weight of All Of These Circumstances Demonstrates That
the DOT’s Refusal To Consider Alternatives Of Less Than Eight Lanes Is
Arbitrary And In Violation Of NEPA.

The Fourth Circuit has stressed that NEPA compliance must be measured by the
totality of the circumstances in each specific case. National Audubon Society v.
Department of the Navy, 422 F. 3d 174, 186 (4th Cir. 2005). Each of the circumstances
outlined above demonstrates that, to this point, the DOT arbitrarily has predetermined to
consider only eight travel lanes. The totality of these circumstances indicates that this
approach, if continued into the EIS, would violate NEPA’s requirement that the agency
consider all reasonable alternatives. The DOT must comply with NEPA by fully
assessing alternatives of less than eight travel lanes.

B. The DOT Must Consider And Assess Design Alternatives, Such As Alternative
Alignments, Alternative Design of the Patton Avenue Interchange. Innovative
Approaches To The Haywood Road Interchange, And An Attractive Bridge, That
Arise Now Or Through The NEPA Process.

In the early 2000s several community design forums occurred which led to
reasonable ideas that now are part of the project, such as alternative alignments for the
Connector, the inclusion of the 1-26/1-40 interchange in the project, and the formation of
the Connector aesthetics committee. The pendency of the EIS process has led to renewed
interest in project design issues, including the formation of a group of architects and
planners who are focused specifically on 1-26 design issues under the sponsorship of the
local chapter of the American Institute of Architects. Whether arising from that group or
from others, ideas that would increase the benefits of the project or reduce its costs must
be assessed and evaluated in the EIS process, and there is plenty of time to incorporate
good ideas without delaying this project.

The guiding principles for design of this project substantially mirror the
consensus recommendations and goals of the 1-26 Community Coordinating Committee,
which were adopted by the Asheville City Council and which DOT has committed to
incorporate into this project. As qualified and capable professionals of varied experience
and background examine this project, it is highly likely that improved design alternatives
will arise that significantly would improve the project by enhancing its benefits or by
reducing its costs and impacts to the community, and often by achieving both. These
alternatives may include variations on the proposed alignments, better design of key
interchanges, innovative approaches to interchange development or highway
construction, alternatives that reduce the acreage of land condemned and removed from
the local tax base and the number of homes and businesses lost, design features that
promote quality commercial and residential growth within the City limits, better
separation of local from interstate traffic, better integration of this project into local
traffic patterns and capacity, an attractive bridge across the river, and design innovations
that would promote the quality of life in West Asheville and other neighborhoods that
will be impacted by this project.
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The NEPA regulations explicitly require that the DOT “shall” use the EIS process
to “identify” as well as to assess alternatives to the proposed action. Thus, if reasonable
design alternatives arise now or during the NEPA process, these alternatives must be
considered and incorporated, rather than being dismissed as “too late” and “causing
delay.” With at least six years remaining until construction is scheduled to begin on this
project, no reasonable ideas arising during the EIS process are “too late,” and there is no
defensible reason why incorporating these design modifications or improvements would
delay the project. Even in the unlikely event that assessing a design alternative would
cause delay, the point of the process is to weigh the benefits of the alternative against
such costs and to make an informed decision, rather than arbitrarily excluding new ideas.

A primary goal of the NEPA process is to ensure an informed decision and an
informed public. National Audubon Society, 422 F. 3d at 184. Consistent with its
NEPA obligations, the DOT should welcome public involvement in the design process
and carefully assess any alternatives that rise from that involvement. Such an approach
will produce the best project for the community and bring this project to construction in
the most timely manner.

Conclusion

NEPA requires that the DOT study, describe and assess all reasonable alternatives
for the 1-26 Connector. For all of the reasons stated in these comments, these reasonable
alternatives include alternative with fewer than eight travel lanes, and design alternatives
arising now or during the EIS process that augment the project’s benefits or reduce its
impacts and costs. We respectfully request that the DOT comply with NEPA and
produce the best project for this community on a timely schedule by fully considering
these alternatives in the EIS.

Sincerely,

Douglas A. Ruley

cc: Lisa Glover, Assistant Attorney General
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April 10,2007

Mr. Jim Orr, Superintendent

Parks and Public Facilities Division
City of Asheville

Parks and Recreation Department
PO Box 7148

Asheville, NC 28802

Subject:  New Route, Asheville, NC, [-26 Connector along I-240 from existing 1-26 to US 19-
23-70 in Buncombe County, NCDOT Division 13, NC TIP No. 1-2513, BSIP WBS FElement
34165.1.2, State Project 8.U843701, Federal No. MANHF 26-1 (53)

Dear Mr. Orr:

The NC Department of Transportation is planning the proposed 1-26 Connector which will
include widening and improvements to exiting 1-240 in the vicinity of SR 3556, Amboy Road. The
improvements as currently planned will affect both the proposed French Broad River Greenway extension
and Carrier Park near the Amboy Road in terchange. As these are public recreational facilities, the project
is subject to the requirements of United States Code (USC) Title 23 in Section 138 (Section 4(f)), the
United States Department of Transportation (USDOT), known as Section 4(f) of the DOT Act. According
to Section 4(f) the United States Department of Transportation (USDOT):

-..shall not approve any program or project...which requires the use of any publicly
owned land from a public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of
national, State or local significance as determined by the Federal, State, or local officials
having jurisdiction thereof, or any land from an historic site of national, State or local
significance as so determined by such officials unless (1) there is no feasible and prudent
alternative to the use of such land, and (2) such program includes all possible planning
to minimize harm to such park, recreational area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or
historic site resulting from such use.

We have identified the park facilities and boundaries as well as the proposed alignment of the
greenway and included them on our base plans for the improvements to I-240 and Amboy Road in the
area. As a result, we have included several modifications to our plans to avoid these facilities.
However, these plans indicate a small amount of right of way and easement will be required from
Carrier Park and approximately 300 feet of the proposed French Broad River Greenway extension

will need to be reconstructed by our project.

The principal purpose of the scheduled April 13 meeting with you and your staff is to present
our preliminary plans with these proposed modifications and to document your comments and
suggestions. I have assembled the following questions concerning these facilities that we can
hopefully address at this meeting,

L. Were there any LWCF funds used in the development of either of these facilities? (The Land




Page 2 of 2
and Water Conservation Fund Act (Section 6(f)) at 16 USC 460 is a primary funding source of the
US Department of the Interior for outdoor recreation development and land acquisition by local
governments and state agencies. The National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior,
administers the program on behalf of the federal government. Authority for the program at the
state level is vested in the N.C. Department of Environment and Natural Resources and the State
Liaison Officer appointed by the Governor.)

2. Are there any restrictive covenants attached to the deeds for these facilities? If so, we may need
to obtain copies of these restrictions.

3. Are there documented future plans for improvements to Carrier Park? If so, we would like to
discuss these plans and if possible obtain copies of plans locating any proposed facilities.

4. Of the several routes available, is there an official routing of the French Broad River Greenway
through Carrier Park?

5. Has the right of way for the proposed French Broad River Greenway been obtained? If so, was
it purchased fee simple or obtained through easement?

6. What are the horizontal clearance requirements for the proposed French Broad River
Greenway?

To satisfy Section 4(f), NCDOT must document the coordination with the City to minimize
impacts to these facilities. The goal is to obtain and document the City’s concurrence that the project
includes all possible planning to minimize harm to these recreational facilities.

We look forward to working with you and your staff to minimize any effects on these
recreational facilities with the construction of this important transportation improvement.

If I can provide additional information, please let me know.

Sincerely,

J. Kenneth Burleson, P.E.

" TGS Engineers

JKB: jdw
cc: File



STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

MICHAEL F. EASLEY LYNDO TIPPETT
GOVERNOR . SECRETARY

April 18, 2007

Mr. Jim Orr, Superintendent

Parks and Public Facilities Division
City of Asheville

Parks and Recreation Department
PO Box 7148

Asheville, NC 28802

Subject: New Route, Asheville, NC, I-26 Connector along I-240 from existing [-26 to
US 19-23-70 in Buncombe County, NCDOT Division 13, NC TIP No. 1-2513, BSIP
WBS Element 34165.1.2, State Project 8.U843701, Federal No. MANHF 26-1 (53)

Dear Mr. Orr:

The North Carolina Department of Transportation is writing a Draft
Environmental Statement for the 1-26 Connector. The project will include widening and
improvements to exiting I-240 and Amboy Road in the vicinity of Carrier Park. The
proposed preliminary plans for this project will affect both the proposed French Broad
River Greenway extension and Carrier Park. As these are public recreational facilities,
the project is subject to the requirements of United States Code (USC) Title 23 in Section
138 (Section 4(f)), the United States Department of Transportation (USDOT), known as
Section 4(f) of the DOT Act.

As stated in Section 4(f) of the above, “the United States Department of
Transportation (USDOT) shall not approve any program or project... which -
requires the use of any publicly owned land from a public park, recreation area, or
wildlife and waterfow] refuge of national, State or local significance as
determined by the Federal, State, or local officials having jurisdiction thereof, or
any land from an historic site of national, State or local significance as so
determined by such officials unless (1) there is no feasible and prudent alternative
to the use of such land, and (2) such program includes all possible planning to
minimize harm to such park, recreational area, wildlife and waterfow! refuge, or
historic site resulting from such use”.

MAILING ADDRESS: TELEPHONE. 919-733-7844 LOCATION:
NC DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION FAX. 919-733-9794 TRANSPORTATION BUILDING
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 1 SOUTH WILMINGTON STREET
1548 MAIL SERVICE CENTER WEBSITE: WWW.DOM,DOT.STATE.NC.US RALEIGH NC

RALEIGH NC 27699-1548




We understand that you have had an opportunity to review the project preliminary
plans that have been revised to minimize effects to these facilities. De minimis impacts on
publicly owned parks, recreation areas, and wildlife and waterfowl refuges are defined as
those that do not "adversely affect the activities, features and attributes” of the Section
4(f) resource. If the City official(s) with jurisdiction over the property will provide
written concurrence that the proposed I-2513 project will not “adversely affect the
activities, features, and attributes that qualify” Carrier Park and the existing and proposed
French Broad River Greenway for protection under Section 4(f), the Federal Highway
Administration intends to make a de minimis finding regarding these facilities. A letter to
me stating concurrence would be sufficient.

Please note that the coordination efforts with the City to minimize project impacts
* to these facilities will be continued throughout the project planning and design process.
We will also provide an opportunity for public involvement during the public hearing
once the 4(f) de minimis documentation requirements are satisfied.

The NCDOT looks forward to working with you and your staff to minimize any

effects on these recreational facilities with the proposed project. If I can provide
additional information, please let me know.

Sincerely,

Vincent J. Rhed, PE
Project Planning Engineer

Cc: Jake Riggsbee, PE, FHWA
Files
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Suite 147

975 Walnut Street

Cary, North Carolinag 27511
Phone 919 318 8850

Fax 919 319 65%¢

April 20, 2007

RS Mr Jim Orr, Superintendent

Parks and Public Facilities Division
City of Asheville

Parks and Recreation Department
PO Box 7148

Asheville, NC 28802

Subject: New Route, Asheville, NC, I-26 Connector along 1-240 from existing I-26 to
US 19-23-70 in Buncombe County, NCDOT Division 13, NC TIP No. I-
2513, BSIP WBS Element 34165.1.2, State Project 8.U843701, Federal No.
MANHEF 26-1 (53)

Dear Mr. Orr:

Thank you for taking the time to meet with me on Friday, April 13 to review the proposed
modifications to the subject project preliminary plans in order to minimize effects on the
Carrier Park and French Broad River Greenway. We have added the driveway connection
we discussed and sent Al Kopf a copy of the revised plans with cross sections in the area
along Amboy Road in front of Carrier Park.

To keep the project on schedule, NCDOT needs to document your concurrence that the
proposed project plans will not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes of
Carrier Park and the existing and proposed French Broad River Greenway. NCDOT will be
sending you a letter informing you of the Section 4(f) evaluation procedures necessary for
the project use of the park property and greenway alignment.

-
3

soon as possxble.

‘.= 7 1. Kenneth Burleson, P.E.
TGS Engineers

JKB:jdw

cc: File



Parks and Recreation

City of Asheville, N

September 12, 2007

Vincent J. Rhea, PE

Project Development Engineer
PDEA Branch

NCDOT

1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548

RE: De minimis impact statement for project 1-2513

Mr. Rhea,

It is my understanding that the I-26 connector project will include widening and
improvements to exiting I-240 and Amboy Road in the vicinity of Carrier Park. The
proposed preliminary plans for this project will effect both the proposed French Broad
River Greenway extension (FBRG) and Carrier Park. As these are public recreational
facilities, I understand the project is subject to the requirements of United States Code
(USC) Title 23 in Section 138 (Section 4(1)), the United States Department of
Transportation (USDOT), known as Section 4(f) of the DOT Act.

As stated in Section 4(f) of the above, “the United States Department of
Transportation (USDOT) shall not approve any program or project which requires the use
of any publicly owned land from a public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl
refuge of national, State or local significance as determined by the Federal, State, or local
officials having jurisdiction thereof unless (1) there is no feasible and prudent alternative
to the use of such land, and (2) such program includes all possible planning to minimize
harm to such park, recreational area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge resulting from such

kAl

use .

It is my understanding that the preliminary plans for the project have been revised
to minimize the impacts to the FBRG and Carrier Park. The widening would shift the
proposed FBRG slightly southward for a modest portion, but not adversely affect its use.
The widening would also encroach into the parking area in front of the Carrier Park
restroom facility as well as a short section of the FBRG. The department planned to
remove the parking area in the future so it will not adversely affect this function. The
State expressed a willingness to remove the parking lot area and landscape it in an
attractive manner. The state would work with City staff on the overall design which
includes minimizing potential retaining walls that would be required with the widening.

P.O.Box 7148 - Asheville, N.C. 28802 - 828-259-5800 - www.ashevilleparks.org

ity of Asheville is committed elwermg an Zlent yor l Ze. o



Access to the existing parking lots north and south of the restroom facility would be
maintained.

My staff as well as the Greenway Commission and Parks and Recreation
Advisory Board has reviewed the preliminary plans and have concluded that the proposed
[-2513 project will not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes of Carrier
Park and the existing and proposed FBRG. The City expects the State to rebuild and
relocate any portion of greenway trail that is negatively impacted by this widening
project at the States expense, including, but not limited to re-negotiating easements.

This letter shall not be interpreted as giving consent for the City to enter into land
negotiations with the State. City Council approval must be obtained for any land
transaction involving City-owned land. Preferably, we would like to approach City
Council with land transaction proposals for all properties slated to be effected by the
widening project at one time. Lastly, please present the preliminary drawings to Karen
Cragnolin, Executive Director of RiverLink, for her comments. RiverLink donated the
Carrier Park property to the City and as a courtesy we like to include RiverLink in
conversations about future park development.

Sincerely,

s St

oderick Simmons, Director
- City of Asheville Parks and Recreation Department

Ce: Ken Bﬁrleson,, Al Kopf, Seth Hendler



120 Connector (NCDUUL TV [-25138) - Lesign Criteria and Data Request Status

Subject: I-26 Connector (NCDOT TIP I-2513B) - Design Criteria and Data Request Status
Date: Thu, 8 Nov 2007 10:15:12 -0500
From: "Carballo, Manuel" <mcarball@figgbridge.com>

To: "Cathy Ball" <cball@ashevillenc.gov>, "Ken Putnam" <KPutnam@ashevillenc. g0v>

CC: "Cathy S. Houser, PE" <chouser@dot.state.nc.us>,
"Derrick Weaver" <dweaver@dot.state.nc.us>,
"Vincent J Rhea, P.E." <vrhea@dot.state.nc.us>, <rtipton@dot.state.nc.us>,
"Lonnie Brooks" <lbrooks@dot.state.nc.us>, <kburleson@tgsengineers.com>,
<cflowe@tgsengineers.com>, <christopher wemer@urscorp.com>,
"Peter Trencansky" <Peter_Trencansky@URSCorp.com>,
"Alan McGuinn, AIA" <alan.mcguinn@cjmw.com>, <alice.iodesign@gmail.com>,
"Stephanie Pankiewicz" <SPankiewicz@landdesign.com>,
<mike.goodson@buncombecounty.org>, <celler@c1v1ldeSJgnconcepts com>
"Eason, Brian" <becason@hwlochner.com>, "Browde, Stephen” <sbrowde@hwlochner.com>,
"Rohleder, Jay" <jrohleder@figgbridge.com>

Cathy B., Ken P.,
Attached please find two documents:

1. Alternate 4B Design Criteria. The intent of this document is to
capture the key design parameters needed in our evaluation. We have
developed this list in consultation with the NCDOT. Please consider
this a living document, as we progress in our study there may be
additional items that require coordination with the NCDOT.

2. List of data items requested in the kick-off meeting and their
status. As you can see, the majority of the information has already
been provided by the NCDOT and/or their Consultants. We currently have
all these files in LOCHNER's ftp site and they are available for anyone
to access. If you have a specific repository for these files or need
copies in CD's I would be glad to coordinate that.

I also want to thank the NCDOT, TGS and URS for their responsiveness to
all our reguests.

Best regards,
Manuel

Manuel F. Carballo, P.E., S.E.
Director Texas Qffice
FIGG

10000 North Central Expressway
Suite 1300

Dallas, Texas 75231
214.363.3444

214.363.4435 {fax)
469.286.8722 (mobile}
mcarballcoclfiggbridge.com

<<ALternate 4B Design Criteria 11_8_07.pdf>> <<Data Requests
11_8_07.pdf>>

1of2 11/8/2007 12:53 PM



120 Connector (NCDU L 1LY 1-2513B) - Design Uritenia and 1)ata Kequest Status

Name: ALternate 4B Design Criteria
11_8 07.pdf
_ Type: Portable Document Format
|1Z| ALternate 4B Design Criteria 11 8 07.pdf ) (application/pdf)
Encoding: base6t4
Description: ALternate 4B Design Criteria
11_8 07.pdf
Download Status: Not downloaded with message

Name: Data Requests 11 _8 07.pdf

7 Type: Portable Document Format (application/pdf)
#FData Requests 11 8 07.pdf Encoding: base64 _

: Description: Data Requests 11_8 07 pdf

Download Status: Not downloaded with message

Yof2 11/8/2007 12:53 PM



STUDY OF THE ASHEVILLE DESIGN CENTER’S 1-26 CONNECTOR
PROPOSAL
NCDOT TIP 1-2513B
Generalized Design Criteria

DESIGN SPEEDS:

= T26NB & SB .o, 60 mph

- US19-23 i ...60 mph
- J-26 RAMPS ... 30 to 50 mph (50 where ramps tle in to 1-26)
- I-240 RAMPS ............... 30 to 50 mph (50 where ramps tie in to I-240)
- LOOPS 25 mph min would prefer 30
= PATTON AVE...o e e e e, ..50 mph
- REGENCY DRIVE .. ..50 mph
- RIVERSIDEDR_IVE 50mph
- CITY STREETS POSTED 35 MPH ........................................... 40 mph
- MINORCITY STREETS POSTED 25 MPH.............ooooiiii . 30 mph
MINIMUM RADII:

6% Maximum Superelevation on Alignments with Bridges:

Sufficient tangent distance must exist between curves to allow for superelevation

transitions based on design speed and number of lanes. Transition spirals are required to
allow superelevation transitions for I-26, I-240, US 19-23, and the associated ramps. See

AASHTO A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets pp. 175-199.

November 08, 2007 Page 1



MAXIMUM GRADES: (Referenée AASHTO A Policy on Geometric Design of
Highways and Streets for details)

1-26 A0 US 19-23 ..cooooccccicenmnneeeeneesresssssosmssssssses e fereeeesees s 4%
5 O e s 4%
RAMPS ....oooooococooeeeeeee st assmsessess e sseneeen et eee e 5%

*Pg 829 of AASHTO’s A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets states that 7% &

8% are ok for short upgrades. 5% does not unduly interfere with truck operations. Flatter grades
will cut down on truck noise. With heavy truck traffic the down grades should be lower in the 3% -

4% range.

LOOPS .ttt et bt et et sttt st eeeeeeneesere s 8%

PATTON AVENUE, RIVERSIDE DRIVE, ETC........coooviiioeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeean 7%

LOCAL STREETS ..ottt et s oo 10%
VERTICAL CURVES:

Based on design speed and whether crest or sag vertical curve. See AASHTO A

Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets pp. 265-266, 267-270 for
crests, 273-277 for sags.

For Crest Vertical Curves

Design Speed ' Min. K Value
30 mph 19
40 mph 44
50 mph 84
60 mph 151
For Sag Vertical Curves
Design Speed Min. K Value
30 mph 37
40 mph 64
50 mph 96
60 mph 136
VERTICAL CLEARANCES:
OVER INTERSTATES OR US 19-23 ..o 17°-0” to 17°-6”
OVER OTHER ROADS AND STREETS .....ocoooviteeeeeeeen 15°-0” to 15°-6”
OVER RAILROADS ... cieceeeseenses et 23°-0” to 23°-6”

CONCEPTUAL LEVEL STRUCTURAL DESIGN

DESIGN LIVE LOAD . ... oo HS-20
HORIZONTAL CLEARANCES TO PIERS. .......... NCDOT BRIDGE POLICY
PIERS IN THE FRENCH BROAD RIVER............... MINIMIZE NUMBER. OF

PIERS, MAX. OF 2 PER STRUCTURE PREFERRED

November 08, 2007 Page 2



STUDY OF THE ASHEVILLE DESIGN CENTER’S 1-26 CONNECTOR PROPOSAL

NCDOT TIP 1-2513B

DATA REQUESTS

To Be Provided By

‘Received Date

Design Criteria , NCDOT 10/26/2007
Available MicroStation and Geopak Files for Alternates 4

& 4B (Latest Planimetrics, Design Files, Profiles, Cross TGS 10/30/2007
Sections,SuperElevation Files)

*Available Traffic Forecast for Alternates 4 & 4B URS (N/A 4b) 10/22/2007
Available Traffic Files for Alternates 4 & 4B URS 10/26/2007
Construction Phasing Plan for Alternate 4 TGS To Be Provided
Construction Schedule for Alternate 4 N/A N/A
Updated Project Constraints Map for Alternate 4 URS **
;:?;Tgégi grc;uble decker bridge layout (span layouts / NCDOT 10/26/2007
Cost Estimates for Other Alternates TGS 10/30/2007
Public Hearing Maps Alternate 4 TGS 10/30/2007
*Capacity Analysis URS 10/26/2007
**Draft EIS URS 10/26/2007

11/8/2007




MEMORANDUM
TO: The Files D MF I
FROM: :

Manuel F. Carballo

REFERENCE: Study of the Asheville Design Center’s I-26 Connector Proposal
Kick-Off Meeting

DATE: Cctober 30, 2007

A Kick-Off meeting was held for the above referenced project on Monday, October 22,
2007 at 2:00 PM at City Hall, Asheville, North Carolina. Agenda and meeting attendees
are attached.

Per the agenda:
Meeting called to order at 2:00 PM.

1. Introductions — Went around the table introducing ourselves.
2. Contract ‘
a. FIGG to prepare monthly invoice and progress report and ‘submit to the
, City of Asheville.

b. All communication and coordination between the City of Asheville,
Buncombe County and the Asheville Design Center to go through Ken
and Manuel. : '

¢. Al communication with the North Carolina Department of Transportation
{NCDQOT) to go through Mr. Vince Rhea with copies to Derrick and Rick.

3. Scope of Work - This portion of the NCDOT project being considered is
approximately a two mile connection between two completed segments of |-26
that will run through Asheville adjacent to the French Broad River and
downtown. The Asheville Design Center has created a new alternative within
the same study area that is currently being considered by the community as a
viable alternative that is a more context sensitive solution. Earlier this summer
at the request of the Asheville City Council and local state legislators, the
NCDOT consultants currently working on the project provided a partial analysis
of the ADC proposal. Although the ADC’s proposal was not determined

- infeasible in the NCDOT report, results of the study identified several concerns.
In an effort to address these concerns, the City of Asheville, Buncombe County
and The Asheville design Center retained the services of FIGG/LOCHNER to
perform an independent analysis as well as proposed schematic solutions that
seek to determine the viability of the proposed ADC alternative. The
FIGG/LOCHNER team has identified three major tasks for performing the
proposed alternate feasibility study:

a. Prepare Design Criteria & Comprehensive List of NCDOT
Concerns. One of the primary goals of this meeting is for the



FIGG/LOCHNER team to gather the design criteria used by
NCDOT on the other alternates as well as to develop a clear
understanding of all the concerns prewously identified by the
NCDOT.

. Analysis of ADC’s Alternative 4B. Once the designed criteria have

been established and a comprehensive list of concerns has been
prepared, the FIGG/LOCHNER team will analyze alternative 4B.
Final Plan Development. The intent of this phase is to evolve the
ADC alternative into a complete functional plan that is compliant
with FHWA and NCDOT design guidelines.

4. Confirm NCDOT Corridor Design Criteria

Design criteria for alternate 4b are the same as for all other
alternates.

FHWA requires no design exceptions.

FIGG/LOCHNER will obtain electronic copies of MicroStation
Geopak files from TGS.

NCDOT will provide via e-mail to FIGG/LOCHNER a copy of the
design criteria.

5. NCDOT Concerns Discussion

NCDOT’s review identified concerns in these areas: clearances
(shoulders; over and under streets and railroads), alignment
(horizontal and vertical) and capacities (operational). -
The alternate appears to be lacking in shoulders offset, clearance
between lanes, gradients, etc.

On the west side, the bridge over the French Broad River will also
have to cross the Smith Mill Creek floodplain, a railroad and a golf
course — these are all “physical constraints” relative to footing
placement. The structure at this location has a very wide footprint.

‘Al alternates end at Broadway in order to compare apples to

apples, This is necessary for the EIS document even if
construction is done in phases.

FHWA wants no design exceptions on this project.

On the east side, there is a landfill running along the French Broad
River, the Montfort Area Historic District and a railroad spur (runs
along landfill). These three constraints pose horizontal clearance
challenges (this condition is illustrated as Section F in the NCDOT
Powerpoint presentation to Asheville City Council). North of
Section F available horizontal clearance increases.

The grade on |-240EB ramp (west side of river) required to provide
the necessary vertical clearance over 1-26 (at the double deck
bridge) is acceptable.



The profile on [-240WB ramp (west side of river) required to
provide the necessary vertical clearance over |-26 (at the double
deck bridge) is not acceptable. Unlike the |-240EB lanes, the I-
240WB lanes are at the low point of the 6% superlevation prior to
climbing over 1-26. This condition requires a steep grade
approaching the double deck structure. There is also a low point
on the structure which is unacceptable to the NCDOT.
If 1-240 ramp profile (west of nver) is lowered, ramp iength can be
reduced.
NCDOT does not allow low points on structures. _
Bridge cross-section approaching double-deck structure is 216 .
out-to-out. 10 lanes plus shoulders, interstate criteria.
Operational issues (queue storage, weave distances, etc.) were
identified at the following locations:
|. 1-240 EB Exit Ramp to Patton

Il. 1-240 EB Entrance loop from Patton

. [-240 WB Exit Loop to Patton

V. |-240 WB Exit to Hill Street

V. |-240 WB Entrance from Hill Street

VI. Hill Street Connector
Cost estimates developed are strictly construction costs. Detour
costs are not included.

6. Data Requests

a.

Available MicroStation and Geopak Files for Alternates 4 & 4B
(Latest Planimetrics, Design Files, Profiles, Cross Sections,
SuperElevation Files) - TGS to provide electronic copies to
FIGG/LOCHNER

Available Traffic Forecast for Alternates 4 & 4B. — This data does
not exist for alternate 4b, however, hard copy for alternate 4
provided to FIGG/LOCHNER by URS.

Available Traffic Files for Alternates 4 & 4B - URS to provide this
data to FIGG/LOCHNER.

Construction Phasing Plan for Alternate 4 ~ TGS to provide
available data to FIGG/LOCHNER.

Construction Schedule for Alternate 4 - This data does not
currently exist. Based on past history no less than 36 months.
Too early for NCDOT to set construction schedule.

Updated Project Constraints Map for Alternate 4 — URS to provide
copy of Draft EIS Chapter 3 to FIGG/LOCHNER.

Conceptual double deck bridge layout (span layouts / pier -
placement) - NCDOT to discuss internally and advise
FIGG/LOCHNER what assumptions were made on structural
members sizes, span lengths, etc.



7. Schedule - The independent analysis is to be .completed in 90 days with
an anticipated notice to proceed given on October 26, 2007.

8. Action ltems - see data request section above for assignments.

In addition to the agenda items, the following items were also discussed.

a.

TGS did not review the Hill Street Interchange for possible
improvements.  Their scope of work consisted of evaluating
alternate 4b as presented to them.

The bridge cross-section approaching the double-deck structure
has a 6% superlevation. Vertical separatlon of the I-240 ramps w:]l
be a constraint.

Freeman and C.G. Worley Historic Properties are constraints on
other NCDOT alternates.

Southwest Loop is approxnmately 500 ft. in length. There is a
storage concern.

Fiber Optics near Patton is a concern due to the high cost of
relocation. This is also a constraint for NCDOT alternates 3, 4 & 5.
Overhead Power is a constraint for all alternates:

The Railroad on the east side of the river runs about 3 trains per
wee. Each train has between 3 to 6 cars each which corresponds
to 13 to 26 tractor trailers.

. Buildings to be demolished are included in the land acquisition

costs.

The intent of the independent analysis is to take the evaluation a
step further and investigate possible improvements to the alternate
so that it meets FHWA and NCDOT acceptance criteria. The Gity
of Asheville, Buncombe County, Asheville Design Center and the
FIGG/LOCHENR teamn are committed to be in constant
communication with NCDOT during this review process.

Cost Estimates for Other Alternates — TGS to provide this data to
FIGG/LOCHNER so that any estimates developed by
FIGG/LOCHNER are consistent with the other alternates.

Public Hearing Maps Alternate 4 — TGS to provide electronic
copies of the alternate 4 public hearing maps. These maps use
the current flood plain data. FIGG/LOCHNER are to use the
current flood plain data in order to be consistent with the other
alternates, then identify where changes will be made relative to
newer maps (currently as draft being reviewed).

Meeting adjourned at 3:45 PM

Xc:

All attendees
Mr. Vincent J. Rhea, P.E.



Study of The Asheville Design Center's I-26 Connector Proposal
Kick-Off Meeting
City Hall - October 22, 2007
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AGENDA
OCTOBER 22, 2007

KICK-OFF MEETING ,
STUDY OF THE ASHEVILLE DESIGN CENTER’S 1-26 CONNECTOR
PROPOSAL
CITY OF ASHEVILLE OFFICES
2:00 PM

ATTENDEES

City of Asheville:
Cathy D. Ball - Director of Transportation and Engineering (828) 259-5405

Kenneth J. Putnam —ﬁi;—y%e#ﬁe—%ng#\eeﬁ(%& 259-5943 c
SITAIT Did. or  TRASAHLMDm « ENGoiglen

Buncombe County:
Mike Goodson — Storm Water Administrator (828) 250-4854
Chris Eller — Civil Design Concepts

Asheville Design Genter:
Alan D. McGuinn - CIMW (828) 225-7400
Stephanie Pankiewicz - LandDesign (828) 259-5943

North Carolina Department of Transportation:
Ricky A. Tipton — Division Construction Engineer (828) 251-6171

1-26 Aesthetics Advisory Committee
Alice Oglesby -io design & illustration, inc. (828) 225-5925

FIGG/LOCHNER:

Jay Rohleder - FIGG (610) 594-24860
Manuel Carballo —~ FIGG (214) 363-3444
Brian Eason - LOCHNER (919) 571-7111 .



AGENDA
OCTOBER 22, 2007

1. Introductions..........cccevvvevieeennnen. et et eeerae e eae ety ey e, ALL

P 6o 1 = o SO CA
a. Administrative procedures
b. Coordination/Communication between CA/BC/ADC and
Consultant Team
¢. Coordination/Communication with NCDOT, others

3. SCoPe OF WOrK. ..ot FIGG/LLOCHNER
a. Prepare Design Criteria & Comprehensive List of NCDOT Concerns
b. Analysis of ADC’s Alternative 4B
c. Final Plan Development

4. Confirm NCDOT Corridor Design Criteria............ FIGG/LOCHNER/NCDOT
(Refer to Attachment #1)

5. NCDOT Concerns DiSCUSSION. .. vuuutieee it eneereneaaeeeeneeneennses ALL

B. Data Requests... ...t FIGG/LOCHNER

a. Available MicroStation and Geopak Files for Alternates 4 & 4B
(Latest Planimetrics, Design Files, Profiles, Cross Sections,
SuperElevation Files)

Available Traffic Forecast for Alternates 4 & 4B

-Avallable Traffic Files for Alternates 4 & 4B
Construction Phasing Plan for Alternate 4
Construction Schedule for Alternate 4
Updated Project Constraints Map for Alternate 4
Conceptual double decker bridge layout (span layouts / pier
placement)

@*oopgT

7. Schedule..........ooooii e FIGG/LOCHNER
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1-20 LONNECIOr (1-£3 1345 ) ~ HIrUCIral L.oncepis

l1of3

Subject: I-26 Connector (I-2513B) - Structural Concepts

Date: Sat, 10 Nov 2007 11:40:19 -0500
From: "Carballo, Manuel" <mcarball@figgbridge.com>
To: "Lonnie Brooks" <Ibrooks@dot.state.nc.us>

CC: "Cathy S. Houser, PE" <chouser@dot.state.nc.us>,
"Vincent ] Rhea, P.E." <vrhea(@dot.state.nc.us>,
"Derrick Weaver" <dweaver@dot.state.nc.us>, <rtipton@dot.state.nc.us>
Lonnie,

Apparently the file size I tried to send the first time was tco large

for the NCDOT e-mail service (sorry). I will send the pictures I
reference in my e-mail via a series of e-mails (the bull dozer
approach) .

Thanks,

Manuel

Manuel F. Carballo, P.E., S.E.
Director Texas Office '
FIGG

10000 North Central Expressway
Suite 1300

Dallas, Texas 75231
214.363.3444

214.363.4435 (fax)
469.286.8722 (mobile)
mcarballoCfiggbridge. com

VY VY VVVYVYVYYYVVYYVYYYVYVYYVYYYVYYYYYY

From: Carballo, Manuel

Sent: Saturday, November 10, 2007 10:29 AM

To: Lonnie Brooks

Cc: *Cathy Ball'; ‘'Ken Putnam'; ‘Alan McGuinn, AIA';

‘alice.lodesign@gmail.com'; 'Cathy S. Houser, PE'; Derrick Weaver;
Vincent J Rhea, P.E.; ‘'rtipton@dot.state.nc.us'; 'Eason, Brian';
'Browde, Stephen'; Rohleder, Jay

Subject: I-26 Connector (I-2513B) - Structural Concepts

Hi Lonnie,

There is a couple of structural concepts that we are evaluating for
the ADC's alternate 4B and would like to get the Structures Design
Group input.

The first concept is the use of "integral" pier caps. As you know, in
this concept the girders and pier cap are combined into a single
element as opposed to the more common scheme where the girders are
supported by bearings resting on a pier cap. The *integral" concept is
advantagecus for conditions where there are vertical clearance (there
is limited vertical clearance between the two roadways to provide for
the girder depth and the pier cap depth) and horizontal clearance
challenges (the pier cap would encroach horizontally into the roadway
below) because we are combining the girder and pier cap depth into a
single element. In addition, this reduction in structural depth may
provide us the flexibility to adjust the vertical profile (in-
particular in the double deck area where there are longitudinal grade
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concerns) .

The other structural concept is the use of "straddle" bents. As the
name suggests, these type of bents are advantageous for conditions
where obstructions (permanent or temporary) need to be straddled.

To illustrate these ideas, I have attached a few pictures of projects
in which we have successfully used these structural schemes.

I-93 - Boston. The I-93 project in Boston (as you may imagine) is in
the heart of Boston and presented many unigue challenges.. One that we
had to overcome early on was the challenge of developing a structural
scheme for building a two level interchange in a heavily urbanized
area with severe limitations on pier placement, vertical and
horizontal clearances. The first picture illustrates the overall
project. The second picture illustrates our solution for the area of
the project where we had a double deck structure. For that condition
we used a two level straddle bent (we had to straddle the at grade
roadways) with the second level built integrally with the straddle
bent to satisfy vertical profile requirements and still provide the
hecessary vertical clearance. The third picture illustrates a one
level straddle bent with the superstructure built integrally with the
cap.

Tampa-Hillsborough Expressway. In this project, a section of the
elevated portion had to be built directly over an existing roadway and
the roadway had to remain open during construction. We also used
“integral”™ straddle bents to meet this challenge.

I-280 Veterans' Glass City Skyway - Toledo, -Ohio. This project
presented a significant challenge in an area where the bridge had to
be built over existing roadways and railroads that must remain open
during construction but the use of straddle bents was not practical.
One advantage we had in this project was that at this location the
existing roadways were separated by a median where structural elements
could bhe built. So, we developed the concept of a single stem *T" (or
Hammerhead) Pier that would be integral with the superstructure. With
this scheme, we combined the superstructure and pier cap to provide
the necessary vertical clearance and used the existing median to build
the pier and foundaticon. To give you an idea of the size of this
T-Pier, each box girder cantilevering over the roadway below provides
for 3 lanes of traffic and 2-10 foot shoulders.

When I lived in Raleigh I recall of at least one project near the
airport where an integral cap was used. Could the Structure Design
Group comment on the NCDOT's policy on using straddle bents and
integral caps?. For instance: deck width, span length, previously used
applications.

Thanks!
Manuel

Manuel F. Carballo, P.E., S.E.
Director Texas Office
FIGG

10000 North Central Expressway
Suite 1300

Dallas, Texas 75231
214.363.3444

214.363.4435 (fax)
468.286.8722 (mobile)
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8 College Street

Asheville, NC 28801
www.ashevilledesigncenter.org

Mr. Vince Rhea, PE

Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch, NCDOT
1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1548

vrhea@dot.state.nc.us

January 14, 2008

Dear Mr. Rhea:

As representative of the Asheville Design Center (ADC), a nonprofit
organization dedicated to promoting quality design in the Asheville
region, | am writing to express that our group feels it is crucial that the
Report of the Community Coordinating Committee (CCC) of
September 2000, be included in the NC DOT's Purpose and Needs
Statement for the I-26 Connector Project, (I-2513). This report was
created by Asheville area residents, including members of the
business community, elected officials, neighborhood groups, and
others, and was officially adopted by the Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) on September 21, 2000.

The report includes nine key project design goals, but most
importantly, the Purpose and Needs Statement must include the
separation of local and interstate traffic on Patton Avenue particularly
across the Smokey Park Bridge. This will obviously help eliminate the
dangerous merging situations that currently exist, but it will also allow
the development of a local boulevard that can reunify and connect our
city with the larger community. We think it is important that the design
of the project must match the scale and character of this unique
region.

The nine Evaluation Criteria of the CCC Report were developed to
specifically address the purpose and needs of the project, and were
adopted by the City and the MPO as an effective method of gaining
extensive public input on the Connecter project while keeping the
project on schedule. These 9 goals were intended for inclusion in the
Purpose and Needs Statement. We feel that any Purpose and Needs
Statement that excludes the CCC report is incomplete.

Sincerely,

Alan McGuinn, AlIA, Chair

cc. City Council
County Commissioners
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The Asheville Design Center (ADC) is a community resource created by the
American Institute of Architects (AlA) through a project called the AIA 150. We
have, as part of our mission, the goal to accomplish the AIA 10 principles of livable

communities. These are:

1. Design on a Human Scale - Compact, pedestrian-friendly communities allow residents to
walk to shops, services, cultural resources, and jobs and can reduce traffic congestion and
benefit people's health.

2. Provide Choices - People want variety in housing, shopping, recreation, transportation, and
employment. Variety creates lively neighborhoods and accommodates residents in different
stages of their lives.

3. Encourage Mixed-Use Development - Integrating different land uses and varied building
types creates vibrant, pedestrian-friendly and diverse communities.

4. Preserve Urban Centers - Restoring, revitalizing, and infilling urban centers takes advantage
of existing streets, services and buildings and avoids the need for new infrastructure. This
helps to curb sprawl and promote stability for city neighborhoods.

5. Vary Transportation Options - Giving people the option of walking, biking and using
public transit, in addition to driving, reduces traffic congestion, protects the environment and
encourages physical activity.

6. Build Vibrant Public Spaces - Citizens need welcoming, well-defined public places to
stimulate face-to-face interaction, collectively celebrate and mourn, encourage civic
participation, admire public art, and gather for public events.

7. Create a Neighborhood Identity - A "sense of place" gives neighborhoods a unique
character, enhances the walking environment, and creates pride in the community.

8. Protect Environmental Resources - A well-designed balance of nature and development
preserves natural systems, protects waterways from pollution, reduces air pollution, and
protects property values.

9. Conserve Landscapes - Open space, farms, and wildlife habitat are essential for
environmental, recreational, and cultural reasons.

10. Design Matters - Design excellence is the foundation of successful and healthy communities.

We believe there exist opportunities to meet these principles, minimize expenditures
on land acquisition and construction costs, while facilitating design excellence that
will add value to Asheville for generations to come. We are a community resource to
help refine and expedite community design and save DOT time and money.

How can we help best incorporate these 10 principles (above) into the project?
The following are a list of questions that will help align design objectives for the

project area:
1. Can we have the contact information for your Interdisciplinary Team (the



landscape architect, architect, planner, and urban designer) on the DOT
team that is part of the design team for the alternate layouts?

2. Why do all the alternatives all show the same bridge location across the
French Broad river? What are the attributes of this location?

3. What alignment option best minimizes the amount of new paving?

4. How does each alignment minimize loss of taxable property? Could you
state the amount of real estate required by right-of-way each alignment.

5. For each option, how much land is acquired for each proposal and added
to the DOT right of way?

6. How do the alignments address the NEPA primary elements (ecological,
aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health)?

7. How are you determining and evaluating the direct, indirect and
cumulative impact for the project and each alignment?

8. Are there any right-of-ways that will be given back to the real estate
taxable base? If so, which alignments give back what real estate?

9. Like Charleston, SC; Asheville would benefit from a signature bridge.
What steps are necessary to realize such a bridge? How can we help
facilitate the process?

10. Could you provide examples of this process from other communities?

11. How are bicycle and pedestrian connections part of your program? Where
will they be located on each alternate?

12. Is it possible to move DOT’s proposed main French Broad Bridge
(approximately 1,500 feet to the south) to a location at the Emma
Rd./Southern Railway intersection; and if not, what are the impediments to
moving the bridge to this location?

13. What amount is budgeted for the bridge over the French Broad and for the
bridge over Emma Road respectively?

14. Is DOT open to the possibility of a modified version that recombines the
existing alternates?

15. For Alternate 5, the proposed bridge south of the existing Smoky Park
bridges, will this bridge be funded as part of this connector project? Can
that bridge be moved north of Smoky Park if we have consent with the
Asheville community and the Public Housing Authority?

Answers to the above questions can be addressed to:
William Langdon, AIA

Asheville Design Center. President

8 College Street

Asheville, NC 28801

828-252-0296

wlangdon@aol.com
www.ashevilledesigncenter.org
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. Each of the DOT alternativeé (as proposed) falls short of incorporating:

o The adopted CCC recommendations (Appendix A)

o The AJA Blueprint for America: 10 (Appendix B)
We believe it is feasible to combine elements of the proposed alternatives to create an
alternative that meets those above noted guidelines. Our goal is to identify an
alternative that will incorporate the guidelines above.
We believe the process to date has failed to address the location and the sensitivity to
Asheville’s context. We support the creation and use of a locally knowledgeable
interdisciplinary team (as required by NEPA) that includes, but is not limited to
landscape architects, architects, planners, and urban designers. It is imperative that
these professionals be an integral part of the DOT team for the creation of alternate
layouts.

. Furthermore, we believe the process would benefit from a more effective

implementation of the MPO’s Cooperative Agreement with NCDOT. We are willing
to assist in this process and encourage NCDOT to enter into a formal partnership with

“local governments.

Because of the proximity to our downtown and our river issues such as heat island
effect are relevant, quantify the amount of impervious surface for each alignment and
include in the EIS.

Because of issues regarding lost tax base and missed development opportunities in the
4 DOT alternatives, quantify the amount of right-of-way area (in acres) for each
alignment and include in the EIS.

For each option, how much land is acquired for each proposal and added to the DOT
right of way?

How are you determining and evaluating the indirect and cumulative impact for the
project and each alignment, such as how you are evaluating the impact on isolated

and reduced access to properties? How many properties meet this qualification for
each alternative?

What rights-of-way might be returned to the taxable real estate base?

Why do all four of the DOT alternatives show the same bridge location across the
French Broad river? What are the attributes of this location?

10. Did you investigate locating the main French Broad Bridge at the Emma

Rd./Southern Railway intersection (approximately 1,500 feet to the south) or any
other sites? What are the impediments to moving the bridge to those locations?

11. A “signature” bridge, like the Cooper River Bridge in Charleston, SC, would benefit

the Asheville metropolitan region. What steps are necessary to realize such a bridge?
Could you provide examples of this process from other communities? How can the
Asheville Design Center help facilitate the process?

Asheville Design Center, 8 College St. Asheville, NC 28801
www.ashevilledesigncenter.com




12. Why are transit, bicycle and pedestrian connections excluded from the proposed
alternatives? If they are not meant to be excluded, what will be the design criteria
and location for such facilities?

13. What is the cost estimate for each bridge or viaduct in each alternative?

14. For Alternate 5, will the proposed bridge south of the existing Smoky Park bridges be
funded as part of this connector project? Can that bridge be moved north of Smoky -
Park if we have consent with the Asheville community and the Public Housing
Authority?

15. Each alternative should demonstrate a positive gateway opportunity that demonstrates
excellence in civic design similar to what is found at Pack Sq. with the mix of
public/private buildings and public/private spaces. In the vicinity of the East side of
the existing Smoky Park bridges, we feel that this are should be designed with such
civic thinking.

- 16. Context Sensitive Solutions of the ITE (or its equivalent) should be used for design of
streets and pedestrian accommodations within the entire project area within the
Asheville district. )

17. Given the current congestion, why hasn’t the [-40/I-26 interchange improvements to
be given highest priority expedited. How can this happen?

18. Could I-240 from the interchange @ 1-26 to the Beaucatcher cut be a different design
standard such as:

A. Anurban parkway or boulevard roadway section,

B. Conceptually make 240 a “business” classification, '

C. Keep 240 limited access 4-lane divided highway — with a posted speed
limit 50 mph

D. Seek a context sensitive solutions that maximize urban land by creating
opportunities for developable real estate in areas that are currently right-
of-way

19. 1-26 design speed from the Amboy Road interchange to the Broadway mterchange
should reflect its context in an “urban corndor area. The design speed in this section
should be 50 mph max.

20. The design should aim to reclaim land in the corridor in areas of:

A. Existing roadway corridors

B. New corridor/interchange design

C. Tighten corridor width to urban design standards

D. Create mixed-use “places” throughout the project area, and adjacent to
local road and pedestrian networks

Asheville Design Center, 8 College St. Asheville, NC 28801
www . ashevilledesigncenter.com




REPORT OF THE COMMUNITY COORDINATING COMMITTEE
FOR THE DESIGN OF THE 1-26 CONNECTOR THROUGH ASHEVILLE

Purpose of Report

This report documents the goals identified by public input at the I-26 Connector
Design Forum held July 21-22, 2000 in Asheville and recommends that these goals
be included in the Purpose and Needs Statement and thoroughly studied as a design
alternative in the pro;ect Environmental Impact Study.

The goals described are-generated from official records of discussion table comments
at the forum and summaries of citizen-developed mission statements at the forum
wrap-up session. They have been evaluated by the Community Coordinating
Committee and recommended for consideration. These goals provide the foundation
for a citizen-based design alternative to be given engineering and environmental

“study both preliminarily and through the EIS. They also provide recommended

criteria for E1S evaiuation of all aiternatives.
Section 1 - Project Goals Identified by the Design Forum

Many facets of the project were discussed at the forum. The themes listed below
summarize the most prominent concerns of area citizens. They provide a set of
specific goals the community would like to seé accomplished through the course of
completing the 1-26 Connector Pro;ect

We, as a community, want a thorough, full and proper study of an
alternative design which will accomplish these goals. At the same time, the
community feels strongly that the ultimate completion date for the project
should be maintained and expedited, if possible. We are hopeful that building
community consensus around the design alternative that best accomplishes these
goals will ultimately help expedite the project. Due to the inter-related nature of the
issues raised, the immediate proximity of areas to be affected and the need to
expedite completion of the work, the strong preference of the Community
Coordinating Committee is for these to be addressed as a single project rather than
multiple "phased projects.”

Key Project Design Goals

Separation of local and interstate traffic

Matching scale of project to character of community

Reunification and connectivity of community

Minimization of neighborhood and local business impacts

Use of updated traffic modeling software and data

Maintenance of compatibility with community’s design vision and plans;
incorporation of community-selected design features

Creation of full interstate movements between 1-26 and I-40
Minimization of air quality and other environmental impacts

9. Emphasis on safety - during construction and in the de31gn of the final
product

AR e
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Section 2 - Evaluation Criteria
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This section restates our community’s design goals and establishes a set of criteria,
or standards, by which their achievemen
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Evaluation Criteria For:v
1. Separation of Local and Interstate Traffic

a. Eliminate Patton Avenue/Smoky Park Bridges as an Interstate
Link

b. Reclaim land for community use (including expansion of taxable
base)

¢. Create Patton Avenue gateway possibilities (which complies
with City of Asheville 2010 Plan)

d. Generate redevelopment possibilities in Corridor in compliance
with City's"smart growth" principles

€. Simplify traffic movements

f.  Create a more convenient and safer driving environment

2. Matching Scale of Project to Character of Community

a. Be sensitive to the prominence of the highway relative to
Asheville’s unique topography, landscape and built environment

b. Recognize the highway's relationship to the river and downtown

C. Retain the "feel” of a small city in the mountains

d. Select the lowest design speed compatible with safe and proper
functioning of the various components of the highway facility

e. Consider the impact of highway widening and alignment
decisions on property takings and neighborhood division

f. Do not use a "Jersey barrier" approach to median design; the
raised median in the I-240 cut is a much better example of
sensitive median design in a constrained space

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

¢. 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

Minimize residential property acquisitions
Limit impact on neighborhood connectivity

€. Minimize number of businesses needing to be closed or
relocated

o P
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d. Prioritize safety and traffic-routing during construction
e. Maximize opportunities for hiring of local workers for
construction of project

5. Use of Updated Traffic Modeling Software and Data

a. Determine that project scale achieves safe and adequate traffic
flow with the minimal number of lanes

b. Create an opportunity to reinforce and/or redirect land use
decisions that relate to transportation

c. Optimize transportation alternatives (balancing of thoroughfare
pian with mass transit, bike/pedestrian, local street grid
improvements and other alternatives)

d. Assess "induced traffic” phenomenon and interrelationship of
highway capacity and development patterns

6. Maintenance of Compatibility with Community’s Design Vision and Plans .

a. Achieve compatibility with riverfront use and development plans
(particularly limiting the loss of riverfront property for highway

use)

b. Achieve compatibility with "smart growth" direction of city
planning .

~¢. Reclaim land for non-highway use

d. Create recognizable community character in design features

e. Develop unigue and attractive bridge design(s)

f. Include gateway elements

g. Include local artists in creating design features

h.

Use quality materials
7. Creation of Full Interstate Movements Between 1I-26 and I-40

a. Reduce through-traffic volume (especially trucks) in Asheville

central district (1-240)
Enhance driving safety on 1-240
Remove interstate traffic (especi

Asheville street network

oo
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8. Minimization of Air Quality and Other Environmental Impacts

a. Determine best highway design with least impact on air quality
b. Protect water quality

c. Preserve tree canopy and wildlife habitat

9. Emphasis on Safety - During Construction and in the Design of the Final
Product

a. Improve simplicity of design for weaving, merging, and
diverging

Appendix A



Segregate local and through truck traffic

i i irdant 4+
Provide for incident management

Alleviate complexity and safety risks of current road and ramp
configuration

e. Provide effective maintenance of traffic flow during construction

ao o

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS

Make a strong recommendation to the City Council and MPO that the
alternative alignment concept developed at the Design Forum receive serious
study for inclusion in the project Environmental Impact Statement.

Make a strong recommendation to the City Council and MPO that the NCDOT,
FHWA and local citizens work together as a "Committee on Visual Design" to

. develop ideas for bridge design, signage, overpass design, landscaping and

other aesthetic issues that reflect our community’s character.

Make a strong recommendation to the City Council and MPO that the NCDOT
and FHWA expedite the development of new and updated traffic models for
use on the ultimate design of this project, including regional air quality
modeling.

Make a strong recommendation to the City Council and MPO that the NCDOT
and FHWA explore engineering and signage options to improve the north-to-
east connection of eastbound 1-26 traffic with I-40 in an easterly direction as
part of this project or a simultaneous project. The specific concerns involve
limiting commercial truck through-traffic on 1I-240 and on lesser-classified
roadways proximate to residential areas.

Make a strong recommendation to the City Council and MPO reflecting the
Committee’s general consensus that the bicycle and pedestrian connectivity
be restored to link neighborhoods and the river while simultaneously
exploring traffic calming measures to reduce the vehicular impact on
residential streets.

Make a strong recommendation to the City Council and MPQO that the NCDOT
and FHWA ensure that all interchange design is community sensitive. To
achieve this end, it would be helpful to provide artist's renditions of feasible
design alternatives for public review.

Make a strong recommendation to the City Council and MPO that the NCDOT
and FHWA seriously examine safety issues in project construction and design
including maintenance of traffic during construction and emergency access
after construction.

Make a strong recommendation to the City Council and MPO that the NCDOT
and FHWA release any unneeded right-of-way at the completion of this
project to the City of Asheville to be zoned and used in accordance with a
land use plan to be developed by the City in cooperation with the NCDOT.
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« Make a strong recommendation to the City Council and MPO that the NCDOT
and FHWA keep the 1I-26 Connector project on its current or, preferably, an
expedited schedule.

Section 3 - Potential Tradeoffs

We realize that the achievement of our design goals involves tradeoffs, While the
accomplishment of some of them may reduce construction costs, the
accomplishment of others may increase the overall cost of the project. Aesthetic
improvements may carry their added costs. In order to produce a separation of
Patton Avenue from I-240, there may need to be additional bridging of the French
Broad River which carries with it some visual impact. New and improved traffic and
air quality modeling, though providing a more accurate picture of transportation
_system needs, could slow key decisions about capacity and design speed.

In another areas, the selection of a lower design speed to minimize neighborhood
impact may affect travel time. Fewer lanes may create chalienges to planning for

maintenance of traffic during construction. Shrinking the footprint of the highway-
could result in a more "engineered" highway in terms of landscaped medians and

grade differentials between east and west travel lanes. :

It is too early in the process to fully understand the costs and benefits of each
alternative design for the project. We mention some possible costs we have
considered in order to demonstrate our awareness of them, in order to enhance our
capability for addressing them, but most of all, in order to express that, despite the
potential tradeoffs, we as a community are united in support for achieving our set of
project design goals.

Section 4 - Design Forum Background

In December 1999, the Asheville City Council, in response to active and continuing
citizen involvement, requested City staff to formulate plans for a community design
process related to the I-26 Connector Project that would allow extensive public input
while keeping the project on schedule. A month later, the North Carolina Department
of Transportation joined the City in this effort by agreeing to incorporate the idea of
an I-26 Connector Design Forum into its public involvement program. It was seen as
an opportunity to enhance community-wide input from Asheville area citizens to the
design of the 1-26 Connector. This, in turn, would expand on recent efforts to solicit
neighborhood-based involvement.

In April 2000, the North Carolina Department of Transportation and the City of
Asheville agreed to create a Community Coordinating Committee (CCC) to guide this
public participation in the design process. In addition to planning the design process
format, the composition of the CCC would help achieve community consensus in the
identification and interpretation of key issues. Representatives from a broad base of
community organizations as well as project stakeholders were chosen to comprise
the CCC. The design process they selected took place in two stages.

During mid-3une, an Education Forum was held to inform the public about project
design issues. This was attended by over 300 people who listened to expert
preséntations and participated in project component breakout sessions.
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In late July, an intensive two-day Design Forum was scheduled to draw from the
public both general design concepts and specific design ideas. This Forum attracted
between 500-600 community residents over the two-day period. It was staffed by
representatives of the Federal Highway Administration, North Carolina Department of
Transportation, City of Asheville, the American Institute of Architects, and several
independent consulting engineers and community mediators. Fred Craig, Vice

President of Parsons Brinkerhoff's Ohio office, acted as overall Forum facilitator.

The overwhelming sense from participants was one of appreciation for the privilege
of taking part in the process. Repeatedly stated was the fact that this highway
project could either impose negative impacts or provide beneficial opportunities for
the community. Continuing citizen input to defining design criteria was seen as
central to maximizing project benefits while minimizing the costs. This report by the
CCC contributes to its ongoing function - that of translating community concerns into
specific goals which can be achieved through integration into ultimate project design.
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MISSION STATEMENT

Bridging the French Broad: creating connected and livable communities.

The American Institute of Architects has enabled Asheville to facilitate an active community
engagement and visualization process toward achieving the highest environmental, cultural, urban

design, and economic values from the 1-26/1-240 connector on the French Broad River. This
partnership will:

*  expand our downtown;

* create people-friendly, livable, and walkable communities;
*  wisely use our limited land;

* increase all types of mobility; and

*  enhance our waterfront.

POSITION STATEMENT

The American Institute of Architects’ team of local citizens and professionals is organizing an all
volunteer civic venture to leverage massive public investment and a dramatic urban design
opportunity — the completion of 1-26 in the heart of Western North Carolina’s Asheville urban
region. Our civic venture seeks joint development and redevelopment of land for significant private
investment, public improvements, and entrepreneurial expansion; we encourage public involvement
through 2007. This once-in-a-century design opportunity will examine the highest environmental,
cultural, urban design, and economic benefits resulting from North Carolina Department of -
Transportation’s substantial programmed investment.

In September 2007, NC DOT will propose final designs and alignments for the 1-26/1-240

connector. There are stark differences and consequences in how this Interstate is conceived:

* Without public participation, the connector’s alignment could yield more isolated Interstate land

parzels, a major urban riverfront denied, a downtown gateway thwareed, and lost economic
I s
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return for many years to come... the connector serves only the motor vehicle;

With public engagement, political support, and professional oversight, a correct alignment yields
hundreds of millions in prime new high density, smart growth real estate investments. The
connector could serve to open Asheville’s core to the French Broad River as a destination for
enjoyment, walking and biking. .. as well as motoring.

AlA’s Asheville chapter is honored to be selected as one of twelve national locations — and the only
North Carolina city — for this ‘Blue Print for America’ grant. The grant considers each of the AIA’s

10 principles for livable communities. Reasons for the Asheville region’s optimism in this award
include:

= AIA-150 presents an extraordinary opportunity © leverage programmed highway construction
dollars for higher civic purposes;
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* About 80% of traffic on our regional Interstate system is local traffic. Improvements must

P

OPPUI TUnivies;

Asheville is one of the most land-constrained cities in the US. Highway design becomes an
occasion to open new areas for higher density development, reuse, and recreation;

Asheville has the highest housing costs of any major North Carolina city. As our dynamic
community grows, maintains an environmental conscience, and increases diversity, more people
should live in, work in, and enjoy our downtown.

Public sector remaking of our downtown’s western edge, river escarpment, view planes, and public
spaces must include sensitive, accessible, people-friendly, and appropriately-scaled architecture and
streetscapes. By early 2007, the AIA-150 team — and the community — will present alternatives for
urban land use and design choices in the 1-26/1-240 connector alignments and roadways.

Optimization of connector development involves large parcels of public land. Since areas in
downtown’s core now sell for $1 million per acre, there is opportunity to meld rights-of-way, bridges,
and pedestrian-oriented streetscapes with major development opportunities. We promote agreements
among the City, the County, the Metropolitan Planning Organization, NC DOT, and the private
sector to create mixed-use, planned unit developments within walking distance of downtown... to
almost double the size — and tax base — of our downtown.

AIA-150 looks forward to facilitating an interactive process. This honors the formal Cooperative
Agreement between NC DOT and MPO mandating use of the Federal Highway Administration’s
tradition of ‘continuous, comprehensive, and coordinated planning.” With government assistance
and community collaboration, AIA-150 will portray the most promising joint development
investments, the best urban environmental designs, and the most desirable use of Interstace highway

funds.

Indeed, it may be possible to accelerate Asheville’s promise as one of North Carolina’s most dynamic
economic development hubs. In turn, this will measurably enhance Asheville’s standing as a popular
‘destination city,” a national example of downtown livability as well as an international model for
riverfront enhancement.

The I-26/1-240 connector is a relatively short roadway in a much larger Interstate system crossing
both Carolinas ind Tennessee. To traditional road builders, it is an intersection into Askeville, two
bridges, and a few miles of new right-of-way. For western North Carolina, this roadway’s design will
determine the expansion of our city’s core as an economic, cultural, and social hub. At question is
the investment potential of 100 acres and two to three times as much developable land. Using the
highest urban environmental design principles, this is the one opportunity for the State of North
Carolina, Buncombe County and the City of Asheville to maximize future economics for jobs,
tourism, a critical mass of in-migrating entrepreneurs, and optimal smart growth investment in
higher density, mixed-use developments.
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AIA 10 pnnuples for livable communities

1. Design on a Human Scale
Compact, pedestrian-friendly communities allow residents to walk to shops, services, cultural
resources, and jobs and can reduce traffic congestion and benefit people's health.

2. Provide Choices
People want variety in housing, shopping, recreation, transportation, and employment.

Variety creates lively neighborhoods and accommodates residents in different stages of their
lives.

3. Encourage Mixed-Use Development

Integrating different land uses and varied building types creates vibrant, pedestrian-friendly
and diverse communities.

4. Preserve Urban Centers

Restoring, revitalizing, and infilling urban centers takes advantage of existing streets, services
and buildings and avoids the need for new infrastructure. This helps to curb sprawl and
promote stability for city neighborhoods.

5. Vary Transportation Options
Giving people the option of walking, blkmg and using public transit, in addition to driving,
reduces traffic congestion, protects the environment and encourages physical activity.

6. Build Vibrant Public Spaces
Citizens need welcoming, well-defined public places to stimulate face-to-face interaction,

collectively celebrate and mourn, encourage civic participation, admire public art, and gather
for public events.

7. Create a Neighborhood Identity
A"sense of place” gives neighborhoods a unique character, enhances the walking
environment, and creates pride in the community.

8. Protect Environmental Resources

A weli ~desioned balance of 1ia A - e g U |
ER LAY

GL51gNed baiance of nature and dev cqu 1ent preserves natural systemns, protects

waterways from pollution, reduces air pollution, and protects property values.
9. Conserve Landscapes
Open space, farms, and wildlife habitat ate essential for environmental, recreational, and

cultural reasons.

10. Design Matters
Design excellence 1s the foundation of successful and healthy communities.

Appendix B
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29 North Market Street, Suite 605

Asheville, NC 28801-2934

_ Environmental 8282859125

Fax 828-285-91&1
© Law Center

AW R B S W% 3 drulev@selencorg

SENT VIA E-MAIL AND REGULAR MAIL

January 14, 2008

Vince Rhea

Project Development & Environmental Analysis Branch
North Carolina Department of Transportation

1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1548

Re: Comments on the 1-26 Connector, Project 1-2513

Dear Mr. Rhea:

These comments are submitted on behalf of the Western North Carolina Alliance
and the Southern Environmental Law Center.

The Department of Transportation’s (DOT) latest newsletter sought comment on
the “purpose and need for the project and project alternatives.”

Concerning project alternatives, the Southern Environmental Law Center
submitted extensive comments dated November 10, 2006, that still apply. The DOT and
the draft EIS must give full consideration to the design alternative proposed by the
Asheville Design Center (ADC) and also to alternatives of less than eight travel lanes.
Indeed, much has occurred since November 2006 that strengthens the case for
consideration of these alternatives. Foremost among these developments is an
engineering review of the ADC alternative that has found that this alternative is feasible
and can be implemented with minor modifications, according to recent news articles.

Concerning project purposes, these purposes should be expanded to incorporate
the project goals set forth in the Report of the Community Coordinating Committee For
the Design of the 1-26 Connector Through Asheville (2000). This Report represented the
consensus of this community about how to proceed with the I-26 Connector and formally
was endorsed by both the Asheville City Council and the Buncombe County
Commission.

A primary purpose of the Community Coordinating Committee (CCC) Report
was to influence the project’s Purpose and Need and for the community’s goals to be
included in the project’s purposes. CCC Report at 1. Unfortunately, this has not

Headguarters (Virginia/Tennessee Office): 201 West Main Street, Suite 14 e Charlottesville, VA 22902-5065 o 434-977-4090

North Carolina/South Carolina Office: 200 West Franklin Street, Suite 330 o Chapel Hill, NC 27516-2559 = 919-967-1450

Georgia/Alabarma Office: The Candler Building ¢ 127 Peachtree Street, Suite 605 ¢ Atlanta, GA 30303-1840 e 404-521-9900

100% recycled paper



occurred; the project’s purposes do not include any of the goals from the CCC Report.
The DOT should remedy this deficiency by amending the “Summary of Need” and
“Purposes of Action” in its Draft EIS. The “Summary of Need” should be modified to
include a paragraph titled “Community Enhancement,” or something similar, that sets
forth the need to incorporate the goals of the CCC Report into the project. The “Purposes

of Action” should be supplemented to include the primary goals of the CCC Report.

Chief among these goals of the CCC Report are (1) separation of local and
interstate traffic; (2) matching the scale of the project to the character of the community,
and (3) minimizing neighborhood, business, and environmental impacts. CCC Report at
2. The goals can and should be incorporated into the purposes of the action to guide the
development of and selection among alternatives.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

izg’éé’ e éféd Ay

e

v e
Douglas A. Ruley (.

————
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Western North Carolina

David A. Rigman, Director Serving Buncombhe County and the City of Asheville

April 28, 2008

Land-of-Sky Regional
339 New Leister Highway, Suite 140
Asheville, NC 28806

Re:  I-26 Connector DEIS

To Whom It May Concern:

The Western North Carolina Regional Air Quality Agency (WNCRAQA) has reviewed the air

quality sections of the ]-26 Connector Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), which we
received ont CD-ROM last week. Our comments, which reference the numbeting scheme and
section headings used in the DEIS, are as follows.

The first sentence of the first paragraph states that the project is located in the jurisdi ction of
NCDENR. However, in Buncombe County, air quality is regulated by the WNCRAQA, one of
three local agencies having county-level jurisdiction. WNCRAQA also operates the Buncombe
County monitoring stations mentioned in the third paragraph.

The third paragraph also mentions that the monitored air quality data in Table 3-18 (p. 3-32)
were obtained from a report available on the NCDENR Division of Air Quality (DAQ) website
and that the measurements were for 2002, In checking the cited URL, it was determined that the
measurcments were for 2000. Given that the Air Quality Analysis was completed in 2006, more
recent measurements could have been provided.

The last sentence of the third paragraph states that “these recent measurcments are within federal
and state ambient air quality standards.” However, the 8-hour ozone concentration and the
annual and 24-hour PM; s concentrations are higher than the corresponding standards shown in
Table 3-18. No explanation is provided as to how these levels are within ambient standards.

Tablc 3-18 could be updated to include the 3-hour (secondary) $SO; standard and the newly
revised 8-hour ozone standard (0.075 ppm). '

49 Mount Carmel Road Asheville, NC 28806
Telephone: (828) 2§0-6777 Fax: (828) 255-5226 Web Address: www.wnceairquality.org
E-Mail: wncair@buncombecounty.org
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4.1.3.2 Ait Quality Standards (p. 4-12)

No discussion of the procedures, modeling assumptions, receptor locations, results, ete. is
presented. Also, no documentatiot is provided in the DEIS appendices, Is the dir Quality
Analysis Technical Memorandum (cited in the DEIS), as well as any backup documentation,
available for review?

4.1.6.4 Air (p. 4-40

It is mentioned that a permit from the NC Division of Forest Resources would be necded for
buthing cleared (vegetative) materials within 500 feet of woodlands. (This is also mentioned in
the Required Permits and Actions section of the summary, p. $-17.) A WNCRAQA burning

permit would also be required for burning any machine-piled brush anywhere in the county.

Potential asbestos impacts during construction are n.ot discussed. The demolition or relocation of
any buildings or other structures would require a WNCRAQA asbestos jnspection and permit.

- A .

Please forward a copy of these comments to the NC State Clearinghouse. 1f you have any
questions concerning this matter, please call Vie Fabrer at (828) 250-6788.

Sincerely,

Qo Mg

David A. Brigman
Director
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DLO0OO0O03

May 5, 2008 RECEIVED
Division of Highways
MAY 09 2008

Gregory J. Thorpe, Ph.D., Manager _

Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch P@;mn";’”si“dmt y

N.C. Department of Transportation . veopment a
vironmental Analysis B

1548 Mail Service Center ronmental Analyss Branch

Raleigh, NC 27699-1548

Subject: City of Asheville’s comments on Federal Draft Environmental Impact Statement

for New 1-26 route, Asheville Connector along 1-26 from existing 1-26 to US 19-
23-70, Buncombe County

State Project # 8.U843701, F.A. Project # MANHF-26-1(53)

TIP Project #1-2513

nDQY‘ “){"' Tl‘lnmn'
Dear Mr. Thorpe:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on this historic project for the City of
Asheville, and region of Western North Carolina. We recognize, and appreciate the

Department’s willingness to work with us on behalf of the citizens of Asheville to make the most
of this improvement.

Currently, the document doesn’t fully address the alternate endorsed by the Asheville
Design Center (ADC). While it is mentioned in several sections of the document, the messages
seem to contradict one another, and are somewhat confusing. With this being the case, it is
difficult to fully assess our comments at this time.

I would suggest that when a decision has been made about the ADC alternate, that the
City of Asheville be afforded an opportunity to comment on all of the options at that time. It is
our understanding that this should occur in the near future, therefore this request shouldn’t result
in any unnecessary delay in the project.

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide comments on behalf of the citizens of
Asheville on this project. Please contact me if I can provide further assistance in this matter, and
I look forward to hearing from you in the near future.

Resptietfully ﬂ W

Cathy Ball, P.E.
Director of Transportation and Engineering

P.O. Box 7148 e Asheville, N.C. 28802 » 828-259-5617 e www.ashevillenc.gov

The City of Asheville is committed to delivering an excellent quality of service to enhance your quality of life.
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Gregory J. Thorpe, Ph.D., Manager
Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch
N.C. Department of Transportation

’l 1548 Maii Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548
8 College Street June 19, 2008

Asheville, NC 28801
www.aheviﬂsdesigncente.om

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for New 1-26 route,
Asheville Connector, TIP Project # -2513

Mr. Thorpe:
Please accept these comments on behalf of the Asheville Design Center.

We at the Asheville Design Center are concerned by the omission from this
draft Environmental Impact Statement of the project alternative proposed by
the Design Center. The 4-B Altemative, which, as proposed by the ADC, en-
joys broad public support in the City of Asheville and Buncombe County, is the
best option to advance the 1-26 project quickly while providing for the future
growth of Asheville.

Itis our understanding that the 4-B Alternative was not included in this draft
EIS because NCDOT is working with the consultant retained by the City of
Asheville to ensure that the alternative meets NCDOT’s design standards. We |
are grateful that the alternative is receiving careful consideration.

S

To ensure full consideration or the 4-B alternative, however, NCDOT must
amend the current draft EIS to include 4-B. The current draft EIS paints an un-
clear picture about NCDOT's intent for the 4-B alternative. The draft notes th

the City is working “with NCDOT" to modify the Alternate (section 8.4.3), but
also ¢ descnbes the ADC Altemabe as "eliminated” from consideration (in chap-

ter2)

Before the ADC or the public in Asheville and Buncombe County can provide 20
informed comment on the issues raised by this draft EIS, the document must ?\’
be amended to reflect the 4-B community altemnative. We believe it importa n%

that evaluation of the 4-B alterative proceed in tandem with the other altern
twes under consideration.

Furthermore, we urge NCDOT to engage again the public process that has
served the 4-B altenative well to this point. The City of Asheville’s Technical
Review Committee must be provided an Opportunlty to review and comment on
NCDOT's alterations to the 4-B Altemative, as should the Asheville Design |
Center. Also, NCDOT's revised Alternative 4-B should be presented to the
Asheville City Council and the Buncombe County Commissioner as soon as
possible to ensure that the alternative considered by NCDOT in its environ-
mental review process is consistent with the intentions of the community.




Finally, we note that the current draft EIS does not adequately evaluate the consistency of the project alternatives with
the Gity of Asheville’s 2025 Plan (20 (2025 Plan). Though there is discussion on this plan in Section 1.7.4, consideration
of the impacts of the connector with regard to land-use and transportation design in 3.2.1.3 is n not quantified.
Neither does the draft consider the cumulative land-use impact of the Connector on the 2025 Plan in Chapter

42. Conszstency with the City of Asheville’s long-term growth plan is a key measure by which the community

S

will weigh these alternative proposals We ask that the draft EIS be amended to reflect this important mforma- §!

tion. i

Chair-Elect, A lle Design Center

’}_/

2|



p - . 29 North Market Street, Suite 605
&M Southern

Asheville, NC 28801-2934

Environmental 828-285-9125
Fax 828-285-9181
) LaW Center : druley@selcnc.org
June 21, 2008

Gregory J. Thorpe, Ph.D.
North Carolina Dept. of Transportation
1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548

Re:  Comments on Draft EIS, I-26 Connector

Dear Mr. Thorpe:

These comments on the Draft EIS for the I-26 Connector are submitted on behalf
of the Western North Carolina Alliance and the Southern Environmental Law Center.

The Draft EIS fails to serve its purpose of providing a “full and fair discussion of
significant environmental issues” and of informing decisionmakers and the public “of the
reasonable alternatives which would avoid or minimize adverse impacts...” 40 CFR §
1502.1.

First, the Draft EIS is premature and incomplete because the DOT and FHWA
released it before numerous very significant actions were resolved and assessments were
completed. Foremost among these unresolved and incomplete matters are (1) full review
and inclusion into the EIS of the alternative designed by the Asheville Design Center
(ADC); (2) the cumulative impacts assessment of the I-26 Connector combined with
other reasonably foreseeable transportation projects in the Asheville region; (3)
completion of a new project-level traffic forecast, which is highly significant to the
number of lanes on Section A of the Connector; and (4) completion of other studies and
assessments, such as the historic architecture studies. Draft EIS at S-18. The rush to
release this Draft EIS in the face of these unresolved and incomplete matters deprived the
decisionmakers and the public of the opportunity to review and comment and will require
the publication of a supplemental Draft EIS once these assessments are completed and
the information is available to the public.

Second, the DOT and the FHWA failed to incorporate the primary goals of the
Community Coordinating Committee (“CCC) Report into the project’s purpose and need,
as requested by the City of Asheville and numerous members of the public. Draft EIS at
1-1, 1-3, and 1-6. Chief among these goals of the CCC Report are (1) separation of local
and interstate traffic; (2) matching the scale of the project to the character of the
community, and (3) minimizing neighborhood, business, and environmental impacts.

Headquarters (Virginia/Tennessee Office): 201 West Main Street, Suite 14 o Charlottesville, VA 22902-5065 » 434-977-4090
North Carolina/South Carolina Office: 200 West Franklin Street, Suite 330 ¢ Chapel Hill, NC 27516-2559 e 919-967-1450
Georgia/Alabama Office: The Candler Building ® 127 Peachtree Street, Suite 605 * Atlanta, GA 30303-1840  404-521-9900

100% recycled paper



CCC Report at 2. The Draft EIS erroneously asserted that the CCC goals should not be
used to eliminate the evaluation of “viable” alternatives. Draft EIS at 1-7. To the
contrary, any alternative that does not separate local from interstate traffic and otherwise
minimize impacts cannot “solve the transportation problem,” id., and is not viable. The
DOT and the FHWA should recognize this directly by incorporating the primary CCC
goals into the project’s purpose and need.

Third, the Draft EIS failed to explore and evaluate “all reasonable alternatives.”
40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(a)(emphasis added). For section A of the project, the Draft EIS
considered only the single alternative of an eight-travel-lane highway, and refused to
consider the reasonable alternatives of either a six-lane highway or six lanes with
auxiliary lanes. Draft EIS at 2-54. This deficiency is further addressed later in these
comments, and the Western North Carolina Alliance and the Southern Environmental
Law Center already have submitted extensive comments on the lanes issue that are
hereby incorporated by reference. See Comments dated November 10, 2006.

For section B of the project, the Draft EIS failed to include the ADC-designed
alternative that meets the goals of the CCC Report and the AIA principles of context-
sensitive design and that is strongly supported by the City of Asheville. Draft EIS at 2-
43, Beyond this huge omission, the Draft EIS purportedly considered three alternatives
for section B of the project. Id. However, two of these alternatives do not separate local
from interstate traffic and otherwise do not meet the goals of the CCC Report or
otherwise address the needs of this community, and hence are not truly viable
alternatives. Thus, for section B, as for section A, this Draft EIS contains only one truly
viable alternative. After so much time and expense have gone into this project, for the
DOT and the FHWA to consider only one viable alternative in sections A and B of the
project flouts NEPA, the public process, and the interests and expressed goals of the City
of Asheville and the larger regional community.

Finally, as detailed later in these comments, the analysis of impacts in this Draft
EIS is inadequate in numerous respects.

L THE DRAFT EIS IS PREMATURE AND INCOMPLETE.

A. The Draft EIS Does Not Include The ADC Alternative Or Any
Description Or Analysis Of That Alternative, Its Design Principles, Or Its
Support From The City Of Asheville And The Local Community.

The Draft EIS recognized that the ADC has designed an alternative based on the
principles of the CCC Report and the AIA principles of context-sensitive design that was
being evaluated as of the publication of the Draft EIS and that, if this alternative is
determined to be viable, “additional studies will be necessary prior to the selection of a
preferred alternative.” Draft EIS at S-18, 1-8. This piecemeal approach is confusing to
the public and inconsistent with NEPA -- if the alternative is viable, and all indications
are that it is, a supplemental Draft EIS will be necessary to compare the ADC alternative
with the other alternatives and to give the public the opportunity to comment on these



alternatives together. NEPA requires that the Draft EIS “[d]evote substantial treatment to
each alternative considered in detail...so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative
merits.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(b). The comparative evaluation of the ADC alternative
required by NEPA only can be provided in a supplemental Draft EIS.

Beyond this premature and piecemeal approach, the Draft EIS is confusing and
inadequate in its treatment of the ADC’s multiyear effort and alternative design. As
noted above, the initial sections of the Draft EIS describe an ADC alternative that is
undergoing further evaluation. Draft EIS at S-18, 1-8. In contrast, a later section of the
Draft EIS stated that the ADC alternative was determined not to be reasonable and was
eliminated from further study. Draft EIS at 2-42. This approach to the ADC alternative
erroneously created the impression that there are two ADC alternatives when, in fact,
there is but one alternative, based on the principles of the CCC Report and the AIA
principles of context-sensitive design. This single alternative has undergone
modifications to meet engineering and operational concerns, but, so far, it is the only
alternative proposed that meets the essential goals of separating local from interstate
traffic while minimizing the footprint of the facility, Draft EIS at 2-38, and otherwise
meets the goals of the CCC Report and the AIA principles of context-sensitive design.

Moreover, the Draft EIS fails to mention or address the strong community support
for the ADC alternative, including the support of the City of Asheville, or how this
community has worked to create an alternative that meets transportation needs while also
minimizing the negative impacts and maximizing the benefits of the project. The Draft
EIS should not have been published without this alternative, rather than publishing the
confusing, erroneous, and incomplete treatment of the ADC alternative found in this
document.

B. The Cumulative Imbacts Assessment Is A Very Significant Analysis That,
Like The ADC Alternative, Will Require A Supplemental EIS.

It is shocking that the Draft EIS was published before the preparation of the
cumulative impacts assessment of this project combined with the many other projects that
are reasonably foreseeable in the Asheville region. Draft EIS at S-18. The cumulative
impacts of the project, combined with other reasonably foreseeable expansions of I-26
and other highways in this area, are perhaps the most significant environmental effect on
the region and its future, yet it is absent from this Draft EIS. Merely including this
assessment in the Final EIS, as the DOT and FHWA appear to intend, id., would not
comport with NEPA.

It is well-known that the DOT is planning o expand over 40 contiguous miles of
the existing and planned I-26 in Buncombe and Henderson Counties:

(1)  this project, the I-26 Connector, approximately 5.5 miles of either six or
eight lanes;

(2)  a13.6-mile segment running from Hendersonville to Buncombe County
that is proposed to be six lanes (Project I-4400);;



3) an 8.6-mile segment running from the northern end of Project I-4400 to
the City of Asheville that is proposed to be six lanes (Project I-4700); and

(4)  a15-mile segment running from the City of Asheville north essentially to
Mars Hill (Project FS-0113B) that is proposed to be six lanes, as well as
Project A-10, which is upgrading the existing road in this segment to
interstate standards. '

A federal court has held directly that the DOT must consider the cumulative
impacts of all of these projects before proceeding with any of them. Western North
Carolina Alliance v. N.C. Dept. of Transportation, 312 F. Supp. 2d 765. 773 (E.D. N.C.
2003). In light of this ruling, the publication of this Draft EIS prior to the preparation of
this analysis is a plain violation of NEPA.

The combined and cumulative impacts of these reasonably foreseeable projects on
total motor vehicle traffic and number of miles traveled, air pollution, water pollution,
growth, land use and sprawl, development patterns, open spaces, and quality of life are a
critical and significant issue that cannot be left for later analysis or included only in the
Final EIS. An overwhelming number of authorities have noted the connection between
larger highways, more traffic, sprawl, land use, and air pollution, among other impacts:

“Transportation is often considered the single greatest force shaping land use ... the
expansion or widening of highway and road systems shapes the patterns of new
development.” Institute of Transportation Engineers, Smart Growth Transportation
Guidelines, An ITE Recommended Practice (2003), at 16-17.

“No single force has had a greater impact on the pattern of land development in
American cities in this century than highways ... Highway transportation improvements
abetted other market forces that encouraged increasing numbers of households and firms
to pick suburban locations.” Terry Moore and Paul Thorsnes, The Transportation/L.and
Use Connection, American Planning Association, Planning Association Report No.
448/449, at 2. (1994).

“The land-use patterns and transportation systems in most of the areas developed since
World War II emphasize the single-occupant vehicle and provide fewer choices of
transportation modes and ways to reduce congestion.” Institute of Transportation

Engineers, Smart Growth Transportation Guidelines, An ITE Recommended Practice
(2003), at 16. :

After World War 11, federal funding for highway construction opened vast areas of land
for development. A survey of experts by the Federal National Mortgage Association
(“Fannie Mae™) declared “More than any other single measure, the 1956 act created the
decentralized, automobile-dependent metropolis we know today.”

“Automotive transportation allowed and encouraged radical changes in the form of cities
and the use of land. Cheap land in the outer parts of cities and beyond became attractive
to developers, much of it being converted from agricultural uses.” Hornberger, Kell, and



Perkings, Fundamentals of Traffic Engineering, 13th Edition, Institute of Transportation
Studies, UCB (1982).

“Although there are other factors that play a role [in urban sprawl], reliance on the
automobile has been most significant...” John Edwards, Transportation and Traffic
Engineering Handbook, Institute of Transportation Engineers/Prentice Hall (1982).

For all of these reasons, the DOT and the FHWA must do a very thorough and
detailed analysis of the cumulative impacts of all reasonably foreseeable transportation
projects in the Asheville region. The Draft EIS should not have been published absent
this analysis, and a supplemental Draft EIS is necessary to correct this NEPA violation.

C. The Draft EIS Should Not Have Been Published Prior To Completion And
Analysis Of The Updated Traffic Forecast.

The completion, analysis, and application of an updated traffic forecast based on a
new traffic model, Draft EIS at S-18, is yet another highly significant evaluation that
should have occurred prior to the publication of the Draft EIS. As the history of this
project and its traffic forecasts has shown, these forecasts can vary dramatically. Draft
EIS at 1-35 to 1-43. Moreover, these forecasts have a substantial bearing on the very
significant issue of the size of this project and the number lanes, especially in Section A
of the project. Lastly, slightly downward changes from the existing traffic forecast would
make the alternative of six travel lanes in Section A even more feasible, even applying
the DOT’s own erroneous requirement of meeting LOS D at all segments and
intersections at all times of the day. Accordingly, disclosure and analysis of the revised
traffic forecast is necessary in a supplemental Draft EIS.

II. THE PURPOSE AND NEED SHOULD INCLUDE THE PRIMARY GOALS OF
THE CCC REPORT.

On January 14, 2008, SELC submitted comments requesting that the primary
goals of the CCC Report be included in the project’s purpose and need. A copy of these
prior comments are included with and incorporated into these comments. Chief among
these goals is the separation of local traffic from interstate traffic. The City of Asheville
also has supported including the CCC goals in the project’s purpose and need. The Draft
EIS is inadequate because it failed to include any of the CCC goals within the project’s
purpose and need and failed to evaluate the alternatives fully with reference to these
goals.

[II. THE DRAFT EIS FAILED TO CONSIDER, ANALYZE, AND EVALUATE
REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires agencies to "study,
develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any
proposal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available



resources.” 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(E). Consistent with this statutory directive, the NEPA
regulations require that

Federal agencies shall, to the fullest extent possible: [u]se the NEPA process to
identify and assess the reasonable alternatives to proposed actions that will avoid
or minimize adverse effects of these actions upon the quality of the human
environment.

40 C.F.R. § 1500.2(e) (emphasis added). Reinforcing the emphasis on consideration of
alternatives, the regulations further provide that alternatives are “the heart of the
environmental impact statement,” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14, and that agencies “shall
rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives.” Id. (emphasis
added); Route 9 Opposition Legal Fund v. Mineta, 75 Fed. Appx. 152, 156 (4th Cir.
2003) (unpublished opinion).

A primary goal of NEPA is to ensure that

federal agencies infuse in project planning a thorough consideration of
environmental values. The consideration of alternatives requirement furthers that
goal by guaranteeing that agency decisionmakers have before them and take into
proper account all possible approaches to a particular project (including total
abandonment of the project) which would alter the environmental impact and the
cost-benefit balance.

Alaska Wilderness Recreation Tourism Association v. Morrison, 67 F.3d 723, 729 (9th
Cir. 1995), quoting Bob Marshall Alliance, 852 F.2d 1223, 1228 (9th Cir. 1988), cert.
denied, 489 U.S. 1066 (1989) (emphasis added). In the context of significant highway
projects in urban areas, “all reasonable alternatives” should included options such as
Transportation System Management (TSM) and mass transit, as well as alternative
alignments and other design considerations. Davis v. Mineta, 302 F. 3d 1104, 1120-
1122 (10th Cir. 2002). "The existence of a viable but unexamined alternative renders an
environmental impact statement inadequate.” Resources Ltd. v. Robertson, 35 F.3d 1300,
1307 (9th Cir. 1994). :

A. NEPA Requires That The DOT And The FHWA Consider And Address
The Alternatives Of Six Lanes And Six Lanes Plus Auxiliary Lanes In
Section A.

For many years, SELC and many others in this community have been advocating
that the DOT and the FHWA consider alternatives of less than eight travel lanes. For all
of those years, the DOT has equally stubbornly insisted on proposing only the single
alternative of eight travel lanes, at least on Section A of the project, even though that
significant decision was made long before this Connector EIS process and at a time when
future traffic projections were considerably higher than the present projections. On
November 10, 2006, SELC submitted extensive comments addressing the lanes issue and
other issues bearing on reasonable alternatives. Because the Draft EIS adds relatively
little that is new to the lanes analysis in Section A, those comments are still valid and



they are attached and mcorporated To avoid repetition, the comments below address
only points that arise in this Draft EIS.

For the first time, this Draft EIS publicly acknowledged that there is no formal or
regulatory requirement that defines the Level of Service (LOS) for this or any other
highway. Draft EIS at 1-47. Thus, the setting of the Level of Service, and the decision
that all segments of this project must meet that LOS at all times, are choices that the DOT
and the FHWA have made. These choices violate the law because they are significant
actions that were made outside the NEPA process, and in fact were made years before
this Draft EIS, with no public input or consideration of the environmental effects of these
choices. Draft EIS at 1-48 and November 10, 2006 Comments, attached.

Also for the first time, this Draft EIS publicly acknowledged that, as of 2002, the
DOT was recommending an eight-lane highway that would have provided LOS F based
on the most current traffic forecasts at that time. Draft EIS at 1-38. Plainly, in the light
of the current and much-lower traffic forecasts, the decision to achieve LOS D now is an
after-the-fact justification for the eight lanes decision made at that time. Beyond this, the
Draft EIS stated that the DOT had determined that more than eight lanes “may not be
practical for the project.” Id. The Draft EIS is inadequate because it failed to explain
what it meant by “impractical,” what factors went into this determination, and how these
same factors might bear on the choice between six and eight lanes now. Many area
residents, especially those living in West Asheville, believe that eight lanes “is not
practical for this project” due to the multiple impacts of the larger highway and our
community’s desire to avoid becoming a mini-Atlanta.

Moreover, although the DOT and FHWA are trying to pretend otherwise, the
choice of the LOS, and the decision to require that LOS from all segments at all times,
are not dictated by the purpose and need of this project. The “need” for the project
merely states that I-240 needs additional capacity; it does not specify how much capacity
or arequired LOS. Draft EIS at 1-3. Similarly, the “purpose” of the project includes “to
improve the capacity of the existing I-240 west of Asheville to accommodate the existing
and forecasted (2030 design year) traffic in this growing area.” Id. Again, this purpose
does not specify how much capacity or a required LOS; the word “accommodate” is non-
specific and could apply to LOS A, B, C, D, or E.

Under these circumstances, the 2004 MPO resolution requesting that the DOT
design the Connector with as few lanes as possible to meet the project travel demand and
the purpose and need weighs heavily in favor of considering the alternatives of six travel
lane and six lanes plus auxiliary lanes. The meager data concerning these alternatives
contained in the Draft EIS shows that these alternatives, especially the latter, would
provide increased capacity and would accommodate forecasted traffic.

Focusing on the alternative of six travel lanes plus auxiliary lanes, the CORSIM
data summarized in the Draft EIS shows that is little, if any, functional difference
" between eight travel lanes and six lanes with auxiliary lanes. In the northbound direction,
there was only a three-second difference in average travel time during the peak hour, and



but a .5 mph difference in average speed between these two configurations. Draft EIS at
1-45, Table 1-4. Similarly, in the southbound direction, there was a 3.8-second
difference in average travel time, and a .6 mph difference in average travel speed.1
Between six lanes and eight lanes, these differences were mildly larger, especially in the
northbound direction, but still not significant. The CORSIM analysis plainly indicated
that a six-lane highway, or six lanes with auxiliary lanes, would function very well and
provide an acceptable overall level of service throughout the Connector.

Using the HCM and AASHTO guidelines, the alternative of six lanes with
auxiliary lanes provided LOS D on all highway segments, and on all other
segment/interchanges except for three interchanges, which resulted in LOS E. Draft EIS
at 2-10. As to these three interchanges, there are steps other than additional lanes with
can provide a better LOS, if that is truly needed. See Letters from Michael Moule, P.E.
Combined with the CORSIM results, this HCM analysis showed that an alternative of six
lanes, especially the alternative of six lanes with auxiliary lanes, would accommodate the
forecasted traffic, meet the purpose and need, and otherwise is reasonable. The
conclusion in the Draft EIS that this alternative does not meet the purpose and need has
no reasonable basis and is arbitrary and illegal. To consider only a single alternative of
eight travel lanes for Section A violated NEPA.

B. The Draft EIS Must Consider The ADC Alternative That Meets The Goals
Of The CCC Report And The AIA Principles Of Context-Sensitive

Design.

The ADC has designed an alternative for Part B that separates local from
interstate traffic, minimizes the footprint of the project, promotes infill commercial and
residential development, and otherwise is designed to achieve the goals of the CCC
Report and the AIA principles of context-sensitive design. Absent the inclusion of this
alternative in the Draft EIS, a supplemental Draft EIS will be necessary to analyze and
compare this alternative and to allow for public comment and review.

As noted earlier, only one of the three alternatives for Part B considered in this
Draft EIS meets the CCC goal of separating local from interstate traffic and thus is truly
viable. Therefore, this Draft EIS considered only one alternative for Part A (eight lanes)
and one viable alternative for Part B (no. 4). Such a restricted, predetermined approach
to this project fell far short of NEPA’s requirement to consider all reasonable alternatives.

! The average speeds of 65-69 mph shown in the CORSIM table for these lane

configurations far exceed any reasonable speed for this urban highway in rolling terrain.
The Draft EIS ranges of suggested design speeds and failed to specify the design speed
for this facility, Draft EIS at 1-66, a key factor in calculating LOS.



IV.  THE ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WAS INADEQUATE IN
MULTIPLE RESPECTS. ‘

The Draft EIS failed miserably in its lack of analysis of how this highway will
impact the quality of life in Asheville and the region. Rather than providing data and
analysis, the Draft EIS provide bland generalities or nothing at all. For example, there
was no analysis of the number of acres condemned and what that will mean for the local
tax base. There was no analysis of the alternatives, and especially the not-included ADC-
designed alternative, in terms of promoting infill development and concentrated growth -
close to the city center versus sprawling growth north and south of the city. There was no
analysis of the connection between West Asheville and downtown whether this project
will provide better or worse linkages between these parts of the city. There was no
serious analysis of future development along the French Broad River and how this project
can or will interact with the burgeoning plans for this river district. There was no
analysis of the future of Patton Avenue, and whether it will be part of an attractive
boulevard into downtown or whether it will be part of an Atlanta-style freeway cutting
the city into pieces. There was no analysis of how the alternatives meet each of the goals
of the CCC Report. Overall, the analysis of impacts was cursory and conclusory.

The Draft EIS failed to mention or address the current price of gasoline, how this
affecting travel demand and future traffic forecasts, and what is expected of oil and
gasoline prices in the future and the impacts of the likely cost of fuel. Likewise, the Draft
EIS entirely failed to address the significant issue of global climate change, and how
larger highways tend to lead to greater carbon emissions. See “Increases In Greenhouse
- Gas Emissions From Highway Widening Projects,” Sightline Institute (October 2007).

CONCLUSION
For the reasons stated, the Draft EIS violated NEPA in multiple respects. A
supplemental Draft EIS will be necessary to correct these deficiencies and to consider all
reasonable alternatives.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

m%%’ )
ouglas A. Ruley
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September 16, 2008

Vince Rhea, P.E.

N.C. Dept. of Transportation
1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548

Re:  1-26 Connector, TIP No. I-2513

Dear Mr. Rhea:
These comments are submitted on behalf of the Western North Carolina Alliance |
and the Southern Environmental Law Center.

A primary purpose of these comments is to urge the DOT to address ina
supplemental Draft EIS the alternative proposed by the Asheville Design Center (ADC),
as modified by Figg Engineering and Lochner Engineering during consultations with the
DOT, and to make this alternative the preferred alternative as this project moves forward.

This modified ADC alternative now has passed any conceivable test of
engineering standards and there can be no question that this alternative is a reasonable
alternative that must be addressed in a supplemental Draft EIS pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). In fact, both Figg and Lochner considered that the 2-1¢ p
original ADC alternative they presented to the DOT fully met all engineering standards
for consideration as an alternative and inclusion in the Draft EIS. However, in an effort
to work with DOT, they met multiple times with DOT staff and addressed multiple points
the DOT raised, taking the ADC alternative through at least two further iterations to its
current modified status. At this point, DOT representatives committed to Figg and
Lochner that the modified ADC alternative, known as Alternative 4B, would be
addressed as an alternative in the EIS process, and Board of Transportation member Alan
Thornburg made a similar commitment to representatives of the City of Asheville. Ifthe
DOT fails to address this alternative through a supplemental EIS, such action not only
would violate NEPA, it would mock the extensive process engaged in by the City of
Asheville, Buncombe County, and Figg and Lochner and call into question the DOT’s
good faith in engaging in this process.

Beyond meeting engineering standards and inclusion a supplemental Draft EIS,
the modified ADC alternative should be chosen as the preferred alternative. This
alternative has strong support from the City of Asheville, Buncombe County, and many
members of the public. This alternative best meets the goals of the report of the
Community Coordinating Committee, which was adopted by the City of Asheville and
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Buncombe County. It is the only alternative that fully meets the Asheville 2025
Thoroughfare Plan. This alternative will take less land, leaving more land available for
development and redevelopment, and will best preserve and augment the tax base of the
City and County. It presents the only opportunity to unite all of these entities and the
citizens of this region in support of this project design, and the DOT and the FWHA
would be foolish not to seize this opportunity to move-forward with the modified ADC
alternative.

Previous comment letters have included extensive outlines of NEPA requirements
for consideration of all reasonable alternatives which these comments will not repeat.
Suffice it to say that failure to consider and address the modified ADC alternative in a
supplemental EIS, and in the final EIS, would be a gross violation of NEPA.

For the reasons stated in previous comment letters, the DOT and FHWA are
committing an equally gross violation of NEPA in failing to consider alternatives of less
than eight travel lanes for Section A of this project ‘NEPA requires that, at a minimum,
the DOT consider and address alternatives of six travel lanes and six lanes plus auxiliary
lanes for Section A.

e’

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

A3 é’aé

D uglas A. Rul
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‘{/I ngirﬂlf A Mr. Vincent J. Rhea P.E.

. center (,Zf Project Engineer, PDEA Branch, NCDOT
1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548

8 College Street
Asheville, NC 28801
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Subject: Comments on [-26 Connector (TIP Project 1-2513)

Dear Mr. Rhea,

Board Members:

Joseph Minicozzi, AICP, Chaic
David Johnson, FAICP Chair Elect
Abigail Emison, Secretary

Walt Brewer, Treasurer

Hamilton Cort, Assoc. AlA, LEED
Bruce Emory

John Fisher, AlA

" Tom Gallaher, AICP

D.J. Gerken, AICP, PA

The Asheville Design Center appreciates the effort by NCDOT, in
cooperation with the City of Asheville and Buncombe County, to
further develop the alternative that ADC presented last year, and to
include it as Alternative 4b for Section B at the September 16™ public
hearing. The aerial visualization material for the alternatives was
especially helpful. However, in order to give complete information to
the stakeholders who will be deciding among the various alternatives,

Kevin Kerr it is essential that Alternative 4b be included as a full alternative in a
:’ﬂii';-:enfd"“-m L supplemental DEIS.
Chik Webb

- We have the following comments on various procedural and design
m&:nml aspects of the [-26 Connector project:
Peter Alberice, AlA
GeneBell 1. The March 2008 DEIS is incomplete in several respects, and we
M‘:Iﬁm request that a supplemental DEIS address those deficiencies:
Leslie Fay - e Alternative 4b should be included as a full alternative in a

Matt Fogeiman, ASCE

Drake Fowler, ASLA supplemental DEIS. Alternative 4b has smaller impacts than

Jonathan Glover other alternatives and has wide public support, as

Gerald Green, AICP demonstrated at the September hearing. A
m:tl m% e There are four alternatives for Section B and four altematwes
Mikkel Hansen, AIA for Section C, but only one alternative for section A,. We
?:rzm AIA believe the community should have more than one option to
Alan McGuinn, AIA consider for Section A, especially since this section has the _
Laurie Miller, AIA largest number of residential relocations. NEPA requires that = -0 5
g;‘pﬁmﬁm ASLA all reasonable alternatives be included. IDOT’s own traffic !
Lorraine Plaxico simulation shows that a six-lane highway can handle the
g:gnnsnﬁs- CNU, RA projected traffic at speeds very close to those with an eight-
Doug Ruley, PA lane highway. Therefore we request that a six-lane alternative |
Jim Samsel, AIA be included in the DEIS for Section A. A
*ﬁ:s?pﬁeu:rs iy e NCDOT should conduct a multi-disciplinary analysis of the
Joe Wakefield land use, urban design, and property tax impacts of the

Harry Weiss

The Asheville Design Center is a

alternatives. The current DEIS has only a cursory discussion =~ |
of land use impacts. It does not compare the effects of e
different alternatives. It does not address the potential re-use |
of current highway right-of-way along Patton Avenue in

501C3 non profit organization. Alternatives 4 and 4b. It does not examine opportunities for
~ Foryourrecords, re-connecting neighborhoods and the local street system. It
our Tax identification number is:

20-8268724

does not analyze the long-term effects of property takings or
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property re-use on the city’s tax base. It does not analyze the effect of reduced access to isolated H'“}
properties.

e The DEIS does not address the cumulative impacts of this project combined with the proposed
projects to widen 1-26 north and south of this project.

e The DEIS needs to be updated to reflect the traffic projections that are scheduled to be completed /

in October.

The DEIS does not quantify or compare the amounts of impervious surface for the alternatives.
e The DEIS does not adequately address the integration of other modes, including walking,

bicycling, and transit. Alternatives 4 and 4b have opportunities to improve accessibility by all |
three of these modes.

2. It is very important that the Preferred Alternative meet the goals of the Community Coordinating
Committee (CCC) report and the City of Asheville’s 2025 Plan, which call for separation of local and
interstate traffic on the Smoky Park Bridge. Removing interstate traffic from the bridge and adjacent

portions of Patton Avenue will allow new urban development along Patton Avenue, with Patton Avenue | &

being more of a “Boulevard” section. Several street section alternates are laid out in thie Transportation
element of the 2025 Plan. Since Alternatives 2 and 3 do not meet the adopted City goals, we recommend
that they be eliminated from further consideration.

3. Other major goals in the CCC report are: matching the scale of the project to the character of the
community; and minimizing neighborhood, business, and environmental impacts. The alternatives as
currently designed do not meet these goals. The alternatives retained for further study should be refined to
reflect context-sensitive design principles. The alignment, and especially the interchanges, should fit into
the urban framework. Sprawling suburban-type ramps are not appropriate along Patton Avenue. NCDOT
should take advantage of the flexibility that is permitted by FHWA in developing “good design that is
sensitive to its surrounding environment” (Flexibility in Highway Design, Federal Highway
Administration). We urge serious consideration of the following design refinements:

o The design of the east side interchange (Alt. 4 & 4b) should be tightened up to save up to five
houses in the Hill Street neighborhood. The westbound 1-240 lanes could be moved adjacent to
the eastbound lanes. Both roadways should be narrowed from three lanes to two lanes east of the
Patton Avenue ramps. The westbound on-ramp and eastbound off-ramp could be designed as a
typical half-diamond ramp, with right-angle turns where the ramps intersect a cross road that
connects to Patton. This should allow preservation of the Hill Street neighborhood, as well as
providing more land for potential infill development on the north side of Patton Avenue. There are
several other design ideas that we have drawn up that we would like to share with you as well. We

,,,,,
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we look forward to that conversation.

weaving problem could be solved by addlng a new ramp, for traffic wanting to exit at Paﬁon from
southbound 1-26 near Riverside Drive to 1-240 westbound near the river crossing; this would allow
a single right-hand lane to handle all exiting traffic to Patton. The new ramp vwvould take additional
property along Riverside Drive, but this would be offset by smaller right-of-way needs along
Patton; also, the Riverside Drive property, which is in the flood plain, will be taken in the future
by the Wilma Dykeman Riverway Plan, which is part of DOT’s approved Cormprehensive
Transportation Plan. Using a diamond ramp layout at Patton could also allow Patton to cross over
[-26, as in Alternative 4. This is preferable in terms of urban design, visual impacts, and potential
property re-use.

In Alternative 4b, the length of elevated structure next to Riverside Cemetery and the Montford
neighborhood could possibly be shortened. One option would be to reduce the: number of lanes for

In Alternative 4b, the west side mterchange could be made more efficient by using a diamond 2%
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1-26 to two each way, and eliminate any space between the northbound and southbound roadways.
Another option would be to shift Riverside Drive to the west side of the railroad. This would create | - -t {
a wider right-of-way for the new highway and allow 1-26 to come down to grade further south. As
in the previous comment, this would entail taking land in the flood plain that is already
programmed for acquisition for the Wilma Dykeman Riverway.

4. The new bridge over the French Broad can be an icon for Asheville. It should be designed using __
techniques which will result in a dramatic, attractive, and cost-effective structure. Examples include the | 78~
Cooper River Bridge in Charleston, SC and the Linn Cove Viaduct on the Blue Ridge Parkway. ,
5. There appears to be some confusion about the design standards used for the project. The DEIS refers to—
a 50 mph design speed for the 1-240 portion of the project. However, a sheet received from Figg Inc.

shows a design speed of 60 mph for 1-240. We request that NCDOT consider using slower speeds for I .2
certain elements of the project, as permitted by FHWA guidelines, in order to reduce the project’s footprint o
in sensitive areas./Examples are the 1-240 bridges over the French Broad River in Alternative 4b, and the

ramps to and from Patton Avenue in all alternatives.

™

6. We question the cost estimates for Alternative 4b that were presented at the September public hearing-

The table shows almost identical right-of-way costs for Alternatives 4 and 4b. However, the north end of
Alternative 4 takes a large swath of land west of the river and north of Emma Road that is not touched by \
Alternative 4b, which uses existing DOT right-of-way for its northern section. DOT’s own figures show 0"
that Alt. 4 takes 84 acres vs. only 56 acres for Alt. 4b. We also believe that the design refinements %
described above could result in significantly lower costs for both construction and right-of-way. We are

open to continuing our conversation with Asheville representatives from NCDOT on this, and we can share
our information on property if it will help the conversation.

In summary, we believe that Alternatives 2 and 3 for Section B should be rejected, since they donot™] - - \>
conform to the City of Asheville’s adopted 2025 Plan. Furthermore, they have the largest property 1 7
impacts. Alternative 2 takes Westgate Shopping Center, which would have a negative impact on the tax |
base for the City of Asheville. It also takes numerous houses in the Vandalia Avenue neighborhood. .
Alternative 3 takes the largest number of houses, including many in the Burton Street neighborhood. = 4 == \
While these alternatives have lower capital costs than Alternatives 4 or 4b, this does not account for

financial benefits to the City and County with 4 and 4b, due to fewer property takes and valuable land )
along Patton Avenue being returned to the tax base.

For Alternatives 4 and 4b, we believe that costs and impacts can be reduced if the recommended design
refinements are made. We believe that the final analysis will show that Alternative 4b has significantly
smaller impacts on property and streams than Alternative 4, and that the capital cost estimates for

Alternatives 4 and 4b will be comparable. Therefore we urge the adoption of Alternative 4b as the
Preferred Alternative.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important project.

Joe Minico#zi



cc:

Representative Heath Shuler

Mayor Terry Bellamy, City of Asheville

Chairman Nathan Ramsey, Buncombe County Commission
Senator Martin Nesbitt

Representative Susan Fisher

Representative Charles Thomas -

Representative Bruce Goforth

Commissioner Chuck McGrady, TAC Chair

Mr. Alan Thornburg, NCDOT Board Member

Mr. Drew Joiner, P.E., NCDOT Human Environment Unit
Ms. Carrie Runser-Turner, Transportation Coordinator, Land-of-Sky Region



December 19, 2008

Mr. Drew Joyner, P.E.

NCDOT — Human Environment Unit
1583 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1583

Dear Drew:

The Asheville Area Chamber of Commerce has completed a comprehensive analysis on the four design alternatives
including 2, 3, 4, and 4B of Section B of the I-26 Connector project. In its deliberations, the Chamber dedicated
thoughtful consideration to the following criteria in evaluating the design options:

e  Maintain the view-shed along the French Broad River

e  Minimize the impact on the Montford Historic District, the oldest local Historic District in Asheville —
particularly related to noise and visual impact to the District and Riverside Cemetery

e Maintain Westgate Plaza and protection of land value along the west side of the French Broad River

e Minimize the impact on the developable land along the east side of the French Broad River north of Patton
Avenue

e  Maintain the potential of a walkable, pedestrian friendly connection across the French Broad River from

east and west

Minimize the repetitive local eastbound and westbound travel distance and gasoline consumption

Minimize the impact on the east-west skyline with I-26 crossing under Patton Avenue

Minimize the environmental impact on the French Broad River and banks of the river

Provide future opportunities on the east side of the river to allow for better access to downtown from West

Asheville

After extensive research, input and consideration of the four designs as presented in the 2008 NCDOT plans and
three dimensional simulation models, the Asheville Area Chamber of Commerce Board of Directors voted on
November 25, 2008 to recommend the selection of Alternative 3 for Section B in the NCDOT I-26 Connector
project. Alternative 3 meets the requirements of the criteria captured above concerning the quality of life, economic
prosperity, protection of the environment, the safety of visitors and local citizens, and the beauty of the Asheville
community. The Chamber Board encourages NCDOT to study the existing interchange on the west side of the river
for simplification and looks forward to discussing important aesthetics considerations for the project and signature
enhancements of the bridges.

We appreciate the talent and resources that NCDOT has made to this critical project in our community.

Sincerely,

Richard J. Lutovsky Laura Copeland
President & CEO Vice President Workforce Development/Public Policy



From: Rhea, Vincent J

To: Weisner, Jeff; Trencansky. Peter

Subject: FW: 1-26 ConnectUs Project comment letter
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2012 9:49:42 AM
Attachments: i-26 ConnectUs Project comment letter.doc

Draft EIS comments - June 2008.pdf

Gentlemen
FYI & files.
Vince

----- Original Message-----

From: Julie Mayfield [mailto:Julie@wnca.org]

Sent: Tuesday, December 18, 2012 9:41 AM

To: Rhea, Vincent J

Cc: Weaver, Derrick G; Swain, James J; Tipton, Ricky A
Subject: 1-26 ConnectUs Project comment letter

Hello Vince - | hope this message finds you well. On behalf of the 1-26 ConnectUs Project, | am
submitting the attached letter with our revised goal statement and a list of issues we would like to see
addressed in the EIS that is under revision. | also would like to resubmit the Alliance's comment letter
to the 2008 EIS, prepared by Doug Ruley at SELC, to ensure the comments there that are still relevant
are also addressed in the revised EIS.

Please let me know if you have any questions. We look forward to working with you and your DOT
team on this project in the months and years to come.

All the best
Julie

Julie V. Mayfield, Executive Director
Western North Carolina Alliance

29 N. Market Street, Suite 610
Asheville, NC 28801
828-258-8737

828-258-9241 fax

Email correspondence to and from this sender is subject to the N.C. Public Records Law and may be
disclosed to third parties.
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WESTERN NORTH CAROLINA

ALLIANCE

Protecting our mountains, rivers, and forests

Vince Rhea, P.E.

N.C. Dept. of Transportation
1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548

Re: I-26 Connector, TIP No. 1-2513

Dear Mr. Rhea:

Now that work on the 1-26 Connector Project has begun again, the I-26 ConnectUs Group would
like to provide the following comments to you and DOT regarding our hoped for goals for the project and
the new EIS. The I-26 ConnectUs Group represents most of the potentially impacted neighborhoods,
including West Asheuville, Burton Street, East-West Asheville, WECAN, and Montford. Though we no
longer have a specific representative for the Emma community, we continue to consider the interests of
that neighborhood. The group also has participation from the Asheville Housing Authority, Christians for
a United Community, the design community and, of course, the Western North Carolina Alliance.

The 1-26 ConnectUs Project has revised its 2009 goal statement to better reflect the current
status of the project and the need for all parties involved to step back from earlier, entrenched positions.
Our current goal statement, or vision, for the project appears below, and we would anticipate being able
to support a project that met these goals:

To ensure the long term health and success of the economy, citizens, and

environment of Asheville and the surrounding area, the final design and

construction of the Asheville I-26 Connector should achieve the following:
o Safe travel for interstate and local traffic

Improved connections for all modes of local traffic

Minimal destruction of neighborhoods, homes, and businesses

Minimal harm to air and water quality

Improvements that match the scale and character of Asheville

In addition, there are several issues that we request the new EIS specifically address. Many of
these are standard considerations for EISs, but we want to be sure DOT understands what we think is
most important and provides information that will help Asheville and DOT make the best possible
decisions around this project. Therefore, we request that the new EIS include the following;

o Recognition of the importance of the environment and character of Asheville, their role in
promoting regional tourism, and an analysis of the impacts the various alternatives will have
on these.

¢ An assessment of the impacts the alternatives will have on neighborhood and city connectivity
via local streets and documentation of specific impacts to neighborhoods.

29 North Market Western Office
Street FRENCH BROAD 16 Stewart Street
Suite 610 RIVERKEEPER Franklin, NC

28801 ALLIANCE R Phone: 828-524-
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An analysis of how this project helps advance or impede the goals and implementation of
various plans adopted by the City of Asheville, Buncombe County, and the region, including
the Long Range Transportation Plan; the City’s 2025 plan, Greenway Master Plan, Transit
Master Plan, Pedestrian Plan, and Bicycle Plan; and the County’s new Greenway Master
Plan.

An analysis of whether improvements to local roads and/or transportation demand
management strategies would be effective at reducing local traffic on 1-26.

A clear explanation of the traffic forecast and the resulting recommendation on the number of
lanes, as well as the tradeoffs inherent in the relationship between the number of lanes and
the level of service.

A new traffic forecast that uses a revised local model to see if state and national trends in
reduction of VMT is occurring in Asheville and what impact that might have on the project.
An analysis of the application of the NCDOT Complete Streets Policy and the new NCDOT
Public Health Policy to this project and how this project advances or impedes the goals of
these policies.

A more complete analysis of the air and water quality impacts of the various alternatives.

For purposes of the EIS, we also note the addition of New Belgium to our community in the
vicinity of this project, and we ask that the DOT consider in its design alternatives providing easier
highway access for New Belgium truck traffic that reduces the impact on surrounding neighborhoods.

Finally, we encourage DOT to focus the funding available for this project on Section B. We
realize the only currently available funding is for Section A through West Asheville, but Section Ais a
much lower priority and, if funding continues to be limited, should be built after Section B. In no case
should Section A be built before or apart from Section B, as that would be unnecessarily destructive to
neighborhoods, homes, and the environment and would not address any transportation need.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. As members and leaders of this
community, we look forward to working with you and others to design and chose the alternative that will
best serve Asheville and its citizens and visitors for decades to come.

Sincerely,

% A %7/%
Julie V. Mayfield
Executive Director

Cc:  Asheville City Council
Buncombe County Commission
Paul Black, French Broad River MPO
Jay Swain, NCDOT Division 13
Rick Tipton, NCDOT Division 13



September 26,2013

Mr. Clarence Coleman

Dr. Unwanna Dabney

North Carolina Division

Federal Highway Administration
310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410
Raleigh, NC 27601

Re: 1-26 Connector Project, TIP Project Number 1-2513
Dear Mr. Coleman and Dr. Dabney:

As elected leaders of the region and board members of the French Broad River MPO, we are
writing to formally request that FHWA reconsider the current requirement imposed on the [-26
Connector Project that all segments of the project meet Level of Service (LOS) D or better at all
times of the day. In place of that current requirement, we ask that FHWA consider making a design
exception, or otherwise allowing flexibility, that would enable consideration of a smaller footprint
that would safely accommodate the anticipated capacity demands.

This request stems from an ad-hoc group of Buncombe County and City of Asheville elected
and community leaders who came together in March to seek agreement on long-standing, divisive
issues that have surrounded this project for well over a decade. The overarching goal of this group
is to reach consensus on these divisive issues, secure broad community support for the project, and
thus see the project completed in a timely manner. More specifically, this group seeks to:

1. Move the project forward expeditiously to address congestion, safety, and commerce

2. ldentify ways to bring the project cost down to ensure value to the taxpayers and
competitive ranking within the state prioritization process; and

3. Ensure minimal harm to neighborhoods and the environment.

As other elected leaders in the region, we share these goals. Because the LOS requirement on this
project serves to increase the project cost, increase the community impacts, and is a major point of
contention in the community, we endorse this specific request to re-examine the LOS requirement.

Background
We understand that FHWA does not dictate the number of lanes required for any particular

project. We also understand that the AASHTO Green Book and federal regulations recommend a
minimum of LOS D for urban freeway projects, a recommendation that FHWA expressly, and quite
unusually, imposed as a requirement on the 1-26 Connector Project in July 2004. It is also true,



however, that FHWA allows design exceptions to Green Book standards and has done so on other
projects in North Carolina, particularly in urban environments.

As you know, the various demand analyses and modeling done for this project over the
years have shown a wide range of projected traffic volumes for the design year. Despite these
variations, the North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) has only ever seriously
considered eight travel lanes and two auxiliary lanes for Section A through West Asheville to carry
this projected traffic. NCDOT’s stated rationale for this consistent position is that the projected
traffic volume cannot meet LOS D if there are fewer lanes. So while FHWA may not dictate the
specific number of lanes, the LOS requirement imposed on this project has the same effect.

Design Exception Request

In light of our collective desire to move the project forward, we are writing to ask you to
reconsider this LOS D requirement and consider making a design exception, or otherwise allowing
flexibility. FHWA’s webpage on design exceptions states:

While FHWA-approved standards apply to all projects on the [National
Highway System], we encourage flexibility and a context-sensitive approach
which considers the full range of project needs and the impacts to the
community and natural and human environment. Design exceptions are a
useful tool that may be employed to achieve a balance of project needs and
community values.

The website also states:

NHS geometric design standards provide a range of acceptable values for
highway features, and FHWA encourages the use of this flexibility to achieve
a design which best suits the desires of the community while satisfying the
purpose for the project and needs of its users.

Design values should be selected based on an evaluation of the context of the
facility, needs of all the various project users, safety, mobility (i.e., traffic
performance), human and natural environmental impacts, and project costs.
For most situations, there is sufficient flexibility within the range of
acceptable values to achieve a balanced design. However, when this is not
possible, a design exception may be considered and be appropriate.

Finally, the website states that “Design exceptions may be approved at any time prior to
finalizing the design of a project,” so it should not be too late for consideration of our
request.

FHWA has a clear system for considering design exceptions to its geometric design
standards. LOS, however, is not a geometric design standard, and is not listed as one of the



13 controlling criteria for which a formal design exception is required (see FHWA'’s
Mitigation Strategies for Design Exceptions, July 2007, p. 6). That would perhaps indicate
FHWA actually has more flexibility in determining LOS for any given project.

Despite the fact that LOS is not one of these controlling criteria, the justifications for
design exceptions cited in the 2007 Mitigation Strategies report might nevertheless be
instructive in considering flexibility in a required LOS. Those justifications include:

e Impacts to the natural environment

e Social or right-of-way impacts

e Preservation of historic or cultural resources
e Sensitivity to context

e Sensitivity to community values

« Construction or right-of-way costs

Additionally, with regard to reconstruction projects, which is what Section A
through West Asheville would be, this 2007 report states, “According to FHWA, design
exceptions are required for projects involving an existing alignment or corridor for which
reconstruction is proposed. Design exceptions may be more common on reconstruction
projects because of additional site constraints and, in some areas, years of development and
land use changes.” (p. 7).

Based on the design exception factors listed above and the extensive residential and
business development in this corridor, we believe the LOS requirement for the I-26
Connector Project deserves the kind of flexibility envisioned by FHWA for geometric design
exceptions. Further elaboration of these factors in the context of the I-26 Connector Project
appears below:

1. Construction and Right-of-Way Costs
The 8/10 lanes currently being considered for Section A have an impact on the cost of
the project. If a design exception on the LOS requirement allows NCDOT to build fewer
lanes and still accommodate projected traffic demand, the project cost will come down
and the project will be more competitive in the state prioritization process. It would
also be helpful, in this context, for us to better understand the role that the auxiliary
lanes play in the traffic capacity and LOS D analysis, as well as what they add to the cost.

2. Social or Right-of-Way Impacts
The 8/10 lanes currently being considered have significant impacts on residents and
businesses in West Asheville. Allowing a design exception that results in a smaller
footprint will reduce these impacts as well as community opposition to the project.

3. Sensitivity to Context/Construction and Right-of-Way Costs




For many reasons, including the non-car travel preferences of the millennial generation
and continuous reductions in national vehicle miles travelled statistics, travel demand
models across the state and country are showing greatly reduced projected demand.
We think it likely that this trend holds true in Asheville, especially given improved land
use planning in Buncombe County and recently expanded bike facilities and transit
service in Asheville. We are wary of overbuilding a costly and impactful highway when
a smaller footprint could suffice should current projections prove to be high.

4. Sensitivity to Context/Sensitivity to Community Values
Inherent in the LOS requirement is a judgment about the appropriate amount of
congestion. Given that a lower level of congestion means higher project costs and
community impacts, as regional leaders, we would like to better understand options
involving different levels of congestion and impacts. We are, perhaps, better judges of
what tradeoffs are appropriate for our region, but we need a better understanding of
those trade-offs - one that we do not have given FHWA's insistence on LOS D. Providing
a design exception would allow you, NCDOT, and us to more carefully examine and
determine the right balance between cost, impacts, and congestion.

5. Sensitivity to Context/Sensitivity to Community Values
We note that there is a move away from urban freeways, with several having been
dismantled in recent years. Cities are focusing more on preserving or rebuilding their
urban fabric, and we want the I-26 Connector to enhance Asheville’s sense of place
rather than diminish it. We want a highway that allows travelers to realize they are in a
special place rather than just pushes them through it. Taking a one-size-fits all
approach that results in an 8/10 lane highway that could be anywhere and does not
respect the context of a walkable, interconnected urban place runs counter to FHWA'’s
efforts to promote sustainable highways.

Traffic Capacity Analysis Concern

On a separate but related note, we are concerned that NCDOT did not perform an accurate
traffic capacity analysis in 2010. In that analysis, conducted by TGS Engineers, the traffic forecast
assumed eight lanes of induced-demand on Section A through West Asheville and concluded that
six lanes could not handle that volume (eight lanes of induced demand) and still meet LOS D. This
is, perhaps, not surprising. We do not know, however, if the lower volume of six lanes’ worth of
induced demand on six lanes would meet LOS D.

While our primary request to you is to consider allowing flexibility on the LOS D
requirement, we are concerned that the most recent traffic capacity analysis is not accurate or
complete and does not provide you, NCDOT, or our region with correct information on which to
move this project forward. Since this analysis matters for all the reasons mentioned above - project
cost, community values, social impacts, and context - we ask that you look at whether this analysis
needs to be redone to ensure it is correct and complete.



Conclusion

We very much want the I-26 Connector Project to move forward, and, by this letter, we are
inviting FHWA into a conversation and partnership with us as we work to achieve community
consensus around cost, community values, social impacts, and sensitivity to context. The specific
items we ask you to consider and discuss with us are the following:

1. Thatyou consider making a design exception to the recommended LOS D for urban
freeways for the I-26 Connector Project, or otherwise allow a level of flexibility that
would enable consideration of a smaller footprint for Section A that would safely
accommodate the anticipated capacity demands; and

2. Thatyou examine the 2010 traffic capacity analysis to determine if it was conducted
properly or whether additional analysis of six lanes is warranted.

We thank you in advance for your consideration of these requests, and we hope the
resulting conversation will advance the current, positive dialog between the City of Asheville and
Buncombe County around this project. We cannot impress upon you enough the importance of the
LOS issue to the success of these discussions, and we look forward to working with you and NCDOT
to address these concerns.

Sincere:}y,

“Jdn Davis
Chair, French Broad River MPO
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US.Department North Carolina Division 310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410
of fransportation Raleigh, NC 27601
Federal Highway (919) 856-4346
Administration October 24, 2013 (919) 747-7030
http://www.thwa.dot.gov/ncdiv/

In Reply Refer To:

HDA-NC

Mr. Jan Davis

Chair, French Broad River Metropolitan Planning Organization
339 New Leicester Highway, Suite 140

Asheville, NC 28806

Dear Mr. Davis:

Thank you for your September 26, 2013, letter regarding the Interstate 26 Connector project. As
you are aware, the project known as the Interstate Connector has a long history and has been
under development since 1995, when State and local leaders pursued the designation of U.S.
Route 19/23 as part of the future Interstate System. The North Carolina Department of
Transportation (NCDOT), in its agreement with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA),
agreed to construct and upgrade the corridor to meet all standards of the Interstate System.

Your letter requests that we approve a design exception to the recommended Level of Service D
for urban freeways for the I-26 Connector Project or flexibility for consideration of a smaller
footprint for the project. We cannot act on your design exception request for two reasons. First,
all requests for design exceptions must come to the FHWA through the NCDOT. The NCDOT
has neither requested a design exception nor provided information in support of such a request.
Secondly, a major component of the Interstate 26 Connector is to construct a new interstate
highway to connect I-26 from the 1-26/1-40/1-240 interchange southwest of Asheville to US 19-
23-70 north of Asheville so that a corridor up to Tennessee may be designated as [-26. Federal
law (title 23 U.S.C. §109(b)) and regulation (23 C.F.R. §625.4(a)) requires this project to
accommodate the types and volumes of traffic anticipated for such project for the twenty-year
period commencing on date of our approval of the plans, specifications, and estimates for actual
construction of such project. For urban areas, FHWA has adopted through regulation, a level of
service D requirement for Interstates in urban areas. FHWA has seldom added a new facility to
the original Interstate system that did address anticipated future traffic.

Your second request asks that we examine the 2010 traffic capacity analysis to determine if it
was conducted properly and if further analysis is warranted. In previous discussions with FHWA
staff, the French Broad River MPO staff has been advised that the results of the traffic analysis
being used for this project are based on the region’s travel demand model. It is FHWAs opinion
that unless volumes from an updated travel demand model are significantly different from the
travel demand model data used for the 2010 traffic capacity analysis, further capacity analysis
would not provide results that are considerably different from the 2010 analysis. We are willing
to assist you in addressing travel demand through congestion management strategies in the



planning process. We are also willing to work with you and the NCDOT to implement the
upcoming MAP-21 performance measures for the interstate system in your region and the
establishment of targets to improve its performance.

Thank you for sharing your concerns with the FHWA. We welcome a meeting and continued
dialogue with your group of elected and community leaders along with the NCDOT to address
your concerns.

Sincerely,

(_ /gé%ww 4 K%/@/

For John F. Sullivan, III, P.E.
Division Administrator

cc: Mr. J. J. (Jay) Swain, Jr., PE, NCDOT, Division 13
Ms. Jennifer Harris, P.E., NCDOT, PDEA
Mr. Derrick Weaver, NCDOT, PDEA
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1-26 - Proposed Asheville Connector
NCDOT TIP Project 1-2513

Issue No. 1

March, 1998

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The North Carolina Department of
Transportation proposes building a
four-lane freeway connecting
Interstate 26 southwest of Asheville
to US 19/23/70 north of Asheville.
When completed, the freeway will
join 1-26 near Sams Gap at the
Tennessee state line with 1-26
southwest of Asheville.

The project involves improving
existing Interstate 240 from the
Interstates 26/40/240 interchange
southwest of Asheville to Patton
Avenue and building a freeway on
new location from Patton Avenue
northward across the French Broad
River to US 19/23/70 south of
Broadway Street (SR 1781) in
Asheville.

The project is included in the 1998-
2004 Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP) as project 1-2513.
Right-of-way acquisition is
scheduled to begin in 1999 with
construction to follow in 2001.

PROJECT NEED

The extension of 1-26 through
Buncombe and Madison Counties
northward to Tennessee will route
additional traffic along the study
corridor through Asheville. A traffic
study and capacity analyses of 1-240
southwest of Asheville confirms the
need for improvements. The existing
facility, including the Smoky Park
Bridges over the French Broad
River, will not accommodate future
traffic demands at an acceptable
level.

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

A Phase | Environmental Analysis
completed in 1995 determined the
study corridor for this project. Since
the Phase | analysis, conceptual
plans have been developed to
determine reasonable and feasible
alternatives  within the study
corridor. These alternatives include:
improving the existing roadway
southwest of Patton Avenue, and
three alignments on new location
north of Patton Avenue. Each of the
new location alignments cross the
French Broad River and tie into US
19-23-70 south of the Broadway
Street interchange serving UNC-
Asheville.

All alignments will be evaluated
based on engineering,
environmental and socio-economic
factors before selecting a preferred
alternative. Other factors include;
costs, roadway safety, traffic growth,
and maintenance of existing traffic
service. Environmental factors
include; potential impacts to historic
sites, and wetland areas. The socio-
economic factors include
anticipated impacts to existing
homes and businesses.

I-240 Southwest
of Patton Avenue

The capacity analysis indicates
existing 1-240 will need eight lanes
from the 1-26 interchange to the
1-240/Patton Avenue interchange to
accommodate the estimated 2020
traffic. Widening the existing
roadway will affect most properties
along the route and require the
relocation of an estimated 9
businesses and 59 residences.

New Location Alternatives

Three new location freeway
alignments were developed from
immediately southwest of the
1-240/Patton Avenue interchange
northward across the French Broad
River to existing US 19-23-70. All of
these alternatives improve the

existing 1-240/Patton Avenue
interchange before continuing
northward along new location.

Alternatives 1 and 2 cross the
Westgate Shopping Center property
and Alternative 3 crosses a portion
of the golf course at the Holiday Inn
Sunspree. Alternative 1 ties into
existing US 19-23-70 adjacent to the
Riverside Cemetery. Alternatives 2
and 3 tie into US 19-23-70 between
the Riverside Cemetery and

Broadway Street (SR 1781).
Alternative 1 will require the
relocation of an estimated 56
businesses and 20 residences.
Alternative 2 will require the
relocation of an estimated 52
businesses and 49 residences.
Alternative 3 will require the

relocation of an estimated 16
businesses and 58 residences.

CITIZENS WORKSHOP

On Thursday, April 23, 1998, an informal
workshop will be held at the National
Guard Armory on Brevard Road near 1-240,
from 4:00 to 7:00 p.m. Engineers will answer
questions and receive comments about the
project. The preliminary conceptual plans
illustrating the project alternatives will be
displayed.

INFO-LINE

To obtain information and offer comments
concerning this project, call:

1-919-319-8850




PROJECT MAILING LIST

Add your name to the mailing list by
contacting:

Asheville Connector
TGS Engineers
Suite 141
975 Walnut Street
Cary, NC 27511

INFORMATION AND COMMENTS

For more information about this project, or
to express any comments or concerns, write
to either TGS Engineers or the NCDOT at
the addresses below. Please refer to Project
1-2513 when writing about the proposed
project. All comments and questions will be
addressed as soon as possible.

Mr. Drew Joyner, P.E.
Project Development and Environmental
Analysis Branch
N.C. Department of Transportation
1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548
1-919-733-3141
djoyner@dot.state.nc.us

or

J. Kenneth Burleson, P.E.
TGS Engineers
Suite 141
975 Walnut Street
Cary, NC 27511
1-919-319-8850

PROJECT
INFO-LINE

1-919-319-8850



I1-26 Connector

Asheville
NCDOT TIP Project I-2513

Issue No. 2

November, 2000

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Many developments have taken place
concerning the I-26 Connector Projectin
Asheville since the initial public
workshop held in April 1998. The
interest in the project at that workshop
led to more than twelve additional
meetings with affected neighborhoods
and business groups to explain the
proposed project and find ways to
reduce and/or mitigate the project
impacts. Early this year, the City of
Asheville requested that the North
Carolina Department of Transportation
(NCDOT) conduct a more
comprehensive public involvement
process for the project to allow other
Asheville residents the opportunity to
learn more about the project and to
comment on the proposed project
designs.

As a result of the City request, the 1-26
Connector Community Coordinating
Committee (CCC), consisting of local
government, business groups and
neighborhood association leaders, was
formed to develop a more
comprehensive public involvement
process aimed at building community
consensus for this major facility. The
CCC organized two public meetings.
The first, to inform the public of the
project considerations, and the second,
to provide an opportunity for the
expression of opinions and ideas for the
project. In June, an educational forum
was held at UNC-A to educate interested
citizens about the project. Many
possibilities for project improvements
were explained at this forum. In July, a
two-day design forum was held at the
Renaissance Hotel to encourage local
citizens to suggest modifications to the
proposed plans. Several new ideas and
design concepts were proposed at this
forum.

As a result of the comments received at
the design forum, the CCC developed
several key recommendations for the
project. These recommendations were
reviewed, approved and forwarded to
NCDOT by the Asheville City Council
and the Asheville Urban Area
Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO). In an effort to expedite the
project development, NCDOT has
developed an initial response to these
key recommendations. NCDOT will
continue to consider these
recommendations during the project
development. Below are the key
recommendations from the CCC listed
in italics, followed by the NCDOT
response to the City and MPO including
suggestions for methods to address
these recommendations:

COMMUNITY COORDINATING
COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATIONS WITH
NCDOT RESPONSES

ake a strong recommendation to
Mthe City Council and MPO that
the alternative alignment
developed at the Design Forum receive
serious study for inclusion in the

project Environmental Impact
Statement.

NCDOT has initiated an evaluation of
the alternative alignment concept
developed at the Design Forum. During
the development of this concept,
several alternatives have arisen that will
be shared with the CCC for further
consideration. In our efforts to expedite
the project development, we must focus
our evaluations; therefore, we will work
with the community in an attempt to
determine the most suitable alternative
alignment(s) for serious study.

ke a strong recommendation to
Mhe City Council and MPO that

the NCDOT, FHWA and local
citizens work together as a "Committee
on Visual Design" to develop ideas for
bridge design, signage, overpass
design, landscaping and other aesthetic
issues that reflect our community’s
character.

NCDOT is committed to working with
the local citizens to develop ideas for
aesthetic issues reflecting the
community’s character. It is our hope
that the City and the CCC can help
provide the local leadership necessary
to organize a “Committee on Visual
Design” to address these issues
throughout the planning and design of
the project.

ke a strong recommendation to

Mhe City Council and MPO that

the NCDOT and FHWA expedite

the development of new and updated

traffic models for use on the ultimate

design of this project, including
regional air quality modeling.

NCDOT is expediting the development
of a new traffic model for the Asheville
Urban Area. However, as these models
often take years to develop as useful
tools for project planning, the current
model must continue to be the basis for
the planning and design of this facility.
The existing model will be updated with
current land use data and traffic
volumes to determine traffic projections
for all the alternatives. In addition,
NCDOT will attempt to constrain the
updated model to show the effect of the
completed project with four, six, and
eight lanes on the rest of the road
network in Asheville.

ake a strong recommendation to
Mthe City Council and MPO that



the NCDOT and FHWA explore
engineering and signage options to
improve the north-to-east connection of
eastbound I-26 traffic with I-40 in an
easterly direction as part of this project
or a simultaneous project. The specific
concerns involve limiting commercial
truck through-traffic on 1-240 and on
lesser-classified roadways proximate to
residential areas.

NCDOT will consider alignment and
signage options to improve the
connection from US 19-23 southbound
(proposed 1-26 eastbound) to [-40
eastbound that are available within the
scope of the 1-26 Connector project. To
provide a new connection between
these facilities is not considered to be
part of the 1-26 Connector project and
will need to be considered by the
Asheville Area MPO for addition to the
Transportation Improvement Program
(TIP). Prohibiting commercial truck
through traffic on 1-240 cannot be
achieved since this is a federal
interstate route.

ake a strong recommendation to
Mthe City Council and MPO

reflecting the Committee’s
general consensus that the bicycle and
pedestrian connectivity be restored to
link neighborhoods and the river while
simultaneously exploring traffic calming
measures to reduce the vehicular
impact on residential streets.

Working with the City of Asheville,
NCDOT is currently developing several
means to provide bicycle and pedestrian
connectivity with the project. Project
elements currently developed to restore
this connectivity include: 1) plans to
connect Amboy Road with the future
greenway to Hominy Creek Park, 2)
plans to reconnect Amboy Road with
Brevard Road including reconnections
with Fairfax and Virginia Avenues, 3)
plans to provide the additional
clearance at the State Street underpass
requested by the City to accommodate
bicycles and pedestrians, 4) plans to
continue the Patton Avenue sidewalk
from the Smoky Park Bridge westward
to the Hazel Mill Road area, and 5) plans
to reconnect to the existing Hazel Mill
Road/Craven Street access to the
French Broad River. These plans have
been developed in close coordination
with the City of Asheville. However,
traffic calming measures on local
streets to reduce vehicular impact on
residential areas is principally the
responsibility of the City. As these are
locally sensitive issues, NCDOT will

continue to work with the City to
achieve this recommendation.

ake a strong recommendation to
Mthe City Council and MPO that

the NCDOT and FHWA ensure
that all interchange design is
community sensitive. To achieve this
end, it would be helpful to provide
artist's renditions of feasible design
alternatives for public review.

NCDOT is planning to provide renditions
of feasible design alternatives in
sensitive interchange areas for public
review. NCDOT will continue to
coordinate with the CCC to determine
the alternatives and areas to be
rendered.

ake a strong recommendation to
Mthe City Council and MPO that

the NCDOT and FHWA seriously
examine safety issues
construction and design including
maintenance of traffic during
construction and emergency access
after construction.

in project

NCDOT will seriously examine all safety
issues in the project design including
the maintenance of traffic during
construction as well as emergency
access after the project completion.

ake a strong recommendation to
Mthe City Council and MPO that

the NCDOT and FHWA release
any unneeded right-of-way at the
completion of this project to the City of
Asheville to be zoned and used in
accordance with a land use plan to be
developed by the City in cooperation
with the NCDOT.

Assuming some of the right-of-way is
not needed after construction, NCDOT
must follow NC General Statue 136-19
when dealing with right-of-way
acquisition and disposition. This law
generally prescribes, for any lands not
needed for highway right-of-way, that
NCDOT shall give first consideration to
the former property owner. However, a
great deal about how such property is
disposed of is determined by the means
under which it was acquired. The
NCDOT Right-of-Way Disposal
Committee makes determinations as to
the disposition of NCDOT right-of-way.

ake a strong recommendation to
Mthe City Council and MPO that
the NCDOT and FHWA keep the

1-26 Connector project on its current or,
preferably, an expedited schedule.

Given the time needed to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement,
design the project, and acquire right of
way, an expedited schedule is not
possible. NCDOT is making every effort
to keep the I-26 Connector project oniits
current completion date based on the
2002-2008 Draft Transportation
Improvement Program. However,
unless a decision is made on the
preferred alternative early next year, the
scheduled completion date will likely be
delayed.

NEXT STEP

Over the next several months, NCDOT
will continue to work with the local
community to develop the project. If
new designs are found to be feasible
for consideration in the project
environmental impact analysis, they will
be developed for future public
presentation and review.

COMMENTS

The NCDOT hopes that all interested
citizens were able to attend the recent
public forums to learn more about this
important project and express any
concerns. If you were not able to attend
these forums and would like to express
your concerns, and/or ask questions
concerning the project please contact
us at the telephone numbers or the
mailing or email addresses listed on the
back of this newsletter.

COMING SOON

Look for the I-26 Connector website
at “NCDOT Projects” on NCDOT’s
webpage www.dot.state.nc.us



PROJECT MAILING LIST

Add your name to the mailing list
by contacting:

Asheville Connector
TGS Engineers
Suite 141
975 Walnut Street
Cary, NC 27511

1-26 Connector Newsletter
ensinetrs 7o TGS Engineers
975 Walnut Street

r(‘ Suite 141

Cary, NC 27511

INFORMATION AND COMMENTS

or more information about this
F project, or to express any comments

or concerns, write to either TGS

Engineers or the NCDOT at the
addresses below. Please refer to Project I-
2513 when writing about the proposed
project. All comments and questions will
be addressed as soon as possible.

Mr. Drew Joyner, P.E.
Project Development and Environmental
Analysis Branch
N.C. Department of Transportation
1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548
1-919-733-3141
djoyner@dot.state.nc.us

or

Mr. J. K. Burleson, P.E.
TGS Engineers
975 Walnut Street, Suite 141
Cary, NC 27511
1-919-319-8850
kburleson@tgsengineers.com

PROJECT
INFO-LINE
1-919-319-8850

If you have questions concerning
other transportation projects,
please call our Customer Service
Office toll free at 1-877-DOT-4YOU
or check our website for more
information at
www.dot.state.nc.us
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January 2004 ||

Project Expanded As A Result Of Public Involvement

As a result of suggestions received at the
public design forum held in the July 2000,
the N.C. Department of Transportation
(NCDOT) has expanded the 1-26
Connector study corridor to include the
area along the eastern side of the French
Broad River near the Smoky Park Bridges,
and the area surrounding the
1-26/1-40/1-240 interchange southwest of
Asheville. This expansion allows the
consideration of additional alternatives as
well as improvements to the 1-26/1-40/
1-240 interchange.

New Alternatives Added

NCDOT has added two new project
alternatives, Alternatives 4 and 5, to the
new location portion of the project north
of Patton Avenue. These alternatives
separate Patton Avenue and [-240 traffic
across the French Broad River with new
river crossings and improvements along I-
240 and Patton Avenue immediately east
of the river. These alternatives are
shown on the maps on the inside of this
newsletter.

Interchange Improvements
Added

NCDOT also proposes to improve the
1-26/1-40/1-240 interchange in southwest
Asheville as part of the [-26 Connector
project. During the public design forum,
many local citizens requested that the
department provide the missing interstate
connections between the future I-26 and
1-40. Currently, there are no direct
connections for vehicles traveling south on
1-240 to I-40 East and for those traveling
west on 1-40 to north on 1-240.
Improvements to the interchange will add

these connections as well as relieve existing
congestion and improve safety through this
area.

Project Study Progress

NCDOT recently has completed a new
area traffic prediction computer model.
Environmental evaluations of cultural and
natural resources were completed for the
expanded study area east of the French
Broad River and are underway in the area
of the 1-26/1-40/1-240 interchange.

Field Studies

During the next year, NCDOT will
conduct additional field studies to
determine potential environmental impacts
within the project area. Land surveys will
be conducted to develop detailed maps
of the study area. Many areas will be
surveyed that will not be directly
affected by the project.

These surveys will enable NCDOT to
conduct engineering studies that will help
determine the environmental impacts of
each of the alternatives under
consideration.

Public Involvement

Small group meetings will be held with
local interest groups such as
neighborhoods businesses, and civic
organizations. A project aesthetics
advisory committee will be formed to
suggest design details to reflect the
character of the community. NCDOT will
hold two more citizens informational
workshops to display project alternatives
and receive public comment.

Schedule

As a result of the project improvements
and the additional studies needed to
complete the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, the project schedule has been
updated as follows:

Conduct I-26/1-40/1-240
Interchange Workshop (Spring 04)

Conduct Alternates

Workshop (Summer 05)

Complete Draft Environmental

Impact Statement  (Winter 05/06)
Conduct Public

Hearing (Winter 05/06)
Select Preferred

Alternative (Spring 06)

Complete Final Environmental

Impact Statement (Late 06)
Conduct Public

Workshop (Summer 07)
Complete Right of Way

Plans (Summer 07)
Award Right of Way &

Construction Contract (Spring 08)

Anticipated Construction

Completion (2012)




WEBSITE

To learn more about the 1-26 Connector
project, please visit the project website at:
www.ncdot.org/projects/I26Connector

PROJECT MAILING LIST

Add your name to the mailing list
by contacting:

1-26 Connector in Asheville
TGS Engineers
Suite 141
975 Walnut Street
Cary, NC 27511

1-26 Connector Newsletter
enoineens 1GS Engineers

HEEE 975 Walnut Street

Suite 141

Cary, NC 27511

CHANGE SERVICE REQUESTED

INFORMATION AND COMMENTS

For more information or to express any
comments or concerns about the 1-26
Connector, contact either TGS Engineers
or the NCDOT at the addresses below.
Please refer to Project 1-2513 when
writing about the proposed project. All
comments and questions will be addressed
as soon as possible.

Mr. Drew Joyner, P.E.
Project Development and Environmental
Analysis Branch
N.C. Department of Transportation

1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1548
919-733-7844 Ext. 269
djoyner@dot.state.nc.us

or

Mr. J. Kenneth Burleson, P.E.
TGS Engineers
975 Walnut Street, Suite 141
Cary, NC 27511
919-319-8850 Ext. 109
kburleson@tgsengineers.com

I-26
CONNECTOR
INFO-LINE
919-319-8850

If you have questions concerning
other transportation projects, please
call our Customer Service Office toll
free at 1-877-DOT-4YOU or check
our website for more information at
www.ncdot.org
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Project Citizens Workshop Scheduled

The North Carolina Department of Transportation has scheduled a Citizen’s Informational Workshop in Asheville
on Monday, October 9 and Tuesday October 10 to answer questions and receive comments about the entire [-26
Connector project. This informal workshop will be held in the ballroom at the Renaissance Hotel located at
One Thomas Wolfe Plaza in downtown Asheville. For the convenience of interested parties, three time periods
will be available for attendance. Project information and staff will be available on Monday, October 9 from
4:00 pm until 7:00 pm and again on Tuesday, October 10 from 11:00 am until 2:00 pm and also on Tuesday,

October 10 from 5:00 pm until 8:00 pm. The same information will be available at each session.

THREE SECTIONS STUDIED

The proposed I-26 Connector is located
on the west side of Asheville, North
Carolina and improves the existing
1-240 and US 19-23 corridors from the
1-26/1-40/1-240 interchange to the
US 19-23-70 interchange with SR 1781
(Broadway). The project limits begin
along I-26 south of the 1-26/1-240/1-40
interchange and continue northeastward
along [-240, then cross Patton Avenue
near the Westgate Shopping Center and
continue northward on new location
before crossing the French Broad River
and joining US 19/23/70 just south of
Broadway.

The project improvements are defined in
three separate sections, Section A, B
and C that must be combined to
comprise the entire project. Section A
includes  widening and  safety
improvements along existing F240 from
just north of the 1-26/1-240/1-40
interchange to just south of the Patton
Avenue interchange on the west side of
the French Broad River. Section B will
provide an interstate on new location
from just south of the Patton Avenue

interchange across Patton Avenue and
continuing along the west side of the
French Broad River before crossing the
French Broad and joining existing US
19-23-70 and continuing to the US
19-23-70 interchange with SR 1781
(Broadway). Section C improves the
existing [-26/1-40/1-240 interchange to
provide the missing moves between F40
and 1-240 at the southern end of the
project.

PROJECT STUDY PROGRESS

NCDOT has prepared preliminary plans
and cost estimates for each of the
alternatives in the three sections of the
project. Extensive studies identifying
the potential impacts to the human and
natural environment associated with
these alternatives have been developed.
A Draft Environmental Impact
Statement is being prepared describing
the project purpose, design and impacts.
A local project aesthetics advisory
committee has been formed to suggest
design details to allow the project to
reflect the character of the community.

SCHEDULE

Conduct Citizen’s Info
Workshop (Fall 2006)

Complete Draft EIS
(Spring 2007)

Conduct Public Hearing
(Summer 2007)

Select Preferred Alternative
(Fall 2007)

Complete Final EIS
(Summer 2008)

Right of Way Acquisition
Section A & B (FY 2009)*

Right of Way Acquisition
Section C (Beyond 2013)*

Construction Section A
(FY 2012) *

Construction Section B
(FY 2013) *

Construction Section C

(Beyond 2013) *

*Per 2007-2013 NCDOT DRAFT TIP



PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed 126 Connector is
described in three separate sections,
Section A, B and C that must be
combined to comprise the entire project.
These separate sections include:

SECTION A consists of widening and
safety improvements” along existing F
240 from just north of the
[-26/1-240/1-40  interchange to just
south of the Patton Avenue interchange
on the west side of the French Broad
River. The Section A improvements
along existing -240 are common to all
of the project alternatives.

SECTION B will provide an interstate
on new location from just south of the
Patton Avenue interchange across
Patton Avenue and continuing along the
west side of the French Broad River
before crossing the French Broad and
joining existing US 19-23-70 and
continuing to the US 19-23-70
interchange with SR 1781 (Broadway).
Four alternatives (Alternates B2, B3,
B4, and BS5) are being considered for
Section B. These Section B alternatives
are described below.

Alternate B2 crosses Patton Avenue at
the Westgate Shopping Center property
and follows the western side of the
French Broad River before crossing it
further north and connecting with the
US 19-23-70 alignment south of SR
1781 (Broadway Street).

Alternate B3 crosses Patton Avenue
and parts of the golf course and tennis
facility just west of the Westgate
Shopping Center property then follows
the western side of the French Broad
River before crossing it and continuing
along the same alignment as
Alternate B2.

Alternate B4 also crosses Patton
Avenue and parts of the golf course and
tennis facility just west of the Westgate
Shopping Center property. The F26
alignment then follows the western side
of the French Broad River before
crossing it and continuing along the

same alignment as Alternate B2. This
alternate also realigns [-240 on the east
side of the French Broad River to follow
the alignment of US 19-23 northward
past the Hillcrest Community and onto
new [-240 crossings of the river
connecting to the 26 Connector on the
west side of the river. This removes F
240 traffic from the existing Smoky
Park Bridges over the French Broad
River. The Smoky Park Bridges will

continue to accommodate Patton
Avenue traffic.
Alternate B5 also crosses Patton

Avenue and parts of the golf course and
tennis facility just west of the Westgate
Shopping Center property. The F26
alignment then follows the western side
of the French Broad River before
crossing it and continuing along the
same alignment as Alternate B2. This
alternate also realigns Patton Avenue on
a new crossing of the French Broad
River adjacent to and just south of the
Smoky Park Bridges. The Smoky Park
Bridges will continue to accommodate
1-240.

SECTION C consists of improvements
to the existing [-26/1-40/1-240
interchange to provide the missing
moves between 40 and [-240 at the
southern end of the project. At the
public design forum where the
consideration of the new location
alternatives was expanded to eventually
include Alternates B4 and B5, the local
citizens also requested improvements to
the existing [-40/1-26/1-240 interchange
to accommodate the missing moves
between [-40 westbound and [-240
northbound, and between 1240
southbound and I-40 eastbound. Section
C initially included three alternatives
(Alternates A2, C2 and D1). These
improvements to the existing F40/I-
26/1-240 interchange were presented to
the public at a Citizen's Workshop in
June 2004. The alternative design
schemes considered for the F40/1-26/1-
240 interchange improvements include:

Interchange Alternate A2 provides a
fully directional interchange
configuration for traffic movements

between 1-26, 1-40 and 1-240, a
westbound collector-distributor along
westbound 1-40, and a modified
diamond interchange at NC 191 and
1-40. In the northeast quadrant of the
NC 191/1-40 interchange, an entrance
ramp loop is provided from NC 191
to [-40 westbound.

Interchange Alternate C2 providesa
semi-directional interchange
configuration with loops in lieu of
directional ramps for southbound F
240/26 to eastbound I-40, and for
westbound [-40 to southbound I-26.
This layout provides collector
distributors along both sides of F40
through the 1-240/26 and NC 191
interchanges. The proposed NC 191
interchange provides the same loops
in the eastern quadrants as the
existing interchange.

Interchange Alternate D1 providesa
semi-directional interchange
configuration with a loop in lieu of a
directional ramp from southbound F
240/26 to eastbound I-40, and a
conventional diamond-type
interchange at NC 191 and F40.

Interchange Alternate F1 which
is a new alternative, is also being
evaluated in Section C to satisfy
the project purpose and need with
less environmental impacts. This
alternate  provides a semi-
directional interchange
configuration very similar to the
existing  configuration  with
modifications to include the
addition of a loop from
southbound 1-240/26 to eastbound
1-40 and a directional ramp from
westbound [-40 to northbound I-
240/26.

WEBSITE
To learn more about the F26
Connector project, please visit the

project website at:

www.ncdot.org/projects/I26Connector




PROJECT MAILING LIST

Add your name to the mailing list
by contacting:

Mr. J. Kenneth Burleson,P.E
TGS Engineers
Suite 141
975 Walnut Street
Cary, NC 27511

I1-26 Connector Newsletter
TGS Engineers

975 Walinut Street

Suite 141

Cary, NC 27511

ENGINEERS

CHANGE SERVICE REQUESTED

INFORMATION AND COMMENTS

For more information or to express any
comments or concerns about the F26
Connector, contact either TGS Engineers or
the NCDOT at the addresses below. Please
refer to Project F2513 when writing about
the proposed project. All comments and
questions will be addressed as soon as
possible.

Mr. Vince Rhea, P.E.
Project Development and Environmental
Analysis Branch
N.C. Department of Transportation

1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 276991548
919-733-7844 Ext. 261
vrhea@dot.state.nc.us

or

Mr. J. Kenneth Burleson,P.E.
TGS Engineers
975 Walnut Street, Suite 141
Cary, NC 27511
919-319-8850 Ext. 109
kburleson@tgsengineers.com

I-26
CONNECTOR
INFO-LINE
919-319-8850

If you have questions concerning other
transportation projects, please call our
Customer Service Office toll free at
1-877-DOT-4YOU or check our
website for more information at
www.ncdot.org



1 9an31g

w 7 > 8 T NS :
9007 [11dy 4 ) .
- ) £ @? P e T
€1ST-1 "ON dIL o (.= i e e
AINNOD AGNOONNE 3 | & : G .
Kempeoag ye 0L-€7-61 SN 03 B - 3 s
0%-1 3¢ 9T-] wo.y i \ » .mrﬁ
"O'N ‘ATTIATHSY M 0 G B, W ’ U :CH—OQW 2%
HOLIANNOD 921 o LY N D
- g T . S £2
youeag SISA[EUY [EJUIWUOIIAUT 7 L T = e ) oS _.
judwdopAd( 399foag o ﬁ o 14 Y " PN Pl 1, 6L
uonejrodsued ], jo yudunaedaq Z . < = i . . | - B
vui[oIe) YrioN = | (PN L Ry, —
0 T JjE & e
Jr[U,m pEny s | =08
CLEC] d
g | ot
12l ‘aipug i
) rh e
. :
ﬂ 5 v uonoag
ORI w s i - .. 2B
= s¢ T ETENE e - s
i | e ' e
: .”.m ,m.u_u.m..w ] : 3 [LETTE -]
m ﬁ% -
AU A2 ﬂ % A=d UM
s :
Eﬁ_ L ] _..o_sﬂr m__. co
& ; PEETH 58
AR
. S
02 ST e S
) m..___}m__.._m.ﬂ e L ] e v, IR _,_M.,__ =
: ; ?
_ : {02 A %3
I I H «fv&@
¥ F1HTH Loy Loy
2 &1 | g uonddg =
-
T A T = e H
BT YT 5“ - ; /rf\x.i%.‘___ L
.‘S Aol | oo
i g “ | = 9|
bseh . : .t«g‘ .
5 =, \ o
£ - 73l



Issue No. 5
December 2007

Project Status.......... Page 1
Purpose and Need....Page 2
Project Alternatives &

Alternatives Map....... Page 3
Contacts................. Page 4

I-26 CONNECTOR
ASHEVILLE
NCDOT PROJECT NO. I-2513

NCDOT Seeks Input from Citizens on Project’s Purpose and Need

and Alternatives

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) is conducting planning and environ-
mental studies for the |-26 Asheville Connector from 1-40 to US 19-23-70 north of Asheville in
Buncombe County, North Carolina (Transportation Improvement Program [TIP] Project No. 1-2513).
The proposed project is intended to provide a link between existing 1-26 and US 19-23-70 north of
Asheville, completing a gap in the I-26 corridor within North Carolina.

The purpose of this newsletter is to provide citizens with information about the project and provide
citizens with an opportunity to review and comment on the purpose of and need for the project and
project alternatives. This newsletter contains a project description, an update on the project status,
the project Purpose and Need statement, a summary of project alternatives being studied, next steps
in the project development process, and project contact information.

Project Description

This  project includes wupgrading the [-26/I-40/1-240
interchange, improving 1-240 (including the interchanges)
between the [-26/-40/1-240 interchange and the [-240

The proposed |-26 Asheville Connector project will improve the
existing 1-26, 1-240 and US 19-23-70 corridors from south of the
[-26/1-40/1-240 interchange to the US 19-23-70 interchange with
SR 1781 (Broadway). The proposed project is designated as
project number [-2513 in the NCDOT Draft 2009-2015
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).

interchange with US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue west of the
French Broad River. At the [-240 interchange with
US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue a northward freeway on new
location will be constructed that would cross the French Broad
River and merge into existing US 19-23-70.

Project Status

In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), as amended, the NCDOT is preparing a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed project. The Draft EIS is a federally required environmental
document that generally describes the purpose and need for the project, identifies project alternatives, and evaluates pro-
ject alternatives for potential environmental effects. As part of the NEPA process, the NCDOT is providing citizens this
opportunity to review and comment on the project’s Purpose and Need statement and alternatives.

The alternatives to be evaluated in detail in the Draft EIS were presented at the Citizens’ Informational Workshop held on
October 9 & 10, 2006. Since the workshop one of the alternatives in Section B, Alternative 5, was eliminated from further
consideration because of traffic operational deficiencies that could not be overcome. The alternatives remaining in Section
B include Alternatives 2, 3 and 4. Al of the project alternatives to be studied in detail in the Draft EIS are described later in

this newsletter.

The City of Asheville and Buncombe County have recently retained an engineering consulting firm to study another
conceptual alignment for crossing the French Broad River. This concept is in the early stages of development. The NCDOT
will review this concept when it is completed and presented to the Department.



Purpose and Need

The following statement of purpose and need for the proposed project is presented for citizens’ review and comment. Please
submit any questions or comments that you may have on the purpose and need statement to Mr. Vince Rhea, NCDOT Project
Engineer, no later than January 15, 2008. Mr. Rhea’s contact information is included on the back page of this newsletter.

Summary of Need
System Linkage:

A better transportation facility is needed to connect 1-26
south of Asheville with US 19-23 north of Asheville. 1-26
currently connects the Port of Charleston, South Carolina
with the mountains of North Carolina joining 1-240 at the
I-26/1-40/1-240 interchange southwest of Asheville. 1-240 west
of Asheville currently connects 1-26 with US 19-23-70. The
I-240 freeway, constructed in the 1960’s, does not meet
current interstate design standards. The existing interchange
connecting US 19-23-70 from the north with 1-240 contains
sharply-curved, single-lane ramps. Freeway traffic using this
interchange connecting [-240 with the US 19-23 freeway is
restricted to one lane in each direction which causes traffic to
queue onto 1-240. When the construction of NCDOT TIP
Project A-10 (US 19-23 Improvements from Asheville to the
Tennessee state line) is completed, it will allow motorists to
travel on a fully controlled-access, median-divided freeway
from |-81 near Kingsport, Tennessee to -240 in Asheville.

Capacity:

I-240 needs additional capacity because increasing traf-
fic volumes have substantially reduced the level of ser-
vice on 1-240 west of Asheville. Several sections of |-240
currently operate at capacity, resulting in traffic delays and
queuing on |-240. Traffic congestion and resulting delays will
continue to worsen in the future as the traffic volumes
increase due to population increases. The completion of
portions of NCDOT TIP Project A-10 has further increased
traffic demands along 1-240 west of Asheville. The increase in
traffic volumes further contribute to the congestion and delays
being experienced along [-240.

Roadway Deficiencies:

Interstates within the study area have roadway
deficiencies and need to be upgraded to meet current
design standards. Existing I-240 west of Asheville and the
I-26/1-40/1-240 interchange do not meet current interstate
design standards due to substandard roadway features.

Safety:

I-240 needs safety improvements. Multiple segments of
[-240, west of Asheville, currently have an accident rate for
similar North Carolina facilities, demonstrating the need for
safety improvements along this section of the facility.

Purpose of the Action

The primary purposes of the proposed project are:

e To provide a freeway-to-freeway connection between |-
26 south of Asheville and US 19-23 north of Asheville.

e To provide a link in the transportation system connect-
ing a direct, multi-lane, freeway facility meeting inter-
state standards from the Port of Charleston, South
Carolina to I-81 near Kingsport, Tennessee.

o To improve the capacity of existing |-240 west of Ashe-
ville to accommodate the existing and forecasted (2030
design year) traffic in this growing area.

e To reduce traffic delays and congestion along the 1-240
crossing of the French Broad River, which currently
operates at capacity.

o Toincrease the remaining useful service of the existing
Smoky Park Bridges by substantially reducing the vol-
ume of traffic on this vital crossing of the French Broad
River.

o Toimprove the safety of I-240 west of Asheville.

ISSUE NO. 5

Page 2



Project Alternatives

The project is divided into three sections; A, B and C. Section A includes the 1-240 portion of the project and Section B includes the
I-240/Patton Avenue interchange and extends across the French Broad River to the US 19-23-70/Broadway interchange. Section C
includes the 1-26/1-40/1-240 interchange. As indicated on the figure below, Sections A and B encompass the original project study
area and Section C was added to the project later as the project study area was expanded to include the interchange.

Four detailed study alternatives including various interchange configurations were developed for Section C. Those alternatives are
A-2, C-1,D-1 and F-1. Section A includes the 1-240 Widening Alternative which would include a best-fit design for the widening and
reconstruction of existing 1-240 from a four-lane freeway to an eight-lane freeway. Three new location alternatives in Section B,
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, have been developed for detailed study. Each of the project alternatives can be viewed on the project web-
site  (http://www.ncdot.org/projects/I26Connector/) or at the NCDOT Division 13 Office in Asheville.
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Next Steps in Process ...
The Draft EIS should be completed by Spring 2008 and will be available for review and comment. After the Draft EIS is signed, a

public hearing will be held where citizens will be able to review project information and comment on the Draft EIS. After citizen
comments have been received, the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA), or Preferred Alternative, will be
identified from the alternatives studied and presented to the public. After identification of the Preferred Alternative, the Final EIS will
be prepared. The final approval of the Preferred Alternative will be documented by the Federal Highway Administration in the Record

of Decision.

PROJECT CONTACT INFORMATION

For more information about the project, please contact Mr. Vince Rhea at the address below. All comments on the Purpose and
Need Statement should be submitted in writing by January 15, 2008. All questions and comments will be addressed as soon
as possible.

Mr. Vince Rhea, PE

Project Development & Environmental Analysis Branch, North Carolina Department of Transportation

1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1548 919-733-7844 ext. 261 vrhea@dot.state.nc.us

Additional project information and maps can be found on the project website at http://www.ncdot.org/projects/I26Connector or at
the NCDOT Division 13 Office located at 55 Orange Street in Asheville, NC 28802, telephone828-251-6394.

m 1-26 Connector Newsletter

URS Corporation

1600 Perimeter Park Drive, Suite 400
Morrisville, NC 27560

ATTN: Jeff Weisner

CHANGE SERVICE REQUESTED
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No. 9

April 2009

I-26 Connector

NCDOT State Transportation Improvement Program Project No. [-2513

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) is aware of the concern in the Asheville
community regarding the delays that the [-26 Connector project has experienced and would like to take this
opportunity to explain where we are, what we are doing, and how we plan to select a preferred alternative.

Since the September 2008 public hearing, NCDOT has been reviewing and addressing the public
comments received. That process is almost complete. The responses will be posted on the project Web site
(http://www.ncdot.gov/projects/I26 Connector/) in the post-public hearing minutes soon. Alternative 4B,
which was shown at the hearing, is being included as a detailed study alternative for this project and will be
considered on an equal basis when a preferred alternative is chosen.

The Federal Highway Administration requires an interchange modification report for all revisions to the
interstate system, such as the [-26 Connector. This report looks beyond the project area to ensure the
interstate and interchanges will operate properly when the project is constructed and into the future. For
the purpose of this report the NCDOT is updating the traffic forecasts for the entire project.

While 1-26 traffic volumes have remained relatively unchanged from previous projections, preliminary
results of the traffic forecast show the traffic volumes for the crossing streets, ramps and auxiliary lanes are
higher than previously projected. This could create congestion for local traffic if it is not resolved. In an
effort to ensure the least impact to and avoid segmentation of local roadways and neighborhoods, careful
study of the project’s effect on local interchanges and traffic is currently under way.

NCDOT anticipates that design modifications may be needed for some of the alternatives. We are also
looking at other design changes to reduce impacts to residences and businesses, including retaining walls in
the Burton Street area. These updates will be included in the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (SDEIS), which will also include alternative 4B.

Another public hearing will be held once the SDEIS is completed. All the project alternatives, including
4B, will be displayed. No decision will be made on a preferred alternative until after the public hearing
and comment period. Comments received will all be considered in the selection of the preferred
alternative.

All of this work has and will require an effort beyond what was originally anticipated. It is therefore
necessary to revise the project schedule as shown on the front of this newsletter.
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1-26 CONNECTOR 1-2513
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Project Contact Information

Maps displaying all alternatives under
consideration, a copy of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, and other project information

may be viewed at the project website:
http://www.ncdot.org/projects/[26Connector/

or at the NCDOT Division 13 Office located at:
55 Orange St.
Asheville, NC 28801
(828) 251-6171
Mr. Vince Rhea, PE, NCDOT Project Engineer can
also be contacted for additional information by

email at vrhea@ncdot.gov, or by phone
919-733-7844 Ext. 261

Revised Project Schedule

Supplemental DEIS ..........c..ccoeeneenee. Spring 2010
SDEIS Public Hearing..............c..c........ Spring 2010
Preferred Alternative............cccceneeeee. Summer 2010
Final EIS .....ccoiiiiiieieeeeeee Early 2011
Record of Decision.........cccceevveeenennnee. Summer 2011
Begin Right of Way Acquisition............... Fall 2012
Begin Construction............cceeeeveenienenne. Fall 2014
Toll Free Hotline:...... 1-800-233-6315



NORTH CAROLINA
s DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION

BUNCOMBE COUNTY, NC

1-26 CONNECTOR I}
23

PuBLIC MEETING MAY 12, 2014
NCDOT STIP ProJecT No. I-2513

COMMENT FORM

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 preparation of a new Draft Environmental Impact
Statement If you require a direct response, please supply enough contact information (email or address) so that
we may contact 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:

Please provide any comments about he 1-26 Connector project.

Return completed comment form no later than June 12, 2014 to: Project Hotline: 1-800-233-6315
Michael Wray, P.E. Project Planning Engineer Project Website:
1548 Mail Service Center http://www.ncdot.gov/projects/

Raleigh, NC 27699-154 i26connector/
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You’re invited to attend a Public Meeting.

TIME & LOCATION
May 12, 2014 | 4:00 to 7:00 PM

Renaissance Hotel Grand Ballroom
31 Woodfin Street
Asheville, NC

This meeting has four main purposes:

o Present Alternative 3C.

o Present roadway design plans that have been
modified to avoid impacts to the Emma Road
community.

¢ Announce updated environmental studies that
are underway.

* Announce the preparation of a new Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

For more information, please visit the project website or contact NCDOT using the toll-free hotline.

Written correspondence can

Project Hotline — Linea Gratutita del Proyecto:
1-800-233-6315 (English/ Espaiiol)

N.C. Department of Transportation (NCDOT)

1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548

(919) 707-6050

mgwray(@ncdot.gov

o0 be mailed or e-mailed to NCDOT or URS Cor;

Project Website — Pagina Web del Proyecto:
hitp://www.ncdot.gov/projects/i26connector/

URS Corporation (NCDOT’s Consultant)

1600 Perimeter Park Drive, Suite 400
Morttisville, NC 27560
(919) 461-1440

jeff.weisner@urs.com

4300 copies of this public document were printed at a cost of $3870 or approximately $ .90 each.

I-26 CONNECTOR

BUNCOMBE COUNTY, NC

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The I-26 Connector Project is an interstate freeway project that is being
proposed to connect I-26 in southwest Asheville to U.S. 19/23/70 in
northwest Asheville. The North Carolina Department of Transportation
(NCDOT) has programmed this project to upgrade and widen [-240 from
1-40 to Patton Avenue, and then proceed northward from Patton Avenue on
new location across the French Broad River and connect to U.S. 19/23/70 just
south of Exit 25 (Riverside Drive — Broadway — UNC-Asheville). Upon
completion, this project will be part of the I-26 Interstate that extends from
Charleston, South Caroling, to Kingsport, Tennessee.

The proposed |-26 Connector in Asheville is approximately 7 miles long
from the 1-40 interchange to Broadway. The project includes:

e Upgrading 4.3 miles of existing 1-240 from the 1-26/1-240 interchange
with 1-40 to the |-240 interchange with Patton Avenue, west of the French
Broad River.

e Improvements to the I-26/I-240 interchange with |-40 and Brevard Road
(N.C. 191), Amboy Road (S.R. 3556), Haywood Road (S.R. 3548 /U.S.
19/23 Business) and Patton Avenue (U.S. 19-23) interchanges.

e  Construction of the interstate on new location from the Patton Avenue
interchange north for 2.6 miles across the French Broad River, tying into
U.S. 19/23/70 south of Broadway (S.R. 1781).

The 1-26 Connector Project was originally proposed in 1989. After issuing
a Draft Environmental Impact Statement in 2008 and holding public meetings,
a new priority rating system was implemented by NCDOT in 2010. The new
ranking of the 1-26 Connector Project was much lower than its previous
ranking, and thus, work on the project was halted and the project was placed
on hold.

Project development studies for the I-26 Connector were re-initiated in
Spring 2012. Since 2012, project alternatives in Section “B” (the new
location portion north of Patton Avenue, across the French Broad River) have
been modified to avoid impacts to the Emma Road Community and to
enhance multimodal connectivity between west Asheville and Asheville.

A new alternative, Alternative 3C, was developed in 2013 to further
reduce impacts to the natural and human environments. Alternative 3C is
similar to Alternative 3, but has a smaller footprint and connects to U.S.
19/23 further south of the Alternative 3 connection. NCDOT will present all
existing alternatives at the Public Meeting scheduled for May 12, 2014.

Hotline/Linea Gratutita del Proyecto: 1-800-233-6315

NORTH CAROLINA
# DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION

NEWSLETTER ISSUE, APRIL 2014
NCDOT STIP ProJECT NoO. I-2513

PuBLIC MEETING
May 12, 2014
4:00-7:00 PM

RENAISSANCE HOTEL

GRAND BALLROOM

31 WOODFIN STREET, ASHEVILLE

The purposes of this meeting are to:

e present and receive public comments
on all project alternatives including a
new alternative, Alternative 3C.

e Present updated roadway design
plans that have been modified to
avoid impacts to the Emma Road
community;

e provide the status of the
environmental studies that are
currently underway and describe
next steps; and,

e announce that a new Draft
Environmental Impact Statement will
be prepared to document the
updated studies.

This is an informal, open-house, public
meeting. You may drop in at any time
between 4:00 and 7:00 p.m., see the
meeting maps and other materials, meet
one-on-one with NCDOT representatives,
and provide comments on Alternative 3C
or any other aspects of the project.

For more information about the meeting
please contact Mr. Michael Wray at
(919) 707-6050.

Need Special Services or Assistance for
the Public Meeting?

NCDOT will provide auxiliary aids and
services under the Americans with Disabi
Act for persons who wish to participate in this
workshop and require special services.
Contact Michael Wray at (919) 707-6050 as
early as possible for these arrangements.
A Spanish language interpreter will be
present. Se Habla Espaiiol.
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ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES OTHER 1-26 PROJECTS
u.s. 19/23

A new Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on
the 1-26 Connector is planned for release in the
Summer of 2015. It will be based on findings from
several on-going environmental studies in the 1-26
Connector project area. These studies include:

e Community Impact Assessment

e Natural Resources Technical Report

Traffic Operations Analysis

.
Air Quality Analysis

Traffic Noise Analysis

e Cultural Resource Studies

Evaluation of Alternatives

2009

May 2014 2015

2010

2013 2014 2015

2009

2015

NCDOT STIP Project No. A-0010A,
(Future 1-26) Improvements Project:

NCDOT is proposing to improve approximately 12
miles of U.S. 19/23 from north of 1-240 in Asheville
to just south of Exit 13 (Forks of Ivy — Stockton Road)
near Mars Hill. This project is currently in the early

stages of the planning process.

NCDOT STIP Project No. 1-4400 / 1-4700, 1-26

Widening Project:

NCDOT is proposing to widen approximately 22
miles of 1-26 from US 25 (Exit 54) in Henderson
County to 1-40 in Asheville. This project is about to

begin the preliminary design process.

1-5504 /Brevard Road interchange project (Exit 33):

NCDOT is proposing to modify an existing partial
cloverleaf interchange, primarily to alleviate
congestion by increasing the efficiency of the
interchange. The project may include the widening of
the N.C. 191 (Brevard Road) bridge over 1-26.



URS

1600 Perimeter Park Drive, Suite 400
Morrisville, NC 27560

Telephone: (919) 461-1100
Facsimile: (919) 461-1415

RECORD OF TELEPHONE CONVERSATION

DATE: July 15, 2014 (1:13 p.m.)

NCDOT PROJECT NO. 1-2513:
I-26 Asheville Connector Project

RECORDED BY: Project Hotline

OWNER / CLIENT: NCDOT - PDEA

CALL FROM: Brian Austin

ROUTE TO:
Project File.

FOR INFORMATION

FOR ACTION

SUBJECT: (no subject)

1. Received from (828) 255-0100.

2. Please call back at (828) 450-2897.

-End-




1-2513: 1-26 Asheville Connector Project

Deborah Mashburn’s Property at 15 Kentucky Drive, Asheville
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