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Section 404/NEPA Merger Project Team Meeting Agreement 
Concurrence Point No. 2 

Alternatives to Be Studied in Detail 
 
 
I-26 Connector  
T.I.P. No. I-2513 
NCDOT Project No. 8.U843701 
Federal-Aid Project No. MANHF 26-1 (53) 
NCDOT Division 13 
 

Introduction: 

The purpose of this meeting is to recommend the removal of Alternative 5 from further 
consideration.  After the development of preliminary designs, further investigations into the 
traffic operations and safety suggests there is potential for Alternative 5 to exacerbate an existing 
weaving condition along I-240 between the US 19-23 and Montford Avenue interchanges.  Based 
upon the configuration of Alternative 5 and the potential affects it may have on overall system 
operations and safety, it is recommend this alternative be eliminated from further study. 
 
History within Interagency/Merger Process: 

In October 1999, NCDOT met with interagency officials including Steve Lund (COE), John 
Hennessy (DWQ) and David Cox (NCWRC) to discuss the status of the subject project and to 
bring the project into the Section 404/NEPA Merger process.  After a description of the project 
development, the agency officials were asked about any concerns regarding the approval status of 
the project.  Mr. Lund acknowledged that the “Purpose and Need”, and “Alternatives To Be 
Studied In Detail” (Concurrence Point Nos. 1 and 2) were achieved during the Phase I Study.  To 
reaffirm these decisions, a concurrence meeting was held on January 23, 2002.  The purpose and 
need was adjusted and a concurrence form was signed by all but one member of the team. 

Due to the addition of alternatives to improve the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange at the southern end 
of the project, another merger team meeting was held in December 2004 to reaffirm concurrence 
with the Concurrence Point 1, “Purpose and Need” and to modify Concurrence Point 2, 
“Alternatives To Be Studied In Detail”.  Both Concurrence Point 1 and Concurrence Point 2 
forms were signed by all members of the team. 

Since the approval of Concurrence Point 2, another I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange improvement 
alternative (Alternative F1) was developed to satisfy the project purpose and need with fewer 
environmental impacts in a more economical manner. Alternative F-1 was presented at a 
concurrence meeting held September 7, 2006, with the Concurrence Point 2 form signed by all 
members of the team.  In addition to the inclusion of Alternative F-1, the September 7, 2006 
meeting also included the presentation of preliminary designs and bridging recommendations for 
the project alternatives.  With several modification requests, the Concurrence Point 2A form was 
signed by all members of the team. 
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Project Description: 

The proposed I-26 Connector spans approximately 10 miles and is located on the west side of 
Asheville, North Carolina and improves the existing I-240 and US 19-23 corridors from the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange to the US 19-23-70 interchange with SR 1781 (Broadway).  The 
project improvements are defined in three separate sections, Section A, B and C that must be 
combined to comprise the entire project (see Figure1).  These separate sections are described 
below. 
 

Section A 
Section A consists of the I-240 Widening Alternative that would include the widening and 
reconstruction of existing I-240 from a four lane freeway to an eight lane freeway from just 
north of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange to just south of the existing I-240/Patton Avenue 
interchange on the west side of the French Broad River (see Figure 2).  The reconstructed 
roadway would carry both I-26 and I-240 throughout the length of Section A and would be 
compatible with all of the proposed alternatives for Section B and Section C.  The Section A 
alternative would include interchanges at NC 191 (Brevard Road), SR 3556 (Amboy Road), 
and US 19 23 Business (Haywood Road).  The alternative would begin at the north end of 
Section C and would include eight basic freeway lanes and an auxiliary lane along I-26 
westbound/I-240 eastbound for Section C alternatives A-2, C-2 and D-1. 

 
Section B 

Section B will provide an interstate on new location from just south of the existing 
I-240/Patton Avenue interchange 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 (Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5) are being considered for Section B. These Section B 
alternatives are described below.  

 

Alternative 2 would include the modification of the existing I-240 interchange with 
US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue and the extension of I-26 across the French Broad River to 
US 19-23-70 (see Figure 3).  Throughout Section A, the proposed project would include 
I-26 and I-240 combined as one roadway through the interchange of I-26/I-240 with US 
19-23 Business (Haywood Road).  At the existing interchange of I-240 with US 19-23-
74A/Patton Avenue, the two interstates would separate with I-26 continuing to the north 
on new location and I-240 continuing to the east across the Smoky Park Bridges.  The 
interchange area is very complex due to the mixing of local traffic on Patton Avenue 
which also utilizes the Smoky Park Bridges.  The existing I-240 interchange with 
US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue east of the French Broad River would not be modified for 
Alternative 2.  All improvements to the combined I-240/Patton Avenue roadway would 
occur on the west side of the river and would not involve any construction along the 
Smoky Park Bridges.  Alternative 2 would include new or replacement bridges at a total 
of five locations. 
Alternative 3 would include the modification of the existing I-240 interchange with 
US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue and the extension of I-26 across the French Broad River to 
US 19-23-70 (see Figure 4).  Throughout Section A, the proposed project would include 
I-26 and I-240 combined as one roadway through the interchange of I-26/I-240 with 
US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road).  At the existing I-240 interchange with 
US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue, the two interstates would separate with I-26 continuing to 
the north on new location and I -240 continuing to the east across the Smoky Park 
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Bridges.  The interchange area is very complex due to the mixing of local traffic on 
Patton Avenue which also uses the Smoky Park Bridges. 
The existing I-240 interchange with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue east of the French 
Broad River would not be modified for Alternative 3.  All improvements to the combined 
I-240/Patton Avenue roadway would occur on the west side of the river and would not 
involve any construction along the Smoky Park Bridges.  Alternative 3 would include 
new or replacement bridges at a total of seven locations. 
Alternative 4 would include the modification of the existing I-240 interchange with 
US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue and the extension of I-26 across the French Broad River to 
US 19-23-70 (see Figure 5).  Throughout Section A, the proposed project would include 
I-26 and I-240 combined as one roadway through the interchange of I-26/I-240 with 
US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road).  Alternative 4 was developed to separate the local 
Patton Avenue traffic from the I-240 through-traffic.  To create this separation the split 
between I-26 and I-240 would be moved to the north and the existing Smoky Park 
Bridges would be converted to serve Patton Avenue traffic only.  The I-26 freeway 
alignment for Alternative 4 would be very similar to Alternative 3. 
Due to the separation of the local Patton Avenue traffic from the interstate traffic, the 
interchange configuration for Alternative 4 becomes simpler with regard to the 
connection to US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue and very complex with regard to the split of 
I-26 and I-240.  The location of the proposed interchange would require that the entrance 
to the Crowne Plaza Resort be relocated to the west of the interchange, intersecting with 
US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue approximately 300 feet west of the interchange.  The 
proposed design of the I-26/I-240 interchange with US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue would 
not include the movements connecting I-26 eastbound to I-240 eastbound or I-240 
westbound to I-26 westbound.  The interchange where I-240 and US 19-23-70 split east 
of the French Broad River would not include the movements connecting I-240 eastbound 
to US 19-23-70 northbound or US 19-23-70 southbound to I-240 westbound.  The I-26 
interchange with US 19-23-70 would not include the movements connecting I-26 
westbound with US 19-23-70 southbound or US 19-23-70 northbound to I-26 eastbound. 
To make these movements, the traffic would utilize an adjacent interchange.  These 
movements would essentially be redundant and would only be utilized by motorists who 
missed an exit.  Alternative 4 would include new or replacement bridges at a total of ten 
locations. 
Alternative 5 would include the modification of the existing I-240 interchange with 
US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue and the extension of I-26 across the French Broad River to 
US 19-23-70 (see Figure 6).  Alternative 5 was developed to separate the local Patton 
Avenue traffic from the I-240 through-traffic.  To create this separation a new parallel 
bridge would be constructed to the south of the Smoky Park Bridges that would serve the 
local Patton Avenue traffic and the existing Smoky Park Bridges would carry I-240 
traffic only. 
The I-26 freeway alignment for Alternative 5 would be very similar to alternatives 3 and 
4.  The complexity of the proposed interchange of the I-26 and I-240 freeways with 
US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue would be compounded because the interchange would 
accommodate the separation of the freeways and the connections to 
US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue at a single location.  This alternative would include new or 
replacement bridges at a total of 11 locations. 
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Section C 

Section C is the southern end of the project and consists of improvements to the existing 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange including the addition of the missing moves between I-40 and 
I-240.  Four interchange alternatives (Alternatives A-2, C-2, D-1, and F-1) are being 
considered for Section C. These Section C alternatives are described below  

 

Alternative A-2 would reconstruct the existing I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange as a fully 
directional interchange that would provide direct ramp connections between I-26, I-40 
and the proposed I-26/I-240 combined roadway, including the movements that are 
currently not provided by the existing interchange (see Figure 7).  To the south and east 
of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-26 and I-40 would be widened. 
Due to the configuration of the proposed interchange ramps at the I-26/I-40/I-240 
interchange, the existing grade-separated crossing of SR 3413 (Bear Creek Road) over 
I-26/I-240 would be relocated to the east and the bridge would be lengthened to 
accommodate the increased footprint associated with the interchange.  To the west of the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-40 would tie to the eight-lane typical section being 
constructed under NCDOT TIP Project I-4401 and would include some widening of I-40 
to transition the ramp lanes to the basic eight-lane typical section.  This alternative would 
include new or replacement bridges at a total of 19 locations. 
Alternative C-2 would reconstruct the existing I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange as a 
semi-directional interchange that would provide six of the eight ramp movements with 
directional ramps and two of the eight ramp movements with semi-direct loop ramps (see 
Figure 8).  The reconfigured interchange would contain the movements that are currently 
not provided by the existing interchange.  To the south and east of the I-26/I-40/I-240 
interchange, I-26 and I-40 would be widened. 
Due to the configuration of the proposed interchange ramps at the I-26/I-40/I-240 
interchange, the existing grade-separated crossing of SR 3413 (Bear Creek Road) over 
I-26/I-240 would be relocated to the east and the bridge would be lengthened to 
accommodate the increased footprint associated with the interchange.  To the west of the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-40 would tie to the eight-lane typical section being 
constructed under NCDOT TIP Project I-4401 and would include some widening of I-40 
to transition the ramp lanes to the basic eight-lane typical section. This alternative would 
include new or replacement bridges at a total of 16 locations. 
Alternative D-1 would reconstruct the existing I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange as a 
semi-directional interchange that would provide seven of the eight ramp movements with 
directional ramps and the remaining movement with a semi-direct loop ramp (see Figure 
9).  The reconfigured interchange would provide the movements that are currently not 
included in the existing interchange.   
To the south and east of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-26 and I-40 would be widened.  
Due to the configuration of the proposed interchange ramps at the I-26/I-40/I-240 
interchange, the existing grade-separated crossing of SR 3413 (Bear Creek Road) over 
I-26/I-240 would be relocated to the east and the bridge would be lengthened to 
accommodate the increased footprint associated with the interchange.  To the west of the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-40 would tie to the eight-lane typical section being 
constructed under NCDOT TIP Project I-4401 and would include some widening of I-40 
to transition the ramp lanes to the basic eight-lane typical section. This alternative would 
include new or replacement bridges at a total of 18 locations. 



7/24/07 
 

I-26 Connector  Page 5 of 6 

Alternative F-1 would reconstruct the existing I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and maintain 
the same general configuration while adding the two missing movements (see Figure 10).  
The new movement from I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound to I-40 eastbound would be 
accomplished with a semi-direct loop connection and the movement from I-40 westbound 
to I-26 westbound/I-240 eastbound would utilize a direct ramp connection.  To the south 
and east of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-26 and I-40 would be widened.  

Due to the configuration of the proposed interchange ramps at the I-26/I-40/I-240 
interchange, the existing grade-separated crossing of SR 3413 (Bear Creek Road) over 
I-26/I-240 would be relocated to the east and the bridge would be lengthened to 
accommodate the increased footprint associated with the interchange.  This alternative 
would include new or replacement bridges at a total of 14 locations and widened bridges 
at two locations. 

Alternative 5 discussions: 

After the development of preliminary designs, further investigations into the operations suggests 
there is potential for Alternative 5 to exacerbate an existing weaving condition along I-240 
between the US 19-23 and Montford Avenue interchanges.  Currently, a weaving movement is 
required along eastbound I-240 between southbound US 19-23 traffic to Montford Avenue and 
Clingman Avenue traffic to eastbound I-240.  Southbound US 19-23 accesses I-240 eastbound via 
a left-hand entrance ramp with approximately 225 feet of acceleration distance prior to merging 
into I-240 traffic (see Figure 11).  Approximately 565 feet downstream, Clingman Avenue 
accesses eastbound I-240 via a right-hand entrance ramp which becomes an auxiliary lane 
between Clingman Avenue and Montford Avenue, creating a weaving segment.  The existing 
weaving segment allows approximately 1075 feet to accommodate the above weaving movement, 
with two I-240 through lanes being maintained throughout the weaving operation. 
 
Alternative 5 was developed in part to separate the local Patton Avenue traffic from the through 
traffic of I-240.  This is accomplished by providing parallel bridges south of the Smoky Park 
Bridges to serve Patton Avenue traffic, with the Smoky Park Bridges accommodating I-240 
traffic.  Given the urban setting of the project and the complexity of the crossing of Patton 
Avenue, I-240 and I-26, design constraints required Patton Avenue access to I-240 be limited at 
two locations:  access to eastbound I-240 would be provided on the east side of the French Broad 
River and access to westbound I-240 would be provided on the west side of the French Broad 
River.  The limited access to eastbound I-240 from Patton Avenue would result with a 
concentration of traffic turning left from Patton Avenue utilizing dual left-turn lanes onto a ramp 
which would include an immediate lane drop prior to the weaving operation with Montford 
Avenue.  The proposed design configuration of the southbound US 19-23 to eastbound I-240 
movement and the Patton Avenue to eastbound I-240 movement would result in successive ramps 
with a distance of 175 feet between the two  (see Figure 11).  The proposed design would provide 
approximately 1425 feet between the Patton Avenue to eastbound I-240 entrance ramp and the 
Montford Avenue exit ramp  
 
According to the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 
(AASHTO) A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 2004 Edition, a 
recommended minimum of 1000 feet is suggested between the US 19-23 entrance ramp and the 
Patton Avenue to eastbound I-240 entrance ramp.  Between the Patton Avenue to eastbound I-240 
entrance ramp and the Montford Avenue exit ramp a recommended minimum of 1600 feet would 
be required. 
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The location of the US 19-23 left-hand entrance ramp combined with the adjacent Clingman 
Avenue right-hand entrance ramp creates complex weaving movements required in order to exit 
at Montford Avenue towards downtown Asheville.  Recommended minimum distances between 
successive ramps according to AASHTO would not be provided.  The southbound US 19-23 
traffic would be required to make two lane changes in order to exit at Montford Avenue, with 
Clingman Avenue to eastbound I-240 required to make one lane change.  In addition, the 
complexity of the interchange design would require an I-240 through lane be dropped as the exit 
to Montford Avenue.  Such changes to an interstate facility would go against standards 
established by AASHTO regarding the maintenance of the basic number of lanes (lane 
continuity).  
 
 

 
 

Table 1 - Successive Ramp Terminal Spacing Comparison 

Ramp to Ramp 
Existing 
Spacing 

(ft) 
Alternative 5 
Spacing (ft) 

AASHTO Recommended Minimum 
Ramp Terminal Spacing (ft) 

US 19-23 merge to Clingman Ave. merge 790 175 1000 (Entrance to Entrance for Full Fwy.) 

Clingman Ave. merge to Montford Ave. 
diverge 

1075 1425 1600 (Service to Service Interchange) 
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MEETING SUMMARY      
 
 
To:    Meeting Attendees 
    Project File  
 
From:     Joanna Rocco 

AECOM 
 
Date:    January 29, 2015 
 
RE:    Section 404/NEPA Merger Process – Concurrence Meeting: CP 2 Revisited  
    NCDOT STIP Project I‐2513 (I‐26 Connector) 

 
 

Meeting Attendees: 

Mitch Batuzich, FHWA 
Earl Dubin, FHWA 
Lori Beckwith, USACE* 
Marella Buncick, USFWS* 
Marla Chambers, NCWRC* 
Renee Gledhill‐Earley, HPO* 
Cynthia Van Der Wiele, USEPA* 
Paul Black, French Broad River MPO 
Rick Tipton, NCDOT – Division 13* 
Kristina Solberg, NCDOT – Division 13* 
Jody Kuhne, NCDOT – Western Regional Office* 
Van Argabright, NCDOT – STIP Unit* 
Zahid Baloch, NCDOT – PDEA 
Jennifer Harris, NCDOT – PDEA  
Derrick Weaver, NCDOT – PDEA 
Michael Wray, NCDOT – PDEA 
Brendan Merithew, NCDOT – TPB 
Pam Cook, NCDOT – TPB 
Kirby Pendergraft, NCDOT – Hydraulics 
Bill Zerman, NCDOT – Hydraulics 
 

Kevin Moore, NCDOT – Roadway Design 
Steve Kendall, NCDOT – Roadway Design 
Herman Huang, NCDOT – HES 
Drew Joyner, NCDOT – HES 
Carla Dagnino, NCDOT ‐ NES 
Phil Harris, NCDOT – NES 
Jeff Hemphill, NCDOT – NES 
Mark Staley, NCDOT – Roadside Environmental 
James Dunlop, NCDOT – Congestion Mgmt. 
Elise Groundwater, NCDOT – Congestion Mgmt. 
Tim Sherrill, NCDOT – Structures Mgmt. Unit 
Phil Geary, NCDOT 
Kiersten Bass, HNTB 
John Burris, AECOM 
Ed Edens, AECOM 
Dennis Hoyle, AECOM 
Rhiannon Kincaid, AECOM 
Mathew Potter, AECOM 
Joanna Rocco, AECOM 
Chris Werner, AECOM 
 
 

*Joined meeting via telephone   
   
   
 
 



MEETING SUMMARY 
January 29, 2015 
Page 2 of 3 

A  meeting  was  held  at  10:00  AM  on  Thursday,  January  22,  2015  in  the  NCDOT  Structure  Design 
Conference Room C to revisit Concurrence Point 2.   The purpose of this meeting was to notify the Merger 
Team of an expansion  in  the project  study area  to accommodate  revised design  configurations and  to 
obtain concurrence on the addition of a Detailed Study Alternative (DSA):  Section B, Alternative 3‐C.  

Michael Wray  began  the meeting  by  stating  the meeting’s  purpose  and  initiating  introductions.    The 
Merger Team was provided a copy of the meeting’s presentation and Merger Packet (attached).   

Chris Werner  then gave a presentation on  the project status, Detailed Study Alternatives, project study 
area revisions, project schedule, and next steps.   

Discussion points from the meeting are summarized below: 

 Lori Beckwith from the USACE inquired about when the merger application would be submitted.  
Derrick Weaver explained that the application would be submitted after the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement was issued and before the Public Hearing, therefore anticipated around May of 
2015. 

 An  updated  historic  architecture  report  is  anticipated  by  the  end  of  January.    Archaeological 
studies will not need to be updated for inclusion in the DEIS, but will be available prior to selecting 
the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA).   

 Paul Black from the French Broad River Metropolitan Planning Organization (FBRMPO) noted that 
the MPO board had questioned  if the alternatives could be designed  to Level of Service E since 
the facility  is currently designated as an  interstate facility and had an  interstate designation and 
signing.  Mitch Batuzich from FHWA noted that current regulations state that interstates must be 
designed to LOS D. Paul stated that he would defer to FHWA, but would forward the reference to 
the design exception to Mitch for his consideration.   

 Renee Gledhill‐Earley requested a timeframe for when the updated list of resource impacts would 
be available.  Jennifer Harris stated that this information would be available to the Merger Team 
at  the CP 2A Revisited meeting, which  is anticipated  to be held  in February or March.   Derrick 
Weaver noted  that we would not be  committing  to a date  for CP 2A Revisited meeting at  this 
time, as NCDOT needs  to  review  the design modifications currently under development before 
scheduling a meeting.  Several members of the Merger Team noted that it may be useful to have 
the meeting in Asheville in case any of the sites need to be visited. 

 The Merger Team agreed to adding Alternative 3C as a DSA, therefore the concurrence form will 
be signed by all members including the following DSAs:   

 Section A 
 Section B:  Alternative 3 
 Section B:  Alternative 3C  
 Section B:  Alternative 4 
 Section B:  Alternative 4B 
 Section C:  Alternative A‐2 
 Section C:  Alternative C‐2 
 Section C:  Alternative D‐1 
 Section C:  Alternative F‐1 



MEETING SUMMARY 
January 29, 2015 
Page 3 of 3 

 The revised project study area was also agreed to by the Merger Team.   It was requested that a 
figure showing the updated study area be added to the CP 2 form for future reference.  The CP 2 
form will be revised with this information and then sent to the Merger Team for signature. 

 
 
Action Items 

 NCDOT to coordinate with the Merger Team on CP 2A date and location. 
 NCDOT to distribute updated CP 2 Concurrence Form to the Merger Team for their signatures 

via Docusign.  
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Section 404/NEPA Merger Team Meeting  
Concurrence Point No. 2 

Alternatives to Be Studied in Detail (Revisited) 
 

 
 
I‐26 Connector  
T.I.P. No. I‐2513 
NCDOT Project No. 8.U843701 
Federal‐Aid Project No. MANHF 26‐1 (53) 
NCDOT Division 13 
 

Introduction: 

The purpose of this meeting  is to notify the Merger Team of an expansion  in the project study 
area to accommodate revised design configurations and to obtain concurrence on the addition 
of a detailed study alternative (Section B, Alternative 3‐C).   

 

Merger Process History: 

CP 1 and CP 2 Concurrence (2002) 

In  October  1999,  NCDOT  met  with  interagency  officials  including  Steve  Lund  (COE),  John 
Hennessy  (DWQ)  and David Cox  (NCWRC)  to discuss  the  status of  the  subject project  and  to 
bring the project into the Section 404/NEPA Merger process.  After a description of the project 
development, the agency officials were asked about any concerns regarding the approval status 
of the project.   Mr. Lund acknowledged that the “Purpose and Need”, and “Alternatives To Be 
Studied  In Detail”  (Concurrence Points 1 and 2) were achieved during  the Phase  I  Study.   To 
reaffirm  these decisions, a concurrence meeting was held on  January 23, 2002.   The purpose 
and need was adjusted and a concurrence form was signed by all but one member of the team. 

Due to the addition of alternatives to  improve the  I‐26/I‐40/I‐240  interchange at the southern 
end  of  the  project,  another merger  team meeting  was  held  in  December  2004  to  reaffirm 
concurrence with Concurrence Point 1 and to modify Concurrence Point 2.   Both Concurrence 
Point 1 and Concurrence Point 2 forms were signed by all members of the team. 

CP 2 Revisited and CP 2A (2006) 

Another  I‐26/I‐40/I‐240  interchange  improvement  alternative  (Section C, Alternative  F‐1) was 
developed  to  satisfy  the  project  purpose  and  need  with  anticipated  fewer  environmental 
impacts in a more economical manner. Alternative F‐1 was presented at a concurrence meeting 
held on September 7, 2006, with  the Concurrence Point 2  form signed by all members of  the 
team.    In  addition  to  the  inclusion  of  Alternative  F‐1,  the  September  7,  2006 meeting  also 
included the presentation of preliminary designs and bridging recommendations for the project 
alternatives.  With several modification requests, the Concurrence Point 2A form was signed by 
all members of the team. 
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CP 2 Revisited (2007) 

In  July  2007,  all members  of  the Merger  Team  agreed  at  an  additional  Concurrence  Point  2 
meeting  to  eliminate  Alternative  5  from  further  consideration.    This  alternative  proposed 
constructing a new crossing of the French Broad River immediately south of the existing Captain 
Jeff Bowen Bridge to accommodate Patton Avenue traffic. This alternative was eliminated due 
to operational deficiencies that would worsen the traffic operations along existing I‐240 east of 
the project in downtown Asheville. 

CP 2 Revisited (2009) 

The  Merger  Team  met  in  December  2009  and  agreed  to  remove  Alternative  2  from 
consideration  due  to  operational  issues  after  the  traffic  forecasting  was  updated  (NCDOT 
updated the traffic forecast for all alternatives and revised the design based on the new traffic 
volumes  in 2009).  In August 2010, NCDOT decided  to  replace  the 2008 DEIS with a new DEIS 
instead of developing a Supplemental DEIS. NCDOT began preparation of a new DEIS  in 2010 
that  updated  the  traffic  forecast,  eliminated  Alternative  2  from  consideration,  and  added 
Alternative 4‐B for detailed studies. 

CP 2 Revisited (2015) 

After a 2‐year deferment of the project due to  low project priority ranking, NCDOT reinitiated 
development of the project  in the spring of 2012. Alternative 3 and Alternative 4  in Section B, 
and  the new  location portion of  the project  from north of Patton Avenue crossing  the French 
Broad River  to US 19‐23‐70, were modified  to  avoid  impacts  to  the  Emma Road Community. 
NCDOT developed a new alternative for Section B, Alternative 3C, with a smaller footprint and 
connection  further  to  the  south  of  US  19‐23‐70  that  would  generate  fewer  environmental 
impacts than Alternative 3. 

The new alternative, Alternative 3C, was presented to the public in May of 2014 (in addition to 
all other  alternatives)  to present updated  roadway design plans  that were modified  to  avoid 
impacts to the Emma Road Community, to announce that updated environmental studies will be 
conducted,  and  to  announce  that  a  new  DEIS  will  be  prepared  to  document  the  updated 
environmental  studies.  NCDOT  is  continuing  the  analysis  of  existing  and  projected  traffic 
operations,  and  is  developing  conceptual  design  revisions  based  upon  the  recommendations 
from  the  traffic  operations  analysis.  All  Section  B  alternatives  are  being  studied  to  better 
accommodate pedestrian and bicycle access. NCDOT is also updating the environmental studies 
and beginning preparation of a new DEIS to present the findings of those studies and revisions 
to the roadway design plans. 

 

Therefore, at this point, the Alternatives to Be Studied in Detail include:   

Section A I‐240 Widening Alternative 

Section B Alternatives 3, 3‐C, 4, and 4‐B 

Section C Alternatives A‐2, C‐2, D‐1, and F‐1  
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Purpose and Need for the Project: 

The need for this proposed action is summarized by the following existing and projected 
conditions: 

 System Linkage: A better transportation facility is needed to connect I‐26 south of 
Asheville with US 19‐23 north of Asheville. I‐26 currently connects the Port of Charleston, 
South Carolina, with the mountains of North Carolina joining I‐240 at the I‐26/I‐40/I‐240 
Interchange southwest of Asheville. I‐240 west of Asheville, which connects I‐26 with 
US 19‐23‐70, was constructed in the 1960s and does not meet current interstate design 
standards due to roadway deficiencies. The existing interchange connecting US 19‐23‐70 
from the north with I‐240 contains sharply curved, single‐lane ramps. Freeway traffic using 
this interchange connecting I‐240 with the US 19‐23‐70 freeway is restricted to one lane in 
each direction, which causes traffic to queue onto I‐240. This facility needs to be updated to 
meet current interstate design standards. 

 Capacity: I‐240 needs additional capacity because increasing traffic volumes have 
substantially reduced the level of service on I‐240 west of Asheville.  Several sections of 
I‐240 currently operate at capacity, resulting in traffic delays and queuing on I‐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 STIP Project 
Number A‐0010 has further increased traffic demands along I‐240 west of Asheville. The 
increase in traffic volumes further contributes to the congestion and delays being 
experienced along I‐240. 

 Safety: I‐240 needs safety improvements.  Multiple sections of this project have accident 
rates that exceed the critical crash rates for similar North Carolina facilities, demonstrating 
the need for safety improvements for this facility.  

 

The primary purposes of this proposed action are to: 

 Provide a freeway‐to‐freeway connection between I‐26 south of Asheville and US 19‐23‐70 
north of Asheville 

 Provide a link in the transportation system connecting a direct, multilane, freeway facility 
meeting interstate standards along the existing and future section of the I‐26 Corridor from 
the Port of Charleston, South Carolina, to I‐81 near Kingsport, Tennessee 

 Improve the capacity of existing I‐240 west of Asheville to accommodate the existing and 
forecasted (2033 design year) traffic in this growing area 

 Reduce traffic delays and congestion along the I‐240 crossing of the French Broad River, 
which currently operates at capacity 

 Increase the remaining useful service of the existing Smoky Park Bridge (now known as the 
Captain Jeff Bowen Bridge) by substantially reducing the volume of traffic on this vital 
crossing of the French Broad River 

 Improve the safety of I‐240 west of Asheville 
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Project Study Area 

The Project Study Area extends from the western terminus of I‐26 southwest of the City of 
Asheville around the western side of Asheville to existing US 19‐23‐70 north of Asheville.  The 
project study area has been revised to allow for additional design configuration revisions.  The 
original and revised study areas are shown on Figure 1. 

Project Description: 

The proposed  I‐26 Connector  spans approximately 7 miles and  is  located on  the west  side of 
Asheville,  North  Carolina  and  improves  the  existing  I‐240  and  US  19‐23  corridors  from  the 
I‐26/I‐40/I‐240  interchange  to  the  US  19‐23‐70  interchange  with  SR  1781  (Broadway).    The 
project  improvements are defined  in three separate sections, Section A, B and C that must be 
combined to comprise the entire project (see Figure 2).   These separate sections are described 
below. 

Section A 

The only build alternative  in Section A, The  I‐240 Widening Alternative, shown  in Figure 3, 
includes a best‐fit alignment  for  the widening and  reconstruction of existing  I‐240  from a 
four‐lane  freeway to an eight‐lane  freeway.   The reconstructed roadway would carry both 
I‐26 and  I‐240 throughout the  length of Section A and would be compatible with all of the 
proposed alternatives for Section B and Section C.  The Section A alternative would include 
three  interchanges that will require auxiliary  lanes for appropriate weaving distances.   This 
alternative would  also  include  a  new  bridge  along  I‐26/I‐240  over  Lower  Hominy  Creek 
including the ramps to the interchange of NC 191 (Brevard Road) with I‐26/I‐240.  

Section B 

Section B of the proposed project, shown in Figure 4, would include the modification of the 
existing interchange of I‐240 with US 19‐23‐74A/Patton Avenue and the extension of I‐26 on 
new  location  across  the  French  Broad  River  to  US 19‐23‐70.    From  the  I‐26/I‐40/I‐240 
interchange, the proposed project includes I‐26 and I‐240 combined as one roadway.  At the 
existing  I‐240  interchange  with  US 19‐23‐74A/Patton  Avenue,  the  two  interstates  would 
separate with I‐26 continuing to the north on new location and I‐240 continuing to the east.  
The  interchange  area  is made more  complex due  to  the mixing of  local  traffic on Patton 
Avenue with freeway traffic along the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. 

Alternative 3, shown in Figure 5, begins south of the existing interchange of I‐240 with 
US 19‐23‐74A/Patton  Avenue,  where  I‐26  and  I‐240  would  be  combined  as  one 
roadway.   The combined roadway of  I‐26 westbound/I‐240 eastbound separates south 
of the US 19‐23‐74A/Patton Avenue  interchange, with I‐26 continuing to the north and 
I‐240  continuing to the east across the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges.  I‐26 would continue 
to the north on new location across the Westgate Shopping Center property and would 
cross  the  French Broad River on  a new bridge  approximately 5,000  feet north of  the 
Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges before connecting with US 19‐23‐70.  

Alternative 3C, which is proposed to be added as an Alternative to be Studied in Detail 
and is shown on Figure 6, is almost identical in configuration and design to Alternative 3 
with  the exception of  the new alignment  location  for  the  I‐26  freeway after  the  I‐240 
split. The new I‐26 alignment will turn east instead of going north and will cross French 
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Broad River on two bridge structures approximately 2,500 feet north of the Captain Jeff 
Bowen Bridges before connecting with US 19‐23‐70.  

Alternative 4, shown in Figure 7, would separate the local traffic on Patton Avenue from 
the  freeway  traffic on  I‐26 and  I‐240  through  the addition of  two new  flyover bridges 
2,800 feet north of the Captain  Jeff Bowen Bridges, which would be free to carry only 
local traffic.  The curved flyover bridges would also span the Norfolk Southern Railway, 
SR  1338  (Emma  Road),  the  Norfolk  Southern  Railway  Craggy  spur  line  and  SR  1477 
(Riverside Drive). The alignment of I‐26 east of the I‐240 flyovers is similar to Alternative 
3.  For  this  alternative  nearly  all  of  the  braided  ramps  would  be  required  to  be 
constructed as bridges.   

Alternative 4‐B, shown  in Figure 8,  is similar to Alternative 4, with  I‐240 crossing over 
the French Broad River on two flyover bridges north of the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges, 
which would be  free  to  carry only  local  traffic. The  curved  flyover bridges would also 
span the Norfolk Southern Railway, SR 1338 (Emma Road), the Norfolk Southern Railway 
Craggy spur line and SR 1477 (Riverside Drive). I‐26 would continue to the north on new 
location and cross over  the French Broad River approximately 2,700  feet north of  the 
Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges, combining with US 19‐23‐70 approximately 2,700 feet south 
of  the  SR 1781  (Broadway)  interchange.  I‐26 westbound  traffic would not be  able  to 
access US 19‐23‐70  in  the southbound direction, and northbound US 19‐23‐70 will not 
be able to access I‐26 eastbound.   

Section C 

Section  C  of  the  proposed  project  focuses  on  upgrading  the  existing  I‐26/I‐40/I‐240 
interchange.    The  existing  interchange  is  a  partial  interchange  with  fully‐directional 
movements that would provide only six of the typical eight ramp movements  included  in a 
freeway to freeway interchange.  The existing interchange does not include the movements 
from  I‐40  westbound  to  I‐240  eastbound  or  from  I‐240  westbound  to  I‐40  eastbound.  
Additionally,  the  existing  interchange  includes  two  ramps,  I‐40  eastbound  to  I‐240 
eastbound  and  I‐40  westbound  to  I‐26  eastbound  that  have  both  left‐hand  exits  and 
entrances.  

Four  interchange alternatives (Alternatives A‐2, C‐2, D‐1, and F‐1) are being considered for 
Section C. These Section C alternatives are described below:  

Alternative A‐2,  shown  in Figure 10, would provide direct  ramp connections between 
I‐26,  I‐40  and  the  proposed  I‐26/I‐240  combined  roadway,  including  the movements 
that are currently not provided by the existing  interchange.   The design would  include 
C/D roadways along I‐40 to alleviate traffic capacity issues. As a result of implementing 
the  C/D  roadways,  improvements  would  also  be  required  to  the  existing  I‐40 
interchanges with NC 191 (Brevard Road) and US 19/23/74A which are adjacent to the 
I‐26/I‐40/I‐240 interchange. 

Alternative C‐2, shown in Figure 11, would be a semi‐directional interchange that would 
provide  six of  the eight  ramp movements with directional  ramps while  the  remaining 
two movements would be provided by semi‐direct  loop ramps.   Alternative C‐2 would 
have  the same general configuration  for  the  I‐26/I‐40/I‐240  interchange as Alternative 
C‐1, with two semi‐direct  loop movements  in the northwest and southwest quadrants. 
The design would  include a C/D roadway along I‐26 eastbound to accommodate traffic 
at  the  I‐40  interchange as well as C/D roadways on both  the north and south sides of 
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I‐40.    As  a  result  of  implementing  the  C/D  roadways,  improvements  would  also  be 
required to the existing I‐40 interchanges with NC 191 (Brevard Road) and US 19/23/74A 
which are adjacent to the I‐26/I‐40/I‐240 interchange.                                                                

Alternative D‐1, shown in Figure 12, would be a semi‐directional interchange that would 
provide seven of the eight ramp movements with directional ramps with the remaining 
movement provided by a semi‐direct  loop ramp.   This design would result  in no direct 
connection  to  I‐26 or  I‐240  from NC 191  (Brevard Road) via  I‐40, which would  require 
vehicles to use  interchanges along  I‐26/I‐240 for access. The design would  include C/D 
roadways along I‐40 to alleviate traffic capacity  issues. As a result of  implementing the 
C/D roadways,  improvements would also be required to the existing  I‐40  interchanges 
with NC 191 (Brevard Road) and US 19/23/74A which are adjacent to the I‐26/I‐40/I‐240 
interchange. 

Alternative F‐1, shown  in Figure 13, was developed to potentially minimize  impacts to 
the  human  and  natural  environment  as  well  as  to  provide  a  lower  cost  option  for 
consideration.  The design would provide the two missing movements so access will be 
provided for all directions at the I‐26/I‐40/I‐240 interchange.  The design would include 
C/D roadways along I‐40 to alleviate traffic capacity issues. As a result of implementing 
the  C/D  roadways,  improvements  would  also  be  required  to  the  existing  I‐40 
interchanges with NC 191 (Brevard Road) and US 19/23/74A which are adjacent to the 
I‐26/I‐40/I‐240 interchange.  

 

Agenda Issues: 

The following issues are the focus of this meeting: 

Expansion of the Project Study Area ‐ The Project Study Area is being expanded in several areas 
to allow  for additional design  configuration  revisions based upon  the  recommendations  from 
the traffic operations analysis.   Most of the Project Study Area expansions are minor in nature; 
however,  three  areas will  allow  for  the  extent  of  the  project  limits  to  be  slightly  extended.  
These  areas  include:  along  I‐40  west  of  the  US  19‐23‐74A  interchange,  along 
US 19‐23‐74A/Patton  Avenue  west  of  the  French  Broad  River,    and  along  I‐240  and  Patton 
Avenue east of the French Broad River. 

The addition of Section B, Alternative 3C as an Alternative  to be Studied  in Detail  ‐ After a 
2‐year  deferment  of  the  project  due  to  low  project  priority  ranking,  NCDOT  reinitiated 
development of the project  in the spring of 2012. Alternative 3 and Alternative 4  in Section B, 
and  the new  location portion of  the project  from north of Patton Avenue crossing  the French 
Broad River  to US 19‐23‐70, were modified  to  avoid  impacts  to  the  Emma Road Community. 
NCDOT developed a new alternative for Section B, Alternative 3C, with a smaller footprint and 
connection  further  to  the  south  of  US  19‐23‐70  that  would  generate  fewer  environmental 
impacts than Alternative 3. 

The new alternative, Alternative 3C, was presented to the public in May of 2014 (in addition to 
all other  alternatives)  to present updated  roadway design plans  that were modified  to  avoid 
impacts to the Emma Road Community, to announce that updated environmental studies will be 
conducted,  and  to  announce  that  a  new  DEIS  will  be  prepared  to  document  the  updated 
environmental studies. The feedback provided regarding this new alternative on comment cards 
at these public  involvement activities  included one opposition and three supporting views, out 
of approximately 144 attendees.  
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Project Next Steps: 

NCDOT is continuing the analysis of existing and projected traffic operations, and is developing 
design  revisions  based  upon  the  recommendations  from  the  traffic  operations  analysis. 
Additionally, all Section B alternatives are being studied to better accommodate pedestrian and 
bicycle  access.  As  a  result  of  reinitiating  the  project,  adding  a  new  alternative,  and 
revising/developing  conceptual  design  revision,  NCDOT  is  also  updating  the  environmental 
studies and beginning preparation of a new DEIS  to present  the  findings of  those studies and 
revisions  to  the  roadway design plans.   As  such, NCDOT  is anticipating  that a CP2A Revisited 
Merger Meeting will be held  in February to review the revised designs and to discuss Bridging 
Decisions and Alignment Review. 
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Section C:
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Section C:
Alternative C-2
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Figure 12

Section C:
Alternative D-1
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Alternative F-1

0 10.5
Miles

Buncombe County

Alternative F-1
Interstate
US Highway
NC Highway
State Route
Local Roads
Railroad
Streams (non-delineated)
Water
Municipal Boundary





MEETING SUMMARY      
 
 
To:    Meeting Attendees 
    Project File  
 
From:     Rhiannon Kincaid 

AECOM 
 
Date:    May 5, 2015 
 
RE:    Section 404/NEPA Merger Process – Concurrence Meeting: CP 2A Revisited  
    NCDOT STIP Project I‐2513 (I‐26 Connector) 

 
 

Meeting Attendees: 

Mitch Batuzich, FHWA 
Lori Beckwith, USACE 
Marella Buncick, USFWS 
Marla Chambers, NCWRC 
Cynthia Van Der Wiele, USEPA 
Tristan Winkler, French Broad River MPO 
Rick Tipton, NCDOT – Division 13 
Kristina Solberg, NCDOT – Division 13 
Jennifer Harris, NCDOT – PDEA*  
Derrick Weaver, NCDOT – PDEA 
Kirby Pendergraft, NCDOT – Hydraulics* 
Bill Zerman, NCDOT – Hydraulics* 
 

Ray Lovinggood, NCDOT – Hydraulics*  
Kevin Moore, NCDOT – Roadway Design 
Terry Harris, NCDOT – Roadway Design 
Carla Dagnino, NCDOT ‐ NES 
Jeff Hemphill, NCDOT – NES 
Kevin Barnett, NCDENR ‐ DWS 
Ed Edens, AECOM 
Dennis Hoyle, AECOM 
Rhiannon Kincaid, AECOM 
Joanna Rocco, AECOM 
Chris Werner, AECOM 
Rebecca Berzinis, Atkins 
Jeremy Schmid, Atkins 
 

*Joined meeting via telephone   
   

A meeting was held at 10:00 AM on Thursday, April 2, 2015  in  the NCDOT Division 13 Office  to  revisit 
Concurrence Point 2A. The purpose of this meeting was to review previous CP2A decisions and to obtain 
concurrence with the bridging and alignment recommendations.  CP2A is being revisited as a result of the 
addition of Alternative 3C being  selected  as  a Detailed  Study Alternative  (DSA)  and due  to  the design 
revisions being incorporated to the remaining DSAs.   

Derrick Weaver began  the meeting by stating  the meeting’s purpose and  initiating  introductions.   Chris 
Werner then gave a presentation on: 

 the previous CP2A decisions,  



MEETING SUMMARY 
May 5, 2015 
Page 2 of 3 

 the natural resources within the project study area (per the recently updated Natural Resources 
Technical Report, which also included the project study area expansions presented to the Merger 
Team in January 2015), 

 the proposed minimum hydraulically required structures (only structures greater than or equal to 
72 inches were analyzed; however, impacts to all jurisdictional resources were reviewed)  

 the proposed design  configurations  for each DSA,  including  slopestake  limits,  slopestake  limits 
plus 25 foot buffers, and proposed retaining wall locations 

 Anticipated DSA  impacts  for all  jurisdictional resources within  the project study area.   Updated 
copies  of  the Merger  Packet  Table  1  and  2  (attached) were  provided  to  attendees.   Updates 
included  revisions  for clarity, updated wetland  impacts  (in Section C DSA A‐2, C‐2, and D‐1  for 
Wetland WI), and updated stream impacts (in Section B DSA 4, Section C DSA A‐2, C‐2, D‐1, and F‐
1).     

Discussion points from the meeting are summarized below: 

 Requests made at the previous CP2A Concurrence (September 7, 2006) were reviewed:  
1. In  Alternative  B3  in  Section  B,  NCDOT  will  shorten  the  proposed  450‐foot  culvert  at 

Holiday Inn Drive over Smith Mill Creek through the introduction of a retaining wall along 
Holiday Inn Drive.  Follow‐up:  no longer an issue as Holiday Inn Drive has been realigned. 

2. In Alternative B4  in Section B, NCDOT will  replace  the  recommended culvert at Holiday 
Inn Drive and the exit ramp over Smith Mill Creek with bridges.  Follow‐up:  this has been 
implemented in the current designs for this alternative. 

3. NCDOT agreed to add cross‐veins or other appropriate measures to reduce the potential 
for head cutting on Smith Mill Creek with any alternative. Follow‐up:   there has been no 
change to this previous commitment. 

4. NCDOT agreed  to use  sills or baffles  to  contain  low  flows  to one of  two barrels at  the 
culvert  along  Reed  Creek.  Follow‐up:    there  has  been  no  change  to  this  previous 
commitment 

5. In Alternatives A2  and D1  in  Section C, NCDOT will  shorten  the  culvert  extension(s)  at 
Trent Branch and remove some of the existing culvert under the I‐240 Westbound to I‐40 
westbound ramp. Follow‐up:  there has been no change to this previous commitment 

6. Although not yet quantified, the stream and wetland impacts associated with Alternative 
F1 in Section C were noted to be less than those of the other Section C alternates. Follow‐
up:  Impacts for this alternative were presented to the Merger Team; whereas, during the 
2006 meeting, impacts were not available. 

 Smith Mill Creek, Natural Resources Technical Report  (NRTR) Stream SR near Holiday  Inn Drive 
was discussed in detail. The water in this stream is of low quality due to high levels of runoff. The 
long  culverts  proposed  in  Alternatives  3  and  3C  are  not  desirable,  but  are  acceptable. While 
bridges may be a more expensive construction option, the cost of mitigation efforts for the length 
of stream moved to a culvert should also be considered in the alternative comparison during CP3.  
It was  agreed  that  further  discussion  on  avoidance  and minimization  of  impacts  to  Smith Mill 
Creek for Alternative 3 or 3C could be reviewed during CP4A, where NCDOT should evaluate the 
feasibility of bridging Smith Mill Creek. 
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 Upper Hominy Creek, NRTR Stream SX was discussed.   Alternatives A‐2 and D‐1  includes  ramp 
alignment  parallel  and  nearly  overtop  of  Stream  SX.    If  possible,  NCDOT  will  investigate  the 
potential  to  realign  this  ramp  for  these  alternatives  in order  to  shift  the bridge outside of  the 
stream  limits.     Alternatives C‐2 and F‐1  includes fill slopes that may encroach on Stream SX.    It 
was noted this  is an area  impacts to the stream may be avoided through  the use of a retaining 
wall that should also be considered in the alternative comparison during CP3.  

 All existing multi‐barrel culverts within the project limits were reviewed with the Merger Team to 
determine if any sites were candidates to be replaced with bridges.  No sites were identified.  

 In  extending  existing  structures,  all  structures  should  be  evaluated  for  functionality  and  areas 
where over widening exists should be corrected.   

 Sills and baffles shall be provided  in new box culverts to retain the native material and maintain 
the natural  stream width and depth. Where existing box  culverts do not have  sills and baffles, 
NCDOT  should  consider  adding  a  supplemental  pipe  to  maintain  similar  culvert  flow 
characteristics in order to provide sills and baffles. 

 CP 3 and CP4A were discussed. For this project, CP 4A may need to be discussed before CP 3 can 
be determined, because of the potential high mitigation costs.  

 CP 2A was achieved  at  this meeting on  the DSAs.   The Merger Team  agreed on  the minimum 
hydraulic recommendations for Alternatives 3 and 3C as presented at the meeting, but requested 
that NCDOT  evaluate  the  feasibility of bridging  Smith Mill Creek.    This has been noted on  the 
concurrence form. 

 
Action Items 

 NCDOT to distribute CP2A Concurrence Form to Merger Team for remaining signatures.  
 NCDOT to continue with preparation of the DEIS. 
 It was agreed that further discussion on avoidance and minimization of impacts to Smith Mill 

Creek for Alternative 3 or 3C could be reviewed during CP4A, where NCDOT should evaluate 
the feasibility of bridging Smith Mill Creek. 

 Site 20 is just outside of the project limits, crossing Shelburne Road, and was analyzed due to 
its close proximity to the project.  The analysis suggested the existing structure is undersized 
with a much larger structure required to handle the flow.  NCDOT Division 13 will determine if 
there is a history of issues associated with the existing culvert.   

 



Section A
Widen I-240

Exist Alignment 3 3C 4 4B A-2 C-2 D-1 F-1

Length along I-26 (miles) 2.0 2.4 2.5 2.4 2.5 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2
Interchanges in Build Area 
(Number) 3 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3
Number of Railroad 
Crossings 0 3 3 8 5 2 2 2 2
Schools (Number) 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
Churches (Number) 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cemetaries (Number) 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
*Historic Properties 
(Number) 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 1
**Archeological Sites 
(Number) 2 0 0 0 0 5 5 3 3
Federally Listed Species 
Present Within Corridor 
(Yes or No) No No No No No No No No No 
State Listed Species (yes 
or no) No No No No No No No No No 

Forest Impacts (Acreage) 49.5 52.9 48.9 62.9 52.2 196.0 191.7 193.1 180.0
Prime Farmlands 
(Acreage) Conservation 
Service Form AD 1006 0 0 0 0 0 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.3
Potential Residential 
Relocations
Potential Business 
Relocations
Hazardous Materials Sites 
(Number and type, if 
known) 3 3 3 3 4 0 0 0 0
Wetland Impacts (Number 
of Crossings) 1 3 2 2 2 13 12 13 12

Wetland Impacts (Acres) 0.01 0.16 0.05 0.15 0.05 2.62 2.37 2.03 1.87
Delineated Stream 
Impacts (Number of 
Crossings) 3 8 8 6 6 14 14 14 13
Delineated Stream 
Impacts (Length in ft) 799 3331 3096 1764 1891 2618 2494 2532 1815
Riparian Buffer Impacts 
for Zone 1 and Zone 2 
(Sq. Foot) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Supply Critical 
Areas (yes or no) No No No No No No No No No 
Wildlife Refuges and 
gamelands (yes or no) No No No No No No No No No 
Greenway Crossings 
(Number) 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1
Low Income Population 
Impacts (Number of 
relocatees and 
communities) 
Minority Population 
Impacts (Number of 
relocatees and 
communities) 
Impacted Noise 
Receptors (Number) 

Federal Lands (Yes or no) No No No No No No No No No 
Significant Natural 
Heritage Program Areas 
(Number of Crossings) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Right-of-Way Cost 
Estimate
Construction Cost 
Estimate
Total Cost Estimate

**Impacts to Archeological resources are currently still being determined. These values will be updated for the 2015 DEIS.

Table 1: I-2513 Impacts by Section

*Historic properties/boundaries are currently still being determined. 

Section B Section C
New Location Across French Broad I-26/I-40 Interchange

This information is  currently being updated based on revised designs.

This information is  currently being updated based on revised designs. 

This information is  currently being updated based on revised designs.



WIDTH (FT) OR 
CULVERT SIZE

LENGTH
(FT)

DECK AREA
(SF)

LENGTH (FT)
*

BANK WIDTH
(FT)

BANK 
HEIGHT
(FT)

WATER 
DEPTH
(IN)

8 SB OLD  BRIDGE VAR 202' TO 262' 378 90,606 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18 BRIDGE

18 SD OLD  RETAIN/EXTEND UT1A TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 290 10 2 4 48" CMP
19 SC OLD  RETAIN/EXTEND MOORE BRANCH C N/A PERENNIAL 225 12 3 6 48" CMP
20 SH OLD  N/A UT3C TO LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 8 3 12 NONE
N/A SF OLD RETAIN/EXTEND UT2A TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 284 3 2 TO 3 6 42" to 48" CMP

TOTAL 799

LOCATION 
WETLAND 
MAP ID 

NCWAM 
CLASSIFICATION  

NCDWR WETLAND 
RATING 

AREA (ACRES) 

I‐26 SB NORTH OF THE 
FRENCH BROAD RIVER 

WA 
BOTTOMLAND 

HARDWOOD FOREST 
40 0.01

TOTAL 0.01

LOCATION  POND ID AREA (ACRES)* 

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.

WETLAND IMPACTS 

I‐2513A

NO PONDS IN SECTION A

POND IMPACTS 

I‐2513A

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.

Table 2: Jurisdictional Waters

I‐2513A

HYDRAULIC SITE
NRTR
MAP
ID

RECOMMENDED
STRUCTURE

RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE
DIMENSIONS

STREAM NAME
SURFACE WATER BEST 
USE CLASSIFICATION**

NCDWR 
WETLAND 
RATING

STREAM 
CLASSIFICATION

IMPACTS TO 
JURISDICTIO

EXISTING CHANNEL DIMENSIONS

EXISTING STRUCTURE
OLD/NEW/ REVISED 
HYDRAULIC SITE***

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.  ** Best Usage Classifications: B: Primary Recreation, Fresh Water; C: Aquatic Life, Secondary Recreation, Fresh Water.  *** Hydraulic Site Explanation:  "OLD" refers to a site previously reviewed with the Merger Team, "NEW" refers to a site that has not been reviewed 
with the Merger Team, and "REVISED" refers to a site that has been previously reviewed with the Merger Team however the site has been moved or updated. 
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WIDTH (FT) OR 
CULVERT SIZE

LENGTH
(FT)

DECK AREA
(SF)

LENGTH (FT)
*

BANK WIDTH
(FT)

BANK 
HEIGHT
(FT)

WATER 
DEPTH
(IN)

9 SR OLD  RCBC (2) 12x10 805 SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 833 20 6 TO 8 18 NONE
SR OLD  BRIDGE SB VAR 60' TO105' 2,214 143,069 SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 20 6 TO 8 18 NONE
SR OLD  BRIDGE NB VAR 26' TO 100' 2,165 152,769 SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 20 6 TO 8 18 NONE

13 SA OLD 
RETAIN EXISTING 

BRIDGE 
FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200

60' X 1312' EB
60' X 1203' WB

15 SA REVISED BRIDGE 122 2,165 243,342 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 NONE
16 SJ OLD RETAIN EXISTING  REED CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 15 4 36 (4) 8 X 9 RCBC
17A SR OLD RETAIN/EXTEND SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 313 20 6 TO 8 18 (3) 8' X 11' RCBC
23 SP OLD SITE 10 BRIDGE UT4B TO SMITH MILL CREEK [EMMA BRANCH] C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 8 2 TO 3 4 NONE
N/A SG N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 234 10 3 4 60" CMP
N/A SG N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 946 10 3 4 60" CMP
17B SR REVISED RCBC (3) 8' X 11' 92 SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 154 20 6 TO 8 18 NONE
N/A SU N/A NONE UT2B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A INTERMITTENT 324 3 1 to 2 3 NONE
N/A SN N/A NONE UT1B TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A INTERMITTENT 379 2 1 2 NONE
N/A SI N/A SITE 15 BRIDGE UT2B TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A INTERMITTENT N/A 2 TO 4 2 2 TO 6 NONE
N/A SK N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT4B TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 148 5 1 4 18" CMP

TOTAL 3331

WIDTH (FT) OR 
CULVERT SIZE

LENGTH
(FT)

DECK AREA
(SF)

LENGTH (FT)
*

BANK WIDTH
(FT)

BANK 
HEIGHT
(FT)

WATER 
DEPTH
(IN)

9 SR OLD RCBC (2) 12x10 805 SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 901 20 6 TO 8 18 NONE
SR OLD SITE 11 BRIDGE SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 20 6 TO 8 18 NONE
SR OLD SITE 14 BRIDGE SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 20 6 TO 8 18 NONE

11 SA REVISED BRIDGE VAR 28' TO 77' 4,719 319,353 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 NONE

13 SA OLD
RETAIN EXISTING 

BRIDGE 
FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200

60' X 1312' EB
60' X 1203' WB

14 SA REVISED BRIDGE VAR 28' TO 60' 5,241 336,530 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 NONE
16 SJ OLD RETAIN EXISTING  REED CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 15 4 36 (4) 8 X 9 RCBC
17A SR OLD RETAIN/EXTEND SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 313 20 6 TO 8 18 (3) 8' X 11' RCBC
23 SP OLD SITE 14 BRIDGE UT4B TO SMITH MILL CREEK [EMMA BRANCH] C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 8 2 TO 3 4 NONE
N/A SG N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 234 10 3 4 60" CMP
N/A SG N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 946 10 3 4 60" CMP
17B SR REVISED RCBC (3) 8' X 11' 92 SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 154 20 6 TO 8 18 NONE
N/A SU N/A NONE UT2B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A INTERMITTENT 324 3 1 to 2 3 NONE
N/A SI N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2B TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A INTERMITTENT 94 2 TO 4 2 2 TO 6 42" CMP
N/A SK N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT4B TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 130 5 1 4 18" CMP

TOTAL 3096

ALTERNATIVE 3‐C

RECOMMENDED
STRUCTURE

OLD/NEW/ REVISED 
HYDRAULIC SITE***

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.  ** Best Usage Classifications: B: Primary Recreation, Fresh Water; C: Aquatic Life, Secondary Recreation, Fresh Water.  *** Hydraulic Site Explanation:  "OLD" refers to a site previously reviewed with the Merger Team, "NEW" refers to a site that has not been reviewed 
with the Merger Team, and "REVISED" refers to a site that has been previously reviewed with the Merger Team however the site has been moved or updated. 

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.  ** Best Usage Classifications: B: Primary Recreation, Fresh Water; C: Aquatic Life, Secondary Recreation, Fresh Water.  *** Hydraulic Site Explanation:  "OLD" refers to a site previously reviewed with the Merger Team, "NEW" refers to a site that has not been reviewed 
with the Merger Team, and "REVISED" refers to a site that has been previously reviewed with the Merger Team however the site has been moved or updated. 

EXISTING
STRUCTURE

SURFACE WATER
BEST USE

CLASSIFICATION**

NCDWR 
WETLAND 
RATING

STREAM 
CLASSIFICATION

IMPACTS TO  EXISTING CHANNEL DIMENSIONSRECOMMENDED STRUCTURE

ALTERNATIVE 3

HYDRAULIC SITE STREAM NAME

10

10

Table 2: Jurisdictional Waters

I‐2513B

NRTR
MAP
ID

Table 2: Jurisdictional Waters

I‐2513B

HYDRAULIC SITE
NRTR
MAP
ID

OLD/NEW/ REVISED 
HYDRAULIC SITE***

RECOMMENDED
STRUCTURE

RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE

STREAM NAME
SURFACE WATER

BEST USE
CLASSIFICATION**

NCDWR 
WETLAND 
RATING

STREAM 
CLASSIFICATION

IMPACTS TO  EXISTING CHANNEL DIMENSIONS

EXISTING
STRUCTURE
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WIDTH (FT) OR 
CULVERT SIZE

LENGTH
(FT)

DECK AREA
(SF)

LENGTH (FT)
*

BANK WIDTH
(FT)

BANK 
HEIGHT
(FT)

WATER 
DEPTH
(IN)

SR OLD BRIDGE SB VAR 60' TO105' 2,240 142,978 SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 20 6 TO 8 18 NONE
SR OLD BRIDGE NB VAR 26' TO 100' 2,240 199,614 SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 20 6 TO 8 18 NONE

11 SA REVISED BRIDGE VAR 44' TO 89' 2,216 160,978 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 NONE

12 SA REVISED BRIDGE 42 1,490 58,169 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 NONE

13 SA OLD RETAIN EXISTING  FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200
60' X 1312' EB
60' X 1203' WB

15 SA REVISED BRIDGE 122 1,971 240,462 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 NONE
23 SP OLD SITE 10 BRIDGE UT4B TO SMITH MILL CREEK [EMMA BRANCH] C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 8 2 TO 3 4 NONE
24 N/A OLD RETAIN EXISTING  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A (1) 8' X 8' RCBC
25 N/A OLD RETAIN EXISTING  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A (1) 84" CMP
16 SJ OLD RETAIN EXISTING  REED CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 15 4 36 (4) 8 X 9 RCBC
N/A SG N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 359 10 3 4 60" CMP
N/A SG N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 364 10 3 4 60" CMP
N/A SN N/A NONE UT1B TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A INTERMITTENT 447 2 1 2
N/A SS N/A NONE UT3B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 183 5 1 TO 3 6
N/A SU N/A NONE UT2B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A INTERMITTENT 287 3 1 to 2 3 NONE
N/A SK N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT4B TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 124 5 1 4 18" CMP

TOTAL 1764

WIDTH (FT) OR 
CULVERT SIZE

LENGTH
(FT)

DECK AREA
(SF)

LENGTH (FT)
*

BANK WIDTH
(FT)

BANK 
HEIGHT
(FT)

WATER 
DEPTH
(IN)

SA REVISED BRIDGE SB VAR 60' TO 84' 4,800 303,218 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 NONE
SA REVISED BRIDGE NB VAR 34' TO 60' 4,225 292,199 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 NONE

12 SA REVISED BRIDGE VAR 42' TO 54' 4,120 148,693 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 NONE

13 SA OLD RETAIN EXISTING  FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200
60' X 1312' EB
60' X 1203' WB

14 SA REVISED BRIDGE VAR 34' TO 42' 3,651 205,002 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 NONE
10 SR OLD SITE 14 BRIDGE SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 20 6 TO 8 18 NONE
17 SR OLD RETAIN/EXTEND SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 203 20 6 TO 8 18 (3) 8' X 11' RCBC
24 N/A OLD RETAIN EXISTING  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A (1) 8' X 8' RCBC
25 N/A OLD RETAIN EXISTING  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A (1) 84" CMP
16 SJ OLD RETAIN EXISTING  REED CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 15 4 36 (4) 8 X 9 RCBC
N/A SG N/A  RETAIN/EXTEND UT1B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 942 10 3 4 60" CMP
N/A SG N/A  RETAIN/EXTEND UT1B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 246 10 3 4 60" CMP
N/A SI N/A  RETAIN/EXTEND UT2B TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A INTERMITTENT 130 2 TO 4 2 2 TO 6 42" CMP
N/A SU N/A  NONE UT2B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A INTERMITTENT 317 3 1 to 2 3 NONE
N/A SK N/A  RETAIN/EXTEND UT4B TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 53 5 1 4 18" CMP

TOTAL 1891

ALTERNATIVE 4

ALTERNATIVE 4‐B

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.  ** Best Usage Classifications: B: Primary Recreation, Fresh Water; C: Aquatic Life, Secondary Recreation, Fresh Water.  *** Hydraulic Site Explanation:  "OLD" refers to a site previously reviewed with the Merger Team, "NEW" refers to a site that has not been reviewed 
with the Merger Team, and "REVISED" refers to a site that has been previously reviewed with the Merger Team however the site has been moved or updated. 

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.  ** Best Usage Classifications: B: Primary Recreation, Fresh Water; C: Aquatic Life, Secondary Recreation, Fresh Water.  *** Hydraulic Site Explanation:  "OLD" refers to a site previously reviewed with the Merger Team, "NEW" refers to a site that has not been reviewed 
with the Merger Team, and "REVISED" refers to a site that has been previously reviewed with the Merger Team however the site has been moved or updated. 

Table 2: Jurisdictional Waters

I‐2513B

HYDRAULIC SITE
NRTR
MAP
ID

EXISTING
STRUCTURE

11

10

SURFACE WATER
BEST USE

CLASSIFICATION**

NCDWR 
WETLAND 
RATING

STREAM 
CLASSIFICATION

IMPACTS TO  EXISTING CHANNEL DIMENSIONS

OLD/NEW/ REVISED 
HYDRAULIC SITE***

RECOMMENDED
STRUCTURE

RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE

STREAM NAME

Table 2: Jurisdictional Waters

I‐2513B

HYDRAULIC SITE
NRTR
MAP
ID

OLD/NEW/ REVISED 
HYDRAULIC SITE***

RECOMMENDED
STRUCTURE

RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE

STREAM NAME
SURFACE WATER

BEST USE
CLASSIFICATION**

NCDWR 
WETLAND 
RATING

STREAM 
CLASSIFICATION

IMPACTS TO  EXISTING CHANNEL DIMENSIONS

EXISTING
STRUCTURE
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LOCATION 
WETLAND 
MAP ID 

NCWAM 
CLASSIFICATION  

NCDWR WETLAND 
RATING 

AREA (ACRES) *

I‐26 NB SOUTH OF PATTON  WC HEADWATER FOREST  43 0.01

I‐26 NB SOUTH OF PATTON  WF HEADWATER FOREST  29 0.04

I‐26 SOUTH OF FRENCH 
BROAD RIVER NORTH OF 

PATTON 
WD

BOTTOMLAND 
HARDWOOD FOREST 

33 0.11

TOTAL 0.16

I‐26 NB SOUTH OF PATTON  WC HEADWATER FOREST  43 0.01

I‐26 NB SOUTH OF PATTON  WF HEADWATER FOREST  29 0.04

TOTAL 0.05

I‐26 NB SOUTH OF PATTON  WF HEADWATER FOREST  29 0.04

I‐26 SOUTH OF FRENCH 
BROAD RIVER NORTH OF 

PATTON 
WD

BOTTOMLAND 
HARDWOOD FOREST 

33 0.11

TOTAL 0.15

I‐26 NB SOUTH OF PATTON  WC HEADWATER FOREST  43 0.01

I‐26 NB SOUTH OF PATTON  WF HEADWATER FOREST  29 0.04

TOTAL 0.05

LOCATION  POND ID AREA (ACRES)* 

I‐26 WEST OF SITE 19 1B 0.27
I‐26 WEST OF SITE 19 3B 0.26

I‐26 WEST OF SITE 19 1B  0.27
I‐26 WEST OF SITE 19 3B  0.33

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.

ALTERNATIVE 4‐B

NO PONDS IN ALTERNATIVE 4‐B

NO PONDS IN ALTERNATIVE 3‐C

POND IMPACTS 

I‐2513B

ALTERNATIVE 4‐B

ALTERNATIVE 4

ALTERNATIVE 3‐C

ALTERNATIVE 3

Table 2: Jurisdictional Waters

I‐2513B

ALTERNATIVE 3

ALTERNATIVE 3‐C

ALTERNATIVE 4

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.
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WIDTH (FT) OR 
CULVERT SIZE

LENGTH
(FT)

DECK AREA
(SF)

LENGTH (FT)
*

BANK WIDTH
(FT)

BANK 
HEIGHT
(FT)

WATER 
DEPTH
(IN)

N/A SAQ N/A RETAIN UT5C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 3 0.5 0 TO 3
N/A SE N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 88 4 TO 8 1 TO 6 6
N/A SAB N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 132 4 TO 8 2 TO 6 5 TO 6
N/A SAG N/A NONE UT2 TO UT1C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A INTERMITTENT 375 4 2 2 TO 4
1 SA OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 184 603 112,013 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 (2) 576' BRIDGES

2A (MAINLINE) SB OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 164 375 61,203 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18
(WB) 350' BRIDGE (EB) 

355' BRIDGE
2B (WB) SB OLD BRIDGE 26 360 9,565 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18 NONE
2C (EB) SB OLD BRIDGE 26 420 10,920 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18 NONE

3A (MAINLINE) SX OLD BRIDGE 116 209 23,826 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 NONE
3B (EB) SX OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 44 1,000 48,129 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 180' BRIDGE

3C (NB TO EB) SX OLD BRIDGE 26 215 5,592 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 NONE
3D (WB TO SB) SX OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 42 245 9,837 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 172' BRIDGE
4A (MAINLINE) SX REVISED REPLACE BRIDGE 134 235 31,490 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 (2) 198' BRIDGES

4B (EB) SX REVISED BRIDGE 38 180 6,840 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 NONE
4C (WB) SX REVISED SITE 22 BRIDGE N/A N/A N/A UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 NONE

5 SV OLD RETAIN RAGSDALE CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 8 TO 13 3 TO 4 1 TO 12 (2) 9' x 9' RCBC
N/A SAF N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 312 5 3 TO 4 4 TO 6

7 SX OLD BRIDGE 158 307 48,954 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10
(WB) 252' BRIDGE (EB) 

312' BRIDGE
N/A SAL N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 239 2 TO 8 1 TO 3 2 TO 4

N/A SAL N/A
NONE‐LONG. 
IMPACTS

UT2C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 259 2 TO 8 1 TO 3 2 TO 4

N/A SAL N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 45 2 TO 8 1 TO 3 2 TO 4
21 SW REVISED RETAIN/EXTEND TRENT BRANCH C N/A PERENNIAL 149 6 4 6 TO 12 6' x 9' RCBC

22
SX 
SV

REVISED BRIDGE VAR 26' TO 77' 3,484 142,539
UPPER HOMINY CREEK
& RAGSDALE CREEK

C N/A PERENNIAL N/A
30 TO 50
8 TO 13

1 TO 5
3 TO 4

4 TO 10
1 TO 12

NONE

28 SV NEW RETAIN/EXTEND RAGSDALE CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 125 8 TO 13 3 TO 4 1 TO 12 (3) 7' x 9' RCBC
29 SV NEW RETAIN/EXTEND RAGSDALE CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 121 8 TO 13 3 TO 4 1 TO 12 (3) 8' x 8' RCBC

30 SAD & SAK NEW RETAIN/EXTEND
UT1C TO RAGSDALE
UT2C TO RAGSDALE

C N/A PERENNIAL 165
4
3

2
2

0 TO 8
1 TO 4

48" RCP & 30" RCP

N/A SAN N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT3C TO RAGSDALE C N/A PERENNIAL 155 4 2 1 TO 8
N/A SAC N/A N/A UT1C TO LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A INTERMITTENT 79 2 1 TO 2 2 TO 4
N/A SAJ N/A NONE UT2C TO LOWER HOMINEY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 374 3 1 TO 3 2 TO 4

TOTAL 2618
* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.  ** Best Usage Classifications: B: Primary Recreation, Fresh Water; C: Aquatic Life, Secondary Recreation, Fresh Water.  *** Hydraulic Site Explanation:  "OLD" refers to a site previously reviewed with the Merger Team, "NEW" refers to a site that has 

not been reviewed with the Merger Team, and "REVISED" refers to a site that has been previously reviewed with the Merger Team however the site has been moved or updated. 

Table 2: Jurisdictional Waters

STREAM NAME
SURFACE WATER 

BEST USE 
CLASSIFICATION**

NCDWR 
WETLAND 
RATING

EXISTING STRUCTURE

RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE EXISTING CHANNEL DIMENSIONS
RECOMMENDED
STRUCTURE

I‐2513C

STREAM 
CLASSIFICATION

IMPACTS TO 

ALTERNATIVE A‐2

NRTR
MAP
ID

HYDRAULIC SITE

OLD/NEW/ 
REVISED 

HYDRAULIC 
SITE***
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WIDTH (FT) OR 
CULVERT SIZE

LENGTH
(FT)

DECK AREA
(SF)

LENGTH (FT)
*

BANK WIDTH
(FT)

BANK 
HEIGHT
(FT)

WATER 
DEPTH
(IN)

N/A SAQ N/A RETAIN UT5C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 3 0.5 0 TO 3
N/A SE N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 130 4 TO 8 1 TO 6 6
N/A SAB N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 208 4 TO 8 2 TO 6 5 TO 6
N/A SAG N/A NONE UT2 TO UT1C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 375 4 2 2 TO 4
1 SA OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 230 603 137,984 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 (2) 576' BRIDGES

2A (MAINLINE) SB OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 227 375 80,093 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18
(WB) 350' BRIDGE (EB) 

355' BRIDGE
2B (WB) SB OLD BRIDGE 50 360 11,727 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18 NONE
2C (EB) SB OLD BRIDGE 26 420 10,930 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18 NONE

3A (MAINLINE) SX OLD BRIDGE 216 209 43,870 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 NONE
3B (NB TO EB) SX OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 30 240 7,152 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 180' BRIDGE
4A (MAINLINE) SX REVISED REPLACE BRIDGE 184 235 43,841 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 BRIDGE

4B (EB) SX REVISED BRIDGE 38 180 6,840 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 NONE
5 SV OLD RETAIN RAGSDALE CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 8 TO 13 3 TO 4 1 TO 12 (2) 9' x 9' RCBC

N/A SAF N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 15 5 3 TO 4 4 TO 6

7 SX OLD BRIDGE 158 307 48,954 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10
(WB) 252' BRIDGE (EB) 

312' BRIDGE
N/A SAL N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 239 2 TO 8 1 TO 3 2 TO 4

N/A SAL N/A
NONE‐LONG. 
IMPACTS

UT2C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 259 2 TO 8 1 TO 3 2 TO 4

N/A SAL N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 45 2 TO 8 1 TO 3 2 TO 4
21 SW REVISED RETAIN/EXTEND TRENT BRANCH C N/A PERENNIAL 148 6 4 6 TO 12 6' x 9' RCBC

22 SX & SV REVISED BRIDGE VAR 32' TO 65' 2,291 127,465
UPPER HOMINY CREEK
& RAGSDALE CREEK

C N/A PERENNIAL N/A
30 TO 50
8 TO 13

1 TO 5
3 TO 4

4 TO 10
1 TO 12

NONE

29 SV NEW RETAIN/EXTEND RAGSDALE CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 121 8 TO 13 3 TO 4 1 TO 12 (3) 8' x 8' RCBC
28 SV NEW RETAIN/EXTEND RAGSDALE CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 125 8 TO 13 3 TO 4 1 TO 12 (3) 7' x 9' RCBC

30 SAD & SAK NEW RETAIN/EXTEND
UT1C TO RAGSDALE
UT2C TO RAGSDALE

C N/A PERENNIAL 165
4
3

2
2

0 TO 8
1 TO 4

48" RCP & 30" RCP

N/A SAN N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT3C TO RAGSDALE C N/A PERENNIAL 155 4 2 1 TO 8
N/A SAC N/A N/A UT1C TO LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A INTERMITTENT 79 2 1 TO 2 2 TO 4
N/A SAJ N/A NONE UT2C TO LOWER HOMINEY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 430 3 1 TO 3 2 TO 4

TOTAL 2494

I‐2513C

SURFACE WATER 
BEST USE 

CLASSIFICATION**

NCDWR 
WETLAND 
RATING

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.  ** Best Usage Classifications: B: Primary Recreation, Fresh Water; C: Aquatic Life, Secondary Recreation, Fresh Water.  *** Hydraulic Site Explanation:  "OLD" refers to a site previously reviewed with the Merger Team, "NEW" refers to a site that has 

EXISTING CHANNEL DIMENSIONS

ALTERNATIVE C‐2

EXISTING STRUCTUREHYDRAULIC SITE
STREAM 

CLASSIFICATION

IMPACTS TO 
NRTR
MAP
ID

OLD/NEW/ 
REVISED 

HYDRAULIC 
SITE***

RECOMMENDED
STRUCTURE

RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE

STREAM NAME

Table 2: Jurisdictional Waters
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WIDTH (FT) OR 
CULVERT SIZE

LENGTH
(FT)

DECK AREA
(SF)

LENGTH (FT)
*

BANK WIDTH
(FT)

BANK 
HEIGHT
(FT)

WATER 
DEPTH
(IN)

N/A SAQ N/A RETAIN UT5C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 3 0.5 0 TO 3
N/A SE N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 63 4 TO 8 1 TO 6 6
N/A SAB N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 70 4 TO 8 2 TO 6 5 TO 6
N/A SAG N/A NONE UT2 TO UT1C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A INTERMITTENT 375 4 2 2 TO 4
1 SA OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 142 603 85,633 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 (2) 576' BRIDGES

2A (MAINLINE) SB OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 125 375 44,245 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18
(WB) 350' BRIDGE (EB) 

355' BRIDGE
2B (WB) SB OLD BRIDGE 35 374 99,284 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18 NONE
2C (EB) SB OLD BRIDGE 26 420 10,920 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18 NONE

3A (MAINLINE) SX OLD BRIDGE 136 209 26,977 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 NONE
3B (EB) SX OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 30 924 28,210 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 180' BRIDGE

3C (NB TO EB) SX OLD BRIDGE 26 214 5,454 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 NONE
3D (WB TO SB) SX OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 40 226 9,044 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 172' BRIDGE
4A (MAINLINE) SX REVISED REPLACE BRIDGE 134 235 31,480 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 BRIDGE

4B (EB) SX REVISED BRIDGE 38 180 6,840 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 NONE
4C (WB) SX REVISED SITE 22 BRIDGE UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 NONE

5 SV OLD RETAIN RAGSDALE CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 8 TO 13 3 TO 4 1 TO 12 (2) 9' x 9' RCBC
N/A SAF N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 313 5 3 TO 4 4 TO 6

7 SX OLD BRIDGE 158 307 48954 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10
(WB) 252' BRIDGE (EB) 

312' BRIDGE
N/A SAL N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 239 2 TO 8 1 TO 3 2 TO 4

N/A SAL N/A
NONE‐LONG. 
IMPACTS

UT2C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 259 2 TO 8 1 TO 3 2 TO 4

N/A SAL N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 45 2 TO 8 1 TO 3 2 TO 4
21 SW REVISED RETAIN/EXTEND TRENT BRANCH C N/A PERENNIAL 149 6 4 6 TO 12 6' x 9' RCBC

22 SX & SV REVISED BRIDGE VAR 26' TO 77' 3,509 142,513
UPPER HOMINY CREEK
& RAGSDALE CREEK

C N/A PERENNIAL N/A
30 TO 50
8 TO 13

1 TO 5
3 TO 4

4 TO 10
1 TO 12

NONE

29 SV NEW RETAIN/EXTEND RAGSDALE CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 121 8 TO 13 3 TO 4 1 TO 12 (3) 8' x 8' RCBC

28 SV NEW RETAIN/EXTEND RAGSDALE CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 125 8 TO 13 3 TO 4 1 TO 12 (3) 7' x 9' RCBC

30 SAD & SAK NEW RETAIN/EXTEND
UT1C TO RAGSDALE
UT2C TO RAGSDALE

C N/A PERENNIAL 165
4
3

2
2

0 TO 8
1 TO 4

48" RCP & 30" RCP

N/A SAN N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT3C TO RAGSDALE C N/A PERENNIAL 155 4 2 1 TO 8
N/A SAC N/A N/A UT1C TO LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A INTERMITTENT 79 2 1 TO 2 2 TO 4
N/A SAJ N/A NONE UT2C TO LOWER HOMINEY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 374 3 1 TO 3 2 TO 4

TOTAL 2532

Table 2: Jurisdictional Waters

I‐2513C

EXISTING STRUCTURE

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.  ** Best Usage Classifications: B: Primary Recreation, Fresh Water; C: Aquatic Life, Secondary Recreation, Fresh Water.  *** Hydraulic Site Explanation:  "OLD" refers to a site previously reviewed with the Merger Team, "NEW" refers to a site that has 

ALTERNATIVE D‐1

HYDRAULIC SITE
NRTR
MAP
ID

OLD/NEW/ 
REVISED 

HYDRAULIC 
SITE***

RECOMMENDED
STRUCTURE

RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE

STREAM NAME
SURFACE WATER 

BEST USE 
CLASSIFICATION**

NCDWR 
WETLAND 
RATING

STREAM 
CLASSIFICATION

IMPACTS TO  EXISTING CHANNEL DIMENSIONS
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WIDTH (FT) OR 
CULVERT SIZE

LENGTH
(FT)

DECK AREA
(SF)

LENGTH (FT)
*

BANK WIDTH
(FT)

BANK 
HEIGHT
(FT)

WATER 
DEPTH
(IN)

N/A SAQ N/A RETAIN UT5C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 3 0.5 0 TO 3
N/A SE N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 67 4 TO 8 1 TO 6 6
N/A SAB N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 22 4 TO 8 2 TO 6 5 TO 6
N/A SAG N/A NONE UT2 TO UT1C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A INTERMITTENT 375 4 2 2 TO 4

1 SA OLD REPLACE BRIDGE
87
54

574
49,640
30,962

FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 (2) 576' BRIDGES

2A (MAINLINE) SB OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 88 375 29,923 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18
(WB) 350' BRIDGE (EB) 

355' BRIDGE
2B (WB) SB OLD BRIDGE 29 360 7,942 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18 NONE
2C (EB) SB OLD BRIDGE 66 375 23,418 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18 NONE
3B (EB) SX OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 106 180 19,080 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 180' BRIDGE
3D (WB) SX OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 121 172 19,857 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 172' BRIDGE

4A (MAINLINE) SX REVISED REPLACE BRIDGE 87 229 17,268 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 BRIDGE
4B (EB) SX REVISED BRIDGE 97 185 17,880 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 NONE
4C (WB) SX REVISED SITE 22 BRIDGE UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 NONE

5 SV RETAIN RAGSDALE CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 8 TO 13 3 TO 4 1 TO 12 (2) 9' X 9' RCBC
N/A SAF N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 41 5 3 TO 4 4 TO 6

7 SX OLD BRIDGE 158 307 45,482 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10
(WB) 252' BRIDGE (EB) 

312' BRIDGE
N/A SAL N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 239 2 TO 8 1 TO 3 2 TO 4

N/A SAL N/A
NONE‐LONG. 
IMPACTS

UT2C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 259 2 TO 8 1 TO 3 2 TO 4

N/A SAL N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 45 2 TO 8 1 TO 3 2 TO 4
21 SW REVISED RETAIN/EXTEND TRENT BRANCH C N/A PERENNIAL 122 6 4 6 TO 12 6' x 9' RCBC

22
SX
SV

REVISED BRIDGE VAR 28' TO 100' 3,500 157,211
UPPER HOMINY CREEK
& RAGSDALE CREEK

C N/A PERENNIAL N/A
30 TO 50
8 TO 13

1 TO 5
3 TO 4

4 TO 10
1 TO 12

NONE

29 SV NEW RETAIN/EXTEND RAGSDALE CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 121 8 TO 13 3 TO 4 1 TO 12 (3) 8' x 8' RCBC

28 SV NEW RETAIN/EXTEND RAGSDALE CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 125 8 TO 13 3 TO 4 1 TO 12 (3) 7' x 9' RCBC

30 SAD & SAK NEW RETAIN/EXTEND
UT1C TO RAGSDALE
UT2C TO RAGSDALE

C N/A PERENNIAL 165
4
3

2
2

0 TO 8
1 TO 4

48" RCP & 30" RCP

N/A SAN N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT3C TO RAGSDALE C N/A PERENNIAL 155 4 2 1 TO 8
N/A SAC N/A N/A UT1C TO LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A INTERMITTENT 79 2 1 TO 2 2 TO 4

TOTAL 1815.1183

IMPACTS TO  EXISTING CHANNEL DIMENSIONS

EXISTING STRUCTUREHYDRAULIC SITE
NRTR
MAP
ID

OLD/NEW/ 
REVISED 

HYDRAULIC 
SITE***

RECOMMENDED
STRUCTURE

RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE

STREAM NAME
SURFACE WATER 

BEST USE 
CLASSIFICATION**

NCDWR 
WETLAND 
RATING

STREAM 
CLASSIFICATION

Table 2: Jurisdictional Waters

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.  ** Best Usage Classifications: B: Primary Recreation, Fresh Water; C: Aquatic Life, Secondary Recreation, Fresh Water.  *** Hydraulic Site Explanation:  "OLD" refers to a site previously reviewed with the Merger Team, "NEW" refers to a site that has 

ALTERNATIVE F‐1

I‐2513C
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LOCATION 
WETLAND 
MAP ID 

NCWAM 
CLASSIFICATION  

NCDWR WETLAND 
RATING 

AREA (ACRES) *

I‐40 EB SOUTH OF THE 
FRENCH BROAD RIVER 

WL 
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
35 0.02

I‐40 EB EAST OF THE 
FRENCH BROAD RIVER 

WK
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
35 0.03

I‐26 SB NORTHERN 
PART OF SECTION C

WH
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
71 1.14

I‐26 NB NORTHERN 
PART OF SECTION C

WI
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
71 0.93

NEAR HYDRO SITE 29  WAC
BOTTOMLAND 
HARDWOOD 

FOREST
59 0.33

EAST OF SITE 29, 
WEST OF SITE 30, ON 

CREEK SAN
WX

RIVERINE SWAMP 
FOREST 

46 0.06

NORTH OF WX WZ
BOTTOMLAND 
HARDWOOD 

FOREST
40 0.05

I‐40 WB EAST OF 
BREVARD RD

WJ
RIVERINE SWAMP 

FOREST 
43 0.05

I‐26 SB NORTH OF 
BREVARD RD

WAF
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
39 <.01

I‐26 SB NORTH OF 
BREVARD RD

WAG
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
39 0.01

I‐26 SOUTH OF I‐40 WQ
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
UNKNOWN <.01

I‐40 EB WEST OF 
SAND HILL RD

WV
RIVERINE SWAMP 

FOREST 
54 <.01

NORTH OF WX WY
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
40 <.01

TOTAL 2.62
* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.

ALTERNATIVE A‐2

Table 2: Jurisdictional Waters 

I‐2513C
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LOCATION 
WETLAND 
MAP ID 

NCWAM 
CLASSIFICATION  

NCDWR WETLAND 
RATING 

AREA (ACRES) *

I‐40 EB SOUTH OF THE 
FRENCH BROAD RIVER 

WL 
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
35 0.02

I‐40 EB EAST OF THE 
FRENCH BROAD RIVER 

WK
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
35 0.03

I‐26 SB NORTHERN 
PART OF SECTION C

WH
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
71 0.87

I‐26 NB NORTHERN 
PART OF SECTION C

WI
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
71 0.95

NEAR HYDRO SITE 29  WAC
BOTTOMLAND 
HARDWOOD 

FOREST
59 0.33

EAST OF SITE 29, 
WEST OF SITE 30, ON 

CREEK SAN
WX

RIVERINE SWAMP 
FOREST 

46 0.06

NORTH OF WX WZ
BOTTOMLAND 
HARDWOOD 

FOREST
40 0.05

I‐40 WB EAST OF 
BREVARD RD

WJ
RIVERINE SWAMP 

FOREST 
43 0.05

I‐26 SB NORTH OF 
BREVARD RD

WAF
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
39 <.01

I‐26 SB NORTH OF 
BREVARD RD

WAG
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
39 0.01

I‐40 EB WEST OF 
SAND HILL RD

WV
RIVERINE SWAMP 

FOREST 
54 <.01

NORTH OF WX WY
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
40 <.01

TOTAL 2.37
* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.

Table 2: Jurisdictional Waters 

I‐2513C

ALTERNATIVE C‐2

Page 10



LOCATION 
WETLAND 
MAP ID 

NCWAM 
CLASSIFICATION  

NCDWR WETLAND 
RATING 

AREA (ACRES) *

I‐40 EB SOUTH OF THE 
FRENCH BROAD RIVER 

WL 
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
35 0.02

I‐40 EB EAST OF THE 
FRENCH BROAD RIVER 

WK
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
35 0.03

I‐26 SB NORTHERN 
PART OF SECTION C

WH
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
71 0.57

I‐26 NB NORTHERN 
PART OF SECTION C

WI
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
71 0.91

NEAR HYDRO SITE 29  WAC
BOTTOMLAND 
HARDWOOD 

FOREST
59 0.33

EAST OF SITE 29, 
WEST OF SITE 30, ON 

CREEK SAN
WX

RIVERINE SWAMP 
FOREST 

46 0.06

NORTH OF WX WZ
BOTTOMLAND 
HARDWOOD 

FOREST
40 0.05

I‐40 WB EAST OF 
BREVARD RD

WJ
RIVERINE SWAMP 

FOREST 
43 0.05

I‐26 SB NORTH OF 
BREVARD RD

WAF
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
39 <.01

I‐26 SB NORTH OF 
BREVARD RD

WAG
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
39 0.01

I‐26 SOUTH OF I‐40 WQ
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
UNKNOWN <.01

I‐40 EB WEST OF 
SAND HILL RD

WV
RIVERINE SWAMP 

FOREST 
54 <.01

NORTH OF WX WY
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
40 <.01

TOTAL 2.03
* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.

Table 2: Jurisdictional Waters 

I‐2513C

ALTERNATIVE D‐1

Page 11



LOCATION 
WETLAND 
MAP ID 

NCWAM 
CLASSIFICATION  

NCDWR WETLAND 
RATING 

AREA (ACRES) *

I‐40 EB SOUTH OF THE 
FRENCH BROAD RIVER 

WL 
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
35 0.02

I‐26 SB NORTHERN 
PART OF SECTION C

WH
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
71 0.73

I‐26 NB NORTHERN 
PART OF SECTION C

WI
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
71 0.6

NEAR HYDRO SITE 29  WAC
BOTTOMLAND 
HARDWOOD 

FOREST
59 0.33

EAST OF SITE 29, 
WEST OF SITE 30, ON 

CREEK SAN
WX

RIVERINE SWAMP 
FOREST 

46 0.06

NORTH OF WX WZ
BOTTOMLAND 
HARDWOOD 

FOREST
40 0.05

I‐40 EB EAST OF THE 
FRENCH BROAD RIVER 

WK
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
35 0.03

I‐40 WB EAST OF 
BREVARD RD

WJ
RIVERINE SWAMP 

FOREST 
43 0.04

I‐26 SB NORTH OF 
BREVARD RD

WAF
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
39 <.01

I‐26 SB NORTH OF 
BREVARD RD

WAG
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
39 0.01

I‐40 EB WEST OF 
SAND HILL RD

WV
RIVERINE SWAMP 

FOREST 
54 <.01

NORTH OF WX WY
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
40 <.01

TOTAL 1.87

LOCATION  POND ID AREA (ACRES)* 

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.

Table 2: Jurisdictional Waters 

POND IMPACTS 

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 

I‐2513C

All Alternatives 
NO PONDS IN SECTION C

ALTERNATIVE F‐1

I‐2513C

Page 12



5/5/2015

1

I-26 Connector

City of Asheville
Buncombe County

STIP Project No. I-2513

Section 404/NEPA Interagency Merger Meeting for
Concurrence Point 2A Revisited: 
Bridging and Alignment Review 

NCDOT Division Office, Asheville, North Carolina
April 2, 2015

I-26 Connector

Agenda
 Introductions and Purpose of Meeting

 Project Review 

 Detailed Study Alternatives

 Hydraulic Crossings 

 Human and Natural Environment

 Project Schedule and Next Steps

 Project Discussion 

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015

2

April 2, 2015

I-26 Connector

Purpose of Meeting
 Review the project

 Review new, revised, and previously studied hydraulic 
crossings

 Review other changes in anticipated project impacts 

Project 
Vicinity

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015

3

April 2, 2015

Project Study Area

Recent Expansion

Project 
Study Area 
Revision

(as presented at 1/22/2015 
CP2R meeting)

Merger Process History
 2002 CP1 and CP2 Concurrence

 (Concurrence Points 1 and 2) were achieved during the Phase I Study

 A concurrence meeting was held on January 23, 2002 to reaffirm these 
decisions

 2004 CP2 Concurrence
 I‐26/I‐40/I‐240 interchange alternatives added at southern end of  the 

project

 A concurrence meeting was held in December 2004 to reaffirm 
concurrence with Concurrence Point 1 and to modify Concurrence 
Point 2

I-26 Connector
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Merger Process History (cont.)
 2006 CP2 Revisited and CP2A Concurrence

 Additional I‐26/I‐40/I‐240 interchange alternative added

 Designs for alternatives were reviewed for bridging and alignment 
decisions

 Concurrence Point 2A achieved with several modifications

 2007 CP2 Revisited
 Concurrence Point 2 modified to eliminate Alternative 5 due to traffic 

operational deficiencies

I-26 Connector

April 2, 2015

Merger Process History (cont.)
 2009 CP2 Revisited

 Concurrence Point 2 modified to eliminate Alternative 2 due to traffic 
operational deficiencies

 2015 CP2 Revisited
 Alternative 3C was added to the Alternatives to be Studied in Detail

 The project study area expansion was also reviewed

Leaving the following Alternatives to be Studied in Detail:
 Section A Widening Alternative (middle section)

 Section B Alternatives 3, 3C, 4, and 4B (northern section)

 Section C Alternatives A-2, C-2, D-1, and F-1 (southern section)

I-26 Connector

April 2, 2015
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Project 
Sections

April 2, 2015

Section C

April 2, 2015
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Section C
Alternative A-2

April 2, 2015

Section C
Alternative C-2

April 2, 2015
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Section C
Alternative D-1

April 2, 2015

Section C
Alternative F-1

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015

8

Section A

April 2, 2015

WC6

Section B

April 2, 2015
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Section B
Alternative 3

April 2, 2015

Section B
Alternative 3C

April 2, 2015
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Section B
Alternative 4

April 2, 2015

Section B
Alternative 4B

April 2, 2015
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CP2A Meeting (2006)
 Minimum hydraulically required structures accepted, with the 

following requests made:
 Alternative 3: shorten the proposed culvert at Holiday Inn Drive over 

Smith Mill Creek using a retaining wall along Holiday Inn Drive.

I-26 Connector

April 2, 2015

CP2A Meeting (2006)
 Minimum hydraulically required structures accepted, with the 

following requests made:
 Alternative 4: replace the proposed culvert at Holiday Inn Drive and 

the exit ramp over Smith Mill Creek with bridges.

I-26 Connector

April 2, 2015
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CP2A Meeting (2006)
 Minimum hydraulically required structures accepted, with the 

following requests made:
 NCDOT agreed to add cross-veins or other appropriate measures to 

reduce the potential for head cutting on Smith Mill Creek with any 
alternative.

 NCDOT agreed to use sills or baffles to contain low flows to one of  
two barrels at the culvert along Reed Creek.

 Alternatives A2 and D1: will shorten the proposed culvert extension(s) 
at Trent Branch and remove some of  the existing culvert under the      
I-240 Westbound to I-40 westbound ramp.

I-26 Connector

April 2, 2015

Hydraulic Analysis 
 27 Sites previously evaluated

 Re-evaluation required
 Designs revised due to new traffic operations methodologies

 Designs also prepared for Alternative 3C (new DSA per 1/22/15)

 9 New or revised sites evaluated

 2 New sites (sites 28 and 29)
 Added due to design limits extending to US 19-23-74A along I-40

 7 Sites moved or changed (sites 4, 11, 12, 14, 15, 21, and 22)

I-26 Connector

April 2, 2015
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Review (separate PDF)
 NRTR resources

 Design configurations

 Crossing of  NRTR resources

 Avoidance efforts

 Minimization efforts

I-26 Connector

April 2, 2015

Stream Crossings
 6 minor crossings (less than or equal to 72”)

 4 culvert/pipe (greater than 72”)
 All multi-barrel culverts are existing

 12 bridges

Wetland Crossings
 13 impacted

Pond Crossings
 0 impacted

I-26 Connector Section C
Alternative A-2

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015

14

Stream Crossings
 6 minor crossings (less than or equal to 72”)

 4 culvert/pipe (greater than 72”)
 All multi-barrel culverts are existing

 10 bridges

Wetland Crossings
 12 impacted

Pond Crossings
 0 impacted

I-26 Connector Section C
Alternative C-2

April 2, 2015

Stream Crossings
 6 minor crossings (less than or equal to 72”)

 4 culvert/pipe (greater than 72”)
 All multi-barrel culverts are existing

 12 bridges

Wetland Crossings
 13 impacted

Pond Crossings
 0 impacted

I-26 Connector Section C
Alternative D-1

April 2, 2015
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Stream Crossings
 5 minor crossings (less than or equal to 72”)

 4 culvert/pipe (greater than 72”)
 All multi-barrel culverts are existing

 11 bridges

Wetland Crossings
 12 impacted

Pond Crossings
 0 impacted

I-26 Connector Section C
Alternative F-1

April 2, 2015

Stream Crossings
 3 minor crossings (less than or equal to 72”)

 0 culvert/pipe (greater than 72”)

 1 bridge

Wetland Crossings
 1 impacted

Pond Crossings
 0 impacted

I-26 Connector Section A

April 2, 2015
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Stream Crossings
 3 minor crossings (less than or equal to 72”)

 4 culvert/pipe (greater than 72”)
 2 proposed multi-barrel culverts, 2 existing

 3 bridges

Wetland Crossings
 3 impacted

Pond Crossings
 2 impacted

I-26 Connector Section B
Alternative 3

April 2, 2015

Stream Crossings
 4 minor crossings (less than or equal to 72”)

 4 culvert/pipe (greater than 72”)
 2 proposed multi-barrel culverts, 2 existing

 3 bridges

Wetland Crossings
 2 impacted

Pond Crossings
 0 impacted

I-26 Connector Section B
Alternative 3C

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015

17

Stream Crossings
 3 minor crossings (less than or equal to 72”)

 3 culvert/pipe (greater than 72”)
 0 proposed multi-barrel culverts, 1 existing

 5 bridges

Wetland Crossings
 2 impacted

Pond Crossings
 2 impacted

I-26 Connector Section B
Alternative 4

April 2, 2015

Stream Crossings
 4 minor crossings (less than or equal to 72”)

 4 culvert/pipe (greater than 72”)
 0 proposed multi-barrel culverts, 1 existing

 4 bridges

Wetland Crossings
 2 impacted

Pond Crossings
 0 impacted

I-26 Connector Section B
Alternative 4B

April 2, 2015
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April 2, 2015

Discussion:
 Review designs with previous CP2A commitments

 Review multi-barrel box locations (if  needed)

 Review sites selected by Merger Team (if  needed)

 Review impacts and avoidance/minimization 
efforts to date

I-26 Connector
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Records of Other Agency Meetings 
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I-26 Aesthetics Advisory Committee 
April 25, 2005 Minutes 

Noon-2:00PM 
Fifth Floor – City Hall 

 
 
Members Present       Members Absent 
Robert Camille        Peter Gentling  
Hedy Fischer         Leslie Fay 
Alice Oglesby          
Matt Sprouse 
 
City Staff Present 
Dan Baechtold 
Scott Shuford 
 
The Committee decided to put off discussion of specific aesthetic improvements until maps were received 
from NCDOT (anticipated in mid-May). 
 
The Committee discussed ideas about the public input meeting NCDOT will hold this summer.  
Committee members agreed that the AAC should be involved in the NCDOT meeting but that a separate 
meeting to address aesthetics issues should be held on a different day.  The aesthetics issues meeting 
should have a keynote presentation by Dian Magie of the Center for Craft, Creativity and Design on 
general highway design aesthetics with breakout sessions on different components of the highway project 
(e.g., Amboy Road interchange, I-40 interchange, Haywood Road interchange, Patton Avenue 
interchange, the bridge(s), etc.).  The meetings should be held when most convenient for the public; it was 
suggested that a Friday PM and Saturday format might work well.  Mid-August was recommended as the 
best time since summer vacation would be over for school-age children.  Finally, there should be some 
way to gauge participants’ input (a vote or survey instrument) at the conclusion of each session. 
 
There was discussion of the air rights issue.  Robert Camille and Scott Shuford will meet with NCDOT 
District Engineer McCray Coates to discuss.  The Committee also suggested taking field trips to key 
locations along the corridor. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 1:15 PM. 













 

 URS Corporation – North Carolina 
1600 Perimeter Park Drive, Suite 400 
Morrisville, NC 27560 
Tel: 919.461.1100 
Fax: 919.461.1415 

 

M E M O R A N D U M  
 
 
To:  File 31825626 
 
From:  Jeff Weisner, AICP 
    
Date:  January 26, 2007 
 
Subject: State Project 34165.1.1 (TIP I-2513) 

F.A. Project MA-NHF-26-1(53) 
Buncombe County 
Asheville/ I-240 and New Route from I-26 to US 19-23-70 
SHPO Meeting Friday, January 26, 2007 at 10:00 AM 

 
 
 
A meeting was held at the North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office to discuss the 
determination of effects to historic resources for the subject project.  This meeting is a follow up to 
previous meetings for determination of effects.  Attendees of the meeting included representatives 
from FHWA, SHPO, NCDOT, and the consulting firms of TGS Engineers and URS as follows: 
 
Rob Ayers – FHWA 
Donnie Brew - FHWA 
Renee Gledhill-Earley – SHPO 
Sarah McBride – SHPO  
Mary Pope Furr – NCDOT, HEU 
Derrick Weaver – NCDOT, PDEA 
Vince Rhea – NCDOT, PDEA 
Ken Burleson – TGS 
Jeff Weisner – URS 
 
Ken Burleson handed out an information packet (attached) that included an effects matrix and 
photos, preliminary plans, and profiles associated with each historic resource to be discussed.  
Project effects determinations were discussed for six historic properties: Aycock School, C.G. 
Worley House, Whiteford G. Smith House, Freeman House, Haywood Street United Methodist 
Church, and the Biltmore Estate.  The following summarizes the discussion of each resource.   
 
West Asheville/Aycock School – Adverse Effect - Mary Pope asked about the arrowhead 
monument located on school property; needs to be researched, and said that it likely needed to be 
relocated – this can be addressed if alternative is selected.  Acreage of property impacts were 
reduced from original estimates.  Mary Pope identified that the West Asheville historic district had a 
certain ambiance that need to be preserved and the school also contributed to the character of the 
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district.  HPO asked Mary Poe to write up the school as a contributing resource to the historic 
district. Avoidance alternatives would be closing of interchange or shifting highway away from the 
school.  Avoidance might be able to be addressed qualitatively, need official determination form 
FHWA in Section 4(f) coordination.  
 
C.G. Worley House – Adverse Effect – right-of-way will follow the proposed noise thereby 
minimizing property impacts. Opportunities for further minimization of effects can be investigated 
after selection of a preferred alternative. 
 
Whiteford G. Smith House – No Adverse Effect – Alternative 5 has potential to affect this property.  
A retaining wall constructed within the right-of-way would avoid property takes. 
 
Haywood Street United Methodist Church – No Adverse Effect - Alternative 5 has potential to 
affect this property.  Construction of a retaining wall would reduce the amount of property takes and 
avoid impacting the driveway at the rear of the property. 
 
Freeman House – Adverse Effect – Alternatives 2 and 4 impact the house: noise, visual.  
Determination of eligibility based on rural setting of house. 
 
Biltmore Estate – Adverse Effect – use of retaining walls would avoid property take outside right-
of-way but visual impact of retaining walls and modification of the I-40 would be a constructive use.  
There is question about whether the right-of-way is prescriptive or fee simple. With it being an 
Interstate highway it is likely fee simple.  Tax maps show it as NCDOT right-of-way. NCDOT 
Right-of- way Unit has not made a determination yet. Deed research needs to be done. Regarding 
Section 4(f) evaluation there could be no de minimis determination. 
 
 
Action Items 

• NCDOT will complete affects determination form. 
• TGS will evaluate avoidance alternatives at West Asheville/Aycock School. 
• NCDOT will request Right-of-way Abstract to determine ownership of right-of-way through 

the Biltmore Estate 
• A meeting will be scheduled as soon as possible with FHWA to discuss Section 4(f) 

evaluation. 
 



MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO:   The Files 
 
FROM:  Manuel F. Carballo 
 
REFERENCE:  Study of the Asheville Design Center’s I-26 Connector Proposal 

Kick-Off Meeting 
 
DATE:   October 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. 

c. All communication with the North Carolina Department of Transportation 
(NCDOT) 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 I-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 an 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 previously identified by the 
NCDOT. 

b. 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. 

c. 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 non-standard in shoulders offset, 
clearance between lanes and gradients. 

• 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. 

• All alternates end at Broadway in order to compare alternatives 
equitably.  This is necessary for the EIS document even if 
construction is done in phases. 

• 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 I-240EB ramp (west side of river) required to provide 
the necessary vertical clearance over I-26 (at the double deck 
bridge) is acceptable. 



• The profile on I-240WB ramp (west side of river) required to 
provide the necessary vertical clearance over I-26 (at the double 
deck bridge) is not acceptable.  Unlike the I-240EB lanes, the I-
240WB lanes are at the low point of the 6% superlevation prior to 
passing over I-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 the I-240 ramp profile (west of river) is lowered, the ramp length 
can be reduced. 

• NCDOT does not allow sag profile low points on structures. 
• Bridge cross-section approaching double-deck structure is 216 ft. 

out-to-out including 10 lanes plus shoulders to interstate criteria. 
• Operational issues (queue storage and weave distances) were 

identified at the following locations: 
I. I-240 EB Exit Ramp to Patton 
II. I-240 EB Entrance loop from Patton 
III. I-240 WB Exit Loop to Patton 
IV. I-240 WB Exit to Hill Street 
V. I-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 

b. 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. 

c. Available Traffic Files for Alternates 4 & 4B -  URS to provide this 
data to FIGG/LOCHNER. 

d. Construction Phasing Plan for Alternate 4 – TGS to provide 
available data to FIGG/LOCHNER. 

e. 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. 

f. Updated Project Constraints Map for Alternate 4 – URS to provide 
copy of Draft EIS Chapter 3 to FIGG/LOCHNER. 

g. 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 and span lengths. 

 



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 Items – 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. 

b. The bridge cross-section approaching the double-deck structure 
has a 6% superlevation.  Vertical separation of the I-240 ramps will 
be a constraint. 

c. Freeman and C.G. Worley Historic Properties are constraints on 
other NCDOT alternates. 

d. Southwest Loop is approximately 500 ft. in length.  There is a 
storage concern. 

e. 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. 

f. The Railroad on the east side of the river runs about 3 trains per 
week.  Each train has between 3 to 6 cars each which corresponds 
to 13 to 26 tractor trailers. 

g. Buildings to be demolished are included in the land acquisition 
costs. 

h. 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 City 
of Asheville, Buncombe County, Asheville Design Center and the 
FIGG/LOCHNER team are committed to be in constant 
communication with NCDOT during this review process. 

i. Cost Estimates for Other Alternates – TGS to provide this data and 
a copy of the electronic spreadsheet to FIGG/LOCHNER as a 
resource so that estimates developed by FIGG/LOCHNER are 
consistent with the other alternates. 

j. 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).  NCDOT will need 
to update some of their other alternates to comply with the latest 
flood plain information. 

 
Meeting adjourned at 3:45 PM 



 
Xc:  All attendees 
 Mr. Vincent J. Rhea, P.E. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO:   The Files 
 
FROM:  Manuel F. Carballo 
 
REFERENCE:  Study of the Asheville Design Center’s I-26 Connector Proposal 

Progress Meeting 
 
DATE:   December 20, 2007 
 
A progress meeting was held for the above referenced project on Tuesday, December 11, 
2007 at 9:00 AM at the North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) Century 
Building in Raleigh.  A copy of the meeting sign-in sheet is attached.  Mr. Ricky A. Tipton, 
P.E., P.L.S., NCDOT Division Construction Engineer, attended via teleconference.  The 
following is a summary of the major items discussed and the action items identified by the 
group. 
 
The meeting was called to order at 9:00 AM.  
 
I. FIGG/LOCHNER discussed the progress of the review of the Asheville Design Center’s 

Alternate 4B and the possible improvements that have been identified and discussed 
with the City of Asheville, Buncombe County, and the Asheville Design Center (ADC).  
The key components of the conceptual alignment, as presented to the group, are as 
follows: 

 
A. I-240WB Exit Loop to Patton Avenue 
B. I-240EB Exit Ramp to Patton Avenue 
C. I-26 Mainline Structure Horizontal Alignment 
D. Double Deck Structure Concept over the French Broad River 
E. I-26 Merger with US 19-23 (Montford Historic District) 
F. Hill Street / Patton Avenue / I-240 interchange 

 
The following is a summary of the key items discussed on each component: 
 

A. I-240WB Exit Loop to Patton Avenue 
1. The objective of FIGG/LOCHNER’s initial review of the I-26 and Patton Avenue 

Interchange was to develop a concept that satisfies the operational concerns 
identified by the NCDOT.  The concept, developed by FIGG/LOCHNER and 
offered at this meeting, provides added connection to Regent Park and Holiday 
Inn Drive and provides a triple left turn on the I-240EB exit loop to Patton as 
means of addressing the queue storage needs identified by the NCDOT. 
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2. Another possibility that was discussed was to extend the I-26 Bridge and route 
the Regent Park traffic to a new connection with Patton Avenue, east of the I-26 
Bridge. 

3. NCDOT noted that all movements need to be at a minimum a level of service 
“D”. 

 
B. I-240EB Exit Ramp to Patton Avenue 

1. FIGG/LOCHNER are evaluating the possibility of revising the I-240EB Entrance 
Loop in order to shift the I-240EB Exit Ramp further west and therefore minimize 
or eliminate the impacts on the C.G. Worley House Historic Property. 
 

C. I-26 Mainline Structure Horizontal Alignment 
1. Two horizontal alignment alternatives were presented. 

a. The first alternate consisted primarily of a tangent section on the west side 
of the river with horizontal curves used to cross the French Broad River and 
tie into the elevated structure concept described in E. below.  The radii for 
the horizontal curves used on this alternate were selected on the basis of 
using the 8% super-elevation charts, a minimum radius of 2320ft which 
provides for a 6% super-elevation at 60 mph. 

b. The second alignment is characterized primarily by a series of horizontal 
curves intended to minimize the impact to the Smith Mill Creek and Freeman 
House Historic Property west of the river and tie into the elevated structure 
on the east side of the river. The radii on this alignment were selected on the 
basis of those used on other NCDOT alternatives which appear to be based 
on the 6% super-elevation chart. 

2. FIGG/LOCHNER requested clarification from NCDOT on the use of the 6% and 
8% super-elevation charts for the I-26 mainline. NCDOT stated that the 6% 
super-elevation charts would be allowed for sections of I-26 that are located on 
a bridge.  

3. NCDOT noted that the alternate with the tangent section west of the river has a  
footprint on the Freeman House that is larger than NCDOT’s Alternate 4. In the 
meeting NCDOT indicated that the impacts the Lochner/Figg concept has to the 
Freeman and Worley houses needed to be similar to the impacts that the current 
alternatives have on those properties or they may not be really viable. Within the 
context of the meeting the term impact needs to be understood as the footprint 
of the alignment on the historic property.  

 
D. Double Deck Structure Concept over the French Broad River 

1. The objective of FIGG/LOCHNER’s initial review of the I-240 ramps super-
elevation and required radius is to meet the NCDOT’s design criteria of 50 mph 
with 6% super-elevation.  The preliminary horizontal alignment for the ADC’s 
Alternate 4b developed by the NCDOT had an 8% super-elevation on the I-240 
ramps.  With the increased radii required to meet the 6% super-elevation, it was 
not feasible to tie I-240 back to I-26 in the vicinity of the river crossing.  In order 
to preserve the ADC’s objective of minimizing the structural footprint, meet 
NCDOT’s design criteria, and preserve the possibility of a signature structure, 
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FIGG/LOCHNER developed a concept in which I-240EB becomes a flyover 
structure (crosses over I-26) and I-26 / I-240WB cross the French Broad River 
on a single level.  The benefits of this concept include: 
a. Meets AASHTO’s minimum required radii. 
b. Preserves the intent of the double deck structure by minimizing the 

structural footprint. 
c. Enhances the ability to explore structural forms (structure depth, span 

length, and pier shapers) that would be less visually intrusive. 
2. NCDOT noted that if a gore area is located over the French Broad River, pier 

placement and orientation will need to consider skew with respect to the river in 
order to prevent negatively impacting the river hydraulics. 

3. NCDOT raised concerns about the gore area for I-26 NB and I-240EB being 
located on a bridge.  The concern of the excessive rollover between the two 
alignments since I-26 curves to the left with a 6% super and I-240EB curves to 
the right with a 6% super.  Lochner stated that they would look at the possibility 
of separating the structures through this area, to prevent having the excessive 
pavement rollover in the gore.   

4. The concern about having the super elevation reach 0% on the bridge was 
mentioned.  Lochner stated that it was very unlikely that spirals could be 
eliminated on the bridge areas since this design does have curves on the bridge.  
Lochner stated that in the development of the proposed profile, care would be 
taken to ensure there would be a minimum of .5% grade in the areas where the 
super-elevation approaches 0%. 

 
E. I-26 Merger with US 19-23 (Montford Historic District) 

1. The objective of FIGG/LOCHNER’s initial review of the I-26 merger with US 19-
23 is to develop concepts that meet the super-elevation design criteria for 
structures (6% maximum) and are within the environmental and horizontal 
clearance constraints identified by the NCDOT. The FIGG/LOCHNER team 
presented a concept in which the I-26 structure would be extended through the 
constricted areas until such point where the available right-of-away would make 
it practical to bring the structure down to grade.  In this concept, the I-26NB 
structure is elevated along the existing US 19-23 median and the I-26SB 
structure elevated along the area between US 19-23SB and Riverside Drive.  
The benefits of this concept are: 
a. Reducing and possibly eliminating the need for additional right-of-way. 
b. Eliminating impacts to Historic Cemetery and railroad right-of-way. 
c. Preserving possible use of existing shoulders as temporary traffic lanes for 

maintenance of traffic during construction. 
d. Relocating Riverside Drive and the Railroad Spur unnecessary. 

2. FIGG/LOCHNER noted that the termini point shown for the structure is an 
estimate to illustrate the concept.  Use of retaining walls (if cost effective) and 
structure grade need to be further considered when selecting a logical termini 
point. 

3. FIGG/LOCHNER noted that the structure types shown for the elevated structure 
were selected to reflect feasible structure types that may be used on the project.  
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These structure types consist of precast concrete segmental trapezoidal boxes, 
steel plate girders, and precast concrete bulb-tees.  These structure types were 
used to develop a “generic” clearance envelope that can be used to evaluate 
vertical and horizontal clearances and that would maximize the flexibility of all 
the stakeholders in selecting a superstructure type in the future. 

4. FIGG/LOCHNER noted that at the request of the City of Asheville, Buncombe 
County, and the ADC, FIGG/LOCHNER are evaluating the potential noise 
impacts of the elevated structure on the Montford Historic neighborhoods. 

5. NCDOT noted that they prefer a 0.5% minimum longitudinal grade on 
structures.   

6. FIGG/LOCHNER noted that design from the I-26 termini point to the Broadway 
Interchange will be consistent with NCDOT’s Alternate 2.  In addition, the weave 
distance for the I-26 and US 19-23 traffic to Broadway is adequate. 

7. FIGG/LOCHNER requested that NCDOT advise if there are any future plans on 
widening US 19-23. 
 

F. Hill Street / Patton Avenue / I-240 interchange 
1. The objective of FIGG/LOCHNER’s review of the Patton Avenue / Hill Street / I-

240 was to address the NCDOT’s operational concern noted primarily with the 
Hill Street Connection traffic storage concerns.  Our analysis indicates it is 
difficult to add an interchange with Hill Street due to the close proximity of the 
Montford Avenue Interchange.  A possible improvement is adding a service road 
to connect Hill Street with Patton Avenue and Riverside Drive.  Another option 
was presented which added a connection between Hillard Street and Patton 
Avenue along with connecting Patton Avenue and I-240EB.  The City, County, 
and ADC advised that the first option was more consistent with the objectives of 
converting Patton Avenue into a future boulevard.  FIGG/LOCHNER also noted 
that this option is also consistent with the NCDOT’s Alternate 4 design. 

2. NCDOT suggested that it may be beneficial to extend the I-240 bridges past Hill 
Street.  In this manner, Hill Street will go under the bridges and prevent having 
an excessive steep grade on the relocated Hill Street connection, as currently 
proposed. 

II. The following constructibility concerns were raised by NCDOT: 
A. NCDOT needs to maintain traffic on the existing Patton Avenue and I-240 

Interchange during construction. 
B. There is a significant cut on the I-240EB Exit Ramp to Patton Avenue. 
C. The alignments presented to the NCDOT will be elevated over the Norfolk Southern 

Bridge spanning the Smith Mill Creek Bridge.  It is unknown if this is a concern to 
Norfolk Southern. 

D. Traffic control during construction of the elevated structure over US 19-23. 
 

III. The cost estimate for the ADC’s alternate will extend to Broadway Avenue (consistent 
with other NCDOT alternates). 

 
IV. Action Items: 
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A. NCDOT to review alternate presented and provide comments in a week.  
FIGG/LOCHNER requested if possible to provide comments by the end of this 
week. 

B. FIGG/LOCHNER to contact Norfolk Southern to inquire about any policies regarding 
elevated structures over their bridges. 

C. NCDOT to provide contact information for Norfolk Southern to FIGG/LOCHNER.  
Done, Lonnie Brooks e-mailed Manuel contact information on 12/13/07. 

 
The meeting adjourned at 10:45 AM. 
 
xc:  All attendees 
 Mr. Vincent J. Rhea, P.E. - NCDOT 
 Ms. Cathy D. Ball – City of Asheville 
 Mr. Kenneth J. Putnam, P.E. – City of Asheville 
 Mr. Mike Goodson, P.E., CPESC – County of Buncombe 
 Mr. Alan D. McGuinn, AIA - ADC 
 Ms. Stephanie Pankiewicz, RLA - ADC 
 Mr. Christopher Eller, P.E. – County of Buncombe 
 Mr. Jay Rohleder, P.E., S.E. - FIGG 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO:   The Files 
 
FROM:  Manuel F. Carballo 
 
REFERENCE:  Study of the Asheville Design Center’s I-26 Connector Proposal 

Progress Meeting 
 
DATE:   January 8, 2008 
 
A progress meeting was held for the above referenced project on Friday, January 4, 2008 
at 2:30 PM at the City of Asheville 6th Floor Conference Room.  A copy of the meeting sign-
in sheet is attached.  The following is a summary of the major items discussed and the 
action items identified by the group. 
 
The meeting was called to order at 2:30 PM.  
 
The City of Asheville commitment to the NCDOT is to submit the study of the Asheville 
Design Center (ADC) I-26 Alternate 4B on January 18th. 
 
The City of Asheville will include in the January 15th Asheville City Council Agenda an 
update on the ADC’s alternate study.  It was also discussed that an update to the County 
Commissioners on the same date could be possible. 

. 
NCDOT stated that they will not know the feasibility of alternate 4B prior to the January 15th 
meeting.  They requested that the following material be included in the January 18th 
submittal. For the NCDOT to determine the feasibility of alternate 4B, the study needs to 
address the following items: 
 

1. Functionality.  The study needs to include slope limits, grades, capacity analysis 
and staging plan for project.  The construction staging needs to specifically address 
construction of the Patton Avenue interchange and the I-26 elevated portion over 
US 19/23. 

 
2. Study needs to demonstrate that the alternate meets the project design standards 

and movements. 
 

3. Reason to pursue this alternate.  Items 1 and 2 above need to be addressed 
satisfactorily. 

 
According to NCDOT, the impact on the project schedule from the Alternate 4B review time 
and possible need of incorporation into the draft EIS is unknown at this time.  If the 
alternate becomes feasible they would need to revise the schedule.   
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NCDOT will need 2 months from the time the study is submitted to complete their review 
and determine if the ADC’s alternate is feasible.   
 
NCDOT is currently working on the other alternates and suggested reviewing alternate 4B 
concurrently.  One possible way to mitigate impacts to the schedule could be including 
alternate 4B as a supplement to the EIS document, however, NCDOT would need consent 
from FHWA. 
 
NCDOT does not need cost estimates to commence their review.  They will need a rough 
cost estimate later in the review process.  Since alternate 4B incorporates portions of 
alternate 4, it was agreed that the NCDOT would provide FIGG/Lochner the breakdown of 
those quantities common to both alternates. 
 
Selection of the preferred alternate is done by a large group of stakeholders that considers 
in aggregate the environmental impact of the overall project and not just the effect on 
historic properties.  Community support is an important consideration when selecting the 
preferred alternate. 
 
The NCDOT provided the following preliminary comments: 
   

• The mainline grade at Patton Avenue is approximately 30’ below the loop.  The 
construction staging needs to address construction sequence in this area. 

 
• During construction of the elevated portion of I-26 over US 19/23 need to maintain 2 

lanes open in each direction with an allowance from 8 pm to 6 am for some traffic 
control. 

 
• No major concerns with triple left turn on the Patton Avenue Loop.  Further review is 

necessary. 
 

• Traffic analysis needs to consider existing traffic conditions outside of the project 
limits and prevent creating capacity concerns. 

 
NCDOT anticipates this being one construction project. 
 
LOCHNER stated that the collector/distributor uses a 30’median, however, a 22’ median 
may be considered during preliminary/final design.  This would help mitigate the impact on 
the 4f properties. 
 
The elevated viaduct near the Montford Historic District should not increase the noise level.  
In the final condition, the elevated structure for I-26 will be splitting traffic and the existing 
topography (hillsides) will also provide a barrier for any additional noise to extend to the 
neighborhood. 
 
FIGG stated that contact has been made with Norfolk-Southern (NS) with regards to 
railroad policies on vertical and horizontal clearances for overhead interstate bridges over 
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NS bridges.  NS has indicated that there are no policies and requested that FIGG provide 
the proposed horizontal and vertical clearances for NS to review.  
 
For the Asheville City Council update, the following was discussed: 
 

• The council meeting is on January 15th at 5:00 PM. 
 
• NCDOT will check on attending and be available to answer questions on the project 

schedule. 
 

• FIGG/LOCHNER will have 10 minutes for the presentation.  Cathy Ball needs the 
presentation by January 8th. 

 
• Times for meeting with County Commissioners will be provided by Mike Goodson 

later. 
 

Action Items: 
 

A. Mike Goodson to advise on dates for Buncombe County update. 
 
B. FIGG to provide Cathy Ball PowerPoint Presentation on January 8th. 
 
C. NCDOT to advise if they will be present on January 15th. 

 
D. FIGG/LOCHNER to submit on January 18th the information requested above in order 

for the NCDOT to commence review process. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 3:45 PM. 
 
xc:  All attendees 
   
 



 

Staff Report 
 
To:   Mayor and City Council                     Date:  January 15, 2008  
 
Via:  Gary Jackson, City Manager 
 
From:  Cathy D. Ball, PE, Director of Transportation and Engineering 
   
Subject: Update – Evaluation of Asheville Design Center’s  

Proposed Alignment to I-26  
 
Summary Statement:  This purpose of this report is to update City Council on the status of the 
evaluation of the ADC’s proposed alignment for the I-26 Connector.  
 
Review:   In October 2007, Council authorized staff to contract with Figg Bridge to evaluate the 
Asheville Design Center’s (ADC) proposed alignment for the I-26 connector.  The City of Asheville 
and Buncombe County partnered to pay for these Figg Bridge partnered with Lochner to complete this 
work by January 18, 2008 as requested by the North Carolina Department of Transportation.   
 
A Technical Review Committee (TRC) consisting of two City representatives, two County 
representatives and two representatives from the Asheville Design Center provided oversight to the 
process. 
 
The evaluation process included the following: 

• reviewing the ADC’s proposal; 
• meeting with NCDOT to evaluate their concerns about the ADC’s proposal; 
• developing alternative designs to address NCDOT concerns; 
• meeting again with NCDOT to review revised design proposal; 
• making adjustments with revised design;  
• meeting with NCDOT and TRC to propose the final recommended design; and, 
• preparing final report to NCDOT for January 18, 2008 deadline. 
 

Figg and Lochner have revised the ADC’s design to meet the design guidelines required by NCDOT 
and FHWA.  The revised design appears to accomplish the goals of the original ADC’s design.  The 
only goal that was not able to be met was a double-decker design for the new bridge.   
 
At the January 4, 2008 meeting, Figg presented the attached design to NCDOT and the TRC. NCDOT 
representatives could not see any major problems with the design but stated that they would need to 
review more detailed design drawings before stating that the design is feasible and should be added 
to the Environmental Impact Statement for the I-26 Connector.  NCDOT representatives wanted 
specifically for the constructability and capacity issues to be addressed in the final report.  NCDOT 
indicated that it would take them two months to review the report once it is received on January 18, 
2008.      
 
Recommendation:  Figg will make the attached presentation at the City Council meeting on January 
15, 2008. Figg will provide a report to NCDOT on January 18, 2008.   
 
        Attachments: 

(1)  Map 
(2)  Presentation 











































 

R E C O R D  O F  M E E T I N G  
 
To:  Project File 
 
From: Jeff Weisner 
 
Date:  March 17, 2008 
 

   Subject: Report of Meeting, I-26 Connector (I-2513) 
     Discussion of issues with development of the ADC Alternative. 
     March 13, 2008, 8:30 AM, Room 470, NCDOT Highway Building 

 
Meeting Attendees 
 

Jake Riggsbee, FHWA 
Donnie Brew, FHWA 
Joe Geigle, FHWA 
Scott Blevins, NCDOT Roadway Design Unit (RDU)  
Cathy Houser, NCDOT RDU 
Jay Bennett, NCDOT RDU, 
Teresa Hart, NCDOT, Project Development and Environmental Analysis (PDEA) 
Derrick Weaver, NCDOT PDEA 
Vince Rhea, NCDOT PDEA 
Lonnie Brooks, NCDOT Bridge Design Unit 
Ricky Tipton, NCDOT Division 13 (via telephone) 
Jay Rohleder, FIGG 
Brian Eason, HW Lochner 
Doug Wheatley, HW Lochner 
Ken Burleson, TGS Engineers 
Peter Trencansky, URS 
Jeff Weisner, URS 
 

Purpose of the Meeting 
 
The meeting was held to discuss and to try to resolve the concerns relating to the operational and 
design issues identified by the NCDOT Roadway Design Unit in their review of the functional 
designs of the ADC’s conceptual alternative.  
 
Meeting Notes  
The meeting was opened with introduction of those in attendance. 
 
Cathy Houser presented a summary of the issues to be discussed which included: 

• The two lane collector/distributer for I-26 north bound to I-240 east bound – this is viewed as 
a left hand exit  

• Elimination of a movement at the interchange west of the French Broad River – east bound 



Patton Avenue traffic would cross river to go west (north) on I-26. 
• Problems with the operation of braided ramps - counter to driver expectation - exit right to go 

left 
• Problems with route continuity 

  
Cathy stated that NCDOT had not checked the design in detail because there needs to be a focus on 
resolving the greater issues before a full review of the plans is completed. 
 
A lengthy discussion was held among the group to try and resolve the issues.  Important points of the 
discussion included: 
 

• The simplest solution to the braided ramps issue is to include a loop in the southeast quadrant 
of the interchange west of the river.  TGS and NCDOT stated that it had been considered 
numerous times in the past and was problematic from an impacts standpoint as well as due to 
concerns with truck rollovers on the tight radius loop. 

• Adding a loop would have significant impacts to neighborhoods, businesses and a historic 
property and would not meet the City’s objective of minimizing the footprint of the project. 

• None of the alternatives provide all movements at all interchanges but the movement that 
would not be included from Patton Avenue eastbound to I-26 northbound is the most major 
movement that is not accommodated. 

• Ricky Tipton is concerned that the traffic forecast numbers are too low and that a left turn 
movement on to I-26/I-240 from Patton Avenue will not be able to handle the traffic. 

• URS/TGS have met with Transportation Planning Branch (TPB) and discussed the concerns 
with the way the model was assigning the traffic in this area.  TPB will pay close attention to 
the coding in the model when developing the new forecasts. 

• NCDOT also had concerns with the length of the ramps before they split to I-26 and I-240 
and stated that they felt a minimum of 1000 feet was needed for decision making and to 
provide adequate signing. 

• FHWA Headquarters will have final say on operational functions and have the ultimate 
decision on acceptability of the preferred alternative. 

• It is possible that designs for alternatives meet the Green Book requirements yet don’t work 
well operationally, need to take a common sense approach on whether or not to carry an 
alternative forward. 

• Discussion of traffic – Highway Capacity Software (HCS) shows that some weaving 
movements will work but HCS has anomalies in the analysis of complex traffic operations 
and we cannot rely on HCS alone, may need to use micro simulation to evaluate traffic 
operations. 

• It is agreed that everyone is committed to working toward an amicable solution; however, the 
constraints of the project limit the possible solutions. 

• The potential for environmental factors to influence alternative selection over operations was 
discussed.  FHWA will study and weigh all the different aspects of the project.  

• Modification of Alternative 4 to meet the City’s needs was discussed and it was concluded 
that the ADC alternatives essentially is the modified Alternative 4. 

• Use of CORSIM was discussed and the point was made that we need to be careful of 
contradicting past project decisions that have been determined at earlier stages of project 
design. 

• The sag on the bridge for the braided ramp was discussed – making the grades work is 



problematic from a design standpoint.  Lochner was going to study this further but it is likely 
that the solution would be contrary to decreasing the footprint of the project. 

• Concerns over constructability and cost are still issues to be addressed, but larger issues have 
to be worked out first. 

• I-240 is identified as a C/D on the ADC alternative but it is actually the I-240 mainline thus 
I-26 northbound movement functions as a left hand exit. 

• Due to the tight footprint of the design, the location of construction staging areas should be 
considered. 

• URS also mentioned that there were concerns with how the proposed triple lefts from Patton 
Avenue eastbound to I-26/I-240 west (south) bound would be accommodated with the 
location of the Haywood Street interchange.  The weaving section and dropping the lanes 
would be an important issue such that access to Haywood Street could be maintained. 

• Project schedule- the traffic forecast is the critical path, NCDOT’s goal is to include the ADC 
alternative in the public hearing in August if it is determined to be feasible.  Pushing past 
August with the hearing would affect the overall project schedule. 

• Functional design of ADC alternative would be presented at the public hearing. 
 
Action Items 

• Lochner will further address three potential solutions: 
o The braided ramp (with removing the sag on the bridge) 
o Add a loop to the interchange west of the river in the southeast quadrant 
o Provide the Patton Avenue EB to I-26 NB movement east of the river. 

• Lochner will present a schedule to NCDOT 
• NCDOT will revise overall project schedule 
• After Lochner has finished revising the alternative, NCDOT will conduct a full review of the 

alternative.  
 
cc: Attendees 



 

R E C O R D  O F  M E E T I N G  
 
To:  Project File 
 
From: Chris Werner 
 
Date:  April 16, 2008 
 

  Subject: Report of Meeting, I-26 Connector (I-2513) 
    Review of ADC Alternative. 
    April 16, 2008, 9:30 AM, NCDOT Century Center 

 
Meeting Attendees 
 

Vince Rhea, NCDOT – PDEA  
Derrick Weaver, NCDOT – PDEA 
Cathy Houser, NCDOT – Roadway Design Unit 
David Scheffel, NCDOT – Roadway Design Unit 
Jim Dunlop, NCDOT – Congestion Management Section 
Steve Kite, NCDOT – Work Zone Traffic Control Unit 
Lonnie Brooks, NCDOT – Structure Design Unit 
Rick Tipton, NCDOT – Division 13 
Ken Burleson, TGS Engineers 
Charlie Flowe, TGS Engineers 
Brian Eason, Lochner 
Doug Wheatley, Lochner 
Manuel Carballo, Figg 
Peter Trencansky, URS 
Chris Werner, URS 
 

Purpose of the Meeting 
 
The meeting was held to discuss the review of the ADC alternative and to try to resolve the concerns 
relating to the operational and design issues identified by NCDOT, TGS Engineers and URS 
Corporation.  Specific comments on Alternate 4B are attached with additional discussions from the 
meeting shown below. 
 
Individual Reports 
 
Design Review – Cathy Houser 

• There was a concern that the Patton Avenue WB triple lefts to I-26 EB/I-240 WB would 
result with a false capacity given it is reduced to two lanes prior to the merge.  It was noted 
once drivers became familiar with the lane drop; it would not be fully utilized. 

• Jim Dunlop suggested that the intersection of Regent Park Boulevard and Y24 should be 
located at a minimum the 95th percentile queue length reported from the Patton Avenue and 



Regent Park Boulevard signalized intersection.  He also suggested this would be a good 
location to utilize a right-in right-out 

• It was recommended that Y25 be terminated with a cul-de-sac as shown in other alternatives.   
 
Design Review – Charlie Flowe 

• Mr. Flowe suggested the US 19-23-70 SB profile be designed for 60 mph versus the current 
design for 50 mph.   

• Mr. Flowe had concerns with the US 19-23-70 NB diverge from I-240 as both alignments 
had 6% superelevation in the opposite direction, which would create an unacceptable 
rollover. 

• Similar to Cathy Houser’s attached comments; Mr. Flowe had concerns with several vertical 
clearances.  Lochner noted they assumed a 9-foot super structure depth as a catch-all; 
however, they will double-check the vertical clearance calculations and provide the results to 
Vince Rhea.   

• Mr. Brooks said he had general concerns with bridging in slip ramp areas. 
• Mr. Flowe noted that he understood that this review was performed on functional designs and 

the majority of his comments would be resolved during the preliminary design stage; 
however, in order to bring these designs to the preliminary design level and have his 
comments addressed would require modifications.  Mr. Flowe does not think the current 
designs should be shown to the public given his recommended design revisions may 
substantially increase the footprint of this alternative.    

 
Peter Trencansky/Chris Werner – Capacity Analysis 

• Mr. Trencansky summarized the major comments in the attached URS traffic capacity 
analysis review. 

• URS noted concern with the I-26 EB/I-240 WB proposed 4-3 split at Haywood Road.  After 
further discussion, it was determined the designs would be modified to a 4-2 split resulting 
with a Type A Weave.  Given the complexity of the resulting weaving movements on 
I-26 EB/I-240WB, concerns still remain.  Should it be determined that this alternative be 
carried on for further detailed study, it is recommended this weaving operation be analyzed 
using micro-simulation. 

 
Jim Dunlop – Congestion Management Section 

• Mr. Dunlop noted the Congestion Management Section’s review was a detailed review and 
provided the group with a copy of the comments. 

• Additional general comments included:   
o The proximity of the Resort Drive/Park Boulevard intersection with respect to the 

Patton Avenue/Regent Park Drive intersection; 
o The Patton Avenue WB triple lefts to I-26 EB/I-240 WB would result with a false 

capacity; 
o Queuing effects on I-26 EB/I-240 WB as a result of Loop B; 
o Agreement with URS’ comments. 

 
Steve Kite/Rick Tipton – Construction Phasing and Constructability 

• Mr. Kite noted the bridge concept seemed to be very innovative and buildable. 
• Mr. Kite noted if this project were in the alternative development stage he would recommend 

I-26 should be shifted closer to the river in order to reduce the difficulty in staging the 



construction. 
• Mr. Kite noted his major concern would be with the cost and time associated with the 

bridging of Patton Avenue over I-26.  It was suggested investigation into the I-26 and Patton 
Avenue over/under options be reviewed.  Mr. Kite suggested there may be a potential for 
reducing project cost if I-26 could go over Patton Avenue as opposed to the current design. 

• It was noted the utility corridor under Patton Avenue will need to be addressed which is a 
common issue amongst all alternatives. 

 
 
Lonnie Brooks – Structures Review (no comment handout provided) 

• Mr. Brooks had concerns with the pier locations of the proposed bridges.  Figg/Lochner 
noted that Work Zone Traffic Control and Division 13 Construction had previously requested 
the bridge piers to have a plan view location with cut views to ensure they’re not in conflict 
with I-26/US 19-23 between stations 81+00 (+/-) to 96+00 (+/-).  For locations where single 
stem piers may not be feasible due to potential interferences with existing roads, railroad, 
utilities, etc. Figg/Lochner proposes to use straddle bents.  Figg/Lochner will provide 
Mr. Brooks with a copy of the preliminary pier location plans. 

• Mr. Brooks questioned the pier placement at I-240 WB over I-26 and the area near the gore 
between I-26 WB and –Y7RD-.  Figg/Lochner responded that straddle bents would be 
considered and offered to develop conceptual level pier layouts for these two locations.   

• Mr. Brooks wanted to verify adequate clearance was provided over the Norfolk Southern 
Railroad bridges.  Mr. Carballo that Figg/Lochner has received direction from Norfolk 
Southern with respect to the vertical and horizontal clearances and will provide NCDOT with 
a copy of the correspondence. 

 
Ken Burleson – Environmental Impact Review 

• Mr. Burleson was concerned with the right of way limits shown near the Burton Street 
community and recommended minimization efforts be investigated within this area. 

• Mr. Burleson recommended the retaining wall shown to reduce impacts to the Worley 
property be removed to show worst-case conditions until a Geotechnical Review can be 
performed. 

• Mr. Burleson noted this alternative may have more noise impact issues with regards to the 
Montford area. 

• Mr. Burleson then reviewed preliminary impacts comparison of Alternative 4 and 4B, which 
he provided in the General Environmental Review of ADC Alternative attached. 

 
General Summary discussion 

• Mr. Rhea questioned given the concerns brought forward today if this still can be considered 
a viable alternative.  It was suggested that the concerns need to be further reviewed/addressed 
before it can be determined if this alternative should be carried forward for further detailed 
study or eliminated.   

• Mr. Carballo recommended that Figg/Lochner review today’s major comments and provide 
NCDOT with either revisions or a response.  Figg/Lochner will provide these 
revisions/responses to NCDOT within two weeks of today’s meeting.  Should all concerns be 
adequately addressed, then Figg/Lochner will provide functional design quantities of which 
cost estimates will be requested from NCDOT.    

• Mr. Rhea noted the public hearing is scheduled in August and may need to be postponed to 



allow for further review of this alternative.  Ms. Houser stated that the alternative will need to 
be developed to the preliminary design level before it is shown to the public.   

• If it is determined that preliminary designs will be required, it will later be determine by 
NCDOT which PEF will complete the work. 

 
Action Items 

• Figg/Lochner to address/provide response to today’s major comments to NCDOT within two 
weeks.  Major concerns include but are not limited to the following: 

o Figg/Lochner will further investigate the operation of the I-26 EB/I-240 WB weaving 
movement between Patton Avenue and Haywood Road.   

o Figg /Lochner will remove Hazel Mill intersection and terminate with a cul-de-sac 
and then see if Patton Avenue/Loop B intersection will operate at an acceptable LOS.  
Mr. Dunlop noted he was concerned with the cycle length used in the provided 
analysis, given the adjacent signalized intersections may control. 

o With the removal of the Hazel Mill intersection, Figg/Lochner will re-analyze the 
Patton Avenue and Regent Park Boulevard/Loop B intersection. 

o Figg/Lochner will evaluate the gore width for the I-240/I-26 split. 
o Figg /Lochner will investigate the rollover issue with the US 19-23-70 NB diverge 

from I-240. 
• There were concerns with vertical clearances in several locations; Figg/Lochner will forward 

vertical clearance correspondence with Norfolk Southern Railroad to Vince Rhea and Lonnie 
Brooks.  

• Figg/Lochner will also provide Mr. Brooks with a copy of the preliminary pier location plans 
for previously described. 

• The Public Hearing will be postponed until additional study of this alternative has been 
performed to determine its viability. 

 
 
cc: Attendees 



































 

M E M O R A N D U M  
 
 
To:  Project File (I-26 Connector) 
 
From:   Jeff Weisner, AICP 
 
Date:  June 23, 2008 
 
RE:  ADC Alternative Review Meeting, June 20, 2008, 9:00 A.M. 

State Project 34165.1.1 (TIP I-2513) 
  F.A. Project MA-NHF-26-1(53)  

Buncombe County 
TIP Project I-2513, Interstate 26 Connector 
 

 
A meeting was held on Friday, June 20, 2008 in the Board Room at the NCDOT Transportation 
Building in Raleigh to review the ADC Alternative.  Attendees included: 
 
Clarence Coleman, FHWA (Joined at 10:30 A.M.) 
Ricky Tipton, PE, PLS, Highway Division 13 (Via Teleconference) 
Virginia Mabry, NCDOT Alternative Delivery Unit 
Jim Dunlop, PE, NCDOT Congestion Management Section 
Erin Hendee, PE, NCDOT Congestion Management Section 
Sarah Wicklund, NCDOT Congestion Management Section 
Vince Rhea, PE, NCDOT Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch 
Derrick Weaver, NCDOT Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch 
Cathy Houser, PE, NCDOT Roadway Design Unit 
David Scheffel, NCDOT Roadway Design Unit 
Lonnie Brooks, PE, NCDOT Structure Design Unit 
Jay Rohleder, Figg Engineering Group 
Steve Browde, H. W. Lochner, Inc. 
Doug Wheatley, H. W. Lochner, Inc. 
Ken Burleson, TGS Engineers 
Charlie Flowe, TGS Engineers 
Brenda Crumpler, URS 
Peter Trencansky, PE, URS 
Jeff Weisner, AICP, URS 
Chris Werner, PE, URS 

 

URS Corporation – North Carolina 
1600 Perimeter Park Drive, Suite 400 
Morrisville, NC 27560 
Tel: 919.461.1100 
Fax: 919-461-1415 
www.urscorp.com 
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The meeting agenda and attachments (comment letters/memoranda) that were distributed at the 
meeting are attached and are a part of these minutes. 
 
Following introductions, the meeting got underway with a review of comments that had been 
submitted from various NCDOT branches, as well as TGS and URS. 
 
Cathy Houser reviewed the Roadway Design Unit’s comments and posed several questions. 
 
Jim Dunlop reviewed the Congestion Management Section’s comments. 
 
Lonnie Brooks noted that the Structure Design Unit had no comments. 
 
Chris Werner and Peter Trencansky reviewed URS’ comments. 
 
Charlie Flowe and Ken Burleson reviewed TGS’ comments. 
 
Ricky Tipton spoke to comments for Work Zone Traffic Control and Division 13. 
 
Following review of the comments and discussions about constructability issues of various 
components of the project, Derrick Weaver said that based on the fact that no fatal flaws had been 
identified, he felt that NCDOT should move ahead with this alternative. He noted the need for a 
cost estimate, which could influence the decision. Derrick also noted that the City of Asheville 
(City) wants to conduct the Public Hearing before the end of August and that it would not be 
possible to get this alternative to the same level as previously studied alternatives. He said this 
alternative would be presented as a Corridor Hearing Map/Public Workshop type map. Vince 
Rhea stated that is important that discussions take place with the City about the design being 
preliminary and subject to change. Jeff Weisner asked if it will be necessary to have another Public 
Hearing for the environmental document that will be prepared for the ADC Alternative. Derrick 
noted the schedule is already blown and there is a need to at least present this alternative to the 
public at the August Public Hearing, especially since the City and ADC are behind this alternative.  
 
Discussion ensued about transitioning the design work back to NCDOT. Jay Rohleder suggested 
that it is very important to coordinate closely with the City as this alternative, unlike the previously 
studied alternatives, has not been introduced to all of the parties at the City such as the Technical 
Committee. Vince and Derrick noted that it would be important for FIGG/Lochner to help in the 
transition process. Jeff noted that the alternative still has to go through the NEPA process. 
 
Following discussion between Derrick and Steve, it was decided that the Quantity Estimates would 
be done by FIGG/Lochner and the Cost Estimates by NCDOT.. 



  Page 3 of 3 

At this point (10:30 a.m.), Clarence Coleman arrived. Derrick recapped the meeting discussions for 
Clarence. Clarence asked what had been decided about this particular alternative. Derrick said that 
no fatal flaws had been identified and a decision has been made to study the alternative in more 
detail, noting that a meeting will be scheduled with the City and a cost estimate will be prepared. 
Clarence concurred that the alternative should be studied in more detail noting that the City has 
invested money in the development of the alternative. Discussion ensued about the draft 
document and the timing of the Public Hearing for that document. Clarence indicated that the 
public should get a strong indication at the August Public Hearing that a supplemental document is 
being prepared and offered an explanation about the difference in this alternative. He offered 
another option stating that instead of holding a Public Hearing in August, a newsletter could be 
developed and sent to the public providing an update on the study and noting that a Public 
Hearing will be held after the supplemental EIS has been completed. There was some discussion 
about timelines and Derrick stated that new traffic will be forthcoming in October. He said that all 
of the alternatives will need to be revamped based on the new traffic data. Clarence noted that as 
long as NCDOT follows the processes and discloses events to the public, it is okay to delay the 
document. He also noted that NCDOT should contact the City and if they feel strongly that they 
want to conduct a Public Hearing prior to the finalization of the EIS for the ADC Alternative, 
NCDOT should listen to them. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 10:47 A.M. 
 
JCW:bkc 
 
Attachments 
 
Xc: Meeting Attendees 
 Steve Kite, PE, NCDOT Work Zone Traffic Control Unit 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q:\I-26 Connector\Correspondence\NCDOT\ROM_ADC Alternative Review_062008.doc 
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June 20, 2008 
Mr. Brian Eason, PE 
H. W. Lochner, Inc. 
2840 Plaza Place, Suite 202 
Raleigh, NC 27612 

 
SUBJECT:  State Project: 34165 (I-2513) Buncombe County 
   Asheville I-26 from south of the I-26/I-40 interchange to existing US 19-23 
 

Comments on I-2513 Alternate 4B  
 
We have reviewed the revised functional design submittal of June 2, 2008 for I-2513B 
Alternate 4B.  Roadway Design has the following comments: 
 
There may be a signing issue with the multiple lane drops along Westbound Patton 
Avenue. 
 
There may be a signing issue with no through movement out of Regent’s Park.  This 
configuration does not meet driver expectation.   
 
Where is access to the Holiday Inn? 
 
Where is -Y24-?  There is a profile but no plan view.  Is this a road that was eliminated 
under this option? 
 
What is the design speed for -Y7RPDB-?  It appears there may be a vertical clearance 
issue along -Y7RPDB-. 
 
Is the existing bridge on Patton over -Y7RPDB going to be maintained or replaced? 
 
Do not break the bridge along 240WB near station 23+00. 
 
Does the weave work on I-26 between -I240WB- and -LPBR-? 
 
This design has 3 instead of 2 lanes on 240WB coming out of town.  This requires an extra 
lane drop on 240WB.  Folks in the “slow” lane of 240WB coming from town, will have to 
merge over twice to get on I-26SB.  There is a lane drop along 240WB that may be 
awkward to the driver due to the sharp curvature.     
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Check gore area profiles and vertical clearances. 
 
Comments made on previous review: 
 
The acceleration lane for Ramp D (braided ramp) should be extended to 2000’ -2400’ 
before estimates are done.   
 
There may be a hydroplaning issue at the I-240WB/US 19-23 NB split which occurs on a 
bridge.  Need to have hydraulics review that area.  Also revise the rollovers in this gore.  
There is an 08 rollover.   
 
Check the exit for -Y16A- from I-26.  The distance to the gore appears too short.   
 
Please remove the PCCs by inserting spirals.   
 
There are several locations where compound spirals are necessary.       
 
Please show the alignment and dashed lane lines for the entire US 19-23 underneath the 
proposed I-26 bridges.   
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Cathy Houser, PE 
Roadway Design Project Engineer 
CSH/ 
cc:  File    













Vince: 
 
We have several concerns and most are design detail issues that Charlie 
will coordinate with Cathy. 
 
The concerns I have noted so far are as follows: 
 
1. US 19-23 NB at the southern end of the Riverside Cemetery appears to 
be some 25+ feet higher than existing. Difficult to construct while 
maintaining traffic and staying off Riverside. 
 
2. I see no access provisions for the Crowne Plaza hotel. 
 
3. If  I-240 EB is maintained along existing during construction, 
access to Westgate from I-240EB and Patton EB may not be possible. 
 
4. The I-240 WB lane drops at the Patton exit. Considering the demand 
of that move that may be OK. 
 
I will be in Asheville tomorrow. You can reach me on my cell if you 
need me. 
 
Thanks 
Ken 
 
----- Original Message ----- 
From: "Rhea, Vincent J" <vrhea@ncdot.gov> 
To: "Ken Burleson" <kburleson@tgsengineers.com> 
Sent: Monday, June 16, 2008 2:22 PM 
Subject: ADC Alt Review comments 
 
 
 
 
 
 



URS Traffic Capacity Analysis Review 
TIP Project I-2513 

ADC Alternative 4B 
June 16, 2008 

General Comments: 
 

 There is a concern with Synchro coding of Patton Avenue and Ramps C/D.  
Current coding results with the NB ramp C traffic conflicting with the WB right 
to I-26 SB.  Also, the files provided do not utilize origin-destination coding to 
capture the correct lane utilization.  As coded with the conflict, Level of Service is 
reported better than it would be if the coding were corrected.  Once the coding is 
corrected, this location should be simulated in SimTraffic to determine the effect 
on upstream intersections, especially the right-in/right-out at Westgate Shopping 
Center, east of the interchange. 

 Signing concern for Regent Park Boulevard Left-turn to I-26 SB movement. 
 
HCS Comments:  (note (#) = reference number assigned to analysis for reviewing) 
 

 Basic Freeway Segment Analyses not provided-assumed to be the same as 
previous submittal. 

 I-26 WEAVE -1-NB (#1):  please verify heavy vehicle percentages; given this 
weave analysis has been provided, the major merge (#10) and major diverge (#16) 
analysis is not required. 

 I-26 WEAVE -2- SB (#2):  This analysis appears to be the same location as I-26 
WEAVE -2- SB PM_I-26-Over (#5)-Please verify which analysis should be used; 
project description states “I-26 Connector (weave > 2500' see Major Merge 
Analysis”; however, weave length shown in designs to be approximately 1600’; 
please verify heavy vehicle percentages; given this weave analysis has been 
provided and the weave length is approximately 1600’, the major merge (#17) and 
diverge (# 6) analysis is not required. 

 I-26SB WEV-PATTON-HAYWOOD (#3):  FFS=65mph; analysis should be for a 
Type A weave; weave length closer to approximately 1500’; AM analysis has PM 
volumes; PM analysis has AM volumes. 

 I-240WB WEAVE-4 AM (#4):  FFS=55mph; please verify heavy vehicle 
percentages; PM BC volume = 220. 

 I-26 WEAVE -2- SB PM_I-26-Over (#5):  This analysis appears to be the same 
location as I-26 WEAVE -2- SB (#2)-Please verify which analysis should be 
used; AM analysis not provided; please verify heavy vehicle percentages. 

 LOOP B DIV (#6):  Weave analysis (#3) can replace this Diverge analysis. 
 Y7RPC DIV (#7):  Please verify deceleration length-seems closer to 400’. 
 Y7RPD MRG (#8):  Mainline FFS=65mph; Please verify acceleration length-

seems closer to 1140’; analysis shows adjacent Downstream ramp exists, which 
should be Upstream (approximately 3850’ upstream); Adjacent Downstream 
Ramp (US 19-23-70 merge with I-26 NB) also exists approximately 4800’ 
downstream-separate analysis should be provided. 



 Y7RPDSLIP MRG (#9):  Ramp FFS=45mph; acceleration length approximately 
1100’; US/DS Ramp analysis not justified for CD Analysis (2-lane facility). 

 Major DIV Analysis I-26 NB Broadway (#10):  Weave analysis (#1) can replace 
this Major Diverge analysis; % Heavy Vehicles on Ramp = (4+7)/2=6; Upstream 
and Downstream terminology reversed; ramp FFS=45mph. 

 Major DIV Analysis I-26 SB at HAYWOOD (#11):  Weave analysis (#3) can 
replace this Major Diverge analysis; % Heavy Vehicles on Ramp = (2+6)/2=4; 
Upstream and Downstream terminology reversed; ramp FFS=45mph; Freeway 
FFS=65mph; what is shown as Downstream Segment in analysis has an input of 6 
lanes versus 5 lanes shown in design. 

 Major DIV Analysis I-26NB and I240EB (#13):  appears to be the same as Major 
DIV Analysis I-26NB and I240EB system (#14) minus the information shown in 
the title block of the input tab; % Heavy Vehicles on Ramp = (6+9)/2=8. 

 Major DIV Analysis I-26NB and I240EB system (#14):  appears to be the same as 
Major DIV Analysis I-26NB and I240EB (#13) the information shown in the title 
block of the input tab; % Heavy Vehicles on Ramp = (6+9)/2=8. 

 Major DIV Analysis I-240 WB & US19-23-70 NB (#15):  Unable to verify 
location; therefore, no review possible; appears to be US 19-23-70 NB diverge 
from I-240 WB; AM volumes not provided in analysis.   

 Major MRG Analysis I-26 NB at US19-23-70 (#16):  % Heavy Vehicles on US 
19-23-70 = (6-10)/2=8. 

 Major MRG Analysis I-26 SB at I-240 (#17):  Weave Analysis provided (#2 and 
#5); therefore, major merge analysis not required; I-240 FFS = 55mph; 

 
Synchro Comments:   
 

 Previous review meeting recommended terminating Hazel Mill Road similarly to 
other Alternatives. 

 AM Node 19:  EB thru volume should be 1635. 
 AM Node 3:  WB right volume should be 100. 
 Please verify all recommended storage bay lengths match for Design and 

Synchro.  One example that could change the design is for Loop B NB Left:  The 
design shows approximately 450’ versus the Synchro coded value of 650’; The 
lanes are currently developed West of the Loop B bridge over the EB Patton 
Avenue to SB I-26 Ramp; the values shown in Synchro would require the width 
of the bridge to be increased. 

 For other alternatives Heavy Vehicle % for Patton Avenue interchange area was 
assumed to be (6+9)/2=8.  Intersection #14 NB/SB HV % = (2+1)/2=2. 

 Concern over proposed phasing at the Patton Avenue intersection with Ramps C 
and D:  during the NB Ramp C green time, WB to I-26 SB is also coded to be 
protected at the same time.  This coding results with a direct conflict with the NB 
ramp traffic.  Recommend coding this movement similar to the Patton Avenue EB 
right-turn east of Loop B to Patton Avenue to SB I-26 movement.  The origin-
destination input should also be utilized to show correct lane utilization. 



 In the PM analysis, Ramp C/D intersection with Patton Avenue NBR is coded to 
have a RTOR, which is not permitted according to NCDOT Congestion 
Management Capacity Analysis Guidelines. 

 Patton Avenue is coded as 45mph; therefore, minimum initials for EB/WB thru 
should have minimum initial as 12 seconds, with minor movements at 7 seconds.  
This would then result with the minimum splits for EB/WB thru equal to 12+7=19 
seconds, with minor movements at 7+7=14 seconds. 

 Please verify all signals include the minimum recommended cycle length per 
number of phases per signal. 

 Concern with amount of queuing in the PM SimTraffic Simulation on 
Southbound Westgate Shopping Center Traffic. 
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June 20, 2008 
TIP Project:  I-2513 
Division: 13 
County: Buncombe 
Description:  Asheville - I-240 & New Route from I-26 to US 19-23-70 
 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Gregory J. Thorpe, Ph.D., Environmental Management Director 
  Project Development and Environmental Analysis  
  Attention: Vincent J. Rhea, P.E., Consultant Engineer 
 
FROM: Erin M. Hendee, P.E., Congestion Management Project Design Engineer 
  Congestion Management Section 
 
SUBJECT: Review of Capacity Analysis for I-2513 ADC Alternative 
 
As requested, the Plan Review Group of the Traffic Engineering and Safety Systems Branch has 
completed a review of the ADC Alternative capacity analysis submitted by H.W. Lochner, Inc., 
Private Engineering Firms (PEF), hired by the City of Asheville for the aforementioned project.  
Based on our review, we have the following comments.  
 
Synchro 

• Intersection of Patton and Regent Park (Node 3):  Per Congestion Management’s capacity 
analysis guideline, the minimum cycle length for a 4-phase signal is 110 seconds.   

• Intersection of Patton and I-240 ramps (Node 7):  The northbound right turn should not be 
permitted during phase 7; this creates a right turn on red scenario.  Based on our capacity 
analysis guidelines, RTOR are not allowed so that a more conservative analysis is 
generated. 

• Intersection of Patton and I-240 ramps (Node 7):  There should be a northbound through 
(combined through and left) with a default volume of 10 cars.  This will eliminate the 
combined phasing of the westbound right turns (phase 8) with the northbound left and right 
turns (phase 2).   

• Intersection of Patton and I-240 ramps (Node 7):  To help with congestion on westbound 
Patton Avenue, use 2 right turn lanes onto I-240 and 2 through lanes. (The existing ramp 
that will be utilized already has 2 lanes.)  We understand this could cause some issues with 
the two ramps merging before they merge with I-240/I-26. 

• Intersection of Patton and Hazel Mill (Node 14):  In order to produce optimal analysis at 
the intersection at the I-240 ramps, please remove this node and use HCS to perform the 
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analysis for this intersection.  We understand that this will not produce optimal analysis 
because this intersection has too many lanes per leg. 

• Intersection of Patton Avenue and I-26 Loop (Node 19):  Based on our findings the 
eastbound right turn volume should be 560 not 575 in the AM.   

• Intersection of Patton Avenue and I-26 Loop (Node 19):  As previously mentioned, based 
on our findings the westbound right turn volume should be 100 not 40 in the AM. 

• Intersection of Patton Avenue and I-26 Loop (Node 19):  Based on our findings the 
eastbound through volume should be 1635 not 1615 in the AM and 1,390 not 1,370 in the 
PM.   

• Intersection of Patton Avenue and I-240 Ramp (Node 7):  Based on our findings the 
westbound right (onto the I-240 ramp) volume should be 820 not 802 in the PM. 

 
HCS 

• Y7 Ramp D Merge:  As previously mentioned, based on our findings the adjacent ramp is 
upstream not downstream and is 4,400 feet not 4,000 feet away.   

• Weave 1:  As previously mentioned, based on our findings the weave length is 1,850 feet 
not 2,200 feet long. 

• Weave 2 PM: Please clarify which analysis should be used, “SB PM” or “SB PM_I-26-
Over.” 

• Weave Patton-Haywood AM:  As previously mentioned, based on our findings the AM 
sheet is labeled as PM, the non-weaving A-C volume should be 2,316 not 3,476 for the 
AM, and the PM sheet is labeled as the AM sheet. 

• Major Diverge I-240 WB & US 19-23-70 NB:  As previously mentioned, AM volumes are 
not included in this analysis. 

• Major Diverge I-26 NB Broadway:  As previously mentioned, based on our findings the 
upstream and downstream volumes have been inverted.  Upstream volumes should be 
4,020 (AM) and 5,270 (PM) and the downstream volumes should be 3,430 (AM) and 
4,600 (PM).  The number of lanes upstream should be 5 not 3 and the number of lanes 
downstream should be 3 not 5. 

• Major Diverge I-26 SB at Haywood:  Based on our findings the upstream and downstream 
volumes have been inverted. Upstream volumes should be 3,320 (AM) and 5,190 (PM) 
and the downstream volumes should be 3000 (AM) and 4,750 (PM).  The number of lanes 
upstream should be 6 not 3 and the number of lanes downstream should be 3 not 6. 

 
If additional information is required, please contact, Sarah Wicklund, Congestion Management 
Design Technician, or me at (919) 773-2800. 
 
EMH/skw 
 
cc: J. J. Swain, Jr., P.E. (Attention: J. M. Teague, P.E.)   
 S. E. Midkiff, P.E. (Attention: D. G. Weaver, P.E.) 
 J. A. Bennett, P.E. (Attention: R. D. Allen, P.E., A. J. Moore, P.E.) 
 J. K. Lacy, P.E., CPM 
 T. M. Hopkins, P.E. (Attention: A. D. Wyatt, P.E., PTOE, B. K. Mayhew, P.E.) 
 D. D. Galloway, P.E. 
 P. L. Alexander, P.E. 
 C. L. Evans (Attention: E. E. Honeycutt) J. H. Dunlop, P.E. 
 R. W. King, P.E. J. S. Bourne, P.E. A. R. Cook, P.E.  
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Sarah Smith   NCDOT Transportation Planning Branch 
Linh Nguyen  NCDOT Transportation Planning Branch 
Van Argabright  NCDOT TIP Development Unit 
Katina Lucas  NCDOT TIP Development Unit 
Mohd Aslami  NCDOT Traffic Engineering Branch – ITS 
Jeff Hemphill  NCDOT Natural Environment Unit 
Allen Raynor  NCDOT Structure Design Unit 
Thomas Payne  NCDOT Structure Design Unit 
Cyrus Parker  NCDOT Geotechnical Unit 
Terry W. Fox  NCDOT Geotechnical Unit 
John Pilipchuk  NCDOT Geotechnical Unit 
Jay Woolard   NCDOT Work Zone Traffic Control Unit 
Lawrence Gettier  NCDOT Work Zone Traffic Control Unit 
Carl Barclay   NCDOT Utilities Unit 
Betty C. Yancey  NCDOT Right of Way Branch 
Donnie Brew  Federal Highway Administration 
David Baker   United States Army Corp of Engineers (via teleconference) 
Heather Strassberger  French Broad River Metropolitan Planning Organization 
Ken Burleson  TGS Engineers 
Charlie Flowe  TGS Engineers 
Jeff Weisner   URS Corporation 
Chris Werner  URS Corporation 
Peter Trencansky  URS Corporation 

 
An Executive Summary of the main issues concerning the project is as follows: 
 
Executive Summary 
 

• Numerous comments were received supporting Alternative 4B and requesting that NCDOT include it in 
the Environmental Impact Statement.  NCDOT will include Alternative 4B in a Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

• Comments were received requesting the NCDOT consider an alternative with six lanes in Section A of 
the project.  As shown in the DEIS, a six-lane typical section would not meet the Purpose and Need for 
the project; therefore is not included as a detailed study alternative. 

• Comments were received requesting that the selected alternative for the project separate Interstate traffic 
from local traffic, especially across the Smoky Park Bridges.  NCDOT will continue to evaluate all 
alternatives included in the DEIS, as well as Alternative 4B, and the separation of local and Interstate 
traffic will be considered an additional benefit, but will not be a requirement when selecting the preferred 
alternative. 

• Concerns were raised regarding the impacts to residences and business and the effect the project will 
have on the local economy and tax base.  NCDOT will include a more in-depth analysis of the effects on 
the local economy and the tax base in a future environmental document. 

• Comments were received requesting greater emphasis on providing multi-modal amenities such as 
bicycle, pedestrian and transit solutions.  NCDOT will continue to work with the public to provide multi-
modal amenities to the greatest extent practical during the final design of the project. 
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Schedule 

Merger 01 Concurrence Point 2/2A Meeting  Fall 2009 

Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement  Spring 2010 

Corridor Public Hearing Meeting     Spring 2010 

Post Public Hearing Meeting    Summer 2010 

Concurrence Point 3 (LEDPA) Merger Meeting  Summer 2010 

Concurrence Point 4A (Avoidance/Minimization)  Summer 2010 

Final Environmental Impact Statement   Early 2011 

Record of Decision (ROD)    Summer 2011 

Design Public Hearing     Fall 2011 

 

Summary of Comments and Responses 

Comments denoted with an asterisk (*) require additional follow-up 

Comments Relating to the Purpose and Need for the Project 

Comment 

Cicada LeFay & Harold Brokaw – Stated that Need for Proposed Action should include: The need to separate 
interstate and local traffic; the need to minimize impact of the project on existing housing stock; need to align the 
project with future infrastructure design goals of Western NC communities; and the need to create a safe 
alternative route to I-40. 

Response 
Please refer to Chapter 1, Section 1.5.2 of the DEIS where the CCC report and its recommendations are 
addressed. Many local citizens believe that the separation of local and interstate traffic should be included in the 
purpose and need.  The FHWA and NCDOT considered whether or not to include separation of local and 
interstate traffic as a need for the project and determined that to do so would limit, or too narrowly define, the 
range of alternatives that could be evaluated through the NEPA process.  The local community has also 
expressed a desire for the project to address the issue of separating I-240 traffic from Patton Avenue traffic. This 
issue is addressed the in DEIS and has been considered in the evaluation of alternatives presented in Chapter 2 of 
the Draft EIS.  This issue is also addressed in Chapter 8 of the DEIS.  While not identified as a specific need for 
the proposed action, NCDOT, to the extent possible, tries to avoid and minimize impacts to housing stock and 
business infrastructure.  Residential and business relocations are addressed in Section 4.1.1.2 of the DEIS and are 
considered in the selection of a Preferred Alternative. In the development of project alternatives, NCDOT has 
considered the design goals of the local community as addressed in Section 2.5.2 of the DEIS. Creating a safe 
alternative route to I-40 is not an identified need for the proposed action. I-40 is an east-west route while I-26 is a 
north south route, thus I-26 cannot serve as an alternative route for I-40.  

Comment 

Janet Barlow, Leah Karpen, Nick Derchak, Julie K. Nicholson, Myra Fuller, Stephen McConnell, Ulana 
Mellor, Eleanor Johnson, Bryan Rohr, Megan Williams, Amani Duncan, Bess Baird, Joe Minicozzi, 
Shawn Robins – Received 14 comments voicing support to separate local Patton Avenue traffic from freeway 
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traffic.  

Response 
Each of the project alternatives studied in the DEIS would remove I-26 traffic from Patton Avenue, while 
Alternatives 4 and 4B would remove both I-26 and I-240 traffic from Patton Avenue.  The alternatives that 
remove all interstate traffic from Patton Avenue are seen as providing additional benefits and will be considered 
along with all other identified effects in determining the Preferred Alternative. 

Comment 

Richard Laws, Jim Grode – Stated that Alternatives 2 and 3 do not satisfy the stated Purpose and Need for the 
project as neither one would "increase the remaining useful service of the existing Smoky Park Bridge by 
substantially reducing the volume of traffic on this vital crossing of the French Broad River," as the Draft EIS 
calls for.  

Response 
Comparing the 2030 No build average daily traffic (109,500 as shown on Figure 1-8b of the DEIS)  with the 2030 
build traffic of Section B Alternative 2 (74,300 as shown on Figure 2-21) and Alternative 3 (72,600 as shown on 
Figure 2-22) would substantially reduce the average daily traffic on the Smoky Park Bridges by approximately 
35,200 and 36,900 vehicles per day, respectively, in the year 2030. This reduction in traffic would support a stated 
purpose of the proposed action to increase the remaining useful service of the existing Smoky Park Bridges.  

Comments Relating to Alternative 4B  

Comment 

Asheville Design Center, Yuri Koslen, J. Bicking, Connie Bromley, Lillah & Gary Schwartz, Rachel 
Bliss, Matthew Ryall, David Patterson, Jose Pepi Acebo, Hugh Huntington, Jessica Jacob, Claire Wells, 
Alison Climo, Mike Vance, Phil Casey, Robert Shepherd, Steve Glosup, Tom Gallaher, Amy McCuin, 
Clare Hanrahan, Joe Browning, William Chiveis, Myra Fuller, Stephen McConnell, Mark Small, Nancy 
Ackerman Cole, Susan Daw, Megan Williams, Shirley Schultz, Bob Mellor, Ulana Mellor, Sharon Fahrer, 
Vic Fahrer, Robert F. Moore, Jean Webb, Florie Rogers, Jim Hefley, Ira Bernstein, Richard T. Hall, 
Charles W. Davis, Robbie Sweetser, Robert V. McNeill, Lois L. Esposito, James O. Efland, David 
Pearson, Sage Linden, Janet Barlow, Sharron K. St. John, Hugh Munro, Joe Fioccola, Rod & Bess Baird, 
Michael N. Lewis, Dan March, Ryan Reardon, Reid Thompson, Lotte Meyerson, Eric Krause, Alesha 
Reardon, Joan M. Walker, Peter Brezny, Liz Lipski, Lynn Player, Catherine Cope, Reuben E. Moore, 
Annabeth Schenck, Totsie Marine, Robert Robinson, Winnie Barrett, Kimberly Hodges, Monica 
Williams, Inge Robert, James Woollcott, Jim Grode, Julie Mayfield, Bruce Emory, Jim Grode – Received 
76 comments voicing support for Alternative 4B and requested that NCDOT include it in the Environmental 
Impact Statement.  

Response 
NCDOT has accepted Alternative 4B as a viable project alternative which will therefore be evaluated in a 
supplemental environmental document. 

Comment 

Grace Harrison, Lew Gelfond & Susan Jensen, Kyle Cogburn, Ric Zeller, Joyce Birkenholz, Robert V. 
McNeill, Lois L. Esposito, Katherine Rose, Jo Anne Williams, Laurie K. Miller, Jill Tieman, Sage 
Linden, Marianne Bailey, W.E. Brewer, Edwin Meek, Simon Goldberg, Susan Drakeford, Janice 
RuBino, David and Carol Swing, Claire Hester, Kathleen Zeren, Ashley Neikirk, ) Lloyd Sigman, 
Virginia Senechal, Jessy Kronenberg, Jim Mulrooney, Reid Thompson, Lotte Meyerson, Eric Krause, 
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Joan M. Walker, Jonathan Wise, Stephanie Pankiewicz, Cleone Black, Elizabeth Morgan, Gail & Nelson 
Sobel, James Judd, Joe Masters Emison, James Stone, Charles Meason, Allan Wingfield, Jodi Clere, 
Digby Groove, Jane Knox, Bette Jackson, Randy Bernard, John & Hazel Robinson, Michael Kohnle, 
Anne Higgins, Martin Barnes, Phil Schaefer, Dan March, Robert McAfoos, Gerald Green, Daniel 
Windham, Michael Figura, Samantha Schiffer, Jim Samsel, Peggy Lyle, Carol Stangler, Robert Sauer, 
Jeffery Hersk, Erin Jasin, Ron & Linda Larsen, Bernadette Wolf, Douglas Campbell, Win Southworth, 
Stan Cross, Eleanor Johnson, Saundra Cordell, Mary Kathleen Riddle, Williams Megan, Addie Emison, 
Joe Minocozzi, Ron Ainspan, David Brown, Roger Derrough, Brian Huet, Jim Cavener, Wes Reinhardt 
(FIRC Group, Inc.), Diedra Case, Mary K. Riddle,  Herman Laukford, Jim Grode, Sharron K. St. John, 
Dan March, Michael N. Lewis, Jim Brown, Wes Reinhardt (FIRC Group, Inc.), Liz Lipski, Catherine 
Cope, Shirley Schultz, Reuben E. Moore, David Cudlip, Elizabeth Mayes, Wade Saunders, Robert Webb 
Jr., Oscar Wong, Dr. & Mrs. Michael Justice, James Efland, Kim Granelle, Margaret T. Adams, Julia 
Williamson, Joe Minicozzi, April Daniel, Brian Burns, Cicada LeFay & Harold Brokaw, Amina 
Spengler, Megan Williams, John Webb, David Testa – Received 106 comments that Support Alt 4-B for one 
or more of the following reasons: 1) it separates I-26 traffic from local traffic; 2) it has the smallest footprint 
(preserves taxable land); 3) the community has shown support for the alternative; 4) because it is better, not 
bigger; 5) it conforms to the City of Asheville’s 2025 Plan; 6) it is cheaper; 7) it uses less bridges; 8) it reconnects 
Asheville across the river  9) it was developed by engineers who care; 10) it is the smart growth alternative; 11) it 
is more aesthetically pleasing; 12) it contributes to a more vibrant Asheville; 13) it allows Patton Avenue to be 
become a gateway to the city; 14) it has less impact on the environment; 15) it has fewer residential and business 
relocations; 16) it provides more land for urban redevelopment; 17) it increases walking, biking and public transit 
opportunities; 18) it enhances connectivity on local streets; 19) and it helps to keep Asheville a small town instead 
of a big city.   

Response 
NCDOT has accepted Alternative 4B as a viable project alternative which will therefore be evaluated in a 
supplemental environmental document. Acceptance of the alternative does not preclude it from evaluation per 
the National Environmental Policy Act nor does it guarantee its selection as the Preferred Alternative.  
Alternative 4B will be evaluated at the same level as the other project alternatives studied in the DEIS.   

Comment 

Richard Laws, Jim Grode, Jose Pepi Acebo, Laurie Miller - Stated that Alternative 4B still needs further 
design modifications, in particular, the area where I-26 crosses Patton Avenue should be modified so that I-26 
passes under, rather than over Patton Avenue.  Also stated that the French Broad River crossing should be 
redesigned to create a "signature bridge" as suggested by the Asheville Design Center.  

Response 
The preliminary design of Alternative 4B is based on the design developed by Figg/Lochner under contract to the 
City of Asheville and Buncombe County.  Several modifications were required due to design issues encountered 
in the more detailed engineering analysis.  As this was the plan proposed by the City and County, it was 
maintained to the greatest extend possible and was seen as the optimal design alternative that was desired for 
inclusion in the Supplemental DEIS.  The design modifications requested seem to be improvements that were 
likely evaluated in the development of the functional design plans by Figg/Lochner.  In an effort to not delay the 
project, NCDOT did not re-investigate previous design issues as it was assumed that the proposed plan was what 
was desired by the City and County.  Our design consultant is currently checking to see if it is possible for I-26 to 
go under Patton Ave with alternative 4B. It may be. It is likely however, it would generate the need for additional 
onsite detours and cause increased difficulty with construction. 
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Alternative 4B with I-26 going over Patton Avenue will provide more efficient traffic operations on Patton 
Avenue at the I-26 ramp intersections, improve the weaving operations between Patton Avenue to SB I-26 traffic 
and the I-26 SB traffic exiting at US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) and utilize the existing Patton Avenue/I-
240 interchange during construction of the I-26 bridge over Patton Avenue. 

The development of a “signature bridge” crossing the French Broad River will be coordinated with the Asheville 
Aesthetics Committee once a preferred alternative has been selected. 

Comment 

Wes Reinhardt (FIRC Group, Inc.) – Stated that as a representative of the FIRC Group and owner of the 
Westgate shopping center that he favors Alternative 4B. He stated that Westgate is to be redeveloped and plans 
are being implemented to build 116 residential units in a 7-story building on the north side of Westgate property.  

Response 
Comment noted. NCDOT has accepted Alternative 4B as a viable project alternative and it will therefore be 
evaluated in a supplemental environmental document.  Mr. Reinhardt provided NCDOT with a copy of the 
development plans for this area on March 13, 2009.  

Comment 

Michelle Pace Wood - Stated that Alternative 4B would be too expensive and that the bridges would be way too 
high. 

Response 
Comment noted. 

Comment 

David Patterson – Stated that he was appalled by all of the options after viewing the animations and that 
Alternative 4B no longer even slightly resembles the original design and intent. Stated that the shear scale and 
placement of this project is unacceptable and that, he, like many Montford residents, have real concerns about the 
effect of such a large project on their quiet, historic neighborhood. 

Response 
The potential affects of Alternative 4B on the Montford neighborhood will be studied in a supplemental 
environmental document.  Potential noise impacts and affects to historic resources will be included in the 
evaluation of Alternative 4B. 

Comment 

Jenny & Louis Wilker – Stated that while they like the fact that 4 and 4B separate I-240 from Patton Avenue 
local traffic they feel that 4B's design puts too much new traffic east of French Broad and at the west side of 
Montford. Stated they can already hear the trains faintly and US 19/23 traffic in Montford and Alternative 4B's 
design will disturb the quiet of Montford to a much greater degree. They prefer that the new highway be kept to 
the west side of French Broad and to keep Montford quiet. 

Response 
The potential affects of Alternative 4B on the Monteford neighborhood will be studied in a supplemental 
environmental document.  Potential noise impacts will be included in the evaluation of Alternative 4B. 

Comment 

Leah Karpen – Stated that Alternative 4B looked very complicated and hoped that it could be simplified.  
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Response 
Comment noted. 

Comment 

Bret Frk – Stated that as a practicing urban planner/designer in Asheville, resident directly adjacent to the I-26 
connector project and board member of the West End Clingman Avenue neighborhood association, that he 
strongly urges that NCDOT consider "Alternative 4B."  Stated that with years of "required" public process and 
comment, that many times the voices in the community are not heard, falling on deaf ears of a greater process 
and these voices are sometimes lost to the clamor of prescriptive design standards set forth by conservative 
design alternatives, and a prescriptive and mandated project timeline.  Stated that as it stands today, the project, 
with the preconceived engineering precedence and conventional engineering solutions, apply a rubber stamp 
solution to a problem that is more complex than a status quo solution and that the ADC designers, and citizens, 
have spoken loud and clear that the more intuitive and creative solutions can help lessen the financial, 
environmental and neighborhood impact of this project.  Stated that with clear creativity and massaging of the 
DOT design standards, a common solution can be achieved with safety, less financial burden, less environmental 
impact, more pleasing aesthetics, and one which restores the connection to Central and West Asheville.  
Requested that NCDOT consider a solution that will make a city proud rather than being something which 
divides a community for generations to come.  

Response 
NCDOT has accepted Alternative 4B as a viable project alternative which will therefore be evaluated in a 
supplemental environmental document. Upon selection of the Preferred Alternative NCDOT will further 
evaluate the designs to determine if avoidance and minimization efforts can be utilized to further reduce the 
overall footprint and the impacts associated with the project.  

Comment 
Bruce Emory, Asheville Design Center – Stated that 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 and the westbound I-240 lanes 
could be moved adjacent to the eastbound lanes where both roadways should be narrowed from three lanes to 
two lanes east of the Patton Avenue ramps. Stated that 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 which 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. Also stated that there are other design 
ideas that they have drawn up that they would like to share with NCDOT as well. and that they understand that 
there will be more opportunity to work this out as the design moves forward and they look forward to that 
conversation. 

Stated that in Alternative 4B, the west side interchange could be made more efficient by using a diamond ramp 
arrangement on the west side of I-26 at Patton Avenue, as is done with Alternative 4 and that the weaving 
problem could be solved by adding a new ramp, for traffic wanting to exit at Patton, from southbound I-26 near 
Riverside Drive to I-240 westbound near the river crossing; which would have a single right-hand lane to handle 
all exiting traffic to Patton. The new ramp would take 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 Comprehensive 
Transportation Plan. Stated that using a diamond ramp layout at Patton could also allow Patton to cross over I-
26, as in Alternative 4 which is preferable in terms of urban design, visual impacts, and potential property re-use. 

Also stated that in Alternative 4B, the length of elevated structure next to Riverside Cemetery and the Montford 
neighborhood could possibly be shortened where one option would be to reduce the number of lanes for I-26 to 
two each way, and eliminate any space between the northbound and southbound roadways. A second option 
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would be to shift Riverside Drive to the west side of the railroad to create a wider right-of-way for the new 
highway and allow I-26 to come down to grade further south which would entail taking land in the flood plain 
that is already programmed for acquisition for the Wilma Dykeman Riverway. 

Response 
The preliminary design of Alternative 4B is based on the design developed by Figg/Lochner under contract to the 
City of Asheville and Buncombe County.  Several modifications were required due to design issues encountered 
in the more detailed engineering analysis.  As this was the plan proposed by the City and County, it was 
maintained to the greatest extend possible and was seen as the optimal design alternative that was desired for 
inclusion in the Supplemental DEIS.  The design modifications requested seem to be improvements that were 
likely evaluated in the development of the functional design plans by Figg/Lochner.  In an effort to not delay the 
project, NCDOT did not re-investigate previous design issues as it was assumed that the proposed plan was what 
was desired by the City and County.  Re-evaluation of alternative design concepts at this point would cause delays 
to the project in order to fully evaluate these comments.  To this end, NCDOT has evaluated the comments at a 
conceptual level and provides the following responses: 

With regard to the design on the east side of the French Broad River, there may be some limited potential to 
tighten up the I-240/Patton Avenue interchange east of the French Broad River during the final design stage of 
the project.  The project terminal location on existing I-240 was selected to keep the project from extending into 
the series of overlapping interchanges to the east beginning at Montford Avenue.  At the tie-in point, existing 
eastbound and westbound I-240 are not parallel and extending the project westward from that point causes the 
lanes to bifurcate before they can be brought parallel to one another near Hillcrest.  Tightening the interchange in 
any meaningful way will extend the project eastward, requiring the reconstruction of numerous interchanges along 
I-240 in downtown Asheville.  Considering the cultural and historic issues to be resolved in a reconstruction of I-
240 further east toward downtown, this is not a reasonable undertaking for this project.  Reducing the lanes on I-
240 from 3 to 2 in each direction east of the Patton Avenue exit, when the existing facility immediately east of the 
project terminus consists of 3 lanes in each direction, is poor design and creates lane continuity and capacity 
problems for the interstate facility.  The concept of a half-diamond interchange at Hill Street was investigated 
previously.  There is insufficient room to provide for queuing between the ramp terminal and Hill Street and the 
ramp terminal and Patton Avenue.  If Hill Street were to be shifted to provide space for queuing and traffic 
operations, more property impacts would be realized than with the current design. 

With regard to the design on the west side of the French Broad River, the ADC proposal to create a connection 
between I-26 southbound and I-240 westbound on the east side of the French Broad River and use a single 
diamond ramp exit from I-240 to Patton Avenue carrying all of the exiting traffic from both facilities is an unique 
concept.  There would be no traffic weave, eliminating some of the ramp separation issues and braided ramp 
requirements of the other alternatives for Section B. There are, however, several problems with the proposal.  
Some of the more substantial problems are: 1) the traffic exiting from southbound I-26 may cause encroachment 
problems into Riverside Drive and the railroad or constructability problems for I-26 over US 19-23; 2) the 
geometry of the exit, along with the distance required to effect the grade change between the two facilities will 
extend the ramp over the French Broad River requiring an additional bridge and another on-structure ramp 
merge; 3) this exit would require the relocation of at least three additional businesses along Riverside Drive; and 4) 
this exit would further encroach on the former landfill east of the French Broad River.  Additionally, the 
introduction of a diamond interchange at Patton Avenue would introduce substantial access problems for existing 
development and increase the project footprint in the northwest quadrant. 

With regard to the length of the elevated structure in the vicinity of Riverside cemetery, six lanes are needed along 
I-26 to accommodate future traffic demands.  In addition, the eventual extension of the I-26 design northward is 
currently planned in the French Broad River MPO’s Transportation 2030:  The Long Range Multi-Modal Plan for 
Buncombe, Haywood, and Henderson Counties as a six lane facility.  Reducing the number of lanes on I-26 through the 
elevated section of the facility will create capacity problems on the interstate that will be cost-prohibitive to cure 
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with a future widening project. Therefore, a four-lane I-26 through the Montford neighborhood is not a feasible 
option.  The second option of relocating Riverside Drive to the west side of the railroad would require the 
introduction of additional railroad crossings and or grade separations. If the railroad is not relocated, relocating 
Riverside would require two additional at-grade crossings of the two facilities.  This was investigated earlier in the 
conceptual design of Alternative 1 and found to be resisted strongly by the railroad. Grade separations of the 
facilities are possible, but very difficult considering the proximity of the two facilities.  In addition, grade 
separations would need to be entirely on structures or would encroach on the existing floodplain and interfere 
with the redevelopment plans for the area because of the elevation requirements for Riverside Drive.  Moving 
either Riverside Drive or the railroad (or both) westward will also require encroaching into the landfill introducing 
hazardous material disposal concerns, and increasing the cost of the alternative. 

Comment 

Western North Carolina Alliance and the Southern Environmental Law Center – Stated that they urge 
NCDOT to address in a 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 make this 
alternative the Preferred Alternative as this project moves forward. 

Stated that the 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).  Additionally, both Figg and Lochner 
considered that the 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. Stated that 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 and that if the 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 DOT's good 
faith in engaging in this process. 

The Western North Carolina Alliance and the Southern Environmental stated that beyond meeting engineering 
standards and inclusion in a supplemental Draft EIS, the modified ADC alternative should be chosen as the 
Preferred Alternative as this alternative has strong support form the City of Asheville, Buncombe County, and 
many members of the public.  They further stated that this alternative best meets the goals of the report of the 
Community Coordination Committee, which was adopted by the City of Asheville and Buncombe County and it 
is the only alternative that fully meets the Asheville 2025 Thoroughfare Plan.  Stated that 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 and 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 FHWA would be foolish not to seize this 
opportunity to move forward with the modified ADC alternative. 

Stated that previous comment letters have included extensive outlines of NEPA requirements for consideration 
of all reasonable alternatives which the comments will not repeat and that 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. 

Response 
NCDOT has accepted Alternative 4B as a viable project alternative which will be evaluated in a supplemental 
environmental document pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act. Alternative 4B will be evaluated at 
the same level as the other project alternatives studied in the DEIS.  Selection of Alternative 4B as the Preferred 



 
Memorandum/Post-Hearing Meeting Attendees 

May 4, 2009 
Page 10 

 
Alternative (especially prior to full evaluation in a NEPA document) solely on the basis of support from the City 
of Asheville and many members of the public without considering each alternative’s potential effects on the 
social, physical and natural environments would be a violation of NEPA.  The selection of a Preferred Alternative 
will take into consideration the environmental impacts of each alternative, operation considerations, and input 
received from the public and regulatory agencies. The Final EIS for the project will address the reasonable project 
alternatives and will describe the reasons for selection of a yet to be identified Preferred Alternative.  It should 
also be noted that contrary, to the statement that Buncombe County supports Alternative 4B, the County recently 
passed a resolution in support of Alternative 3. 

Comment 

Yuri Koslen, J. Bicking, Jessica Jacob, Claire Wells, Alison Climo, Robert V. McNeill, Sage Linden, Reid 
Thompson, Lotte Meyerson, Eric Krause, Joan M. Walker, Grace Harrison, Lew Gelfond & Susan 
Jensen, Kyle Cogburn, Ric Zeller, Joyce Birkenholz, Katherine Rose, Laurie K. Miller, Jill Tieman, 
Marianne Bailey, W.E. Brewer, Edwin Meek, Susan Drakeford, Lotte Meyerson, Cleone Black, 
Elizabeth Morgan, James Judd, Charles Meason, Gerald Green, Daniel Windham, Michael Figura, 
Samantha Schiffer, Jim Samsel, Peggy Lyle, Carol Stangler, Erin Jasin, Bernadette Wolf, Douglas 
Campbell, Win Southworth, ) Stan Cross, Kim Granelle – Received 36 comments stating that they feel there 
are problems with aspects of Alternative 4B; however they urge NCDOT to choose it for the route and then 
work with their community to resolve aspects that are problematic. 

Response 
The design of Alternative 4B must be in accordance with AASHTO’s A Policy on Design Standards – Interstate System 
which states that “The highways of this system (Interstate System) must be designed to ensure safety, 
permanence, utility, and flexibility to provide for predicted traffic growth.”  The primary goal for this project is to 
provide a safe facility that accommodates projected traffic.  In the view of NCDOT and FHWA the design 
criteria for the proposed project is appropriate and any design revisions would need to fulfill the goal of the 
project.  Measures to further integrate the goals and desires of the ADC will be considered further as long as they 
do not conflict with the requirement of providing a safe facility that accommodates the projected traffic.  There 
may be limited ability to make minor changes to the alternative, however it is not likely, due to the constrained 
nature of the study area that the design be modified substantially from it current form. 

Comments Relating to the Number of Lanes in Section A of the Project 

Comment 

Yuri Koslen, J. Bicking, Matthew Ryall, Mary Ellen Brown, Hugh Huntington, Jessica Jacob, Claire 
Wells, Alison Climo, Mike Vance, Leah Karpen, Amy McCuin, Clare Hanrahan, Rhonda Davis, William 
Chiveis, Megan Williams, Joyce Birkenholz, Katherine Rose, Laurie K. Miller, Jill Tieman, Sage Linden, 
Janet Barlow, Ryan Reardon, Alesha Reardon, Peter Brezny, Doug Barlow, Totsie Marine, Jason 
Williams, Kim Granelle, Simon Goldberg, Susan Drakeford, Janice RuBino, David and Carol Swing, 
Claire Hester, Kathleen Zeren, Ashley Neikirk, Jessy Kronenberg, Wes Reinhardt (FIRC Group, Inc.), 
Diedra Case, Lu Young, Richard Brown, Margaret T. Adams, Michael McDonough, Connie Bromley, 
Rachel Bliss, Lara Lustig, Mary K. Riddle, Lillah & Gary Schwartz, Tom Burnet, Lara Lustig, Joe 
Fioccola – Received 50 comments voicing opposition for the 8-lane cross section through West Asheville 
included with all previous alternatives.  

Response  

The typical section for the project was evaluated in Section 2.5.2.2 of the DEIS and shows that no fewer than 
eight lanes will accommodate the projected future traffic volumes; therefore any typical section with less than 
eight lanes was not considered a reasonable alternative and was eliminated from further study.   
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Comment 

Asheville Design Center, Bruce Emory, Cleone Black, Elizabeth Morgan, Charles Meason, Donald 
Barnett, Carol Stangler, Celia Naranjo, Jim Grode, Mary Kathleen Riddle, Amina Spengler, Jeff Huffert, 
Shawn Robins, Julie Mayfield, Ron Ainspan, David Brown, Roger Derrough, Brian Huet, Donald 
Barnett – Received 18 comments stating that for Section A, NCDOT has only considered the option of widening 
the existing road from four lanes to eight. The commentators felt that under NEPA, this is plainly inadequate. 
Also felt that current traffic projections indicate that traffic loads can be comfortably handled by four lanes 
throughout the project period and that accordingly, NCDOT must consider alternatives for Section A involving 
four and six lanes, not just eight lanes.    

Response  

The typical section for the project was evaluated in Section 2.5.2.2 of the DEIS and shows that no fewer than 
eight lanes will accommodate the projected future traffic volumes; therefore any typical section with less than 
eight lanes was not considered a reasonable alternative and was eliminated from further study.   

Comment 

Kenneth & Una Mullis – Stated that NCDOT should go ahead with the eight lanes of the I-26 connector 
project because it seems in the long run that it will be the most cost effective way to complete the construction 
and relieve traffic congestion.  

Response  

Comment noted. 

Comment 

Nick Derchak – Stated that eight-lanes is good. 

Response  

Comment noted. 

Comment 

Margaret T. Adams – Stated that months ago in the Asheville Citizen-Times recommended that I-240 be six 
lanes with space for two center lanes becoming a median that could be converted, making eight traffic lanes, if 
ever necessary.  She stated that she was pleased to see this reiterated again in the editorial of September 21.  

Response  

In accordance with the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO)  A Policy 
on Design Standards – Interstate System “Each section of the interstate highway shall be designed to safely and 
efficiently accommodate the volumes of passenger vehicles, buses, trucks – including tractor-trailer and semi-
trailer combinations, and corresponding military equipment estimated for the design year.”  Therefore, the section 
of I-240 will be constructed to accommodate the design year volume, which requires the eight-lane typical section.  

Comment 

Western North Carolina Alliance and the Southern Environmental Law Center – Stated that 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.  They also 
state that NEPA requires that, at a minimum, the DOT consider and address alternatives of six travel lanes and 
six plus auxiliary lanes for Section A. 
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Response  

The typical section for the project was evaluated in Section 2.5.2.2 of the DEIS and shows that no fewer than 
eight lanes will accommodate the projected future traffic volumes; therefore any typical section with less than 
eight lanes was not considered a reasonable alternative and was eliminated from further study.   

Comment 

Amina Spengler – Stated that the reason our state and federal government keeps pushing 8-lanes of traffic is so 
nuclear waste can be transported to the Savannah River plant.  She stated there is a huge plan to take all of the 
nuclear waste from northeast coming down Highway 81, the Midwest, coming down highway 75, and 26 is a 
perfect connector to go right down through South Carolina to the processing plant.  

Response 

The reason that the project is being designed as an eight-lane freeway is in accordance with AASHTO’s A Policy 
on Design Standards – Interstate System which states that “The highways of this system (Interstate System) must be 
designed to ensure safety, permanence, utility, and flexibility to provide for predicted traffic growth.”  The need 
for eight-lanes is based on meeting the predicted traffic volumes along I-26 in the design year. 

Comments Related to the Overall Project 

Comment 

Michael McDonough – Stated that considering the monetary investment of the action the project should 
promote the integration of transportation and land use planning.  

Response 

NCDOT reviewed and considered the project’s consistency with local land use plans.  The project compatibility 
with existing land use plans is addressed in Section 4.1.2 of the DEIS.  

Comment 

Betsey Russell – Stated that she does not support the I-26 connector and that Alternatives 2 and 3 do not take 
local concerns into account at all.  Feels that Alternatives 4 and 4B are slightly better, but feels that 6-lanes would 
be better than 8.  

Response 
NCDOT will study Alternative 4B in a supplemental environmental document.   As documented in Chapter 2 of 
the Draft EIS, NCDOT considered and evaluated 6-lanes versus 8-lanes. 

Comment 

Nick Derchak – Recommended that NCDOT minimize the number of bridges.  

Response 
NCDOT will include the minimum number of bridges necessary for the project.  Upon selection of the Preferred 
Alternative NCDOT will further evaluate the designs to determine if avoidance and minimization efforts can be 
utilized to further reduce the overall footprint and the impacts associated with the project.  

Comment 

Vance Reese – Requested that NCDOT make the entrance and exit lanes longer between I-40 and UNC-
Asheville.  

Response  
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The designs for all alternatives are being developed based upon current design standards which will provide for 
increased length to enter and exit the freeway. 

Comment 

Bruce Emory, Joe Minicozzi – Stated that the project scale and design/construction should match the character 
of the community. Also requested that NCDOT consider context-sensitive design and that they take advantage of 
the flexibility by FHWA in developing a "good design that is sensitive to its surrounding environment."  

Response 

According to the Federal Highway Administration, Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) is “a collaborative, 
interdisciplinary approach that involves all stakeholders to develop a transportation facility that fits its physical 
setting and preserves scenic, aesthetic, historic and environmental resources, while maintaining safety and 
mobility.”  The design criteria for the project was develop in accordance with AASHTO’s A Policy on Design 
Standards – Interstate System which states that “The highways of this system (Interstate System) must be designed to 
ensure safety, permanence, utility, and flexibility to provide for predicted traffic growth.”  The primary 
requirement for this project is to provide a safe facility that accommodates projected traffic while fitting the 
context of the existing environment to the greatest extent possible.   CSS is a balancing of the prescribed design 
criteria with the effects on the natural and human environments.  NCDOT has strived to provide this balance and 
in the view of NCDOT and FHWA the design criteria and proposed design alternatives for the proposed project 
are appropriate and integrate the fundamentals of CSS.  Many of the proposed revisions that have been requested 
would have negative effects on mobility and safety that, in the opinion of NCDOT and FHWA, outweigh the 
benefits realized from their implementation.  FHWA has the final design decision making authority for interstate 
facilities and any variance from their standards would require their approval. 

Comment 

Rod & Bess Baird – State that their offices were located in Westgate Shopping Center for many years and that 
the difficulty of navigation with the current layout is long standing and improvement is needed.  Stated that the 
need for improvement has to be balanced with the need to build community connectivity and that the current 
highway policies divide the communities they pass through while they connect us to distant places.  Stated that 
the local community cannot be sacrificed for distance travel, particularly as they have to reduce their fuel 
consumption.  

Response 

Throughout the project development process project planners and engineers look to identify ways to, at a 
minimum, maintain community connectivity and, if practicable, provide improved access to community 
resources.  

Comment 

Dan March – Stated that he has been a civil engineer for many years and has studied and observed the impacts 
of interstates that bisect cities.  States that Wytheville, Virginia is a good example of what they do not want to 
happen to Asheville, where I-81 divided the town and encouraged strip development along the exits in town.  
Stated that the character of the town has been reduced to the lowest common elements of fast food shops, 
convenience stores, and outlet stores with the older stores, buildings, and areas of Wytheville having been cut off 
from each other while the center of the city is decaying.  

Response 

NCDOT recognizes that access to transportation is one of many factors that can influence land use decisions.  
The potential effects of the project on land use and development are addressed in Section 4.2 of the DEIS.  The 
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City of Asheville is responsible for land use planning within its jurisdiction.    

Comment 

Scott Miller, Cynthia & Jeff Alleman – Stated that everyone at the public hearing was very helpful.  

Response 

Comment noted. 

Comment 

David Brown, Roger Derrough – Made a request to evaluate community concerns and perspectives to the 
highest possible level of decision making in the final design of the connector.  

Response 

NCDOT has considered community input throughout the project development process and will continue to do 
so throughout the project development and design process.  

Comment 

Zac Altheimer – Stated that the arteries and tentacles extending in so many directions reminds him of the 
highways in Atlanta, but not of larger North Carolina cities such as Charlotte or Greensboro.  Feels that it all 
looks very out of scale for Asheville, as if this highway system should support a city many times larger than ours.  

Response 

The project is being designed to address projected future traffic capacity needs which include both local and 
regional growth in traffic. The scale of the project is appropriate to meet future traffic needs and to maintain 
adequate traffic operations. 

Comment 

Shirley Shultz – Stated that she would like all of the plans to give access to the River District.  

Comment 
Response 

 The proposed action would not adversely affect existing access to the River District.  The City of Asheville’s 
current transportation network provides access to the River District. Providing direct access to the River District 
from the interstate system is not an identified or demonstrated need for or purpose of the project. 

Comment 

Asheville Design Center – Stated that other major goals in the Community Coordinating Committee (CCC) 
report are: matching the scale of the project to the character of the community; and minimize neighborhood, 
business, and environmental impacts and that the alternatives as currently designed do not meet these goals. 
Stated that the alternatives retained for further study should be refined to reflect context-sensitive design 
principles where the alignment, and especially the interchanges, should fit into the urban framework. Stated that 
sprawling suburban-type ramps are not appropriate along Patton Avenue and that 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).  

Stated that there appears to be some confusion about the design standards used for the project as The DEIS 
refers to a 50 mph design speed for the I-240 portion of the project; however, a sheet received from Figg Inc. 
indicates a design speed of 60 mph for I-240. The ADC requests that NCDOT consider using slower speeds for 
certain elements of the project, as permitted by FHWA guidelines, in order to reduce the project’s footprint in 
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sensitive areas including the I-240 bridges over the French Broad River in Alternative 4B, and the ramps to and 
from Patton Avenue in all alternatives. 

Response 

The Asheville City Development Plan 2025 includes a discussion of the I-26 Connector project and includes the 
recommendations from the Report of the Community Coordinating Committee for the Design of the I-26 Connector through 
Asheville.   It should also be noted that the Asheville City Development Plan 2025 states that “These goals and 
strategies typically require separate actions on the part of City Council, City staff, or other boards and agencies; 
consequently, periodic adjustments to the plan will be necessary to reflect the actual actions that are taken as the 
goals and strategies are considered, modified, and/or implemented and as circumstances change. To this end, the 
Asheville City Development Plan 2025 must be considered as a guide for decision-making, rather than the final 
decision on any particular issue.”  Therefore the Asheville City Development Plan 2025 is considered a guidance 
document and consistency with the plan will be evaluated by the project team and taken into consideration when 
a Preferred Alternative is selected. 

The project is being designed to address projected future traffic capacity needs which include both local and 
regional growth in traffic. The scale of the project is appropriate to meet future traffic needs and to maintain 
adequate traffic operations.  Impacts to neighborhoods, businesses, and the environment are addressed Chapter 4 
of the DEIS.  Potential impacts of Alternative 4B will be addressed in a supplemental environmental document.  
NCDOT is familiar with the flexibility in design afforded by FHWA and will work with FHWA to design the 
proposed action to avoid and minimize impacts to the greatest extent possible.  The design speed of 50 mph for 
the I-240 portion of the project, as stated in the DEIS, is correct.  The design of I-240 for Alternative 4B is 
identical to the design for Alternative 4 which is designed for 50 mph.  Therefore, it is unlikely that the design 
would change from what is currently proposed for either Alternative 4 or 4B. 

Comments Denoting a Preference or Aversion to an Alternative (in addition to those comments received 
on Alternative 4B included previously) 

Comment 

Buncombe County Board of Commissioners – Provided the minutes from the January 6, 2009 Board of 
Commissioners Meeting that included a motion to endorse Alternative 3 that was approved. 

Response  

Comment noted.   

Asheville Area Chamber of Commerce – Provided a letter stating that the Chamber of Commerce had 
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 stated that they dedicated thoughtful consideration to the 
following criteria in evaluating the design options: 1) Maintain the view-shed along the French Broad River; 2) 
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; 3) 
maintain Westgate Plaza and protection of land value along the west side of the French Broad River; 4) minimize 
the impact on the developable land along the east side of the French Broad River north of Patton Avenue; 5) 
maintain the potential of a walkable, pedestrian friendly connection across the French Broad River from east and 
west; 6) minimize the repetitive local eastbound and westbound travel distance and gasoline consumption; 7) 
minimize the impact on the east-west skyline with I-26 crossing under Patton Avenue; 8) minimize the 
environmental impact on the French Broad River and banks of the river; 9) provide future opportunities on the 
east side of the river to allow for better access to downtown from West Asheville. 

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.  They stated that Alternative 3 
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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.  

Response  

Comment noted.   

Comment 

Wes Reinhardt (FIRC Group, Inc.) – Stated that he endorses Alternative 4B and opposes Alternative 2.  

Response  

Comment noted.   

Comment 

Michael McDonough – Requests that NCDOT not spend any more time and money looking at Alternatives 2 
and 3, because the community will not accept either.   

Response  

According to the NEPA process, NCDOT is required to consider and evaluate all reasonable alternatives or a 
reasonable range of alternatives.   

Comment 

Dennis Hulsing - The owner of Crown Plaza Resort supports a hybrid of Alternative 2 for the following 
reasons: 1) smaller environmental footprint; 2) less stream impacts (bridges and culverts); 3) shortened project 
length (miles); 4) fewer interchanges; 5). least amount of tax dollars expended . 

Response  

Comment noted.   

Comment 

Salvatore M Clarizio Jr, Elizabeth Mayes – Stated that NCDOT should consider reducing focus of study to 
just Alternatives 4 and 4B.  

Response  

According to the NEPA process, NCDOT is required to consider and evaluate all reasonable alternatives or a 
reasonable range of alternatives.   

Comment 

Scott Shuford, Scott Shuford – Stated that Alternative 4 is better than 4B for the following reasons: 1) private 
land acquisition is essentially the same for both; 2) community impact is lesser for 4; and 3) Alternative 4 costs 
less than 4B; 4) Alternative 4B creates an increase visual barrier between portions of Montford and Riverside 
Cemetery and the French Broad River; 5) Alternative 4B enhances interstate noise potential in the Montford and 
Riverside Cemetery areas; 6) Alternative 4B creates greater effects on the Hillcrest and Montford neighborhoods; 
7) the noise and visual impact of 4B will be greater west of the French Broad River due to Patton Avenue 
crossing over the interstate; 7) that despite general community desire to separate local and interstate traffic where 
possible, 4B continues the mixture of 19-23 and I-26 traffic for a significantly longer stretch than Alternative 4, 
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creating greater noise and visual impacts on sensitive neighborhoods east of the French Broad River; 8) 
Alternative 4B imposes a visual barrier that effectively transforms historic Riverside Cemetery into "Roadside 
Cemetery”; 9) Alternative 4B creates a significantly more “structured” approach to the roadway design than 
Alternative 4; which seems at odds with an oft-stated community desire to have roadways blend into the natural 
topography and environment to the degree possible and to not create “Atlanta-like” interstate designs and that it 
is almost as though the ADC design was fabricated solely to create a “signature bridge” opportunity in a location 
visible from the Smoky Park bridges; the biggest problem is that such a bridge would, due to its scale, overwhelm 
its surroundings.  Mr. Shuford also stated that it seems abundantly clear that Alternative 4B suffers greatly in 
comparison with Alternative 4 despite the significant community support continues for 4B, which is largely due to 
its continued promotion by the ADC.   

Response  

Comment noted.   

Comment 

Rachel Bliss, Michelle Pace Wood, Andrew Holcombe, Phil Casey – Stated that they think it is necessary 
regarding Sections A and C that they take the plan that will cost the least, acquire the least amount of private 
property, and have the least impact on the environment. Stated that this would mean that Section C, F1 would be 
the best option and that they were sorry that there are no more than one option for Section A.  

Response  

According to the NEPA process, NCDOT is required to consider and evaluate all reasonable alternatives or a 
reasonable range of alternatives.  Given the location of Section A, alternatives other than improve existing would 
have additional impacts to the neighborhoods east and west of I-240 within this vicinity.  Regarding Section C 
alternatives, the selection of the Preferred Alternative for each section will be based upon a full 
evaluation/comparison of all alternative impacts and will include a review of agency and public comments 
summary.   

Comment 

Mary Ellen Brown, Laura Casey – Stated that they support Alternative 4 and 4B because they have been 
developed by the Asheville community.  

Response  

Comment noted.   

Comment 

Lu Young – Requested that NCDOT approve a plan that makes Patton Avenue and the Smokey Park Bridge a 
city way and not a part of I-240,  either Alternative 4 or 4B.   

Response  

Comment noted.   

Comment 

Thomas Humphrey – Stated that he has a slight preference for Alt 4 over Alt 4B, although it would involve 
more land it does not have the double-decker roadway.  

Response  

Comment noted.   
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Comment 

Ann Hartline – Stated that she thinks Section B Alternative 3 looks good because it avoids multiple bridge 
building. Also stated that it has one of the highest residential and business relocations and inquired if there is any 
way to re-examine that impact.  Stated that if this is an impact of major multiple bridge building then they may 
have to look at losing more houses/businesses.  

Response  

Upon selection of the Preferred Alternative, slight modifications to the design may be made in an attempt to 
avoid or minimize impacts resulting from the construction of the project.   

Comment 

Andrew Holcombe – Stated that he would support Alt 2 or 3 for Section B.  

Response  

Comment noted.   

Comment 

Pete Hildebrand, Cecil C. Beumer – Stated that they support Alternative 2 for Section B.  

Response  

Comment noted. 

Comment 

Bruce Emory - Voiced support for Section C alternative F1 because it is a fully functional layout and is much 
less costly than the other alternatives.  

Response  

Comment noted.   

Comment 

Bob Mellor - Voiced support for Section C alternative C2.  

Response  

Comment noted.   

Comment 

Sharon Fahrer, Vic Fahrer – Stated that they prefer Alternative F1 at location C and with the money that is 
saved, NCDOT can use it for Alternative 4B.  

Response  

Comment noted.   

Comment 

Joe Fioccola – Stated that for Section C, Alternative A2 is too big, but Alternative C-4 is a good and efficient 
design (with a half Cloverleaf).  Also stated that a full cloverleaf should also be considered and that all full access 
interchanges should be standardized merges from the right lane and weaves should be minimized.  

Response  
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All interchange configurations were developed based upon existing/future capacity demands as well as design 
limitations and constraints.  Of the current alternatatives being considered, there is no Section C Alternative C-4; 
according to Mr. Fioccola’s description of the alternative as “half cloverleaf,” it appears Mr. Fioccola may be 
referring to Alternative C-2.       

Comment 

Margaret Penland – Stated that she would prefer the (Section B) Alternative 2, even though it means they would 
have to move, and that the newest Alternatives 4 and 4B will just surround them with a lot of noise. Ms. Penland 
stated that Alternative 4B would take a part of their lower pasture and a building with the I-240 ramp being close 
to house #225. She is concerned about what this will do for them and whether they will be able to sell. Ms. 
Penland also suggested NCDOT make the decision regarding what is best for traffic flow through the state.   

Response  

Comment noted.   

Comment 

Amani Duncan – Stated that she would be concerned if the alternative that brings more traffic onto Hazel Mill 
Road and therefore Westwood Place is chosen.  

Response  

Comment noted. 

Comment 

Wes Reinhardt (FIRC Group, Inc.) – Stated that Alternative 2 fails to address the transportation requirements 
of their area and would have the greatest impact on small business owners.  Stated that the West Gate Shopping 
Center has been a community epicenter, regional landmark and business incubator for 50+ years and will undergo 
a major redevelopment in 2008/2009 that will transform it into a modern lifestyle center.  Furthermore, this 
mixed-used project is being developed with sensitivity to community and environment with new retail, office and 
residential components that will have long-term positive economic impacts on our region.  

Response  

All alternatives carried to this point have been deemed reasonable alternatives regarding the purpose and need for 
the project.  Additionally, the selection of the Preferred Alternative for each section will be based upon a full 
evaluation/comparison of all alternative impacts which will include impacted businesses.  If these plans have been 
approved by the city, NCDOT should seek to obtain a copy.  

Comment 

Bryan Rohr – Stated that he supports the plans to keep Westgate shopping mall as it is; a strong community 
resource and a vibrant link between the City of Asheville (downtown) and west of Asheville.  

Response  

Comment noted. 

Comment 

Joe Fioccola – Stated that Alternatives 2 and 3 do not work to reduce traffic on the Smoky Park Bridges and for 
that reason should be eliminated from consideration.  

Response  
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All alternatives carried to this point have been deemed reasonable alternatives regarding the purpose and need for 
the project.   

Comment 

Asheville Design Center – Stated that 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 and that since Alternatives 2 and 3 do not meet 
the adopted City goals, we recommend that they be eliminated from further consideration. 

Response  

The Asheville City Development Plan 2025 includes a discussion of the I-26 Connector project and includes the 
recommendations from the Report of the Community Coordinating Committee for the Design of the I-26 Connector through 
Asheville.   The separation of local and interstate traffic is not included in the list of recommendations included in 
the Asheville City Development Plan 2025 section discussing the I-26 Connector Project, but is mentioned as strategy 
to improve and strengthen connections between downtown and surrounding areas.  It should also be noted that 
the Asheville City Development Plan 2025 states that “These goals and strategies typically require separate actions on 
the part of City Council, City staff, or other boards and agencies; consequently, periodic adjustments to the plan 
will be necessary to reflect the actual actions that are taken as the goals and strategies are considered, modified, 
and/or implemented and as circumstances change. To this end, the Asheville City Development Plan 2025 must be 
considered as a guide for decision-making, rather than the final decision on any particular issue.”  Therefore the 
Asheville City Development Plan 2025 is considered a guidance document and consistency with the plan will be 
evaluated by the project team and taken into consideration when a Preferred Alternative is selected. 

Comment 

Fredilyn Sison, Karen L. Kellow, David McConville, David Pearson – Received 4 comments stating that 
Alternatives 2 and 3 do not meet the goals developed through community consensus, so they should not be 
considered further.  

Response  

Comment noted. All alternatives carried to this point have been deemed reasonable alternatives regarding the 
purpose and need for the project.   

Comment 

Shawn Robins – Stated that Alternatives 2 and 3  are cheaper because they do not address any of the problems 
on the east side of the bridge and that they simply leave them with the same mess that they have now.  

Response  

Comment noted.  All alternatives carried to this point have been deemed reasonable alternatives regarding the 
purpose and need for the project.   

Comment 

Cicada LeFay & Harold Brokaw – Stated that for Section C they prefer alternative F-1 which is the best due to 
its simplicity and the fact that it consumes less of the landscape.  Stated that for Section B: Alternatives 1 and 2 
are terrible ideas and that NCDOT should not consider any option that destroys Westgate Shopping Plaza; 
Alternative 3 does not separate local and Interstate traffic and therefore should be rejected; Alternative 4 is only 
one of the state's designs which they think is OK because it destroys less houses and disconnects the freeway 
from Patton Ave and allows reconnection of Westgate and Hillcrest to the city in ways that are bicycle and 
pedestrian friendly; Alternative 5 and the UEBP Alternative should not be considered because they do not 
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support the goals of walkability or bikeability in and out to Hillcrest and Westgate and would further separate the 
Hillcrest community from the city by the addition of additional bridge structures in that area; the ADC 
Alternative is the best design from their point of view and as opposed to the states Alternative 4, it creates only 
one new bridge across the river, minimized the new roadway footprint and separates local and interstate traffic.  

Response  

Comment noted. 

Comments Relating to Project Development Process 

Comment 

US Environmental Protection Agency - The EPA notes that as soon as NCDOT completes its traffic analysis, 
the alternative proposed by the Asheville Design Center needs to be formally presented to the Merger 01 team for 
potential consideration.   

Response 

The alternative proposed by the Asheville Design Center, now known as Alternative 4B, will be presented to the 
Merger 01 team once the preliminary design and updated traffic capacity analysis are completed. 

Comment 

City of Asheville – Stated that the document doesn't fully address the alternative endorsed by the Asheville 
Design Center (ADC) and that while it is mentioned in several sections of the document, the messages seem to 
contradict one another and are somewhat confusing. The City of Asheville requests an opportunity to comment 
on all of the option after the endorsed ADC alternative is added to the document.  

Response 

The ADC Alternative (Alternative 4B) will be included in a future environmental document and the City of 
Asheville will have the opportunity to provide comments during the comment period prescribed by NEPA. 

Comment 

Fredilyn Sison, Karen L. Kellow, David McConville – Stated that this is a huge community redevlopment 
project and should be planned by a multidisciplinary team of urban planners, landscape architects, architects and 
including local planning teams.  

Response 

The project has been developed by a multi-disciplinary team of engineers, planners and environmental scientists, 
as well as through coordination with numerous regulatory agencies as a part of the Merger 01 process.  
Additionally, through public involvement opportunities, all comments received are considered and play a vital role 
in guiding and shaping the outcome of the project. 

Comment 

David Cudlip – Recommended that NCDOT do a random sample of the users (their customers) and see what 
they would like. Or, at the least, do a cost-benefit analysis and publish the results in a full-pager in the Citizen-
Times.  He felt that there should be a true airing among the parties-at-interest, ventilating the pros and cons.  

Response 

The public involvement process has been structured such that all interested parties are able to provide comments 
and state a preference for what they would like, with this summary serving as the documentation of the process. 
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Comment 

Robert Webb Jr. – Questioned why there is only one alternative for Section A and felt there should be at least 
two.  

Response 

As stated in DEIS, Section A is a best-fit design for the widening and reconstruction of I-240.  Having a single 
best-fit design that minimizes impacts to the human and natural environments is typical for widening and 
reconstruction projects. 

Comment 

Michael McDonough - Requested NCDOT to retool the project design team to include other design 
professionals that are committed to addressing design issues other than highway design.  Also requested that 
NCDOT consider slower design speeds on I-240 to allow better ramps (gateways) and tighter footprints, land 
planning principles, etc.  Also stated that with the modifications by NCDOT and Figg/Lochner, the promising 
concept of the original ADC Alternative was degraded and now seems no better than Alternative 4.  Stated that 
the work of NCDOT and Figg/Lochner in the winter and spring of 2008 certainly addressed highway engineering 
concerns, but also completely failed to integrate all the other design issues the ADC highlighted and promoted to 
the community.  

Response 

The project has been developed by a multi-disciplinary team of engineers, planners and environmental scientists, 
as well as through coordination with numerous regulatory agencies as a part of the Merger 01 process.  
Additionally, through public involvement opportunities, all comments received are considered and play a vital role 
in guiding and shaping the outcome of the project. 

In accordance with AASHTO’s A Policy on Design Standards – Interstate System “The highways of this system 
(Interstate System) must be designed to ensure safety, permanence, utility, and flexibility to provide for predicted 
traffic growth.”  The primary requirement for this project is to provide a safe facility that accommodates 
projected traffic and in the view of NCDOT and FHWA the design criteria for the proposed project is 
appropriate and the design revisions required were necessary in order to fulfill the goal of the project.  Measures 
to further integrate the goals and desires of the ADC will be considered further as long as they do not conflict 
with the goal of providing a safe facility that accommodates the projected traffic. 

Comment 

Betsey Russell – Stated that she is alarmed to see the public housing complex, Hillcrest, completely surrounded 
by interstate highways and she agrees with her neighbors that a project of this size must include a more thorough 
review and planning process, with local urban planners, architects, landscape designers, etc. as part of the team 
working with DOT. Stated that the impact of what DOT currently proposes is too much for their city and the 
surrounding neighborhoods and it would be more appropriate for a larger metro area like Raleigh, Charlotte, or 
maybe Atlanta.  

Response 

The project has varying levels of effect on the Hillcrest housing complex, including alternatives (Alternative 4 and 
4B) that provide improved access and connectivity that allow the complex to be less isolated than it currently is. 
Additionally, Alternatives 2 and 3 do not include any construction in the vicinity of the Hillcrest housing complex 
and will not change the existing environment in any appreciable manner.  

Comment 
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Nick Derchak Stated that there were too many alternatives.  

Response 

In accordance with NEPA regulations “the Draft EIS must discuss a range of alternatives, including all 
“reasonable alternatives” under consideration and those “other alternatives” which were eliminated from further 
study.”  The Draft EIS Alternatives, as well as Alternative 4B, constitute a range of alternatives which are 
considered reasonable and are appropriate to carry through the NEPA process. 

Comment 

Asheville Design Center - ADC would like to urge NCDOT to engage again in the public process. Stated that 
the City of Asheville's Technical Review Committee must be provided an opportunity to review and comment on 
NCDOT's alterations to the 4B Alternative, as should the Asheville Design Center. Stated that NCDOT's revised 
Alternative 4B should be presented to the Asheville City Council and the Buncombe County Commissioners as 
soon as possible to ensure that the alternative considered by NCDOT in its environmental review process is 
consistent with the intentions of the community.    

Response 

Copies of the preliminary design plans developed for Alternative 4B by NCDOT have been sent to the City of 
Asheville for distribution to Buncombe County and the ADC, as a means of soliciting input on the proposed 
design. 

Comment 

Michael McDonough – Stated that collaboration has been reluctant and poorly executed and that NCDOT has 
not facilitated a process or proposed an alternative that promotes consensus. Stated that design decision-making 
authority has not been offered to local or regional design agencies.  

Response 

Copies of the preliminary design plans developed for Alternative 4B by NCDOT have been sent to the City of 
Asheville for distribution to Buncombe County and the ADC, as a means of soliciting input on the proposed 
design.  The next step is to receive comments from the City, County and ADC on the design of Alternative 4B.  
The Merger 01 project team includes a representative from the French Broad River Metropolitan Planning 
Organization who serves as voice for the local agencies.  While comments relating to design elements are 
encouraged from local agencies, final design decision-making authority for interstate facilities is held solely by the 
Federal Highway Administration and will not be delegated to local agencies. 

Comment 

Megan Williams & Andrew Euston – Stated that Mr. Euston, as an author in 1967 of the original preamble 
language of the “National Environmental Policy Act of 1969” – its Section 102(2) (A) mandates an 
interdisciplinary approach to all federally-aided environmental design.  They fear that failure to address the 
transportation facility fundamentals of urban environmental design by a full separation of local and interstate 
traffic and by the freeing up of the Patton Avenue crossing over the French Broad River gorge only invites, in the 
final instance, the dreaded prospect of court suits and delays of the regions needed connector.  

Response 

The project has been developed by a multi-disciplinary team of engineers, planners and environmental scientists, 
as well as through coordination with numerous regulatory agencies as a part of the Merger 01 process.  The 
National Environmental Policy Act requires all “reasonable alternatives” that meet the purpose and need for the 
proposed project be evaluated; however NEPA does not require a “full separation of local and interstate traffic” 
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as it is not included as part of the purpose and need for the project.   

Comments Relating to Interchange Locations and Designs 

Comment 

Amani Lyn Duncan - Voiced opposition to having an interchange at Westwood Place or Hazelwood Drive.  

Response  

The designs presented to the public showed modifications (with similar traffic patterns) to the existing Hazel Mill 
Road access to I-240 and Patton Avenue, and none of the alternatives propose an interchange at Westwood Place.   

Comment 

Joe Fioccola – Stated that the fix to the Hanover St. ramp was a good improvement and that the design 
reconnecting Amboy Road to Fairfax/Virginia/Brevard was excellent.  

Response  

Comment noted. 

Comment 

Janet Barlow - Voiced support for connecting Amboy Road to Brevard Road without having to get on the 
expressway.  

Response  

Comment noted. 

Comment 

Tom Burnet, Mike Vance – Requested that NCDOT change Amboy extension to 2 lanes for traffic with 
bicycle and pedestrian accommodations.  

Response  

The Amboy Road redesign was developed to accommodate future NCDOT Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP) project U-4739, which will widen Amboy Road/Meadow Road to a multilane facility from I-240 
to US 25.  Additionally, improvements to Amboy Road/Meadow Road are consistent with the French Broad 
River MPO’s Comprehensive Transportation Plan.  The Amboy Road improvements have been designed to 
provide 5-foot bike lane in both directions, with 10-foot berms to accommodate pedestrians.  At this time, 
NCDOT has not had a request from the City to provide sidewalks in this location, if a sidewalk were to be 
requested it would be coordinated based on the NCDOT Pedestrian Policy Guidelines. 

Comment 

Keith Levi – Stated that he is concerned about the ease of accessing Amboy Road from the proposed Virginia 
Avenue interchange. He stated that he was told this was proposed to be a right turn only intersection and wanted 
to know how cars will access Amboy eastbound from Virginia Avenue.   

Response 

The connection of Virginia Avenue to the extended Amboy Road was included in the design at the request of the 
City of Asheville to improve connectivity in this area. The spacing requirement for a median opening does not 
meet current NCDOT policy. Traffic would access Amboy eastbound via other streets in the area. The location 
of additional access points and median breaks may be evaluated in greater detail once a preferred alternative is 
selected and the project moves forward into the final design phase. 
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Comment 

Jolene Earnhardt – Stated that she did not understand the impact of extending the Amboy Road extension and 
questioned why the project would ruin a beautiful city park by adding high volume traffic lanes in an area that 
children, couples, dogs, and citizens utilize daily and nightly. Requested that the design consider the pedestrian 
safety when expanding Amboy Road.  

Response  

According to the DEIS, impacts to Carrier Park would be considered minor and would consist of purchasing 
right of way from an area which is currently used as Amboy Road frontage parking for the park.  According to 
City of Asheville Park and Recreation officials, future plans for the park call for removal of this parking, given the 
city has created additional parking areas within the park.  The Amboy Road improvements have been designed to 
provide 5-foot bike lane in both directions, with 10-foot berms to accommodate pedestrians. 

Comment 

Jeffrey Lawson – Would like to request that Virginia Avenue be blocked at Amboy Road rather than intersect at 
westbound Amboy Road because the street is already busy and opening the south end of Virginia Avenue would 
increase dangerous and fast traffic flow.  Also stated that the present plan would cost the City of Asheville money 
to put speed abatement on Virginia Avenue, or else the City risks seeing more accidents on a narrow residential 
street.  

Response 

The connection of Virginia Avenue to the extended Amboy Road was included in the design at the request of the 
City of Asheville to improve connectivity in this area. 

Comment 

Brett McCall – Stated that Craven Street is not a satisfactory option.  

Response  

Currently the designs do not show any improvements to Craven Street.  The designs presented to the public 
showed modifications (with similar traffic patterns) to the existing Hazel Mill Road access to I-240 and Patton 
Avenue, with no interchange proposed at Westwood Place.     

Comment 

Claudia Nix - Would like to suggest that in Section C when NCDOT puts in the divider on Brevard Road near 
Hominy Creek Bridge that a space across from the Hominy Road access be included so bicycles traveling toward 
Haywood Road would have protection while waiting for clearance to make the left turn onto the Hominy Park 
access.  

Response  

Comment noted.  The connections to greenways and pedestrian facilities is an element that will be studied in 
greater detail once a preferred alternative is selected and will likely occur during the development of the final 
design plans. 

Comment 

Cicada LeFay & Harold Brokaw – Stated that for Section A there is not very much traffic that gets on and off 
of the freeway at Amboy Road and that this is not a movement that is very important to preserve. Stated that the 
current design reconnects Amboy Road access to the freeway and down to Brevard Rd and this preserves and 
enhances the movement from Amboy to Brevard Rd., but with unnecessarily large roadways, a two lane road is 
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more than adequate to carry the minimal amount of traffic which this road gets. Also felt that a two lane bridge 
with shoulders should be wide enough for Amboy to cross the freeway and that a six lane bridge seems to be way 
more than is necessary.   

Response  

The connection of Virginia Avenue to the extended Amboy Road was included in the design at the request of the 
City of Asheville to improve connectivity in this area.  The Amboy Road redesign was developed to accommodate 
future NCDOT Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) project U-4739, which will widen Amboy 
Road/Meadow Road to a multilane facility from I-240 to US 25.  Additionally, improvements to Amboy 
Road/Meadow Road are consistent with the French Broad River MPO Comprehensive Transportation Plan.   

Comment 

Joe Fioccola – Stated that for Section B Alternative 4 that it would be better if the two new bridges for I-240 
traffic were just one bridge double decked instead of going through Appalachian Stove at 329 Emma Street and 
that it makes good sense that double and even triple decking bridges will have a smaller environmental and stream 
impact. 

Response  

Comment noted. 

Comments Relating to Property Impacts and Right-of-way Acquisition 

Comment 

Christopher F. Gilbert – Wanted to know if any of the proposed I-26 renovation plans have the potential to 
impact the properties located at 231 Haywood Street in Asheville North Carolina.  

Response  

Response provided by Drew Joyner of NCDOT via e-mail on 9/4/08 stating that -“None of the project 
alternatives directly impact the properties.” 

Comment 

Andrew Holcombe – Stated that it should be very important for homeowners to receive fair market value for 
their homes.  

Response  

In accordance with the Uniform Relocation Act, fair market values are used in the purchasing or acquisition of 
property. 

Comment 

Dennis Hulsing (Hulsing Hotels, Inc.) – Stated that he owns the properties located at 1 Resort Drive, The 
Landing Strip, and also holds a 99-year lease with a 99-year option to renew on the property adjacent to 1 Resort 
Drive known as "Cooper." Mr. Hulsing stated that he has invested millions of dollars in the new construction and 
renovation of several projects and all of the construction is almost complete and both Asheville's industry and 
local communities will benefit from these new facilities.  He would like to reiterate his concerns of losing the 
Crowne Plaza Resort's beautiful views of downtown and the use of the new facilities.  

Response  

Comment noted. 
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Comment 

Larry Brookshire (B&B Pharmacy) – Stated that the proposed project would have a substantial negative effect 
on his business, B&B Pharmacy, and that he hoped that the design could be modified to provide direct access to 
the parking lot behind his business.  He also felt that the impact would be to the entire community as they are the 
last full service pharmacy in Asheville.  
Response 

The rear parking lot at the B&B Pharmacy on Haywood Road will have access via Hanover Street. The proximity 
of B&B Pharmacy building to the proposed exit to Haywood Road does not allow access to the rear parking lot 
from the western side of the building. Access to this parking lot directly from Haywood Road could be provided 
east of the building but would require agreement from the adjacent property owner. This can be considered 
during the preparation of final design plans.  

Comment 

Lael Gray – Inquired what the impact on the residents of Westover and Hibrighton in the Montford 
Community in Asheville would be, and how would they be protected or compensated.  

Response  

Response provided by Drew Joyner of NCDOT via e-mail on 10/16/08 stating that “It appears that none of the 
alternatives in Section B impact you or your neighborhood.  As such, there will be no right-of-way claim, or 
compensation for any losses, with you or your neighbors as part of this project.”  There currently are no direct 
impacts to the neighborhood; however this evaluation does not include a detailed analysis of Alternative 4B which 
will be included in the Supplemental DEIS.  The Supplemental DEIS will alos evaluate indirect impacts to the 
property such as noise and visual effects. 

Comment 

Cicada LeFay & Harold Brokaw – Stated that in the DEIS, unless there is a plan to relocate structures, the 
word "Relocation" should be changed or the labels should include the word "Demolitions" or some similar 
correctly descriptive word, in order that these labels be factual. The number of properties and associated acreage 
which will be taken by the government for this project from other entities, both private and public should be 
included in the EIS as a table.   Also the impact of land takings and structure demolitions should be explicitly 
stated and elucidated.  

Response  

Comments noted.  Per the Uniform Relocation Act, the term “relocation” is commonly used when describing 
permanent relocation of a tenant as a result of an acquisition of real property, in this case associated with the 
construction of a project.   

Comment 

*Revonda Ball – Stated that her and her parents live at the end of Westwood Place (Parcel #’s 267 & 269) and 
despite attending the meetings they are still in the dark as to whether the project is going to take their homes or 
not.  They would like to know how the project will affect them. 

Response 

The properties located at 267 and 279 Westwood Place are located outside of the project corridor study area and 
will not be directly impacted by this project. Drew Joyner (NCDOT) discussed this with Ms. Ball in a telephone 
call. 
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Comment 

Joe Fioccola – Stated that excess right-of-way should be returned to the community for redevelopment or park 
uses. 

Response 

The re-use of current right-of-way is not determined until after a project is completed and would need to be 
conducted in accordance with the NCDOT Right of Way Disposal and Control of Access Committees Operating 
Procedures as detailed at: 
 http://www.ncdot.org/doh/PRECONSTRUCT/traffic/teppl/Topics/A-02/A-02_op.pdf 
Additionally, because this is an Interstate project, approval from FHWA may also be required if federal funds 
were utilized in the purchase of the original right-of-way.  Numerous additional issues could still exist that may be 
problematic for redevelopment of the reverted property, especially due to the utilities and associated easements 
remaining in place once the property is transferred if they are not required to be relocated as part of the 
construction of the project.   

Comments Relating to Project Cost 

Comment 

Joe Minicozzi – Stated that the ADC had community presentations upcoming on design work between 
Hillcrest/River area and Downtown. Requested additional information, mostly pertaining to cost, including: 1) 
digital copy of 15-page handout from 9/16/08 meeting, 2) List of quanitities that were used to create the 
Construction Cost for each Alternative; 3) List of unit prices used to create the Construction Cost for each 
Alternative, 4) The total number of acres of right-of-way estimated for the ROW cost estimate for each 
Alternative in Section B. Also provided notice that ADC is meeting with appraiser to discuss real estate costing 
and valuation used in the land data.    

Response 

The information requested was provided by Rick Tipton, NCDOT Division 13 Construction Engineer via e-mail 
on 10/10/2008.  Mr Minicozzi and Mr. Tipton have discussed meeting the appraiser, but at this point no meeting 
has been scheduled. 

Comment 

Tracy Porshia – Stated that Alternative 4B must cost so much more than the other alternates and inquired if the 
Design Center was going off of NCDOT numbers or if they were creatively undercosting the Alternative to get 
things their way.  

Response 

Prior to NCDOT accepting Alternative 4B as a detailed study alternative, the Asheville Design Center stated that 
the cost would be less than Alternative 4.  Cost estimates developed by NCDOT using the same methodology for 
alternatives now show that Alternative 4B will have a total construction cost of $365 million, compared with 
construction costs for Alternative 2 ($157 million), Alternative 3 ($197 million) and Alternative 4 ($308 million).  

Comment 

Jolene Earnhardt – Requested that NCDOT re-use/move/relocate all the new plantings installed summer 2008 
in the I-26 north area between Amboy Road and Brevard Road and that if not done it would be a grave waste of 
taxpayer money and time, not to mention against the community spirit of Asheville's reduce, reuse, recycle spirit.  

Response 
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Comment noted.  Detail related to landscaping and the re-use of existing materials will be coordinated further as 
final design plans are developed. 

Comment 

Asheville Design Center – Stated that they question the cost estimates for Alternative 4B that were presented at 
the September public hearing with the table that shows almost identical right-of-way costs for Alternatives 4 and 
4B despite the north end of Alternative 4 taking 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. Stated that 
they also believe that the design refinements requested could result in significantly lower costs for both 
construction and right-of-way and they are open to continuing their conversation with Asheville representatives 
from NCDOT on this, and that they can share their information on property if it will help the conversation. 

Response 

The right-of-way costs presented at the September public hearing were based on the functional design plans 
(which did not include right-of-way lines) for Alternative 4B and required some substantial assumptions.  The 
right-of-way costs will be updated based on the approved preliminary design plans and included in future 
environmental documents.  It should be noted that the right-of-way costs are a combination of the costs to 
acquire the right-of-way for the project and the cost of relocating utilities that will be affected by the proposed 
project.  Due to the extent of construction and age of many of the utilities it was assumed that all alternatives in 
Section B would likely incur the same utility cost of $37 million. 

Comments Relating to Project Schedule 

Comments 

Michelle Pace Wood, Margaret Penland, Josh Hallinger, Joe Browning, Tracy Porshia, M.C. Williams – 
Requested that NCDOT move this project in a timely manner so that it is not delayed further and stated that this 
important project for the region is very much needed.  

Donald King – Stated that the project is extremely resented by this community of Buncombe County & 
Asheville residents and that these projects should have been completed between a decade or two ago. Stated that 
the project should have been constructed not only for user safety but the finances would have been multi millions 
of dollars less.  

Larry Cornett – Stated that as a resident and business owner for 26 years, he wished the DOT would stop 
listening to "the greens" and start this project. Also stated he was in favor of taking Westwood and Earth Fare.  

Response 

Comments noted. 

Comment 

*Cecil C. Beumer – Inquired when NCDOT would notify property owners if Section B Alternative 3 was 
selected.  

Response 

Vince Rhea (NCDOT) sent a letter on February 5, 2009 stating that the current schedule calls for a selection of a 
preferred alternative in December of 2009. A newsletter or other public notification will be issued at that time as 
the outcome is of interest to many people.  

Comments Relating to the Construction of the Project 

Comments 
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Robert Shepherd – Stated that major attention must be given by State/Local officials to traffic mitigation during 
the years of construction.  

Sharon Martin – Stated that on behalf of the community it is requested that, as much as possible, that the 
workforce be from sources from Asheville and the local community.  

Lu Young – Stated that West Asheville has again become an economic and residential center vital to Asheville 
and urges NCDOT to provide, as best as they can, access to West Asheville during the construction of this 
project.  

Response 

Comments noted. 

Comment 

*David Spray – Stated that their Board of Directors is interested in speaking with DOT regarding their thrift 
store at 624 Patton (Western Carolina Rescue Ministries). Stated that their location may be of value to NCDOT 
for staging the project as it includes direct access off of the I-240 Interchange and south side of Westgate, has 
warehouse space, and parking.  

Response 

Vince Rhea (NCDOT) sent a letter on February 5, 2009 stating that the use of land for construction staging is 
made as the project advances further in the design process and is typically at the discretion of the contractor 
constructing the project. 

Comments Relating to Multi-modal Transportation 

Comment 

Lara Lustig, Leah Karpen, Jonathan Todd Felsen, William Chiveis, Brett McCall, Mark Small, Nancy 
Ackerman Cole, Susan Daw, Nancy Ackerman Cole, Janet Barlow, April Daniel – Received 10 comments 
that any design should include provisions for other means of transportation, such as mass-transit, pedestrian and 
bicycle.  

Response 

Mass transit options  were considered in Section 2.4 of the DEIS.  Pedestrian and Bicycle facilities are addressed 
in Sections 4.1.1.4 of the DEIS.  The projects compatibility with transportation plans including transit plans and 
bicycle and pedestrian plans is addressed in Section 4.1.2.2 of the DEIS.  

Comment 

Michael Harvey – Stated that it is time for the NCDOT to show that it knows how to develop Context Sensitive 
Solutions and that it truly embraces multimodalism. Stated that the separation of local from interstate traffic 
should allow pedestrian, bicycle, and transit features to be included in this project as these features help replace 
car trips with walking, bicycle, and bus trips, extending the capacity life of the project for vehicular traffic.  

Response 

While it is true that  other modes of transportation can be effective in replacing local single occupancy vehicle 
trips, it does not adequately address the regional needs for improved system linkage and increased capacity as 
identified in Section 1.3 of the DEIS.  Mass transit alternatives are considered in Section 2.4 of the DEIS and it 
has been determined that mass transit alternatives would either not be feasible or alone would not attract 
sufficient ridership to alleviate projected congestion along the project corridor. 
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Comment 

Reuben E. Moore – Stated that the project should facilitate transportation by modes other than single-occupant 
autos such as walking, bicycle, transit, and carpools.  

Response 

While it is true that  other modes of transportation can be effective in replacing local single occupancy vehicle 
trips, it does not adequately address the regional needs for improved system linkage and increased capacity as 
identified in Section 1.3 of the DEIS.  Integration of multi-modal improvements have been included in the design 
and will be further analyzed once a Preferred Alternative is selected and the project moves forward in the design 
phase. 

Comment 

Hugh Munro – Stated that the Amboy Road/I-26 interchange needs to have connectivity for pedestrian and 
bicycle between the French Broad River and the West Asheville neighborhood on the west side of I-26.  He feels 
this should also be looked at for the Patton Avenue interchange and the Brevard Road interchange and he 
believes that this project should place a priority on making pedestrian and bicycle connectivity of equal concern as 
vehicular connectivity.  

Response 

The Amboy road interchange and extension includes a five foot bike lane on both sides of the road and a 10-foot 
berm to accommodate pedestrians.  All alternatives in the B section have been designed to provide pedestrian 
facilities. Bicycle and pedestrian facilities and connectivity will be considered with respect to the design of the 
Brevard Road interchange in greater detail as the project moves forward in the design phase.   

Comment 

Jim Brown – Stated that it is hard for him to get around on his scooter and bicycle. 

Response 

Comment noted  

Comment 

Lynn Player – Commented that as someone who is a bicycle enthusiast in Asheville, that it is important that they 
have safe roadways to travel by bike.  States that Alternative 4B allows the Smokey Park Bridge to connect two 
sides of their community without merging with an interstate and is positive that choosing 4B would increase 
bicycling and pedestrian traffic into their downtown.  Also stated that they believe there is a need to continue to 
increase alternative methods of transportation.  

Response 

Comment noted.  The effects of Alternative 4B on bicycle and pedestrian safety will be addressed in a 
supplemental environmental document.  

Comment 

Michael Harvey – Stated that airport commerce would be easier to build if people could get there and back on 
rail and that there were lots of needs to Weaverville and Black Mountain and that NCDOT should use a lane in 
each direction for commuters so that they can reduce the need for cars downtown.   

Response 

Mass transit alternatives are considered in Section 2.4 of the DEIS and it has been determined that mass transit 
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alternatives would either not be feasible or alone would not attract sufficient ridership to alleviate projected 
congestion along the project corridor.  

Comments Relating to Consistency with Existing Plans 

Comments 

Asheville Design Center – Stated that the current draft EIS does not adequately evaluate the consistency of the 
project alternatives with the City of Asheville's 2025 Plan (2025 Plan). The ADC stated that 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 not quantified and that the DEIS does not consider the cumulative land -
use impact of the Connector on the 2025 Plan in Chapter 4.2. The ADC feels that consistency with the City of 
Asheville's long-term growth plan is a key measure by which the community will weigh these alternative proposals 
and that the ADC requests that the DEIS be amended to reflect this important information.   

Jim Grode - Stated that the Asheville City Development Plan 2025, the City's current master plan, makes 
recommendations for the area of Section B that appear inconsistent with several of the Alternatives in the Draft 
EIS and that NCDOT appears not to have adequately considered the consistency of its project with those plans, 
and he feels that it must do so.   

Response 

The evaluation of compatibility with existing plans, including the Asheville City Development Plan 2025 it will be 
expanded in a future environmental document.  It should also be noted that the Asheville City Development 
Plan 2025 states that “These goals and strategies typically requires separate actions on the part of City 
Council, City staff, or other boards and agencies; consequently, periodic adjustments to the plan will be 
necessary to reflect the actual actions that are taken as the goals and strategies are considered, modified, 
and/or implemented and as circumstances change. To this end, the Asheville City Development Plan 2025 
must be considered as a guide for decision-making, rather than the final decision on any particular 
issue.”  Therefore the Asheville City Development Plan 2025 is considered a guidance document and 
consistency with the plan will be evaluated by the project team and taken into consideration when a 
Preferred Alternative is selected.  
Comment 

Liz Lipski, Catherine Cope – Stated that Alternative 4B is the only alternative that satisfied the Community 
Coordinating Committee (CCC) Report of September 2000, which was adopted by the City of Asheville and the 
Metropolitan Planning Organization as their official guiding document for the I-26 Connector Project.  

Response 

According to the Report of the Community Coordinating Committee for the Design of the I-26 Connector through Asheville a list 
of key project design goals is denoted.  According to the report, the list of goals “have been evaluated by the 
Community Coordinating Committee (CCC) and recommended for consideration.”  The goals presented by the 
CCC will be evaluated by the project team and taken into consideration when a Preferred Alternative is selected.  
It is also noted that the CCC Report was developed following the Design Forum in 2000 and supported the two 
alternatives that were developed at the Forum (Alternatives 4 and 5).  Therefore, both Alternative 4 and 
Alternative 4B are consistent with the CCC Report. 

Comment 

Michael McDonough – Stated that the current alternatives do not meet the NCDOT strategic plan and 
community goals. The planning/design process and the alternates fail to adequately achieve a “multi-modal and 
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connected system considerate of local land use plans.” No City of Asheville, Buncombe County nor              
regional planning staff have participated in, nor does there appear to be a land planning process.  The 
planning/design process and the alternates fail to meet this goal and objective. So far, this seems a purely highway 
project for fast moving cars and trucks. No other modal choices are explored or integrated.  The planning/design 
process and the alternates do not enhance our communities’ cultural resources (urban fabric, gateways & 
neighborhood connections, etc.), and do not propose an interconnected transportation system. Local 
transportation systems (roads) were only considered with regard to poorly designed vehicle on and off-ramps.          
There has been little, if any, consideration of land use planning supported by, or already adopted by the City of 
Asheville (2025 plan, greenways, bicycle plans, etc.). The alternates contain sprawling footprints that unnecessarily 
remove homes and businesses from the tax base and create isolated and devalued parcels that are disconnected 
from the urban fabric. There has been little, if any, of transportation and land use planning.  

Response 

The responsibility for land use planning is under the jurisdiction of the local agencies, such as the City of 
Asheville and Buncombe County.  The DEIS includes an evaluation of the consistency with the approved land 
use plans in Section 4.1.2.1.  The proposed alternatives do integrate multi-modal considerations as evidenced in 
the numerous bicycle and sidewalk improvements proposed.  The integration of transit has been consistent with 
the plans approved by the French Broad River MPO and do not preclude future options for additional multi-
modal improvements within the project study area. 

Comments Relating to a Bypass Alternative 

Comments 

Jose Pepi Acebo – Stated that the best option for their City and regional development would be to merge I-26 
and I-40 briefly and run I-26 west of west Asheville which is not in any of the options provided.  

M.H. Mixson – Stated that the project should not mix the commuter traffic and interstate traffic so that 
commuter traffic must compete at the entrance and exit ramps, which is a formula for intolerable congestion and 
gridlock.  Also stated that no plan should bring all the traffic (both interstate and commuter) to a point near the 
present Smoky Park Bridge because it feeds more traffic into an untenable geographic area causing traffic 
congestion, tourist confusion and intolerable concentrations of air pollutants.  Stated that a proposed northwest 
bypass highway could be constructed faster and cheaper than the more extensively designed I-240/I-26 plan.  
Stated that the proposed bypass would be essential to: 1) park and ride strategies; 2) keeping Interstate dangerous 
"Big Rigs" away from congested traffic areas near the city center; 3) giving commuters to North Asheville and 
from Northwest Asheville and Leicester a new route, there by freeing up its congestion near the Smoky Park 
Bridge.  

Don Yelton – Stated that he would prefer a loop from the end of Candler around Asheville which would be 
quicker and easier and not disturb the current traffic flow.  

Response 

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

Comments Relating to Aesthetics 

Comment 

Hugh Munro – Stated that he strongly supports aesthetic treatments for all aspects of the I-26 connector project, 
and would encourage the NCDOT to go out of your way to support them as well.  Also stated that he would like 
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to see the NCDOT support the construction of a structure over I-26 at Haywood Road similar to the High Street 
Cap in Columbus, OH.   

Response 

NCDOT will continue to work with the Aesthetic Advisory Committee to incorporate various aesthetic 
treatments into the project design process.  

Comment 

Margaret T. Adams – Stated that with regard to the bridge, she would like to call your attention to Columbus, 
Indiana, a small city half the size of Asheville, containing architecturally significant buildings and that  the bridge 
from I-65 leading into Columbus is arresting and visually pleasant.  Stated that she would like something 
distinctive for their city and that functional can be made extraordinary without great expense.  

Response 

Comment noted.  Bridge structure design elements will be considered after selection of a Preferred Alternative. 

Comment 

North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission - NCWRC encourages 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.   

Response 

The proposed alternatives do integrate public access and recreation to the greatest extent possible under the areas 
that NCDOT has jurisdiction over.  NCDOT has had extensive coordination with and will continue to work with 
the Aesthetic Advisory Committee to incorporate various aesthetic treatments into the project design process. 

Comment 

Jim Grode – Stated that the I-26 project has the potential to create an eyesore that will have unnecessary 
environmental impacts and stifle the development of the urban fabric of its area, or it can improve the livability of 
a city that perennially appears on lists of the best places to live in the country. Mr. Grode further stated that 
Alternative 4B, with modifications, presents the best opportunity to do the latter.  

Response 

Comment noted. NCDOT has accepted Alternative 4B as a viable project alternative which will therefore be 
evaluated in a supplemental environmental document.  NCDOT will evaluate ways to further modify the 
alternative to avoid and minimize impacts to social, physical and natural environments. 

Comment 

Michael N. Lewis – Stated that Asheville is blessed geographically and Alternative 4B would allow for more 
pedestrian and outdoor activities in an outdoor setting graced by beautiful mountain vistas.  Furthermore, 
Alternative 4B would allow Asheville to more fully capitalize on its scenic assets in an environmentally responsible 
way.  

Response 

Comment noted. 

Comment 
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Mike Vance – Requested that NCDOT look at increasing the size of plantings to include trees and not just small 
shrubs at intersections & medians.  

Response 

Plantings included in the design of the project will be in accordance with NCDOT Planting Guidelines and will 
be coordinated with the Asheville Aesthetics Committee.  

Comment 

M.H. Mixson – Stated that Riverlink’s efforts for increased beautification and utilization of the French Broad 
River will be very negatively impacted by the present I-240 expansion plan and that the new bridge to move along 
the French Broad will detract from the present openness of the area and could provide a problem residence for 
an increased number of homeless people.  

Response 

NCDOT will continue to work with the Aesthetic Advisory Committee to incorporate various aesthetic 
treatments into the project design process and will attempt to minimize visual impacts to the greatest extent 
possible. 

Comment 

Resolution signed by 100 Individuals - Resolution in Support of Aestetically Pleasing Bridges over the French 
Broad River for the I-26/I-240 Project.  

Response 

Comment noted.  Bridge structure design elements will be considered after selection of a Preferred Alternative 
and will be coordinated with the Aesthetics Advisory Committee. 

Comment 

Jim Cavener – Requested that NCDOT make a stunning entryway into downtown (on Patton Avenue) from the 
west.  

Response 

NCDOT will continue to work with the Aesthetic Advisory Committee to incorporate various aesthetic 
treatments into the project design process. 

Comment 

Brett McCall – Stated that they deserve and can find funding for a beautiful bridge and that they need a design 
that will contribute to the beauty of Asheville for the next 100 years. Additionally stated that, the present I-240 
east of the Beaucatcher cut is a travesty, as is the current mess on the Smoky Park Bridge.  

Response 

NCDOT will continue to work with the Aesthetic Advisory to Committee to incorporate various aesthetic 
treatments into the project design process. The present I-240 east of the Beaucatcher cut is outside the project 
study area. 

Comment 

Cicada LeFay & Harold Brokaw – Stated that in the DEIS the visual effects for Section A should include the 
impact of views from households and businesses which are not now immediately adjacent to the freeway which 
will, in the proposed design, now be adjacent.   Also stated that mitigation by building of walls to screen noise and 
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the freeway from the surrounding neighborhoods should be added to the bulleted list of mitigation principles.  

Response 

Visual impacts in Section A of the project are presented in Section 4.1.3.5 of the DEIS.  Possible mitigation 
measures that will be considered by NCDOT are also described in Section 4.1.3.5 and do not include construction 
of walls for visual screening.  The use of walls for noise abatement is addressed in Section 4.1.3.1 of the DEIS. 

Comment 

Asheville Design Center – Stated that the new bridge over the French Broad can be an icon for Asheville and it 
should be designed using techniques which will result in a dramatic, attractive, and cost-effective structure similar 
to examples including the Cooper River Bridge in Charleston, SC and the Linn Cove Viaduct on the Blue Ridge 
Parkway. 

Response 

Comment noted.  Bridge structure design elements will be considered after selection of a Preferred Alternative 
and will be coordinated with the Aesthetics Advisory Committee. 

Comments Relating to Quality of Life 

Comments 

Inge Robert – Stated that the scale of the project must match the character of this unique city.  

Jen Hoffert, Margorie Vestal – Stated that they like a vibrant rideable, walkable community and are concerned 
about the quality of life, as they feel that this project is overkill for their little community.  

Lara Lustig – Stated that the scale of the highway must match their community size.  

Response 

The project is being designed to address projected future traffic capacity needs which include both local and 
regional growth in traffic, as wells as the other identified needs in the purpose and need section of the DEIS. The 
scale of the project is appropriate to meet future traffic needs and to maintain adequate traffic operations. 

Margaret Whiteside – Stated that it would be a good time to move and the project is a really bad idea. Stated 
that she has owned her house since 1969 and that it would be a good time to move because the project was too 
close for comfort.  

Response 

Comment noted. 

Comment 

April Daniel - Prefers to keep Asheville a small town instead of a big city.  

Response 

Comment noted. 

Comments Relating to Traffic Forecast and Capacity Analysis 

Comments 

US Environmental Protection Agency – EPA stated that based upon the Corsim Analysis provided in Section 
1.9.2.2 there appears to be little traffic benefit between 6-lanes and 8-lanes of traffic along I-240. Table 1-4 does 
not fully demonstrate any substantial traffic benefit in average travel time and average speed between the 8 and 6-
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lane options for I-240 (e.g. Six lane AM Peak at 388.7 seconds versus Eight lane AM Peak at 363.6 seconds).  

EPA is concerned that NCDOT proposes to provide updated traffic forecasts using a new traffic model (see page 
S-18). The new traffic model forecast should have been conducted prior to the issuance of the DEIS. EPA 
requests that this updated traffic analysis be conducted prior to the Merger 01 Concurrence point 3 meeting.  

Bruce Emory, David Pearson – Stated that the CORSIM analysis showed very little difference in speed or 
travel time between six and eight-lane options for Section B.  

Response 

The evaluation of a traffic capacity is detailed in Section 1.9.2 of the DEIS and the determination was made that 
the most appropriate methodology for assessing the traffic operations for the project is through 
analytic/deterministic tools such as the Highway Capacity Manual.  The 2003 existing conditions model 
developed in CORSIM was calibrated against travel time runs from December 2004.  In order to calibrate the 
model to match the observed travel times several changes were made to the model, including increasing the base 
free flow speed to 70 mph and reducing the amount of time required to complete a lane change. The results of 
the calibrated existing model were that the modeled travel times were within three percent of the observed travel 
times recorded in the field. The future build models were developed based on the same parameters as the 
calibrated existing model. Based on the abbreviated analysis undertaken for the proposed project, the need to 
manipulate the base model during calibration resulted in average speeds that exceed the proposed design speed of 
60 mph. This inherent difficulty in simulation modeling resulted in an unreliable method of comparing 
alternatives, and is not considered adequate for decision making purposes. 

NCDOT has decided that the evaluation of the Preferred Alternative utilizing a more robust and complete 
simulation methodology would be undertaken to verify the results of the HCM analysis.  This analysis will be 
completed once a Preferred Alternative is identified and the results will be included in a future environmental 
document.  

Comment 

Bruce Emory, David Pearson – Requested that NCDOT update the DEIS to reflect latest traffic projections.  

Response 

An analysis of the traffic operations utilizing the latest traffic projections will be included in a future 
environmental document. 

Comment 

Cicada LeFay & Harold Brokaw – Stated that if local traffic were separated from interstate traffic, it was 
unclear whether I-240 would need additional capacity. Also stated that future restrictions on oil supply and other 
factors may result in significant reduction in the rate of private passenger vehicle use.  

Response 

Because the section of I-240 between I-40 and Patton Avenue would carry both local and interstate traffic under 
any scenario (any separation of local traffic would be along the Smoky Park Bridges and Patton Avenue) the need 
for additional capacity along this corridor is unambiguous. 

Comment 

Vivian Conley – Stated that traffic congestion on US 19/23 is worsening and that they need a decision soon.  

Response 

Comment noted. 
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Comment 

Lillah & Gary Schwartz – Questioned what would be the difficulty with a simple 6-lane in section A, being that 
the new traffic study projections were considerably less than the original by over 50,000 cars.  

Response 

The typical section for the project was evaluated in Section 2.5.2.2 of the DEIS and shows that no fewer than 
eight lanes will accommodate the projected future traffic volumes; therefore any typical section with less than 
eight lanes was not considered a reasonable alternative and was eliminated from further study.   

Comments Relating to Safety 

Comment 

Donald King – Stated that NCDOT should not bring nuclear waste through Asheville, and that it should be put 
on the non-existent future beltway.  Also stated that the truckers are not wanted in the area of the project nor do 
the truckers want to be in the area of the project.  

Response 

Comment noted. 

Comment 

Ron Ainspan – Stated that the action should include safety features including the elimination of the left hand 
merges on the east side of the French Broad River.  

Response 

Comment noted. 

Comments Relating to Noise 

Comment 

US Environmental Protection Agency – Stated that the DEIS summary impact table does not include the 
number of noise receptors impacted by the proposed project (see Table 4-4 in DEIS).  Stated that it is unclear if 
Alternative F-1 has impacts to noise receptors. This issue should be clarified before the next Merger 01 
concurrence meeting and Impact tables should be revised  to include 'totals'  for each of the Alternatives 
combinations for Sections A, B, and C.    The FEIS should provide additional details regarding effective noise 
barriers for the Alternatives and specify if there is any difference in alternatives and the potential requirements for 
noise barriers depending upon which alternative is selected.  The FEIS should total noise receptor impacts for the 
Sections, list the number of receptors which will be benefited from noise barriers and include them in a summary 
impact table.  

Response 

The noise impacts for Section C, Alternative F1 were inadvertently not included in the DEIS and will be included 
in all future environmental documents and in information provided to the Merger 01 team.  Alternative F1 will 
result in impacts to 40 residences and three businesses.  Future environmental documents will include additional 
information on the effectiveness of noise mitigation based on the individual alternatives.  The benefited receptors 
for each Alternative are included in the Highway Traffic Noise Analysis Technical Report, as appended by reference and 
will not be included in future environmental documents.  

Comment 

Amani Lyn Duncan, Amani Duncan, William Chiveis - Requested sound proofing/noise barriers along the 
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west side of I-240 closest to Westwood Place and Hazelwood Drive.  

Response 

The current public hearing maps for the project show that a noise barrier will be constructed in the vicinity of 
Westwood Place for Alternatives 2 and 4.  Alternative 3 does not include a noise barrier due to the break in the 
control of access to provide a connection to Westwood Place.  The noise analysis for Alternative 4B has not yet 
been completed and will be presented in future environmental documents and shown on the public hearing maps 
at future public involvement sessions. 

Comment 

Jeff Hoffert, Jen Hoffert – Stated that noise readings in the Sandhill Road area have gone up from 65 average 
dB pre-wall construction to 72 dB post-wall construction and that hopefully in these plans NCDOT can consider 
green walls.  

Response 

The property of the commentator is located on the opposite side (where a noise barrier was not constructed) of I-
40 from where the noise barrier was constructed under NCDOT TIP Project I-4401 where the freeway was 
widened closer the their property.  Because noise barriers reflect sound the increase of noise level is not unlikely.   

Comment 

Lillah & Gary Schwartz, Lara Lustig, Herman Laukford – Stated that they have concerns with sound issues 
and that it has been pointed out that concrete amplifies sound where green sound barriers absorb sounds.  

Response 

The use of “green” or absorptive noise walls is detailed in the FHWA publication A Guide to Visual Quality in 
Noise Barrier Design and concludes that “Absorptive barriers have been tested and are in use along highways in 
Europe and appear to be beneficial in reducing noise levels, particularly in dense urban situations” and “the 
proposed designs require additional study, including the construction and testing of prototypes, in order to 
determine the performance and feasibility of these designs.”  The NCDOT Traffic Noise Abatement Policy states that 
“The steel pile and concrete panel wall is NCDOT's standard noise wall however, NCDOT will consider Context 
Sensitive Solutions (CSS) as long as other criteria are met” and that “Should a local government request that 
materials be used that are more costly than those proposed by NCDOT, the requesting entity must assume 100% 
of the additional cost.”  The use of noise barriers beyond the standard noise walls will be coordinated with the 
Aesthetics Committee during the development of the final design plans. 

Comment 

*Jonathan Todd Felsen – Would like to determine the height of the noise walls for each alternative in the B 
section and inquired if they will be effective in reducing noise in their neighborhood? Requested what the noise 
wall height would be for the different alternatives and what the estimated noise (decibel levels) for the different 
alternatives facing his house.  Requested a response.  

Response 

The preliminary noise barrier heights ranging from 19 to 25 feet were considered feasible, reasonable, and cost 
effective for the Section B alternatives near the Westwood Subdivision.  During the final design phase of the 
project, a more detailed noise barrier analysis will be prepared to determine the specific barrier height and location 
for the selected alternative.  Preliminary noise results indicate predicted noise levels at receiver B180 (Mr. Felson’s 
property) would reach 66 to 67dBA without noise abatement.  With a noise barrier, the noise levels are expected 
to be reduced by 4 to 9dBA, depending on the alternative and height considered.  A letter was sent to Mr. Felson 
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by Vince Rhea (NCDOT) on March 30, 2009. 

Comment 

Jeff Herst – Stated that he is concerned about Hanover Street, because the street has already become a semi-slum 
because of highway noise. Stated that when you leave houses too close to the highway, they become undesirable 
and are often left vacant. Stated that all houses should be removed from Hanover Street and that this 
neighborhood will need noise abatement walls.  

Response 

NCDOT only acquires the property that is required for the construction of the project and would not acquire any 
property that is outside of the proposed right-of-way and easements required to construct the project.  For all 
alternatives, a continuous noise barrier will be constructed on the west side of I-240 from Haywood Road to 
Patton Avenue. 

Comment 

Vic Fahrer – Stated that no discussion was presented for the rationale for selecting the noise measurement 
locations, as well as the time period when the measurements occurred and the duration of the monitoring period.  
Also requested if the effect of parallel barriers, which could increase noise levels, was considered in the TNM 
modeling.   

Response 

This preliminary analysis identified noise sensitive areas and locations where noise abatement meets the criteria 
for being reasonable and feasible.  The effect of reflection from parallel barriers was not modeled in this analysis.  
During the final design stage, the design noise analysis may consider the effect of parallel barriers in determining 
recommended noise barrier heights. 

Comment 

Amani Lyn Duncan, Amani Duncan – Requested that NCDOT consider noise impacts during construction 
and that NCDOT not schedule construction at night.  

Response 

Section 4.1.6.3 of the DEIS addresses noise during construction and states that “NCDOT can also limit work that 
produces objectionable noise during normal sleeping hours.”  The determination on the hours of construction are 
determined during the final design stage of the project. 

Comments Relating to a Land Use 

Comment 

Asheville Design Center, Bruce Emory – Stated that NCDOT should conduct a multi-disciplinary analysis of 
the land use, urban design, and property tax impacts of the alternatives, that the current DEIS has only a cursory 
discussion of land use impacts and does not compare the effects of different alternatives. Stated that the DEIS 
does not address the potential re-use of current highway right-of-way along Patton Avenue in Alternatives 4 and 
4B and does not examine opportunities for re-connecting neighborhoods and the local street system. Stated that 
the DEIS does not analyze the long-term effects of property takings or property re-use on the city’s tax base and 
does not analyze the effect of reduced access to isolated properties. 

Response 

The assessment of land use impacts as a result of the proposed project will be expanded and the results included 
in a future environmental document.  The re-use of current right-of-way is not determined until after a project is 
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completed and would need to be conducted in accordance with the NCDOT Right of Way Disposal and Control 
of Access Committees Operating Procedures as detailed at: 
 http://www.ncdot.org/doh/PRECONSTRUCT/traffic/teppl/Topics/A-02/A-02_op.pdf 
Additionally, because this is an Interstate project, approval from FHWA may also be required if federal funds 
were utilized in the purchase of the original right-of-way.  Numerous additional issues could still exist that may be 
problematic for redevelopment of the reverted property, especially due to the utilities and associated easements 
remaining in place once the property is transferred if they are not required to be relocated as part of the 
construction of the project.  The documentation on the economic effect of the proposed alternatives will be 
expanded in a future environmental document and is mostly proportional to the total number of relocations for 
each alternative. 

Comments 

David Pearson – Requested that NCDOT conduct a multi-disciplinary analysis of land use, development, and 
urban design impacts of all alternatives.  

Michael McDonough – Stated that there has been little consideration of the existing or proposed land use 
planning by the city of Asheville.  

Response 

The assessment of land use impacts as a result of the proposed project will be expanded and the results included 
in a future environmental document 

Comments Relating to the Economic Effects of the Project 

Comment 

*Vivian Conley – Inquired what the economic burden of relocation will be and what timeframe is the relocation 
likely to occur.  

Response 

Vince Rhea (NCDOT) sent a letter on February 5, 2009 stating that all relocations will be conducted in 
accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance Act and that assistance will be provided to those required to 
relocate because of the project.  The amount of assistance provided is determined on a case by case basis and 
depends on many factors including whether the home is rented or owned with the timeframe for relocation 
varying, but not ypically being less than 3 months.  Additional information on relocation assistance can be 
obtained through the NCDOT Division Right-of-way office. 

Comment 

*Jen Hoffert - Would like an answer as to whether her property is going to be purchased before 2011 because 
she would like to just move on.  

Response 

Vince Rhea (NCDOT) sent a letter on February 5, 2009 stating that a Preferred Alternative must be selected and 
a Record of Decision from the Federal Highway Administration must be issued before the exact right of way 
needed for the project can be determined with certainty.  NCDOT is committed to advancing the project as 
quickly as the project development process will allow. 

Comments 

Cicada LeFay & Harold Brokaw – Stated that the proposed project will have a definite economic impact and 
that the current version of the DEIS implies that the project may not impact businesses. Stated that the summary 
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of economic impacts is incomplete and that the economic impacts of spending this amount of money in this way 
within a community should be mentioned. Additionally, the economic impacts to the household of people who 
are having their houses torn down and who will be relocated should be mentioned.    

Response 

The documentation on the economic effect of the proposed alternatives will be expanded in a future 
environmental document and is mostly proportional to the total number of relocations for each alternative. 

Comments 

Bess Baird, Shirley Schultz – Stated that the River District is in an important stage of development and is 
important for one of Asheville's main economic focuses. Stated that Asheville is an arts community and many 
tourists come there for that reason. Therefore, they feel that the River District should be kept intact.  

Response 

Potential impacts to the River District will be minimized and avoided if possible. 

Comments 

US Environmental Protection Agency - EPA notes that under Sections 4.3.1.2 and 4.3.1.4, both entitled 
"Economic Effects," a duplicate (verbatim) discussion is provided where one does not appear to be necessary. 
One of the sections should be eliminated in the FEIS.  

Response 

The redundant section (4.3.1.4) will be deleted in future environmental documents. 

Comments Relating to Air Quality 

Comments 

Western North Carolina Regional Air Quality Agency – Stated that in the DEIS Section 3.3.2.1 Background 
and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (3-31) - The first sentence of the first paragraph states that the 
project is located in the jurisdiction of NCDENR. However, in Buncombe County, air quality is regulated by the 
Western North Carolina Regional Air Quality Agency, one of three local agencies having county-level jurisdiction. 
NCRAQA 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 measurements 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 measurements are within federal and state ambient air quality standards." 
However, the 8-hour ozone concentration and the annual and 24-hour PM 2.5 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.  Table 3-18 could be updated to include the 3-hour (secondary) SO2 standard and the newly 
revised 8-hour ozone standard (0.075 ppm).   Also stated that in DEIS Section 4.1.3.2 Air Quality Standards (p 4-
12) - No discussion of the procedures, modeling assumptions, receptor locations, results, etc. is presented. Also, 
no documentation is provided in the DEIS appendices. Inquired if the Air Quality Analysis Technical 
memorandum (cited in the DEIS) as well as any backup documentation was available for review?  Additionally, in 
Section 4.1.6.4 Air (p. 4-40) - It is mentioned that a permit from the NC Division of Forest Resources would be 
needed for burning cleared (vegetative) materials within 500 ft. of woodlands. A WNCRAQA burning permit 
would also be required for burning any machine-piles brush anywhere in the County. Potential asbestos impacts 
during construction also are not discussed. The demolition or relocation of any buildings or other structures 
would require a WNCRAQA asbestos inspection and permit.   
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Response 

Comment noted revised information and the most current air quality monitoring data will be included in future 
environmental documents.   The Air Quality Technical Memorandum, outlining the modeling assumptions and 
procedures, is available for review from NCDOT.  All burning will be done in accordance with current air quality 
permitting requirements.  Any asbestos found in the project right of way will be removed prior to building 
demolition and properly disposed of in accordance with all applicable laws. 

Comment 

Jim Grode, Jim Grode - Requested that a representatives of the North Carolina Division of Air Quality be on 
the Agency Review Team and Asheville is already hovering on the brink of nonattainment for ozone, and any 
significant increases in vehicle miles traveled spurred by this project could tip the balance unfavorably.  

Response 

All environmental documents are sent to the North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources 
(NCDENR), including the Division of Air Quality for review and comment.  The Merger 01 project team that 
guides the project development process includes a representative from NCDENR Division of Water Quality; 
however the Division of Air Quality is not identified as an agency that takes part in the Merger 01 process.  To 
date the Division of Air Quality has not requested to be a part of the project team for this project.  

Comment 

Lara Lustig – Requested that air quality considerations be included in impact assessment.  

Response 

The existing air quality is discussed in the DEIS in Section 3.3.2 and the effects on air quality as a result of the 
project are included in Section 4.1.3.2. 

Comment 

Vic Fahrer – Stated that in the CAL3QHC modeling, Patton Avenue is indicated as being on fill 30 feet above 
grade and 24 feet above the receptors. Also inquired as to why these links modeled as fill rather than "at grade" 
and why 30 feet above grade was used.  Also stated that no discussion was presented on the rationale for selecting 
receptors and only 30 receptors were used, with just 3 receptors adjacent to any single roadway link at a spacing of 
about 250 feet between receptors. Additionally, he stated that the receptors along Patton Avenue are about 100 
feet from the edge of the road and that with such a sparse receptor network it can not be assured that the highest 
CO concentrations were determined by the modeling analysis.  Mr. Fahrer further stated that the surface 
roughness used was that for a central business district and more conservative lower values could have been used 
and would have been more representative of the study.  

Response 

The CO model was based on the Section B Alternative 4 interchange with I-26 and Patton Avenue, and a 30-foot 
grade separation was assumed with Patton Avenue crossing over I-26.  During the preparation of the FEIS, (once 
a Preferred Alternative is selected) consideration will be given to determine the model’s sensitivity.  In the air 
quality analysis, five receptors were located in each quadrant of the interchange, outside of the controlled access 
limits where there may be the potential for human activity.  These receivers were identified on Figure 4 of the air 
quality technical report.  The surface roughness value was assumed to be central business district due to the 
presence of commercial properties and proximity to the Asheville central business district.  During the 
preparation of the FEIS (once a Preferred Alternative is identified), consideration will be given to determine the 
model’s sensitivity to a different roughness factor. 
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Comment 

M.H. Mixson – Stated that the most dangerous effect of the proposed project is the chronic carbon poisoning 
that may occur; which is defined as a carbon monoxide "hot spot" by federal law.   

Response 

The effects on air quality are discussed in Section 4.1.3.2 and based on a microscale analysis of the project for 
carbon monoxide, “Comparison of the predicted CO concentrations with the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) indicates no violation of these standards” and “This project is not anticipated to create any 
adverse effects on the air quality of this attainment area.” 

Comments Relating to Hazardous Materials 

Comment 

US Environmental Protection Agency – EPA notes that there is a "high" severity impact anticipated for the 
landfill along the eastern bank of the French Broad River (see page 4-17). Sampling and analysis may need to be 
conducted prior to the selection of a Preferred Alternative and this information should be presented with respect 
to the alternatives currently under consideration.  

Response 

Based on the alternatives currently proposed, the landfill on the east bank of the French Broad River should be 
reclassified as a low to moderate risk.  Samples collected during past investigations indicate low levels of 
contaminates.  No areas tested contained contaminates at hazardous levels.  Additional testing will be done after 
the preferred alternative is carried forward.  A work plan will be developed based on the final design to address 
any contaminated material that may be encountered during construction. 

Lillah & Gary Schwartz – Stated that as a transportation link for nuclear waste, if a spill occurs 6-lanes should 
be ample to clean up and that no local person would go anywhere near the spill.   

Response 

Comment noted. 

Comments Relating to Water Quality 

Comment 

US Environmental Protection Agency – The EPA stated that efforts should be made to avoid and minimize 
impacts to Hominy Creek through the use of steeper-grade side slopes, retaining walls, stormwater retention 
basins, planting of vegetative buffers and other BMPs.  Based on EPA's review of the DEIS, all of the alternatives 
and the overall DEIS received an "EC-1" rating, meaning that some environmental concerns exist that need to be 
further addressed. The FEIS should include additional information regarding avoidance and minimization 
measures for streams, mitigation plans, potential measures to minimize impacts to historic properties, invasive 
plant species issues, relocations and noise receptor impacts.  EPA stated that NCDOT and FHWA should 
consider additional avoidance and minimize measures as well as enhancement 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 FHWA should consider the use of "PAM-Polyacrylamide" and other  
potentially successful soil erosion and sediment control applications that could greatly reduce turbidity on steeper 
slopes. This would be in addition to the stone check-dams, silt fencing and other BMP soil erosion and 
sedimentation practices that NCDOT typically employs on a project.   Furthermore, removal of exotic invasive 
plants 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 
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also be coordinated through EPA's Wetlands Section.  The DEIS does not address the potential presence of 
acidic rock.  EPA recommends that geotechnical investigations be conducted as soon as possible after the 
selection of the LEDPA in order to identify the potential presence of acidic rock formations. Specific avoidance 
and minimization plans should also be developed and proposed where exposed rock formations may impact 
water quality or receiving streams and wetlands.  

Response 

Once the alignment is chosen and roadway plans are forwarded to the NCDOT Geotechnical Unit then the 
actual investigation will produce hand samples and rock cores in the cut areas and along foundations for walls and 
bridges.  These will be tested for Net Neutralization Potential (NNP), the indicator for the level and volume of 
acidic rock, if it exists.  The NNP dictates the actual amount of treatment required and will determine the various 
levels of mitigation.  These may include: 1) treatment in place; 2) treatment of rock that has been excavated and 
used in fill or backfill areas; 3) treatment of very acidic material that would require fully separate and contained 
areas.  The main points to be included in subsequent environmental documentation are that the corridor is not 
expected to be hot, adequate testing is performed as part of a routine Geotechnical Investigation and treatment 
does not typically greatly influence the construction of the project (or a redesign of any consequence as it pertains 
to volumes or alignment).  The NCDOT Geotechnical Unit has a good 20 year track record of identifying and 
mitigating this problem.  It is not expected, and the issue will be fully vetted during the investigation phase. 

Comment 

Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) - Division of Water Quality - NCDWQ 
recommends that prior to completing the avoidance and minimization phase of the project, geotechnical 
investigations should be conducted to identify the presence of acidic rock. Impacts to areas identified as having 
acidic rock should be avoided and minimized as much as possible.  

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

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 expected impacts, especially 
for streams, vary significantly depending on the alternative. This statement should be removed or revised to 
accurately reflect the expected impacts.    

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 treatment of the 
stormwater 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, pre-formed scour holes, retention 
basins, etc.  NCDOT shall address concerns by describing the potential impacts that may occur to the aquatic 
environments and any mitigation factors that would reduce the impacts.  

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

Response 

Once the alignment is chosen and roadway plans are forwarded to the NCDOT Geotechnical Unit then the 
actual investigation will produce hand samples and rock cores in the cut areas and along foundations for walls and 
bridges.  These will be tested for Net Neutralization Potential (NNP), the indicator for the level and volume of 
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acidic rock, if it exists.  The NNP dictates the actual amount of treatment required and will determine the various 
levels of mitigation.  These may include: 1) treatment in place; 2) treatment of rock that has been excavated and 
used in fill or backfill areas; 3) treatment of very acidic material that would require fully separate and contained 
areas.  The main points to be included in subsequent environmental documentation are that the corridor is not 
expected to be hot, adequate testing is performed as part of a routine Geotechnical Investigation and treatment 
does not typically greatly influence the construction of the project (or a redesign of any consequence as it pertains 
to volumes or alignment).  The NCDOT Geotechnical Unit has a good 20 year track record of identifying and 
mitigating this problem.  It is not expected, and the issue will be fully vetted during the investigation phase. 

Potential impacts to water quality and possible BMP’s to minimize sedimentation and erosion impacts are 
addressed in Section 4.1.6.6 of the DEIS. NCDOT will use and closely monitor protective erosion and sediment 
control BMP’s during construction of the project to reduce the risk of nutrient runoff to Hominy Creek.  The 
statement in Section 4.1.4.5 as noted in the comment will be removed or revised to accurately reflect the expected 
impacts.  

Comment 

North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission - NCWRC is concerned about direct and indirect impacts to 
area waterways and water quality. NCWRC encourages 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.  

Response 

These suggestions will be considered in the development of final design plans.  It should be noted that land use 
and development policies are under the jurisdiction of the City of Asheville. 

Comment 

Cicada LeFay & Harold Brokaw – Stated that in the Summary Section of the DEIS, The final bullet item 
should be amended to say, "Chemicals, radioactive and other hazardous materials spill during transport". 
Additionally, one of the impacts mentioned is "Pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers used to plant and maintain 
highway landscaping." For the record they felt that, State policies and procedures should be changed so that 
pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers are not used in the maintenance of highways.  

Response 

Comment noted. 

Comments Relating to Historic Properties and Archeological Investigations 

Comment 

Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians (THPO) – 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. 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 throughout all the sites, but 
especially 31BN825, 31BN826 and 31BN828. In the case of each listed above 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, EBCI THPO concurs with the recommendation that "data recovery excavations are 
recommended to mitigate any impacts caused by construction of the I-26 Connector."   
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The EBCI THPO concurs with the archeologist's recommendations that "mechanized deep testing would be 
necessary to search for and evaluate deposits prior to deriving the NRHP-eligibility for the following sites: 
31BN867, 31BN868, 31BN870, 31BN873, and 31BN823.  

Response 

NCDOT will continue to coordinate with the EBCI THPO as a consulting party in compliance with Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Comments Relating to Permits 

Comment 

Tennessee Valley Authority – The Tennessee Valley Authority notes that all of the action alternatives would 
require permits issued under Section 26a of the TVA Act for new bridges and widened bridges across perennial 
streams and fills in floodplains. Stated that this should be noted in the "Required Permits and Actions" sections in 
the EIS Summary and Chapter 4.  

Response 

Future environmental documents will include the need for a TVA permit. 

Comments Relating to Energy 

Comment 

Andrew Holcombe – Requested that NCDOT not overlook the impact of these proposals on the area and that 
he thinks it is important to keep the overall carbon footprint in mind. Thus, he believes that Alternative 4 and 4B 
for Section B will end up having a much larger impact.  

Response 

Comment noted. 

Comment 

Donald Barnett – Stated that the USA has passed its peak oil production many years ago, and that the earth has 
probably passed its peak oil recently.  Also stated that more and more people are concerned about air quality and 
global warming caused by fossil fuels and that the size, speed and number of cars and trucks on our highway will 
be reduced, not increased by 2030. 

Response 

Future traffic within the project area is projected to increase. Anticipated future traffic volumes and anticipated 
levels of service are addressed in Section 2.7 of the DEIS. 

Comments Relating to Environmental Justice 

Comment 

US Environmental Protection Agency – Stated that based upon the table and information on Environmental 
Justice (i.e., Section 3.1.5, Table 4-1, et al.), only Alternative B-3 appears to have a substantial percentage of 
residential relocations to minority and low-income residences.  There are 61 residential relocations and 26 are to 
minority and low-income residences (43%). Alternative B-2 and B-4 have much lower percentages at 
approximately 16% and 14%.  

Response 

Comment noted. 



 
Memorandum/Post-Hearing Meeting Attendees 

May 4, 2009 
Page 48 

 
Comment 

M.H. Mixson – Stated that the current plan may violate the federal laws against bringing a new source of 
pollution to low income housing areas, namely Hillcrest.  

Response 

NCDOT is compliant with Title VI of the Civil Right Act of 1964 and related statutes and Executive Order 
12898, Environmental Justice.  These issues are addressed in Section 3.1.5  and Section 4.1.1.5 of the DEIS. It 
should also be noted that the effects on air quality are discussed in Section 4.1.3.2 and based on a microscale 
analysis of the project for carbon monoxide “Comparison of the predicted CO concentrations with the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) indicates no violation of these standards” and that “This project is not 
anticipated to create any adverse effects on the air quality of this attainment area.” 

Comment 

Lu Young – Stated that widening the Interstate will result in 79 residential relocations with the major burden on 
those least able to handle relocation, the poor and disenfranchised.  

Response 

Relocations are addressed in Section 4.1.1.2 of the DEIS.  It is NCDOT policy to provide assistance to those 
affected by transportation improvements as required under the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Properties Acquisition Act of 1970, as amended. This Act is intended to ensure that displaced individuals, 
families, and businesses receive fair, consistent and equitable treatment, and are not affected disproportionately. 

Comments Relating to Rare, Threatened or Endangered Species 

Comment 

Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) – Natural Heritage Program – NC Natural 
Heritage program notes the only rare species that could potentially be impacted by the proposed action is the 
State Special Concern mole salamander (Ambystoma talpoideum). This species was found sometime between 
1997 and 2006, at the pond at hole #3 of the golf course at Crowne Plaza Golf Resort. The proximity of this site 
to a possible alignment could involve sedimentation into creeks that might impact any pond(s) where this 
salamander might occur. Though a survey by Wildlife Resources Commission staff was negative in 2006, our 
Program recommends that NCDOT 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.    

Response 

NCDOT will continue to coordinate with the DENR and NCWRC throughout the life of the project.  Additional 
surveys for the occurrence of threatened and endangered species and species of State Special Concern, including 
the mole salamander, within the project study area will be conducted during subsequent phases of the project.  

Comment 

Mary Steiner – Stated that she is concerned about the highway exacerbating the spread of the "tent worm" 
caterpillars.   

Response 

Comment noted. 

Comments Relating to the Indirect and Cumulative Effects of the Project 

Comment 
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Cicada LeFay & Harold Brokaw – Stated that the effects of the proposed project on the ability of Asheville 
and the surrounding communities to implement an effective region-wide mass transportation alternative to 
private vehicles used should be included. Stated that the creation of a higher capacity roadway may discourage 
transition by motorists to mass transportation options, since the benefits of shorter time commutes may continue 
to outweigh other factors. Also stated that the impact of increasing routing options for radioactive and other 
hazardous materials through our community should be assessed as an indirect and cumulative effect.  

Response 

The proposed project would not preclude, nor would it have a substaintial effect on the ability to implement a 
mass transit system. Currently there not any approved plans to implement a mass transit system in the Asheville 
area and the Asheville City Development Plan 2025 states that the largest obstacles to implementing transit in 
Asheville are the lack of high density development and “major public perception problem.” 

Comment 

Asheville Design Center – Stated that the DEIS does not address the cumulative impacts of this project 
combined with the proposed projects to widen I-26 north and south of this project.  

Response 

The cumulative effects associated with the I-26 projects to the north and south of the proposed project will be 
addressed in greater detail in a future environmental document. 

Comments Regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Comment 

Cicada LeFay & Harold Brokaw – Stated that the CCC goals which were approved by City Council should be 
included in section 1.4. 

Under the bulleted item Capacity in the DEIS consider re-writing assumptive statement as follows "In the future, 
if traffic volumes increase due to population increases, traffic congestion and resulting delays will continue to 
worsen" and consider the incorporation of the following as potential mitigation factors; 1) If local traffic is 
separated from Interstate traffic, it is unclear whether I-240 would need additional capacity because it has been 
shown in studies that the largest volume of traffic on the Smoky Park bridge is local, not interstate; and 2) As the 
recent local shortage of fuel supplies in the Western North Carolina area has shown, future declines in the 
availability of fuel and rises in fuel process due to reductions in the worldwide supply of oil, as well as the 
necessity of humans to reduce fossil fuel consumption due to global climate change, will very likely result in a 
significant reduction in the rate of private passenger vehicle use per capita, additionally this will be coupled with a 
corresponding increase in the use of public transportation, for which people in the Western North Carolina 
region are now planning and implementing.     

The third bulleted item in the Summary, Page S-2 Purpose of Proposed Action should be removed as the purpose 
of this project "To improve the capacity of existing I-240 west of Asheville to accommodate the existing and 
forecasted (2030 design year) traffic in this growing area."  

Check for error on page 1-57 in the following sentence "The improvements, within the study area of the 
proposed project, that were assumed to be in place by 2030 for the purposes of the traffic capacity analysis are 
included in Error! Reference source not found.” 

Stated that in Section 2.4.4, the conclusion that mass transportation is not feasible is not justifiable or supported. 
Stated that the analysis in the prior sections merely recites existing transportation options and it does not 
incorporate the mass transit plans articulated into the 2025 plan nor consider other feasible options which could 
meet some of the purposes of the project. Stated that the fact some of the purposes of the project can be met 
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though mass transportation is adequate reason to exclude them  from the project and  an integrated approach 
would be to include in the analysis and design appropriate mass transit functions so that these  opportunities for 
future mass transit options are maximized.  

Section 2.2.1 Design Criteria - Stated that the design speed for the combined I-26/I-240 section should be 
reduced to 50 mph. 

Stated that in Section 4.1.2.2 Compatibility with Transit Plans: This section should contain an analysis of the no 
build alternative compared with the effect of build options on the development of mass transit within the city and 
general area.  

Stated that Section 4.2 and 4.3.2 (Indirect and Cumulative Effects) should include an analysis of existing 
hazardous waste transportation including separate analyses of radioactive waste transportation through using 
existing facilities, then compare with anticipated use subsequent to the implementation of the project. 

Response 

The goals of the CCC report are not a purpose for proposing the project and are considered to be guidance to be 
used in the decision making process, thus are not appropriate for Section 1.4.  The item in the DEIS that 
discusses capacity is based on AASHTO’s  A Policy on Design Standards – Interstate System which states that “Each 
section of the interstate highway shall be designed to safely and efficiently accommodate the volumes of 
passenger vehicles, buses, trucks – including tractor-trailer and semi-trailer combinations, and corresponding 
military equipment estimated for the design year.”  The development of traffic projections is based on numerous 
factors most notably long-term travel trends and the associated driver behaviors.  It is not appropriate to change 
the traffic projection methodology to account for short term variances such as those that have occurred recently.  
Further, the purpose of the project to improve the capacity of I-240 is an appropriate purpose for the project 
based on the unsatisfactory traffic operations projected to occur by the design year.  Page 1-57 includes an 
unintentional error and should read “The improvements, within the study area of the proposed project , that were 
assumed to be in place by 2030 for the purposes of the traffic capacity analysis are included in Table 1-10”  The 
conclusion that mass transportation is not feasible is justifiable and supported as there are no mass transit 
improvements proposed that would adequately address the purpose and need for the project.  The French Broad 
River MPO’s Transportation 2030: The Long Range Multi-Modal Plan for Buncombe, Haywood, and Henderson Counties, nor 
the Asheville City Development Plan 2025 include any defined projects that would address the purpose and need for 
the proposed project.  Conversely, the Asheville City Development Plan 2025 states in the transit section that 
“substantial changes need to occur in order to increase ridership to the extent necessary to address congestion 
problems throughout the transportation network.”  The design speed for the combined I-26/I-240 section of the 
project has been coordinated with the Federal Highway Administration, who has design decision making authority 
for routes on the interstate system, and determined to be the most appropriate design speed for this segment.  
With regard to compatibility of transit plans and the request for an analysis of the no build alternative compared 
with the effect of build options on the development of mass transit within the city, the no-build scenario includes 
all transit improvements identified as a financially constrained plan from the French Broad River MPO’s 
Transportation 2030: The Long Range Multi-Modal Plan for Buncombe, Haywood, and Henderson Counties.  Therefore, the 
ability of mass transit has already been shown to not be viable.  The existing freeway system within the study area 
of the proposed project is currently being utilized to transport nuclear waste, and it is not likely that the proposed 
project will have a substantial effect on the routing of hazardous waste.   

Comments 

Asheville Design Center – Stated that the DEIS needs to be updated to reflect the traffic projections that are 
scheduled to be completed in October. Additionally, stated that the DEIS does not quantify or compare the 
amounts of impervious surface for the alternatives nor does it adequately address the integration of other modes, 
including walking, bicycling, and transit where Alternatives 4 and 4B have opportunities to improve accessibility 
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by all three of these modes. 

Response 

An analysis of the traffic operations utilizing the latest traffic projections will be included in a future 
environmental document.  The measure of impervious surface for each alternative is not a measure that is 
typically included in the evaluation of alternatives as prescribed by the FHWA Technical Advisory Guidance for 
Preparing and Processing Environmental and Section 4 (f) Documents, thus is not included in the DEIS.  The evaluation of 
compatibility with existing plans, including assessment of bicycle, pedestrian and transit will be expanded in a 
future environmental document. 

Comments Relating to the Environmental Effects of the Project 

Comment 

*Mary Steiner, Jeff Hoffert – Stated that the property formerly owned by C. A. Mashburn has over 200 tagged 
and species rhododendrons and azaleas, and some of them may be rare.  

Response 

Comment noted.  The species are not included on the either of the federal or state listings for endangered and 
threatened species.     

Comment 

Jeff Huffert – Stated that Duke has studies showing that with increased carbon monoxide output from the cars 
going by that certain plants increase in their growth, such as poison ivy.  

Response 

Comment noted.    

Comment 

Laura Uberbacher – Requested that NCDOT include wildlife crossings underneath the highway because there is 
a large population of deer, as well as bear and smaller mammals that live in close proximity to the highway.  

Response 

NCDOT will consider impacts to wildlife as addressed in Section 4.1.5 of the DEIS and the need for wildlife 
crossing has not been identified for this project.  

Comment 

US Environmental Protection Agency - The DEIS summary impact table (S-1) does not include the terrestrial 
forest impacts for the different Sections or the Alternatives. Because of the proximity of Hominy Creek to 
terrestrial communities identified in Table 4-12, EPA strongly prefers Alternative F-1 for Section C. For 
Alternatives A, B-2 and F-1, there is a total impact of 59 acres of impact to terrestrial forests. The FEIS should 
include these impacts in the summary table. 

Response 

Comment noted. 

Comment 

US Environmental Protection Agency - 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. In addition to the invasive species noted in the DEIS, EPA's records also 
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indicate the presence of Japanese knotweed (Fallopia japonica, syn. Polygonum cuspidatum, Reynoutria japonica) 
in the project study area, including right-of-way areas along I-240, I-40 and NC 25. EPA requests that NCDOT 
consider the use of the draft BMPs for Japanese knotwood (as well as some of the other aggressive invasive plant 
species) that was provided to NCDOT's roadside Environment Unit and Natural Environmental Unit in October 
of 2007. The FEIS should also specifically address compliance with E.O. 13112 and FHWA roadside guidance on 
controlling invasive plant species.   

Response 

The Summary impact table presented in subsequent environmental documents for the project will include impacts 
to terrestrial communities.  The Natural Resources Technical Report and Supplemental DEIS will include a 
discussion of invasive species and compliance with E.O. 13112. 

Requests for Project Information 

Comment 

*Jose Pepi Acebo – Requested that NCDOT e-mail a link to the plans and the public hearing transcript to 
pepi@jbanetwork.com.  

Response 

Drew Joyner (NCDOT) provided the requested information to Mr. Acebo on February 9, 2009 via e-mail. 

 

Additional Studies Required 

Preliminary Design Plans for Alternative 4B 

Construction Cost Estimate for Alternative 4B 

Right-of-way Cost Estimate (with utilities) for Alternative 4B 

Relocation Report for Alternative 4B 

Develop Public Hearing Maps for Alternative 4B 

Updated Traffic Forecast Memorandum for All Alternatives 

Update Traffic Capacity for All Alternatives based on new forecast 

Update Preliminary Designs based on New Traffic Capacity Analysis 

Update Noise Report for Alternative 4B  

Update Air Quality Report for Alternative 4B  

Update Natural Resources Technical Report for Alternative 4B 

Update Traffic Capacity for All Alternatives based on new forecast 

Update Preliminary Designs based on New Traffic Capacity Analysis 

Update Indirect and Cumulative Effects for Alternative 4B 

Update Community Impact Analysis for Alternative 4B 

Update Hydraulic Technical Report for Alternative 4B 

Update Cultural Resources for Alternative 4B 
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Section 106 Meeting on Alternative 4B 

Assess Section 4(f) impacts for Alternative 4B 

Expand Analysis on Land Use Impacts 

Expand Analysis on Economic Effects 

Expand Analysis of Consistency with Existing Plans 

Preliminary Draft of Interchange Modification Report 

Geotechnical/Hazardous Materials Evaluation for Alternative 4B 

Section 404/Merger Application 

Re-visit Concurrence Point 2/2A 

Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

 

If you have questions or comments regarding this information, please contact Doug Taylor, NCDOT Project 
Engineer, at (919) 250-4016 or Peter Trencansky, URS Corporation (Consultant) at (919) 461-1332. 

 
BKC/pt 
 
Approved By   ______________________________________ 
                                          Gregory J. Thorpe, PhD 

   NCDOT Branch Manager - Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch 
 

 
Approved By   ______________________________________ 
                                          Jay A. Bennett, PE 

   NCDOT State Roadway Design Engineer 
 

 
cc: Attendees  
 
 

 
 



MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To:  Project File (I-26 Connector) 
 
From:   Christopher Werner, PE 
 
Date:  October 13, 2009 
 
RE:  State Project 34165.1.1 (TIP I-2513) 
  F.A. Project MA-NHF-26-1(53)  

Buncombe County 
TIP Project I-2513, Interstate 26 Connector 
Project meeting regarding alternatives’ designs 
 

 
A meeting was held on Thursday October 1, 2009 in the first floor conference room of the City of 
Asheville Public Works Building.  The meeting agenda included introductions, and discussion on 
the details of the alternatives’ design development.  Attendees of the meeting are shown on the 
attached sign-in sheet. 
 
Items discussed are summarized below: 
 
• The meeting was initiated by Cathy Ball, of the City of Asheville thanking NCDOT for 

attending today in order to discuss the recent design revisions with the City of Asheville, the 
Asheville Design Center, Buncombe County, and Figg-Lochner.   

 
• Ms. Ball explained the groups’ expectations of the meeting were to better understand the 

effects of modifying the designs so Alternative 4B could be refined to address the needs of the 
community.  Ms. Ball continued by stating that the current consensus of the Technical 
Coordinating Committee for Alternative 4B, including the City of Asheville, the Asheville 
Design Center, and Buncombe County, prefer Alternative 4B under Patton Avenue (to be 
referred to as Alternative 4B Under).  

 
• Charlie Flowe, of TGS Engineers, then reviewed the recent design revisions of Alternative 4B 

and Alternative 4B Under, by providing the group a handout which detailed specific design 
changes for all alternatives. 

o The group questioned if the design changes consisted of any negative effects to the 
Human or Natural Environment Impacts.  It was explained to the group that all 
design changes were developed by trying to accommodate requests made at the 
September 2009 Public Hearing, accommodating the needs resulting from the 
capacity analysis, which was revised based upon the recent traffic forecast update, 
while trying to minimize impacts to known sensitive resources throughout the 
project.  It was also explained that evaluation of all alternatives to be carried 
forward would be evaluated and documented in the Supplemental Draft 
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Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) which is scheduled to be signed in April 
2010. 

o The group questioned when a decision between Alternatives 4B and Alternative 4B 
Under would be made and at what point in the study process should comments be 
submitted to NCDOT regarding the alternatives.  Derrick Weaver, of the NCDOT 
Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch, explained at this point, 
both Alternatives 4B and 4B Under would be carried forward until both can be 
further evaluated.  Mr. Weaver also explained that NCDOT is currently in the 
process of updating the supporting technical studies which will be incorporated into 
the SDEIS.  Once the SDEIS is completed, the document will be made available for 
public review and comment, following with a Public Hearing.  Mr. Weaver noted 
that comments received between now and the completion of the SDEIS will be 
given consideration, however, NCDOT will formally solicit comments once the 
SDEIS has been signed. 

• Ms. Ball explained that the group is also representing the Montford Community, which has 
documented concerns that have previously been provided to NCDOT.  Specific concerns 
discussed at today’s meeting included: 

o The Montford neighborhood prefers the Alternative 4B Under. 
o The Montford neighborhood suggests adding a retaining wall along the Montford 

neighborhood so the proposed I-26 could be tied into (or closer) to existing grade 
further to the south, rather than carrying an elevated section of I-26 further to the 
north, which they feel could reduce overall project cost and reduce noise impacts to 
the Montford neighborhood.    

o Mr. Weaver suggested that NCDOT will investigate the potential for utilizing a 
retaining wall in order to tie the elevated section of I-26 in as soon as possible.  
Mr. Weaver then discussed some of the details associated with the Noise Analysis 
and the criteria used for determining noise wall locations.  Mr. Weaver noted the 
Noise Analysis is currently being updated, which will identify locations where 
Noise Abatement would be warranted.  Upon completion of the Noise Analysis, the 
group requested the results be provided so they may better understand the process 
and the locations of proposed noise barriers.    

• The group also noted there was concern regarding the Alternative 4, Alternative 4B and 
Alternative 4B Under current designs’ which impact five residences along Hill Street.  The 
group felt the alignment of I-240 could be modified in order to avoid impacting these homes. 

o Mr. Flowe explained there were constraints with connecting to existing I-240 
within this area; however, he would reevaluate the alignment to determine if there 
was potential to avoid impacting the referenced properties along Hill Street.   

• The group questioned the location for the proposed connector street from Hill Street to Patton 
Avenue as shown on the designs for Alternative 4, Alternative 4B and Alternative 4B Under.  
It was explained by the group that the Housing Authority would prefer this connector road be 
removed and replaced with the extension of Hazel Street, which is within the Hillcrest 
Housing Complex. 

o Ken Burleson, of TGS Engineers, explained that by extending Hazel Street, several 
housing units would be impacted and therefore may constitute Environmental 
Justice issues.  NCDOT suggested that coordination with the Housing Authority is 
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required to determine if there were any drafted or adopted plans for modifying this 
complex.  NCDOT will also investigate the Environmental Justice affects should 
this connection be made as a part of this project.  Mr. Weaver noted finalization of 
the placement of this connector road could take place after the selection of the 
Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA), given  there 
are alternatives that do not show any improvements on the east side of the French 
Broad River. 

• The group questioned how much of an emphasis cost has on the selection of the LEDPA. 
o Mr. Weaver explained that the Merger Team, which consists of multiple resource 

agency representatives, among others, will review impacts to the Natural and 
Human Environment initially.  If the Natural and Human Environment impacts are 
relatively similar, then the alternatives’ cost may weigh more heavily in selecting 
the LEDPA.   

• The group understood the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) would be the 
communities’ voice as a voting member of the Merger Team.  The group was concerned that 
the City of Asheville and Buncombe County had previously submitted letters of alternative 
recommendation, which conflicted with one another, and therefore would result with the other 
cities represented by the MPO making a recommendation for the LEDPA.   

o Mr. Weaver explained that once the SDEIS is out for review, all entities as well as 
the public will have an opportunity to voice their concerns, comments, and 
recommendations.  It is anticipated these entities will provide their concerns, 
comments, and recommendations based on the updated information presented in 
the SDEIS. 

• The group questioned if there was potential for pedestrian and bus traffic along the Smoky 
Park Bridges for Alternatives 4, 4B, and 4B Under. 

o Mr. Flowe explained, based upon the initial capacity analysis, the existing four 
lanes (in each direction) along the Smoky Park Bridges would not be required for 
vehicular traffic. 

• The group questioned when the Traffic Forecast Technical Memorandum would be completed. 
o Mr. Weaver explained the Traffic Forecast Technical Memorandum would be 

finalized and available by the end of 2009. 
• The group questioned if the draft information to be included in the Traffic Forecast Technical 

Memorandum questioned the need for 6 lanes versus 8 lanes based upon. 
o Mr. Weaver explained that there was no significant change to the projected traffic 

along I-26 and therefore the typical section would not be changed. 
• The group questioned if the visualizations will be updated based upon the design revisions. 

o Mr. Weaver explained that additional discussion is needed as no determination has 
been made regarding updating the visualizations. 

• The group recommended in the future, the potential bridge design options be shown to the 
public. 

o Mr. Weaver suggested a graphic could be prepared for future public involvement 
activities, depicting potential bridge types. 

 
Action Items: 
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• TGS – to investigate utilizing a retaining wall to tie proposed I-26 into existing as soon as 
possible. 

• NCDOT – to provide results of Noise Analysis to the City of Asheville, the Asheville Design 
Center, and Buncombe County. 

• TGS – to reevaluate I-240 alignment for potential to eliminate Hill Street impacts. 
• URS and TGS – to investigate Environmental Justice concerns with Hillcrest Housing 

Complex connector road.   
• NCDOT – to make Traffic Forecast available upon finalization. 
• NCDOT – develop graphic showing potential bridge types for future public involvement. 
 
cc: Attendees 
      File 
 





 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I-26 Connector – Buncombe County 
STIP Project No. I-2513 

 
Project Update Meeting with the City of Asheville, Buncombe County and   

Asheville Design Center 
 

Friday, February 26, 2010 
10:00 AM – 12:00 PM 

City of Asheville Public Works Building, Room A111 
161 South Charlotte Street 

 
1. Current Status of Alternative 4B  

• Alternative 4B - under vs. over 
• Adopted by Merger Team as Detailed Study Alternative 

 
2. Requests to Revise Alternative 4B 

• Shorten Elevated Bridge Section on US 19-23-70 
• Tie US 19-23-70 NB directly into I-26 
• Shift I-240 to the west in vicinity of Hill Street 
• Remove/Relocate Connector Street from Atkinson Street to Patton Avenue 

 
3. Modifications to Alternative 4 and 4B 

• I-26 and ramps shifted west to avoid Freeman House Historic Property 
 

4. Other Requests 
• Request to clarify design speeds 
• Request to update visualization 
• Request to provide noise levels for Montford 
• Request to provide Traffic Forecast when complete 
• Request to evaluate bridge types 

 
5. Open Discussion 

• Discuss any additional concerns 
 

6. Next Steps/Schedule 
• Completion of Supplemental DEIS 
• Corridor Public Hearing 
• Selection of Least Environmentally Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) 
 

 



MEETING SUMMARY      
 

 
To:  Project File  
 
From:   Joanna Rocco 

AECOM 
 
Date:  October 1, 2015 
 
RE:  Internal Memorandum of FBRMPO Governing Board Meeting   
  NCDOT STIP Project I-2513 (I-26 Connector) 

 

 

Project Team Attendees: 

Rick Tipton, NCDOT – Division 3 
Kristina Solberg, NCDOT – Division 3 
Derrick Weaver, NCDOT – PDEA 
John Burris, AECOM 
Neil Dean, AECOM 
Chris Werner, AECOM 
Joanna Rocco - AECOM 
 

 

The project team attended the September 24, 2015 French Broad River Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (FBRMPO) Governing Board meeting to follow-up with the board regarding project issues 
discussed at the April board meeting.  The project team presented information regarding the proposed 
greenway, the comparison of the FBRMPO’s travel demand models, and project constructability (see 
attached presentation).    

The FBRMPO members noted that they appreciated the presentation and would contact the project team 
with any questions. John Sullivan noted that the project team is updating the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) will be signing the document by the 
end of September or early October. 
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Agenda
 Introductions and Purpose of Meeting

 Project Status 

 Proposed Greenway Discussion

 Travel Demand Model Discussion 

 Project Constructability

 Project Schedule and Next Steps

 Discussion 
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Proposed Greenway
 City of Asheville, North Carolina Parks, Recreation, Cultural 

Arts, & Greenways Master Plan (City of Asheville 2013)

 Consistent with the “West Asheville Greenway”, as proposed 
in 2013 plan

 Begins at Haywood Road, follows the I-26 corridor to merge 
with Patton Avenue and cross the French Broad River



I-26 Connector

Proposed Greenway
 City of Asheville, North Carolina Parks, Recreation, Cultural 

Arts, & Greenways Master Plan (City of Asheville 2013)

 Consistent with the “West Asheville Greenway”, as proposed 
in 2013 plan

 Begins at Haywood Road, follows the I-26 corridor to merge 
with Patton Avenue and cross the French Broad River

September 24, 2015
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Proposed Greenway
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Proposed Greenway

September 24, 2015



Travel Demand Model 
Discussion

 2015 Travel Demand Model to be released 10/2015

 DEIS traffic forecast based upon 2005 Travel Demand Model

 Evaluation between 2005 and 2010 performed when 2010 
Travel Demand Model was released
 Determined differences between 2005 and 2010 travel demand model 

changes would not effect selection of Preferred Alternative

 Evaluation performed between 2005, 2010 and 2015 Travel 
Demand Model given 2015 DEIS is complete
 To confirm model changes would not effect selection of Preferred 

Alternative 
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VMT Analysis – Base and Future Year VMT

2005 Model Base Year – 2005 Future Year - 2030

Model Wide 13,211,390 20,542,366

I-2513 Study Area 1,852,781 2,582,160

2010 Model Base Year – 2005 Future Year - 2035

Model Wide 12,204,778 19,722,204

I-2513 Study Area 1,723,407 2,491,706

2015 Model Base Year – 2010 Future Year - 2040

Model Wide 14,268,076 21,449,249

I-2513 Study Area 1,862,454 2,698,844
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VMT AnalysisVMT Analysis – Compound Annual Growth 
Rates (CAGR)

2005 Model 2005-2030 CAGR

Model Wide 1.78%

I-2513 Study Area 1.34%

2010 Model 2005-2035 CAGR

Model Wide 1.61%

I-2513 Study Area 1.24%

2015 Model 2010-2040 CAGR

Model Wide 1.37%

I-2513 Study Area 1.24%



I-26 Connector
VMT Analysis – 30-Year Time Period VMT

2005 Model Base Year – 2005 Future Year –
2035*

Percentage
Change

Model Wide 13,211,390 22,438,347

I-2513 Study Area 1,852,781 2,759,402 49%

2010 Model Base Year – 2005 Future Year -
2035

Percentage 
Change

Model Wide 12,204,778 19,722,204

I-2513 Study Area 1,723,407 2,491,706 45%

2015 Model Base Year – 2010 Future Year -
2040

Percentage
Change

Model Wide 14,268,076 21,449,249

I-2513 Study Area 1,862,454 2,698,844 45%

*Grown to 2035 using the 2005-2030 GAGR
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Conclusions 
 Current forecast based upon 2005 model

 Negligible difference in models from overall traffic forecasting 
perspective

 Differences between 2005, 2010, 2015 Travel Demand Models would 
not effect selection of the LEDPA/Preferred Alternative



Section A-A (Between Brevard Road and Amboy Road)

September 24, 2015
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Section A-A (Between Brevard Road and Amboy Road)
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Section B-B (South of Bridge over State Street)
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Section B-B (South of Bridge over State Street)
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Section C-C (North of Haywood Road Interchange)
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Section C-C (North of Haywood Road Interchange)
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Next Steps
 DEIS Published 2015

 Public Hearing and Open House to be held

 Receive Public and Agencies Comments

 Select Preferred Alternative

 Utilize 2015 Travel Demand Model
 Prepare updated traffic forecast

 Update/refine designs of Preferred Alternative per new traffic forecast 
and comments received

 Prepare FEIS
 Include summary of updated engineering and environmental studies 

per revised designs

 Summarize public and agency comments
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I-2513 Public Meetings and Presentations Record 
 
 
DATE OF MEETING: 3/10/1998  
 
GROUP: WNC Corridor Assn.  
 
LOCATION: Cornerstone Restaurant 
 
PROJECT REPRESENTATIVES: Ken Burleson, Joe Westbrook  
 
ATTENDANCE: Approximately 20 
 
NOTES: I presented the current project preliminary plans and schedule. We encouraged their 
participation in the public involvement process. 











 
I-2513 Public Meetings and Presentations Record 
 
 
DATE OF MEETING: 10/14/98  
 
GROUP: Leadership Asheville Seniors  
 
LOCATION: Riverlink Office Lyman Street 
 
PROJECT REPRESENTATIVES: Ken Burleson, Tom Kendig  
 
ATTENDANCE: Approximately 30 
 
NOTES: We attended this meeting to inform attendee about the proposed project and participated in 
a panel discussion concerning growth issues. 

























































 
I-2513 Public Meetings and Presentations Record 
 
 
DATE OF MEETING: 9/28/99  
 
GROUP: City Seeds Conference  
 
LOCATION: Wortham Theatre Pack Place 
 
PROJECT REPRESENTATIVES: Ken Burleson 
 
ATTENDANCE: Approximately 100 
 
NOTES: I attended this conference presentation to address concerns about the project and as it 
relates to urban design and sprawl issues. 































 
I-2513 Public Meetings and Presentations Record 
 
 
DATE OF MEETING: 4/12/2000  
 
GROUP: I-26 Connector Awareness Group  
 
LOCATION: City Hall 
 
PROJECT REPRESENTATIVES: Ken Burleson, Tom Kendig, Drew Joyner, Carl Goode, Chris 
Gatchill (FHWA) 
 
ATTENDANCE: Approximately 20 
 
NOTES: The meeting was to improve relationships and to inform the group about the project and 
upcoming education and design forums. Encourage their participation through the CCC which was 
being formed.  

































 
I-2513 Public Meetings and Presentations Record 
 
 
DATE OF MEETING: 1/15/2002  
 
GROUP: Asheville COC Trans. Task Force  
 
LOCATION: Chamber Headquarters  
 
PROJECT REPRESENTATIVES:  Drew Joyner, Alan Thornburg, Ken Burleson 
 
ATTENDANCE: Approximately 50 
 
NOTES: Project representatives gave a project status and process presentation at this luncheon 
meeting. 



 
I-2513 Public Meetings and Presentations Record 
 
 
DATE OF MEETING: 05/30/2002  
 
GROUP: Asheville COC  
 
LOCATION: GPI Country Club  
 
PROJECT REPRESENTATIVES:  Drew Joyner, Alan Thornburg, Ken Burleson, Janet Diaginasio,  
 
ATTENDANCE: Approximately 40 
 
NOTES: Project representatives gave a project status and process presentation at this evening 
meeting. 

























 
I-2513 Public Meetings and Presentations Record 
 
 
DATE OF MEETING: 06-26-2003  
 
GROUP: I-26 Connector Awareness Group (CAG) 
 
LOCATION: Westgate Shopping Center @ 6pm 
 
PROJECT REPRESENTATIVES:  Drew Joyner, Ken Burleson 
 
ATTENDANCE: Approximately 20 
 
NOTES: Project representatives discussed the project status and schedule at this evening meeting. 



 
I-2513 Public Meetings and Presentations Record 
 
 
DATE OF MEETING: 11/13/2003  
 
GROUP: Asheville Rotary Club  
 
LOCATION: Asheville Country Club 
 
PROJECT REPRESENTATIVES:  Drew Joyner, Alan Thornburg, Ken Burleson, Greg Thorpe, Jay 
Swain, Derrick Weaver 
 
 
ATTENDANCE: Approximately 40 
 
NOTES: Project representatives gave a project status presentation at this luncheon meeting. 













































































MEMORANDUM 
 

To: Meeting Attendees  

      &  

Invitees: 

Senator Tom Apodaca 
Representative Susan Fisher 

Representative Tim Moffitt 

City Manager Gary Jackson, City of Asheville 

County Manager Wanda Greene, Buncombe County 

Commissioner Chairman David Gantt, Buncombe County 

Dr. Tony Baldwin, Schools Superintendent, Buncombe County 

Mayor Jerry Vehaun, Town of Woodfin 

Town Manager Jason Young, Town of Woodfin 

Mark Pierce, URS Corporation – North Carolina 

From:   Jeff Weisner, URS Corporation – North Carolina 

Date:  August 20, 2014 

RE:  Summary of the Local Officials Meeting conducted on May 12, 2014 

NCDOT Project No. I-2513:  I-26 Asheville Connector Project, Buncombe County, NC 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

A Local Officials Meeting was held on May 12, 2014 from 2:00 to 3:00 PM in the Renaissance Hotel’s 

Grand Ballroom in Asheville, NC. Approximately 21 local and state officials attended the meeting.  The 

following individuals recorded their attendance.  

North Carolina Senate 

 Senator Terry Van Duyn, District 49 
 
North Carolina House of Representatives 

 Representative Nathan Ramsey 
 
North Carolina Board of Transportation 

 Board Member David Brown, Division 13 
 
City of Asheville  

 Mayor Esther Manheimer 

 Vice-Mayor Marc Hunt 

 Councilwoman Gwen Wisler 

 Councilman Jan Davis 
 
Buncombe County 

 Commissioner Brownie Newman, District 1 

 Commissioner Holly Jones, District 1 

 Commissioner Joe Belcher, District 3 

 Josh O’Conner, Zoning Administrator 



 Jon Creighton, Planning & Development Director 
 
Madison County 

 Forrest Gilliam, Assistant County Manager 

 Commissioner Wayne Brigman 
 

Town of Weaverville 

 Councilman Doug Jackson 
 

Land-of-Sky Regional Council 

 Lyuba Zuyeva, Transit Program Manager 

 Vicki Eastland, RPO Coordinator 

 Paul Black, French Broad River MPO Director 

 Erica Anderson, Director of Economic and Community Development 

 Doug Dearth, MPO Board Vice-Chair 
 
NCDOT Staff Members 

 James Dunlop, Congestion Management 

 Elise Groundwater, Congestion Management 

 Tris Ford, Community Studies 

 Drew Joyner, Human Environment 

 Anamika Laad, Public Involvement 

 Diane Wilson, Public Involvement 

 Kevin Moore, NCDOT Roadway Design 

 Kristina Solberg, Division 13 

 Jay Swain, Division 13 

 Rick Tipton, Division 13 

 Derrick Weaver, NCDOT Project Development 

 Michael Wray, NCDOT Project Development 
 

The objectives of the Local Officials Meeting were to: 

 Present a new alternative (Alternative 3C) in Section B 

 Present roadway design plan modifications to Alternative 3 and Alternative 4 in order to avoid 

impacts to the Emma Road Community 

 Announce the updated environmental studies and the preparation of a new Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement to document the updated studies 

The Local Officials Meeting began with Mr. Jeff Weisner, URS, providing a general overview of and 

summarizing the current status of the I-26 Asheville Connector Project. After the initial briefing, Mr. 

Weisner described the layout of the various stations and information to be presented during the Public 

Meeting. Local and state officials were then escorted through the stations beginning with a flyover 

visualization video that presented the proposed project and alternatives being studied, and ending in an 

adjacent room where the maps of the various alternatives were posted for review. Officials had the 

opportunity to discuss the project and to ask questions of the NCDOT staff and their consultants.  

 

 

 



Questions that were raised during the meeting: 

 Based upon the traffic capacity analysis, how many lanes are needed to meet the demand? 

 How does the new alternative, 3C, differ from the other Section B Alternatives? 

 How much right-of-way will be acquired in Section A to widen the road? 

 What will be the impacts to the homes north and south of Haywood Road?  

 Will the bicycle and pedestrian facilities provide connectivity across the Capt. Jeff Bowen Bridge 

and linkage to the planned greenway system? 



Burton Street Neighborhood Meeting, June 2014 

TIP Project I-2513 (I-26 Asheville Connector Outreach in Burton Street Neighborhood) 

Location: Burton Street Community Center, 134 Burton Street, Asheville, NC 28806 

Date and Time: 6/30/2014, 5:00 PM to 7:00 PM 

Project Team: Michael Wray, NCDOT 
Rick Tipton, NCDOT 
DeWayne Barton, Burton Street Neighborhood Association 
Sealy Chipley, Chipley Consulting 
Jeff Hext, URS Corporation 

  Paul Himberger, URS Corporation 
 
Approximately 20 meeting participants attended the Burton Street Neighborhood Meeting at the Burton 
Street Community Center on June 30, 2014. The meeting began with a brief introduction by Michael 
Wray, who explained the purpose of the meeting and the general format for the evening. Rick Tipton 
provided a general update regarding the status of the project, focusing on the Burton Street community, 
and potential impacts of Design Alternatives in the neighborhood. Several residents asked questions 
about the timeframe of the project, funding status, and the Alternative that City and County officials 
voted to support (pending the results of the final Environmental Impact Statement expected to be 
completed by Summer 2015).  Rick Tipton indicated right-of-way acquisition is expected to begin in 
2018, but he cautioned that this date is subject to change due to unforeseen circumstances (ie. the 
newly developed prioritization process that NCDOT has recently implemented). The following 
summarizes other questions and comments from residents. 

• Multiple residents asked how the community can remain involved as the process continues. 
• The community identified their priorities with the development of Burton Street Neighborhood 

Plan (2010); Residents requested that this plan be taken into consideration as the alternatives 
are assessed. Major goals include: improve community cohesion, create new community spaces, 
and improve neighborhood structure for safety and mobility. 

• Many meeting participants expressed fatigue over the uncertainty of the highway project: Many 
residents are not investing in their community because they don’t know whether it will remain 
intact. 

• Residents explained that realtors and other land developers are buying property from long-term 
residents for low prices to profit from expected right-of-way acquisition by NCDOT. 

• One resident suggested that a list of houses in the proposed right-of-way should be made 
available to the public; Staff responded that since there is no final alternative yet, this would be 
premature. In addition, NCDOT staff indicated that avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures through final design would occur once a final alternative is selected.  

After these overarching questions were answered, staff invited residents to examine maps of Design 
Alternatives for Sections A and B provided by the consultant team. Large maps with building and house 



Questions that were raised during the meeting: 

 Based upon the traffic capacity analysis, how many lanes are needed to meet the demand? 

 How does the new alternative, 3C, differ from the other Section B Alternatives? 

 How much right-of-way will be acquired in Section A to widen the road? 

 What will be the impacts to the homes north and south of Haywood Road?  

 Will the bicycle and pedestrian facilities provide connectivity across the Capt. Jeff Bowen Bridge 

and linkage to the planned greenway system? 
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Purpose of Meeting 

 
In a July 1, 2014 e-mail from Mr. Richard Lee (EWANA President) to Mr. Michael Wray (NCDOT) and in 
accordance with subsequent coordination between Mr. Lee and staff from URS, Mr. Lee requested an outreach 
meeting with representatives from FHWA and NCDOT.  The purpose of this meeting was to allow one-on-one 
discussions with representatives from EWANA, FHWA, and NCDOT, to receive input from residents of EWANA 
about this project with respect to their community plans, and to provide updates on the project since the Public 
Meeting conducted by NCDOT on May 12, 2014.   
 
 

Topics of Discussion 
 
The following topics were discussed during this meeting or were included in the Comment Forms collected 
during the meeting, and are presented in the following sections.  Copies of the Comment Forms are attached to 
this Meeting Summary for reference. 
 

 Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodations 

 Closure of Hanover Street at Haywood Road 

 Community Connectivity via Haywood Road 

 Diversion of Traffic from Patton Avenue 

 Haywood & Hanover Bus Service 

 New Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

 Noise Walls 

 Section A 

 Section B - Alternative 3C 

 Traffic Accidents 

 Traffic Forecasting & Level of Service 

 Truck Traffic 

 
 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodations 
 
Several meeting attendees were interested in bicycle and pedestrian accommodations with respect to 
ingress/egress for the EWANA Neighborhood.  They specifically reviewed the City of Asheville Greenway Master 
Plan and wanted to ensure that the current plan was being referenced during the development of this project. 
 
Mr. Richard Lee, President of EWANA, notified meeting attendees that a TIGER Grant was approved on 
September 9, 2014 that might provide funding for a greenway on the east side of the neighborhood.  
 
Several meeting attendees noted their approval of the proposed bicycle/pedestrian crossing of the French Broad 
River on the south side of Patton Avenue. 
 
“The portion of Haywood Road that crosses over I-26/I-240 must be made into a ‘greenway’ or ‘grass zone’ or 
whatever to help reduce the impact of cutting east-west Asheville further in half, and it must accommodate 
bikes and pedestrians.” 
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Several meeting attendees requested improved accommodations for bicycles and pedestrians on the Amboy 
Road crossing the French Broad River.  This would provide a second outlet from the EWANA Neighborhood and 
would connect Greenways #8 and #9 on the City’s Master Greenway Plan.  
 
One meeting attendee commented that the bridge rail at Exit 2 on I-26/I-240 near B&B Pharmacy is “shin-high” 
and very dangerous, and asked whether the rail could be raised to the new standard of 45 inches. 
 
Several meeting attendees requested grate inlets with transverse ribs rather than parallel ribs that create a 
hazard for bicycle riders.  They noted several locations including Wellington Street and State Street. 
 
 

Closure of Hanover Street at Haywood Road 
 
“Just concerned that the closure of Hanover at Haywood will cause more through-traffic to divert to Swannanoa 
Avenue.  Swannanoa Avenue is already a cut-through with cars exceeding the 25-mph speed limit.” 
 
 

Community Connectivity via Haywood Road 
 
“The Haywood Road Bridge is the heart of the EWANA Neighborhood.  It provides connectivity between east 
and west Asheville for pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorists.  This is a bicycle and pedestrian corridor.  Residents 
want good walkways and good bikeways.” 
 
 

Diversion of Traffic from Patton Avenue 
 
“The diversion of I-240 traffic off of Patton Avenue is an excellent long-term plan that will keep Patton Avenue 
from becoming overwhelmed with traffic.  In addition, this will open business opportunities for the boulevard 
that would be created on Patton Avenue.” 
 
 

Haywood & Hanover Bus Service 
 
The Haywood Bus Line reportedly has a high rate of ridership.  This bus route serves Hanover Street and the 
Pisgah View Apartments.  “If Hanover Street is to be modified, what will happen to this bus route?”  Residents 
are requesting close coordination between NCDOT and the City of Asheville to minimize disruption to the City’s 
bus lines. 
 
 

New Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
 
Several meeting attendees asked why the new Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is being prepared 
before the new traffic analysis is completed.  They requested that “the DEIS be postponed until the French 
Broad River Metropolitan Planning Organization prepares a new traffic model with valid, reasonably-accurate 
projections.” 
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Noise Walls 

 
“Please give us a noise wall on Hanover Street.  The noise is very loud with four lanes of traffic.  We have to talk 
loud to hear ourselves outside now.  Eight lanes will be crazy loud, too intrusive.”  NCDOT representatives noted 
that the noise wall criteria had changed, and that the Traffic Noise Analysis is currently underway. 
 
 

Section A 
 
“The Section A Footprint at present would harm Haywood Road’s economic renaissance.  Four or six lanes 
should be included as alternatives, not just eight.” 
 
 

Section B - Alternative 3C 
 
“Alternative 3C appears to be the most-expensive option, long-term.  Given the rapid growth of Asheville, by the 
time construction starts, it will most likely be necessary to have I-240 separate from Patton Avenue.  If we move 
forward with Alternative 3C, we will eventually need to redesign and implement traffic across the Patton Avenue 
Bridge over the French Broad River.  The congestion could also have an impact on tourism.” 
 
 

Traffic Accidents 
 
“This area (unspecified in the comment received) averages at least one accident per day.” 
 
 

Traffic Forecasting & Level of Service 
 
On behalf of EWANA, Mr. Lee provided I-240 Traffic Data at Haywood including a graph of forecasted traffic 
volumes versus existing traffic data.  Mr. Lee commented that the proposed traffic trends should look flatter 
than the NCDOT traffic projections.  A copy of the Traffic Data Graph is attached to this Meeting Summary for 
reference.  Mr. Lee also requested that FHWA grant a variance in the required level of service in order to 
minimize the proposed footprint of the improved highways. 
 
 

Truck Traffic 
 
Several meeting attendees expressed concern regarding truck traffic through their neighborhood in route to and 
from the new brewery. 
 
 

Acknowledgements 
 
Should you have questions or comments regarding this meeting summary, please contact Mr. Michael Wray at 
(919) 707-6050 or mgwray@ncdot.gov, or Mr. Mark Pierce at (919) 461-1515 or mark.pierce@urs.com. 

 
-End- 

mailto:mgwray@ncdot.gov
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MEETING  SUMMARY 
 
To:  I-2513 Project File 
 
From: Mark Pierce (URS Corporation – North Carolina) 
 
Date: October 2, 2014 
 
RE:  Montford Neighborhood Association Small-Group Meeting (September 16, 2014) 
  I-26 Asheville Connector Project, Asheville, NC 
  North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) Project No. I-2513 
 
 

___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Staff from NCDOT and URS conducted a small-group meeting with residents of the Montford Neighborhood 
Association and other interested parties on September 16, 2014 from 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. in the Montford 
Community Center at 34 Pearson Drive in Asheville.    
 
 

Meeting Attendees 
 
The following eleven individuals recorded their attendance, or were observed to be in attendance, and 
participated in discussions with representatives from NCDOT and URS: 
 

1. Alice Bissell 
2. Kim Borden 
3. Brian Elston* 
4. Alma Lamb 

5. T____  M_____ 
6. Michael McDonough* 
7. Joan Miller 
8. Ellen Nultes 

9. David Patterson 
10. Sue Russell 
11. Marsha Stickford* 
(*) verbal and/or written comments 

 
The following nine individuals recorded their attendance and represented NCDOT and URS in discussions with 
residents of the Montford Neighborhood and other meeting attendees:  
 

1. Tristram Ford  NCDOT Community Studies 
2. Terry Harris  NCDOT Roadway Design 
3. Paul Himberger  URS Corporation – North Carolina 
4. Thomas Meadows NCDOT Roadway Design 
5. Mark Pierce  URS Corporation – North Carolina 
6. Kristina Solberg  NCDOT Division 13 
7. Rick Tipton  NCDOT Division 13 
8. Diane Wilson  NCDOT Public Involvement 
9. Michael Wray  NCDOT Project Development 

 
A copy of the Attendance Record is attached to this Meeting Summary for reference. 
 
 

Purpose of Meeting 
 
On or about July 16, 2014, Mr. Brian Elston (Montford Neighborhood Association President), called the Project 
Hotline and left a message requesting a community meeting with NCDOT.  Mr. Mark Pierce (URS) returned the 
call to Mr. Elston on July 16, 2014.  During that telephone conversation, Mr. Elston requested a meeting with 
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NCDOT similar to the meeting conducted with the Burton Street Community.  Mr. Pierce requested potential 
dates for the meeting that would be suitable for residents of the Montford Neighborhood.  In accordance with 
subsequent coordination, Mr. Elston requested a meeting with representatives from NCDOT during a regularly-
scheduled neighborhood meeting on September 16, 2014. 
 
The purpose of this meeting was to allow one-on-one discussions with representatives from Montford and 
NCDOT, to receive input from residents of Montford about this project, and to provide updates on the project 
since the Public Meeting conducted by NCDOT on May 12, 2014.   
 
 

Topics of Discussion 
 
The following topics were discussed during this meeting and are presented in the following sections: 
 

• Consideration and Evaluation of Resources 
• Conversion of I-240 from a Freeway to a Boulevard 
• HOV Lanes 
• Montford Representation by Western North Carolina Alliance 
• Project Decisions by the Interagency  Team 
• Public Housing 
• Section B Alternatives 

 
 

Consideration and Evaluation of Resources 
 
Mr. McDonough noted the importance of the French Broad River and the river valley as a resource, and asked 
how the crossing of the French Broad River was evaluated amongst the various alternatives.  Mr. McDonough 
also questioned why project alternatives are routed through or near established neighborhoods.   
 
It was noted that alternatives are developed to avoid or minimize impacts to human and natural resources using 
best-fit alignments.  Each alternative is evaluated with respect to a matrix of estimated impacts to the 
referenced resources.  The Interagency Team evaluates the estimated impacts and selects the alternative that 
will be the least-environmentally-damaging-practicable alternative. 
 
It was further explained that in addition to being evaluated with respect to the river valley, community studies 
were being undertaken to evaluate the relative impacts borne by each community.  Categories include land use, 
effects on tax base, residential and business relocations, as well as general connectivity to the larger community. 
 
 

Conversion of I-240 from a Freeway to a Boulevard 
 
Mr. McDonough asked whether I-240 could be “re-envisioned” and converted from a freeway to a boulevard 
with lower speeds similar to Wendover Avenue in Greensboro.  Mr. McDonough pointed out that this would 
reconnect Hillcrest with the City. 
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HOV Lanes 
 
Mr. Elston asked whether high-occupancy-vehicle (HOV) lanes could be utilized for this area.  It was noted that 
HOV lanes are best-suited for areas with longer distances between access points, and that, even if HOV lanes are 
implemented, the footprint will be larger because the number of general purpose lanes needed does not 
decrease. 
 
 

Montford Representation by Western North Carolina Alliance 
 
Mr. Elston mentioned that Ms. Julie Mayfield, Western North Carolina Alliance, has attended previous meetings, 
represented the Montford Neighborhood Association, and provided the Association’s comments thus far. 
 
 

Project Decisions by the Interagency Team 
 
A general discussion took place about how project planning and design decisions are made by the Interagency 
Team, which is comprised of representatives from federal, state, and local agencies that ensure regulatory 
compliance on this and other NCDOT projects.   It was noted that Mr. Paul Black serves on the Interagency Team 
for this project as the representative of the French Broad River Metropolitan Planning Organization. 
 
 

Public Housing 
 
Ms. Stickford noted that there are several changes to the Asheville Housing Authority (AHA) and funding for 
Housing and Urban Development projects.  It was explained that multiple funding sources are now being 
combined into one, central, full-funding stream through Section 8.  While it is unclear at the moment how this 
will specifically impact Asheville, conversations have been occurring regarding the potential reconstruction/ 
rehabilitation of HUD and AHA complexes including the Klondyke & Woodridge Apartments, the Hillcrest 
Community, and Pisgah View Apartments. 
 
Ms. Stickford further noted that the Hillcrest Community has recently created a homeowners/community 
association with Mr. Michael Hayes serving as President.  Mr. Hayes is also in the beginning stages of 
establishing a Public Housing Leadership Council and inviting representatives from the other HUD/AHA 
developments in Asheville.  
 
 

Section B Alternatives 
 
Mr. McDonough asked about the changes to Alternative 4B since its conceptual design by the Asheville Design 
Center.  It was noted that the concept is the same, but the alternative looks different because interstate design 
standards were used to set required lane distances and minimum radii for the ramps and loops. 
 
Mr. McDonough also asked whether NCDOT could take the best parts of each alternative considered in Section B 
and combine them into a new alternative.  It was noted that was how the alternatives were initially developed, 
and eliminated or carried forward for detailed studies. 
 



labels for both Sections were displayed. Smaller, less detailed versions were also provided for the 3/3C 
and 4/4B alternatives. Because the impacts for Section B’s Alternatives 3 and 3C as well as Alternatives 4 
and 4B were the same in the Burton Street area, these four design alternatives were combined into two 
maps (3 and 4). Several other boards were displayed from the May Public Meeting (including 
Multimodal and Greenways Connectivity boards). During this portion of the meeting, individuals were 
interested to find out whether their homes were located in the proposed right-of-way for any of the 
Design Alternatives. Several residents preferred Alternative 4B because it kept more of the 
neighborhood intact, especially around the Fayetteville Street area. One participant felt that the 
community would suffer greatly if the road was expanded into the neighborhood as this community was 
heavily impacted during the original construction of I-240 and Patton Avenue. He felt that the overall 
community cohesion would be severely reduced.  

A number of themes, comments, and concerns were raised and discussed during the map examination 
portion including: 

• The desire to prevent (or minimize to the greatest extent possible) residents from being 
relocated, as it would be impossible to recreate the social fabric that currently exists. 

• The concern that the history of the neighborhood is slowly fading as growth, redevelopment, 
and sprawl encroach on the neighborhood. 

• Concern regarding road closures, continued access to the neighborhood, and the loss of local 
businesses. 

• The uncertainty of the project has kept the community from realizing goals as set forth in their 
community plan. 

• The desire to incorporate elements of the community and potential infrastructure projects 
within the final design plans of any alternative. 

• Many residents indicated that when accidents occur along this section of road (several times a 
week) the air and noise pollution that results from idling cars and trucks prevents residents from 
enjoying their outside spaces and contributes to increased health concerns. 

• Concern regarding the locations, use, and visual impacts of sound walls, as well as increased 
noise concerns due to the closer proximity of the road. 

The meeting adjourned at 7:05 pm. 
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In his September 17, 2014 e-mail to Mr. Wray, Mr. McDonough expressed his appreciation for the Montford 
Small-Group Meeting.  Mr. McDonough also requested consideration “of alternative standards for the I-240 
footprint east of the Westgate Shopping Center that would allow Alternatives 3 or 3C to be more compatible 
with community goals.”  A copy of Mr. McDonough’s e-mail is attached to this meeting summary for reference. 
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