


The thumb drive attached to the binding of this document contains a digital 
version of the full I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement including 

appendices. 
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North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources 
State Historic Preservation Office 

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

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

 
April 24, 2015 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:   Mary Pope Furr 
  Office of Human Environment 
  NCDOT Division of Highways 
 
FROM: Renee Gledhill-Earley 
  Environmental Review Coordinator      
 
SUBJECT: Updated Historic Structures Eligibility Report for I-26 Connector, I-2513,  

Buncombe County, CH 96-0472 
 
Thank you for your April 10, 2015, letter transmitting the above-referenced report. We have reviewed the re-
evaluation and concur with its findings that thirteen (13) properties previously identified by Mattson, Alexander 
and Associates and listed on page 4 remain eligible for listing in the National Register. We concur that 
Calvary Baptist Church (BN4921) is eligible for listing. The Southern Railroad Bridge (BN5928), which 
was determined eligible as part of the Wilma Dykeman Riverway project also remains eligible for listing. The 
criteria for listing and boundaries appear appropriate. 
 
For future ease in addressing potential effects on these properties, it would be very helpful to have a listing of 
the eligible properties with their name, survey site number, evaluation determination and criteria for listing 
presented in a chart format. 
 
The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 CFR 
Part 800. 
 
Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions concerning the above comment, 
contact Renee Gledhill-Earley, environmental review coordinator, at 919-807-6579 or 
environmental.review@ncdcr.gov. In all future communication concerning this project, please cite the above 
referenced tracking number. 
 
 

mailto:environmental.review@ncdcr.gov


PAT MCCRORY 
GoVERl'OR 

S TATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 

DEPARTiv1ENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

July 7, 2015 

Ms. Ramona Bartos, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 
North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office 
4617 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-4617 

Dear Ms. Bartos: 

AKTHONY J. TAT A 
SECRETARY 

SUBJECT: ::-:-Jo Adverse Effect Determinacion for Archaeological Site 31BN623. TIP I-2513, 
State Project No 8.U843701, Federal Project No. MANHF 26-1(53), Buncombe 
County, NCDOT Division 13. 

Archaeological site 31BN623, the remains of a hydro-electric plant, was determined eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places under Criterion A in June, 2008 as part of::-:-ICDOT's ongoing 
investigations related to TIP I-2513. On June 30, 2015 a meeting was held with HPO and FHWA 
staff to discuss effects to archaeological site 31BN623. Fill associated with the project (see the 
attached maps) will cover a small portion of one wall feature associated with the site. NCDOT plans 
to drive iron markers on each end of the fill adjacent to the wall to mark its extent prior to the 
placement of fill in this location. Based upon review of the current project design plans, the subject 
project was determined to have no adverse effect upon site 31BN623. 

TIP I-2513 proposes to take a minor amount ofland from site 31BN623, a Section 4(£) resource. As 
you are aware, Section 4(£) protects the use and function of publicly owned parks, recreation areas, 
wildlife/waterfowl refuges and historic properties. A transportation plan can only use land from a 
4(£) resource when there are no other feasible or prudent alternatives and when the planning 
minimizes all possible harm to the resource. 

This letter serves to inform you, as the official with jurisdiction over the property, of FHWA's intent 
to make a de minimis impact find on this section 4(£) property. This is based upon the concurrence 
'N-ith the "no adverse effect" determination reached during the June 30, 2015 effects meeting. Please 
contact me at (919) 707-6089 or mtwilkerson@ncdot.gov if you have questions regarding this 
project. 

Sincerely, . 

lfi!J !.J .... 
:11;;f!?1!1~ 

1 
Matthew Wilkerson, Archaeology Group Supervisor 
Human Environment Section 

cc: Michael \\fray, Project Development Engineer (with attachments) 
Mary Pope Furr, Historic Architecture Supervisor (\.\>ith attachments) 
Donald Brew, Federal Highway Administration (with attachments) 

MAIUNG A DDRESS: 
NC DEPARTPAENT OF TRANS"''RTATION 

PDEA - HUMAN ENVIRONti::NT SECTION 
1598 MAl~ SERVICE CENTER 
RALEIGH NC, 27699·1598 

TELt;PHO~E: 919-707-6000 
FAX: 919·212-5785 

WEBSITE: WWW.NCDOT.ORG 

LOCAn<lN: 
PDEA- HU\1AN ENVIRONMENT SECTIOI\ 

CENTURY CENTER, BLOG. B 
1 020 BIRCH R IDGE DRIVE 
RA~EIGH NC, 27610 







 

 

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
PAT MCCRORY  NICHOLAS J. TENNYSON 

GOVERNOR ACTING SECRETARY 
 

MAILING ADDRESS: 
NORTH CAROLINA DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION 
RAIL DIVISION 
1553 MAIL SERVICE CENTER 
RALEIGH NC  27699-1553 
 

TELEPHONE:   919-707-4707 
FAX:  919-715-6580 

 

WEBSITE:  www.bytrain.org 

LOCATION: 
TRANSPORTATION BUILDING 

1 SOUTH WILMINGTON STREET 
RALEIGH, NC  27611 

 

 

 
July 30, 2015 

 
Memorandum 
 
To:   Mr. Kevin Moore, PE 
   Project Engineer 
   Roadway Design Unit 
 
 
From:   James B. Harris, PE 
   State Railroad Coordination Engineer 
   NCDOT Rail Division 
 
State Project: I-2513 
F/A Project:  MANHF 26-1 (53) 
County:  Buncombe 
Description:  I-26 Asheville Connector 
 
Subject:  Railroad Involvement Information 
 
 
The NCDOT Rail Division recently received notice of the upcoming July 31, 2015 
Public Hearing Map Review meeting.  Upon review of project files, it was noticed 
that the Rail Division does not have any information on this project or ever 
provided any comments on it in regard to potential rail impacts.   
 
After review of project information recently received, this office finds that the 
project will involve some rail-related matters.  Only Sections B and C of I-2513 
have rail impacts with no impacts in Section A.  
 
Below are comments in regard to railroad involvement on the project: 
 
The project study area shows two Norfolk Southern Railway (NS) and one former 
NS line will be impacted.  See attached map from the environmental document 
for identification of the various rail lines. The rail lines impacted are as follows: 

 The NS S-line which runs from Salisbury/Asheville/Knoxville is located in 
Section I-2513B. This rail line is considered oriented ‘railroad’ east/west 
(geographically northward) with mileposts increasing from east to west.  



 
 

 

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

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

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

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

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



 
 

 

when the exposure index is 30,000 or more.  Attached you will find a copy of the 
guidelines.   
 
New structures over the S-line, T-line, and Craggy Mountain Spur in Section I-
2513B should provide a minimum of 23’-0” of vertical clearance.  Also, railroads 
typically like to preserve enough space under any new bridge to add a future 
track.  In the Rail Division’s opinion, any new structures in this section should not 
need to allow space under the structures for future tracks.  The S-line is already 
double-track and the terrain probably doesn’t allow space for a future track 
anyway.  The T-line and Craggy Mountain Spur are low-density lines in regard to 
rail traffic and the existing single track at each location is sufficient for the present 
and any future rail traffic.  There may be a need to allow room for a maintenance 
roadway for any structures that cross over the Murphy Junction area (connection 
point of the T-line with the S-line) due to the track/signal  maintenance work 
required at that location.  Horizontal clearances to bridge bents should therefore 
be 25’-0” plus any additional length for a maintenance roadway (if required by NS 
or BLU) in order to avoid the use of crashwalls on the bridge bents. 
 
From other information recently received on Section I-2513B, it is understood 
there may be some roadway improvements, such as realignment/widening, and 
possibly a trail along Riverside Drive and the French Broad River, that could 
impact and encroach upon the R/W of the Craggy Mountain Spur line.  Any 
improvements to the roadways parallel to the Craggy Mountain Spur may also 
require existing -Y- line at-grade crossings over that spur line to be upgraded as 
well. Improvements required at any -Y- line at-grade crossings could include 
changes to the roadway profile, widened crossing surface, relocation of crossing, 
and relocation/addition of crossing signal gates  

Any parallel encroachments on railroad R/W or changes to crossing surfaces 
should be discussed/coordinated with David Hinnant, Surfaces & Encroachments 
Manager for the NCDOT Rail Division, at 919-715-8804.  For new, modified, or 
relocation of crossing signals, Richard Mullinax, PE, Rail Signals Manager, would 
be involved. He can be contacted at 919-733-8015. To gain information 
regarding the type of protection at any existing at-grade crossings or upgrades 
that may be required to existing crossing protection for design or detour routes, 
please contact A. R. (Drew) Thomas, Inventory & Data Analysis Manager, at 
919-733-5564. 
 
Section I-2513C rail impacts: 
 
Existing NCDOT Bridge #313 (Buncombe County) on I-40 is currently grade-
separated over BLU’s T-line in this section.  If this bridge is replaced, it is a given 
that only a grade-separated crossing would be pursued considering the 
classification of highway.  It is the Rail Division’s opinion that the existing single 
track at this location is sufficient to accommodate existing and future freight traffic 
and space for a future track is not needed if the bridge is replaced.  It was also 
previously noted that there is a spur track on the south side of the mainline that 



 
 

 

serves an industry to the east that the bridge span would also need to 
accommodate.  The bridge bents should be placed 25’-0” from the centerline of 
track to avoid the use of crashwalls.  Vertical clearance should be 23’-0” if the 
bridge is replaced.  Increased vertical clearance requirements (over what may 
exist today) may also cause the existing roadway profile to be raised significantly, 
resulting in greater impacts to adjacent properties.   
 
If the existing bridge is retained and only widened, the existing horizontal and 
vertical clearances need to be maintained and not reduced.   
 
The Rail Division was also asked to comment on the possible replacement of the 
bridge on Sandy Hill School Road (SR1224) over the BLU T-line which is just 
south of the above I-40 overpass.  This is NCDOT Bridge # 87 (Buncombe 
County) and is located at BLU milepost T 5.1.   
 
Being that the highway (SR1224) is currently grade separated from the railroad 
by a bridge, this office highly recommends, for safety reasons, that only a grade 
separation be considered in order to maintain the grade separation between the 
roadway and the railroad.  With the limited possibility of additional freight traffic 
(and no passenger service) in the future, it’s the Rail Division’s opinion the 
existing single track at this location is sufficient.  Space under a new bridge for a 
future track is therefore not required.  Bents should be placed 25’-0” from 
centerline of the existing track to avoid the use of crashwalls. Increased vertical 
clearance requirements (over what may exist today) may also cause the existing 
roadway profile to be raised significantly, resulting in greater impacts to adjacent 
properties. 
 
Also, the removal of any existing overhead bridges, or any portion of it if only 
widened, should be performed in a manner that prevents debris from falling onto 
the existing tracks. 
 
General comments for I-2513B and I-2523C: 
 
Modification/replacement of existing, or construction of new, highway bridges 
over NS or BLU would require coordination, review, and approval with the 
affected railroad. For assistance in that regard, Kevin Fischer, PE of NCDOT 
Structures Management Unit should be contacted at 919-707-6514.  Any 
information associated with a new structure such as track alignment, any 
proposed future tracks, the location of such tracks, horizontal and vertical 
clearance requirements related to a new bridge, necessity for maintenance 
roads, presence/location of any fiber optic cables, and flagging protection 
requirements should be obtained prior to any preliminary design work.  The Rail 
Division can also assist, through coordination with Structures Management Unit, 
with determining if future tracks are needed/justified for freight train operations. 
 
If an off-site detour route is required to make any crossing improvements or 
bridge modifications/replacements, selection and preference should be given to 
detour routes that provide grade separation of the highway and railroad tracks if 
possible.  If a grade-separated route is not available, traffic should be detoured 



 
 

 

over a route that avoids rail interaction or, if no other alternative is available, 
provides an at-grade signalized crossing.   
   
The existing roadway profile on any railroad at-grade crossing that may be 
located on an alternate route must also be considered in selecting the detour 
route.  Detour routes should be chosen that offer the railroad crossing with the 
best profile rather than a route that would require traffic to use a ‘humped’ 
crossing.  Flatbed trailers or other low riding vehicles may get stuck on a 
‘humped’ crossing.   
 
The data provided in this letter is for information only and should be verified, or 
any additional information obtained, during the preliminary design process.   
 
Thank you for keeping the Rail Division involved in the early project planning 
stages.  Please call me at 707-4707 if you have any additional questions or need 
any additional information. 
 
Attachments 
 
Richard Mullinax, PE 
David Hinnant 
Drew Thomas, PE 
Brian Hanks, PE 
Kevin Fischer, PE 
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  STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 

  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
MICHAEL F. EASLEY LYNDO TIPPETT 

GOVERNOR 
 

  SECRETARY 
 

MAILING ADDRESS: 
NC DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
1548 MAIL SERVICE CENTER 
RALEIGH NC  27699-1548 
 

TELEPHONE:   919-733-3141 
FAX:  919-733-9794 

 

WEBSITE:  WWW.NCDOT.ORG 

LOCATION: 
TRANSPORTATION BUILDING 

1 SOUTH WILMINGTON STREET 
RALEIGH NC 

 

 

January 5, 2004 
 
 

The Honorable Charles Worley, Mayor 
City of Asheville 
P. O. Box 7148 
Asheville, N.C. 28802 
 
 
Dear Mayor Worley: 
 

During our recent meeting with the I-26 Connector Community Coordinating 
Committee, more questions concerning the number of lanes proposed along the I-240 
section of the project came up.  The proposed number of lanes along the I-240 section 
was addressed by the French Broad River Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) in 
June 2002.  The MPO voted to accept the North Carolina Department of Transportation’s 
(NCDOT) recommendation that I-240 be widened from four to eight lanes between 
Patton Avenue and the I-240/I-26/I-40 interchange as part of the I-26 Connector project.  
This allowed us to proceed with the project development. 

 
As you are aware, our initial traffic forecast from the late 1990’s indicated the 

need for an eight-lane facility along this portion of the project in order to meet the 
anticipated future traffic demand.  This forecast was developed using the former 
Asheville Area MPO travel demand model which was challenged by some members of 
the local community.  As a result of this public comment, the MPO elected to update the 
population and employment data for the model.  The resulting updated model indicated 
even higher traffic volumes on I-240 than previously anticipated.  

 
While the existing model was being updated, a new “State of the Practice” traffic 

model was also being developed for a much larger region within the MPO.  This effort 
was undertaken based on considerable public interest in transportation issues in the 
Asheville community, as well as a recognized need for a different approach to 
transportation planning for this area.  The new model was adopted by the MPO early 
enough in the preliminary design phase to allow it to be used for traffic forecasting.  The 
resulting traffic forecasts from the new model support the need for an eight-lane facility. 

 
While each of these models provide a different specific projection of the number 

of vehicles anticipated on I-240 in the future, they all support the need for a capacity that 



 
 

can only be provided by an eight-lane facility.  The NCDOT is continuing project 
development studies based on the new traffic forecasts with a proposed eight-lane cross 
section on I-240.  We will continue to involve the local community in other project 
development issues through meetings, workshops, and hearings to insure that the ultimate 
project design is in keeping with the character of the Asheville community.  I hope this 
information is helpful.  Please let me know if I can be of further assistance. 

 
    Sincerely, 
 
 





































































































































 
8 College Street 
Asheville, NC 28801  
www.ashevilledesigncenter.org 
 
 
Board Members: 
 
Alan McGuinn, AIA 
Chair 
William Langdon, AIA 
Treasurer 
Joe Minicozzi, AICP 
Secretary 
 
Tom Gallaher, AICP 
David Johnson AICP 
Michael McDonough RA 
Jackie Schauer, AIA 

Mr. Vince Rhea, PE  
Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch, NCDOT 
1548 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548 
 vrhea@dot.state.nc.us 
 
January 14, 2008 
 
 
Dear Mr. Rhea: 
 
As representative of the Asheville Design Center (ADC), a nonprofit 
organization dedicated to promoting quality design in the Asheville 
region, I am writing to express that our group feels it is crucial that the 
Report of the Community Coordinating Committee (CCC) of 
September 2000, be included in the NC DOT's Purpose and Needs 
Statement for the I-26 Connector Project, (I-2513). This report was 
created by Asheville area residents, including members of the 
business community, elected officials, neighborhood groups, and 
others, and was officially adopted by the Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) on September 21, 2000. 
 
The report includes nine key project design goals, but most 
importantly, the Purpose and Needs Statement must include the 
separation of local and interstate traffic on Patton Avenue  particularly 
across the Smokey Park Bridge. This will obviously help eliminate the 
dangerous merging situations that currently exist, but it will also allow 
the development of a local boulevard that can reunify and connect our 
city with the larger community. We think it is important that the design 
of the project must match the scale and character of this unique 
region.   
 
The nine Evaluation Criteria of the CCC Report were developed to 
specifically address the purpose and needs of the project, and were 
adopted by the City and the MPO as an effective method of gaining 
extensive public input on the Connecter project while keeping the 
project on schedule. These 9 goals were intended for inclusion in the 
Purpose and Needs Statement. We feel that any Purpose and Needs 
Statement that excludes the CCC report is incomplete.   
    
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Alan McGuinn, AIA, Chair 
 
 
cc: City Council  
       County Commissioners 



 
 
The Asheville Design Center (ADC) is a community resource created by the 
American Institute of Architects (AIA) through a project called the AIA 150.  We 
have, as part of our mission, the goal to accomplish the AIA 10 principles of livable 
communities.  These are: 

1. Design on a Human Scale - Compact, pedestrian-friendly communities allow residents to 
walk to shops, services, cultural resources, and jobs and can reduce traffic congestion and 
benefit people's health. 

2. Provide Choices - People want variety in housing, shopping, recreation, transportation, and 
employment. Variety creates lively neighborhoods and accommodates residents in different 
stages of their lives. 

3. Encourage Mixed-Use Development - Integrating different land uses and varied building 
types creates vibrant, pedestrian-friendly and diverse communities. 

4. Preserve Urban Centers - Restoring, revitalizing, and infilling urban centers takes advantage 
of existing streets, services and buildings and avoids the need for new infrastructure. This 
helps to curb sprawl and promote stability for city neighborhoods. 

5. Vary Transportation Options - Giving people the option of walking, biking and using 
public transit, in addition to driving, reduces traffic congestion, protects the environment and 
encourages physical activity. 

6. Build Vibrant Public Spaces - Citizens need welcoming, well-defined public places to 
stimulate face-to-face interaction, collectively celebrate and mourn, encourage civic 
participation, admire public art, and gather for public events. 

7. Create a Neighborhood Identity - A "sense of place" gives neighborhoods a unique 
character, enhances the walking environment, and creates pride in the community. 

8. Protect Environmental Resources - A well-designed balance of nature and development 
preserves natural systems, protects waterways from pollution, reduces air pollution, and 
protects property values. 

9. Conserve Landscapes - Open space, farms, and wildlife habitat are essential for 
environmental, recreational, and cultural reasons. 

10. Design Matters - Design excellence is the foundation of successful and healthy communities.   
 
We believe there exist opportunities to meet these principles, minimize expenditures 
on land acquisition and construction costs, while facilitating design excellence that 
will add value to Asheville for generations to come.  We are a community resource to 
help refine and expedite community design and save DOT time and money.  
 
How can we help best incorporate these 10 principles (above) into the project? 

 
The following are a list of questions that will help align design objectives for the 
project area: 

1. Can we have the contact information for your Interdisciplinary Team (the 



landscape architect, architect, planner, and urban designer) on the DOT 
team that is part of the design team for the alternate layouts? 

2. Why do all the alternatives all show the same bridge location across the 
French Broad river?  What are the attributes of this location? 

3. What alignment option best minimizes the amount of new paving?   
4. How does each alignment minimize loss of taxable property?  Could you 

state the amount of real estate required by right-of-way each alignment. 
5. For each option, how much land is acquired for each proposal and added 

to the DOT right of way? 
6. How do the alignments address the NEPA primary elements (ecological, 

aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health)?  
7. How are you determining and evaluating the direct, indirect and 

cumulative impact for the project and each alignment? 
8. Are there any right-of-ways that will be given back to the real estate 

taxable base?  If so, which alignments give back what real estate? 
9. Like Charleston, SC; Asheville would benefit from a signature bridge.  

What steps are necessary to realize such a bridge?  How can we help 
facilitate the process?   

10. Could you provide examples of this process from other communities? 
11. How are bicycle and pedestrian connections part of your program?  Where 

will they be located on each alternate? 
12. Is it possible to move DOT’s proposed main French Broad Bridge 

(approximately 1,500 feet to the south) to a location at the Emma 
Rd./Southern Railway intersection; and if not, what are the impediments to 
moving the bridge to this location? 

13. What amount is budgeted for the bridge over the French Broad and for the 
bridge over Emma Road respectively? 

14. Is DOT open to the possibility of a modified version that recombines the 
existing alternates? 

15. For Alternate 5, the proposed bridge south of the existing Smoky Park 
bridges, will this bridge be funded as part of this connector project?  Can 
that bridge be moved north of Smoky Park if we have consent with the 
Asheville community and the Public Housing Authority? 

 
Answers to the above questions can be addressed to: 
William Langdon, AIA 
Asheville Design Center. President 
8 College Street 
Asheville, NC 28801 
828-252-0296 
wlangdon@aol.com 
www.ashevilledesigncenter.org 

























Southern 
Environmental 
Law Center 

29 North Malket Streer, Suite 605 

.4sheville, NC 28601 -2334 

828-281-9125 

Fax 828-295-91 $1 

druley@selcnc org 

L A.ND mGULAW MAIL 

Vince Rhea 
Project Development I% Environmental Analysis Branch 
North Carolina Department of Trmsportation 
1548 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, NC 27699- 1548 

Re: Comments on the 1-26 Connector, Project 1-25 13 

Dear Mr. Rhea: 

These comments are submitted on behalf of the Western North Carolina Alliance 
and the Southern Environmental Law Center. 

The Department of Transportation's (DOT) latest newsleaer wught co 
the "pqose  and need for the project and project sallernatives." 

Concerning project alternatives, the Southern Environmental Law Center 
submitted extensive c o m n t s  dated November 10, 2006, that still apply. The DOT and 
the draft EJS mst give full consideration to the design alternative propsed by the 
Asheville Design Center (ADG) and also to alternatives of less than eight travel lanes. 
Indeed, much has occurred since November 2006 that strengthens the case for 
consideration of these alternatives. Foremost among these developments is an 
engineering review of the Al[dC alternative that has found that this alternative is feasible 
and can be hplemented with r modifications, according to recent news articles. 

Concerning project purposes, these purposes should be expanded to incorporate 
the pmject goals set forth in the 
the Design of the 1-26 Connector Through Asheville (2000). This Reporl represented the 
consensus of this co nity about how to proceed with the 1-26 Connector and formally 
was endorsed by both the Asheville City Council and the Buncombe County 

A p"rifrmany p v o s e  of the Co Coordhthg Co 
was to hRuence the project's Purgsse eed and for tbe co 
included in the project's pwoses. CGC Repol3 at I .  Unfo&umtely, this bas not 
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Ceorgzd4laban:a O,$ce The Candler Bulldlng * 127 Peachtree Street, Suite 605 Atlanta, CA 30303-1840 * 404-521-9900 
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occurred; the project's purposes do not include any of the goals from the CGC Reporz. 
The DOT should remedy this deficiency by amending the "Su ar3' of Pked" and 
"Purposes of Action" in its Drafi EIS. The "Su a q  of Need" should be mdsfied to 
include a paragraph titled "Co ," or sonletbing shilar, that sets 
forth the need to incorporate the goals of the CCC Report into the project. The "Purposes 
of Action" should be supplemented to include the prhary goals of the CCC Report. 

Chief among these goals of the GCC Report are (1) separation of local and 
interstate trafic; (2) mtching the scale of the project to the character of the community; 
and (3) minimizing neighborhood, business, and environmental impacts. CCC Report at 
2. The goals can and should be incorporated into the purposes of the action to guide the 
development of md selection among altemtives. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 
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From: Rhea, Vincent J
To: Weisner, Jeff; Trencansky, Peter
Subject: FW: I-26 ConnectUs Project comment letter
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2012 9:49:42 AM
Attachments: i-26 ConnectUs Project comment letter.doc

Draft EIS comments - June 2008.pdf

Gentlemen
FYI & files.
Vince

-----Original Message-----
From: Julie Mayfield [mailto:Julie@wnca.org]
Sent: Tuesday, December 18, 2012 9:41 AM
To: Rhea, Vincent J
Cc: Weaver, Derrick G; Swain, James J; Tipton, Ricky A
Subject: I-26 ConnectUs Project comment letter

Hello Vince - I hope this message finds you well.  On behalf of the I-26 ConnectUs Project, I am
submitting the attached letter with our revised goal statement and a list of issues we would like to see
addressed in the EIS that is under revision.  I also would like to resubmit the Alliance's comment letter
to the 2008 EIS, prepared by Doug Ruley at SELC, to ensure the comments there that are still relevant
are also addressed in the revised EIS.

Please let me know if you have any questions.  We look forward to working with you and your DOT
team on this project in the months and years to come.

All the best
Julie

Julie V. Mayfield, Executive Director
Western North Carolina Alliance
29 N. Market Street, Suite 610
Asheville, NC  28801
828-258-8737
828-258-9241 fax

________________________________

Email correspondence to and from this sender is subject to the N.C. Public Records Law and may be
disclosed to third parties.

mailto:vrhea@ncdot.gov
mailto:jeff.weisner@urs.com
mailto:peter.trencansky@urs.com
mailto:Julie@wnca.org


 29 North Market 
Street 
Suite 610 
Asheville, NC 
28801 
Phone: 828 258

 
 

Western Office 
16 Stewart Street 
Franklin, NC 
28734 
Phone: 828-524-
3899 

  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Vince Rhea, P.E.  
N.C. Dept. of Transportation  
1548 Mail Service Center  
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548  
 

Re: I-26 Connector, TIP No. I-2513 
 
Dear Mr. Rhea:  
 
 Now that work on the I-26 Connector Project has begun again, the I-26 ConnectUs Group would 
like to provide the following comments to you and DOT regarding our hoped for goals for the project and 
the new EIS.  The I-26 ConnectUs Group represents most of the potentially impacted neighborhoods, 
including West Asheville, Burton Street, East-West Asheville, WECAN, and Montford.  Though we no 
longer have a specific representative for the Emma community, we continue to consider the interests of 
that neighborhood.  The group also has participation from the Asheville Housing Authority, Christians for 
a United Community, the design community and, of course, the Western North Carolina Alliance. 
 
 The I-26 ConnectUs Project has revised its 2009 goal statement to better reflect the current 
status of the project and the need for all parties involved to step back from earlier, entrenched positions.  
Our current goal statement, or vision, for the project appears below, and we would anticipate being able 
to support a project that met these goals:   
  

To ensure the long term health and success of the economy, citizens, and 
environment of Asheville and the surrounding area, the final design and 
construction of the Asheville I-26 Connector should achieve the following: 

• Safe travel for interstate and local traffic 
• Improved connections for all modes of local traffic 
• Minimal destruction of neighborhoods, homes, and businesses  
• Minimal harm to air and water quality  
• Improvements that match the scale and character of Asheville 

 
In addition, there are several issues that we request the new EIS specifically address.  Many of 

these are standard considerations for EISs, but we want to be sure DOT understands what we think is 
most important and provides information that will help Asheville and DOT make the best possible 
decisions around this project.  Therefore, we request that the new EIS include the following;   
 

• Recognition of the importance of the environment and character of Asheville, their role in 
promoting regional tourism, and an analysis of the impacts the various alternatives will have 
on these.  

• An assessment of the impacts the alternatives will have on neighborhood and city connectivity 
via local streets and documentation of specific impacts to neighborhoods. 



• An analysis of how this project helps advance or impede the goals and implementation of 
various plans adopted by the City of Asheville, Buncombe County, and the region, including 
the Long Range Transportation Plan; the City’s 2025 plan, Greenway Master Plan, Transit 
Master Plan, Pedestrian Plan, and Bicycle Plan; and the County’s new Greenway Master 
Plan.   
 
 

• An analysis of whether improvements to local roads and/or transportation demand 
management strategies would be effective at reducing local traffic on I-26. 

• A clear explanation of the traffic forecast and the resulting recommendation on the number of 
lanes, as well as the tradeoffs inherent in the relationship between the number of lanes and 
the level of service. 

• A new traffic forecast that uses a revised local model to see if state and national trends in 
reduction of VMT is occurring in Asheville and what impact that might have on the project. 

• An analysis of the application of the NCDOT Complete Streets Policy and the new NCDOT 
Public Health Policy to this project and how this project advances or impedes the goals of 
these policies. 

• A more complete analysis of the air and water quality impacts of the various alternatives. 
 

For purposes of the EIS, we also note the addition of New Belgium to our community in the 
vicinity of this project, and we ask that the DOT consider in its design alternatives providing easier 
highway access for New Belgium truck traffic that reduces the impact on surrounding neighborhoods.     

 
 Finally, we encourage DOT to focus the funding available for this project on Section B.  We 
realize the only currently available funding is for Section A through West Asheville, but Section A is a 
much lower priority and, if funding continues to be limited, should be built after Section B.  In no case 
should Section A be built before or apart from Section B, as that would be unnecessarily destructive to 
neighborhoods, homes, and the environment and would not address any transportation need. 
 
 Thank you for your consideration of these comments.  As members and leaders of this 
community, we look forward to working with you and others to design and chose the alternative that will 
best serve Asheville and its citizens and visitors for decades to come.    
 

Sincerely, 
 
  
 

Julie V. Mayfield 
Executive Director 

 
 
 
 
Cc:   Asheville City Council 
 Buncombe County Commission 
 Paul Black, French Broad River MPO 
 Jay Swain, NCDOT Division 13 
 Rick Tipton, NCDOT Division 13 
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I-26 - Proposed Asheville Connector
NCDOT TIP Project I-2513

Issue No. 1 March, 1998

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The North Carolina Department of
Transportation proposes building a
four-lane freeway connecting
Interstate 26 southwest of Asheville
to US 19/23/70 north of Asheville.
When completed, the freeway will
join I-26 near Sams Gap at the
Tennessee state line with I-26
southwest of Asheville.

The project involves improving
existing Interstate 240 from the
Interstates 26/40/240 interchange
southwest of Asheville to Patton
Avenue and building a freeway on
new location from Patton Avenue
northward across the French Broad
River to US 19/23/70 south of
Broadway Street (SR 1781) in
Asheville.

The project is included in the 1998-
2004 Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP) as project I-2513.
Right-of-way acquisition is
scheduled to begin in 1999 with
construction to follow in 2001.

PROJECT NEED

The extension of I-26 through
Buncombe and Madison Counties
northward to Tennessee will route
additional traffic along the study
corridor through Asheville. A traffic
study and capacity analyses of I-240
southwest of Asheville confirms the
need for improvements. The existing
facility, including the Smoky Park
Bridges over the French Broad
River, will not accommodate future
traffic demands at an acceptable
level.

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

A Phase I Environmental Analysis
completed in 1995 determined the
study corridor for this project. Since
the Phase I analysis, conceptual
plans have been developed to
determine reasonable and feasible
alternatives within the study
corridor. These alternatives include:
improving the existing roadway
southwest of Patton Avenue, and
three alignments on new location
north of Patton Avenue. Each of the
new location alignments cross the
French Broad River and tie into US
19-23-70 south of the Broadway
Street interchange serving UNC-
Asheville.

All alignments will be evaluated
based on engineering,
environmental and socio-economic
factors before selecting a preferred
alternative. Other factors include;
costs, roadway safety, traffic growth,
and maintenance of existing traffic
service. Environmental factors
include; potential impacts to historic
sites, and wetland areas. The socio-
economic factors include
anticipated impacts to existing
homes and businesses.

I-240 Southwest
of Patton Avenue

The capacity analysis indicates
existing I-240 will need eight lanes
from the I-26 interchange to the
I-240/Patton Avenue interchange to
accommodate the estimated 2020
traffic. Widening the existing
roadway will affect most properties
along the route and require the
relocation of an estimated 9
businesses and 59 residences.

New Location Alternatives

Three new location freeway
alignments were developed from
immediately southwest of the
I-240/Patton Avenue interchange
northward across the French Broad
River to existing US 19-23-70. All of
these alternatives improve the
existing I-240/Patton Avenue
interchange before continuing
northward along new location.
Alternatives 1 and 2 cross the
Westgate Shopping Center property
and Alternative 3 crosses a portion
of the golf course at the Holiday Inn
Sunspree. Alternative 1 ties into
existing US 19-23-70 adjacent to the
Riverside Cemetery. Alternatives 2
and 3 tie into US 19-23-70 between
the Riverside Cemetery and
Broadway Street (SR 1781).
Alternative 1 will require the
relocation of an estimated 56
businesses and 20 residences.
Alternative 2 will require the
relocation of an estimated 52
businesses and 49 residences.
Alternative 3 will require the
relocation of an estimated 16
businesses and 58 residences.

CITIZENS WORKSHOP
On Thursday, April 23, 1998, an informal
workshop will be held at the National
Guard Armory on Brevard Road near I-240,
from 4:00 to 7:00 p.m. Engineers will answer
questions and receive comments about the
project. The preliminary conceptual plans
illustrating the project alternatives will be
displayed.

INFO-LINE
To obtain information and offer comments
concerning this project, call:

1-919-319-8850



INFORMATION AND COMMENTS

For more information about this  project, or
to express any comments or concerns, write
to either TGS Engineers or the NCDOT at
the addresses below. Please refer to Project
I-2513 when writing about the proposed
project. All comments and questions will be
addressed as soon as possible.

Mr. Drew Joyner, P.E.
Project Development and Environmental

Analysis Branch
N.C. Department of Transportation

1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC  27699-1548

1-919-733-3141
djoyner@dot.state.nc.us

or

J. Kenneth Burleson, P.E.
TGS Engineers

Suite 141
975 Walnut Street
Cary, NC  27511
1-919-319-8850

PROJECT MAILING LIST

    Add your name to the mailing list by
contacting:

Asheville Connector
TGS Engineers

Suite 141
975 Walnut Street
Cary, NC  27511

PROJECT
INFO-LINE

1-919-319-8850
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Project Expanded As A Result Of Public Involvement

As a result of suggestions received at the 

public design forum held in the July 2000, 

the N.C. Department of Transportation

(NCDOT) has expanded the I-26 

Connector study corridor to include the 

area along the eastern side of the French 

Broad River near the Smoky Park Bridges, 

and the area surrounding the 

I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange southwest of 

Asheville. This expansion allows the 

consideration of additional alternatives as 

well as improvements to the I-26/I-40/

I-240 interchange.

New Alternatives Added

NCDOT has added two new project 

alternatives, Alternatives 4 and 5, to the 

new location portion of the project north 

of Patton Avenue. These alternatives 

separate Patton Avenue and I-240 traffic 

across the French Broad River with new 

river crossings and improvements along I-

240 and Patton Avenue immediately east 

of the river.  These alternatives are

shown on the maps on the inside of this 

newsletter.

Interchange Improvements 

Added

NCDOT also proposes to improve the 

I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange in southwest 

Asheville as part of the I-26 Connector 

project. During the public design forum, 

many local citizens requested that the 

department provide the missing interstate 

connections between the future I-26 and 

I-40. Currently, there are no direct 

connections for vehicles traveling south on 

I-240 to I-40 East and for those traveling 

west on I-40 to north on I-240. 

Improvements to the interchange will add  

these connections as well as relieve existing 

congestion and improve safety through this 

area.

Project Study Progress

NCDOT recently has completed a new 

area traffic prediction computer model. 

Environmental evaluations of cultural and 

natural resources were completed for the 

expanded study area east of the French 

Broad River and are underway in the area 

of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange.

Field Studies

During the next year, NCDOT will 

conduct additional field studies to 

determine potential environmental impacts 

within the project area. Land surveys will 

be conducted to develop detailed maps 

of the study area.  Many areas will be 

surveyed that will not be directly 

affected by the project. 

These surveys will enable NCDOT to 

conduct engineering studies that will help 

determine the environmental impacts of 

each of the alternatives under 

consideration.

Public Involvement

Small group meetings will be held with 

local interest groups such as 

neighborhoods businesses, and civic 

organizations. A project aesthetics 

advisory committee will be formed to 

suggest design details to reflect the 

character of the community. NCDOT will 

hold two more citizens informational 

workshops to display project alternatives 

and receive public comment.

Schedule

As a result of the project improvements 

and the additional studies needed to 

complete the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement, the project schedule has been 

updated as follows:

 Conduct I-26/I-40/I-240

 Interchange Workshop   (Spring 04)

  Conduct Alternates

 Workshop                 (Summer 05)

Complete Draft Environmental

Impact Statement     (Winter 05/06)

Conduct Public

Hearing                 (Winter 05/06)

Select Preferred            

Alternative                  (Spring 06)

Complete Final Environmental

Impact Statement             (Late 06)

Conduct Public         

Workshop                 (Summer 07)

Complete Right of Way

Plans                       (Summer 07)

Award Right of Way &

Construction Contract   (Spring 08)

Anticipated Construction 

Completion                        (2012)



WEBSITE

To learn more about the I-26 Connector 

project, please visit the project website at:

www.ncdot.org/projects/I26Connector

I-26 Connector Newsletter

TGS Engineers

975 Walnut Street

Suite 141

Cary, NC  27511

CHANGE SERVICE REQUESTED

INFORMATION AND COMMENTS

For more information or to express any 

comments or concerns about the I-26 

Connector, contact either TGS Engineers 

or the NCDOT at the addresses below. 

Please refer to Project I-2513 when 

writing about the proposed project. All 

comments and questions will be addressed 

as soon as possible.

Mr. Drew Joyner, P.E.

Project Development and Environmental 

Analysis Branch

N.C. Department of Transportation

1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC  27699-1548

919-733-7844 Ext. 269

djoyner@dot.state.nc.us

or

Mr. J. Kenneth Burleson, P.E.

TGS Engineers

975 Walnut Street, Suite 141

Cary, NC  27511

919-319-8850 Ext. 109

kburleson@tgsengineers.com

If you have questions concerning 

other transportation projects, please 

call our Customer Service Office toll 

free at 1-877-DOT-4YOU or check 

our website for more information at 

www.ncdot.org

PROJECT MAILING LIST

Add your name to the mailing list

 by contacting:

I-26 Connector in Asheville

TGS Engineers

Suite 141

975 Walnut Street

Cary, NC  27511

I-26

CONNECTOR

INFO-LINE

919-319-8850
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I-26 CONNECTOR 
ASHEVILLE 

NCDOT PROJECT NO. I-2513 

Project Description 

The proposed I-26 Asheville Connector project will improve the 
existing I-26, I-240 and US 19-23-70 corridors from south of the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange to the US 19-23-70 interchange with 
SR 1781 (Broadway). The proposed project is designated as 
project  number I-2513 in the NCDOT Draft 2009-2015     
Transportation  Improvement Program (TIP).  

NCDOT Seeks Input from Citizens on Project’s Purpose and Need         
and Alternatives 

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) is conducting planning and environ-
mental studies for the I-26 Asheville Connector from I-40 to US 19-23-70 north of Asheville in      
Buncombe County, North Carolina (Transportation Improvement Program [TIP] Project No. I-2513). 
The proposed project is intended to provide a link between existing I-26 and US 19-23-70 north of     
Asheville, completing a gap in the I-26 corridor within North Carolina. 

The purpose of this newsletter is to provide citizens with information about the project and provide    
citizens with an opportunity to review and comment on the purpose of and need for the project and 
project alternatives.  This newsletter contains a project description, an update on the project status, 
the project Purpose and Need statement, a summary of project alternatives being studied, next steps 
in the project development process, and project contact information.  

This project includes upgrading the I-26/I-40/I-240           
interchange, improving I-240 (including the interchanges)   
between the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and the I-240        
interchange with US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue west of the 
French Broad River. At the I-240 interchange with 
US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue a northward freeway on new 
location will be constructed that would cross the French Broad 
River and merge into existing US 19-23-70. 

Project Status 
In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), as amended, the NCDOT is preparing a Draft           
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed project. The Draft EIS is a federally required environmental     
document that generally describes the purpose and need for the project, identifies project alternatives, and evaluates pro-
ject alternatives for potential environmental effects. As part of the NEPA process, the NCDOT is providing citizens this  
opportunity to review and comment on the project’s Purpose and Need statement and alternatives. 

The alternatives to be evaluated in detail in the Draft EIS were presented at the Citizens’ Informational Workshop held on 
October 9 & 10, 2006.  Since the workshop one of the alternatives in Section B, Alternative 5, was eliminated from further 
consideration because of traffic operational deficiencies that could not be overcome. The alternatives remaining in Section 
B include Alternatives 2, 3 and 4.  All of the project alternatives to be studied in detail in the Draft EIS are described later in 
this newsletter.  

The City of Asheville and Buncombe County have recently retained an engineering consulting firm to study another       
conceptual alignment for crossing the French Broad River. This concept is in the early stages of development. The NCDOT 
will review this concept when it is completed and presented to the Department. 



Roadway Deficiencies: 
Interstates within the study area have roadway            
deficiencies and need to be upgraded to meet current 
design standards.  Existing I-240 west of Asheville and the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange do not meet current interstate 
design standards due to substandard roadway features. 

ISSUE NO.  5  

The following statement of purpose and need for the proposed project is presented for citizens’ review and comment.  Please 
submit any questions or comments that you may have on the purpose and need statement to Mr. Vince Rhea, NCDOT Project 
Engineer, no later than January 15, 2008.  Mr. Rhea’s contact information is included on the back page of this newsletter.     

Summary of Need                                                                                                                               

Page 2 

Purpose and Need 

Capacity: 

I-240 needs additional capacity because increasing traf-
fic volumes have substantially reduced the level of ser-
vice 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 TIP Project A-10 has further increased 
traffic demands along I-240 west of Asheville. The increase in 
traffic volumes further contribute to the congestion and delays 
being experienced along I-240. 

Safety: 
I-240 needs safety improvements. Multiple segments of   
I-240, west of Asheville, currently have an accident rate for 
similar North Carolina facilities, demonstrating the need for 
safety improvements along this section of the facility. 

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 currently connects I-26 with US 19-23-70. The 
I-240 freeway, constructed in the 1960’s, does not meet   
current interstate design standards. The existing interchange 
connecting US 19-23-70 from the north with I-240 contains 
sharply-curved, single-lane ramps. Freeway traffic using this 
interchange connecting I-240 with the US 19-23 freeway is 
restricted to one lane in each direction which causes traffic to 
queue onto I-240.  When the construction of NCDOT TIP 
Project A-10 (US 19-23 Improvements from Asheville to the 
Tennessee state line) is completed, it will allow motorists to 
travel on a fully controlled-access, median-divided freeway 
from I-81 near Kingsport, Tennessee to I-240 in Asheville. 

Purpose of the Action 

The primary purposes of the proposed project are: 

�� To provide a freeway-to-freeway connection between I-
26 south of Asheville and US 19-23 north of Asheville. 

�� To provide a link in the transportation system connect-
ing a direct, multi-lane, freeway facility meeting inter-
state standards from the Port of Charleston, South 
Carolina to I-81 near Kingsport, Tennessee. 

�� To improve the capacity of existing I-240 west of Ashe-
ville to accommodate the existing and forecasted (2030 
design year) traffic in this growing area. 

�� To reduce traffic delays and congestion along the I-240 
crossing of the French Broad River, which currently 
operates at capacity. 

�� To increase the remaining useful service of the existing 
Smoky Park Bridges by substantially reducing the vol-
ume of traffic on this vital crossing of the French Broad 
River. 

�� To improve the safety of I-240 west of Asheville. 
 



ISSUE NO.  5  

The project is divided into three sections; A, B and C. Section A includes the I-240 portion of the project and Section B includes the    
I-240/Patton Avenue interchange and extends across the French Broad River to the US 19-23-70/Broadway interchange. Section C 
includes the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. As indicated on the figure below, Sections A and B encompass the original project study 
area and Section C was added to the project later as the project study area was expanded to include the interchange.  

Four detailed study alternatives including various interchange configurations were developed for Section C. Those alternatives are   
A-2, C-1, D-1 and F-1.  Section A includes the I-240 Widening Alternative which would include a best-fit design for the widening and 
reconstruction of existing I-240 from a four-lane freeway to an eight-lane freeway. Three new location alternatives in Section B, 
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, have been developed for detailed study. Each of the project alternatives can be viewed on the project web-
site     (http://www.ncdot.org/projects/I26Connector/) or at the NCDOT Division 13 Office in Asheville. 

Page 3 

Project Alternatives 



PROJECT  CONTACT  INFORMATION 

For more information about the project, please contact Mr. Vince Rhea at the address below. All comments on the Purpose and 
Need Statement should be submitted in writing by January 15, 2008.  All  questions and comments will be addressed as soon 
as possible.    

Mr. Vince Rhea, PE                                                                                                                                                                       
Project Development & Environmental Analysis Branch,  North Carolina Department of Transportation                                          
1548 Mail Service Center                                                                                                                                                              
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548     919-733-7844 ext. 261          vrhea@dot.state.nc.us 

Additional project information and maps can be found on the project website at http://www.ncdot.org/projects/I26Connector or at 
the NCDOT Division 13 Office located at 55 Orange Street in Asheville, NC 28802, telephone828-251-6394.  

 

  Next Steps in Process ... 

I-26 Connector Newsletter 

URS Corporation 

1600 Perimeter Park Drive, Suite 400 

Morrisville, NC 27560 

ATTN:  Jeff Weisner 

CHANGE SERVICE REQUESTED 

The Draft EIS should be completed by Spring 2008 and will be  available for review and comment. After the Draft EIS is signed, a 
public hearing will be held where citizens will be able to review project information and comment on the Draft EIS. After citizen      
comments have been received, the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA), or Preferred Alternative, will be 
identified from the alternatives studied and presented to the public. After identification of the Preferred Alternative, the Final EIS will 
be prepared. The final approval of the Preferred Alternative will be documented by the Federal Highway Administration in the Record 
of Decision. 
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No.  9 April   2009

I-26 Connector 

NCDOT State Transportation Improvement Program Project No. I-2513 
The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) is aware of the concern in the Asheville 
community regarding the delays that the I-26 Connector project has experienced and would like to take this 
opportunity to explain where we are, what we are doing, and how we plan to select a preferred alternative. 

Since the September 2008 public hearing, NCDOT has been reviewing and addressing the public 
comments received. That process is almost complete. The responses will be posted on the project Web site 
(http://www.ncdot.gov/projects/I26Connector/) in the post-public hearing minutes soon.  Alternative 4B, 
which was shown at the hearing, is being included as a detailed study alternative for this project and will be 
considered on an equal basis when a preferred alternative is chosen.

The Federal Highway Administration requires an interchange modification report for all revisions to the 
interstate system, such as the I-26 Connector.  This report looks beyond the project area to ensure the 
interstate and interchanges will operate properly when the project is constructed and into the future.  For 
the purpose of this report the NCDOT is updating the traffic forecasts for the entire project.

While I-26 traffic volumes have remained relatively unchanged from previous projections, preliminary 
results of the traffic forecast show the traffic volumes for the crossing streets, ramps and auxiliary lanes are 
higher than previously projected. This could create congestion for local traffic if it is not resolved. In an 
effort to ensure the least impact to and avoid segmentation of local roadways and neighborhoods, careful 
study of the project’s effect on local interchanges and traffic is currently under way. 

NCDOT anticipates that design modifications may be needed for some of the alternatives.  We are also 
looking at other design changes to reduce impacts to residences and businesses, including retaining walls in 
the Burton Street area.  These updates will be included in the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (SDEIS), which will also include alternative 4B. 

Another public hearing will be held once the SDEIS is completed.  All the project alternatives, including 
4B, will be displayed.  No decision will be made on a preferred alternative until after the public hearing 
and comment period.  Comments received will all be considered in the selection of the preferred 
alternative.

All of this work has and will require an effort beyond what was originally anticipated.  It is therefore 
necessary to revise the project schedule as shown on the front of this newsletter. 



1600 Perimeter Park Drive 
Suite 400 
Morrisville, NC 27560

I-26 CONNECTOR I-2513 
PROJECT NEWSLETTER 

Project Contact Information
Maps displaying all alternatives under 

consideration, a copy of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, and other project information 

may be viewed at the project website:
http://www.ncdot.org/projects/I26Connector/

or at the NCDOT Division 13 Office located at: 
55 Orange St. 

Asheville, NC  28801 
(828) 251-6171

Mr. Vince Rhea, PE, NCDOT Project Engineer can 
also be contacted for additional information by 

email at vrhea@ncdot.gov, or by phone 
919-733-7844 Ext. 261 

Revised Project Schedule

Supplemental DEIS .............................. Spring 2010 
SDEIS Public Hearing .......................... Spring 2010 
Preferred Alternative...........................Summer 2010 
Final EIS ..................................................Early 2011 
Record of Decision ............................. Summer 2011 
Begin Right of Way Acquisition............... Fall 2012 
Begin Construction ................................... Fall 2014

Toll Free Hotline:……1-800-233-6315



 

 

COMMENT FORM 

NORTH CAROLINA  
DEPARTMENT OF  
TRANSPORTATION 
 
 

PUBLIC MEETING MAY 12, 2014 
NCDOT STIP PROJECT NO. I-2513 

Public input is essential to every project that serves the people of the community where it is built.  Public 
comments will be considered by the NCDOT project team in preparation of a new Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement  If you require a direct response, please supply enough contact information (email or address) so that 
we may contact you.   You may always contact the project team at the Project Hotline below.  

YOUR NAME: ______________________________________ EMAIL: _________________________________ 

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

ORGANIZATION (IF ANY): ____________________________PHONE: ________________________________ 

Please provide any comments about he I-26 Connector project. 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 Return completed comment form no later than June 12, 2014 to:  
 Michael Wray, P.E.  Project Planning Engineer 
 1548 Mail Service Center      
 Raleigh, NC 27699-154      

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

http://www.ncdot.gov/projects/ 
i26connector/ 



 

 

For more information, please visit the project website or contact NCDOT using the toll-free hotline.              
Written correspondence can also be mailed or e-mailed to NCDOT or URS Corporation. 

N.C. Department of Transportation (NCDOT)     URS Corporation (NCDOT’s Consultant)
Michael Wray, P.E.  (Project Planning Engineer)  Jeff Weisner, AICP 
1548 Mail Service Center     1600 Perimeter Park Drive, Suite 400 
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548     Morrisville, NC 27560 
(919) 707-6050 (919) 461-1440
mgwray@ncdot.gov      jeff.weisner@urs.com 

You’re invited to attend a Public Meeting. 

This meeting has four main purposes: 
≠ Present  Alternative 3C. 
≠ Present roadway design plans that have been  

 modified to avoid impacts to the Emma Road  
 community.  

≠#Announce updated environmental studies that 
are underway. 

≠#Announce the preparation of a new Draft        
Environmental Impact Statement.   

4300 copies  of this public document were printed at a cost of $3870 or approximately $ .90 each. 

TIME & LOCATION 
May 12, 2014  | 4:00 to 7:00 PM 

Renaissance Hotel Grand Ballroom 
31 Woodfin Street 

Asheville, NC 

Project Website – Página Web del Proyecto: 
http://www.ncdot.gov/projects/i26connector/

Project Hotline – Línea Gratutita del Proyecto: 
1-800-233-6315 (English/ Español) 

NCDOT Mission Statement:  Connecting people and places safely and efficiently, 

 with accountability and environmental sensitivity to enhance the economy, health and well-being of North Carolina.  

I-26 Connector Project 
ATTN:  Michael Wray  
N.C. Department of Transportation
1548 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, NC 27699-1548  

 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

NORTH CAROLINA  
DEPARTMENT OF  
TRANSPORTATION 
 
 

NEWSLETTER ISSUE, APRIL 2014  
NCDOT STIP PROJECT NO. I-2513 

     The I-26 Connector Project is an interstate freeway project that is being 
proposed to connect I-26 in southwest Asheville to U.S. 19/23/70 in 
northwest Asheville.  The North Carolina Department of Transportation 
(NCDOT) has programmed this project to upgrade and widen I-240 from       
I-40 to Patton Avenue, and then proceed northward from Patton Avenue on 
new location across the French Broad River and connect to U.S. 19/23/70 just 
south of Exit 25 (Riverside Drive – Broadway – UNC-Asheville).  Upon 
completion, this project will be part of the I-26 Interstate that extends from 
Charleston, South Carolina, to Kingsport, Tennessee.  

     The proposed I-26 Connector in Asheville is approximately 7 miles long 
from the I-40 interchange to Broadway.  The project includes: 

≠# Upgrading 4.3 miles of existing I-240 from the I-26/I-240 interchange 
with I-40 to the I-240 interchange with Patton Avenue, west of the French 
Broad River. 

≠# Improvements to the I-26/I-240 interchange with I-40 and Brevard Road 
(N.C. 191), Amboy Road (S.R. 3556), Haywood Road (S.R. 3548/U.S. 
19/23 Business) and Patton Avenue (U.S. 19-23) interchanges. 

≠# Construction of the interstate on new location from the Patton Avenue 
interchange north for 2.6 miles across the French Broad River, tying into 
U.S. 19/23/70 south of Broadway (S.R. 1781).   

     The I-26 Connector Project was originally proposed in 1989.  After issuing 
a Draft Environmental Impact Statement in 2008 and holding public meetings, 
a new priority rating system was implemented by NCDOT in 2010. The new 
ranking of the I-26 Connector Project was much lower than its previous 
ranking, and thus, work on the project was halted and the project was placed 
on hold. 

     Project development studies for the I-26 Connector were re-initiated in 
Spring 2012.  Since 2012, project alternatives in Section “B” (the new 
location portion north of Patton Avenue, across the French Broad River) have 
been modified to avoid impacts to the Emma Road Community and to 
enhance multimodal connectivity between west Asheville and Asheville.  

     A new alternative, Alternative 3C, was developed in 2013 to further 
reduce impacts to the natural and human environments.  Alternative 3C is 
similar to Alternative 3, but has a smaller footprint and connects to U.S. 
19/23 further south of the Alternative 3 connection.  NCDOT will present all 
existing alternatives at the Public Meeting scheduled for May 12, 2014.      

Project Hotline/Línea Gratutita del Proyecto: 1-800-233-6315                  http://www.ncdot.gov/projects/i26connector/ 

PUBLIC MEETING 
 MAY 12, 2014  
4:00-7:00 PM 

RENAISSANCE HOTEL  
GRAND BALLROOM           

  31 WOODFIN STREET, ASHEVILLE 
The purposes of this meeting are to: 

≠# present and receive public comments 
on all project alternatives including a 
new alternative, Alternative 3C. 

≠# Present updated roadway design 
plans that have been modified to 
avoid impacts to the Emma Road 
community;  

≠# provide the status of the 
environmental studies that are 
currently underway and describe 
next steps; and,  

≠# announce that a new Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement will 
be prepared to document the 
updated studies.   

This is an informal, open-house, public 
meeting.  You may drop in at any time 
between 4:00 and 7:00 p.m., see the 
meeting maps and other materials, meet 
one-on-one with NCDOT representatives, 
and provide comments on Alternative 3C 
or any other aspects of the project. 

For more information about the meeting 
please contact Mr. Michael Wray at 
(919) 707-6050. 

Need Special Services or Assistance for 
the Public Meeting? 

NCDOT will provide auxiliary aids and       
services under the Americans with Disabilities 
Act for persons who wish to participate in this 
workshop and require special services.        
Contact Michael Wray at (919) 707-6050 as 
early as possible for these arrangements.  

A Spanish language interpreter will be 
present.  Se Habla Español. 



 

 

 

 

NCDOT STIP Project No. A-0010A,  U.S. 19/23 
(Future I-26) Improvements Project:   

NCDOT is proposing to improve approximately 12 
miles of U.S. 19/23 from north of I-240 in Asheville 
to just south of Exit 13 (Forks of Ivy – Stockton Road) 
near Mars Hill.  This project is currently in the early 
stages of the planning process. 

 

NCDOT STIP Project No. I-4400 / I-4700, I-26 
Widening Project:   

NCDOT is proposing to widen approximately 22 
miles of I-26 from US 25 (Exit 54) in Henderson 
County to I-40 in Asheville.  This project is about to 
begin the preliminary design process. 

 

I-5504 /Brevard Road interchange project (Exit 33): 

NCDOT is proposing to modify an existing partial 
cloverleaf interchange, primarily to alleviate 
congestion by increasing the efficiency of the 
interchange.  The project may include the widening of 
the N.C. 191 (Brevard Road) bridge over I-26.  

OTHER I-26 PROJECTS  

A new Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on 
the I-26 Connector is planned for release in the 
Summer of 2015. It will be based on findings from 
several on-going environmental studies in the I-26 
Connector project area.  These studies include: 

≠# Community Impact Assessment 

≠# Natural Resources Technical Report 

≠# Traffic Operations Analysis 

≠# Air Quality Analysis 

≠# Traffic Noise Analysis 

≠# Cultural Resource Studies 

≠# Evaluation of Alternatives 

ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES  

PROJECT HISTORY 



 1600 Perimeter Park Drive, Suite 400 
Morrisville, NC 27560 

Telephone:  (919) 461-1100 
Facsimile:  (919) 461-1415 

 
 

RECORD OF TELEPHONE CONVERSATION 
 

DATE:  July 15, 2014 (1:13 p.m.) NCDOT PROJECT NO. I-2513:                                            
I-26 Asheville Connector Project 

RECORDED BY:  Project Hotline OWNER / CLIENT: NCDOT – PDEA 
CALL FROM:  Brian Austin 
ROUTE TO: 
Project File. 

FOR INFORMATION FOR ACTION 
 
 

   

SUBJECT:  (no subject) 
 
 

1. Received from (828) 255-0100. 
 
2. Please call back at (828) 450-2897. 

 
-End- 

 
 



I-2513:  I-26 Asheville Connector Project 

Deborah Mashburn’s Property at 15 Kentucky Drive, Asheville 
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Merger Meetings and Concurrence Points 
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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. 
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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   
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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 
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 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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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,  
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 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. 

Page 1



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. 
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CLASSIFICATION**
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CLASSIFICATION

IMPACTS TO  EXISTING CHANNEL DIMENSIONSRECOMMENDED STRUCTURE

ALTERNATIVE 3
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RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE

STREAM NAME
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CLASSIFICATION**

NCDWR 
WETLAND 
RATING

STREAM 
CLASSIFICATION
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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. 
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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
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CLASSIFICATION**

NCDWR 
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REVISED 
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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

Page 7



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
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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 0.57

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
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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‐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



5/5/2015

4

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



5/5/2015

5

Project 
Sections

April 2, 2015

Section C

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015

6

Section C
Alternative A-2

April 2, 2015

Section C
Alternative C-2

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015
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Section C
Alternative D-1

April 2, 2015

Section C
Alternative F-1

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015
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Section A

April 2, 2015

WC6

Section B

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015
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Section B
Alternative 3

April 2, 2015

Section B
Alternative 3C

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015
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Section B
Alternative 4

April 2, 2015

Section B
Alternative 4B

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015

11

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



5/5/2015

12

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



5/5/2015

13

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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15

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
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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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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 
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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.. 
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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 
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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. 



 

 

 

  STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 

  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
MICHAEL F. EASLEY LYNDO TIPPETT 

GOVERNOR 
 

SECRETARY 
 

MAILING ADDRESS: 
TRAFFIC ENGINEERING AND SAFETY SYSTEMS BRANCH 
1561 MAIL SERVICE CENTER 
RALEIGH NC  27699-1561 
 

TELEPHONE:   919-773-2800 
FAX:  919-771-2745 

 

WEBSITE:  WWW.NCDOT.ORG 

LOCATION: 
750 NORTH GREENFIELD PARKWAY 

GARNER NC  27529 
 
 

 

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 
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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 



 
Memorandum/Post-Hearing Meeting Attendees 

May 4, 2009 
Page 14 

 
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. 
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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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City of Asheville
Buncombe County

STIP Project No. I-2513

French Broad River Metropolitan Planning Organization
Governing Board Presentation 

Land of Sky Offices, Asheville, North Carolina
September 24, 2015
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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
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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

September 24, 2015
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Proposed Greenway

September 24, 2015
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Proposed Greenway

September 24, 2015
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Proposed Greenway

September 24, 2015
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Proposed Greenway

September 24, 2015
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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)



September 24, 2015

Section B-B (South of Bridge over State Street)



September 24, 2015

Section B-B (South of Bridge over State Street)



September 24, 2015

Section C-C (North of Haywood Road Interchange)



September 24, 2015

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 
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September 19, 2014 
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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.” 



I-2513:  I-26 Asheville Connector Project 
EWANA Small-Group Meeting (September 9, 2014) 
September 19, 2014 
Page 3 of 4 

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

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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The meeting adjourned at 7:05 pm. 

 



I-2513:  I-26 Asheville Connector Project 
Montford Neighborhood Association Small-Group Meeting (September 16, 2014) 
October 2, 2014 
Page 4 of 4 
 
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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FRM15-E 
Revised 7/7/14 
 

EIS    R E L O C A T I O N     R E P O R T 
North Carolina Department of Transportation 

RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
 E.I.S.  CORRIDOR   DESIGN  

 
WBS ELEMENT: 34165.1.2 COUNTY Buncombe Alternate 1 of 1 Alternate 
T.I.P. NO.: I-2513B ALTERNATE 3C  
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: I-26 CONNECTOR 

I-40 TO US-19-23-70 NORTH OF ASHEVILLE  
ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL 

Type of          
Displacees Owners Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP 
Residential 18 5 23 8       3 9 5 6 
Businesses 8 25 33 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE 
Farms 0 0 0 0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent 
Non-Profit 0 1 1 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0 

ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40M 0 150-250 0 20-40M 0 150-250 0 
Yes No Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70M 0 250-400 0 40-70M 0 250-400 0 

 X 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100M 6 400-600 1 70-100M 6 400-600 8 
 X 2. Will schools or churches be affected by  100 UP 12 600 UP 4 100 UP 75+ 600 UP 20+ 
   displacement? TOTAL 18  5  81+  28+ 
X  3. Will business services still be available  REMARKS (Respond by Number) 
   after project?  

3.  There are numerous small, large and industrial 
businesses in the neighborhood of this alternate.  All will be 
available after project. 
 
4.  See attachment 
 
6.  See attachment 
 
8.  Last resort housing may be required for some owners as 
well as tenants depending on available housing at time of 
relocation.   
 
11.  The Asheville/Buncombe County area has a large 
amount of public housing.  However, it does not appear that 
any public housing units are being impacted by this project. 
 
12.  The market is saturated with listings in the area of the 
project.  It is felt that DSS housing will continue to be 
available for the long-term future. 
 
14.  See attachment.   

X  4. Will any business be displaced?  If so, 
   indicate size, type, estimated number of 
   employees, minorities, etc. 
 X 5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage? 
  6. Source for available housing (list). 
 X 7. Will additional housing programs be 

needed? 
X  8. Should Last Resort Housing be 

considered? 
 X 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. 
   families? 
 X 10. Will public housing be needed for project? 
X  11. Is public housing available? 
X  12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing 
   housing available during relocation period? 
 X 13. Will there be a problem of housing within 
   financial means? 
X  14. Are suitable business sites available (list 
   source). 
  15. Number months estimated to complete 
  RELOCATION? 18-24 Months  
 

 

 9/4/15          

Kevin D. Brandon 
Right of Way Agent 

 Date  Relocation Coordinator  Date 
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I EIS RELOCATION REPORT ii 
North Carolina Department of Transportation 

RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

E.I.S. 	111 CORRIDOR 	111 DESIGN 

WBS ELEMENT: 34165.1.2 COUNTY Buncombe Section A 
T.I.P. No.: 	I 1-2513 
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: 1-26 Connector, 1-40 to US 19-23-70 North of Asheville 

ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL 

Type of 
Displacees Owners Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP 
Residential 29 52 81 0 8 10 18 25 20 
Businesses 17 0 17 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE 

Farms 0 0 0 0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent 

Non-Profit 1 0 1 1 0-20m 0 $ 0-150 0 0-20m 88 $ 0-150 0 

ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40m 0 150-250 0 20-40m 112 150-250 80 
Yes No Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70m 3 250-400 4 40-70m 230 250-400 120 

X 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 

2. Will schools or churches be affected by 

displacement? 

3. Will business services still be available 

after project? 

4. Will any business be displaced? If so, 

indicate size, type, estimated number of 
employees, minorities, etc. 

5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage? 

6. Source for available housing (list). 

7. Will additional housing programs be 
needed? 

8. Should Last Resort Housing be 
considered? 

9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. 

families? 

10. Will public housing be needed for project? 

11. Is public housing available? 

12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing 

housing available during relocation period? 

13. Will there be a problem of housing within 

financial means? 

14. Are suitable business sites available (list 

source). 
15. Number months estimated to complete 

70 - 100m 5 400 - 600 25 70 - 100m 370 400 - 600 160 
X 100 UP 21 600 UP 23 

52 

100 UP 500 600 UP 340 

700 TOTAL 29 1300 
X 	I REMARKS (Respond by Number) 

Please see attached addendum for Remarks 
X 	I 

I 	X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

I 	X 

X 	I 

RELOCATION? 	I 12— 18 months 	I 

liAl(VIN 461Milir 	

10/10/14 

Vivian. B. Swanigan 	 Date 
Right of Way Agent 

Relocation Coordinator 	 Date 

FRM15-E 
Revised 7/7/14 
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FRM15-E 
Revised 7/7/14 
 

EIS    R E L O C A T I O N     R E P O R T 
North Carolina Department of Transportation 

RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
 E.I.S.  CORRIDOR   DESIGN  

 
WBS ELEMENT: 34165.1.2 COUNTY Buncombe Alternate 1 of 4 Alternate 
T.I.P. NO.: I-2513C ALTERNATE A2  
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: I-26 CONNECTOR FROM POND RD. TO BREVARD RD. 

I-40 EXIT 44 (ENKA CANDLER) TO JUST EAST OF BREVARD RD.  
ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL 

Type of          
Displacees Owners Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP 
Residential 29 21 50 8        16 26 8 
Businesses 4 2 6 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE 
Farms 0 0 0 0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent 
Non-Profit 0 0 0 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0 

ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40M 0 150-250 0 20-40M 0 150-250 0 
Yes No Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70M 2 250-400 0 40-70M 0 250-400 0 

 X 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100M 7 400-600 7 70-100M 6 400-600 8 
 X 2. Will schools or churches be affected by  100 UP 20 600 UP 14 100 UP 75+ 600 UP 20+ 
   displacement? TOTAL 29  21  81+  28+ 
X  3. Will business services still be available  REMARKS (Respond by Number) 
   after project?  

3.  There are numerous small, large and industrial 
businesses in the neighborhood of this alternate.  All will be 
available after project. 
 
4.  See attachment 
 
6.  See attachment 
 
8.  Last resort housing may be required for some owners as 
well as tenants depending on available housing at time of 
relocation.   
 
11.  The Asheville/Buncombe County area has a large 
amount of public housing.  However, it does not appear that 
any public housing units are being impacted by this project. 
 
12.  The market is saturated with listings in the area of the 
project.  It is felt that DSS housing will continue to be 
available for the long-term future. 
 
14.  See attachment.   

X  4. Will any business be displaced?  If so, 
   indicate size, type, estimated number of 
   employees, minorities, etc. 
 X 5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage? 
  6. Source for available housing (list). 
 X 7. Will additional housing programs be 

needed? 
X  8. Should Last Resort Housing be 

considered? 
 X 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. 
   families? 
 X 10. Will public housing be needed for project? 
X  11. Is public housing available? 
X  12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing 
   housing available during relocation period? 
 X 13. Will there be a problem of housing within 
   financial means? 
X  14. Are suitable business sites available (list 
   source). 
  15. Number months estimated to complete 
  RELOCATION? 18-24 Months  
 

 

 9/8/15          

Kevin D. Brandon 
Right of Way Agent 

 Date  Relocation Coordinator  Date 
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FRM15-E 
Revised 7/7/14 
 

EIS    R E L O C A T I O N     R E P O R T 
North Carolina Department of Transportation 

RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
 E.I.S.  CORRIDOR   DESIGN  

 
WBS ELEMENT: 34165.1.2 COUNTY Buncombe Alternate 2 of 4 Alternate 
T.I.P. NO.: I-2513C ALTERNATE C2  
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: I-26 CONNECTOR FROM POND RD. TO BREVARD RD. 

I-40 EXIT 44 (ENKA CANDLER) TO JUST EAST OF BREVARD RD.  
ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL 

Type of          
Displacees Owners Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP 
Residential 19 13 32 4        4 23 5 
Businesses 4 2 6 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE 
Farms 0 0 0 0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent 
Non-Profit 0 0 0 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0 

ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40M 0 150-250 0 20-40M 0 150-250 0 
Yes No Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70M 1 250-400 0 40-70M 0 250-400 0 

 X 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100M 3 400-600 3 70-100M 8 400-600 8 
 X 2. Will schools or churches be affected by  100 UP 15 600 UP 10 100 UP 75+ 600 UP 20+ 
   displacement? TOTAL 19  13  81+  28+ 
X  3. Will business services still be available  REMARKS (Respond by Number) 
   after project?  

3.  There are numerous small, large and industrial 
businesses in the neighborhood of this alternate.  All will be 
available after project. 
 
4.  See attachment 
 
6.  See attachment 
 
8.  Last resort housing may be required for some owners as 
well as tenants depending on available housing at time of 
relocation.   
 
11.  The Asheville/Buncombe County area has a large 
amount of public housing.  However, it does not appear that 
any public housing units are being impacted by this project. 
 
12.  The market is saturated with listings in the area of the 
project.  It is felt that DSS housing will continue to be 
available for the long-term future. 
 
14.  See attachment.   

X  4. Will any business be displaced?  If so, 
   indicate size, type, estimated number of 
   employees, minorities, etc. 
 X 5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage? 
  6. Source for available housing (list). 
 X 7. Will additional housing programs be 

needed? 
X  8. Should Last Resort Housing be 

considered? 
 X 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. 
   families? 
 X 10. Will public housing be needed for project? 
X  11. Is public housing available? 
X  12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing 
   housing available during relocation period? 
 X 13. Will there be a problem of housing within 
   financial means? 
X  14. Are suitable business sites available (list 
   source). 
  15. Number months estimated to complete 
  RELOCATION? 18-24 Months  
 

 

 9/8/15          

Kevin D. Brandon 
Right of Way Agent 

 Date  Relocation Coordinator  Date 
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FRM15-E 
Revised 7/7/14 
 

EIS    R E L O C A T I O N     R E P O R T 
North Carolina Department of Transportation 

RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
 E.I.S.  CORRIDOR   DESIGN  

 
WBS ELEMENT: 34165.1.2 COUNTY Buncombe Alternate 3 of 4 Alternate 
T.I.P. NO.: I-2513C ALTERNATE D1  
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: I-26 CONNECTOR FROM POND RD. TO BREVARD RD. 

I-40 EXIT 44 (ENKA CANDLER) TO JUST EAST OF BREVARD RD.  
ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL 

Type of          
Displacees Owners Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP 
Residential 20 18 38 4        8 25 5 
Businesses 5 2 7 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE 
Farms 0 0 0 0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent 
Non-Profit 0 0 0 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0 

ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40M 0 150-250 0 20-40M 0 150-250 0 
Yes No Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70M 2 250-400 0 40-70M 0 250-400 0 

 X 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100M 4 400-600 4 70-100M 8 400-600 8 
 X 2. Will schools or churches be affected by  100 UP 14 600 UP 14 100 UP 75+ 600 UP 20+ 
   displacement? TOTAL 20  18  81+  28+ 
X  3. Will business services still be available  REMARKS (Respond by Number) 
   after project?  

3.  There are numerous small, large and industrial 
businesses in the neighborhood of this alternate.  All will be 
available after project. 
 
4.  See attachment 
 
6.  See attachment 
 
8.  Last resort housing may be required for some owners as 
well as tenants depending on available housing at time of 
relocation.   
 
11.  The Asheville/Buncombe County area has a large 
amount of public housing.  However, it does not appear that 
any public housing units are being impacted by this project. 
 
12.  The market is saturated with listings in the area of the 
project.  It is felt that DSS housing will continue to be 
available for the long-term future. 
 
14.  See attachment.   

X  4. Will any business be displaced?  If so, 
   indicate size, type, estimated number of 
   employees, minorities, etc. 
 X 5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage? 
  6. Source for available housing (list). 
 X 7. Will additional housing programs be 

needed? 
X  8. Should Last Resort Housing be 

considered? 
 X 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. 
   families? 
 X 10. Will public housing be needed for project? 
X  11. Is public housing available? 
X  12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing 
   housing available during relocation period? 
 X 13. Will there be a problem of housing within 
   financial means? 
X  14. Are suitable business sites available (list 
   source). 
  15. Number months estimated to complete 
  RELOCATION? 18-24 Months  
 

 

 9/8/15          

Kevin D. Brandon 
Right of Way Agent 

 Date  Relocation Coordinator  Date 
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FRM15-E 
Revised 7/7/14 
 

EIS    R E L O C A T I O N     R E P O R T 
North Carolina Department of Transportation 

RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
 E.I.S.  CORRIDOR   DESIGN  

 
WBS ELEMENT: 34165.1.2 COUNTY Buncombe Alternate 4 of 4 Alternate 
T.I.P. NO.: I-2513C ALTERNATE F1  
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: I-26 CONNECTOR FROM POND RD. TO BREVARD RD. 

I-40 EXIT 44 (ENKA CANDLER) TO JUST EAST OF BREVARD RD.  
ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL 

Type of          
Displacees Owners Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP 
Residential 18 13 31 4        5 21 5 
Businesses 3 2 5 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE 
Farms 0 0 0 0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent 
Non-Profit 0 0 0 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0 

ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40M 0 150-250 0 20-40M 0 150-250 0 
Yes No Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70M 2 250-400 0 40-70M 0 250-400 0 

 X 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100M 4 400-600 4 70-100M 6 400-600 8 
 X 2. Will schools or churches be affected by  100 UP 12 600 UP 9 100 UP 75+ 600 UP 20+ 
   displacement? TOTAL 18  13  81+  28+ 
X  3. Will business services still be available  REMARKS (Respond by Number) 
   after project?  

3.  There are numerous small, large and industrial 
businesses in the neighborhood of this alternate.  All will be 
available after project. 
 
4.  See attachment 
 
6.  See attachment 
 
8.  Last resort housing may be required for some owners as 
well as tenants depending on available housing at time of 
relocation.   
 
11.  The Asheville/Buncombe County area has a large 
amount of public housing.  However, it does not appear that 
any public housing units are being impacted by this project. 
 
12.  The market is saturated with listings in the area of the 
project.  It is felt that DSS housing will continue to be 
available for the long-term future. 
 
14.  See attachment.   

X  4. Will any business be displaced?  If so, 
   indicate size, type, estimated number of 
   employees, minorities, etc. 
 X 5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage? 
  6. Source for available housing (list). 
 X 7. Will additional housing programs be 

needed? 
X  8. Should Last Resort Housing be 

considered? 
 X 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. 
   families? 
 X 10. Will public housing be needed for project? 
X  11. Is public housing available? 
X  12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing 
   housing available during relocation period? 
 X 13. Will there be a problem of housing within 
   financial means? 
X  14. Are suitable business sites available (list 
   source). 
  15. Number months estimated to complete 
  RELOCATION? 18-24 Months  
 

 

 9/9/15          

Kevin D. Brandon 
Right of Way Agent 

 Date  Relocation Coordinator  Date 
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Page 1 of 2 
 

REQUEST FOR R/W COST ESTIMATE / RELOCATION EIS 

COST ESTIMATE REQUEST               RELOCATION EIS REPORT  
 
 

DATE RECEIVED: 05/11/15    DATE ASSIGNED: 05/11/15    DATE DUE: 07/17/15 

NEW REQUEST:                UPDATE REQUEST:                REVISION REQUEST:  

TIP 
NUMBER 

 

DESCRIPTION: I-26 connector, I-40 to US 19-23-70 North of Asheville 

I-2513B & C 

 

WBS ELEMENT: 34165.1.1   COUNTY: Buncombe      DIV: 13       APPRAISAL OFFICE: 5 

REQUESTOR: Michael Wray  DEPT: PDEA       TYPE OF PLANS PROVIDED:                                                                                          

  BASED ON PAST PROJECT HISTORICAL DATA, THE LAND AND DAMAGE FIGURES HAVE BEEN ADJUSTED 
TO INCLUDE CONDEMNATION AND ADMINISTRATIVE INCREASES THAT OCCUR DURING SETTLEMENT OF 
ALL PARCELS. 

 
APPRAISER: Telics  COMPLETION DATE: 10/06/15  TRANSMITTED: 10/06/15      

 

I-2513B 
Alt 3C 

I-2513C 
Alt A2 

I-2513C 
Alt C2 

 

TYPE OF ACCESS: 
 

NONE:       LIMITED:  
 
PARTIAL:   FULL:       

NONE:       LIMITED:  
 
PARTIAL:   FULL:       

NONE:       LIMITED:  
 
PARTIAL:   FULL:       

ESTIMATED NO. OF PARCELS: 115 123 106 

RESIDENTIAL RELOCATEES: 23 $805,000 50 $1,750,000 32 $1,120,000 

BUSINESS RELOCATEES: 33 $2,450,000 6 $375,000 6 $375,000 

GRAVES: - $- - $- - $- 

CHURCH / NON – PROFIT:  
Western Carolina Rescue Mission 

1 $75,000 - $- - $- 

FARMS: - $- - $- - $- 

MISC:       - $- - $- - $- 

SIGNS: - $- - $- - $- 

LAND, IMPROVEMENTS, AND DAMAGES: $60,000,000 $23,125,000 $19,750,000 

ACQUISTION: $1,620,000 $1,325,000 $1,130,000 

TOTAL ESTIMATED R/W COST: $64,950,000 $26,575,000 $22,375,000 
                                
 
 
 

CONTINUED to PG 2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Page 2 of 2 
 

 

 
 
 
 

I-2513C 
Alt D1 

I-2513C 
Alt F1 

      

 

TYPE OF ACCESS: 
 

NONE:       LIMITED:  
 
PARTIAL:   FULL:       

NONE:       LIMITED:  
 
PARTIAL:   FULL:       

NONE:       LIMITED:  
 
PARTIAL:   FULL:       

ESTIMATED NO. OF PARCELS: 120 100       

RESIDENTIAL RELOCATEES: 38 $1,330,000 31 $1,085,000       $      

BUSINESS RELOCATEES: 7 $420,000 5 $330,000       $      

GRAVES: - $- - $-       $      

CHURCH / NON – PROFIT: - $- - $-       $      

FARMS: - $- - $-       $      

MISC:       - $- - $-       $      

SIGNS: - $- - $-       $      

LAND, IMPROVEMENTS, AND DAMAGES: $31,000,000 $14,500,000 $      

ACQUISTION: $1,000,000 $1,210,000 $      

TOTAL ESTIMATED R/W COST: $33,750,000 $17,125,000 $      
 

THE ESTIMATED NUMBER OF ABOVE RELOCATEES INCLUDES THOSE PARCELS WHERE THE 

PROPOSED ACQUISITION AREAS INVOLVE RELOCATION OF LIVABLE OR BUSINESS UNITS 

ONLY. 

 

THERE ARE NO FIGURES FOR UTILITY INVOLVEMENT ON THIS ESTIMATE / RELOCATION EIS REPORT AND NO PUE’s, 
AUE’s NOR DUE’s UNLESS DEPICTED ON PLANS FURNISHED. 

NOTES:        
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REQUEST FOR R/W COST ESTIMATE / RELOCATION EIS 

COST ESTIMATE REQUEST               RELOCATION EIS REPORT  
 

NEW REQUEST:                UPDATE REQUEST:                REVISION REQUEST:  
                                      Update to       Estimate                   Revision to 10/09/2014 Estimate     

                                                                                                                              Revision No.: 1 

 

DATE RECEIVED:          DATE ASSIGNED:       # of Alternates Requested:       

DATE DUE: 10/09/2015 ASAP 

TIP 
NUMBER 

DESCRIPTION: I-26 Connector, I-40 to US 19-23-70 North of Asheville 

I-2513A 

 

WBS ELEMENT: 34165.1.1   COUNTY: Buncombe      DIV: 13       APPRAISAL OFFICE: 5 

REQUESTOR: Michael Wray & Derrick Weaver  DEPT: PDEA        

TYPE OF PLANS PROVIDED:                                                                                          

  BASED ON PAST PROJECT HISTORICAL DATA, THE LAND AND DAMAGE FIGURES HAVE BEEN ADJUSTED 
TO INCLUDE CONDEMNATION AND ADMINISTRATIVE INCREASES THAT OCCUR DURING SETTLEMENT OF 
ALL PARCELS. 

APPRAISER: Fred Barkley (Revisor)     TRANSMITTED: 10/09/14              # of Alternates Completed: 1 

COMPLETION DATE: 10/09/14   

A             

 

TYPE OF ACCESS: 
 

NONE:       LIMITED:  
 
PARTIAL:   FULL:       

NONE:       LIMITED:  
 
PARTIAL:   FULL:       

NONE:       LIMITED:  
 
PARTIAL:   FULL:       

ESTIMATED NO. OF PARCELS: 157             
RESIDENTIAL RELOCATEES: 81 $2,835,000       $            $      

BUSINESS RELOCATEES: 18 $800,000       $            $      

GRAVES: - $-       $            $      

CHURCH / NON – PROFIT: 1 $50,000       $            $      

FARMS:  (Type)      - $-       $            $      

MISC:       - $-       $            $      

SIGNS: - $-       $            $      

LAND, IMPROVEMENTS, AND DAMAGES: $23,865,000 $      $      

ACQUISTION: $1,825,000 $      $      

TOTAL ESTIMATED R/W COST: $29,375,000 $      $      
                                

THE ESTIMATED NUMBER OF ABOVE RELOCATEES INCLUDES THOSE PARCELS WHERE THE 

PROPOSED ACQUISITION AREAS INVOLVE RELOCATION OF LIVABLE OR BUSINESS UNITS 

ONLY. 

NOTES:  Revised estimate to the original submitted 10/09/2014 done by Daniel Page and J. Rick Wynne 
of Asheville Appr. Office 
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REQUEST FOR R/W COST ESTIMATE / RELOCATION EIS 

COST ESTIMATE REQUEST               RELOCATION EIS REPORT  
 

NEW REQUEST:                UPDATE REQUEST:                REVISION REQUEST:  
                                      Update to       Estimate                   Revision to 04/25/14 Estimate     

                                                                                                                              Revision No.: 1 

 

DATE RECEIVED:          DATE ASSIGNED:       # of Alternates Requested:       

DATE DUE: 10/09/2015 ASAP 

TIP 
NUMBER 

DESCRIPTION: I-26 Connector, I-40 to US 19-23-70 North of Asheville 

I-2513B 

 

WBS ELEMENT: 34165.1.1   COUNTY: Buncombe      DIV: 13       APPRAISAL OFFICE: 5 

REQUESTOR: Michael Wray & Derrick Weaver  DEPT: PDEA        

TYPE OF PLANS PROVIDED:                                                                                          

  BASED ON PAST PROJECT HISTORICAL DATA, THE LAND AND DAMAGE FIGURES HAVE BEEN ADJUSTED 
TO INCLUDE CONDEMNATION AND ADMINISTRATIVE INCREASES THAT OCCUR DURING SETTLEMENT OF 
ALL PARCELS. 

APPRAISER: Fred Barkley (Revisor)     TRANSMITTED: 10/09/14              # of Alternates Completed: 1 

COMPLETION DATE: 10/09/14   

3C             

 

TYPE OF ACCESS: 
 

NONE:       LIMITED:  
 
PARTIAL:   FULL:       

NONE:       LIMITED:  
 
PARTIAL:   FULL:       

NONE:       LIMITED:  
 
PARTIAL:   FULL:       

ESTIMATED NO. OF PARCELS: 72             
RESIDENTIAL RELOCATEES: 14 $490,000       $            $      

BUSINESS RELOCATEES: 23 $1,810,000       $            $      

GRAVES: - $-       $            $      

CHURCH / NON – PROFIT: - $-       $            $      

FARMS:  (Type)      - $-       $            $      

MISC:       - $-       $            $      

SIGNS: - $-       $            $      

LAND, IMPROVEMENTS, AND DAMAGES: $32,750,000 $      $      

ACQUISTION: $1,100,000 $      $      

TOTAL ESTIMATED R/W COST: $36,150,000 $      $      
                                

THE ESTIMATED NUMBER OF ABOVE RELOCATEES INCLUDES THOSE PARCELS WHERE THE 

PROPOSED ACQUISITION AREAS INVOLVE RELOCATION OF LIVABLE OR BUSINESS UNITS 

ONLY. 

NOTES:  Revised estimate to the original submitted 04/25/2014 done by Daniel Page and J. Rick Wynne 
of Asheville Appr. Office 



This page intentionally left blank. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix D 

Federal Register Publication of the Notice of Intent 

 
 



This page intentionally left blank. 



40921 Federal Register / Vol. 72, No. 142 / Wednesday, July 25, 2007 / Notices 

15 15 U.S.C. 78s(b)(3)(A)(ii). 
16 17 CFR 240.19b–4(f)(2). 17 17 CFR 200.30–3(a)(12). 

particular, in that it is an equitable 
allocation of reasonable dues, fees, and 
other charges among Exchange 
members. 

B. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement on Burden on Competition 

The Exchange does not believe that 
the proposed rule change will impose 
any burden on competition that is not 
necessary or appropriate in furtherance 
of the purposes of the Act. 

C. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement on Comments on the 
Proposed Rule Change Received From 
Members, Participants, or Others 

No written comments were either 
solicited or received. 

III. Date of Effectiveness of the 
Proposed Rule Change and Timing For 
Commission Action 

The foregoing proposed rule change 
has been designated as a fee change 
pursuant to Section 19(b)(3)(A)(ii) of the 
Act 15 and Rule 19b–4(f)(2) 16 
thereunder, because it establishes or 
changes a due, fee, or other charge 
applicable only to a member. 
Accordingly, the proposal became 
effective upon filing with the 
Commission. At any time within 60 
days of the filing of such proposed rule 
change, the Commission may summarily 
abrogate such rule change if it appears 
to the Commission that such action is 
necessary or appropriate in the public 
interest, for the protection of investors, 
or otherwise in furtherance of the 
purposes of the Act. 

IV. Solicitation of Comments 

Interested persons are invited to 
submit written data, views, and 
arguments concerning the foregoing, 
including whether the proposed rule 
change is consistent with the Act. 
Comments may be submitted by any of 
the following methods: 

Electronic Comments 

• Use the Commission’s Internet 
comment form (http://www.sec.gov/ 
rules/sro.shtml); or 
• Send an e-mail to rule- 

comments@sec.gov. Please include File 
Number SR–Phlx–2007–50 on the 
subject line. 

Paper Comments 

• Send paper comments in triplicate 
to Nancy M. Morris, Secretary, 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
100 F Street, NE., Washington, DC 
20549–1090. 

All submissions should refer to File 
Number SR–Phlx–2007–50. This file 
number should be included on the 
subject line if e-mail is used. To help the 
Commission process and review your 
comments more efficiently, please use 
only one method. The Commission will 
post all comments on the Commission’s 
Internet Web site (http://www.sec.gov/ 
rules/sro.shtml). Copies of the 
submission, all subsequent 
amendments, all written statements 
with respect to the proposed rule 
change that are filed with the 
Commission, and all written 
communications relating to the 
proposed rule change between the 
Commission and any person, other than 
those that may be withheld from the 
public in accordance with the 
provisions of 5 U.S.C. 552, will be 
available for inspection and copying in 
the Commission’s Public Reference 
Room, 100 F Street, NE., Washington, 
DC 20549, on official business days 
between the hours of 10 a.m. and 3 p.m. 
Copies of such filing also will be 
available for inspection and copying at 
the principal office of the Exchange. All 
comments received will be posted 
without change; the Commission does 
not edit personal identifying 
information from submissions. You 
should submit only information that 
you wish to make available publicly. All 
submissions should refer to File 
Number SR–Phlx–2007–50 and should 
be submitted on or before August 15, 
2007. 

For the Commission, by the Division of 
Market Regulation, pursuant to delegated 
authority.17 
Florence E. Harmon, 
Deputy Secretary. 
[FR Doc. E7–14357 Filed 7–24–07; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8010–01–P 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Federal Highway Administration 

Environmental Impact Statement; 
Buncombe County, NC 

AGENCY: Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), DOT. 
ACTION: Notice of Intent. 

SUMMARY: The FHWA is issuing this 
notice to advise the public that an 
environmental impact statement will be 
prepared for the proposed extension of 
I–26 from I–40 to US 19–23–70, 
including widening I–240 from the 
I–26/I–40/I–240 interchange to US 19– 
23–74 (Patton Avenue), and 

construction on new location from US 
19–23–74 (Patton Avenue) across the 
French Broad River to US 19–23–70 in 
Buncombe County, North Carolina. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Clarence W. Coleman, P.E., Operations 
Engineer, Federal Highway 
Administration, 310 New Bern Avenue, 
Suite 410, Raleigh, North Carolina 
27601–1418, Telephone: (919) 856– 
4350, Extension 133. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
FHWA, in cooperation with the North 
Carolina Department of Transportation 
(NCDOT), will prepare an 
environmental impact statement (EIS) 
on a proposal for extending I–26, partly 
on new location, from I–40 to US 19– 
23–70 including the I–26/I–40/I–240 
interchange. The project is commonly 
referred to as the I–26 Connector and is 
intended to provide a link between 
existing I–26 and US 19–23–70 north of 
Asheville, completing a gap in the I–26 
corridor through Asheville. The project 
includes upgrading the I–26/I–40/I–240 
interchange and improving I–240 
(including the interchanges) north to the 
I–240/US 19–23–74A/Patton Avenue 
interchange west of the French Broad 
River. The project also includes 
construction of a multilane freeway 
segment on new location from the I– 
240/US 19–23–74A/Patton Avenue 
interchange across the French Broad 
River, merging into US 19–23–70 south 
of the existing US 19–23–70 interchange 
with SR 1781 (Broadway). 
Improvements to the corridor are 
considered necessary to provide for the 
existing and projected traffic demand 
and improve connectivity between I–26 
south of Asheville and US 19–23–70 
north of Asheville. In addition, 
upgrades are needed on existing 
interstates within the study area to meet 
current design standards. 

Opportunities have been provided for 
involvement with the public in defining 
the project purpose and need and 
determining the range of alternatives to 
be considered for the project. Further 
opportunities for the public to comment 
on the environmental review process 
will be provided throughout the 
remainder of the project development 
process. From 1989 to 1995, the I–26 
Connector was studied as part of the 
Asheville Urban Area Corridor 
Preservation Pilot Project in order to 
develop the Asheville Urban Area 
Thoroughfare Plan, a long-range 
regional transportation plan. Extensive 
public involvement was incorporated to 
identify overall transportation goals, 
specific projects in the Asheville area 
that would fulfill those goals (which 
identified the I–26 Connector as one of 
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those projects) and potential corridors 
for the I–26 Connector. NCDOT 
published a final Phase I Environmental 
Analysis for the Asheville Urban Area 
(Phase I Study) in April 1995. 

Prior to the initiation of 
environmental studies in preparation of 
an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS), a scoping letter soliciting 
comments on the proposed project was 
sent in 1996 to the local, state, and 
federal agencies, by NCDOT. No further 
scoping actions are planned. 

In 1997, the United States Army 
Corps of Engineer (USACE), FHWA, and 
NCDOT signed an Interagency 
Agreement integrating Section 404 and 
the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) of 1969, known as the Section 
404/NEPA Merger Process. The 
agreement requires the establishment of 
a project team at the beginning of each 
transportation project and outlines the 
coordination process with a series of 
Concurrence Points in order to promote 
cooperation and coordination during the 
study process and to ensure 
compatibility with local, state and 
federal planning projects and policies. 

In addition to the project merger team 
providing guidance and input, 
involvement with the public continued 
with a Project Educational Forum and a 
separate Project Design Forum in 2000. 
In the summer of 2004, public 
informational meetings were held to 
receive public comments on the 
functional alternatives presented. The 
engineering designs for the project 
alternatives were then presented at 
Community Informational Workshops in 
October 2006. Upon completion of the 
draft EIS, a public hearing will be held, 
with public notice of the time and place 
of the hearing. The draft EIS will be 
available for public and agency review 
and comment prior to the public 
hearing. 

To ensure that the full range of issues 
related to the proposed action is 
addressed and all significant issues are 
identified, comments and suggestions 
are invited from all interested parties. 
Comments and questions concerning the 
proposed action should be directed to 
the FHWA at the address provided 
above. 

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program Number 20.205, Highway Research 
Planning and Construction. The regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
regarding intergovernmental consultation on 
Federal programs and activities apply to this 
program.) 

Issued on: July 19, 2007. 
Clarence W. Coleman, 
P.E., Operations Engineer, Raleigh, North 
Carolina. 
[FR Doc. E7–14353 Filed 7–24–07; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910–22–P 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Federal Highway Administration 

Supplemental Final Environmental 
Impact Statement; Graham County, NC 

AGENCY: Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), Department of 
Transportation. 
ACTION: Notice of Intent. 

SUMMARY: The FHWA is issuing this 
notice to advise the public that a 
Supplemental Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (Supp. FEIS) will be 
prepared for the proposed relocation of 
U.S. 74 from U.S. 129 in Robbinsville to 
NC 28 in Stecoah, Graham County, 
North Carolina. The proposed project 
would be the construction of a four-lane 
divided highway approximately 11 
miles in length. This project is 
identified as TIP Project No. A–9 B&C. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. 
Clarence W. Coleman, P.E., Operations 
Engineer, Federal Highway 
Administration, 310 New Bern Avenue, 
Suite 410, Raleigh, North Carolina 
27601–1418, telephone: (919) 856–4350, 
Extension 133. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
proposed relocation is part of the North 
Carolina Department of Transportation 
(NCDOT) Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP) Project No. A–9, which 
includes four different relocation 
projects, identified as TIP Project Nos. 
A–9 A, B, C, & D. The ‘‘A’’ portion of 
the project begins in Cherokee County 
with a proposed terminus in Andrews 
and extends into Graham County with a 
proposed terminus in Robbinsville. The 
proposed relocation from Robbinsville 
to Stecoah is the ‘‘B & C’’ portion of the 
project. The ‘‘D’’ portion of the project 
begins in Stecoah and extends east into 
Swain County, terminating in Almond; 
most of this segment is complete. 

An FEIS for the entire A–9 project 
was completed in 1984. Federal 
regulations impose a three-year 
restriction, commencing from the time a 
document is signed, for action to be 
taken on a project. If action is not taken 
within this period, a reevaluation of the 
FEIS is required. The Supp. FEIS will 
serve as this reevaluation (40 CFR 
1502.9). The FEIS identified a Preferred 
Corridor for the entire A, B, C, & D 
corridor from Andrews to Almond. A 

reevaluation was completed for A–9D (a 
widening project), while A–9 A, B, & C 
(the new location portion) was subject 
to further analysis due to the project’s 
potential impacts. The Supp. FEIS and 
its associated technical memorandum 
(indirect and cumulative effects report, 
air analysis, noise analysis, etc.) are 
being prepared only for the B & C 
portion of the project. The A portion of 
the project is currently unfunded. The 
project includes a tunnel under Stecoah 
Gap where an easement will be obtained 
from the U.S. Forest Service. The project 
corridor follows the existing NC 143 
alignment in some areas; however, the 
majority of the project is on new 
location, as is the area through Stecoah 
Gap. The project also includes several 
new stream crossings including a bridge 
over Stecoah Creek. 

The purpose of this project is to 
improve the US 74 corridor throughout 
the state providing better system 
linkage, economic and social 
development, highway capacity, and 
safety resulting in road user savings 
from a more efficient highway facility. 
It will also provide better accessibility 
with highway connections for Graham 
County. The proposed US 74 relocation 
is part of the Appalachian Development 
Highway System (ADHS), which would 
complete a missing link in the 
Appalachian Highway Corridor K. In 
summary, the purpose of the ADHS is 
to improve the economic conditions of 
the region by providing the 
infrastructure necessary for economic 
and human resource development. 

A scoping letter was sent to federal 
and state resource agencies on 
December 5, 1995, and an interagency 
scoping meeting held on January 4, 
1996. Additional interagency meetings 
were held on July 31, 1996, December 
9, 1999, January 20, 2004, and 
September 19, 2006. An interagency 
meeting is currently scheduled for 
August 14, 2007. Public involvement 
has occurred for this project. The first 
Citizens Informational Workshop was 
held in two locations to accommodate 
interests at each end of the entire ABC 
project study area. The first workshop 
was held on March 11, 1996, at the 
Robbinsville High School in 
Robbinsville; the second was held at the 
Andrews Community Center in 
Andrews. The second Citizens 
Informational Workshop was also held 
in two locations on subsequent days. 
The workshop in Robbinsville was held 
October 28, 1996, at the Robbinsville 
High School; the second on October 29, 
1996, at the Andrews Community 
Center in Andrews. The third Citizens 
Informational Workshop was also held 
on subsequent days in Robbinsville and 
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f b
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 c
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 o
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 c
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s d
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 re
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r o
f a

n 
ur

ba
n 

ar
ea

 is
 e

xt
re

m
el

y 
de

st
ru

ct
iv

e 
of

 th
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 d
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 c
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 c
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 c
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r d
ow

nt
ow

n 
co

re
 a

re
a 

an
d 

th
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 b
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 c
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 c
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 d
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 b
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l p
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 p
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 c
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l r
oa

d 
sy

st
em

 th
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 d
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t o
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be

 a
dm

ire
d 

as
 a

 sc
en

ic
 

as
se

t t
o 

th
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t r
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 c
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r c
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 d
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 d
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at
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l c
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t c
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s p
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f r
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CHAPTER 10. LIST OF ACRONYMS  

AAC Aesthetics Advisory Committee 
AAMPO Asheville Area Metropolitan Planning Organization 
AASHO American Association of State Highway Officials 
AASHTO American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 
AB Tech Asheville-Buncombe Technical Community College 
ACAC Asheville Connector Advisory Committee 
ACS American Community Survey 
ADC Asheville Design Center 
ADHS Appalachian Development Highway System 
ADT Average daily traffic 
AIS Additional Improvement Scenario 
APE Area of Potential Effects 
ARC Appalachian Regional Commission 
ARDA Appalachian Regional Development Act 
ART Asheville Redefines Transit 
ATS Asheville Transit System 
BG Block Group 
BMP Best Management Practice 
BOSS Bus on Shoulder System 
BRT  Bus Rapid Transit 
C/D Collector Distributor 
CAAA Clean Air Act Amendments 
CAN Coalition of Asheville Neighborhoods 
CCC Community Coordinating Committee 
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality 
CES Cumulative Effects Study 
CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
CIBO Council of Independent Business Owners 
CIW Citizens’ Information Workshop 
CO Carbon Monoxide 
COA City of Asheville 
CP Concurrence Point 
CT Census Tract 
CWA Clean Water Act 
dB Decibel 
dBA Decibels of A-weighted noise 
DCIA Direct Community Impact Area 
DDHV Directional Design Hourly Volume 
DEIS Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
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DHV Design Hourly Volume 
DOJ Department of Justice 
DOT Department of Transportation 
DSA Demographic Study Area 
DWQ Division of Water Quality 
EA Environmental Assessment 
EB Eastbound 
EEP Ecosystem Enhancement Program 
EIS Environmental Impact Statement 
EO Executive Order 
ESA Endangered Species Act 
EWANA East-West Asheville Neighborhood Association 
FAA Federal Aviation Administration 
FBRMPO French Broad River Metropolitan Planning Organization 
FEIS Final Environmental Impact Statement 
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 
FHWA Federal Highway Administration 
FLUSA Future Land Use Study Area 
FPPA Farmland Protection Policy Act 
FSC Federal Species of Concern 
FY Fiscal Year 
GIS Geographic Information System 
HCM Highway Capacity Manual 
HCS Highway Capacity Software 
HOV High Occupancy Vehicle 
HPO Historic Preservation Office 
HQW High Quality Waters 
HUD Housing and Urban Development 
ICE Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
ILUS/LUSA  Indirect Screening and Land Use Scenario Assessment 
LEDPA Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative 
LEP Limited English Proficient 
Leq Equivalent sound level 
LOS Level of service 
LRP Long Range Plan 
LRTP Long Range Transportation Plan 
MOA Memorandum of Agreement 
MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization 
MSAT Mobile Source Air Toxics 
MSD Metropolitan Sewer District of Buncombe County  
MSL mean sea level 
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NA Not Applicable 
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NAC Noise Abatement Criteria 
NB Northbound 
NCAC North Carolina Administrative Code 
NCDEHNR North Carolina Department of Environmental Health and Natural Resources 
NCDENR North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources 
NCDEQ North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality 
NCDOT North Carolina Department of Transportation 
NCDWR North Carolina Division of Water Resources 
NCESC North Carolina Employment Security Commission 
NCNHP North Carolina Natural Heritage Program 
NCTN North Carolina Transportation Network 
NCWAM North Carolina Wetland Assessment Method 
NCWRC North Carolina Wildlife Resource Commission 
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 
NHL National Historic Landmarks 
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act 
NLEB Northern long-eared bat 
NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service 
NOx Nitrogen Oxides 
NO2 Nitrogen Dioxide 
NOI Notice of Intent 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
NPIAS National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems 
NPS National Park Service 
NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service 
NRHP National Register of Historic Places 
NRTR Natural Resources Technical Report 
O3 Ozone 
ORW Outstanding Resource Waters 
Pb Lead 
PDEA Project Development Environmental Assessment Branch 
PM Particulate Matter 
PSNC Public Service Company of North Carolina 
RAD River Arts District 
RDA River District Area 
ROD Record of Decision 
SAFETEA-LU Safe, Accountable, Flexible Efficient Transportation Equity Act – A Legacy for 

Users 
SB Southbound 
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SEPA State Environmental Policy Act 
SHC Strategic Highway Corridor 
SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer 
SO2 Sulfur Dioxide 
SPL Sound pressure level  
STC Strategic Transportation Corridor 
STIP State Transportation Improvement Program 
TAC Joint Transportation Advisory Committee 
TAZ Traffic Analysis Zone 
TCC Technical Coordinating Committee 
TDM Transportation Demand Management 
TEA-21 Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century 
TIP Transportation Improvement Program 
TNM Traffic Noise Model 
TRB Transportation Research Board 
TSM Transportation system management 
TUDI Tight Urban Diamond Interchange 
TVA Tennessee Valley Authority 
UDO Unified Development Ordinance 
UE User Equilibrium  
UNC University of North Carolina 
UNC-A  University of North Carolina Asheville 
USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers 
USC United States Code (or U.S.C.) 
USCG United States Coast Guard 
USDA United States Department of Agriculture 
USDOT United States Department of Transportation 
USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS United States Geological Service 
V/C Volume to Capacity Ratio 
VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled 
WB Westbound 
WECAN West End/Clingman Area Neighborhood 
WNCA  Western North Carolina Alliance 
 
 
 



Chapter 9. References I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 9-1 

CHAPTER 9. REFERENCES 

Technical studies listed here are available upon request.  

AASHTO. 1965. A Policy on Geometric Design of Rural Highways. 1954 and 1965 editions. 

AASHTO. 2001. A Policy of Geometric Design of Highways and Streets.  

AASHTO. 2005. A Policy on Design Standards – Interstate System. Green Book. Washington, 
D.C. 

AASHTO. 2011. A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets. The Green Book. 
Washington, D.C. 

AASHTO. 2012. AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. Washington, D.C. 

Acme Preservation Services, LLC. 2015. Historic Architectural Resources Survey Update 
Report. 

Alexander Mattson and Associates, Inc. 2006. Historic Architectural Resources Survey Report, 
New I-26 Route, Asheville Connector, Buncombe County, North Carolina, North Carolina 
Department of Transportation, TIP No. I-2513. Prepared for TGS Engineers, Inc., 23 
May 2006. 

Asheville Area Chamber of Commerce. 2014. “Regional Information.” 1 May 2014. 
http://www.ashevillechamber.org/live/info.asp.  

ADC. 2010a. Burton Street Community Plan. Prepared by Asheville Design Center Western 
North Carolina Alliance in association with Burton Street Community Association. 
Summer 2010. 

ADC. 2010b. I-26 Alternative 4B Community-Based Design Update. March 2010. 

Asheville Regional Airport Authority. 2013. Asheville Regional Airport Master Plan. Prepared by 
Delta Airport Consultants, Inc. and Mead & Hunt, Inc. for Asheville Regional Airport 
Authority. http://flyavl.com/media/PDFs/MasterPlan.pdf. 

Asheville Regional Airport Authority. 2014. “Welcome to Asheville Regional Airport.” Accessed 
December 20, 2014. http://www.flyavl.com.  

ATS. 2014. “Maps and Schedules”. Accessed December 2014. 
http://www.ashevillenc.gov/Departments/Transit/MapsSchedules.aspx. 

Atkins Engineering. 2015. Natural Resources Technical Report, I-26 Asheville Improvements (I-
2513), Buncombe County, North Carolina, State Project No. 8.U843701, Federal-aid No. 
MANHF 26 1(53). February 2015. 

Buncombe County. 2013. Buncombe County Comprehensive Land Use Plan Update. County of 
Buncombe Planning and Development. September 17, 2013. 
http://www.buncombecounty.org/common/planning/ComprehensiveLandUsePlan.pdf. 



Chapter 9. References I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 9-2 

Buncombe County Transportation. 2007. “Mountain Mobility: Buncombe Counties Community 
Transportation System.” Accessed February 5, 2007. 
http://www.buncombecounty.org/governing/depts/Transportation/.  

CCC. 2000. Report of the Community Coordinating Committee for the Design of the I-26 
Connector Through Asheville. http://www.i26connectusproject.org/Home/documents/ccc-
report. 

CEQ. 2005. Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National 
Environmental Policy Act. Reprint 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508. Council on Environmental 
Quality Executive Office of the President. 

City of Asheville. 1996. West End/Clingman Small Area Plan. Adopted 2008. 

City of Asheville. 1998. Asheville Greenways Master Plan Report. November 1998. 

City of Asheville. 2002a. Asheville City Development Plan 2025. 

City of Asheville. 2002b. Broadway Corridor Action Plan. 

City of Asheville. 2004. A Strategic Plan for the Sustainable Economic Development of the City 
of Asheville, North Carolina. City of Asheville Office of Economic Development. May 
2004. 

City of Asheville. 2005a. Brevard Road Corridor Study. 

City of Asheville. 2005b. City of Asheville Pedestrian Plan. 
http://www.ashevillenc.gov/residents/transportation/default.aspx?id=450.  

City of Asheville. 2005c. Consolidated Strategic Housing and Community Development Plan 
2005-2010. City of Asheville and Asheville Regional Housing Consortium. 26 April 2005. 

City of Asheville. 2005d. Haywood Road Corridor Study. 

City of Asheville. 2005e. City of Asheville River Redevelopment Plan. 

City of Asheville. 2008. City of Asheville Comprehensive Bicycle Plan. Prepared by Toole 
Design Group, LLC and Livable Streets, Inc. for Asheville City Council. Adopted 
February 26, 2008. http://www.ashevillenc.gov/Portals/0/city-
documents/TransportationEngineering/Traffic_Engineering/FinalBikePlanAdopted02260
8.pdf. 

City of Asheville. 2009a. Asheville Downtown Master Plan. March 27, 2009. 

City of Asheville. 2009b. Asheville Unified Development Ordinance. 2009, updated 2014. 
https://www.municode.com/library/nc/asheville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTII
COOR_CH7DE_ARTIAUPUJULESTPR_S7-1-1AUTI. 

City of Asheville. 2009c. City of Asheville, North Carolina Parks, Recreation, Cultural Arts, & 
Greenways Master Plan. February 2009. Updated 2013. 

City of Asheville. 2009d. Sustainability Management Plan. August 2009. 



Chapter 9. References I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 9-3 

City of Asheville. 2010a. Consolidated Strategic Housing and Community Development Plan 
2005-2010. City of Asheville and Asheville Regional Housing Consortium. April 26, 2005. 

City of Asheville. 2010b. Parks, Recreation and Cultural Arts. City of Asheville, Parks and 
Recreation Department. February 5, 2010. 
http://www.ashevillenc.gov/departments/ParksRCA/default.aspx?id=12702. 

City of Asheville. 2013. City of Asheville, North Carolina Parks, Recreation, Cultural Arts, & 
Greenways Master Plan. November 2013. 

City of Asheville. 2014. “Asheville Redefines Transit.” Accessed December 20, 2014. 
http://www.ashevillenc.gov/Departments/Transit.aspx. 

Ecoscience Corporation. 2010. Natural Resources Technical Report. I-26 Asheville Connector 
(I-2513), Buncombe County, North Carolina, State Project No. 8.U843701, Federal Aid 
No. MANHF 26 1(53). Prepared for North Carolina Department of Transportation. 
January 2010. 

Environmental Investigations, Inc. 1993. Preliminary Site Assessment Report. July 30, 1993. 

Environmental Laboratory. 1987. Wetlands Delineation Manual. Technical Report Y-87-1. 
United States Army Engineer Waterways Experiment Station, Vicksburg, MS: 1987. 

EPA. 1990. Memorandum of Agreement Between the Department of the Army and The 
Environmental Protection Agency: The Determination of Mitigation Under the Clean 
Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. February 6, 1990. 

EPA. 2003. Memorandum of Agreement Among the North Carolina Department of Environment 
and Natural Resources and the North Carolina Department of Transportation and the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers, Wilmington District. July 22, 2003. 

EPA. 2007. Designated Sole Source Aquifers in EPA Region IV. Accessed April 18, 2007. 
http://www.epa.gov/region4/water/groundwater/r4ssa.htm. 

FAA. 2014. 2015-2019 National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems. September 30, 2014. 
http://www.faa.gov/airports/planning_capacity/npias/. 

FBRMPO. 2005. Transportation 2030: A Multi Modal, Long Range Plan for Buncombe, 
Haywood and Henderson Counties. French Broad River Metropolitan Planning 
Organization. September 22, 2005. 

FBRMPO. 2008. Coordinated Public Transportation and Human Services Transportation Plan. 
French Broad River Metropolitan Planning Organization. April 17, 2008. 

FBRMPO. 2010. French Broad River MPO 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). 
September 23, 2012. 

FEMA. 1994. Unified National Program for Floodplain Management. 

FEMA. 2010. Flood Insurance Study for Buncombe County North Carolina. January 6, 2010. 

http://www.ashevillenc.gov/departments/ParksRCA/default.aspx?id=12702


Chapter 9. References I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 9-4 

FHWA. 1994. The National Bicycling and Walking Study: Transportation Choices for a Changing 
America. Final Report. FHWA-PD-94-023. 

FHWA. 1999. Federal Highway Administration Guidance on Invasive Species. August 8, 1999. 

FHWA. 2015. A Methodology for Evaluating Mobile Source Air Toxic Emissions Among 
Transportation Project Alternatives. Prepared by Michael Claggett, Ph.D., Air Quality 
Modeling Specialist, Federal Highway Administration Resource Center, and Terry L. 
Miller, Ph.D., P.E., Associate Professor, Department of Civil and Environmental 
Engineering, University of Tennessee, Knoxville. 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/research_and_analysis/meth
odology/msatemissions.pdf. 

HDR Engineering, Inc. of the Carolinas. 2009. City of Asheville Final Transit Master Plan. 
October 2009. 

HNTB North Carolina, PC. 2007. TIP Project I-2513, Buncombe County, Community 
Identification Technical Memorandum. Prepared for North Carolina Department of 
Transportation. April 2007. 

HNTB North Carolina, PC. 2010a. Cumulative Effects Study Update, TIP I-2513, I-26 Asheville 
Connector, Buncombe County, North Carolina. Prepared for North Carolina Department 
of Transportation. April 2010. 

HNTB North Carolina, PC. 2010b. Indirect Screening and Land Use Scenario Assessment, TIP 
I-2513, I-26 Asheville Connector, Buncombe County, North Carolina. Prepared for North 
Carolina Department of Transportation. April 2010. 

Land of Sky Regional Council. 2007. “Strive Not to Drive.” Accessed February 9, 2007. 
http://www.strivenottodrive.org/about-us/. 

Land of Sky Regional Council. 2010. “Regional Vision 2010.”  

Martin/Alexiou/Bryson, PLLC. 2004. Asheville Travel Model. Prepared for North Carolina 
Department of Transportation. September 2004. 

Martin/Alexiou/Bryson, PLLC. 2007. French Broad River Metropolitan Planning Organization 
Travel Demand Model Final Report. November 2007. 

Martin/Alexiou/Bryson, PLLC. 2010. Traffic Forecasts for NCDOT STIP Project No. I-2513, I-26 
Connector, Buncombe County, North Carolina. Prepared for North Carolina Department 
of Transportation. March 2010. 

McNutt, Charles H., Jr. 2006. Phase II Testing of Six Sites (31HK206, 31HK207, 31HK221, 
31HK1686, 31HK1690 and 31HK1694), Hoke County, Fort Bragg, North Carolina. TRC 
Garrow Associates, Chapel Hill, North Carolina. Submitted to National Park Service and 
Fort Bragg. 

Mountain Housing Opportunities Inc. 1996. WECAN Citizens Master Plan. Updated 2000. 
Adopted 2008. 



Chapter 9. References I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 9-5 

NCDENR. 1993. North Carolina Erosion and Sediment Control Planning and Design Manual. 1 
December 1993. http://www.dlr.enr.state.nc.us/images/Cover%20%26%20TOC.pdf. 

NCDENR. 1996. A Field Guide to North Carolina Wetlands. North Carolina Department of 
Environment, Health, and Natural Resources, North Carolina Division of Water Quality. 
Raleigh: 1996. 

NCDENR. 2007. “North Carolina Natural and Scenic River System.” North Carolina Department 
of Environment and Natural Resources, Division of Parks and Recreation. Accessed 
March 1, 2007. http://ils.unc.edu/parkproject/resource/river.html.  

NCDENR. 2014. “North Carolina Geodetic Survey.” North Carolina Department of Environment, 
Health, and Natural Resources, Division of Land Resources. 
http://www.ncgs.state.nc.us/. 

NCDENR and USACE. 1998. Memorandum of Understanding between the North Carolina 
Department of Environment and Natural Resources and the United States Army Corps 
of Engineers, Wilmington District.  

NCDOT. 1993a. North Carolina Department of Transportation, Memorandum to Ron Poole, 
Manager Statewide Planning Branch, RE: Preliminary Environmental Site Assessment; 
I-26 Connector Asheville Urban Area. 17 September 1993. 

NCDOT. 1993b. NCDOT Pedestrian Policy Guideline. August 1993. 

NCDOT. 1995. Phase I Environmental Analysis – Asheville Urban Area. North Carolina 
Department of Transportation, Statewide Planning Branch. April 1995. 

NCDOT. 1996. Asheville Urban Area Thoroughfare Plan. North Carolina Department of 
Transportation, Statewide Planning Branch. April 1996. 

NCDOT. 1997. Best Management Practices for Protection of Surface Waters. North Carolina 
Department of Transportation, Division of Highways. 

NCDOT. 2001. Western North Carolina Passenger Rail Study. North Carolina Department of 
Transportation, Rail Division. March 2001. http://www.bytrain.org/future/pdf/wncrpt.pdf. 

NCDOT. 2003a. Best Management Practices for Construction and Maintenance Activities. 
August 2003. 
https://connect.ncdot.gov/projects/Roadway/RoadwayDesignAdministrativeDocuments/B
est%20Management%20Practices%20for%20Construction%20and%20Maintenance%2
0Activities.pdf. 

NCDOT. 2003b. Section 106 Procedures and Report Guidelines. 

NCDOT. 2005. Strategic Highway Corridors Concept Development Report. North Carolina 
Department of Transportation, Transportation Planning Branch. October 2005. 

NCDOT. 2006a. Geotechnical Pre-Scoping Report. Asheville I 240 & New Route from I-26 to 
US 19 23 70. Buncombe County, North Carolina, TIP NO. I-2513, WBS 34165.1.2, 
Federal Project No. MA NHF 26 1 (53). 12 July 2006. 



Chapter 9. References I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 9-6 

NCDOT. 2006b. Roadway Design Manual.  

NCDOT. 2007a. “Planned Service to Western North Carolina.” North Carolina Department of 
Transportation, Rail Division. Accessed February 15, 2007. 
http://www.bytrain.org/future/western.html. 

NCDOT. 2007b. Strategic Highway Corridors Overview. North Carolina Department of 
Transportation, Transportation Planning Branch. Accessed February 7, 2007. 
http://www.ncdot.org/doh/preconstruct/tpb/SHC/overview. 

NCDOT. 2007c. Strategic Highway Corridors Reference. February 2007. 

NCDOT. 2008. Comprehensive Transportation Plan for French Broad River MPO and Rural 
Areas of Buncombe and Haywood Counties. North Carolina Department of 
Transportation, Transportation Planning Branch. Accessed January 18, 2008. 
https://connect.ncdot.gov/projects/planning/Pages/CTP-
Details.aspx?study_id=French%20Broad%20River. 

NCDOT. 2009a. 2009-2015 State Transportation Improvement Program. Updated December 
2014. 
https://connect.ncdot.gov/projects/planning/Planning%20Document%20Library/LIVE_ST
IP.pdf. 

NCDOT. 2009b. Administrative Action to Include Local Adopted Greenway Plans in the NCDOT 
Highway Planning Process. NCDOT Division of Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation. 
Adopted January 1994. Last Update: November 13, 2009. 

NCDOT. 2009c. Board of Transportation Resolution: Bicycling & Walking in North Carolina, a 
Critical Part of the Transportation System. Adopted by the Board of Transportation on 
September 8, 2000. Last Update: November 13, 2009. 

NCDOT. 2009d. Complete Streets Policy. Approved by the North Carolina Department of 
Transportation July 9, 2009. 

NCDOT. 2009e. Crash Analysis Report, I 26 Connector. North Carolina Department of 
Transportation, Project Development and Environmental Analysis. December 2009. 

NCDOT. 2009f. NCDOT Bicycle Policy. NCDOT Division of Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Transportation. Last Update: November 13, 2009. 

NCDOT. 2010a. Air Quality Analysis Update Technical Memorandum for the I-26 Connector 
Project, TIP No. I-2513. February 2010. 

NCDOT. 2010b. FEMA Floodplain Right-of-way Cost Estimate. Prepared by NCDOT Right-of-
way Branch, 9 February 2010. 

NCDOT. 2010c. “Surplus Right of Way Disposal and Control of Access Review Committee 
Operating Procedures.” Revised July 9, 2010. 

NCDOT. 2011. “Noise Abatement Policy.” July 2011. 



Chapter 9. References I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 9-7 

NCDOT. 2012. Complete Streets Planning and Design Guidelines. July 2012. 

NCDOT. 2014a. Asheville Regional Cumulative Effects Study. North Carolina Department of 
Transportation, Human Environment Section. June 2014. 
http://www.ncdot.gov/projects/I26Connector. 

NCDOT. 2014b. Crash Analysis Report, I 26 Connector. North Carolina Department of 
Transportation, Project Development and Environmental Analysis. August 2014. 

NCDOT. 2014c. Revised Geotechnical Pre-Scoping Report. Asheville I 240 & New Route from 
I-26 to US 19 23 70. Buncombe County, North Carolina, TIP NO. I-2513, WBS 
34165.1.2, Federal Project No. MA NHF 26 1 (53). 3 September 2014. 

NCDOT. 2015a. Air Quality Analysis Update Technical Memorandum for the I-26 Connector 
Project, TIP No. I-2513. March 2015. 

NCDOT. 2015b. Neighborhood Outreach Technical Memorandum. February 2015. 

NCDOT. 2015c. NCDOT Current State Transportation Improvement Plan. May 2015. 
https://connect.ncdot.gov/projects/planning/Planning%20Document%20Library/LIVE_ST
IP.pdf. 

NCDOT. 2015d. Traffic Noise Analysis for the I-26 Connector. August 2015. 

NCDOT. 2015e. EIS Relocation Reports for STIP Project I-2513. August 4, 2015. 

NCDOT. 2015f. 2016-2025 State Transportation Improvement Program. Updated June 2015. 
https://connect.ncdot.gov/projects/planning/STIPDocuments1/2016-2025%20STIP.pdf.  

NCWRC. 2007. “Game Lands Program.” Accessed March 1, 2007. 
http://www.ncwildlife.com/fs_index_07_conservation.htm.  

North Carolina Board of Transportation. 2012. 2040 Long-Range Transportation Plan. 

NPS. 2007. “Partnership Wild and Scenic Rivers.” United States Department of the Interior, 
National Park Service. Accessed March 1, 2007. http://www.nps.gov/pwsr/index.htm. 

NPS. 2010. National Park Service, Land and Water Conservation Fund Project List by County 
and Summary Reports. Accessed August 30, 2010. http://waso-
lwcf.ncrc.nps.gov/public/index.cfm.  

NRCS.2010. Soil Survey Manual. “Chapter Two: Soil Systematics.” 2 February 2010. 
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/ref/?cid=nrcs142p2_054252. 

Rhea, Vince. 2005. “Summary of Utilities Conference in Asheville for I-2513.” North Carolina 
Department of Transportation. 

Riverlink. 2004. Wilma Dykeman RiverWay Master Plan. June 2004. 

Schafale, M.P. and A.S. Weakley. 1990. Classification of The Natural Communities of North 
Carolina: Third Approximation. Natural Heritage Program, Division of Parks and 
Recreation, N.C. Department of Environment, Health, and Natural Resources, Raleigh. 



Chapter 9. References I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 9-8 

Share the Ride NC. 2007. “Partner Agencies.” Accessed April 13, 2007. 
http://www.sharetheridenc.org/resources.html.  

Shumate M., Scott and Pattie Evans Shumate. 2001. Archaeological Phase I Survey of Two 
Proposed Boat Ramp Sites along the French Broad River on the Biltmore Estate, 
Buncombe County, North Carolina. Appalachian State University Laboratories of 
Archaeological Science, Department of Anthropology, Boone, North Carolina. Submitted 
to the Biltmore Estate, Asheville, North Carolina. 2001. 

TGS Engineers. 2010. Hydraulic Technical Report for I-2513 the I-26 Asheville Connector. 
Prepared for North Carolina Department of Transportation, Project Development and 
Environmental Analysis Branch. Revised April 2010. 

TRB. 2010. Highway Capacity Manual. National Research Council. Washington, DC. 

TRC Garrow Associates, Inc. 2007. Revised Draft Report, Archaeological Survey and 
Evaluation for the I-26 Asheville Connector, Buncombe County, North Carolina. TIP I-
2513, State Project Number 8.U843701, Federal Aid No. MANHF 26 1 (53), NCDOT 
Division 13. Prepared for the North Carolina Department of Transportation, February 
2007. 

United States General Accounting Office. 2001. “Mass Transit: Bus Rapid Transit Shows 
Promise.” GAO-01-984. September 2001. http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d01984.pdf. 

URS. 2006a. Limited Phase I Site Assessment. March 24, 2006. 

URS. 2006b. Qualitative Indirect Effects Technical Memorandum. Prepared for North Carolina 
Department of Transportation. April 2006. 

URS. 2007a. I-2513 Community Impact Assessment. Prepared for North Carolina Department 
of Transportation. March 2007. 

URS. 2007b. Qualitative Indirect Effects Technical Memorandum. Prepared for North Carolina 
Department of Transportation. March 26, 2007. 

URS. 2008. Cumulative Effects Study. Prepared for North Carolina Department of 
Transportation. July 2008. 

URS. 2010a. Pedestrian Work Zone Accommodations Assessment for I-26 Connector. 
Prepared for North Carolina Department of Transportation. March 2010. 

URS. 2010b. Build and Future Needs Analysis Report. Prepared for North Carolina Department 
of Transportation. April 2010. 

URS. 2010c. Traffic Operations Technical Memorandum. Prepared for North Carolina 
Department of Transportation. April 2010. 

URS. 2010d. Cumulative Effects Study Update. Prepared for North Carolina Department of 
Transportation. April 2010. 



Chapter 9. References I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 9-9 

URS. 2010e. I-2513 Community Impact Assessment Update. Prepared for North Carolina 
Department of Transportation. April 19, 2010. 

URS. 2010f. I-26 Connector Traffic Capacity Analysis Memorandum. Prepared for North 
Carolina Department of Transportation. January 2010. 

URS. 2010g. Impervious Area Calculations for I-2513 the I-26 Asheville Connector. May 2010. 

URS. 2010h. Multi-Modal Transportation Assessment. Prepared for North Carolina Department 
of Transportation. July 2010. 

URS. 2013. Demographic Analysis. February 2013. 

URS. 2014a. Direct Land Use and Economic Effects Assessment. Prepared for North Carolina 
Department of Transportation.  

URS. 2014b. Geotechnical and Hazardous Materials Memorandum. Prepared for North Carolina 
Department of Transportation. September 2014. 

URS. 2014c. Traffic Noise Analysis. Prepared for North Carolina Department of Transportation. 
September 2014. 

URS. 2014d. US 19/23 (Future I-26) Improvements Logical Termini and Independent Utility 
Memorandum. November 13, 2014. 

URS. 2015a. Purpose and Need Statement. Prepared for North Carolina Department of 
Transportation. January 2015. 

URS. 2015b. Build and Future Needs Analysis Report. Prepared for North Carolina Department 
of Transportation. May 2015. 

URS. 2015c. Cumulative Effects Study Update. Prepared for North Carolina Department of 
Transportation. April 2, 2015. 

URS. 2015d. Final Hydraulic Aspects Report Addendum to the I-2513 Hydraulic Technical 
Report. August 2015. 

URS. 2015e. Geotechnical and Hazardous Materials Memorandum. Prepared for North Carolina 
Department of Transportation. September 2014. 

URS. 2015f. I-2513 Community Impact Assessment Update. Prepared for North Carolina 
Department of Transportation. April 2, 2015. 

URS. 2015g. Indirect Screening and Land Use Scenario Assessment. Prepared for North 
Carolina Department of Transportation. February, 2015.  

URS. 2015h. Zone Accommodations Assessment for I-26 Connector. Prepared for North 
Carolina Department of Transportation. April 2, 2015. 

URS. 2015i. Public Involvement Plan. February 2015. 



Chapter 9. References I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 9-10 

URS. 2015j. Traffic Noise Analysis. Prepared for North Carolina Department of Transportation. 
April 2015. 

URS. 2015k. Traffic Operations Technical Memorandum. Prepared for North Carolina 
Department of Transportation. May 2015. 

URS. 2015l. Updated Impervious Surface Calculations Memorandum. June 11, 2015. 

URS. 2015m. Section A Project Footprint Scenarios Memorandum. Prepared for North Carolina 
Department of Transportation. September 2015. 

URS. 2015n. Roadway Deficiencies Assessment. Prepared for North Carolina Department of 
Transportation. October 2015. 

USDOT. 2005. Policy Guidance Concerning Recipient's Responsibilities to Limited English 
Proficient (LEP) Persons. 70 Fed. Reg. 239 (14 December 2005) pp. 74087-74100. 
http://edocket.access.gpo.gov/2005/05-23972.htm.  

USDOT/FHWA. 1987. Guidance for Preparing and Processing Environmental and Section 4(f) 
Documents. Technical Advisory T-6640.8a. October 30, 1987. 
http://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/projdev/impTA6640.asp. 

USDOT/FHWA. 1996. Community Impact Assessment: A Quick Reference for Transportation. 
September 1996. 

USDOT/FHWA. 2005a. Federal Aid Policy Guidance. 

USDOT/FHWA. 2005b. “FHWA Section 4(f) Policy Paper.” United States Department of 
Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Office of Planning, Environment and 
Realty, Project Development and Environmental Review. 1 March 2005. 

USDOT/FHWA. 2005c. “Guidance for Determining De Minimis Impacts to Section 4(f) 
Resources.” Memorandum to the Federal Highway Administration Division 
Administrators and Federal Transit Administration Regional Administrators. December 
13, 2005. http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/hep/guidedeminimis.htm. 

USDOT/FHWA. 2013. “Questions and Answers on the Application of the Section 4(f) De 
Minimis Impact Criteria.” http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/hep/qasdeminimus.htm. 

USFWS. 2015. “Endangered Species, Threatened Species, Federal Species of Concern, and 
Candidate Species, Buncombe County, North Carolina.” Updated 7-24-2015. 
http://www.fws.gov/raleigh/species/cntylist/buncombe.html. 

Webb, Paul A., Tasha Benysheck, Russell Townsend, and Bennie Keel. 2005. “Ravensford 
Tract Excavations: Archaic through Historic Cherokee Components.” Presented at the 
2005 meeting of the Southeastern Archaeological Conference, Columbia, South 
Carolina. 2005. 

 



Chapter 8. Agency Coordination and Public Involvement I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 8-1 

CHAPTER 8. AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC 
INVOLVEMENT  

8.1 AGENCY COORDINATION 

During the study, agency coordination took place through communication with a Steering 
Committee and subsequently, a Merger Team, as well as through communication with federal, 
state, and local agencies in general. General coordination with agencies took place during the 
initial stages of the project when the scoping letter was issued. The Steering Committee was 
formed at the outset of the project. Coordination with the Merger Team took place after 2002 
when the original Steering Committee became the Merger Team. Coordination with the Merger 
Team followed the Section 404/NEPA Merger 01 Process and took place at specific points in 
the study, called Concurrence Points (CP). The timing and context of agency coordination 
meetings are summarized in this section.  

8.1.1 HISTORY OF AGENCY COORDINATION  

8.1.1.1 Issuance of Scoping Letter 

At the outset of the environmental studies for the I-26 Connector, the proposed roadway was 
identified as TIP number I-2513. A scoping letter soliciting comments on the proposed project 
was sent on January 16, 1996, to the following local, state, and federal agencies:  

 Federal Emergency Management Administration (FEMA) 
 Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) 
 United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
 United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Region IV  
 United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
 United States Geological Survey (USGS) 
 Land of Sky Regional Council 
 City of Asheville, Mayor of Asheville 
 Buncombe County, County Commissioner 
 North Carolina State Clearinghouse 
 North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources, Division of Archives and History 
 North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) 

— Auxiliary Services, Department of Public Instruction 
— Hydraulics Unit 
— Roadside Environmental Unit 
— Geotechnical Unit 
— Location and Surveys Unit 
— Right-of-way Branch 
— Traffic Engineering Branch 
— Bicycle Coordinator 
— Director of Aeronautics 
— Operations, Chief Engineer 
— Rail Planner, Rail Program 
— Division 4, Division Engineer 

 North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources (NCDENR) (now 
Department of Environmental Quality) (NCDEQ), Water Quality Lab 
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 North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC) 

The scoping letter and agency comments received in response to the scoping letter are 
provided in Appendix A (Sub-Appendix A1 and A2). The agency comments are also 
summarized in Appendix A (Sub-Appendix A1 and A2). 

8.1.1.2 Steering Committee and Section 404/NEPA Merger Process 

In order to provide cooperation and coordination during the study process, a Steering 
Committee was established at the outset of the project under the leadership of the NCDOT. 
Committee members provided information and review of the project process to ensure 
compatibility with local, state, and federal planning projects and policies. Steering Committee 
members met initially on October 15, 1996. 

In 1997, USACE, FHWA, and NCDOT signed an Interagency Agreement integrating Section 
404 and NEPA. The agreement requires the establishment of a project team at the beginning of 
each transportation project and outlines the coordination process with a series of CPs, which 
are as follows: 

 CP 1: Purpose and Need 
 CP 2: Detailed Study Alternatives 
 CP 2A: Bridge Locations and Lengths 
 CP 3: LEDPA  
 CP 4A: Avoidance and Minimization of Impacts 
 CP 4B: 30 percent Hydraulic Design 
 CP 4C: 100 percent Hydraulic Design and Permit Drawings 

The Merger Team was formed from the original Steering Committee. The first official Merger 
Team meeting was held on October 23, 2002. The following agencies are part of the Merger 
Team:  

 USACE 
 USFWS 
 USEPA, Region IV 
 NCDENR, Division of Water Quality (DWQ), Wetlands 
 NCWRC 
 TVA 
 North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources, State Historic Preservation Office (HPO) 
 French Broad River Metropolitan Planning Organization (FBRMPO) 
 Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
 NCDOT 

The Merger Team reviews and provides written concurrence at each CP before initiating the 
next step. The signed concurrence forms for CP 1, CP 2, CP 2Revisited, CP 2A, and 
CP 2ARevisited are located in Appendix B1. 
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8.1.1.3 Issuance of Notice of Intent under NEPA 

In accordance with NEPA, a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare a NEPA EIS was published in the 
Federal Register, Volume 72, No. 142, Wednesday, July 25, 2007. The NOI is included in 
Appendix D. 

8.1.2 AGENCY COORDINATION MEETINGS  

A timeline and summary of agency coordination activities is provided in Table 8-1. 

8.1.3 AGENCY CORRESPONDENCE 

Table 8-2 presents a chronological listing of agency correspondence for this project. 

8.2 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

In this section, methods used for public outreach are described and a brief summary of public 
meetings is provided. Public meetings were conducted in several formats: CIW, small group 
meetings, a Public Hearing, a Project Design Forum, a Project Educational Forum, a Project 
Informational Forum, and through meetings of a CCC. 

8.2.1 OUTREACH METHODS 

Outreach methods used throughout the project included mailing lists, newsletters, a telephone 
hotline, project web site, stakeholder interviews, and local meetings. 

8.2.1.1 Mailing List 

A computerized mailing list consisting of elected officials, civic and business groups, local 
governmental agencies, and interested persons was compiled at the beginning of the study and 
continually updated throughout the study process. The mailing list, as well as announcements in 
local papers, was used to notify the public of the study's initiation, progress, and proposals, as 
well as dates, times, and locations of the CIWs. At the time of the DEIS preparation, the list 
contained approximately 3,600 entries. 

8.2.1.2 Newsletters 

Newsletters addressing the project were prepared and mailed to project stakeholders at the 
following points throughout the study: 

 March 1998 
 November 2000 
 January 2004 
 September 2006 
 December 2007 
 June 2008 
 August 2008 
 September 2008 
 April 2009 
 April 2014 
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Table 8-1: Agency Coordination Activities 
Date Meeting Type Attendees Location Purpose 

Merger Meetings 
10/23/2002 a Merger Team 

Meeting 
USACE, USFWS, USEPA Region IV, 
NCDENR – DWQ – Wetlands, NCWRC, 
TVA, SHPO, FBRMPO, FHWA, and NCDOT 

NCDOT Raleigh Formed from the Steering 
Committee. To review and provide 
written concurrence at each CP 
before initializing the next step. 

12/09/2004 Merger Team 
Meeting 

FHWA: Clarence Coleman  
NCDCR: Sarah McBride 
NCDOT: Derrick Weaver, Vince Rhea, Drew 
Joyner, Cathy Houser, David Scheffel, 
Megan Willis, Chris Underwood, Lonnie 
Brooks, Anne Gamber 
NCDWQ: John Hennesy 
TGS: Ken Burleson, Charlie Flowe 
USACE, USFWS, NCWRC, TVA, FBRMPO 
USEPA: Chris Militscher 

Unknown To reaffirm concurrence with CP 1, 
Purpose and Need, and CP 2, 
Alternatives to be studied in detail. 

09/07/2006 Merger Team 
Meeting 

EcoScience: Sandy Smith 
FBRMPO: Dan Baechtold 
FHWA: Jake Riggsbee 
NCDCR: Sarah McBride 
NCDOT: David Scheffel, Dan Duffield, Rick 
Tipton, Jeff Hemphill, Vince Rhea, Carla 
Dagnino, Daniel Holt 
NCWRC: Marla Chambers 
TGS: Charlie Flowe 
TVA: Freddie Bennett 
USACE: Steve Lund, Dave Baker 
USFWS: Marella Buncick 

Division 13 Office, 
Asheville 

To discuss each project alternative 
in each section. 
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Date Meeting Type Attendees Location Purpose 

07/24/2007 Merger Team 
Meeting 

FBRMPO: Dan Baechtold 
FHWA: Donnie Brew, Jake Riggsbee 
NCDCR/HPO: Sarah McBride 
NCDOT: Teresa Hart, Colin Mellor, Elizabeth 
Lusk, Ben Johnson, Rick Tipton, Marshall 
Clawson, David Scheffel, Mike Bruff, Sarah 
Smith, Lonnie Brooks, Shannon Lasater, 
Greg Thorpe, Katina Thompson, Derrick 
Weaver 
NCDWQ: Brian Wrenn 
NCWRC: Marla Chambers 
TGS: Ken Burleson, Charlie Flowe 
URS: Chris Werner  
USACE: Dave Baker 
USEPA: Chris Militscher, Kathy Matthews 
USFWS: Marella Buncick 

NCDOT 
Transportation 
Building 

To discuss revising CP 2 by 
eliminating Section B – Alternative 5 
due to fatal flaw in traffic operations. 

12/15/2009 Merger Team 
Meeting 

FBRMPO: Carrie Runser 
FHWA: Donnie Brew 
NCDCR/SHPO: Renee Gledhill-Early 
NCDOT: Teresa Hart, Jeff Hemphill, Vince 
Rhea, Marshall Clawson, David Scheffel, 
Doug Taylor, Mark Staley, Lonnie Brooks, 
Herman Huang, Greg Thorpe, Ed Lewis, 
Drew Joyner, Katrina Lucas, Steve 
Gurganus, Derrick Weaver, Linh Nguyen, 
Carla Dagnino 
NCDWQ: Brian Wrenn 
NCWRC: Marla Chambers 
TGS: Ken Burleson, Charlie Flowe  
URS: Peter Trencansky, Jeff Weinser 
USACE: Dave Baker 
USEPA: Chris Militscher 
USFWS: Marella Buncick 

NCDOT 
Transportation 
Building 

To discuss revising CP 2 by 
eliminating Section B – Alternative 2 
due to fatal flaw in traffic operations 
and adding Section B – Alternative 
4-B. To discuss CP 2A for Section B 
– Alternative 4-B. 
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01/22/2015 Merger Team 
Meeting 

AECOM: John Burris, Ed Edens, Dennis 
Hoyle, Joanna Rocco, Chris Werner, 
Matthew Potter 
FBRMPO: Paul Black 
FHWA: Mitch Batuzich, Earl Dubin 
HNTB: Kiersten Bass 
NCDCR/SHPO: Renee Gledhill-Earley 
NCDOT: Rick Tipton, Kristina Solberg, Jody 
Kuhne, Van Argabright, Zahid Baloch, 
Jennifer Harris, Derrick Weaver, Michael 
Wray, Brendan Merithew, Pam Cook, Kirby 
Pendergraft, Bill Zerman, Kevin Moore, 
Steve Kendall, Herman Huang, Drew Joyner, 
Carla Dagnino, Phil Harris, Jeff Hemphill, 
Mark Staley, James Dunlop, Elise 
Groundwater, Tim Sherrill, Phil Geary 
NCWRC: Marla Chambers 
USACE: Lori Beckwith 
USEPA: Cynthia Van Der Wiele 
USFWS: Marella Buncick 

NCDOT Structure 
Design Conference 
Room C 

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: 
Alternative 3-C 

04/02/2015 Merger Team 
Meeting 

AECOM: Ed Edens, Dennis Hoyle, Rhiannon 
Kincaid, Joanna Rocco, Chris Werner 
Atikins: Rebecca Berzinis, Jeremy Schmid 
FBRMPO: Tristan Winkler 
FHWA: Mitch Batuzich  
NCDENR: Kevin Barnett 
NCDOT: Rick Tipton, Jennifer Harris, Derrick 
Weaver, Kirby Pendergraft, Bill Zerman, Ray 
Lovinggood, Kevin Moore, Terry Harris, 
Carla Dagnino, Jeff Hemphill 
NCWRC: Marla Chambers 
USACE: Lori Beckwith 
USEPA: Cynthia Van Der Wiele 
USFWS: Marella Buncick 

NCDOT Division 13 
Office 

To review previous CP 2A decisions 
and to obtain concurrence with the 
bridging and alignment 
recommendations. CP 2A is being 
revisited as a result of the addition 
of Alternative 3-C.  
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Other Agency Meetings 
09/12/1996 TGS, FHWA, 

NCDOT 
Joe Bloise, Greg Punske, Dave Snyder, Joe 
Buckner, Louis Raymond, Thad Duncan 

Division 13 Office, 
Asheville 

Discussion of project limits and 
constraints. 

10/15/1996 Steering 
Committee 
Meeting 

Asheville Urban Area MPO: Ron Fuller 
FHWA: Roy Shelton 
NCDEHNR: David Foster 
NCDOT: Bill Smart, Richard Davis, Kathy 
Lassiter, Frank Vick, Eddie Sason, Derrick 
Lewis, Joe Westbrook 
NCDWQ: Eric Galamb 
NCWRC: David Cox 
TGS: Ken Burleson, Thad Duncan 

Transportation 
Building, Raleigh 

Initial meeting of steering 
committee. TGS presented project 
study area with alternatives, 
physical constraints, projected 
travel, traffic data, and conceptual 
studies. 

11/07/1996 Local Officials’ 
Meeting 

City of Asheville Traffic: James Cheeks 
Mayor of Town of Fletcher: Bob Parrish  
Mayor of Town of Woodfin: Charles Bradley  
Mayor of Weaverville: Bett Stroud 
NCDOT Board member: Gordon Myers  
NCDOT division engineer: Bill Smart  
TGS: Earl Willis, Ken Burleso 
Vice Mayor City of Asheville: Barbara Field 

City Public Works 
Facility, Asheville 

Presentation of alternatives to local 
officials, access problems and 
number of lanes required to support 
design year traffic were discussed. 

04/23/1998 Local Officials’ 
Meeting 

Asheville MPO Planner: Ron Fuller 
Asheville TAC: Bob Parrish, Charles Grimes  
Buncombe County Commissioner: Patsy 
Keever  
City Council: Tommy Sellers, Earl Cobb  
City of Asheville: Cathy Ball, James Cheeks  
FHWA: David Snyder, Steve Belcher  
TGS: Tom Kendig, Bill Smart, Ken Burleson 
Town of Woodfin Mayor Pro tem: Charles 
Bradley 
Town of Woodfin Mayor: Coy F. Rice  

National Guard 
Armory 

To present the project to local 
officials prior to the CIW. Several 
principal issues regarding the 
proposed designs of the three 
project alternatives were discussed. 
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04/26/1999 AAMPO Janet D'Ignazio, Larry Sams, Whit Webb, 
Ray McEntire, Jay Bissett, Tom Kendig, Carl 
Goode, Len Hill, Ken Burleson, Rich 
Fontanilla 

Highway Building, 
Raleigh 

To discuss project issues raised by 
AAMPO. Issues included bike and 
pedestrian areas, noise and 
retaining wall materials, and the 
retention of open space around the 
French Broad River. 

05/18/1999 Interagency 
Meeting – 
NCDOT, 
USACE, and 
NCWRC 

Tom Kendig, Missy Dickens, Mike Lindgren 
John Schrohenloher, Rich Fontanilla, Ken 
Burleson, Steve Lund (USACE), and Marc 
Davis (NCWRC) 

Division 13 Office To discuss alternatives of the I-26 
Connector project. A summary of 
the natural systems report was also 
presented. 

05/18/1999 City of Asheville, 
Parks and 
Recreation 
Department 

Tom Kendig, Missy Dickens, Rich Fontanilla, 
Ken Burleson, Alan Grimes (Parks and Rec) 
and Al Kopf (Parks and Rec) 

City of Asheville 
Parks and 
Recreation 
Department 

To discuss proposed access road 
with possible bicycle 
accommodations to facilitate part of 
the proposed E-3608 bicycle route 
connecting Amboy Road with 
Hominy Creek Park along the 
French Broad River. 

07/22/1999 City of Asheville City of Asheville Planning: Ron Fuller 
COA Fire Department: Marc Combs, Wayne 
Hamilton  
COA Public Works: Suzanne Malloy, Mark 
Slaughter 
COA Traffic: Michael Moule  
NCDOT: Tom Kendig  
TGS: Ken Burleson, Rich Fontanilla  

City of Asheville 
Public Works/ 
Engineering 
Building 

To follow up and discuss project 
issues collected from the City and 
local agencies, which were 
presented by NCDOT. 
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08/19/1999 Land of Sky 
Regional 
Council 

Bicycle/Pedestrian Task Force: Gerry 
Hardesty, Connie Duncan, Claudia Nix, Tom 
Redinger 
City of Asheville MPO: Oliver Gajda 
FHWA: Bill Marley, John Schrohenloher 
Land of Sky Regional Council: Elizabeth 
Teague  
NC Division of Parks and Recreation: 
Dwayne Stutzman 
NCDOT: Tom Kendig  
Quality Forward: Susan Roderick  
TGS: Rich Fontanilla, Ken Burleson   

Land of Sky 
Regional Council 
Offices, Asheville 

To discuss concerns presented by 
the Bicycle/Pedestrian Task Force. 
List was similar to that presented by 
AAMPO. 

09/01/1999 FHWA Meeting FHWA: John Schrohenloher, Roy Shelton, 
Tony Bowers 
NCDOT: Tom Kendig, Everett Ward, Debbie 
Barbour, Jim West, Carl Goode, Jay Bissett, 
Bill Gilmore, Len Hill, Calvin Leggett, David 
Scheffel 
TGS: Ken Burleson, Rich Fontanilla 

 To discuss three principle issues: 
environmental justice, preferred 
alternative selection, and proposed 
design modifications. 

09/29/1999 City of Asheville COA City Manager: Jim Westbrook 
COA Engineer: Cathy Ball  
COA Fire: Robert Griffin, John Rukavina, 
Gerald Green 
COA Parks and Rec: Irby Brunson, Alan 
Glines, Jim Orr 
COA Planning: Ron Fuller, Scott Shuford, 
Paul Benson 
COA Police and Traffic: Faye Harper  
COA Police: Tom Aardema, Ross Robinson 
COA Public Works: Oliver Gajda 
COA Traffic: Michael Moule  
COA Transit: Bruce Black 
NCDOT: Tom Kendig 
TGS: Ken Burleson, Rich Fontanilla 

City of Asheville 
Municipal Building 

To discuss Alternative 2, mitigation 
for the Burton Street Neighborhood, 
and the proposed improvements to 
the Amboy Road interchange. 
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09/27-28/1999 City of Asheville 
(Individual 
meetings with 
City Council 
members and 
the Mayor of 
Asheville) 

COA Council: Earl Cobb, Barbara Field, 
Chuck Cloninger, Edward Hay, OT Tomes, 
Tommy Sellers  
COA Mayor: Leni Sitnick 
NCDOT: Tom Kendig 
TGS: Ken Burleson, Rich Fontanilla 

City of Asheville 
Municipal Buildings 

To discuss Alternative 2, Alternative 
3, and Amboy Road full 
interchange. City did not want eight 
lanes of traffic. 

10/21/1999 Interagency 
Meeting – 
NCDOT; 
USACE; 
NCDENR, 
DWQ, and 
NCWRC 

DWQ: John Hennessy 
NCDOT: Tom Kendig 
NCWRC: David Cox 
TGS: Ken Burleson, Rich Fontanilla 
USACE: Steve Lund 

 Met to discuss status of project. It 
was requested that a public notice 
be issued after completion of the 
Environmental Assessment (EA) to 
avoid confusion and delays 
regarding the 404 permit and 
Merger Team coordination. 

12/13/1999 City of Asheville Asheville Citizens Times: Jenn Burleson 
COA Council: Terry Whitmire, Barbara Field, 
Charles Worley, Brian Peterson 
COA Planning: Rob Fuller 
FHWA: John Schorohenloher, Michael 
Loyselle 
Independent Consultant I-26 Awareness 
Group: Betty Lawrence 
NCDOT: Tom Kendig 
Radio Station WWNC: Tammy Jones 
TGS: Ken Burleson, Rich Fontanilla 

City of Asheville 
Municipal Building 

To provide a project overview to the 
newly elected members of the City 
Council and to discuss project 
updates. 
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12/14/1999 City of Asheville COA Bike and Ped Coordinator: Oliver Gajda 
COA Community Development: Charlotte 
Caplan 
COA Engineering: Cathy Ball 
COA Parks and Rec: Alan Glines, Butch 
Kisiah, Irby Brunson, Jon Orr 
COA Planning: Ron Fuller, Scott Shuford 
COA Public Works: Suzanne Malloy 
FHWA: John Schrohenloher, Michelle 
Loyselle 
Land of Sky Regional Council: Elizabeth 
Teague 
NCDOT: Tom Kendig 
TGS: Ken Burleson, Rich Fontanilla 

City of Asheville 
Municipal Building 

To discuss project updates. 
Specifically, the Amboy Road 
interchange and mitigation efforts 
for the Burton Street Community. 

03/09/2000 City of Asheville, 
Parks and 
Recreation 
Department 

COA Parks and Rec:  Alan Glines, Jim Orr  
FHWA: Chris Gatchell 
NCDOT: Tom Kendig, Drew Joyner, Carl 
Goode 
TGS: Ken Burleson, Rich Fontanilla 

 To discuss the current Burton Street 
Community mitigation list. 

03/23/2000 NCDOT and 
TGS 

FHWA: Chris Gatchell, Roy Shelton  
NCDOT: Tom Kendig, Drew Joyner, Carl 
Goode, Everett Ward 
TGS: Rich Fontanilla 

NCDOT Project 
Development and 
Environemntal 
Analysis (PDEA) 
Unit Conference 
Room 

To discuss the Burton Street 
Community mitigation requests. 

04/06/2000 City of Asheville City Manager: James Westbrook  
COA Engineering: Cathy Ball  
COA Parks and Rec: Irby Brinson 
COA Planning: Ron Fuller, Scott Shuford 
COA Public Works: Mark Combs 
NCDOT: Tom Kendig, Drew Joyner 
TGS: Ken Burleson, Rich Fontanilla 

City of Asheville To discuss mitigation requests for 
the Burton Street Community. 
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04/25/2000 CCC CCC: Louis Bissette, Brownie Newman, Leni 
Sitnick, Ron Ainspan, Jeff Kelly, Chuck 
Pickering, Charles Price, Mike Plemmons, 
Bradley Hix, Bob Shepherd, Betty Lawrence, 
Susan Ballard, Jim Coman, Karen Cragnolin 
FHWA: Chris Gatchell 
NCDOT: Carl Goode, Tom Kendig, Drew 
Joyner 
Parsons Brinckerhoff: Mary Clayton 
TGS Engineers: Ken Burleson 

Asheville Organizational meeting. 

05/03/2000 CCC CCC: Louis Bissette, Brownie Newman, Ron 
Ainspan, Susan Ballard, Jim Coman, Tommy 
Sellers, Roger Derrough, Jeff Kelly, Mike 
Plemmons, Bob Shepherd, Betty Lawrence, 
Curtis Williams, Debbie Vance, Karen 
Cragnolin 
City Staff: Ron Fuller, Michael Moule 
NCDOT: Carl Goode, Drew Joyner, Tom 
Kendig, Max Phillips 
Other: Philan Medford, Betty Jackson 
Parsons Brinckerhoff: Mary Clayton 
TGS Engineers: Ken Burleson 

Asheville Discussion of the following topics: 
Approval of April 25, 2000, Meeting 
Minutes 
Discussion of Educational Meeting 
– Logistics and Format 
Discussion of Design Forum – 
Logistics and Format 
Document from I-26 Awareness 
Group Regarding Issues for the 
Design Forum 

05/09/2000 CCC – 
Leadership 
Group 

CCC: Lou Bissette, Brownie Newman, Ron 
Ainspan, Curtis Williams 
Staff: Scott Shuford, Ron Fuller 
TGS Engineers: Ken Burleson (by phone) 

Asheville Discussion of the following topics: 
Formats for the proposed Education 
Meeting and Design Forum 

05/16/2000 CCC CCC: Louis Bissette, Brownie Newman, Leni 
Sitnick, Ron Ainspan, Yates Pharr, Chuck 
Pickering, Mike Plemmons, Karen Cargnolin, 
Bob Shepherd, Betty Lawrence, Susan 
Ballard, Susan Roderick 
City Staff: Michael Moule, Scott Shuford, Ron 
Fuller 
NCDOT: Drew Joyner, Carl Goode, Tom 
Kendig, Dan Martin, Max Phillips 
TGS Engineers: Ken Burleson 

Asheville Discussion of the following topics: 
Approval of May 3, 2000, Meeting 
Minutes 
Design Forum/Education Meeting 
Logistics and Format 
I-26 Project Schedule 
NCDOT Discussion of Design 
Constraints 
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05/31/2000  CCC CCC: Louis Bissette, Debby Vance, Leni 
Sitnick, Ron Ainspan, Yates Pharr, Chuck 
Pickering, Patty Devers, Bradley Hix, Linda 
Giltz, Betty Lawrence, Susan Ballard, Susan 
Roderick 
City Staff: Michael Moule, Scott Shuford, Ron 
Fuller 
I-26 Connector Awareness Group: Philan 
Medford, Whit Rylee 
NCDOT: Drew Joyner, Carl Goode, Tom 
Kendig, Max Phillips, Mike Penney 
TGS Engineers: Ken Burleson 

Asheville Discussion of the following topics: 
Approval of May 16, 2000, Meeting 
Minutes 
Discussion of Media Plan 
Discussion of Education Forum 
Format 
“Dry Run” of Education Forum 
Presentations 

06/28/2000 CCC CCC: Louis Bissette, Debby Vance, Roger 
Derrough, Betty Lawrence, Bradley Hix, Dan 
Martin, Jeff Kelly, Brownie Newman, Leni 
Sitnick, Greg Gregory, Karen Cragnolin, Mike 
Plemmons, Chuck Pickering, Curtis Williams 
City Staff: Ron Fuller, Oliver Gajda, Scott 
Shuford 
NCDOT: Drew Joyner, Max Phillips, Tom 
Kendig 

Asheville Discussion of the following topics: 
Approval of June 13, 2000, Meeting 
Minutes 
Discussion of Design Forum – 
Format and Logistics 
Discussion of Education Forum – 
How it Went 

07/11/2000 CCC CCC: Louis Bissette, Debby Vance, Betty 
Lawrence, Bradley Hix, Ron Ainspan, Leni 
Sitnick, Jim Coman, Mac Swicegood, Chuck 
Pickering 
NCDOT: Drew Joyner, Max Phillips, Tom 
Kendig 
Parsons Brinckerhoff: Fred Craig 
TGS Engineers: Ken Burleson 

Asheville Discussion of the following topics: 
Design Forum logistics, including 
bus tours for upcoming Thursday 
Welcoming Session Forum 
Facilitation of Friday sessions 
Review of Saturday session with 
some minor format changes 

08/16/2000 CCC N/A Asheville Discussion of the following topics: 
Approval of July 11, 2000, Meeting 
Minutes 
Discussion of Design Forum 
Discussion of Next Steps 



Chapter 8. Agency Coordination and Public Involvement I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 8-14 

Date Meeting Type Attendees Location Purpose 

09/12/2000 CCC with 
Asheville City 
Council 

N/A Asheville Presentation of Report of the 
Community Coordinating 
Committee for the Design of the 
I-26 Connector Through Asheville 

09/21/2000 CCC with 
Asheville Urban 
Area MPO 

N/A Asheville Presentation of Report of the 
Community Coordinating 
Committee for the Design of the 
I-26 Connector Through Asheville 

10/31/2000 CCC CCC: Louis Bissette, Ron Ainspan, Susan 
Roderick, Betty Lawrence, Roger Derrough, 
Curtis Williams, Karen Cragnolin, Brownie 
Newman, Chuck Pickering, Leni Sitnick, Jim 
Coman, Gene Bell, Whit Rylee, Bette 
Jackson 
City Staff: Michael Moule, Ron Fuller, Scott 
Shuford 
NCDOT: Drew Joyner, Tom Kendig, Carl 
Goode, Max Phillips 
TGS: Ken Burleson 

Asheville Discussion of the following topics: 
Upcoming WECAN Neighborhood 
Design Workshop 
NCDOT response to CCC 
recommendations that were also 
endorsed by the City Council and 
the MPO 
Nine alternative alignments 
involving three primary alignment 
alternatives 
Future facilitated CCC meeting to 
discuss alternatives 

03/19/2002 CCC CCC: Lou Bissette, Brownie Newman, Ron 
Ainspan, Ruth Chaet, Karen Cragnolin, Linda 
Giltz, Bette Jackson, Jeff Kelley, Betty 
Lawrence, Dan Martin, Susan Roderick, Leni 
Sitnick 
Staff: Dan Baechtold, Ed Hutchinson, Robin 
Nix, Scott Shuford 
Visitors: Alan Thornburg, Mack Williams 

Asheville City 
Building, Asheville 

Discussion of the following topics: 
I-26 Connector Process/Traffic 
Forecasts 
Interchange of I-40 and I-26 
I-26 Widening Projects 
NEPA/Section 404 Merger Project 
Team 
Riverside Parkway Update 
Urban Design Discussion 
Portland Transportation Planning 
Meeting Attendance 
Detailed Scheduled Expected from 
NCDOT Soon 
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05/08/2002 TAC/TCC 
Meeting 

 Public Works 
Building, Asheville 

Discussion of the following topics: 
I-26 Connector update 
Broadening project scope 
Adding two alternatives 
recommended by CCC. 
Schedule review 

05/08/2002 Joint TAC/TCC TCC, TAC, NCDOT Public Works 
Building, Asheville 

To decide on number of lanes for 
the segment of I-26 between I-40 
and Patton Avenue 

06/20/2002 TAC Meeting TAC Public Works 
Building, Asheville 

To discuss updated traffic model, 
differences between updated and 
current. TAC accepted updated 
model. 

06/20/2002 TCC Meeting TCC Public Works 
Building, Asheville 

To discuss updated model, the new 
regional traffic model, and the 
effects of the models on the number 
of lanes needed. 

11/05/2002 CCC Lou Bissette, Ron Ainspan, Gene Bell, Jim 
Coman, Linda Giltz, Bette Jackson, Betty 
Lawrence, Chuck Pickering, Mike Plemmons, 
Dan Baechtold, Scott Shuford 

Public Works 
Building, Asheville 

Update on project schedule. 
Concern over historic designation of 
a portion of WECAN Neighborhood 
and its effect on Alternative 5. 

04/05/2003 FHWA Meeting FHWA: Emily Lawton, Clarence Coleman 
Martin, Alexiou and Bryson: Don Bryson  
NCDOT: Drew Joyner, Vince Rhea, Derrick 
Weaver, Beverly Williams, Nathan Phillips 
TGS: Ken Burleson  

NCDOT – PDEA, 
Raleigh 

To discuss traffic projections and 
the AAMPO’s decision to proceed 
with eight lanes. 

05/29/2003 City of Asheville COA: Scott Shuford, Joe Heard, Anthony 
Butzek, Dan Baechtold 
NCDOT: Drew Joyner, Vince Rhea 
TGS: Ken Burleson 

Winston-Salem To discuss progress and difficulties 
in projecting traffic for the project. 

06/27/2003 CCC Brownie Newman, Lou Bissette, Bette 
Jackson, Mac Swicegood, Ruth Chaet, 
Susan Roderick, Luella Heetdecks, Jim 
Coman, Dan Baechtold, Drew Joyner, Max 
Phillips, Ken Burleson, Andrew Euston, 
Steve Banks 

Asheville City Hall Review of past year’s tasks: 
environmental, coordination with 
I-4401, functional designs, possible 
historic designation 
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12/15/2003 CCC Brownie Newman, Ron Ainspan, Ruth Chaet, 
Chuck Pickering, Susan Roderick, Luella 
Heetdecks, Jim Coman, Debbie Vance, Scott 
Shuford, Rita Baides, Alan Thornburg, Jay 
Swain, Greg Thorpe, Drew Joyner, Max 
Phillips, Ken Burleson, Derrick Weaver, Terry 
Bellamy, Steve Rasmussen 

Asheville City Hall Revised schedule and review of 
new model. Decision making 
process was reviewed. Number of 
lanes was discussed. 

07/12/2004 I-26 AAC Robert Camille, Hedy Fischer, Peter 
Gentling, Alice Oglesby, Matt Sprouse; Scott 
Shuford, City of Asheville; Elizabeth Teague, 
City of Asheville, Joe Heard, City of Asheville 

Asheville Reviewed information concerning 
the history of the project, goals and 
achievements of the CCC, and 
reviewed examples of highway 
design with an emphasis on 
aesthetics. 

07/15/2004 TAC Meeting FBRMPO Asheville TAC meeting – follow up to I-26 
connector public meeting. 

07/26/2004 CCC CCC: Ron Ainspan, Gene Bell, Betty 
Lawrence, Bette Jackson 
Others: Peter Gentling 
Staff: Anthony Butzek, Alan Glines, Scott 
Shuford, Elizabeth Teague, Sasha Vrtunski, 
Mac Williams 

Asheville Discussion of the following topics: 
Future of the CCC 
Aesthetics Committee 
Separation of Project Components 
Number of Lanes Issue 
I-40 Interchange Design 

08/23/2004 I-26 AAC Hedy Fischer, Alice Oglesby, Matt Sprouse, 
Scot Shuford, Elizabeth Teague, Drew 
Joyner, Vince Rhea, Derrick Weaver, Bob 
Kopetsky 

 Use of Haywood Road retaining 
walls for murals. Need for 
visualization maps to be present at 
citizen workshops. 

10/04/2004 I-26 AAC Leslie Hay, Hedy Fischer, Dan Baechtold, 
Scott Shuford, Elizabeth Teague, Rick Tipton 

City Hall - Asheville Record of meeting. No quorum. 
Aesthetic issues involving the I-40 
widening project were discussed. 

10/25/2004 I-26 AAC Robert Camille, Leslie Fay, Hedy Fischer, 
Peter Gentling, Alice Oglesby, Matt Sprouse, 
Hoss Hailey, Dan Baechtold, Scott Shuford, 
Elizabeth Teague, Rick Tipton, Greg Shuler, 
Vince Rhea, Ken Burleson 

UNC-Asheville Noise wall examples, cost 
discussion, timing and tasks. 
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11/23/2004 NCDOT Branch 
Staff/FHWA 
Coordination 
Meeting 
Concerning 
Aesthetics 
Issues 

FHWA: Clarence Coleman 
NCDOT Design Services: David Scheffel 
NCDOT Division 13: Rick Tipton (via phone) 
NCDOT PDEA: Vince Rhea, Derrick Weaver, 
Ed Lewis, Bobby Dunn 
NCDOT Roadside Environmental Unit: Bob 
Kopetsky 
NCDOT Structure Design: Lonnie Brooks 
NCDOT TIP Program Manager: Drew Joyner 
TGS Engineers: Ken Burleson 

Raleigh Timetable and involvement in the 
aesthetics issues for the I-2513 and 
I-4401 projects. 

1/21/2005 I-26 AAC Hedy Fischer, Peter Gentling, Alice Oglesby, 
Matt Sprouse, Dan Baechtold, Scott Shuford, 
Elizabeth Teague, Cole Hood, Dian Magie, 
Adam Cooper, Laurie Lundquist, Dan 
Milspaugh 

City Hall, Asheville Highway design projects that 
incorporate art. 

04/11/2005 I-26 AAC Robert Camille, Peter Gentling, Alice 
Oglesby, Dan Baechtold, Alan Glines, Scott 
Shuford, Elizabeth Teague, Ronnie Clark, 
Vince Rhea, Bob Kopetsky, David Hinnant, 
Ken Burleson 

UNC-Asheville NCDOT needs reasonably accurate 
idea of scale and type of aesthetic 
enhancements in order to buy in. 
Ideas for aesthetic enhancements 
discussed. 

06/13/2005 I-26 AAC Hedy Fisher, Leslie Fay, Alice Oglesby, Dan 
Baechtold, Scott Shuford, Greg Shuler, Rick 
Tipton, Vince Rhea, Drew Joyner, Lonnie 
Brooks, Jeff Lackley, Ken Burleson 

UNC-Asheville Discussions regarding lighting, 
timing, mapping products to AAC. 
Retaining wall types. 

10/09-10/10/2006 Local Officials’ 
Meeting 

Approximately 25 local officials Prior to Public 
Meeting 

Provided presentation that would be 
given at the CIW and gave the 
officials’ an opportunity to ask 
questions. 

01/26/2007 SHPO Review 
Meeting 

FHWA: Rob Ayers, Donnie Brew 
NCDOT: Mary Pope Furr, Derrick Weaver, 
Vince Rhea 
SHPO: Renee Gledhill-Earley, Sarah 
McBride 
TGS: Ken Burleson 
URS: Jeff Weisner 

NC SHPO  To discuss the determination of 
effects to historic resources for the 
project. 
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08/16/2007 a TAC/TCC 
Meeting 

FBRMPO TAC/TCC: Dan Baechtold, Rick 
Tipton, Peter Trencansky 

AB Tech, Enka 
Campus 

Discussion of elimination of 
Alternative 5 due to traffic concerns. 

10/22/2007 Alternative 4-B 
Technical 
Review 
Committee 

Manuel Carballo, Ken Putnam, Jay Rohleder, 
Stephanie Pankiewicz, Alan McGuinn, Brian 
Eason, Rick Tipton, Chris Werner, Peter 
Trencansky, Derrick Weaver, Cathy Houser, 
Ken Burleson, Charlie Flowe, Alice Oglesby, 
Mike Goodson, Cathy Ball  

City Hall, Asheville Project kick-off meeting with 
Alternative 4-B Technical Review 
Committee to discuss Alternative 4-
B. 

12/11/2007 Alternative 4-B 
Progress 
Meeting 

Manuel Carballo, Lonnie Brooks, Scott 
Blevins, Cathy Houser, David Scheffel, Brian 
Hanks, Allen Raynor, Brian Eason, Peter 
Trencansky, Charlie Flowe, Steve Browbe, 
Jeff Weisner, Derrick Weaver, Ken Burleson 

NCDOT, Century 
Center, Raleigh 

Progress meeting to discuss 
group’s progress on providing 
design for Alternative 4-B. 

01/04/2008 Alternative 4-B 
Progress 
Meeting 

Manuel Carballo, Mike Goodson, Chris Eller, 
Stephanie Pankiewicz, Alan McGuinn, Jeff 
Weisner, Ken Burleson, Steve Browde, Vince 
Rhea, Brian Eason, Ricky Tipton, Cathy Ball, 
Ken Putnam, Jay Rohleder 

City Hall, Asheville Progress meeting to discuss 
group’s progress on providing 
design for Alternative 4-B. 

01/15/2008 Asheville City 
Council  

Cathy Ball, Manual Carballo, Vince Rhea, 
Derrick Weaver, Ken Burleson, Charlie 
Flowe, Jeff Weisner, Calvin Leggett 

City Hall, Asheville Meeting to present Alternative 4-B 
to Mayor & City Council for review 
and comments. 

03/13/2008 Alternative 4-B 
Progress 
Meeting 

Jake Riggsbee, Donnie Brew, Joe Geigle, 
Scott Blevins, Cathy Houser, Jay Bennett, 
Teresa Hart, Derrick Weaver, Vince Rhea, 
Lonnie Brooks, Ricky Tipton, Jay Rohleder, 
Brian Eason, Doug Wheatley, Ken Burleson, 
Peter Trencansky, Jeff Weisner 

NCDOT, 
Transportation 
Building 

Progress meeting to discuss 
group’s progress on providing 
design for Alternative 4-B. 

04/16/2008 Alternative 4-B 
Progress 
Meeting 

Vince Rhea, Derrick Weaver, Cathy Houser, 
David Scheffel, Jim Dunlop, Steve Kite, 
Lonnie Brooks, Rick Tipton, Ken Burleson, 
Charlie Flowe, Brian Eason, Doug Wheatley, 
Manuel Carballo, Peter Trencansky, Chris 
Werner 

NCDOT, Century 
Center, Raleigh 

Meeting to review NCDOT technical 
comments on Alternative 4-B. 
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Date Meeting Type Attendees Location Purpose 

06/20/2008 Alternative 4-B 
Progress 
Meeting 

Clarence Coleman, Ricky Tipton, Virginia 
Mabry, Jim Dunlop, Erin Hendee, Sarah 
Wicklund, Vince Rhea, Derrick Weaver, 
Cathy Houser, David Scheffel, Lonnie 
Brooks, Jay Rohleder, Steven Browde, 
Dough Wheatley, Ken Burleson, Charlie 
Flowe, Brenda Crumpler, Peter Trencansky, 
Chris Werner, Jeff Weisner 

NCDOT, 
Transportation 
Building 

Meeting to review NCDOT’s 
technical comments on Alternative 
4-B. 

09/16/2008 a Local Officials’ 
Meeting 

Approximately 10 local officials Renaissance Hotel, 
Asheville 

Provided presentation that would be 
given at the Public Hearing later the 
same day and gave the officials’ an 
opportunity to ask questions. 

01/29/2009 Post-Hearing 
Meeting 

Debbie Barbour, Art McMillan, Jay Bennett, 
Scott Blevins, Dewayne Sykes, David 
Scheffel, Malcolm Watson, David Clodgo, 
Jay Stancil, Teresa Hart, Derrick Weaver, 
Vince Rhea, Drew Joyner, Rick Tipton, 
James Dunlop, Marshall Clawson, Sarah 
Smith, Linh Nguyen, Van Argabright, Katina 
Lucas, Mohd Aslami, Jeff Hemphill, Allen 
Raynor, Thomas Payne, Cyrus Parker, Terry 
W. Fox, John Pilipchuk, Jay Woolard, 
Laurence Gettier, Carl Barclay, Betty C. 
Yancey (NCDOT); Donnie Brew (FHWA); 
David Baker (USACE); Heather Strassberger 
(FBRMPO), Ken Burleson, Charlie Flowe 
(TGS), Jeff Weisner, Chris Werner, Peter 
Trencansky (URS) 

Structure Design 
Conference Room 

Discussion of comments received. 

10/01/2009 Alternative 4-B 
Technical 
Review 
Committee 

Cathy Ball, Derrick Weaver, Vince Rhea, 
Stephanie Pankiewicz, Manual Carballo, 
Steve Browde, Brian Eason, Jim Samuel, 
John Legerton, Jay Rohlederer, Chris 
Werner, Bette Jackson, Bruce Emory, Chris 
Eller, Peter Trencansky, Greg Shuler, Alan 
McGuinn, Ken Burleson, Charlie Flowe, Rick 
Tipton, Ken Putnam 

Public Works 
Building, Asheville 

To discuss preliminary design 
including Alternative 4-B. 
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Date Meeting Type Attendees Location Purpose 

02/16/2010 a SHPO Review 
Meeting 

FHWA: Donnie Brew 
SHPO: Renee Gledhill-Earley 
NCDOT: Mary Pope Furr, Derrick Weaver, 
Vince Rhea 
TGS: Ken Burleson, Charlie Flowe 
URS: Peter Trencansky 

NCDOT 
Environmental 
Resource Center 

To discuss the determination of 
effects to historic resources for the 
project. 

02/26/2010 Alternative 4-B 
Technical 
Review 
Committee 

Cathy Ball, Derrick Weaver, Vince Rhea, 
Doug Taylor, Stephanie Pankiewicz, Bill 
Langdon, Bette Jackson, Bruce Emory, Peter 
Trencansky, Greg Shuler, Alan McGuinn, 
Ken Burleson, Charlie Flowe, Rick Tipton, 
Mike Goodson, Ken Putnam 

Public Works 
Building, Asheville 

To discuss preliminary design, 
including Alternative 4-B. 

06/23/2010 a Alternative 4-B 
Technical 
Review 
Committee 

Cathy Ball, Ken Putnam, Greg Shuler, Mike 
Goodson, Stephanie Pankiewicz, Chic 
Webb, Bruce Emory, Bette Jackson, Derrick 
Weaver (via teleconference), Rick Tipton, 
Terry Snow, Peter Trencansky 

Asheville Design 
Center 

To discuss preliminary design, 
including Alternative 4-B. 

09/24/2015 FBRMPO 
Governing 
Board Meeting 

Rick Tipton, Kristina Solberg, Derrick 
Weaver, John Burris, Neil Dean, Joanna 
Rocco, Chris Werner 

Land of Sky offices, 
Asheville 

Presented greenway proposal, 
comparison of 2005, 2010, and 
2015 FBRMPO travel demand 
models, and project constructability. 

a No minutes are available for this meeting. 
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Table 8-2: Agency Correspondence 
Date From To General Subject 

Federal 
01/24/1996 USFWS NCDOT: Franklin Vick Scoping comments from USFWS 
02/12/1996 TVA NCDOT: Franklin Vick Scoping comments from TVA 
07/05/2000 FHWA: Nicholas Graf, PE NCDOT PDEA: William Gilmore, 

PE 
Clarification of FHWA position on design speed and 
number of lanes for proposed project 

07/07/2004 FHWA NCDOT PDEA: Dr. Thorpe Clarification of FHWA position on the number of lanes 
for I-26 

05/06/2008 TVA NCDOT Comments on Rescinded 2008 DEIS 
05/19/2008 USEPA Region 4 NCDOT Comments on Rescinded 2008 DEIS 
06/13/2008 a Eastern Band of Cherokee 

Indians – Tribal HPO 
FHWA Comments on Rescinded 2008 DEIS 

State 
07/11/1994 David Brook FHWA: Nicholas Graf Archaeological Survey findings 
01/29/1996 Don H. Robbins Melba McGee Scoping comments from NCDEHNR 
02/06/1996 Stephanie Goudreau Melba McGee Scoping comments from NCWRC 
02/22/1996 NCDEHNR  Intergovernmental Review – Project Comments 
02/23/1996 Monica Swihart Melba McGee NCDEHNR Scoping Comments, water quality 
02/26/1996 Melba McGee, Environmental 

Review Coordinator 
State Clearinghouse NCDEHNR Scoping Comments 

02/29/1996 David Brook Franklin Vick Department of Cultural Resources Scoping Comments 
03/14/1996 NC State Clearinghouse NCDOT Scoping Comments 
07/11/2006 NCDOT: Dr. Thorpe Peter Sandbeck, Cultural 

Resources 
Phase II Architectural Resources Survey Report 

09/22/2006 Peter Sandbeck, Cultural 
Resources 

NCDOT: Dr. Thorpe Haywood Street United Methodist Church, Addendum to 
Phase II Architectural Resources Survey Report 

10/03/2006 NCDOT: Vincent Rhea Peter Sandbeck, Cultural 
Resources 

Assessment of effects determination 

04/16/2008 NCDENR Natural Heritage 
Program 

NCDOT Comments on Rescinded 2008 DEIS 

04/28/2008 NCDENR Asheville Regional 
Office 

NCDOT Comments on Rescinded 2008 DEIS 
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04/28/2008 Western North Carolina 
Regional Air Quality Agency 

NCDOT Comments on Rescinded 2008 DEIS 

04/30/2008 NCWRC NCDOT Comments on Rescinded 2008 DEIS 
05/01/2008 a North Carolina Department of 

Cultural Resources, SHPO 
NCDOT No Comment on Rescinded 2008 DEIS 

05/05/2008 North Carolina DWQ NCDOT Comments on Rescinded 2008 DEIS 
02/16/2010 NCDOT, FHWA, SHPO N/A Concurrence form for assessment of effects 
04/24/2015 SHPO: Renee Gledhill-Earley NCDOT: Mary Pope Furr Concurrence that properties are eligible for listing in the 

NRHP 
07/7/2015 NCDOT HES: Matthew 

Wilkerson 
NCSHPO: Romona Bartos No adverse effect determination for archaeological site 

31BN623, TIP I-2513 
07/30/2015 NCDOT Rail Division: James 

Harris 
NCDOT Roadway: Kevin Moore Railroad involvement information 

Local 
11/15/1995 W. Louis Bissette, Jr. and Mac 

McGough, Co-Chairmen 
Directors and Members/Other 
Leaders 

Western North Carolina Corridor Association Notice 
about upcoming meeting on December 6 

03/08/1996 Land of Sky Regional Council State Clearinghouse Land of Sky Scoping Comments 
06/11/1997 MPO: Ron Fuller NCDOT: Franklin Vick Road closures related to U-2902 
04/20/1998 Charles H. Taylor, Member of 

Congress 
NCDOT: The Honorable Norris 
Tolson 

Transmitted letter from Roger Derrough, CEO Earth 
Fare, Inc. 

04/20/1998 Jesse Helms, Senator NCDOT: Norris Tolson Transmitted letter from Roger Derrough, Chief Executive 
Officer, Earth Fare, Inc. 

05/07/1998 James Westbrook, City 
Manager 

NCDOT: Richard B Davis Official comments from City of Asheville regarding I-26 

10/14/1998 Charles H. Taylor, Member of 
Congress 

NCDOT: Kenneth Wilson, District 
Engineer 

Requesting information about the I-26 Connector project 
following an inquiry from constituent, Meg Anderson 

10/15/1998 UNC-Asheville: Denise 
Snodgrass 

NCDOT: Tom Kendig Letter of thanks October 14 session 

02/24/1999 MPO: Ron Fuller NCDOT: Bill Gilmore I-26 Connector Project Concerns from staff of the City of 
Asheville 

03/16/1999 James Westbrook, City 
Manager 

NCDOT Board of Transportation: 
Gordon Myers 

I-26 Connector Project Resolution passed by Asheville 
City Council on March 9, 1999 

08/01/1999 Land of Sky Regional Council: 
Elizabeth Teague 

NCDOT: Tom Kendig E-mail from I-25 Connector awareness group 
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08/04/1999 NCDOT: Bill Gilmore MPO: Ron Fuller Asheville MPO TAC concerns about the new I-26 Route 
09/20/1999 James Westbrook, City 

Manager 
NCDOT: Bill Gilmore Comments on interchange design at NC 191 

09/23/1999 First Church of Asheville TGS: Ken Burleson List of Burton Street Community Center Director’s 
upgrade needs 

12/15/1999 Smart Growth Partners of 
Western North Carolina, Inc. 

NCDOT: David McKoy Letter expressing opposition to NCDOT’s proposed 
widening of I-240 to eight lanes 

12/22/1999 Leni Sitnick, Asheville Mayor NCDOT: Thomas Kendig Letter of request from City Council for NCDOT to 
participate in a community design forum 

01/03/2000 MPO: Ron Fuller NCDOT: Bill Gilmore Comments on Haywood Road Bridge over I-240 design 
01/21/2000 NCDOT: Cathy Houser NCDOT: Bill Gilmore Response to Ron Fuller’s comments on Haywood Road 

Bridge 
03/14/2000 Irby Brinson, Parks and Rec; 

Gloria Johnson, Burton Street 
Community 

NCDOT PDEA: Drew Joyner List of community amenities request letter 

04/03/2000 a G. Wake Walker, PE, Glatting 
Jackson Kercher Anglin Lopez 
Rinehard 

I-26 Connector Awareness 
Group: Ron Ainspan 

I-26 Alternative Concept for review 

04/28/2000 a Scott Shuford E-mail to: D. Joyner, NCDOT, T. 
Kendig, NCDOT, C. Gatchell, 
FHWA; M. Clayton, Parsons 
Brinckerhoff; Ken Burleson, TGS 
Engineers 
cc: Cathy Ball, Ron Fuller, 
Michael Moule, City of Asheville  

Comments/Issues from City staff perspective on Kulash 
“Line Drawing” 

06/06/2000 Scott Shuford, City of Asheville NCDOT: Drew Joyner E-mail concerning meeting with Nick Apostolopoulos 
and project affect to property on Burton Street 

06/30/2000 NCDOT Division Engineer: F.D. 
Martin, PE 

NCDOT: Calvin Leggett, PE Memorandum transmitting Local Petition Against I-26 
Connector Project 

07/12/2000 Betty Lawrence NCDOT: Drew Joyner Letter dated 7/12/2000 to I-26 Connector Awareness 
Committee to Janet D’Ignazio, NCDOT, regarding I-26 
Connector Traffic Modeling 

07/31/2000 Leni Sitnick, Mayor TGS: Ken Burleson Commendation of public involvement efforts at the 
Design Forum 
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08/01/2000 Ron Fuller Scott Shuford, Lou Bissette, 
Brownie Newman, Robin Nix, 
Tom Kendig, Drew Joyner, Ken 
Burleson, Chris Gatchell 

Request for comments from NCDOT, FHWA, and TGS 
on issues raised by the CCC 

08/15/2000 Ron Fuller Scott Shuford, Drew Joyner, Ken 
Burleson, Tom Kendig 

Email regarding report from CCC on I-26 design. 

09/19/2000 Leni Sitnick, Mayor NCDOT: Secretary McCoy Letter containing Signed resolution report from CCC. 
09/21/2000 AMPO: Charles Grimes  Signed Resolution supporting Report and 

Recommendations. 
09/25/2000 MPO: Ron Fuller NCDOT: David McCoy Letter transmitting resolution from the TAC of the 

AAMPO concerning the I-26 Connector. 
10/31/2000 a I-26 Connector Awareness 

Group 
 I-26 Connector Awareness Group List of Issues 

11/10/2000 Tanya David, Smart Growth 
Partners’ 

Mike Begly, Coy Rice, Leni 
Sitnick, Gordon Myers, David 
Gantt, Chuck Cloninger, Oliver 
Gajda, Ron Ruller, David McCloy, 
Dan Martin, Calvin Leggett, 
James Westbrook, Bruce Black, 
Michael Moule, Drew Joyner, Len 
Sanderson, Scott Shufort 

E-mail transmitting Smart Growth Partner’s comments to 
the draft TIP for the Asheville Urban Area 

11/20/2000 a Betty Lawrence, I-26 
Awareness Group 

Asheville MPO’s TAC and 
Interested Parties 

E-mail with TIP recommendations to TAC from the I-26 
Group 

03/16/2001 Scott Shuford, City of Asheville NCDOT: Drew Joyner E-mail reply concerning I-26 Awareness Group 
Fundraising dinner 

05/29/2001 a Louis Bissette on behalf of CCC NCDOT PDEA: Drew Joyner Express growing concerns about the viability of 
alternatives advanced by the CCC, especially 
Alternative 5 

0/5/10/2002 MPO: Dan Baechtold BOT: Alan Thornburg 
Design: Deborah Barbour 
Division 13: Dan Martim 
Planning Branch: Blake Norwood 
Traffic: Troy Peoples 

Letter regarding resolution requesting pedestrian signals 
and other pedestrian improvements 
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11/05/2003 Nathan Ramsey, Chair 
Buncombe County Board of 
Commissioners 

NCDOT: Jay Swain, Division 
Engineer 

Letter with thanks for sending staff to community 
meetings and transmitted a list of additional questions 
and concerns 

01/05/2004 NCDOT Mayor Worley Supporting information for an eight-lane facility 
03/03/2004 Vince Rhea Mayor Worley Leadership for AAC 
03/05/2004 MPO: Elizabeth Teague Drew Joyner E-mail regarding I-2513 and the Hominy Creek Road to 

Amboy Road Greenway in Asheville 
06/07/2004 a Scott Shuford CCC Members Request to schedule a CCC meeting 
08/13/2004 RiverLink NCDOT: Jay Swain, Division 

Engineer 
RiverLink resolutions concerning the I-26/I-240 project 

09/23/2004 NCDOT: Jay Swain, Division 
Engineer 

RiverLink Confirmation of RiverLink resolutions 

09/24/2004 COA: Anthony J. Butzek TGS: Ken Burleson Letter requesting that several neighborhood streets be 
reconnected in conjunction with I-26 

10/25/2004 NCDOT: Vince Rhea COA: Anthony J. Butzek Response to request for reconnecting several 
neighborhood streets in conjunction with I-26 

10/29/2004 Michael M. Moule, President, 
Principal Engineer, Livable 
Streets, Inc. 

TAC and TCC Members, 
Asheville 

Follow-up to October 1, 2004, memo and letter from 
NCDOT  

11/18/2004 COA: Mayor Worley Lyndo Tippett Letter confirming that City Council requests that a 
CORSIM traffic model be conducted 

12/01/2004 Asheville Area Chamber of 
Commerce: Richard Lutovsky 

NCDOT: Jay Swain, Jr., PE, 
Division 13 Engineer 

Transmitting Asheville Area Chamber of Commerce 
Resolution encouraging NCDOT funding for aesthetics 
design recommendations for I-26 Connector 

07/21/2005 COA: Mayor Worley Lyndo Tippett Letter requesting NCDOT to present findings of traffic 
study to City Council 

10/09/2006 a Asheville Design Center NCDOT List of questions to NCDOT about project 
10/19/2006 Michael McDonough NCDOT: Vince Rhea Apology from AIA I50 RE: community meeting 
11/09/2006 Gene Bell, Asheville Housing 

Authority 
NCDOT: Vince Rhea Letter of comment on alternative plans for the project 

and its impact on low-income communities 
11/10/2006 Southern Environmental Law 

Center/Western North Carolina 
Alliance 

NCDOT Comments on Rescinded 2008 DEIS 

04/10/2007 TGS: Ken Burleson COA: Jim Orr I-26 Project effects on park and recreational facilities 
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04/18/2007 NCDOT: Vince Rhea COA: Jim Orr I-26 Project effects on park and recreational facilities 
04/20/2007 TGS: Ken Burleson COA: Jim Orr Section 4(f) coordination 
09/12/2007 COA: Roderick Simmons  Vince Rhea De minimis impact statement for project I-2513 
11/08/2007 Manuel Carballo (Figg bridge) NCDOT E-mail with two documents attached: Alternate 4-B 

Design Criteria and List of Data Items Requested in 
Kick-Off Meeting 

11/10/2007 Manuel Carballo (Figg bridge) NCDOT E-mail regarding structural concepts being evaluated for 
ADC’s Alternative 4-B. Requesting Structures Design 
Group input 

01/14/2008 Asheville Design Center NCDOT Letter providing comments on Purpose and Need 
Statement 

01/14/2008 Southern Environmental Law 
Center/Western North Carolina 
Alliance 

NCDOT Comments on Rescinded 2008 DEIS 

04/28/2008 a Land of Sky Regional Council NCDOT Comments on Rescinded 2008 DEIS 
05/05/2008 City of Asheville NCDOT Comments on Rescinded 2008 DEIS, including request 

to include Alternative 4-B in Supplemental DEIS 
05/15/2008 a City of Asheville Parks and 

Recreation 
NCDOT Comments on Rescinded 2008 DEIS 

06/19/2008 Asheville Design Center NCDOT Comments on Rescinded 2008 DEIS, including request 
to include Alternative 4-B in Supplemental DEIS 

06/21/2008 Southern Environmental Law 
Center/Western North Carolina 
Alliance 

NCDOT  Comments on Rescinded 2008 DEIS 

09/16/2008 Southern Environmental Law 
Center/Western North Carolina 
Alliance 

NCDOT Comments requesting NCDOT include Alternative 4-B in 
Supplemental DEIS 

10/15/2008 Asheville Design Center NCDOT Comments on Rescinded 2008 DEIS including request 
to include Alternative 4-B in Supplemental DEIS 

12/19/2008 Asheville Area Chamber of 
Commerce 

NCDOT Comments on design alternatives: 2, 3, 4, and 4B of 
Section B of the I-26 Connector Project 

12/18/2012 Southern Environmental Law 
Center/Western North Carolina 
Alliance 

NCDOT Comments for the new EIS  
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09/26/2013 FBRMPO: Jan Davis FHWA Request to FHWA to reconsider requirement for I-26 
Connector to meet LOS D 

10/24/2013 FHWA FBRMPO: Jan Davis Response to MPO request for reconsidering LOS D 
requirement 

Various 2008 a RiverLink NCDOT Resolution in support of aesthetically pleasing bridges 
over the French Broad River for I-26/I-240 singed by 
approximately 100 individuals 

January 2009 a Buncombe County Board of 
Commissioners 

NCDOT Provided minutes from the Board of Commissioners 
meeting that included a motion to endorse Alternative 3 

January 2009 a Asheville Area Chamber of 
Commerce 

NCDOT Letter stating that the 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 

Unknown a  Applicants for AAC Letter to Applicants for AAC 
Unknown a Town of Woodfin  Resolution letter to recommend and request that the 

I-240 section that will accommodate I-26 be constructed 
as eight lanes 

a No minutes are available for this meeting. 
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In addition to containing information about the study, the newsletters included mailing addresses 
and the project hotline number so that interested persons could make comments or add their 
names to the mailing list. Notices of upcoming workshops and the public hearing have also 
been included in respective newsletters. Copies of the newsletters are included in Appendix A4.  

8.2.1.3 Telephone Hotline 

A telephone number was published in each newsletter and made available to local 
organizations and agencies in order to provide immediate response to public concerns and 
comments.  

8.2.1.4 Project Website 

NCDOT maintains a project web site that is used to provide project information related to public 
involvement activities (including meetings, newsletters), project map, frequently asked 
questions, project schedule, study process, and contact information. The web site can be found 
at http://www.ncdot.gov/projects/I26Connector/. 

8.2.1.5 Project Visualization 

NCDOT developed visualizations to supplement the information and maps presented at the 
public hearing in both video and map formats. The visualizations can be found on the project 
web site at http://www.ncdot.gov/projects/I26Connector/. 

8.2.1.6 Key Stakeholder Interviews and Local Meetings 

Interviews and Meetings in 2000 

In March 2000, a consultant/facilitator was hired to conduct a series of local interviews with key 
community stakeholders to determine their interpretation of the project and their understanding 
of remaining project issues. In addition, neighborhood groups and special interest groups were 
identified, and meetings were held with each of them to improve their understanding of the 
project and, in some cases, address specific physical improvements or project-related impacts. 
Finally, a series of local meetings were held with community stakeholders to further expand the 
“listening” process, offering additional opportunities for input on the various project issues. 
These meetings are described in the following section. 

Neighborhood Outreach Meetings in 2014 

In 2014, three neighborhood meetings was held following the May public involvement efforts. 
These were held with the Burton Street Community, the East-West Asheville Neighborhood 
Association (EWANA), and the Montford Neighborhood. The discussions at these meetings 
were specific to each neighborhood.  

Approximately 20 residents of the Burton Street neighborhood attended the June 30, 2014, 
meeting to discuss proposed project alternatives, Burton Street Community Plan updates 
(Asheville Design Center 2010a), and preparation of project environmental documents and to 
receive input from residents. Approximately 28 local residents attended the September 9, 2014, 
EWANA meeting to provide feedback and input, talk about the community’s plans, and provide 
updates on the I-26 Asheville Connector project. Approximately 10 residents of Montford 
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attended the September 16, 2014, meeting to provide feedback and input, talk about the 
community’s plans, and provide updates on the project since the Public Meeting in May 2014.  

8.2.2 MEETING SUMMARY 

A timeline of when meetings were held, descriptions of the meeting formats, and brief 
summaries of meeting proceedings are summarized in this section. More detailed records of the 
meetings are provided in Appendix B.  

8.2.2.1 Public Involvement Activities 

A timeline and summary of public involvement activities is provided in Table 8-3.  

8.2.2.2 Neighborhood Outreach Meetings 

Using information in the TIP Project I-2513, Buncombe County, Community Identification 
Technical Memorandum (HNTB North Carolina, PC. 2007) and guidance from the NCDOT’s 
PDEA Department, five neighborhoods were identified for additional outreach. These 
neighborhoods were the Burton Street Neighborhood, the Bingham Road area, the West 
End/Clingman Neighborhood, the Hillcrest and Houston/Courtland area, and Westwood Place. 
Details for each of the meetings are provided in the Neighborhood Outreach Technical 
Memorandum (NCDOT 2015b). Neighborhood representatives were identified through 
NCDOT’s previous public involvement efforts, communication with City of Asheville staff, and 
internet research. Representatives from each of the neighborhoods were interviewed in order to 
gain initial insight into the community and its concerns, and to identify effective outreach 
techniques to engage maximum participation in neighborhood meetings. Meetings were held in 
each of the neighborhoods to solicit feedback regarding the potential effects of STIP Project 
I-2513. The following presents a list of meeting dates, locations, and number of attendees: 

 07/16/2007 – Small Group Meeting – Burton Street Neighborhood Open House – Burton 
Street Neighborhood Open House at the Burton Street Recreation Center (134 Burton 
Street, Asheville, NC 28806); attended by 25 to 30 residents. 

 07/17/2007 – Small Group Meeting – Bingham Road Area Open House – Bingham Road 
Area Open House at the Emma Baptist Church (520 N. Louisiana Avenue, Asheville, NC 
28806); attended by three residents.  

 07/18/2007 – Small Group Meeting – West End/Clingham Neighborhood Open House – 
West End/Clingman Neighborhood Open House at the Daniel Boone Council Service Center 
(333 W. Haywood Street, Asheville, NC 28801); attended by approximately 20 residents. 

 07/19/2007 – Small Group Meeting – Hillcrest & Houston/Courtland Area Open House – 
Hillcrest & Houston/Courtland Area Open House at the Hill Street Baptist Church (135 Hill 
Street, Asheville, NC 28801); attended by approximately 15 residents. 

 07/20/2007 – Small Group Meeting – Westwood Place Open House at the Westwood 
Baptist Church (150 Westwood Place, Asheville, NC 28806); attended by approximately 
25 residents. 

 06/30/2014 – Small Group Meeting – Burton Street Neighborhood at Burton Street 
Community Center (134 Burton Street, Asheville, NC 28806); attended by approximately 
20 residents.  
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Table 8-3: Public Involvement Activities 

Date Meeting Type 
Approximate No. 

of Attendees 
Location Purpose 

09/09/1996 Small group – Western NC 
Corridor Association 

30 Youngs Transportation Provide attendees information about the 
project status. 

10/03/1996 Small group – Westgate 
Shopping Center 

3  Representatives from the shopping 
center are concerned with any alignment 
that travels through the center. 

03/10/1998 Small group – Western NC 
Corridor Association 

20 Cornerstone Restaurant, 
Asheville 

Information regarding the status of the 
project was presented. 

03/10/1998 Small group – RiverLink Inc. 9 RiverLink, Inc. Offices, 
Asheville 

New location visualization video was 
shown. 

04/23/1998 CIW 500 National Guard Armory, 
Asheville 

Held to view conceptual plans showing 
the anticipated right-of-way impacts of 
the project. 

10/14/1998 Small group – Leadership 
Asheville Seniors 

30 RiverLink Inc. Offices, 
Asheville 

To provide project information and 
participate in a panel discussion 
concerning growth issues. 

01/25/1999 Small group – CAN  Trinity Church Opened up communication between 
NCDOT and neighborhood groups. 

03/29/1999 Small group – Westwood 
Neighborhood 

70 Westwood Baptist Church To inform residents potentially affected 
by the project of the three alternatives 
proposed to impact their neighborhood. 

03/30/1999 Small group – Burton Street 
Neighborhood 

35 Former Wilsons Chapel 
Memorial Church 

To inform residents potentially affected 
by the project of the three alternatives 
proposed to impact their neighborhood. 

05/17/1999 Small group – Haywood Road 
Businesses 

20 Former Aycock School 
cafeteria 

Presented the project alternatives and 
specifics of preliminary designs noting 
changes to Burton Street at Haywood. 

05/18/1999 Small group – Burton Street 
Neighborhood 

9 First Church of Asheville To discuss possibility of walls being 
constructed along the project corridor 
that would avoid the relocation of some 
residences. 

06/24/1999 Small group – Burton Street 
Neighborhood 

18 Burton Street Community 
Center 

To discuss two retaining wall options with 
residents of the neighborhood. 
Functional plans were presented. 
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Date Meeting Type 
Approximate No. 

of Attendees 
Location Purpose 

07/21/1999 Small group – Riverside Drive 
Businesses 

 National Guard Armory Functional plans of alternatives affecting 
the businesses were shown. 

07/22/1999 Small group – 
Westgate/Patton Avenue 
Businesses 

 National Guard Armory Functional plans of alternatives affecting 
the businesses were shown. 

08/19/1999 Small group – Amboy Road 
Area 

 Southern Waterways To discuss project impacts on the Amboy 
Road area to property owners and the 
proposed bicycle/pedestrian facility. 

09/28/1999 Small group – City Seeds 
Conference 

100 (approximate) Diana Wortham Theater, 
Asheville 

To provide information about the project 
and address concerns related to urban 
design and sprawl. 

09/27/1999 Small group – Burton Street 
Neighborhood 

 First Church of Asheville Discussion of Alternative 2. 

12/13/1999 Small group – Historic 
Montford Avenue 
Neighborhood 

22 Montford Community 
Center 

To give a general project overview to the 
Montford Area residents and discuss 
current updates pertaining to the project. 

12/14/1999 Small group – Burton Street 
Neighborhood 

 First Church of Asheville To discuss the mitigation of the project 
based on the community’s desires. 

12/15/1999 Small group – Council of 
Independent Business 
Owners 

 NCDOT Division 13 
Office 

Presentation of functional plans of 
Alternatives 2 and 3 and asked for 
concerns, support, and questions. 

03/08/2000 Small group – Bingham Road 
Area Neighborhood 

 Emma Elementary 
School Cafeteria 

To discuss project impacts on the 
community in the Bingham Road/Emma 
Road area. 

03/09/2000 Small group – Burton Street 
Neighborhood 

10 First Church of Asheville To discuss Burton Street Neighborhood 
mitigation requests with neighborhood 
president and pastor. 

04/06/2000 Small group – Fairfax/Virginia 
Avenue Neighborhoods 

 Grace Baptist Church To communicate project impacts with the 
Fairfax/Virginia Avenue Community. 

04/12/2000 Small group – I-26 Connector 
Awareness Group 

20 Asheville City Hall To improve the I-26 Connector 
Awareness Group’s working relationship 
with NCDOT. 

05/03/2000 Small group – I-26 Connector 
Awareness Group 

12 City Hall To discuss conceptual plans prepared for 
the Connector Awareness Group. 
NCDOT provided pros and cons. 
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Date Meeting Type 
Approximate No. 

of Attendees 
Location Purpose 

06/15/2000 Project Educational Forum 400 Lipinsky Auditorium, 
Asheville 

Project education. 

07/11/2000 Small group – I-26 Connector 
Awareness Group 

20 Westgate Shopping 
Center 

Discuss the upcoming Design Forum and 
encourage the participation of the I-26 
Connector Awareness Group. 

07/21-22/2000 Project Design Forum 100s Renaissance Hotel To allow interested citizens the 
opportunity to suggest improvements and 
become involved in the project design. 

08/15/2000 CIW  Public Works Building, 
Asheville 

Present information, answer questions, 
and receive comments 

01/15/2002 Small group – Asheville Area 
Chamber of Commerce 

50 (approximate) Chamber Headquarters Update the task force on the project 
status and process. 

05/30/2002 Small group – Asheville Area 
Chamber of Commerce 

40 Grove Park Inn Presentation of overall process of the 
project. 

06/12/2002 Public Meeting  AB TECH, Laurel 
Auditorium 

Held by TAC to gain information and 
input on the project. 

06/26/2003 Small group – I-26 Connector 
Awareness Group 

15 Westgate Shopping 
Center 

To provide an update on the project 
status. 

11/13/2003 Small group – Downtown 
Rotary Club 

30 Asheville Country Club To provide an update on the project 
status. 

12/15/2003 Small group – Asheville Area 
Chamber of Commerce 

40 (approximate) Chamber of Commerce To provide an update on the project 
status. 

06/22/2004 a CIW  National Guard Armory To show functional centerline 
alternatives. 

07/14/2004 a Project Informational Forum 250  NCDOT used to present the basis for 
recommending eight lanes. 

10/09-10/2006 CIW 320 Renaissance Hotel Slideshow presentation of project, maps, 
and examples. Handout included. 

03/12/2007 NCDOT/ADC (AIA I50)   AIA I50 Citizens Meeting. Revisit of old 
alignments and why they were not 
feasible. Citizen input. 

07/16/2007 Small group meeting – Burton 
Street Neighborhood 

25-30 Burton Street Recreation 
Center 
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Date Meeting Type 
Approximate No. 

of Attendees 
Location Purpose 

07/17/2007 Small group meeting – 
Bingham Road Area 

3 Emma Baptist Church  

07/18/2007 Small group meeting – West 
End/Clingham Area 
Neighborhood 

20 (approximate) Daniel Boone Council 
Service Center 

 

07/19/2007 Small group meeting – 
Hillcrest and 
Houson/Courtland Area 

15 Hill Street Baptist Church  

07/20/2007 Small group meeting – 
Westwood Place 

25 Westwood Baptist Church  

09/16/2008 Corridor Public Hearing 330 Renaissance Hotel To explain corridor location, design, 
relocations requirements/procedures, 
and the state federal relationship. Official 
comment session with transcribed 
proceedings and recorded comments 
and responses. 

05/12/2014  Public Meeting 144 Renaissance Hotel To present updated roadway designs, 
provide status of environmental studies, 
gather public comment.  

06/30/2014 Neighborhood Meeting  20 Burton Street Community 
Center 

To discuss proposed project alternatives, 
Burton Street Community Plan updates, 
preparation of project environmental 
documents, and to receive input from 
residents. 

09/09/2014 Neighborhood Meeting  28 Hall Fletcher Elementary 
School 

To gather feedback and input, learn 
about the community’s plans, and 
provide updates on the I-26 Asheville 
Connector project. 

09/16/2014 Neighborhood Meeting  10 Montford Community 
Center 

To gather feedback and input, learn 
about the community’s plans, and 
provide updates on the project since the 
Public Meeting conducted by NCDOT on 
May 12, 2014. 

a No minutes are available for this meeting. 
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 09/09/2014 – Small Group Meeting - EWANA at Hall Fletcher Elementary School Auditorium 
(60 Ridgelawn Road, Asheville, NC 28806); attended by approximately 29 residents.  

 09/16/2014 – Small Group Meeting – Montford Neighborhood Association at Montford 
Community Center (34 Pearson Drive, Asheville, NC 28801); attended by approximately 
11 residents.  

Over 25 respondents completed a comment sheet or provided written comments via e-mail over 
the course of the meetings. Based on written comments and issues and concerns discussed in 
the neighborhood meetings, general concerns and comments are summarized as follows:  

 In general, there is mixed support for the project within these seven neighborhoods.  
 Residents support the separation of interstate traffic from local traffic.  
 There is general opposition to an eight-lane cross section.  
 Residents felt that the local design plans were not adequately considered.  
 Residents would like to see components of the project improve pedestrian and bicycle 

connectivity within the project area, especially in the area of the Westgate Shopping Center.  
 Residents are anxious for the lengthy planning process to conclude and are apprehensive 

about how their issues and concerns will be incorporated into the planning document.  
 Residents would like aesthetically pleasing sound walls, landscaped medians, and buffers 

as part of the project.  
 There is a perception that the preferred alternative selection is biased toward costs. 

Residents feel that alternatives impacting working class African American neighborhoods 
are more affordable for the state than alternatives in other Asheville neighborhoods, 
therefore, skewing the selection of the preferred alternative.  

 Burton Street residents remember the division of their neighborhood by the construction of 
I-240, and feel that Alternate 3 would have negative effects to the remaining Burton Street 
Community. 

8.2.2.3 Corridor Public Hearing 

A Pre-Hearing Open House and Public Hearing were held on September 16, 2008, in the Grand 
Ballroom, Renaissance Asheville Hotel. The Open House began at 3:00 PM and ended at 6:30 
PM. The Corridor Public Hearing began at 7:00 PM. Approximately 330 people were in 
attendance.  

The Open House was held to give interested parties an opportunity to review displays, including 
design maps; ask questions directly from project staff; and leave comments, both verbal and 
written. The Public Hearing consisted of a formal presentation, which included an explanation of 
project schedule, alternatives included in the Rescinded 2008 DEIS, and a new conceptual 
design for an alternative known as Alternative 4-B, right-of-way, relocation 
requirements/procedures, and the state federal relationship.  

NCDOT received approximately 220 comment sheets, e-mails, and/or letters regarding the 
project, a resolution signed by 100 individuals, and verbal comments from the 21 individuals 
who spoke at the Public Hearing. Copies of the post-hearing meeting minutes summarizing the 
comments received and the NCDOT responses are located in Appendix B3.  

The following is an overview of the public hearing and the main issues of concern regarding the 
project according to the comments received: 
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 Comments were received requesting the NCDOT consider an alternative with six lanes in 
Section A of the project. As shown in the Rescinded 2008 DEIS, a six-lane typical section 
would not meet the Purpose and Need for the project; therefore, it would not be 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 
determined that they would continue to evaluate all alternatives included in the Rescinded 
2008 DEIS, as well as Alternative 4-B, and the separation of local and interstate traffic would 
be considered an additional benefit, but would 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 determined a more in-depth 
analysis of the effects on the local economy and the tax base would be included in this 
DEIS. 

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

8.2.3 COMMITTEES 

Two public committees were formed in order for the public to provide further input into the 
project development process. The CCC and AAC are described in this section.  

8.2.3.1 Community Coordinating Committee 

In late 1999, public concern about the project prompted the City of Asheville to request that 
NCDOT pursue additional public involvement. Partnering with the City of Asheville, NCDOT 
invited the leaders of the interested business groups, affected neighborhoods, and other public 
interest organizations to meet and discuss the principal issues of concern. To bring the greater 
community to a consensus, a CCC was formed from this group of community leaders. The CCC 
was formed to facilitate public involvement and acquire public input on the project. In addition to 
citizen representatives, the CCC was composed of representatives from the following agencies, 
businesses, and organizations: 

 Montford Area Neighborhood Association 
 Fairfax Neighborhood Association 
 Burton Street Neighborhood Association 
 Southeastern Freight Lines 
 ICAG 
 RiverLink Inc. 
 Council of Independent Business Owners (CIBO) 
 Land of Sky Regional Council 
 The Biltmore Company 
 Western North Carolina Alliance (WNCA) 
 Quality Forward 
 McGuire, Wood & Bissette 
 Biltmore Dairy Farms 
 Westgate Corporation 
 Out There Press 
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 Smart Growth Partners 
 Buncombe County Zoning Administrator 
 Asheville Chamber of Commerce 
 City of Asheville 

— Mayor 
— Transportation and Engineering Department 
— Public and Community Information Coordinator 
— Housing Authority 

 FHWA 
 NCDOT 

— Division 13 
— Citizens Participation Unit 
— PDEA 

 TGS Engineering 
 Parsons Brinckerhoff 

Many meetings of the CCC have been held throughout the project development process. 
Records of these meetings are listed in Table 8-1 and are available upon request. The meeting 
dates are as follows: 

 April 25, 2000 
 May 3, 2000 
 May 16, 2000 
 May 31, 2000 
 June 13, 2000 
 June 15, 2000 (Project Educational Forum) 
 June 28, 2000 
 July 11, 2000 
 August 16, 2000 
 August 23, 2000 
 October 31, 2000 
 November 28, 2000 
 December 8, 2000 
 January 31, 2001 
 March 19, 2002 
 May 7, 2002 
 May 29, 2002 
 June 18, 2002 
 November 5, 2002 
 June 27, 2003 
 December 15, 2003 
 July 26, 2004 

8.2.3.2 Aesthetics Advisory Committee 

In response to a recommendation by the CCC, the City of Asheville established an AAC to work 
with NCDOT and the city to address aesthetic issues throughout the planning and design of the 
project. 
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The AAC acts in an advisory capacity. Members are charged with being familiar with NCDOT 
policies and city ordinances. Their work must be completed in a timely manner in accordance 
with the project’s overall schedule. They have assisted with community outreach via 
neighborhood group meetings, workshops, and surveys. 

Members understand that any of their recommendations that are outside of NCDOT policy can 
be considered, but should include suggestions for funding. To assist them, NCDOT and the City 
jointly provide technical and functional support. NCDOT has provided technical assistance for 
some visualization. The city has provided meeting locations and notifications. Several meeting 
have used video conferencing to involve NCDOT personnel. 

The committee has provided guidance in the location of the proposed planted median, as well 
as the planned design of the project noise walls.  

The AAC was composed of the following citizen, agency, and business representatives: 

 Leslie Fay 
 Hedy Fisher 
 Peter Gentling 
 Robert Camille, Camille Alberice Architects 
 Alice Oglesby, I.O. Design and Illustration 
 Matt Sprouse, Site Works Studios 
 Scott Shuford, City of Asheville, Planning and Development 
 Alan Glines, City of Asheville, Planning and Development 
 Dan Baechtold, City of Asheville, Transportation and Engineering 
 Rick Tipton, NCDOT 
 Greg Shuler, NCDOT 

Many meetings of the AAC have been held throughout the project development process. 
Records of these meetings are listed in Table 8-1 and are available upon request. The meeting 
dates are as follows: 

 July 12, 2004 
 August 23, 2004 
 October 4, 2004 
 October 25, 2004 
 November 15, 2004 
 January 21, 2005 
 April 25, 2005 
 June 13, 2005 
 August 22, 2005 

8.3 PUBLIC COMMENTS ON PURPOSE AND NEED AND ALTERNATIVES 

In accordance with the SAFETEA-LU, the public was provided an opportunity to review and 
comment on the project Purpose and Need and alternatives. The Purpose and Need statement 
and project alternatives were available on the NCDOT project web site 
(http://www.ncdot.gov/projects/I26Connector/) and were also included in the December 2007 
Newsletter. Approximately 141 comments were received. The comments and responses were 



Chapter 8. Agency Coordination and Public Involvement I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 8-38 

categorized and entered into a project comment/response database. A report of the database 
can be found in Appendix E.  

The majority of comments on the Purpose and Need concerned inclusion of the separation of 
local and interstate traffic as part of the Purpose and Need statement, as well as including the 
Key Design Goals presented in the CCC Report, which are listed in Section 1.5.2 of this DEIS. 
The majority of comments regarding project alternatives urge the NCDOT to consider the 
conceptual alternative presented by the ADC. Other comments concern inclusion of bicycle and 
pedestrian facility improvements, consideration of a bypass alternative, the need to include a 
unique bridge design for the bridge over the French Broad River, inclusion of aesthetic design 
features, and traffic safety concerns.  

8.4 PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE RESCINDED 2008 DEIS 

In addition to the public comment period associated with the Corridor Public Hearing described 
in Section 8.2.2.3, a formal comment period was held requesting comments on the Rescinded 
2008 DEIS. The Notice of Availability for the Rescinded 2008 DEIS was published in the 
Federal Register on April 11, 2008, with the comment period ending on May 19, 2008. The 
comments received on the Rescinded 2008 DEIS and at the Corridor Public Hearing were 
considered jointly by NCDOT at the post hearing meeting held on January 29, 2009. A summary 
of the comments and responses to the public comments received are included in Appendix B3. 

8.5 CONTROVERSIAL ISSUES 

During the course of the project, controversial issues have been identified through the public 
involvement process. The primary issues are the need for eight lanes versus six lanes to 
adequately increase capacity on I-240 (Section A of the project), and the inclusion of separation 
of local and interstate traffic. The Rescinded 2008 DEIS also included the further development 
of the ADC alternative as a controversial issue; however, this issue has been addressed by 
including Alternative 4-B in this DEIS. Each of these issues has been considered and 
deliberated over the course of the environmental impacts study of the I-26 Connector project. 
Table 8-1 and Table 8-3 document various coordination activities related to the issues, and 
correspondence documents can be found throughout the appendices of this DEIS.  

8.5.1 EIGHT LANES VERSUS SIX LANES 

Many commenters have expressed concern about the planned eight-lane section of highway 
proposed for Section A of the project. Some commenters have questioned NCDOT’s 
methodologies used in developing traffic forecasts and evaluating traffic capacity. These issues 
are addressed in this DEIS. Chapters 1 and 2 of the document have been prepared with careful 
and deliberate consideration of all comments received to date on this issue. Section 1.9 
addresses the issue of the traffic model updates and project-level forecasts and the justification 
for eight lanes. Section 1.9 also addresses the need for eight lanes and the FHWA requirement 
of meeting LOS D or better. 

8.5.2 SEPARATION OF LOCAL AND INTERSTATE TRAFFIC 

Numerous comments received during the comments period on the Purpose and Need 
statement and alternatives requested that separation of local and interstate traffic, along with 
the other key design goals identified in the CCC Report, be included as part of the project 
Purpose and Need. The comments received can be found in Appendix E. Separation of local 
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and interstate traffic is locally important and has been given careful consideration by FHWA and 
NCDOT. However, FHWA and NCDOT determined that including separation of local and 
interstate traffic as a need for the project would limit, or too narrowly define, the range of 
alternatives that could be evaluated through the NEPA process. Furthermore, truly separating 
local and interstate traffic would be in direct conflict with other identified needs, such as system 
linkage. While this issue is not explicitly included in the Purpose and Need, the local concerns of 
the public were considered in the development and evaluation of project alternatives. Three 
project alternatives, Alternatives 4, 4-B, and 5, were developed to address the local desire to 
separate Patton Avenue and I-240. Alternative 5, however, was not carried forward for detailed 
analysis because of insurmountable operational issues. The separation of traffic issue is also 
addressed in Section 1.5.2.  
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CHAPTER 7. LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND 
PERSONS TO WHOM COPIES OF THE STATEMENT 
ARE SENT 

In order to facilitate review and comment, the following agencies, local officials, and public 
libraries were provided copies of this document.  

7.1 FEDERAL AGENCIES 

 United States Environmental Protection Agency (Region IV, Environmental Review Branch) 
 United States Department of Transportation 
 United States Department of the Interior 
 United States Department of Agriculture 
 United States Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Environmental Affairs 
 Federal Railroad Administration 
 Federal Emergency Management Agency 
 Federal Aviation Administration 
 Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
 Ecology and Environmental Conservation Office 
 United States Geological Survey 
 Tennessee Valley Authority 
 Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians 

7.2 REGIONAL OFFICES 

 United States Environmental Protection Agency 
 Department of Housing and Urban Development 
 United States Army Corps of Engineers 

— Asheville Regulatory Field Office 
— Wilmington District 

 United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
 United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service 
 Federal Emergency Management Agency 
 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
 General Services Administration 

7.3 STATE AGENCIES 

 North Carolina Department of Human Resources 
 North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality  
 North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission 
 North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources 
 North Carolina Department of Public Instruction 
 North Carolina Department of Commerce – Travel and Tourism Division 
 North Carolina Department of Economic and Community Development 
 North Carolina Department of Administration – State Clearinghouse 
 North Carolina Department of Transportation – Division 13 Board Member 
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 North Carolina Department of Transportation – Division 13 Engineer 
 North Carolina Division of Water Resources 
 North Carolina Historic Preservation Office 

7.4 LOCAL GOVERNMENTS AND AGENCIES 

 Chairman, Buncombe County Commissions 
 Manager, Buncombe County 
 Mayor, City of Asheville 
 City Manager, City of Asheville 
 City of Asheville Department of Transportation 
 City of Asheville Parks and Recreation Department 
 City of Asheville Public Works Department 
 City of Asheville Planning Department 
 Asheville/Buncombe County Planning Board 
 French Broad River Metropolitan Planning Organization 
 Land of Sky Regional Council (Local Rural Planning Organization) 
 Western North Carolina Regional Air Quality Agency 
 Town of Woodfin 

7.5 INTEREST GROUPS 

 Amboy Road Businesses 
 Asheville Area Chamber of Commerce 
 Asheville School, Inc.  
 Biltmore Estate  
 Bingham Road/Emma Road Area Neighborhood 
 Burton Street Neighborhood 
 Coalition of Asheville Neighborhoods  
 Council of Independent Business Owners 
 Downtown Asheville Rotary Club 
 East-West Asheville Neighborhood Association 
 Fairfax/Virginia Avenue Neighborhoods  
 Haywood Road Businesses 
 Hillcrest Neighborhood 
 I-26 Champions 
 I-26 Connector Awareness Group 
 Leadership Asheville Seniors 
 Montford Avenue Neighborhood Association 
 Norfolk/Southern Railroad 
 Riverlink, Inc. 
 Riverside Drive Businesses 
 West End Neighborhood  
 Western North Carolina Corridor Association 
 Westgate/Patton Avenue Businesses 
 Westwood Neighborhood 
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7.6 PUBLIC LIBRARIES 

State Library of North Carolina 
109 East Jones Street 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27601 
 
Pack Memorial Library 
67 Haywood Street 
Asheville, North Carolina 28801 
 
West Asheville Library 
942 Haywood Road 
Asheville, North Carolina 28806 
 
Buncombe County Law Library 
60 Court Plaza 
Asheville, North Carolina 28801 
 

7.7 WEBSITE 

http://www.ncdot.gov/projects/I26Connector 
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CHAPTER 6. LIST OF PREPARERS 

This environmental document was prepared by URS Corporation – North Carolina, consulting 
engineers, in cooperation with NCDOT and FHWA. The key personnel involved in the 
preparation of this document are presented in Table 6-1. As noted in Section 1.1 of this 
document, a previous DEIS was prepared for this project and rescinded by FHWA and NCDOT, 
known as the Rescinded 2008 DEIS. Since this document builds on the analysis completed in 
2008, the staff involved in the preparation of that document, as presented in the Rescinded 
2008 DEIS, are shown in Table 6-2. 

Table 6-1: 2015 DEIS List of Preparers 
Name Position Credentials 

Federal Highway Administration 
Clarence Coleman, PE Operations Engineer BS in Civil Engineering responsible for 

federal-aid projects in North Carolina. 16 
years of experience. 

Mitch Batuzich  Transportation Planning & 
Environment Specialist 

MA in Labor Relations, BA in Political 
Science; 16 years with FHWA; 7 years with 
Texas Dept. of Transportation working in 
transportation planning, environment, civil 
rights, and local programs management.  

North Carolina Department of Transportation 
Derrick Weaver, PE Project Development Group 

Leader 
BS in Civil Engineering responsible for 
highway planning and environmental 
impact analysis for NCDOT. 22 years of 
transportation experience with NCDOT. 

Michael Wray, PE  Project Manager, Project 
Development and 
Environmental Analysis 
Branch 

Associates of Applied Science. 24 years of 
experience in roadway design. 
Responsible for review of roadway design.  

Jennifer Harris, PE Project Development 
Section Head, Project 
Development and 
Environmental Analysis 
Branch 

Western Region Unit Head. No longer with 
NCDOT.  

Kevin Moore, PE Project Engineer BS in Civil Engineering. 20 years of 
experience with NCDOT. Responsible for 
review of roadway design. 

Elise Groundwater Congestion Management 
Project Design Engineer, 
Western Region  

28 years of engineering experience 
including 10 years of experience at 
NCDOT. Responsible for review of traffic 
capacity analysis. 

James Dunlop, PE  Congestion Management 
Regional Engineer, Western 
Region 

30 years of experience including 25 years 
with NCDOT. Responsible for review of 
traffic capacity analysis. 
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Name Position Credentials 

AECOM/URS Corporation 
Jeff Weisner, AICP Project Manager BS in Biology, specializing in NEPA and 

environmental documentation with 19 
years of experience in environmental 
assessments and preparation of 
environmental documents. 

Christopher Werner, PE Transportation Engineer BS in Civil Engineering with 15 years of 
experience in planning projects and 
transportation design. 

Valerie Chartier NEPA Specialist BS in Environmental Science and MBA in 
Environmental Management with 11 years 
of experience conducting NEPA projects, 
including 9 years as a consultant for state 
DOTs. 

Neil Dean, PE Transportation Engineer BS in Civil Engineering with over 20 years 
of experience in planning projects and 
roadway design.  

Julie Flesch-Pate, CPM, 
LEED® AP 

Environmental Planner  BS in Biochemistry with over 17 years of 
experience in NEPA and environmental 
planning.  

Heath Gore, PE, JD Traffic Engineer  BS in Civil Engineering and JD in Law with 
over 10 years of experience in traffic 
engineering.  

Andrew A. Bell, PE, PTOE Transportation Engineer BS in Civil Engineering with more than 8 
years of experience in traffic engineering 
and air and noise analysis.  

Dennis Hoyle, PE  Hydraulic Engineer  BS in Civil Engineering with over 34 years 
of experience in a broad range of projects 
including planning, design, and hydraulic 
analysis.  

Bill Stephens, PE Hydraulic Project Engineer BS in Civil Engineering with over 21 years 
of experience in a broad range of areas 
including planning, bridge inspection, 
hydraulics, and roadway design. 

Michael Baker International 
Charles Flowe, PE Project Design Manager BS in Civil Engineering with more than 30 

years of experience associated with the 
management and development of roadway 
plans in accordance with NCDOT and 
AASHTO guidelines. 

Patriot Transportation Engineering 
Peter Trencansky, PE, 
PTOE 

Project Engineer MCE in Civil Engineering with 17 years of 
experience in transportation planning and 
design. 

Atkins 
Matthew T. Cusack Group Manager BS in Marine Biology with 16 years of 

experience in natural systems studies, 
federal/state permitting, functional 
assessment, and jurisdictional delineations. 
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Name Position Credentials 

Rebecca Berzinis Senior Scientist MS in Environmental Engineering Sciences 
and BS in Biological Sciences with 16 
years of experience in environmental 
science, providing environmental services 
such as NEPA documentation, ecological 
studies, and federal/state permitting 
support. 

Jeremy Schmid Scientist BS in Environmental Technology with 6 
years of experience in ecological studies 
and jurisdictional delineations. 

Rainor Gresham, GISP Scientist BS in Natural Resources with 6 years of 
environmental science and GIS experience 
providing support for stream and wetland 
delineation, permitting, and remote 
sensing. 

Ben Cogdell Scientist BS in Natural Resources Ecosystem 
Assessment with 6 years of experience 
that includes natural resource 
assessments, plant and wildlife 
identification, and wetland ecology. 
Environmental services include 
jurisdictional area delineations, GIS 
mapping, aerial photographic 
interpretation, protected species surveys, 
and environmental document preparation. 

Kirsten Hunt Scientist MA in Geography with 5 years of 
experience in environmental assessments 
and geospatial analysis. 

ICA Engineering, Inc. 
Mark Reep, PE Transportation Engineer BS in Civil Engineering and 25 years of 

experience in transportation engineering, 
environmental document preparation, and 
air quality/traffic noise analyses. 

William Kerr, Jr., AICP Environmental Planner BA in Political Science, MS in Urban and 
Regional Planning, and 26 years of 
experience in noise impact analysis, 
transportation planning, environmental 
compliance, and impact analysis. 

Clay Oliver, PE Transportation Engineer BS in Civil Engineering and 16 years of 
preliminary engineering and environmental 
planning experience in highway and rail 
transportation. 
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Table 6-2: Rescinded 2008 DEIS List of Preparers 
Name Position Credentials 

Federal Highway Administration 
Clarence Coleman, PE Operations Engineer BS in Civil Engineering responsible for 

federal-aid projects in North Carolina. 14 
years of experience. 

Ron Lucas, PE Area Engineer Area Engineer responsible for federal-aid 
projects in Divisions 10 and 12, which 
include Brunswick and New Hanover 
counties. 15 years of experience. 

North Carolina Department of Transportation 
Derrick Weaver, PE Project Development Group 

Leader 
BS in Civil Engineering responsible for 
highway planning and environmental 
impact analysis for NCDOT. 14 years of 
transportation experience with NCDOT. 

Vincent Rhea, PE Project Manager, Project 
Development and 
Environmental Analysis 
Branch 

Registered civil engineer responsible for 
highway planning and environmental 
impact analysis for NCDOT. 37 years of 
experience in transportation projects. 

Drew Joyner, PE Project Engineer, Project 
Development and 
Environmental Analysis 
Branch 

Former Project Manager responsible for 
highway planning and environmental 
impact analysis. 13 years of transportation 
experience with NCDOT. 

Teresa Hart, PE Project Development Unit 
Head, Project Development 
and Environmental Analysis 
Branch 

Western Region Unit Head. 21 years of 
experience with NCDOT. 

Derrick Lewis, PE Feasibility Studies Unit 
Head, Feasibility Studies 
Unit 

Registered civil engineer responsible for 
feasibility study evaluations of candidate 
projects for NCDOT. 16 years of 
transportation engineering experience with 
NCDOT. 

Nathan Phillips, PE Plan Review Group 
Supervisor, Congestion 
Management & Signing Unit 
(no longer at NCDOT) 

Engineer responsible for reviewing 
capacity analysis results on NCDOT 
projects. 5 years of experience at NCDOT 
and prior experience with the private 
sector. 

Cathy Houser, PE Project Engineer, Roadway 
Design Unit 

Project Engineer responsible for reviewing 
roadway design on NCDOT projects. 21 
years of experience at NCDOT. No longer 
with NCDOT.  

TGS Engineers 
Kenneth Burleson, PE Project Manager BS in Civil Engineering with 29 years of 

experience as the Principal in Charge, 
Project Manager, and Project Engineer for 
various civil/transportation engineering 
projects. 

Charles Flowe, PE Project Design Manager BS in Civil Engineering with more than 30 
years of experience associated with the 
management and development of roadway 
plans in accordance with NCDOT and 
AASHTO guidelines. 
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Name Position Credentials 

Earl Willis, PE Senior Project Engineer More than 40 years of experience in 
transportation engineering and highway 
design with more than 30 years at senior 
design and management levels. 

Craig Parker, PE Project Engineer BS in Civil Engineering/Construction 
Option with more than 10 years of 
experience in the transportation 
engineering field. His experience most 
recently includes 5 ½ years of roadway 
design for NCDOT. 

Jimmy Terry, EI Design Engineering Intern BS in Civil Engineering with 3 years of 
experience with TGS where he has 
provided design support and detail design 
for a variety of highway design and 
hydraulic design assignments. 

William Stephens, PE Hydraulic Project Engineer BS in Civil Engineering with over 16 years 
of experience with TGS in a broad range of 
areas including planning, bridge inspection, 
hydraulics, and roadway design. 

EcoScience Corporation 
Jerry McCrain, PhD President/Principal in 

Charge 
PhD in Resource Management and 31 
years of experience in the environmental 
field. 

A. P. (Sandy) Smith Vice President/Senior 
Project Manager 

MS in Marine Biology with 19 years of 
experience in natural systems studies and 
jurisdictional delineations. 

Elizabeth Scherrer Senior Scientist MS in Forestry with 7 years of experience 
in environmental document preparation 
and protected species assessments. 

HNTB North Carolina, PC 
Anne Lenart-Redmond, EI Principal BS in Civil Engineering with 13 years of 

experience. Responsible for review and 
oversight of the Qualitative Indirect Effects 
Technical Memorandum. 

Susan Fisher, AICP Project Manager BS in Natural Sciences and Mathematics 
and Master of City Planning with 7 years of 
experience. Responsible for review and 
oversight of the Community Impact 
Assessment and update to the Indirect 
Effects Technical Memorandum. 

Tracy Roberts, AICP Senior Project Planner BS in Urban and Regional Planning and 
MS in Public Administration with 13 years 
of experience. Responsible for the 
preparation of the Qualitative Indirect 
Effects Technical Memorandum. 

Carl Rogers Project Planner BS in Geography and Master of Urban 
Planning and Regional Development with 7 
years of experience. Responsible for 
preparation of the Community Impact 
Assessment. 
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Name Position Credentials 

Craig Deal, PE Quality Assurance Manager BA in Earth Science and MS in Agricultural 
Engineering and Soil Science with 23 years 
of experience. Responsible for quality 
assurance tasks related to the Community 
Impact Assessment and update to the 
Qualitative Indirect Effects Technical 
Memorandum. 

KO & Associates, PC 
Mark Reep, PE Transportation Engineer BS in Civil Engineering and over 17 years 

of experience as a transportation engineer 
and environmental planner. 

Grace Stocker, EI Planning-Project Designer Bachelor of Engineering – University of 
Canterbury, New Zealand with a Master’s 
in Civil Engineering. Eight years 
experience in transportation planning, 
including air quality and noise analysis. 

Mattson, Alexander and Associates, Inc. 
Frances Alexander Architectural Historian MA in American Studies and over 20 years 

of experience in preparing environmental 
documents and surveying and evaluating 
historic architectural resources. 

Richard Mattson Historical Geographer PhD in Geography and over 20 years of 
experience in preparing environmental 
documents and surveying and evaluating 
historic architectural resources. 

URS Corporation – North Carolina 
David Griffin, CEP Principal Project Advisor CEP, specializing in environmental and 

NEPA documentation, BS in Biology, and 
31 years of experience in environmental 
assessment impact analysis. 

Jeff Weisner, AICP Project Manager AICP, specializing in NEPA and 
environmental documentation, BS in 
Biology, and 12 years of experience in 
environmental assessments and 
preparation of environmental documents. 

Peter Trencansky, PE Transportation Engineer MCE in Civil Engineering with 10 years of 
experience in transportation design and 
planning. 

Shannon M. Cox Environmental Planner MEM with focus in Resource Economics 
and Policy with 5 years of experience in 
planning and NEPA documentation.  

Christopher Werner Transportation Engineer BS in Civil Engineering with 8 years of 
experience in planning projects and 
transportation design. 
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CHAPTER 5. SECTION 4(F) 

According to United States Code (USC) Title 23 in Section 138 (Section 4(f)), the United States 
Department of Transportation (USDOT): 

… shall not approve any program or project…which requires the use of any 
publicly owned land from a public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl 
refuge of national, State or local significance as determined by the Federal, 
State, or local officials having jurisdiction thereof, or any land from an historic site 
of national, State or local significance as so determined by such officials unless 
(1) there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of such land, and (2) 
such program includes all possible planning to minimize harm to such park, 
recreational area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from 
such use.  

In this section, resources subject to Section 4(f) are identified, potential uses of those resources 
are discussed, avoidance alternatives and other measures to minimize harm to the resources 
are assessed, and coordination with the public official having jurisdiction over each resource is 
documented. 

5.1 DESCRIPTION OF SECTION 4(F) RESOURCES 

Three types of Section 4(f) resources would be affected by this project: historic sites, 
archaeological sites, and public parks/recreation areas. Table 5-1 lists the historic sites located 
within the study area that were evaluated to determine whether the proposed project may result 
in a use of a Section 4(f) resource. Figure 5-1 shows the resources that are applicable to 
Section 4(f) due to a potential use by the proposed project.  

A description of each Section 4(f) resource potentially affected by the project is provided in this 
section. According to FHWA, a description of each Section 4(f) resource should include a 
detailed map, size and location, ownership, function and available activities, existing and 
planned facilities, access and usage, relationship to similar properties, and applicable clauses 
affecting ownership. A description of all historic sites in the project area is included in Section 
3.4. A description of all parks in the project area is provided in Section 3.1.3.1. 

Table 5-1: Section 4(f) Applicability Evaluation 

Resource 
Section 4(f) 
Applicable  

No. on 
Figure 

Biltmore Estate Yes 1 
Asheville School Yes 2 
Buncombe County Bridge 216 No N/A 
Calvary Baptist Church  No N/A 
Baker Building (formerly Friendly Grocery Store) No N/A 
French Broad River Greenway  Yes 3 
Carrier Park  Yes 4 
West Asheville/Aycock School Historic District and Expansion Yes 5 
William Worley House (formerly C.G. Worley House) Yes 6 
Freeman House No N/A 
Buncombe County Bridge 323 (formerly Great Smoky Mountains Park Bridge) No N/A 
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Resource 
Section 4(f) 
Applicable  

No. on 
Figure 

Southern Railroad Bridge No N/A 
Montford Area Historic District No N/A 
Montford Hills Historic District Yes 7 
Montford Hills/Hibriten Drive Boundary Expansion Yes 8 
Mrs. Minnie Alexander Cottage No N/A 
Whiteford G. Smith House No N/A 
Haywood Street United Methodist Church No N/A 
Archaeological Site 31BN623 Yes N/A 

5.1.1 HISTORIC SITES 

5.1.1.1 Biltmore Estate 
Size 6,949 acres (per revised boundary 2004) 
Location Generally bounded by the Swannanoa and French Broad rivers 

(north), NC 191 and I-26 (west), the Blue Ridge Parkway (south), and 
the Town of Biltmore Forest (east) 

Ownership Private 
Type NHL 1963, revised boundaries 2005 
Function Landscape, recreation, culture, forest, museum 
Facilities 56 buildings including the Biltmore House and surrounding property 
Access Tourist attraction open daily to public with admission 
Use Historic tourist attraction, winery, farm, hotel 
Clauses A fee simple right-of-way agreement was obtained for I-40 

5.1.1.2 Asheville School 
Size 280 acres 
Location 360 Asheville School Road. East of US 19-23-74A and northwest of 

the SR 3412 Sand Hill Road grade separation over I-40 
Ownership Private 
Type Listed in the NRHP, 1996 
Function Education, school 
Facilities Academic buildings and surrounding grounds of athletic fields, woods, 

and a lake bed 
Access Private 
Clauses Fee simple right-of-way agreements were obtained for both SR 3412 

(Sand Hill Road) and I-40 

5.1.1.3 West Asheville/Aycock School Historic District and Expansion  
Size 11.6 acres 
Location Haywood Road between Westwood Place and Michigan Avenue 
Ownership Public and private 
Type Listed in the NRHP, 2006 with an expansion in 2013 
Function Education and commercial 
Facilities Academic buildings and a commercial district 
Access Public and private 
Clauses None identified 
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5.1.1.4 William Worley House 
Size 4.1 acres 
Location 1 Worley Place in the Westwood neighborhood 
Ownership Private 
Type Determined eligible for the NRHP, 1999 
Function Private residence 
Facilities Single family home and grounds 
Access Private 
Clauses None identified 

5.1.1.5 Montford Hills Historic District 
Size 33 acres 
Location North of I-240 between US 19-23-70 and Merrimon Avenue, north of 

downtown Asheville 
Ownership Public and private 
Type NRHP-eligible 
Function Community planning and development, and architecture 
Facilities Private homes 
Access Public and private 
Clauses None identified 

5.1.1.6 Montford Hills/Hibriten Drive Boundary Expansion 
Size 15.1 acres 
Location North of I-240 along Hibriten Drive 
Ownership Public and private 
Type NRHP-eligible 
Function Community planning and development, and architecture 
Facilities Private homes 
Access Public and private 
Clauses None identified 

5.1.2 ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Site 31BN623, the Lower Hominy Hydroelectric Power Plant site, is recommended NRHP-
eligible under Criterion A due to its association with the early hydroelectric and streetcar 
industries. This site has the potential to be impacted by the construction activities associated 
with I-2513A. Where impacted, the site boundaries would be identified with iron markers, 
covered, and buried in the proposed fill for the project. 

5.1.3 PUBLIC PARKS AND RECREATION AREAS 

Information on public parks and recreation areas in the vicinity of the project was provided by 
the City of Asheville Parks and Recreation Department (Debbie Ivester, City of Asheville Parks 
and Recreation Department and Shannon Cox, URS Corporation, personal communication, 
February 26, 2007).  

5.1.3.1 French Broad River Greenway 

An existing section of the French Broad River Greenway along Amboy Road (SR 3556) 
currently connects Carrier Park near the project to the French Broad River Park to the east. The 
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facility generally follows the northwestern bank of the French Broad River. There are plans to 
extend this greenway west along the French Broad River to Hominy Creek Park at the mouth of 
Hominy Creek. As planned, the entire greenway will extend on both sides of the French Broad 
and Swannanoa rivers and will be comprised of greenway corridors and future park 
destinations. The greenway is owned by the City of Asheville and is accessible to the public for 
recreation. Facilities include greenspace, the trail, a wildflower garden, gazebo, picnic tables 
and grills, observation deck, playground, parking, and a dog park. 

5.1.3.2 Carrier Park 
Size 31.2 acres 
Location 219 Amboy Road in West Asheville (site of the former Asheville Motor 

Speedway) 
Ownership City of Asheville 
Type Public park 
Function Outdoor recreation 
Facilities Volleyball courts, playground, roller hockey rink, bicycle racing track, 

basketball court, multi-use track, lawn bowling court, paved trail, 
unpaved trail, a multi-use sports field for baseball and soccer, a 
restroom/refreshment facility, lawn bowling, pavilion, wetland 
interpretive site, fishing pier, and parking lots (City of Asheville 2010b) 

Access Vehicles enter the park via three driveway entrances off of Amboy 
Road. Pedestrian access via the French Broad River Greenway from 
the east 

Use Average of 200 visitors per day, year-round 
Clauses There is a restriction that will not allow motor vehicle racing and a 

conservation easement along the riverfront, as well as various utility 
easements across the property 

Features This is a relatively level piece of land between Amboy Road and the 
French Broad River. The banks of the river are mostly steep. The site 
is mostly open lawn area with mature trees along the riverbank and 
new plantings in the open level area that has been disturbed over the 
years. The property is mostly in the floodway. Some of the property 
by the road is in the flood fringe 

5.2 USE OF SECTION 4(F) PROPERTY 

According to Section 4(f), a use of land occurs when: “(1) Land from a 4(f) site is permanently 
incorporated into a transportation facility, (2) there is a temporary occupancy of land that is 
adverse in terms of the Section 4(f) statute’s preservational purposes (23 CFR 771.135(p)(2)), 
or (3) When there is a constructive use of land (23 CFR 771.125(p)(2))” (USDOT/FHWA 2005b, 
2005c). These three types of uses of Section 4(f) properties are addressed in this section. 

5.2.1 PERMANENT INCORPORATION OF PROPERTY 

A summary of the property that would be permanently incorporated by the project is provided in 
Table 5-2 and the following subsections. 
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Table 5-2: Use of Section 4(f) Properties in Acres (Right-of-way/Easement) 

Property 
Section C 

Section A 
Section B 

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

Historic Sites 
Asheville School a 2.51/0.59 3.11/0.58 2.55/0.57 2.79/0.58      
Biltmore Estate a 0.42/0.02 2.18/0 0/0 0/0      
West Asheville/Aycock 
School Historic District 
and Boundary Increase 

    0.35/0.25     

William Worley House a      0.15/0.13 0.15/0.13 0.1/0.08 0.1/0.22 
Montford Hills Historic 
District a      0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0.03 

Montford Hills/Hibriten 
Drive Boundary 
Expansion a 

     0.03/0 0.04/0 0.16/0 0/0 

Archaeological Sites 
Archaeological Site 
31BN623a     <0.01     

Parks and Recreation Areas 
French Broad River 
Greenway (as proposed)a 

    316 linear feet     

Carrier Park a     0.94/0     
a Denotes resources with de minimis impacts.  
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5.2.1.1 Biltmore Estate 

As proposed, all build alternatives in Section C of the project would include the widening of 
existing I-40 within the Biltmore Estate property boundaries. The boundaries of the estate 
include the existing I-40 right-of-way through the estate.  

The preliminary plans for Section C – Alternatives A-2 and C-2 would require the permanent 
incorporation of 0.42 acre and 2.18 acres of additional right-of-way along I-40 from the estate, 
respectively. These alternatives are not planned to be eliminated, since they could be revised to 
avoid taking additional right-of-way from the estate with the addition of access modifications 
and/or retaining walls.  

Section C – Alternatives D-1 and F-1 would avoid the permanent incorporation of property from 
the Biltmore Estate as they would not require additional right-of-way within property boundaries.  

5.2.1.2 Asheville School 

As proposed, all build alternatives in Section C of the project would include the widening of 
existing I-40 and the replacement of the SR 3412 (Sand Hill Road) Bridge over I-40 to 
accommodate the widening. All of the proposed build alternatives would require additional right-
of-way from the Asheville School property, which is adjacent to existing I-40 and SR 3412. Each 
of the alternatives considered would permanently incorporate less than 3 acres from the 
280 acre site except for Section C – Alternative C-2, which is expected to incorporate 
3.11 acres.  

5.2.1.3 West Asheville/Aycock School Historic District 

As proposed, Section A – I-240 Widening Alternative would require the permanent incorporation 
of land within the boundaries of the West Asheville/Aycock School Historic District for right-of-
way and construction easements.  

5.2.1.4 William Worley House 

As proposed, all build alternatives in Section B of the project would require the permanent 
incorporation of land within the boundaries of the William Worley House property for right-of-
way. Impacts to this property would be minimized by the construction of a retaining wall that 
would limit the amount of property to be disturbed. Each of the Section B alternatives would 
permanently incorporate less than 0.10 acre from the 4.1-acre property. As indicated in Table 5-
2, each alternative would also require an underground easement for anchoring the proposed 
retaining wall.  

5.2.1.5 Montford Hills Historic District 

As proposed, Section B – Alternatives 3, 3-C, and 4 would require no permanent right-of-way 
within the historic boundaries. A permanent construction easement may be necessary on 
Alternative 4-B, depending on the final design of the retaining wall adjacent to Westover Drive.  

5.2.1.6 Montford Hills/Hibriten Drive Boundary Expansion  

As proposed, Section B – Alternatives 3, 3-C, and 4 would require the permanent incorporation 
of land within the boundaries of the Montford Hills/Hibriten Drive Boundary Expansion for right-
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of-way only. The construction efforts would require minimal tree removal and would not impact 
the contributing resources of the historic district.  

5.2.1.7 Archaological Site 31BN623 

As proposed, Section A – I-240 Widening Alternative would require the permanent incorporation 
of less than one acre of archaeological site 31BN623. 

5.2.1.8 French Broad River Greenway 

As proposed, Section A of the project is expected to require the reconstruction of approximately 
316 linear feet of the French Broad River Greenway at the western end of the Carrier Park 
property. This reconstruction is necessary to allow the reconnection of Old Amboy Road to 
provide access to several properties west of Carrier Park along the banks of the French Broad 
River. 

The French Broad River Greenway also crosses the existing I-40 right-of-way beneath the I-40 
bridge over the French Broad River. At this location, the greenway is located adjacent to the 
western bank of the French Broad River. Although additional right-of-way would be required 
along the north side of the existing I-40, all alternatives would be designed to allow the 
greenway to continue beneath I-40.  

5.2.1.9 Carrier Park 

As proposed, Section A would permanently incorporate less than an acre of the existing Amboy 
Road frontage of this 31 acre public park for additional right-of-way and construction 
easements. The Carrier Park property contains a wide paved shoulder along the existing Amboy 
Road frontage. This unchannelized wide paved shoulder has provided perpendicular parking for 
the site since it belonged to the Asheville Motor Speedway. It remains even though the city has 
created additional parking areas within the park. Almost all of the 0.94 acres of additional right-
of-way required from Carrier Park would be from this paved shoulder area. According to the City 
of Asheville Parks and Recreation officials, future plans for the park call for the removal of this 
parking (see letter dated September 12, 2007, in Appendix F). The required property contains 
no park amenities. However, since the proposed project would require the acquisition of right-of-
way and construction easements within the boundaries of this public recreational facility, this 
resource is included in the Section 4(f) evaluation.  

5.2.2 TEMPORARY OCCUPANCY OF PROPERTY 

According to FHWA guidance, a temporary occupancy will not constitute a use of a Section 4(f) 
resource if all of the conditions set forth in 23 CFR 771.135(p)(7) are met. Those conditions are 
that  

(1) Duration (of the occupancy) must be temporary, i.e., less than the time 
needed for construction of the project, and there should be no change in 
ownership of the land; (2) Scope of the work must be minor, i.e., both the nature 
and the magnitude of the changes to the 4(f) resources are minimal; (3) There 
are no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts, nor will there be 
interference with the activities or purpose of the resource, on either a temporary 
or permanent basis; (4) The land being used must be fully restored, i.e., the 
resource must be returned to a condition which is at least as good as that which 



Chapter 5. Section 4(f) I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 5-9 

existed prior to the project; and, (5) There must be documented agreement of the 
appropriate Federal, State, or local officials having jurisdiction over the resource 
regarding the above conditions. (USDOT/FHWA 2005b, 2005c) 

If a situation exists where Section 4(f)-protected property meets each of these conditions 
described, then additional coordination with the officials with jurisdiction over the properties will 
take place to ensure that there is documented agreement of the conditions. If this occurs, 
documentation will be included in Appendix A of the Final EIS.  

5.2.3 CONSTRUCTIVE USE OF PROPERTY 

According to FHWA guidance, “Constructive use only occurs in those situations where, 
including mitigation, the proximity impacts of a project on the 4(f) property are so severe that the 
activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property or resource for protection under Section 
4(f) are substantially impaired” (USDOT/FHWA 2005c). It is not anticipated that there will be a 
constructive use of any Section 4(f) resource(s) as a result of this project. 

5.2.4 SUMMARY OF USE OF SECTION 4(F) PROPERTIES 

All uses of Section 4(f) properties related to the project can be categorized as permanent 
incorporation of property for the project’s right-of-way or easement. A summary of the Section 
4(f) resources that would be affected by the permanent incorporation of property for each 
alternative is provided in Table 5-3. The evaluation of de minimis impacts, avoidance 
alternatives, and measures to minimize harm in the remainder of this chapter focus on these 
properties and alternatives. 

Table 5-3: Summary of Uses of Section 4(f) Properties 
Property Section Alternative(s) Type of Use 

Historic Sites 
Biltmore Estate C A-2, C-2 Permanent Incorporation 
Asheville School C A-2, C-2, D-1, F-1 Permanent Incorporation 
West Asheville/Aycock School Historic 
District 

A I-240 Widening Permanent Incorporation 

William Worley House B 3, 3-C, 4, 4-B Permanent Incorporation 
Montford Hills Historic District B 4-B Permanent Incorporation 
Montford Hills/Hibriten Drive Boundary 
Expansion 

B 3, 3-C, 4 Permanent Incorporation 

Archaeological Resources 
Archaeological Site 31BN623 A I-240 Widening Permanent Incorporation 
Parks and Recreation Areas 
French Broad River Greenway A I-240 Widening  Permanent Incorporation 
Carrier Park A I-240 Widening Permanent Incorporation 

5.3 DE MINIMIS IMPACTS 

In Section 6009(a) of SAFETEA LU, Pub. L. 109 59, the existing Section 4(f) legislation, was 
amended to simplify the processing and approval of projects that have only de minimis impacts 
on lands protected by Section 4(f). According to USDOT, “This revision provides that once the 
U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) determines that a transportation use of Section 4(f) 
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property, after consideration of any impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation or 
enhancement measures, results in a de minimis impact on that property, an analysis of 
avoidance alternatives is not required and the Section 4(f) evaluation process is complete” 
(USDOT/FHWA 2005c).  

5.3.1 HISTORIC SITES 

According to FHWA’s question and answer document on the implementation of the de minimis 
provision, “De minimis impacts related to historic sites are defined as the determination of either 
"no adverse effect" or "no historic properties affected" in compliance with Section 106 of the 
NHPA (USDOT/FHWA 2013). In concurrence forms signed on May 21, 2015 (included in 
Appendix F), the SHPO concurred that certain alternatives of each section would have “no 
effect” or “no adverse effect” on the historic resources according to Section 106 of the NHPA. 
The SHPO was notified in writing on October 3, 2006, (see Appendix A2) of FHWA’s intention to 
utilize the SHPO concurrence with “no adverse effect” determinations as the basis of de minimis 
findings. Of the six historic properties listed in Table 5-2, five qualified for de minimis findings. 
Those five properties are the Biltmore Estate, Asheville School, the William Worley House, 
Montford Hills Historic District, and the Montford Hills & Hibriten Drive Expansions. Their de 
minimis applicability is described in the following sections. 

5.3.1.1 Biltmore Estate 

The SHPO concurred with a Section 106 determination of “no adverse effect” to this historic 
property for all alternatives of Section C, including Alternatives A-2 and C-2, which would 
include minimal right-of-way acquisitions, given that taken as a whole, they would not 
significantly diminish the integrity or historic significance of this property. The de minimis 
provision under Section 4(f) is applicable to Section C – Alternatives A-2 and C-2 for this 
resource. 

5.3.1.2 Asheville School 

The proposed right-of-way takings would not be in proximity to the complex of academic 
buildings and surrounding grounds of this historic property. The SHPO concurred with a Section 
106 determination of “no adverse effect” for all alternatives of Section C for this historic property 
because there would be minimal right-of-way acquisitions and, taken as a whole, they would not 
significantly diminish the integrity or historic significance of this property. The de minimis 
provision under Section 4(f) is applicable to Section C – Alternatives A-2, C-2, D-1, and F-1 for 
this resource. 

5.3.1.3 William Worley House 

The SHPO concurred with a Section 106 determination of “no adverse effect” to this historic 
property for all alternatives of Section B because there would be minimal right-of-way 
acquisitions and, taken as a whole, they would not significantly diminish the integrity or historic 
significance of this property. The de minimis provision under Section 4(f) is applicable to Section 
B – Alternatives 3, 3-C, 4, and 4-B for this resource. 

5.3.1.4 Montford Hills Historic District 

The SHPO concurred with a Section 106 determination of “no adverse effect” to this historic 
property for Alternative 4-B in Section B. As proposed, Section B – Alternatives 3, 3-C, and 4 
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would require no permanent right-of-way within the historic boundaries. The de minimis 
provision under Section 4(f) is applicable to Alternative 4-B, as a permanent construction 
easement may be necessary depending on the final design of the retaining wall adjacent to 
Westover Drive. 

5.3.1.5 Montford Hills & Hibriten Drive Expansion 

Pursuant to Section 106, the SHPO has concurred with NCDOT's determination that 
Alternatives 3, 3-C, and 4 would have “no adverse effect” on this historic resource given there 
would be minimal tree removal and the project would not impact any contributing resources. 
Alternative 4-B was determined to have “no effect” on this historic resource because there 
would be no physical impacts to the site. The de minimis provision under Section 4(f) is 
applicable to Section B – Alternatives 3, 3-C, and 4 for this resource. 

5.3.2 ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES  

The SHPO concurred with a Section 106 determination of “no adverse effect” to Site 31BN623, 
given that the site boundaries would be identified with iron markers, covered, and buried in the 
proposed fill for the project. The de minimis provision under Section 4(f) is applicable to Section 
A for this resource. 

5.3.3 PARKS AND RECREATION AREAS 

De minimis impacts on publicly owned parks, recreation areas, and wildlife and waterfowl 
refuges are defined as those that do not "adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes" 
of the Section 4(f) resource” (USDOT/FHWA 2013). Through coordination with the City of 
Asheville Parks and Recreation Department, revisions (described in Section 5.1.2) were made 
to the project to minimize impacts to the French Broad River Greenway and Carrier Park. With 
these revisions, the City of Asheville agreed by letter (dated September 12, 2007, and included 
in Appendix F) that the project would not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes 
of the French Broad River Greenway and Carrier Park. FHWA has notified the City of Asheville 
Parks and Recreation Department that FHWA intends to utilize their agreement that the project 
would not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes of the French Broad River 
Greenway and Carrier Park as the basis of individual de minimis findings. Documentation of this 
communication is provided in Appendix F. 

5.4 AVOIDANCE ALTERNATIVES 

According to the FHWA’s policy paper addressing Section 4(f), “In order to demonstrate that 
there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of 4(f) land, the evaluation must address 
both location alternatives and design shifts that totally avoid the 4(f) land.” Feasible alternatives 
are those that are technically possible to be built. An alternative may be rejected as not prudent 
for any of the following reasons: 

 It does not meet the project Purpose and Need 
 It involves extraordinary operational or safety problems 
 There are unique problems or truly unusual factors present with it 
 It results in unacceptable and severe adverse social, economic, or other environmental 

impacts 
 It would cause extraordinary community disruption 
 It has additional construction costs of an extraordinary magnitude 
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 There is an accumulation of factors that collectively, rather than individually, have adverse 
impacts that present unique problems or reach extraordinary magnitudes (USDOT/FHWA 
2005b).  

5.4.1 TOTAL AVOIDANCE ALTERNATIVES 

Total avoidance of Section 4(f) resources identified as being impacted by each of the project 
alternatives would require evaluation of a new location alternative for the entire project. Several 
new location alignments were identified in the Phase I Environmental Analysis – Asheville 
Urban Area (NCDOT 1995) but were not carried forward for analysis in this DEIS because they 
do not meet the Purpose and Need for the project for the reasons stated in Section 2.5.4.2. 
Figure 5-2 depicts the avoidance alternatives considered.  

5.5 MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM 

Measures to minimize harm include design modifications that would lessen the impact to 
Section 4(f) resources and mitigation measures that compensate for impacts. These measures 
are determined in coordination with the officials with jurisdiction over the resources 
(USDOT/FHWA 2005c).  

5.5.1 HISTORIC SITES 

5.5.1.1 Biltmore Estate 

When the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange improvements were added to the proposed project and it 
became apparent that the associated improvements to I-40 would extend into the Biltmore 
Estate, a meeting was held on March 25, 2004, with estate officials to listen to their concerns 
about possible effects of the project. As a result, the alignments of all four of the Section C 
alternatives were developed to shift I-40 slightly to the north to avoid damages to the southern 
side of the right-of-way since most of the improvements on the estate are south of existing I-40. 
Two alternatives, A-2 and C-2, would require additional right-of-way along existing I-40 from the 
estate and would besubject to the requirements of Section 4(f). The introduction of retaining 
walls in the design of this alternative could avoid property outside the existing I-40 right-of-way 
for Alternative A-2. The Alternative C-2 alignment could be modified to avoid the additional right-
of-way from the estate with revisions to the access to NC 191 via I-40. However, the necessary 
access modifications to avoid the additional right-of-way along existing I-40 would likely affect 
access to the estate property along NC 191 and may not be desirable to the estate officials.  

Estate officials have requested that NCDOT engage a landscape architect who will coordinate 
activities with an estate representative and ensure that earthen berms, mechanical retainage, 
and appropriate plantings are employed, where applicable, on the estate and on areas viewed 
from the estate in order to mitigate visual impact, right-of-way taking, and disturbance during 
construction. To minimize construction impacts, NCDOT will revegetate all disturbed areas. To 
determine the type of revegetation, NCDOT will coordinate with the estate to conform as closely 
as possible to the existing vegetation in the area. 

Estate officials have also requested that NCDOT, in consultation with estate representatives, 
use color additives to exposed concrete surfaces that face Biltmore Estate to mitigate visual 
impacts. 
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The estate has informed NCDOT that they intend to engage a consultant for advice concerning 
sound issues. Traffic noise concerns both from construction of the new I-40 facilities as well as 
from traffic on I-40 may result in the addition of sound buffering in the vicinity during final design. 

Estate officials have requested that any architectural features for this project be compatible with 
the historic architecture of the estate. Stone facade bridges similar to other bridges along I-40 
within the boundaries of the estate will be considered for any I-40 bridge within view of the 
estate's guests. They also requested that any retaining walls, open flumes, culverts, or other 
supporting structures for the project conform to the architectural features of the estate. 

Each of these mitigation requests will be given serious consideration during the final design of 
this project. After the selection of the preferred alternative, the final design of the project will be 
closely coordinated with officials of the Biltmore Estate. Such coordination is a project 
requirement in order to obtain an MOA to satisfy the necessary Section 106 approval for the 
project. 

5.5.1.2 Asheville School 

The existing preliminary alternatives in Section C would require less than 3 acres of the 
280 acre school property. The required right-of-way is located on the fringe of the property, well 
away from the main campus. The majority of the required right-of-way is along SR 3412 (Sand 
Hill Road) to allow the replacement of the crossing over I-40. This replacement structure was 
placed as close as possible to the existing crossing to avoid damages to this property. The 
minimal right-of-way acquisitions would not significantly diminish the integrity or historic 
significance of this property, as evidenced by the Section 106 determination of “no adverse 
effect” to this property for all project alternatives. Retaining walls will be considered during final 
design to reduce the necessary right-of-way from this property.  

5.5.1.3 West Asheville/Aycock School Historic District 

As described in Section 4.1.4, pursuant to Section 106, Section A – I-240 Widening Alternative 
would adversely impact the West Asheville/Aycock School Historic District. Avoiding the need 
for additional right-of-way and construction easements within the historic boundaries of the West 
Asheville/Aycock School Historic District would require the elimination of the I-240/Haywood 
Road interchange. Given the district is located both on the north and south side of Haywood 
Road, shifting the proposed alignment of Haywood Road to either the north or south would still 
result in impacts to the district. Removing the interchange would sever US 19-23 Business that 
is routed along existing I-240 and Haywood Road and would substantially disrupt the existing 
travel network, forcing traffic onto other local facilities to access the commercial areas along 
Haywood Avenue. Such an impact is not considered prudent.  

During the preliminary design of Section A, a retaining wall was added along Haywood Road in 
front of the former Aycock School to minimize the acquisition of right-of-way and construction 
easements within the historic boundaries of the West Asheville/Aycock School Historic District. 
The addition of this retaining wall and the preservation of an existing retaining wall has reduced 
the proposed right-of-way and the proposed construction easement. The addition of the wall 
would avoid taking several large trees in the front of the school. Further coordination with the 
HPO to minimize project effects is a project requirement in order to obtain an MOA to satisfy the 
necessary Section 106 approval for the project.  
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5.5.1.4 William Worley House 

All build alternatives in Section B of the proposed project would require the acquisition of right-
of-way within the historic boundaries of the William Worley House property. Retaining walls 
have been used in the preliminary design of the alternatives to minimize harm and reduce the 
amount of additional right-of-way necessary. However, due to the necessary height of the 
retaining walls, geotechnical investigations will be needed and permanent easements will be 
necessary. Further minimization of the required right-of-way from this property will be 
considered during the final design of the preferred alternatives. Further coordination with the 
HPO to minimize project effects is a project requirement in order to obtain an MOA to satisfy the 
necessary Section 106 approval for the project.  

5.5.1.5 Montford Hills Historic District 

Section B – Alternative 4-B would require a permanent underground easement of 0.03 acre to 
accommodate a long retaining wall adjacent to Westover Drive. The minimal right-of-way 
acquisitions would not significantly diminish the integrity or historic significance of this property, 
as evidenced by the Section 106 determination of “no adverse effect” to this property for 
Alternative 4-B. Alternatives 3, 3-C, and 4 were determined to have “no effect” on the property. 

5.5.1.6 Montford Hills/Hibriten Drive Boundary Expansions 

Section B – Alternatives 3 and 3-C would require less than 0.1 acre of new right-of-way to 
accommodate cut and fill slopes and the control of access fencing within the historic property. 
Section B – Alternative 4 would require less than 0.2 acre of new right-of-way to construct and 
maintain a retaining wall along the western boundary. NCDOT will place the control of access 
fencing no more than 15 feet from the retaining wall to reduce permanent easements and tree 
clearing. The minimal right-of-way acquisitions would not significantly diminish the integrity or 
historic significance of this property, as evidenced by the Section 106 determination of “no 
adverse effect” to this property for Alternatives 3, 3-C, and 4. Alternative 4-C was determined to 
have “no effect” on the property. 

5.5.2 ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES  

The Section A alternative would require less than 0.1 acre of archaeological site 31BN623, 
which is believed to represent the remains of the early twentieth century Lower Hominy Creek 
Hydroelectric Plant, to accommodate the construction and maintenance of fill slopes for the 
proposed roadway. Where impact cannot be avoided, the site boundaries will be identified with 
iron markers, covered, and buried in the proposed fill for the project.  

5.5.3 PARKS AND RECREATION AREAS 

5.5.3.1 Carrier Park 

To minimize the impacts to the area of Carrier Park along Amboy Road, the proposed curb and 
gutter along Amboy Road was extended eastward and an approximately 100 foot long retaining 
wall was added in front of the existing concession stand to avoid removal of that facility. Also, 
the proposed entrance to Old Amboy Road that provides access to several properties west of 
the park has been shifted westward to avoid requiring additional right-of-way from Carrier Park 
for the reconnection of this roadway. These modifications have reduced the proposed right-of-
way and have been coordinated with the City of Asheville Parks and Recreation Department to 
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ensure the project will not harm the recreational characteristics of the facility. To further mitigate 
any impacts to Carrier Park, further coordination with City officials will take place during final 
design to implement landscaping improvements along the improved section of Amboy Road 
adjacent to Carrier Park. 

5.5.3.2 French Broad River Greenway 

The initial preliminary design would have required the relocation of approximately 1,000 feet of 
the French Broad River Greenway. To minimize these impacts, approximately 650 feet of 
additional retaining wall was added to the preliminary design to contain the fill from the widening 
of I-240 and the eastbound exit ramp to Amboy Road. In addition, the proposed entrance to Old 
Amboy Road that provides access to several properties along the bank of the French Broad 
River west of Carrier Park was shifted westward to avoid crossing the proposed alignment of the 
greenway. Shifting Old Amboy Road required the introduction of an approximately 200 foot-long 
retaining wall to avoid the Carrier Park property. This proposed retaining wall would require the 
relocation of approximately 316 feet of the proposed greenway to avoid two crossings of Old 
Amboy Road. 

Through an agreement with NCDOT, the French Broad River Greenway will also cross the 
existing I-40 right-of-way beneath the I-40 bridge over the French Broad River. At this location, 
the greenway is adjacent to the western bank of the French Broad River. All four build 
alternatives in Section C of the proposed project would be designed to allow the greenway to 
continue beneath I-40. 

5.6 RELATIVE COMPARISON OF SECTION 4(F) IMPACTS 

Table 5-4 is provided to identify and differentiate the relative impacts of each alternative studied.  

Table 5-4: Relative Comparison of Section 4(f) Impacts 

Alternative 

Uses 
Section 

4(f) 
Land? 

Relative Net Harm to Section 4(f) Land After 
Mitigation 

Relative Net Harm to 
other Notable and 

Environmental 
Features 

Section C 
A-2 Yes Fewer impacts to Asheville School (2.51 acres) than 

Alternative C-2 (3.11 acres), Alternative D-1 (2.55 
acres), and Alternative F-1 (2.79 acres); fewer 
impacts to Biltmore Estate (0.42 acre) than 
Alternative C-2 (2.18 acres), but more than 
Alternatives D-1 and F-1 (no impact). 

N/A(a) 

C-2 Yes Most impacts to Biltmore Estate and Asheville 
School than all other Section C alternatives. 

N/A(a) 

D-1 Yes Fewer impacts to Asheville School (2.55 acres) than 
Alternative C-2 (3.11 acres) and Alternative F-1 
(2.79 acres), but more than Alternative A-2 (2.51 
acres); no impact to Biltmore Estate, while 
Alternative A-2 would impact 0.42 acre and 
Alternative C-2 would impact 2.18 acres.  

Substantially higher 
costs than Alternative 
F-1. 
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Alternative 

Uses 
Section 

4(f) 
Land? 

Relative Net Harm to Section 4(f) Land After 
Mitigation 

Relative Net Harm to 
other Notable and 

Environmental 
Features 

F-1 Yes Fewer impacts to Asheville School (2.79 acres) than 
Alternative C-2 (3.11 acres), but more than 
Alternative A-2 (2.51 acres) and Alternative D-1 
(2.55 acres); no impact to Biltmore Estate, while 
Alternative A-2 would impact 0.42 acre and 
Alternative C-2 would impact 2.18 acres.  

Substantial cost 
savings over Alternative 
D-1 

Section A 
I-240 
Widening 

Yes I-240 widening used best fit approach to minimize 
unavoidable impacts to West Asheville/Aycock 
School Historic District and Boundary Increase (0.19 
acre), French Broad River Greenway (316 linear 
feet), and Carrier Park (0.94 acre). Would impact 
less than 0.1 acre of archaeological site 318BN623.  

N/Aa 

New 
Location 

N/Ab N/A N/A 

Section B 
3 Yes Most impact (0.09 acre) to William Worley House 

(same as Alternative 3-C) for Section B alternatives; 
no impact to Montford Hills Historic District while 
Alternative 4B may require easement; fewer impacts 
to Montford Hills/Hibriten Drive Boundary Expansion 
(0.03 acre) than Alternative 3-C (0.04 acre) and 
Alternative 4 (0.16 acre), but more than Alternative 
4B (no impact).  

Higher impact to Burton 
Street minority 
neighborhood 
(relocations) 

3-C Yes Most impact (0.09 acre) to William Worley House 
(same as Alternative 3) for Section B alternatives; 
no impact to Montford Hills Historic District while 
Alternative 4B may require easement; fewer impacts 
to Montford Hills and Hibriten Drive Expansion (0.04 
acre) than Alternative 4 (0.16 acre), but more than 
Alternative 3 (0.03 acre) and Alternative 4-B (no 
impact). 

Higher impact to Burton 
Street minority 
neighborhood 
(relocations) 

4 Yes Least impact to William Worley House (0.03 acre); 
no impact to Montford Hills Historic District, while 
Alternative 4-B may require easement; most impact 
to Montford Hills/Hibriten Drive Boundary Expansion 
(0.16 acre) of Section B alternatives. 

Less direct impact to 
Burton Street compared 
to Alternatives 4 and 4-
B 

4-B Yes Fewer impacts to William Worley House (0.05 acre) 
than Alternatives 3 and 3-C (0.09 acre), but more 
impacts than Alternative 4 (0.03 acre); may result in 
impact to Montford Hills Historic District due to 
underground easement; no impact to Montford Hills/ 
Hibriten Drive Boundary Expansion (all other 
alternatives result in impacts to this resource). 

Less direct impact to 
Burton Street compared 
to Alternatives 4 and 4-
B 

a There are no differentiating environmental effects to consider. 
b Does not meet Purpose and Need, could have substantial impacts to human and natural environment. 
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5.7 LEAST OVERALL HARM 

If the analysis of avoidance alternatives concludes that there is no feasible and prudent 
avoidance alternative, then FHWA may only approve the alternative that causes the least 
overall harm to the Section 4(f) property. Title 23 CFR Part 774.3(c) includes a list of factors to 
consider in making this determination of least overall harm. These factors include the ability to 
mitigate adverse impacts to Section 4(f) property; the relative severity of remaining harm, after 
mitigation, to Section 4(f) property; and the relative significance of each Section 4(f) property. 
For instance, will the project alternatives result in edge takes of a park or will they cut through 
the middle? How will activities, features, or attributes of the 4(f) property be affected by various 
alternatives and to what degree? If alternatives are determined to cause "substantially equal" 
harm to Section 4(f) property, then FHWA may choose any one. 

Who makes the 4(f) decision for highway projects? The FHWA is ultimately responsible for 
making all decisions related to Section 4(f) compliance. These include whether Section 4(f) 
applies to a property, whether a use will occur, whether a de minimis impact determination may 
be made, an assessment of each alternative's impacts to Section 4(f) properties, and a 
determination of whether the law allows the selection of a particular alternative after consulting 
with the appropriate officials with jurisdiction. 

In the case where each alternative would affect the same Section 4(f) resources, FHWA will 
conduct a “least harm analysis” considering the relative net harm to other notable environmental 
resources. Minor differences in the acreage of an impacted Section 4(f) resource land does not 
necessarily determine that the one with the least impact alternative is the least environmentally 
damaging or is preferred relative to the other alternatives. It is possible that an alternative with 
slightly higher Section 4(f) impacts could be selected as the LEDPA provided it has the least 
overall harm to other notable environmental resources.  

Figure 5-2 shows the avoidance alternatives that were developed for this project.  

5.8 COORDINATION 

Written correspondence was exchanged and meetings were held with officials with jurisdiction 
over the Section 4(f) resources identified. The correspondence and meetings are briefly 
summarized in this section. Complete correspondence, meeting summaries, and concurrence 
forms resulting from those meetings are included in Appendix B2. 

 October 3, 2006: NCDOT provided written notice to the SHPO that a finding of no “adverse 
effect” under Section 106 for the Asheville School (Section C – Alternatives A-2, C-2, D-1, 
and F-1) and Haywood Street United Methodist Church (Section B – Alternative 5) would be 
used to make a de minimis finding for Section 4(f). 

 April 10, 2007: TGS Engineers requested information from the City of Asheville Parks and 
Recreation Department in an effort to ensure that the project includes all possible planning 
to minimize harm to Carrier Park and the French Broad River Greenway.  

 April 13, 2007: A meeting was held between TGS Engineers and the City of Asheville Parks 
and Recreation Department to discuss possible impacts of the project on Carrier Park and 
the French Broad River Greenway. 

 April 18, 2007: NCDOT requested by letter that the City of Asheville Parks and Recreation 
Department provide written concurrence of a de minimis affect to Carrier Park and the 
French Broad River Greenway.  



Chapter 5. Section 4(f) I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 5-19 

 April 20, 2007: By letter, TGS Engineers followed up the April 13, 2007, meeting with the 
City of Asheville Parks and Recreation Department and notified the department of the need 
for future coordination with NCDOT to document a de minimis effect of the project on Carrier 
Park and the French Broad River Greenway.  

 May 19, 2015: A meeting was held between NCDOT and the SHPO to discuss the proposed 
effects determination and reach a concurrence for the assessment of effects based on the 
2015 Historic Architectural Resources Survey Update Report (Acme Preservation Services, 
LLC 2015).  

 June 30, 2015: A meeting was held between NCDOT and SHPO to discuss the proposed 
effects determination and reach a concurrence for the assessment of effects for 
archaeological site 31BN623. 
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CHAPTER 4. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

The probable effects of implementing the proposed project on the human, physical, cultural, and 
natural environments within the project study area are described in this chapter. The existing 
conditions for the human, physical, cultural, and natural environments are presented in 
Chapter 3. 

4.1 DIRECT IMPACTS 

4.1.1 HUMAN ENVIRONMENT  

Community impact assessment is a process to evaluate the effects of a transportation project 
on a community and its quality of life. The assessment process is an integral part of project 
planning and development and describes how the proposed project will affect the people within 
the DCIA. 

4.1.1.1 Community Facilities and Services 

Parks and Recreational Facilities 

Both Carrier Park, which is located partially within the DCIA, and the French Broad River 
Greenway, which will eventually link Carrier Park with Hominy Creek River Park, would be 
directly affected by the project. The NCDOT project team is coordinating with City of Asheville 
officials to minimize effects. To the greatest extent possible, efforts to avoid and minimize 
impacts to these resources were applied during preliminary design of the project alternatives, 
and these efforts will continue throughout the subsequent project development phases of the 
project. 

Schools 

While no schools would be displaced by any alternatives of any sections of the project, it is 
anticipated that temporary impacts and changes in access would result for the Isaac Dickson 
Elementary School located on Hill Street as a result of Alternatives 4 and 4-B. In addition, 
existing driveways into the entrance ramp to eastbound I-240 from Haywood Road on Section A 
would require access modifications at the Asheville City Schools Preschool. 

Churches 

The EIS Relocation Reports indicate that Community Baptist Church in the Burton Street 
Community would be displaced as a result of Section A (NCDOT 2015e). The Christian Church 
of Hope in the Emma Road Community would be displaced for Section B – Alternatives 3 and 4. 

The First Church of God at 20 Hanover Street south of Haywood Road may be affected, but not 
relocated, by the project. Widening existing I-240 and modifying the exit ramp to Haywood Road 
may change the existing access to the First Church of God due to the closure of Hanover Street 
at Haywood Road.  
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Daycare Facilities, Cemeteries, Public Housing Units, Post Offices, and Hospitals 

No daycare facilities, cemeteries, public housing units, post offices, or hospitals would be 
directly affected by the proposed project. 

Commercial Corridors and Nodes 

The proposed project would affect several of the commercial corridors located within West 
Asheville; however, it is not anticipated that the proposed project would have a substantial effect 
on the Western North Carolina Farmers Market or downtown Asheville. The following section 
includes a summary of effects to the commercial corridors from the Community Impact 
Assessment (URS 2015f). 

Haywood Road Commercial Corridor 

Overall, the net effect of the project on the Haywood Road Commercial Corridor in Section A 
would be a moderate negative effect. This determination is the result of the economic effects 
associated with the loss of on-street parking, short-term access impacts associated with 
construction activities, and potential impacts to public transportation. 

Depending on the construction staging and proposed traffic control, the proposed project could 
have negative short-term impacts resulting from decreased vehicular accessibility during 
periods of construction. These effects would result from temporary closures of Haywood Road 
interchange ramps. Based on the Pedestrian Work Zone Accommodations Assessment for I-26 
Connector (URS 2015h), Haywood Road pedestrian traffic can be safely accommodated on-site 
during construction. 

Based on a review of existing aerial photography, several on-street parking spaces between 
Parkman Place and Argyle Lane could be lost as a result of the proposed project. Although 
parking could possibly still be accommodated on the intersecting streets in the area, this loss of 
store-front parking may affect the long-term viability of the existing businesses within the 
Haywood Road Commercial Corridor. 

The ATS provides bus service along Haywood Road (Route 1 and Route 9). These routes 
utilize Hanover Street and will need to be modified due to the closing of the intersection at 
Hanover Street and Haywood Road. Public transportation in this area may also be temporarily 
impacted during construction, as access to Haywood Road may be affected during construction 
of the project. 

Patton Avenue Commercial Corridor 

Overall, the net effect of the project on the Patton Avenue Commercial Corridor for each of the 
Section B alternatives would be a moderate negative effect. This determination is the result of 
the anticipated economic effects associated with short-term access and mobility impacts during 
construction activities. Although high negative short-term effects are anticipated during 
construction of the proposed project, it is anticipated that some of the effects would be tempered 
by the fact that a few of the businesses are regional destinations and do not rely on drive-by 
traffic for patronage. 
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Riverside Drive Commercial Corridor 

Overall, the net effect of the project on the Riverside Drive Commercial Corridor for each of the 
Section B alternatives would be a low negative effect. This determination is primarily the result 
of visual impacts related to construction of a bridge structure over the roadway. Alternatives 3 
and 3-C would result in the construction of a single new bridge over the French Broad River, 
while Alternatives 4 and 4-B would include three new bridges. There are local concerns that a 
new bridge structure(s) would be out of character with the community and may affect the 
viewshed along the French Broad River. This effect may be less pronounced for Alternatives 3 
and 3-C than with the other alternatives, because these alternatives would require fewer 
structures to cross the French Broad River. 

In addition, for Alternatives 4 and 4-B, the exit ramp from US 19-23-70 northbound to Hill Street 
and from Riverside Drive to US 19-23-70 southbound would be removed, reducing the 
accessibility to the Montford and Houston/Courtland neighborhoods. Hill Street between 
Riverside Drive and Montford Avenue would become a local roadway without connection to the 
proposed freeway.  

Police, Fire, and Emergency Services 

According to local officials, the Buncombe County Rescue Squad Station Number 2 is the only 
emergency services facility within the DCIA and approximately 90 percent to 94 percent of the 
responses utilize Patton Avenue, including the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges and/or existing I-240 
south of Patton Avenue.  

According to local officials, the proposed project could affect emergency response times. 
Response times may temporarily increase during construction of the project due to increased 
congestion resulting from construction activities, potential access restrictions in construction 
zones, lane closures, and detours. Local officials indicated that alternative access to the 
Buncombe County Rescue Squad was available, but requested that construction phasing 
details be coordinated with local emergency service providers. This coordination would include 
Buncombe County Rescue Squad, Buncombe Emergency Service, and the City of Asheville 
Fire Department. Upon completion of the project, it is anticipated that emergency response 
times along the corridor may decrease, especially during peak hour traffic, due to improved 
system linkages, interchange modifications, reduced congestion, and greater capacity along the 
corridor.  

4.1.1.2 Relocations 

It is the policy of the NCDOT to provide assistance to those affected by transportation 
improvements as required under the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Properties Acquisition Act of 1970 and its revisions. This Act is intended to ensure that 
displaced individuals, families, and businesses receive fair, consistent, and equitable treatment, 
and are not affected disproportionately by projects that benefit the general public. The NCDOT 
Relocation Unit provides relocation assistance and benefits to those who are displaced during 
acquisition for highway projects.  

A relocation report was prepared by the NCDOT in May and August 2015 (included in Appendix 
C) and the estimated residential, business, and non-profit relocations associated with each 
alternative of each section, as described in the report, are summarized in Table 4-1. 
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Table 4-1: Relocations Associated with each Alternative 

Alternative 

Estimated 
Total 

Residential 
Relocations 

Estimated 
Minority 

Residential 
Relocations 

Estimated 
Total 

Business 
Relocations 

Estimated 
Minority 

Business 
Relocations 

Estimated 
Total Non-

Profit 
Relocations 

Section C 

 Alternative A-2 50 8 6 0 0 
 Alternative C-2 32 4 6 0 0 
 Alternative D-1 38 2 7 0 0 
 Alternative F-1 31 4 5 0 0 
Section A 

I-240 Widening 81 0 17 0 1 
Section B 

 Alternative 3 34 10 24 0 2 
Alternative 3-C 23 8 33 0 1 
 Alternative 4 46 14 24 0 2 
 Alternative 4-B 33 9 34 7 1 
Source: EIS Relocation Reports for STIP Project I-2513 (NCDOT 2015e). 

Relocations related to Section C would be generally concentrated in areas west of Sand Hill 
Road, where all alternatives are equivalent. There is also a concentration of relocations where 
the missing movement for I-40 West to I-26 West is being added in all alternatives.  

Relocations related to Section A – I-240 Widening Alternative, would be generally concentrated 
at the south end of the Fairfax/Virginia Avenue neighborhood, the east and west side of I-240 
south of Haywood Road, and the west side of I-240, north of Haywood Road.  

Relocations related to Section B would be generally concentrated in the proposed interchange 
areas.  

The EIS Relocation Reports indicate that there may be a problem of housing within financial 
means, but that last-resort housing will enable any person(s) being displaced to obtain housing 
within their financial means.  

According to North Carolina General Statute 133-10.1, Authorization for Replacement Housing, 
as a last resort, if a project cannot proceed to actual construction because of the lack of 
availability of comparable sale or rental housing, or because federal-aid payments are in excess 
of those otherwise authorized by this Article, the state or its agencies may provide for the 
construction and renovation of housing through private contractors, purchase sites and 
improvements, or sell or lease the premises to the displaced person. Local governments and 
agencies may also provide assistance authorized under the Federal Uniform Relocation and 
Real Property Acquisition Policy Act of 1970, as amended, for last resort housing. 

4.1.1.3 Overall Study Area Effects 

The effects on the human environment within the study area have been broken into separate 
sections. This section focuses on the effects of the project on the overall study area and 
addresses larger scale effects. The second level of analysis, included in Section 4.1.1.4, is a 



Chapter 4. Environmental Consequences I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 4-5 

more fine-grained analysis of the impacts on each of the identified communities within the study 
area.  

Using the FHWA publication entitled Community Impact Assessment: A Quick Reference for 
Transportation as a guide, the following nine impact categories requiring consideration as part 
of the community studies process were identified (USDOT/FHWA 1996):  

 Social and Psychological Aspects 
 Physical Aspects 
 Visual Environment 
 Land Use 
 Economic Conditions 
 Mobility and Access 
 Provision of Public Services 
 Safety 
 Displacement 

The following sections summarize the evaluations for these nine categories. 

Social and Psychological Aspects 

Changes in Population 

The proposed project is not anticipated to result in substantial changes in the population within 
the study area. The proposed project, in general, is the widening of an existing facility with a 
short portion of new location roadway across the French Broad River. No new access is 
proposed that would invite development into areas that are not currently developed. 

Community Cohesion 

Several of the communities located within the study area for the project show signs of cohesion 
and several communities have strong neighborhood bonds. The effects on the cohesion of 
individual communities are included in the community level evaluation in Section 4.1.1.4. 
Overall, the proposed project is not anticipated to result in substantial negative effects to the 
cohesiveness of the overall study area. 

Isolation 

The proposed project, in general, is the widening of an existing roadway with a short extension 
across the French Broad River. Over the past 40 years, many communities have developed 
around existing I-240 and other area roadways. The proposed project would not sever any 
communities or isolate any populations. Many of the impacts would be to the periphery of the 
communities and would not result in the isolation of any members of the community. 

Social Values 

The Asheville area is known for its natural beauty, rich architectural legacy, vibrant arts, and 
cultural environment and as a relaxing, soothing tourist destination. The social values within the 
region largely support these unique attributes. There has been concern locally about the 
proposed project related to the extent of the improvements and whether they fit into the unique 
context of the region. The design of the project has been developed to accommodate the traffic 



Chapter 4. Environmental Consequences I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 4-6 

needs of the growing region, and extensive measures have been taken to minimize the footprint 
of the project. Overall, the magnitude of the project is perceived to be out of context with the 
surrounding community and may have a minor negative effect on the social values; however, it 
is not anticipated that the proposed project would change the existing social values of the 
region.  

Quality of Life 

Similar to the social values of the region, the quality of life in the Asheville area is closely tied to 
the attributes that have made Asheville a community that is consistently rated as one of the best 
places to live, work, and visit. According to the Asheville Area Chamber of Commerce, 
“Asheville successfully embodies a fresh mix of eclectic sophistication within a culturally and 
economically diverse community. The city’s location in the spectacular mountains of Western 
North Carolina makes it especially attractive to business as a place where lifestyle meets 
business opportunity, and technology meets creativity. Asheville offers an unparalleled quality of 
life, with its combination of small-town charm and extraordinary urban sensibility. There is no 
end to the range of offerings here, from arts and culture to outdoor sports, all played against the 
rich backdrop of Appalachian tradition and history” (Asheville Area Chamber of Commerce 
2010). There has been concern locally that the magnitude of the project would have a negative 
effect on the qualities that make Asheville such a highly desirable place to live. The scope and 
scale of the project may have some negative effects on the quality of life for those adjacent to 
the project construction; however, it is not anticipated that the proposed project would have a 
substantial negative effect on the overall quality of life within the area. 

Physical Aspects 

Barrier Effect 

In general, the proposed project is the widening of the existing freeway through West Asheville 
with a short extension across the French Broad River. While the controlled access nature of 
I-240 provides an existing barrier, communities have developed along the highways in the area 
over the past 40 years in a manner such that the freeway defines the borders of these 
communities. The new location portion of the project would create an additional barrier north of 
Patton Avenue; however, access in this area is greatly limited already by the steep terrain and 
presence of the railroad corridor and French Broad River. 

In Section A, the extension of Amboy Road to Brevard Road would reduce the barrier effect 
between the neighborhoods in the Fairfax/Virginia Avenue area and the recreational amenities 
along the French Broad River on the east side of I-240. 

In Section B, Alternatives 4 and 4-B would relocate I-240 to the north and convert Patton 
Avenue and the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges to a local street, which would remove a substantial 
barrier created by the existing freeway and the French Broad River. The conversion would 
enhance the ability to cross from downtown Asheville to West Asheville for pedestrians and 
bicyclists (although an existing pedestrian bridge provides this access to a lesser extent) and 
reduce the barrier effect that exists due to the French Broad River. 

The proposed project includes recommendations for noise walls along each of the alternatives 
in Section A, Section B, and Section C, which would introduce an additional barrier effect along 
the roadways; however, the effect is not likely to be substantial due to the existing control of 
access in the area not resulting in a substantial change from the existing condition. 
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Sounds 

Noise effects for the proposed project are included in Section 4.1.3.1. 

Other Physical Intrusions 

Temporary effects such as dust and noise may be detected by some of the communities along 
the corridor during construction activities associated with the proposed project. These effects, if 
any, would be temporary and would cease upon completion of construction. Avoidance and 
minimization of some of these impacts could also occur through incorporation of NCDOT Best 
Management Practices (BMP) (NCDOT 2003a). 

Visual Environment 

The evaluation of the effects to the visual environment is included in Section 4.1.3.5. 

Land Use  

Overall, the proposed project is consistent with the local land use plans for the study area. 
However, the proposed project is not completely consistent with several of the local vision plans 
within the study area. A detailed evaluation of consistency with the local plans is included in 
Section 4.1.2. 

Economic Conditions 

The economic effects of the proposed project are evaluated in Section 4.1.1.6. 

Mobility and Access 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 

Effects on pedestrian and bicycle access are evaluated in Section 4.1.2.2. 

Public Transportation 

Effects on public transportation are evaluated in Section 4.1.2.2. 

Vehicular Access 

Effects on vehicular access are evaluated in Section 2.7.3. 

Provision of Public Services 

The effects on use of public facilities and the ability to provide public services are evaluated in 
Section 4.1.1.1. 

Safety 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety 

In general, the proposed project would maintain or enhance the existing bicycle and pedestrian 
amenities along the corridor. The safety of these facilities is closely related to the type and 
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design of the proposed bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Additional information on the bicycle 
and pedestrian elements included in each of the alternatives is included in Section 4.1.2.2.  

Emergency Response 

It is anticipated that emergency response times along the corridor may decrease, especially 
during peak hour traffic, due to improved system linkages, interchange modifications, and 
decreased congestion through addition of roadway capacity along the corridor. Emergency 
response times may temporarily increase during construction of the project due to increased 
congestion resulting from construction activities, potential access restrictions in construction 
zones, lane closures, and detours. 

Displacement 

Displacements or relocations due to the proposed project are evaluated in Section 4.1.1.2. 

4.1.1.4 Community Effects 

The community effects for the individual communities within the study area are presented in the 
following section. This evaluation includes determining the potential community impacts as a 
result of the build alternatives for the proposed project. The intent of the effects evaluation 
process is to understand the relationship between the proposed transportation project and the 
communities contained within the study area. This section includes an evaluation for each of the 
15 communities described in Section 3.1.4.1.  

Analysis Methodology and Impact Criteria 

Using the FHWA publication entitled Community Impact Assessment: A Quick Reference for 
Transportation (USDOT/FHWA 1996) as a guide, the nine impact categories evaluated for the 
overall study area were utilized as part of the community studies process. 

Within each impact category, a number of subcategories were also identified using the FHWA 
guidance. The subcategories were intended to allow for a full consideration of both the positive 
and negative effects on the community. In addition, in order to consider the context and intensity 
of each potential community impact, both quantitative and qualitative rating criteria were 
developed for use in the analysis process. In general, the vast majority of rating criteria were 
qualitative in nature. For additional information on the criteria used in the analysis, please refer 
to the I-2513 Community Impact Assessment Update (URS 2015f). 

Each community received a ranking for each impact category, and the rankings ranged from 
high benefit to high burden. There were seven possible rankings:  

 High benefit  
 Moderate benefit 
 Low benefit 
 Neutral 
 Low burden 
 Moderate burden  
 High burden  
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After evaluating the level of benefit or burden as a result of each identified impact category, an 
overall effect determination was developed for each community. Because of the qualitative 
nature of the impact analysis process, the overall effect determination was made on a 
qualitative basis as well. No explicit or quantitative weighting was directly applied to the impact 
categories. However, because each community is different and unique, an implicit weighting 
was applied to provide the appropriate consideration of context and intensity of anticipated 
impacts. The implicit weighting was based on resident and local planner input, as well as 
professional judgment.  

The implicit weighting was integral to the overall impact assessment process and to meeting the 
goal of capturing the nuances between the qualitative impact categories. It incorporates the 
relative nature of anticipated benefits and burdens and provides the appropriate consideration of 
context and intensity as part of the overall effect determination for each community.  

Community Effects Evaluation Findings 

Table 4-2, Table 4-3, and Table 4-4 include a summary of the findings of the community effects 
evaluation for each of the 15 identified communities in Sections C, A, and B, respectively. 

Table 4-2: Overall Community Effect by Community in Section C 

Community Alternative A-2 Alternative C-2 Alternative D-1 Alternative F-1

Clairmont Crest Mobile 
Home Park a 

Low Burden Low Burden Neutral Low Burden 

Willow Lake Mobile 
Home Park a 

Low Burden Low Burden Neutral Low Burden 

a Potential environmental justice community. 

Table 4-3: Overall Community Effect by Community in Section A 

Community I-240 Widening Alternative 

Morningside Park  Neutral 
Fairfax/Virginia Avenue Low Burden 
Kentucky/Hanover/Pisgah View Area a Low Burden 
Burton Street a, b See Table 4-4 
Westwood Placeb  See Table 4-4 
a Potential environmental justice community. 
b Community located in multiple sections of the proposed project. Impacts are assessed cumulatively on 
the overall community for each combination of alternatives. 

Table 4-4: Overall Community Effect by Community in Section B 

Community Alternative 3 Alternative 3-C Alternative 4 Alternative 4-B 

Burton Street a, b Moderate Burden Moderate Burden Low Burden Low Burden 
Westwood Place b Low Burden Low Burden Low Burden Low Burden 
Emma Road/Bingham 
Road a 

Low Burden Low Burden Low Burden Low Burden 

Murphy Hill  Low Burden Low Burden Moderate Burden Moderate Burden 
West End/Clingman a  Neutral Neutral Low Benefit Low Benefit 
River Arts District a  Neutral Neutral Low Benefit Low Benefit 
Hillcrest Apartments a Neutral Neutral Moderate Benefit Moderate Benefit 
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Community Alternative 3 Alternative 3-C Alternative 4 Alternative 4-B 

Houston/Courtland a  Neutral Neutral Moderate Burden Moderate Burden 
Montford a  Low Burden Low Burden Low Burden Low Burden 
UNC-Asheville Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral 
Source: I-2513 Community Impact Assessment Update (URS 2015f). 
a Potential environmental justice community. 
b Community located in multiple sections of the proposed project. Impacts are assessed cumulatively on 
the overall community for each combination of alternatives. 

The analysis shows that for Section C of the project, Alternative D-1 would have the least effect 
on the two communities located in proximity to the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. In Section A of 
the proposed project, the three communities located south of US 19-23 Business (Haywood 
Road) would have an overall effect of neutral or low burden. For the two neighborhoods in 
Section A that are located north of Haywood Road (Burton Street Community and Westwood 
Place Community), the evaluation was completed for the overall neighborhood and included the 
combination of Section A with the effects of the four alternatives being considered in Section B. 

For the alternatives in Section B (including the entirety of the Burton Street Community and the 
Westwood Place Community), the alternatives that would provide the most benefits to the 
communities would be Alternatives 4 and 4-B, with one community rated a moderate benefit and 
two rated as low benefit, while Alternatives 3 and 3-C would have no communities rated as 
having a benefit. Both Alternatives 4 and 4-B include two communities with an overall effect of 
moderate burden, while Alternatives 3 and 3-C would have one community rated as a moderate 
burden.  

The following sections summarize the findings for each individual community. 

Clairmont Crest Mobile Home Park Community 

Section C – Alternatives A-2 and C-2 (Low Burden) 

Overall, the effect on the Clairmont Crest Mobile Home Park Community would be low burden 
due to noise impacts. The proposed project may slightly alter the visual environment due to the 
increased elevation of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange; however, field observations revealed that 
there is adequate vegetation to screen these effects. In addition, the proposed project would aid 
regional travel for the residents of this community.  

Section C – Alternative D-1 (Neutral) 

Overall, the effect on the Clairmont Crest Mobile Home Park Community would be neutral due 
to the proximity of the community related to the project and the relatively minor effects to the 
community. The proposed project may slightly alter the visual environment due to the increased 
elevation of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange; however, field observations revealed that there is 
adequate vegetation to screen these effects. In addition, the project would aid regional travel for 
the residents of the Clairmont Crest Mobile Home Park Community residents. 

Section C – Alternative F-1 (Low Burden) 

Overall, the effect on the Clairmont Crest Mobile Home Park Community would be low burden 
due to further proximity and reduced noise impacts. The project would aid regional travel for the 
residents of the Clairmont Crest Mobile Home Park Community.  
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Willow Lake Mobile Home Park Community 

Section C – Alternatives A-2 and C-2 (Low Burden) 

Overall, the effect on the Willow Lake Mobile Home Park Community would be low burden due 
to noise impacts. The proposed project may slightly alter the visual environment due to the 
increased elevation of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange; however, field observations revealed that 
there is adequate vegetation to screen these effects. In addition, the proposed project would aid 
regional travel for the residents of this community. 

Section C – Alternative D-1 (Neutral) 

Overall, the effect on the Willow Lake Mobile Home Park Community would be neutral due to 
the proximity of the community related to the project and the relatively minor effects to the 
community. The proposed project may slightly alter the visual environment due to the increased 
elevation of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange; however, field observations revealed that there is 
adequate vegetation to screen these effects. In addition, the project would aid regional travel for 
the residents of the Willow Lake Mobile Home Park Community. 

Section C – Alternative F-1 (Low Burden) 

Overall, the effect on the Willow Lake Mobile Home Park Community would be low burden due 
to further proximity and reduced noise impacts. The project would aid regional travel for the 
residents of the Willow Lake Mobile Home Park Community. 

Morningside Park Community 

Section A – I-240 Widening Alternative (Neutral) 

Overall, the effect on the Morningside Park Community would be neutral due to the proximity of 
the community related to the project and the relatively minor effects to the community. The 
extension of Amboy Road would result in some benefits to the residents through improved 
vehicular and pedestrian/bicycle access to some areas east of I-26/I-240, such as Carrier Park. 
The proposed project would not result in any displacements or physical intrusions in 
Morningside Park. 

Fairfax/Virginia Avenue Community 

Section A – I-240 Widening Alternative (Low Burden) 

Overall, the effect on the Fairfax/Virginia Avenue Community would be low burden. The 
proposed extension of Amboy Road is anticipated to provide better local connectivity to and 
circulation within the Fairfax/Virginia Avenue area, as well as a direct vehicular and pedestrian 
connection to Carrier Park. In addition, the proposed project has the potential to convert some 
residential land uses along Amboy Road within the community to commercial uses, which may 
in turn increase some property values in this area. The proposed project is also expected to 
benefit the safety of the area with an efficient decrease in emergency response times and 
improved pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Although the project is anticipated to benefit the Fairfax/Virginia Avenue area in some 
categories, the context and intensity of the burdens associated with other impact categories, 
particularly the physical aspects and displacements, are anticipated to be more pronounced. A 
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few long-time Fairfax/Virginia Avenue area residents were impacted by the original construction 
of I-240 in the 1960s and, therefore, would experience recurring impacts with regard to the 
proposed project. Residents adjacent to the project corridor are expected to experience 
changes to their visual environment due to potential noise walls, retaining walls, and the 
removal of mature landscaping/vegetation. In addition, the proposed project is anticipated to 
displace housing units in the Fairfax/Virginia Avenue area. 

Kentucky/Hanover/Pisgah View Area Community 

Section A – I-240 Widening Alternative (Low Burden) 

Overall, the effect of the proposed project on the Kentucky/Hanover/Pisgah View Area 
Community would be low burden. The proposed project would increase mobility and access, as 
well as provide modest improvements in safety. These positive effects are evident on the 
bicycle and pedestrian side with the construction of striped bicycle lanes on Amboy Road and 
the provisions in the design to allow for future construction of pedestrian facilities in several 
areas. However, the benefits would be offset by the context and intensity of the burdens 
associated with the proposed project. The burdens of the proposed project would include 
recurring impacts to a residential neighborhood, noise impacts, visual impacts, and the potential 
difficulties with finding replacement housing within financial means. In addition, the proposed 
project is anticipated to displace housing units in the Kentucky/Hanover/Pisgah View Area 
Community. 

Burton Street Community 

Section A – I-240 Widening Alternative and Section B – Alternatives 3 and 3-C (Moderate 
Burden) 

Overall, the effect of the proposed project on the Burton Street Community would be moderate 
burden. Although the proposed project is anticipated to benefit the community in the form of 
improved emergency response times, the context and intensity of the burdens associated with 
other impact categories are anticipated to be more pronounced. These negative effects would 
include recurring impacts to community cohesion, the physical aspects of the project, potential 
difficulties associated with finding replacement housing within financial means, inconsistencies 
with local goals and land use plans, as well as anticipated effects to the visual environment 
within the community. In addition, Alternatives 3 and 3-C are anticipated to displace housing 
units in the Burton Street Community. 

Section A – I-240 Widening Alternative and Section B – Alternatives 4 and 4-B (Low Burden) 

Overall, the effect of the proposed project on the Burton Street Community would be low 
burden. Although the proposed project is anticipated to benefit the community in the form of 
improved emergency response times, the context and intensity of the burdens associated with 
other impact categories are anticipated to be more pronounced. These negative effects would 
include recurring impacts to community cohesion, the physical aspects of the project, the 
potential difficulties associated with finding replacement housing within financial means, as well 
as anticipated effects to the visual environment within the community. In addition, Alternatives 4 
and 4-B are anticipated to displace housing units in the Burton Street Community. 
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Westwood Place Community 

Section A – I-240 Widening Alternative and Section B – Alternatives 3 and 3-C (Low Burden) 

Overall, the effect on the Westwood Place Community would be low burden. The community is 
anticipated to benefit from a decrease in emergency response times following construction of 
the project. However, the project may have a minor effect on community cohesion in Westwood 
Place. In addition, the community is expected to be burdened by the loss of some mature 
vegetation and housing units, loss of vehicular access via Hazel Mill Road from I-240 
eastbound/I-26 westbound, and physical intrusions along the north and west periphery of the 
community. 

Section A – I-240 Widening Alternative and Section B – Alternatives 4 and 4-B (Low Burden) 

Overall, the effect on the Westwood Place Community would be low burden for both Alternative 
4 and Alternative 4-B. The proposed project would provide sidewalks and bicycle lanes on both 
sides of Patton Avenue from Regent Park Boulevard to downtown Asheville. This would provide 
the community with a direct pedestrian/bicycle connection to Patton Avenue at Hazel Mill Road, 
as well as a pedestrian/bicycle connection across the French Broad River. Since pedestrian and 
bicycle activity is an important value to the Westwood Place Community, the new pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities on Patton Avenue may increase the quality of life within the community. 
The community is also anticipated to benefit from improved pedestrian and bicycle safety on 
Patton Avenue and a decrease in emergency response times following construction of the 
project. In addition, the project would not change the traffic patterns on the surface streets within 
the Westwood Place Community. However, the community is expected to be burdened by the 
loss of some mature vegetation and housing units, and physical intrusions along the north and 
west periphery of the community. 

Emma Road/Bingham Road Community 

Section B – All Alternatives (Low Burden) 

Overall, the effect of the proposed project on the Emma Road/Bingham Road Community would 
be low burden. Although the proposed project is anticipated to benefit the community in the form 
of improved emergency response times, the context and intensity of the burdens associated 
with other impact categories are anticipated to be more pronounced. These negative effects 
would include noise impacts, visual impacts associated with clearing of vegetation and alteration 
of the visual environment, as well as displacements and the potential difficulties associated with 
finding replacement housing within financial means. 

Murphy Hill Community 

Section B – Alternatives 3 and 3-C (Low Burden) 

Overall, the effect of the proposed project on the Murphy Hill Community would be low burden. 
Although some benefit may be experienced by the community through ultimate decreases in 
emergency response times along the I-26 Corridor, they are somewhat tempered by the context 
and intensity of the burdens associated with other impact categories. These negative effects 
would include a slightly altered visual environment and slight increase in noise for residents in 
close proximity to the project corridor when compared with Alternatives 4 and 4b, as well as a 
potential decrease in property values. In addition, the proposed alternatives may contribute to 
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the isolated nature of the Murphy Hill Community, and residents would experience 
inconvenience due to access limitation during construction of the project. 

Section B – Alternatives 4 and 4-B (Moderate Burden) 

Overall, the effect of the proposed project on the Murphy Hill Community would be moderate 
burden. Although some benefit may be experienced by the community through ultimate 
decreases in emergency response times along the I-26 Corridor, they are tempered by the 
context and intensity of the burdens associated with other impact categories. These negative 
effects would include an altered visual environment and an increase in noise for residents in 
proximity to the project corridor and a potential decrease in property values. In addition, the 
proposed alternatives may contribute to the isolated nature of the Murphy Hill Community, and 
residents would experience inconvenience due to access limitation during construction of the 
project. 

West End/Clingman Area Neighborhood (WECAN) 

Section B – Alternatives 3 and 3-C (Neutral) 

Alternatives 3 and 3-C would not include construction on the east side of the French Broad 
River. Therefore, the overall effect of the proposed alternatives on the WECAN would be 
neutral. Some benefit may be experienced by the community through decreases in emergency 
response times along the I-26 Corridor. However, on the whole, no effects (positive or negative) 
are anticipated to the WECAN. 

Section B – Alternatives 4 and 4-B (Low Benefit) 

Overall, the effect of Alternatives 4 and 4-B on the WECAN community would be low benefit. 
The benefit of the proposed project is primarily attributed to the enhanced pedestrian 
connections that could have some benefit to WECAN, as well as the separation of local and 
interstate traffic. WECAN may also benefit through decreases in emergency response times. 
The separation of local and interstate traffic would also provide opportunities for enhanced 
community connections that are identified in several local plans. Although not part of the 
proposed project, the implementation of these local connections as part of future project(s) 
could provide the WECAN community with benefits beyond those identified for this project. 

River Arts District (RAD) Community 

Section B – Alternatives 3 and 3-C (Neutral) 

Alternatives 3 and 3-C would not include construction on the east side of the French Broad 
River. Therefore, the overall effect of the proposed alternatives on the RAD Community would 
be neutral. Some benefit may be experienced by the RAD Community through decreases in 
emergency response times along the I-26 Corridor. However, on the whole, no effects (positive 
or negative) are anticipated to the RAD Community. 

Section B – Alternatives 4 and 4-B (Low Benefit) 

Overall, the effect of Alternatives 4 and 4-B on the RAD Community would be low benefit. The 
benefit of the proposed project is primarily attributed to the enhanced pedestrian and bicycle 
connections that could have some benefit to the RAD Community, as well as the separation of 
local and interstate traffic. The RAD Community may also benefit through decreases in 



Chapter 4. Environmental Consequences I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 4-15 

emergency response times. The separation of local and interstate traffic would also provide 
opportunities for enhanced community connections that are identified in several local plans. 
Although not part of the proposed project, the implementation of these local connections as part 
of future project(s) could provide the RAD Community with benefits beyond those identified for 
this project. 

Hillcrest Apartments Community 

Section B – Alternatives 3 and 3-C (Neutral) 

Alternatives 3 and 3-C would not include construction on the east side of the French Broad 
River. Therefore, the overall effect of the proposed alternatives on the Hillcrest Apartments 
would be neutral. Some benefit may be experienced by the Hillcrest Apartments Community 
through decreases in emergency response times along the I-26 Corridor. However, Alternatives 
3 and 3-C are inconsistent with detailed local plans in that they would not separate local and 
interstate traffic. 

Section B – Alternatives 4 and 4-B (Moderate Benefit) 

Overall, Alternatives 4 and 4-B would result in a moderate benefit to the Hillcrest Apartments 
Community. The benefit received by the residents of Hillcrest Apartments would be primarily the 
result of the improved vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian connections and facilities that would be 
constructed as part of the proposed project. In addition to enhanced access and mobility 
through transportation options, the additional connectivity would also provide social and 
psychological benefits by reducing the isolation of the community. Some benefit may be 
experienced by the Hillcrest Apartments Community through decreases in emergency response 
times along the I-26 Corridor. 

Houston/Courtland Community 

Section B – Alternatives 3 and 3-C (Neutral) 

Alternatives 3 and 3-C would not include construction on the east side of the French Broad 
River. Therefore, the overall effect of the proposed alternatives on the Houston/Courtland 
Community would be neutral. Some benefit may be experienced by the community through 
decreases in emergency response times along the I-26 Corridor. However, on the whole, no 
effects (positive or negative) are anticipated to the Houston/Courtland Community. 

Section B – Alternative 4 (Moderate Burden) 

Overall, the effect on the Houston/Courtland Community would be moderate burden. This 
community was previously impacted by the original construction of I-240 in the 1960s and 
US 19-23-70 in the 1970s, and, therefore, would experience recurring impacts due to the 
proposed project. It is anticipated that the proposed project may somewhat alter the visual 
environment for some residents close to the project corridor. Although the proposed project is 
expected to benefit the safety of the Houston/Courtland Community by decreasing emergency 
response times, a public transportation bus stop on Hill Street may be temporarily impacted 
during construction of the project. In addition, the proposed project is anticipated to housing 
units in the community, and the ability to find housing within financial means could be 
problematic for some of these residents. 
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Section B – Alternative 4-B (Moderate Burden) 

Overall, the effect on the Houston/Courtland Community would be moderate burden. This 
community was previously impacted by the original construction of I-240 in the 1960s and 
US 19-23-70 in the 1970s, and, therefore, would experience recurring impacts due to the 
proposed project. It is anticipated that the proposed project may somewhat alter the visual 
environment for some residents in proximity to the project corridor. Although the proposed 
project is expected to benefit the safety of the Houston/Courtland Community by decreasing 
emergency response times, a public transportation bus stop on Hill Street may be temporarily 
impacted during construction of the project. In addition, the proposed project is anticipated to 
displace housing units in the community, and the ability to find housing within financial means 
could be problematic for some of these residents. 

Montford Community 

Section B – Alternatives 3 and 3-C (Low Burden) 

Overall, the effect of the proposed project on the Montford Community would be low burden. 
Although some benefit may be experienced by the community through decreases in emergency 
response times along the I-26 Corridor, the context and intensity of the burdens associated with 
an altered visual environment for residents in proximity to the project corridor and 
inconsistencies with local goals would cumulatively and slightly outweigh the benefits of the 
project. 

Section B – Alternative 4 (Low Burden) 

Overall, the effect of the proposed project on the Montford Community would be low burden. 
Although some benefit may be experienced by the community through decreases in emergency 
response times along the I-26 Corridor, the context and intensity of the burdens associated with 
an altered visual environment for residents in proximity to the project corridor would slightly 
outweigh the benefits of the project. 

Section B – Alternative 4-B (Low Burden) 

Overall, the effect of the proposed project on the Montford Community would be low burden. 
Although some benefit may be experienced by the community through decreases in emergency 
response times along the I-26 Corridor, the context and intensity of the burdens associated with 
altered visual environment for Riverside Cemetery and residents in proximity to the project 
corridor and the residential displacements would cumulatively outweigh the benefits of the 
project. 

UNC-Asheville Community 

Section B – All Alternatives (Neutral) 

Overall, the effect on UNC-Asheville Community would be neutral due to the proximity of the 
community to the project and the relatively minor effects to the community. The proposed 
project is anticipated to benefit the community in the form of more efficient emergency response 
times. The UNC-Asheville Community would not experience physical impacts such as physical 
intrusions, increased noise, or displacements. 
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4.1.1.5 Environmental Justice 

The USDOT Order on Environmental Justice states that the USDOT shall determine whether 
programs, policies, and activities for which they are responsible will have an adverse impact on 
protected minority and low-income populations, and whether that adverse impact will be 
disproportionately high. 

Based on the evaluation, it was determined that, for any community with an overall effect of 
moderate or high burden, the project would potentially have a disproportionately high and 
adverse effect on a protected low-income or minority community. Therefore, to make a 
conclusion on Environmental Justice, it is recommended that additional public outreach occur 
for any protected population that would incur a moderate or high burden as a result of the 
proposed project. Based on this method, it is recommended that the following communities 
receive additional public outreach and evaluation in order to determine whether the project 
would result in a disproportionately high and adverse effect on a protected population: 

 Burton Street Community (Section A and Section B – Alternatives 3 and 3-C) 
 Houston/Courtland Community (Section B – Alternatives 4 and 4-B) 

4.1.1.6 Economic Effects 

The economic effects of the proposed project were evaluated in the Direct Land Use and 
Economic Effects Assessment prepared for the proposed project (URS 2014a). The summary of 
economic impacts is based on considering the overall economic impact as a result of 
constructing the proposed project. Individual build alternatives were not evaluated because the 
economic impact can only be evaluated based on the combinations of alternatives that make up 
the proposed project. With 4 alternatives in Section C, 1 in Section A, and 4 in Section B, a total 
of 16 combinations of alternatives are included for evaluation. In general, the economic effects 
of individual alternatives within each section of the project would be proportional to the right-of-
way cost included in the cost estimate for the project. 

Effect on Tax Base 

The effect of the proposed project on property tax receipts for any of the build alternatives would 
not likely be substantial as the combination of alternatives that would result in the greatest right-
of-way cost would reduce the property tax base by approximately 0.6 percent. The overall 
potential range, set by taking the proportional impact as the low end of the range and 
completely acquiring all affected parcels as the upper end of the range, shows that the effect on 
property value would be within the range of 0.4 to 0.7 percent of both the tax value and the 
assessed value. Therefore, even under the worst-case scenario, the effect on the property tax 
base would be less than 1.0 percent of the tax value. It is also likely that, due to the relocation of 
residences and businesses, the money paid to the relocatees would be used for new 
development and the effect on the tax base may be offset to some degree (URS 2014a). 

In summary, it is not likely that the construction of any of the build alternatives for the proposed 
project would result in a substantial adverse effect on the regional or local economy due to a 
loss in tax revenues. 
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Effect on Public Expenditures 

The proposed project is not likely to notably increase public expenditures within the study area. 
The proposed project would not likely result in a substantial economic effect on taxing 
authorities as the construction of the project would not require excessive additional 
expenditures, such as maintenance operations or extension of public utilities to new land that 
would be opened for increased development. However, the proposed project may result in local 
taxing authorities incurring some cost, through joint development of project amenities such as 
sidewalks and bicycle facilities. NCDOT has established a Bicycle Policy (NCDOT 2009f) and a 
Pedestrian Policy (NCDOT 1993b) that allow for the inclusion of such facilities on projects; 
however, construction of these facilities would require that the local government share in the 
cost of including facilities that do not currently exist and assume the cost for maintaining the 
facilities. Additionally, the proposed project would include additional lighting that may require 
public expenditures in the form of electrical costs.  

Effect on Employment Opportunities 

The proposed project would result in the relocation of up 54 businesses. The Relocation 
Reports evaluate several criteria to determine the potential effect on businesses as a result of 
the proposed project, including the following (NCDOT 2015e): 

 Will business services still be available after the project? 
 Are suitable business sites available? 

It was determined in the Relocation Report that for all alternatives business, services would still 
be available after the project and that suitable sites for businesses to relocate are available. 
Because the project is not diverting traffic away from the existing highway corridor, it is likely 
that there would not be any negative long-term effects on businesses or employment 
opportunities as a result of the proposed project. During the construction phase of the project, 
some local businesses may be negatively affected by the construction activities; however, 
employment opportunities for construction services would likely increase based on the 
magnitude of the proposed project. 

Effect on Accessibility 

In general, the proposed project would result in maintaining or improving the existing 
accessibility to businesses. Several businesses within the study area may incur a loss of some 
parking areas due to the proposed project; however, it is not anticipated that this loss would 
result in a substantial effect to the businesses. 

Effect on Retail Sales 

Because the project is not diverting traffic away from the existing highway corridor, it is likely 
that there would not be any negative long-term effects on retail sales as a result of the proposed 
project. It is likely that some negative effects on retail sales may occur during the construction of 
the proposed project; however, it is not likely that the project would result in a substantial long-
term stagnation or decline on retail sales in the area of the proposed project. 
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Impacts on the Economic Vitality of Highway-Related Businesses 

The impacts on the economic vitality of highway-related businesses are related to the 
availability of access and the change in traffic volumes that are diverted or attracted by the 
proposed project. The proposed project would not substantially change access to and from the 
freeway, nor would it divert traffic away from highway-related businesses; therefore, it is not 
likely to have a substantial adverse effect on highway-related businesses. 

Impacts on Established Business Districts 

As stated in the FHWA guidance, this concern is likely to occur on a project that might lead to or 
support new large commercial development outside of a central business district. The proposed 
project would not substantially alter existing access to and from the freeway and is not likely to 
lead to any large commercial developments outside of the central business district; therefore, it 
is not likely to have a substantial adverse effect on established business districts. 

4.1.2 LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 

The compatibility of the project with local land use and transportation planning is assessed in 
this section. The Purpose and Need for the proposed project does not require that the 
alternatives considered for the project meet the recommendations for any of the plans 
evaluated. Consistency with local land use plans may not be required, but it is desirable and 
lack of consistency with land use plans is a factor when considering the scope and intensity of 
each alternative’s impacts. 

4.1.2.1 Land Use Plans 

Existing Land Use and Zoning 

Since much of the land along the corridor and surrounding interchanges is currently developed, 
the project would not be likely to result in any major land use conflicts. The general concept for 
the project is supported by the City of Asheville, Buncombe County, the Town of Woodfin, and 
FBRMPO, among others.  

Compatibility with Future Land Use Plans 

Generally, land use plans call for maintaining the concentration of development within 
previously urbanized areas while redeveloping certain underutilized areas such as the riverfront 
and the Haywood Road corridor. Land use changes as a result of the proposed project are 
expected to be minimal within the FLUSA. The pace of infill and redevelopment may be 
accelerated somewhat as a result of the proposed project; however, commercial, residential, 
and industrial growth and redevelopment is already occurring in many of the areas within the 
FLUSA and is expected to continue with or without the proposed project. These likely effects of 
the project are generally consistent with existing and future land use plans developed for the 
local agencies within the FLUSA.  

Direct Impacts to Land Use 

The quantification of the land use impacts was developed to determine the area of properties 
that would be acquired for each of the alternatives beyond the property that is currently utilized 
as transportation right-of-way.  
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A summary of the land use impacts for each alternative is included in Table 4-5. 

Table 4-5: Land Use Impacts by Zoning Category (in acres) 

Zoning Type 
Section C Section 

A 
Section B 

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

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

Residential Multi-Family 
Districts 21.4 15.4 15.2 16.0 26.5 26.5 17.0 27.6 17.0

Neighborhood Business District 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.1 
Community Business Districts 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.9 0.1 0.1 0.04 0.00
Institutional District 38.6 38.6 35.4 34.5 13.6 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.4 
Highway Business District 11.4 9.6 9.7 7.8 1.9 14.8 15.8 14.0 14.3
Regional Business District 32.3 32.4 34.1 27.1 0.00 15.4 15.4 9.3 10.5
Central Business District 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.4 0.00 0.00 0.2 0.3 
Resort District 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 22.1 21.5 37.2 19.6
River Arts District 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.3 11.2 24.8 16.1 22.3
Industrial Districts 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.0 0.00 2.4 0.4 
Office 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Commercial 28.7 31.4 30.8 24.8 2.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
TOTALS 151.8 140.1 144.9 122.6 64.7 98.9 99.7 113.7 92.5

Section C 

The overall area of land that would be required for each of the alternatives being considered in 
Section C would range from 122.6 to 151.8 acres. Alternative F-1 would have the smallest 
footprint while Alternative A-2 would have the greatest land use impacts of the alternatives 
considered in Section C.  

Section A 

The overall area of land impacted by the single alternative for Section A would include acquiring 
64.7 acres of property that is generally located along the existing I-240 corridor and at the 
proposed interchanges. The greatest amount of the impacts would be to Residential Multi-
Family Districts (26.5 acres).  

Section B 

The overall area of land that would be required for each of the alternatives being considered in 
Section B would range from 92.5 to 113.7 acres. Alternative 4-B would have the smallest 
footprint while Alternative 4 would have the greatest land use impacts of the alternatives 
considered in Section B. 
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4.1.2.2 Transportation Plans 

Compatibility with Highway Plans 

FBRMPO 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (2035 LRTP) (2010) 

The proposed project is included in the FBRMPO’s 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (2035 
LRTP) adopted on September 23, 2012. The plan calls for the promotion of aesthetic treatments 
and improvements along the I-26 Corridor through Asheville, the proposed widening to eight 
lanes and the identification of other transportation projects with a direct relationship to the I-26 
Corridor. Therefore, assuming aesthetic treatments are made to the proposed project, all 
sections of the proposed project would be consistent with the recommendations included in this 
plan. 

Comprehensive Transportation Plan for French Broad River MPO and Rural Areas of 
Buncombe and Haywood Counties (2008) 

The Comprehensive Transportation Plan for French Broad River MPO and Rural Areas of 
Buncombe and Haywood Counties (NCDOT 2008) includes a plan recommendation for 
I-240/Future I-26 from I-40 to Broadway and notes that recurring congestion is already a 
problem along the length of the corridor. The recommendation, labeled as Highway Project A2 
for the segment, is as follows: 

“This project has already been identified in the LRTP and the TIP as project 
I-2513. It should be coordinated with bicycle project A1. 

The facility should be widened and a new connector constructed, facilitating the 
through movement of north-south traffic. Several alternatives and design 
scenarios are currently under evaluation and their outcome will guide the ultimate 
design and cross-section of the new and widened facilities. Current plans call for 
a cross-section of at least a 6-lane along the length of the corridor, with portions 
8-lane. The project may construct an additional river crossing approximately 
parallel to the Smoky Park Bridge.” 

Bicycle project A1 is defined as constructing an off-road bicycle/pedestrian connector across 
I-240 in tandem with widening from Hazel Mill Road/Regent Park Boulevard to West Haywood 
Street. 

The Comprehensive Transportation Plan also includes several other projects within the study 
area for the proposed project as follows: 

 Highway Project A21 – Wilma Dykeman RiverWay: Plan calls for sections of two or four 
lanes with a median or a three-lane section with parallel parking. 

 Highway Project A22 – Amboy Road: Plan states that the corridor should be upgraded to 
include a median to preserve the de facto level of access control and improve the 
streetscape. Depending upon redevelopment plans for the area and the accompanying 
future traffic volumes, a four-lane section may be warranted. 

 Highway Project A27 – Amboy Road Extension: A proposed extension with one lane 
eastbound and two lanes westbound. 
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 Highway Project A48 – US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road): Plan recommends that along 
this corridor, turn lanes should be added at intersections or possibly a two-way left turn lane 
be installed for all or part of the corridor. 

 Highway Project A67 – Roberts Street/Lyman Street: The Plan recommends that the 
roadway should be upgraded in coordination with the Wilma Dykeman RiverWay plans. 

 Public Transportation Project A15: Local bus service along the Wilma Dykeman RiverWay. 
 Public Transportation Project A22: Proposed park and ride lot at old National Guard Armory. 
 Bicycle Project A4: Plan recommends constructing an off-road connector from NC 191 

(Brevard Road) to the French Broad River Greenway in the vicinity of the I-240 intersection. 

The Comprehensive Transportation Plan is applicable to all sections of the proposed project. 
The following recommendations would be within the project study area, but would not be 
affected by the construction of the proposed design. Therefore, the project alternatives would be 
consistent with the plan as they do not preclude the improvements from being made. 

 Highway Project A21  
 Highway Project A22  
 Highway Project A48  
 Highway Project A67  
 Public Transportation Project A15  
 Public Transportation Project A22  
 Bicycle Project A4 

Therefore, the consistency evaluation was based on the following recommendations: 

 Highway Project A2 – I-240/Future I-26 from I-40 to Broadway (all sections) 
 Highway Project A27 – Amboy Road Extension (Section A) 
 Bicycle Project A1 – Plan recommends constructing an off-road bicycle/pedestrian 

connector across I-240 in tandem with widening from Hazel Mill Road/Regent Park 
Boulevard to West Haywood Street (Section B) 

Section C 

All four of the alternatives proposed for Section C would be consistent with the plan that 
recommends at least six lanes on I-26 and includes interchanges at I-26/I-40/I-240 and 
I-40/NC 191. 

Section A 

The single widening alternative proposed for Section A would be consistent with the plan that 
recommends at least six lanes on I-26 and includes interchanges at I-26/I-240 with NC 191, 
I-26/I-240 with SR 3556 (Amboy Road), and I-26/I-240 with US 19-23 Business (Haywood 
Road). The proposed design includes an eight-lane freeway throughout the length of the 
section, which is consistent with the statement that portions of the corridor will be eight lanes. 

The Section A alternative would also be mostly consistent with the recommendation for a new 
roadway from existing Amboy Road to NC 191 (Brevard Road), with the exception that the 
proposed design includes two lanes in each direction. The need for two lanes in each direction 
was to match the proposed design for NCDOT STIP Project U-4739 and provide for adequate 
traffic operations. 
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Section B 

The four alternatives proposed in Section B would be consistent with the recommendations in 
the plan for the I-26/I-240 corridor with a six-lane new location extension of I-26 across the 
French Broad River. 

None of the alternatives proposed for Section B would be completely consistent with the 
recommendation for an off-road bicycle/pedestrian connector across I-240 in tandem with 
widening from Hazel Mill Road/Regent Park Boulevard to West Haywood Street.  

Alternatives 3 and 3-C 

The proposed designs do not include an off-road connection across the French Broad River but 
would not preclude a connection being made as part of a future project. 

Alternatives 4 and 4-B 

The proposed designs for Alternatives 4 and 4-B are very similar along Patton Avenue and 
would not include construction of an off-road connection across the French Broad River, nor 
would they preclude a connection being made as part of a future project. The proposed designs 
would allow for the ability to construct bicycle and pedestrian facilities along the existing Captain 
Jeff Bowen Bridges, which would fulfill the goal of bicycle and pedestrian connectivity across the 
river. 

Compatibility with Transit Plans 

Coordinated Public Transportation and Human Services Transportation Plan (2008) 

The FBRMPO Coordinated Public Transportation and Human Services Master Plan stipulates 
the need for high frequency local service along major corridors (FBRMPO 2008). The proposed 
project should help alleviate congestion on local roadways, thereby improving the efficiency of 
public transportation on arterial roads within the project study area; therefore, all sections of the 
proposed project would be consistent with the recommendations included in this plan. 

City of Asheville Final Transit Master Plan (2009) 

The City of Asheville Final Transit Master Plan outlines the planned improvements for the transit 
system (HDR Engineering, Inc. of the Carolinas 2009). The plan highlights opportunities to 
improve frequency of buses, efficiency of bus routes, and improved pedestrian mobility that 
would help improve ridership. The proposed project is not specifically addressed by the plan, 
but it would help improve overall transportation efficiency and reduce congestion; therefore, all 
sections of the proposed project would be consistent with the recommendations included in this 
plan. 

Compatibility with Local Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Greenway Plans 

The evaluation of multi-modal transportation for the I-26 Connector is based on the NCDOT 
policies for integration of multi-modal elements into transportation projects and includes 
determining the consistency with the following multi-modal plans: 

 City of Asheville Pedestrian Plan (City of Asheville 2005b) 
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 City of Asheville Comprehensive Bicycle Plan (City of Asheville 2008) 
 City of Asheville, North Carolina Parks, Recreation, Cultural Arts, & Greenways Master Plan 

(City of Asheville 2013) 

City of Asheville Pedestrian Plan 

The City of Asheville Pedestrian Plan includes a section on pedestrian connectivity and the I-26 
Corridor, describing opportunities for providing pedestrian access through both the proposed 
project and the NCDOT TIP Project A-10. Additionally, the Pedestrian Plan shows three existing 
pedestrian bridges crossing I-240 within the project study area. One pedestrian bridge is located 
slightly west of the I-240 interchange with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue and one is located 
slightly east of this interchange. The third pedestrian bridge, which is now closed, is located 
slightly north of the I-240 interchange with SR 3556 (Amboy Road). The Pedestrian Plan also 
denotes Patton Avenue across the French Broad River as a corridor in need of pedestrian 
linkage.  

City of Asheville Comprehensive Bicycle Plan (2008) 

The City of Asheville completed the City of Asheville Comprehensive Bicycle Plan (Bicycle 
Plan), which was adopted by the Asheville City Council on February 26, 2008. This plan 
complements the City of Asheville Pedestrian Plan (Pedestrian Plan), which was adopted in 
February 2005 and supersedes the 1999 Pedestrian and Bicycle Thoroughfare Plan. The 
Bicycle Plan includes recommendations for bicycle facilities on Pond Road, Sand Hill Road, 
Brevard Road, Amboy Road, Fairfax Avenue, State Street, Haywood Road, Patton Avenue, 
Emma Road, Riverside Drive, Hill Street, Pearson Bridge Road, and Broadway. The Bicycle 
Plan also recommends that the proposed project include bicycle access across the Smoky Park 
Bridges and as a part of the extension of Amboy Road. 

City of Asheville, North Carolina Parks, Recreation, Cultural Arts, & Greenways Master Plan 
(2009, Updated 2013) 

This plan is intended to help meet the needs of current and future residents by positioning 
Asheville to build on the community’s unique parks and recreation assets and identify new 
opportunities. The citizen-driven plan establishes a clear direction to guide city staff, advisory 
committees, and elected officials in their efforts to enhance the community’s parks, recreation, 
and cultural arts programs, services, and facilities.  

The plan identified two future park sites within the DCIA: Jean Webb Park and Progress Energy 
Park. Jean Webb Park has since been constructed. The 2013 update to the plan specifically 
mentions the I-26 Connector and that the eventual selected alternative “can impact the 
proposed greenway network.”  

NCDOT Policies Relating to Multi-Modal Transportation 

NCDOT has a long standing set of policies that strive to integrate bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations into the planning, design, and construction of highway projects. The following 
policies apply to multi-modal transportation. 
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Board of Transportation Resolution: Bicycling & Walking in North Carolina, a Critical Part of the 
Transportation System 

The North Carolina Board of Transportation has strongly demonstrated its commitment to 
improving conditions for bicycling and walking in North Carolina by passing a resolution to make 
bicycling and walking a critical part of the state's transportation system (NCDOT 2009c). 
Although the department incorporated bicycle and pedestrian elements—including bike lanes 
and sidewalks—into many of its highway projects prior to September 8, 2000, this resolution 
exemplifies the department's dedication to integrating these elements into its long range 
transportation system. It also acknowledges the benefits that bicycling and walking offer: 
cleaner air, reduced congestion, more livable communities, more efficient use of road space and 
resources, and healthier people. 

The resolution also encourages cities and towns across the state to make bicycling and 
pedestrian improvements an integral part of their transportation planning and programming. 

NCDOT Bicycle Policy 

In 1978, the North Carolina Board of Transportation adopted the nation's most comprehensive 
set of bicycle policies in response to the enabling legislation of 1974. These policies were 
unique at that time in that they detailed how the state DOT would institutionalize bicycle 
provisions into everyday departmental operating functions. They declared "bicycle transportation 
to be an integral part of the comprehensive transportation system in North Carolina" and 
formalized the inclusion of bicycle provisions in highway construction projects. 

In 1991, the policy document was updated to clarify responsibilities regarding the provision of 
bicycle facilities upon and along the 77,000 mile state-maintained highway system. The newer 
policy details guidelines for planning, design, construction, maintenance, and operations 
pertaining to bicycle facilities and accommodations (NCDOT 2009c). All bicycle improvements 
undertaken by NCDOT are based on this policy. 

NCDOT Pedestrian Policy Guideline 

A sidewalk policy was initially developed in 1993 whereby NCDOT may participate with localities 
in the construction of sidewalks as incidental features of highway improvement projects. Prior to 
this policy, NCDOT participation in sidewalk construction was limited to replacing sidewalks that 
were disturbed during road construction. Now, at the request of a locality, state funds for a 
sidewalk are made available as part of an incidental project if matched by the requesting 
locality, which will be responsible for maintaining the sidewalk. The matching share is a sliding 
scale based on population. 

Administrative Action to Include Local Adopted Greenway Plans in the NCDOT Highway 
Planning Process  

In 1994, the NCDOT adopted administrative guidelines to consider greenways and greenway 
crossings during the highway planning process (NCDOT 2009b). This policy was incorporated 
so that critical corridors that have been adopted by localities for future greenways will not be 
severed by highway construction. This policy further details the responsibilities for both NCDOT 
as well as for localities. Guidelines for NCDOT include recommendations for coordination with 
localities, consideration of existing and locally adopted greenways and plans, division between 
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NCDOT and the localities when greenways are included as part of highway transportation 
projects, and the maintenance responsibilities of any greenways. 

NCDOT Bridge Policy 

NCDOT’s Bridge Policy establishes controlling design elements for new and reconstructed 
bridges on the state road system. It includes information to address sidewalks and bicycle 
facilities on bridges, including minimum handrail heights and sidewalk widths. 

NCDOT Complete Streets Policy 

The North Carolina Board of Transportation approved this policy at the July 2009 board meeting 
(NCDOT 2009d). The policy requires planners and designers to consider and incorporate multi-
modal alternatives in the design and improvement of all transportation projects within a growth 
area of a municipality unless certain circumstances exist. The implementation and guidance on 
how this policy is to be applied was released in July 2012 (NCDOT 2012).  

FHWA Policies Relating to Multi-Modal Transportation 

FHWA also has a long standing set of policies that strive to integrate bicycle, pedestrian, and 
non-motorized transportation into projects involving federal funding. 

Guidance on Bicycle and Pedestrian Provisions of the Federal-aid Program 

FHWA has a strong commitment to improving conditions for bicycling and walking. The non-
motorized modes are an integral part of the mission of FHWA and critical elements of the local, 
regional, and national transportation system. Bicycle and pedestrian projects and programs are 
eligible for, but not guaranteed, funding from almost all of the major federal-aid funding 
programs. FHWA expects every transportation agency to make accommodation for bicycling 
and walking a routine part of their planning, design, construction, operations, and maintenance 
activities (USDOT/FHWA 2005a). 

Mainstreaming Nonmotorized Transportation 

Federal transportation policy is to increase nonmotorized transportation to at least 15 percent of 
all trips and to simultaneously reduce the number of nonmotorized users killed or injured in 
traffic crashes by at least 10 percent. This policy, which was adopted in 1994 as part of the 
National Bicycling and Walking Study (FHWA 1994), remains a high priority for the USDOT. The 
Safe, Accountable, Flexible Efficient Transportation Equity Act – A Legacy for Users continued 
to provide funding opportunities, planning processes, and policy language by which states and 
metropolitan areas can achieve this ambitious national goal. 

A US DOT Policy Statement: Integrating Bicycling and Walking into Transportation 
Infrastructure  

“Accommodating Bicycle and Pedestrian Travel: A Recommended Approach” is a policy 
statement adopted by the USDOT. The USDOT hopes that public agencies, professional 
associations, advocacy groups, and others adopt this approach as a way of committing 
themselves to integrating bicycling and walking into the transportation mainstream. 

The Design Guidance incorporates the following three key principles: 
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 A policy statement that bicycling and walking facilities will be incorporated into all 
transportation projects unless exceptional circumstances exist 

 An approach to achieving this policy that has already worked in state and local agencies 
 A series of action items that a public agency, professional association, or advocacy group 

can take to achieve the overriding goal of improving conditions for bicycling and walking 

The Policy Statement was drafted by the USDOT in response to Section 1202(b) of the 
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) with the input and assistance of public 
agencies, professional associations, and advocacy groups. 

Consistency with Multi-Modal Plans 

The following sections summarize the findings from the evaluation. The summary includes 
evaluating the designs against the NCDOT and FHWA plans and policies. 

Section C – Alternatives A-2, C-2, D-1, and F-1 

The following design features were determined to be consistent with the existing local plans and 
the NCDOT and FHWA policies: 

 NC 191 (Brevard Road) pedestrian accommodations 
 Pond Road as a shared roadway bicycle facility 
 SR 3413 (Bear Creek Road) as a future crossing for the Hominy Creek Greenway 

The following design features would not meet the improvements included in the local plans, but 
would not preclude the planned elements from being implemented as a future project. These 
elements should be coordinated with local officials to determine whether they can be 
incorporated in the proposed design through one of the NCDOT or FHWA policies: 

 NC 191 (Brevard Road): Future Hominy Creek Greenway along the roadway (current design 
would not preclude implementation)  

 Pond Road: Sidewalk Linkage needed along roadway (current design would not affect Pond 
Road, but bridge would provide adequate clearance for future sidewalk) 

The following design features would not meet the improvements included in the local plans, and 
additional coordination with local officials is needed to determine whether they can be 
incorporated in the proposed design through one of the NCDOT or FHWA policies: 

 SR 3412 (Sand Hill Road) as a facility with bike lanes and sidewalks (current design 
includes an open shoulder roadway) 

 NC 191 (Brevard Road) facility with bicycle lanes (current design includes wide outside 
lanes but not a full bicycle lane) 

Section A: 

The following design features were determined to be consistent with the existing local plans and 
the NCDOT and FHWA policies: 

 NC 191 (Brevard Road) pedestrian accommodations 
 SR 3556 (Amboy Road) Extension bicycle lanes 
 Hanover Street pedestrian accommodations include replacing sidewalk on one side 
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 US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) bicycle and sidewalk accommodations provided 
 Greenway along Section A and in all of the Section B alternatives would begin at Haywood 

Road and follow the I-26 Corridor to Patton Avenue and cross the French Broad River. This 
is consistent with the “West Asheville Greenway,” as proposed in the City of Asheville, North 
Carolina Parks, Recreation, Cultural Arts, & Greenways Master Plan (2009, Updated 2013) 

The following design features would not meet the improvements included in the local plans, but 
would not preclude the planned elements from being implemented as a future project. These 
elements should be coordinated with local officials to determine whether they can be 
incorporated in the proposed design through one of the NCDOT or FHWA policies: 

 Hominy Creek Road – Sidewalk Needed Linkage and Future Hominy Creek Greenway 
along roadway (current design would not affect Hominy Creek Road, but bridge would 
provide adequate clearance for future sidewalk/greenway) 

 Shelburne Road – Future Rhododendron Creek Greenway located west of proposed 
construction (current design would not affect this area of Shelburne Road and would not 
preclude implementation of the greenway in the future) 

 State Street – Coordination with City recommends sidewalk on both sides (current design 
would not affect State Street, but bridge would provide adequate clearance for future 
sidewalk and bicycle lanes) 

The following design features would not meet the improvements included in the local plans. 
Additional coordination with local officials is needed to determine whether they can be 
incorporated in the proposed design through one of the NCDOT or FHWA policies: 

 Shelburne Road – Sidewalk Needed Linkage (current design would only reconfigure 
intersection and overlay existing roadway and would not preclude installing sidewalk in the 
future) 

 NC 191 (Brevard Road) facility with bicycle lanes (current design includes wide outside 
lanes but not a full bicycle lane) 

Section B – Alternatives 3 and 3-C 

The following design features were determined to be consistent with the existing local plans and 
the NCDOT and FHWA policies: 

 Patton Avenue, west of Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges pedestrian accommodations  
 Patton Avenue, east of Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges pedestrian accommodations 
 Greenway along Section A and in all of the Section B alternatives would begin at Haywood 

Road and follow the I-26 Corridor to Patton Avenue and cross the French Broad River. This 
is consistent with the “West Asheville Greenway,” as proposed in the City of Asheville, North 
Carolina Parks, Recreation, Cultural Arts, & Greenways Master Plan (2009, Updated 2013) 

The following design features would not meet the improvements included in the local plans, but 
would not preclude the planned elements from being implemented as a future project. These 
elements should be coordinated with local officials to determine whether they can be 
incorporated in the proposed design through one of the NCDOT or FHWA policies: 

 Emma Road, at I-26 Crossing – Identified as a facility with bike lanes and a sidewalk 
needed linkage (current design would not affect Emma Road, but bridge would provide 
adequate clearance for future bicycle lanes/sidewalk) 
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 Riverside Drive, at I-26 Crossing – Identified as a facility with bike lanes, a sidewalk needed 
linkage, and the location for the future French Broad River Greenway (current design would 
not affect Riverside Drive, but bridge would provide adequate clearance for future bicycle 
lanes/sidewalk/greenway) 

 Broadway – Identified as a facility with bike lanes and a sidewalk needed linkage (current 
design would not affect Broadway, but bridge would provide adequate clearance for future 
bicycle lanes/sidewalk) 

It was determined that the bicycle improvements on Patton Avenue, west of Captain Jeff Bowen 
Bridges would not meet the improvements included in the local plans (the current design does 
not include bicycle lanes or bicycle facilities). Additional coordination with local officials is 
needed to determine whether they can be incorporated in the proposed design through one of 
the NCDOT or FHWA policies. 

Section B – Alternatives 4 and 4-B 

The following design features were determined to be consistent with the existing local plans and 
the NCDOT and FHWA policies: 

 Patton Avenue, west of Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges pedestrian accommodations  
 Patton Avenue, east of Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges pedestrian accommodations 
 Greenway along Section A and in all of the Section B alternatives would begin at Haywood 

Road and follow the I-26 Corridor to Patton Avenue and cross the French Broad River. This 
is consistent with the “West Asheville Greenway,” as proposed in the City of Asheville, North 
Carolina Parks, Recreation, Cultural Arts, & Greenways Master Plan (2009, Updated 2013) 

 Atkinson Street pedestrian accommodations 

The following design features would not meet the improvements included in the local plans, but 
would not preclude the planned elements from being implemented as a future project. These 
elements should be coordinated with local officials to determine whether they can be 
incorporated in the proposed design through one of the NCDOT or FHWA policies: 

 Emma Road, at I-26 Crossing: Identified as a facility with bike lanes and a sidewalk needed 
linkage (current design would not affect Emma Road, but bridge would provide adequate 
clearance for future bicycle lanes/sidewalk) 

 Riverside Drive, at I-240 Crossing: Identified as a facility with bike lanes, a sidewalk needed 
linkage, and the location for the future French Broad River Greenway (current design would 
not affect Riverside Drive, but bridge would provide adequate clearance for future bicycle 
lanes/sidewalk/greenway) 

 Riverside Drive, at I-26 Crossing: Identified as a facility with bike lanes, a sidewalk needed 
linkage, and the location for the future French Broad River Greenway (current design would 
not affect Riverside Drive, but bridge would provide adequate clearance for future bicycle 
lanes/sidewalk/greenway) 

 Hill Street: Identified as a lane diet and a sidewalk needed linkage with a greenway north of 
Atkinson Street (current design includes 12-foot lanes and a berm with no sidewalk; the 
bridge over Hill Street would provide adequate clearance for the sidewalk/greenway) 

 Broadway: Identified as a facility with bike lanes and a sidewalk needed linkage (current 
design would not affect Broadway, but bridge would provide adequate clearance for future 
bicycle lanes/sidewalk) 
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It was determined that the bicycle improvements on Patton Avenue, west of Captain Jeff Bowen 
Bridges would not meet the improvements included in the local plans (the current design does 
not include bicycle lanes or bicycle facilities). Additional coordination with local officials is 
needed to determine whether they can be incorporated in the proposed design through one of 
the NCDOT or FHWA policies. 

4.1.2.3 Other Local Plans 

Compatibility with Other Local Plans 

Haywood Road Corridor Study (1999) 

The Haywood Road Corridor Study evaluated the existing roadway from Patton Avenue to the 
French Broad River, a distance of 2.5 miles (City of Asheville 2005d). The plan includes a 
discussion of the desired land uses along the corridor and recommends a typical section for the 
Haywood Road bridge over I-240. The recommendation includes a curb and gutter crossing with 
5-foot sidewalks on both sides and raised median with seven travel lanes across the bridge. The 
recommendation also calls for 14-foot wide outside lanes, presumably to accommodate bicycle 
traffic. 

The Haywood Road Corridor Study is applicable to the I-240 Widening Alternative in Section A. 
The proposed design for the Haywood Road bridge over I-240 includes a curb and gutter facility 
with 5-foot sidewalks on both sides and a raised median with five travel lanes across the bridge. 
The proposed design does not currently include any provisions for bicycle traffic; however, 
additional coordination with the City of Asheville is needed to determine whether bicycle 
accommodations can be included in the design. 

The proposed design for Section A would not be consistent with the recommendations included 
in the plan because it provides fewer travel lanes and does not include wide outside lanes for 
bicycles. As noted, additional coordination with the City of Asheville is needed to determine 
whether bicycle provisions can be accommodated in the proposed design. 

Asheville City Council Resolution 00-168 – Resolution Supporting the Report and 
Recommendations of the Community Coordinating Committee Regarding the I-26 Connector 
Project (2000) 

The resolution adopting the nine design goals applies to all sections of the project. The following 
design goals can be evaluated on an overall project level or cannot be determined at this stage 
of project development and are identical for all alternatives being considered: 

 Goal: Separation of local and interstate traffic  

Evaluation Criteria: Reclaim land for community use (including expansion of taxable base)  

Project Evaluation: NCDOT and FHWA may potentially revert some areas of existing right-
of-way back to private ownership. The reuse 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 
“Surplus Right of Way Disposal and Control of Access Review Committee Operating 
Procedures” (NCDOT 2010c). Therefore, at this time it is not possible to determine whether 
the project is consistent with this goal. 
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 Goal: Matching scale of project to character of community  

Evaluation Criteria: Select the lowest design speed compatible with safe and proper 
functioning of the various components of the highway facility  

Project Evaluation: The design speeds selected for the proposed project are safe and 
proper for the various components of the highway facility and are consistent with the design 
goal. 

 Goal: Minimization of neighborhood and local business impacts  

Evaluation Criteria: Prioritize safety and traffic routing during construction; maximize 
opportunities for hiring of local workers for construction of project 

Project Evaluation: The safety and traffic routing will be fully considered during the final 
design stage of the project. The ability to hire local workers during construction cannot be 
determined at this time; therefore, it is not possible to determine whether the project is 
consistent with this goal. 

 Goal: Use of updated traffic modeling software and data  

Evaluation Criteria: Determine that project scale achieves safe and adequate traffic flow 
with the minimal number of lanes; create an opportunity to reinforce and/or redirect land use 
decisions that relate to transportation; optimize transportation alternatives (balancing of 
thoroughfare plan with mass transit, bike/pedestrian, local street grid improvements, and 
other alternatives); assess "induced traffic" phenomenon and interrelationship of highway 
capacity and development patterns  

Project Evaluation: The traffic modeling software utilized in the development of the 
proposed project is consistent with the design goal as it meets or exceeds the current 
industry standards and accounts for the changes in land use, multi-modal trips, and changes 
in travel patterns as a result of the proposed project. 

 Goal: Maintenance of compatibility with community’s design vision and plans  

Evaluation Criteria: Achieve compatibility with "smart growth" direction of city planning; 
reclaim land for non-highway use; create recognizable community character in design 
features; develop unique and attractive bridge design(s); include gateway elements; Include 
local artists in creating design features; use quality materials 

Project Evaluation: In general, the proposed project would be consistent with the smart 
growth initiative as it does not provide a substantial level of new access to areas that 
currently are undeveloped. All of the alternatives would improve traffic flow within the area, 
which may result in some sprawl development patterns due to reduced commute times, but 
the effect would be the same for all alternatives. As stated, the ability to reclaim land cannot 
be determined until the project has been constructed. NCDOT has established the 
Aesthetics Advisory Committee (AAC) to integrate aesthetic features into the proposed 
design once a preferred alternative is selected and final design begins; therefore, at this 
time it is not possible to determine whether the project is consistent with these goals. 
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 Goal: Creation of full interstate movements between I-26 and I-40  

Evaluation Criteria: Reduce through-traffic volume (especially trucks) in Asheville central 
district (I-240); enhance driving safety on I-240; remove interstate traffic (especially trucks) 
from West Asheville street network 

Project Evaluation: All of the alternatives being considered for the proposed project would 
provide full interstate movements at the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange; therefore, the proposed 
project is consistent with the design goals. 

 Goal: Minimization of air quality and other environmental impacts  

Evaluation Criteria: Determine best highway design with least impact on air quality  

Project Evaluation: All of the alternatives would allow for free flowing traffic along the 
interstate and would not exceed the air quality standards set forth under the Clean Air Act; 
therefore, all alternatives would be consistent with this goal. 

 Goal: Emphasis on safety during construction and in the design of the final product  

Evaluation Criteria: Provide for incident management; provide effective maintenance of 
traffic flow during construction 

Project Evaluation: The effective maintenance of traffic flow during construction will be fully 
considered during the final design stage of the project and the ability to provide for incident 
management would occur at a later date; therefore, it is not possible to determine whether 
the project is consistent with this goal. 

The following sections present an evaluation of the consistency for each alternative based on 
the design goals and the evaluation criteria that are unique to each alternative: 

Section C – Alternative A-2 

The following goal would not be applicable to this alternative: 

 Separation of local and interstate traffic 

The consistency of Alternative A-2 with the design goals is included as follows: 

 Goal: Matching scale of project to character of community 

I-40 and the interchanges are existing infrastructure within the study area. The designs for 
Alternative A-2 include reconstruction of portions of existing infrastructure with similar 
characteristics as currently exists. 

 Goal: Reunification and connectivity of community 

The design for Alternative A-2 provides for good connections for bicycles and pedestrians 
and maintains the existing connections in the vicinity as well as providing the missing 
movements at the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. The area in Section C has very good 
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connectivity already, and there are not many opportunities to provide any additional 
connectivity in the area; therefore, Alternative A-2 would be consistent with this goal. 

 Goal: Minimization of neighborhood and local business impacts 

Measures were taken to minimize impacts to residences and businesses during the 
development of the preliminary design; however, unavoidable impacts to residences and 
businesses would be required for Alternative A-2. In general, Alternative A-2 would meet the 
goal of minimizing impacts, as reasonable measures were undertaken to avoid impacts. 

 Goal: Maintenance of compatibility with community’s design vision and plans; incorporation 
of community selected design features 

The design for Alternative A-2 would be consistent with this goal because it would not 
impact any land that is zoned within the River Arts District (RAD) 

 Goal: Minimization of air quality and other environmental impacts 

Measures were taken to minimize impacts to the environment during the development of the 
preliminary design; however, unavoidable impacts to environmental features would be 
required for Alternative A-2. In general, Alternative A-2 would meet the goal of minimizing 
impacts, as reasonable measures were undertaken to avoid impacts; however, this 
alternative would impact streams and wetlands . 

 Goal: Emphasis on safety during construction and in the design of the final product 

The design for Alternative A-2 would likely improve safety by improving the simplicity of the 
design and alleviating the complexity of the current roadway configuration; therefore, it is 
consistent with the goal. 

Section C – Alternative C-2 

The following goal would not be applicable to this alternative: 

 Separation of local and interstate traffic 

The consistency of Alternative C-2 with the design goals is included as follows: 

 Goal: Matching scale of project to character of community 

I-40 and the interchanges are existing infrastructure within the study area. The designs for 
Alternative C-2 include reconstruction of portions of existing infrastructure with similar 
characteristics as currently exists. 

 Goal: Reunification and connectivity of community 

The design for Alternative C-2 provides for good connections for bicycles and pedestrians 
and maintains the existing connections in the vicinity, as well as providing the missing 
movements at the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. The area in Section C has very good 
connectivity already, and there are not many opportunities to provide any additional 
connectivity in the area; therefore, Alternative C-2 would be consistent with this goal. 
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 Goal: Minimization of neighborhood and local business impacts 

Measures were taken to minimize impacts to residences and businesses during the 
development of the preliminary design; however, unavoidable impacts to residences and 
businesses would be required for Alternative C-2. In general, Alternative C-2 would meet the 
goal of minimizing impacts, as reasonable measures were undertaken to avoid impacts. 

 Goal: Maintenance of compatibility with community’s design vision and plans; incorporation 
of community selected design features 

The design for Alternative C-2 would be consistent with this goal as it would not impact any 
land that is zoned within the RAD. 

 Goal: Minimization of air quality and other environmental impacts 

Measures were taken to minimize impacts to the environment during the development of the 
preliminary design; however, unavoidable impacts to environmental features would be 
required for Alternative C-2. In general, Alternative C-2 would meet the goal of minimizing 
impacts, as reasonable measures were undertaken to avoid impacts; however, this 
alternative would impact streams and wetlands. 

 Goal: Emphasis on safety during construction and in the design of the final product 

The design for Alternative C-2 would likely improve safety by improving the simplicity of the 
design and alleviating the complexity of the current roadway configuration; therefore, it is 
consistent with the goal. 

Section C – Alternative D-1 

The following goal would not be applicable to this alternative: 

 Separation of local and interstate traffic 

The consistency of Alternative D-1 with the design goals is included as follows: 

 Goal: Matching scale of project to character of community 

I-40 and the interchanges are existing infrastructure within the study area. The designs for 
Alternative D-1 include reconstruction of portions of existing infrastructure with similar 
characteristics as currently exists. 

 Goal: Reunification and connectivity of community 

The design for Alternative D-1 provides for good connections for bicycles and pedestrians, 
maintains the existing connections in the vicinity, and provides the missing movements at 
the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. The area in Section C has very good connectivity already, 
and there are not many opportunities to provide any additional connectivity in the area. 
Therefore, Alternative D-1 would be consistent with this goal. 

 Goal: Minimization of neighborhood and local business impacts 
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Measures were taken to minimize impacts to residences and businesses during the 
development of the preliminary design; however, unavoidable impacts to residences and 
businesses would be required for Alternative D-1. In general, Alternative D-1 would meet the 
goal of minimizing impacts, as reasonable measures were undertaken to avoid impacts. 

 Goal: Maintenance of compatibility with community’s design vision and plans; incorporation 
of community selected design features 

The design for Alternative D-1 would be consistent with this goal as it would not impact any 
land that is zoned within the RAD. 

 Goal: Minimization of air quality and other environmental impacts 

Measures were taken to minimize impacts to the environment during the development of the 
preliminary design; however, unavoidable impacts to environmental features would be 
required for Alternative D-1. In general, Alternative D-1 would meet the goal of minimizing 
impacts, as reasonable measures were undertaken to avoid impacts; however, this 
alternative would impact streams and wetlands. 

 Goal: Emphasis on safety during construction and in the design of the final product 

The design for Alternative D-1 would likely improve safety by improving the simplicity of the 
design and alleviating the complexity of the current roadway configuration; therefore, 
Alternative D-1 would be consistent with the goal. 

Section C – Alternative F-1 

The following goal would not be applicable to this alternative: 

 Separation of local and interstate traffic 

The consistency of Alternative F-1 with the design goals is included as follows: 

 Goal: Matching scale of project to character of community 

I-40 and the interchanges are existing infrastructure within the study area. The designs for 
Alternative F-1 include reconstruction of portions of existing infrastructure with similar 
characteristics as currently exists. 

 Goal: Reunification and connectivity of community 

The design for Alternative F-1 provides for good connections for bicycles and pedestrians 
and maintains all of the existing connections in the vicinity, as well as providing the missing 
movements at the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. The area in Section C has very good 
connectivity already, and there are not many opportunities to provide any additional 
connectivity in the area. Therefore, Alternative F-1 would be consistent with this goal. 

 Goal: Minimization of neighborhood and local business impacts 

Measures were taken to minimize impacts to residences and businesses during the 
development of the preliminary design; however, unavoidable impacts to residences and 
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businesses would be required for Alternative F-1. In general, Alternative F-1 would meet the 
goal of minimizing impacts; however, this alternative would impact streams and wetlands. 

 Goal: Maintenance of compatibility with community’s design vision and plans; incorporation 
of community selected design features 

The design for Alternative F-1 would be consistent with this goal as it would not impact any 
land that is zoned within the RAD. 

 Goal: Minimization of air quality and other environmental impacts 

Measures were taken to minimize impacts to the environment during the development of the 
preliminary design; however, unavoidable impacts to environmental features would be 
required for Alternative F-1. In general, Alternative F-1 would meets the goal of minimizing 
impacts, as reasonable measures were undertaken to avoid impacts. 

 Goal: Emphasis on safety during construction and in the design of the final product 

The design for Alternative F-1 would not change the existing configuration of the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, which includes left exits that can be confusing to unfamiliar 
drivers. In general, the design for Alternative F-1 would be only partially consistent with the 
goal.  

Section A 

The following goal would not be applicable to this alternative: 

 Separation of local and interstate traffic 

The consistency of the Section A design with the goals is included as follows: 

 Goal: Matching scale of project to character of community 

The design for Section A includes a median planter instead of “Jersey barriers,” which is 
consistent with the goal; however, several elements of the design include measures that are 
more subjective. The design for Section A is minimized to the greatest extent possible, while 
still allowing for traffic operations. The Section A alternative would provide improved 
connectivity to the river by extending Amboy Road to Brevard Road and minimize the impact 
to the area zoned as the RAD. Due to the volume of traffic forecast in Section A, the design 
includes eight travel lanes and would require the taking of properties and potentially divide 
neighborhoods.  

 Goal: Reunification and connectivity of community 

The design for Section A provides for good connections for vastly improved facilities for 
bicycles and pedestrians over what currently exists. The design includes extending Amboy 
Road to Brevard Road, which allows for connectivity similar to what existed prior to the 
construction of I-240. The proposed design would improve the connectivity to the RAD and 
improve the local street network, which would relieve interstate traffic pressure. Therefore, 
the Section A design would be consistent with this goal. 
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 Goal: Minimization of neighborhood and local business impacts 

Measures were taken to minimize impacts to residences and businesses during the 
development of the preliminary design; however, unavoidable impacts to residences and 
businesses would be required for the Section A design. The design for Section A has been 
minimized, while still allowing for traffic operations. However, the magnitude of impacts to 
residences and businesses may be perceived by the community as not meeting this goal. 

 Goal: Maintenance of compatibility with community’s design vision and plans; incorporation 
of community selected design features 

The design for Section A would be consistent with this goal as it would minimize impacts to 
land that is zoned within the RAD and substantially improve access to the River and 
adjacent properties, such as Carrier Park and the French Broad River Greenway. 

 Goal: Minimization of air quality and other environmental impacts 

Measures were taken to minimize impacts to the environment during the development of the 
preliminary design; however, unavoidable impacts to environmental features would be 
required in Section A of the proposed project. In general, the design for Section A meets the 
goal of minimizing impacts, as reasonable measures were undertaken to avoid impacts; 
however, this alternative would impact streams and wetlands. 

 Goal: Emphasis on safety during construction and in the design of the final product 

The design for Section A would likely improve safety by improving the simplicity of the 
design and alleviating the complexity of the current roadway configuration, including 
providing entrances and exits on the right side of the roadway. The extension of Amboy 
Road would allow for local trips to be able to cross I-240 without using the freeway, and 
providing for movements at the Amboy Road interchange would allow for improved safety 
and fewer weaving movements along the freeway. Therefore, the design for Section A is 
consistent with the goal. 

Section B – Alternative 3 

The consistency of Alternative 3 with the design goals is included as follows: 

 Goal: Separation of local and interstate traffic 

The design for Alternative 3 would not be consistent with the goal to separate local and 
interstate traffic by eliminating the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges as an interstate link. The 
design for Alternative 3 would not create the possibility for a gateway along Patton Avenue; 
however, it would create a more convenient and safer driving environment than the existing 
configuration by removing several roadway deficiencies on the west side of the French 
Broad River. 

 Goal: Matching scale of project to character of community 

The design for Alternative 3 includes a median planter instead of "Jersey barriers" for 
several portions of the roadway that are not located on bridges, which is consistent with the 
goal; however, several elements of the design include measures that are more subjective. 
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The design for Alternative 3 is generally consistent with the measure that calls for the design 
to be sensitive to the unique topography, landscape, and built environment as it fits into the 
surrounding environment due to its lower elevation and fewer flyover bridges. While 
measures were taken to avoid impacts, the design for Alternative 3 would create 
unavoidable impacts to the Burton Street, Westwood Place, and Emma Road communities 
due to the taking of residences in the neighborhoods and would not be consistent with 
evaluation criteria to consider the impact to property takings and neighborhood division. In 
addition, Alternative 3 would not provide additional access to the east side of the French 
Broad River because the alternative would not include construction at the 
US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue interchange with I-240. Therefore, Alternative 3 would not 
improve access to the RAD, but would include the acquisition of the smallest amount of land 
zoned as RAD in order to construct the Section B portion of the project. 

 Goal: Reunification and connectivity of community 

The design for Alternative 3 allows for some improvements in nonmotorized transportation 
but to a much lesser extent, especially along Patton Avenue and the Captain Jeff Bowen 
Bridges. The Alternative 3 design would be consistent with the measure that the design 
improve opportunities for reconnecting neighborhoods and downtown with the riverfront, as 
a greenway is proposed that would begin at Haywood Road and follow the I-26 corridor to 
Patton Avenue and cross the French Broad River.  

 Goal: Minimization of neighborhood and local business impacts 

Measures were taken to minimize impacts to residences and businesses during the 
development of the preliminary design; however, unavoidable impacts to residences and 
businesses would be required for Alternative 3. The design for Alternative 3 has been 
minimized, while still meeting design standards; however, the impacts to residences and 
businesses may be perceived by the community as not meeting this goal. 

 Goal: Maintenance of compatibility with community's design vision and plans; incorporation 
of community selected design features  

The design for Alternative 3 would generally not be consistent with this goal as it would not 
include construction to the I-240 interchange with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue, which does 
not include improved access to the riverfront. Alternative 3, however, would be the most 
consistent of the four alternatives in Section B based on the measure that the design would 
minimize the loss of property in the RAD zoning category. 

 Goal: Minimization of air quality and other environmental impacts 

Measures were taken to minimize impacts to the environment during the development of the 
preliminary design; however, unavoidable impacts to environmental features would be 
required for Alternative 3. In general, the design for Alternative 3 would meet the goal of 
minimizing impacts; however, this alternative would impact streams and wetlands. 

 Goal: Emphasis on safety during construction and in the design of the final product 

The design for Alternative 3 would improve safety by improving the roadway geometry and 
eliminating the concern for vehicles transitioning from freeway to non-freeway facilities. 
Therefore, the design for Alternative 3 is consistent with the goal. 
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Section B – Alternative 3-C 

The consistency of Alternative 3-C with the design goals is included as follows: 

 Goal: Separation of local and interstate traffic 

The design for Alternative 3-C would not be consistent with the goal to separate local and 
interstate traffic by eliminating the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges as an interstate link. The 
design for Alternative 3-C would not create the possibility for a gateway along Patton 
Avenue; however, it would create a more convenient and safer driving environment than the 
existing configuration by removing several roadway deficiencies on the west side of the 
French Broad River. 

 Goal: Matching scale of project to character of community 

The design for Alternative 3-C includes a median planter instead of "Jersey barriers" for 
several segments of the roadway that are not located on bridges, which is consistent with 
the goal; however, several elements of the design include measures that are more 
subjective. The design for Alternative 3-C is generally consistent with the measure that calls 
for the design to be sensitive to the unique topography, landscape and built environment as 
it fits into the surrounding environment due to its lower elevation and fewer flyover bridges. 
While measures were taken to avoid impacts, the design for Alternative 3-C would create 
unavoidable impacts to the Burton Street and Westwood Place communities due to the 
taking of residences in the neighborhoods and would not be consistent with evaluation 
criteria to consider the impact to property takings and neighborhood division. Additionally, 
Alternative 3-C would not provide additional access to the east side of the French Broad 
River because the alternative would not include construction at the US 19-23-70/Patton 
Avenue interchange with I-240. Therefore, Alternative 3-C would not improve access to the 
RAD. 

 Goal: Reunification and connectivity of community 

The design for Alternative 3-C allows for some improvements in nonmotorized transportation 
but to a much lesser extent, especially along Patton Avenue and the Captain Jeff Bowen 
Bridges. The Alternative 3-C design would be consistent with the measure that the design 
improve opportunities for reconnecting neighborhoods and downtown with the riverfront, as 
a greenway is proposed that would begin at Haywood Road and follow the I-26 corridor to 
Patton Avenue and cross the French Broad River. 

 Goal: Minimization of neighborhood and local business impacts 

Measures were taken to minimize impacts to residences and businesses during the 
development of the preliminary design. The design for Alternative 3-C has been minimized, 
while still meeting design standards; however, the impacts to residences and businesses 
may be perceived by the community as not meeting this goal. 

 Goal: Maintenance of compatibility with community's design vision and plans; incorporation 
of community-selected design features  
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The design for Alternative 3-C would not be consistent with this goal as it would not include 
construction to the I-240 interchange with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue, which does not 
include improved access to the riverfront.  

 Goal: Minimization of air quality and other environmental impacts 

Measures were taken to minimize impacts to the environment during the development of the 
preliminary design; however unavoidable impacts to environmental features would be 
required for Alternative 3-C. In general, the design for Alternative 3-C would meet the goal of 
minimizing impacts; however, this alternative would impact streams and wetlands. 

 Goal: Emphasis on safety - during construction and in the design of the final product 

The design for Alternative 3-C would improve safety by improving the roadway geometry 
and eliminating the concern for vehicles transitioning from freeway to non-freeway facilities. 
Therefore, the design for Alternative 3-C would be consistent with the goal. 

Section B – Alternative 4 

The consistency of Alternative 4 with the design goals is included as follows: 

 Goal: Separation of local and interstate traffic 

The design for Alternative 4 would be consistent with the goal to separate local and 
interstate traffic by eliminating the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges as an interstate link and 
would also create the possibility for a gateway along Patton Avenue. The design for 
Alternative 4 would reconfigure the I-240 and US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue interchange, 
which would simplify the traffic movements and create a more convenient and safer driving 
environment by eliminating many of the existing roadway deficiencies on the west side of 
the French Broad River. 

 Goal: Matching scale of project to character of community 

The design for Alternative 4 includes a median planter instead of "Jersey barriers" for 
several portions of the roadway that are not located on bridges, which is consistent with the 
goal. Alternative 4 would provide the opportunity for additional access to the east side of the 
French Broad River because the alternative would include converting Patton Avenue to a 
non-controlled access facility, allowing improved connectivity to the RAD. The design for 
Alternative 4 is generally not consistent with the measure that calls for the design to be 
sensitive to the unique topography, landscape and built environment as it may not fit into the 
surrounding environment due to visual effect of the flyover bridges. While measures were 
taken to avoid impacts, the design for Alternative 4 would create unavoidable impacts to the 
Westwood Place and Emma Road communities due to the taking of residences in the 
neighborhood and would not be consistent with evaluation criteria to consider the impact to 
property takings and neighborhood division. 

 Goal: Reunification and connectivity of community 

The design for Alternative 4 allows for some improvements in nonmotorized transportation 
but to a much lesser extent, especially along Patton Avenue and the Captain Jeff Bowen 
Bridges. The Alternative 4 design would be consistent with the measure that the design 
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improve opportunities for reconnecting neighborhoods and downtown with the riverfront, as 
a greenway is proposed that would begin at Haywood Road and follow the I-26 corridor to 
Patton Avenue and cross the French Broad River. 

 Goal: Minimization of neighborhood and local business impacts 

Measure were taken to minimize impacts to residences and businesses during the 
development of the preliminary design; however, unavoidable impacts to residences and 
businesses would be required for Alternative 4. The design for Alternative 4 has been 
minimized, while still meeting design standards; however, the impacts to residences and 
businesses may be perceived by the community as not meeting this goal. 

 Goal: Maintenance of compatibility with community's design vision and plans; incorporation 
of community selected design features 

The design for Alternative 4 would generally be consistent with this goal as it would include 
construction to the I-240 interchange with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue, and the conversion 
of Patton Avenue to a noncontrolled access facility, which would allow the opportunity for 
improved access to the riverfront. Alternative 4, however, is less consistent than Alternative 
3 and more consistent than Alternative 4-B based on the measure that the design minimizes 
the loss of property in the RAD zoning category. 

 Goal: Minimization of air quality and other environmental impacts 

Measure were taken to minimize impacts to the environment during the development of the 
preliminary design; however, unavoidable impacts to environmental features would be 
required for Alternative 4. In general, the design for Alternative 4 would meet the goal of 
minimizing impacts; however, this alternative would impact streams and wetlands. 

 Goal: Emphasis on safety during construction and in the design of the final product 

The design for Alternative 4 would improve safety by improving the roadway geometry, 
reducing weaving movements on the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges and eliminating the 
concern for vehicles transitioning from freeway to non-freeway facilities. Therefore, the 
design for Alternative 4 is consistent with the goal. 

Section B – Alternative 4-B 

The consistency of Alternative 4-B with the design goals is included as follows: 

 Goal: Separation of local and interstate traffic 

The design for Alternative 4-B would be consistent with the goal to separate local and 
interstate traffic by eliminating the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges as an interstate link and 
would also create the possibility for a gateway along Patton Avenue. The design for 
Alternative 4-B would reconfigure the I-240 interchange at US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue, 
which would simplify the traffic movements and create a more convenient and safer driving 
environment by eliminating many of the existing roadway deficiencies on the west side of 
the French Broad River. 

 Goal: Matching scale of project to character of community 
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The design for Alternative 4-B includes a minimal length of median planter instead of 
"Jersey barriers" for areas not located on bridges; however, due to the amount of the 
alternative that is located on bridge, Alternative 4-B would only be minimally consistent with 
this measure. Alternative 4-B would provide the opportunity for additional access to the east 
side of the French Broad River because the alternative includes converting Patton Avenue 
to a noncontrolled access facility, allowing improved connectivity to the RAD. The design for 
Alternative 4-B is generally not consistent with the measure that calls for the design to be 
sensitive to the unique topography, landscape, and built environment as it may not fit into 
the surrounding environment due to visual effect of the flyover bridges and the increased 
elevation of the roadway near Riverside Cemetery. While measures were taken to avoid 
impacts, the design for Alternative 4-B would create unavoidable impacts to the Westwood 
Place Community due to the taking of residences in the neighborhood and would generally 
not be consistent with the evaluation criteria to consider the impact to property takings and 
neighborhood division. 

 Goal: Reunification and connectivity of community  

The design for Alternative 4-B allows for some improvements in nonmotorized transportation 
but to a much lesser extent, especially along Patton Avenue and the Captain Jeff Bowen 
Bridges. The Alternative 4-B design would be consistent with the measure that the design 
improve opportunities for reconnecting neighborhoods and downtown with the riverfront, as 
a greenway is proposed that would begin at Haywood Road and follow the I-26 corridor to 
Patton Avenue and cross the French Broad River. 

 Goal: Minimization of neighborhood and local business impacts 

Measure were taken to minimize impacts to residences and businesses during the 
development of the preliminary design; however, unavoidable impacts to residences and 
businesses would be required for Alternative 4-B. The design for Alternative 4-B has been 
minimized, while still meeting design standards; however, the impacts to residences and 
businesses may be perceived by the community as not completely meeting this goal. 

 Goal: Maintenance of compatibility with community's design vision and plans; incorporation 
of community selected design features 

The design for Alternative 4-B would generally be consistent with this goal as it would 
include construction to the I-240 interchange with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue, and the 
conversion of Patton Avenue to a noncontrolled access facility, which would allow the 
opportunity for improved access to the riverfront. Alternative 4-B, however, would be less 
consistent than Alternatives 3 and 4 based on the measure that the design minimizes the 
loss of property in the RAD zoning category due to it having the greatest area land taken 
from the RAD zoning category. 

 Goal: Minimization of air quality and other environmental impacts 

Measures were taken to minimize impacts to the environment during the development of the 
preliminary design; however, unavoidable impacts to environmental features would be 
required for Alternative 4-B. In general, the design for Alternative 4-B would meet the goal of 
minimizing impacts; however, this alternative would impact streams and wetlands. 
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 Goal: Emphasis on safety during construction and in the design of the final product 

The design for Alternative 4-B would improve safety by improving the roadway geometry, 
reducing weaving movements on the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges, and eliminating the 
concern for vehicles transitioning from freeway to non-freeway facilities. Therefore, the 
design for Alternative 4-B is consistent with the goal. 

A Strategic Plan for the Sustainable Economic Development of the City of Asheville, North 
Carolina (2004) 

A Strategic Plan for the Sustainable Economic Development of the City of Asheville, North 
Carolina, was adopted in May 2004 (City of Asheville 2004). The plan discusses the need to 
maintain an efficient transportation network and recommends that these needs be addressed in 
the area’s long range transportation plan. Therefore, all sections of the proposed project would 
be consistent with the recommendations included in this plan. 

Broadway Corridor Action Plan (2002) 

The Broadway Corridor Action Plan references the proposed project from the long range 
transportation plan and recognizes that the project would be be an opportunity to redevelop 
portions of Broadway as a gateway into downtown (City of Asheville 2002b). Therefore, all 
sections of the proposed project would be consistent with the recommendations included in this 
plan. 

Asheville City Development Plan 2025 (2002) 

The recommendations of the CCC for the I-26 Connector were presented to the Asheville City 
Council and the FBRMPO, and unanimously approved as clear indicators of community 
consensus. These recommendations for the project, as listed in the Asheville City Development 
Plan 2025 (City of Asheville 2002a), include:  

 The alternative alignment concept developed at the Design Forum should receive serious 
study for inclusion in the project EIS. 

 NCDOT, FHWA, and local citizens should work together as a Committee on Visual Design 
to develop ideas for bridge design, signage, overpass design, landscaping, and other 
aesthetic issues that reflect the community’s character. 

 NCDOT and FHWA should expedite the development of new and updated traffic models for 
use on the ultimate design of the project, including regional air quality modeling. 

 NCDOT and FHWA should explore engineering and signage options to improve the north to 
east connection of eastbound I-26 traffic with I-40 in an easterly direction as part of this 
project or a simultaneous project. The specific concerns involve limiting commercial truck 
through traffic on I-240 and on lesser classified roadways proximate to residential areas. 

 Roadway design should reflect the CCC’s general consensus that the bicycle and 
pedestrian connectivity be restored to link neighborhoods and the French Broad River while 
simultaneously exploring traffic calming measures to reduce the vehicular impact on 
residential streets. 

 NCDOT and FHWA should ensure that all interchange design is community sensitive. To 
achieve this end, it would be helpful to provide artist’s renditions of feasible design 
alternatives for public review. 
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 NCDOT and FHWA should seriously examine safety issues in project construction and 
design including maintenance of traffic during construction and emergency access after 
construction. 

 NCDOT and FHWA should release any unneeded right-of-way at the completion of this 
project to the City of Asheville to be zoned and used in accordance with a land use plan to 
be developed by the City in cooperation with NCDOT. 

 NCDOT and FHWA should keep the I-26 Connector project on its current, or, preferably, an 
expedited schedule.  

The plan also states that “The I-26 Connector project presents a potential opportunity to provide 
a dedicated route for Patton Avenue that is separate from I-240. This would be highly beneficial 
in that it would separate local and interstate traffic, reclaim land for community use, and provide 
an enhanced gateway into Downtown.” The plan includes a goal to improve and strengthen 
connections between downtown and surrounding areas that includes a strategy that states: 
“Separate Patton Avenue and the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges from interstate traffic to reclaim 
land for community use and allow Patton Avenue to serve as an enhanced gateway into 
Downtown.” 

The Asheville City Development Plan 2025 is applicable in general to the project as a whole and 
specifically to the four Section B alternatives (City of Asheville 2002a). In general, the proposed 
project is consistent with the established recommendations in the plan, including: 

 The alternative alignment concept developed at the Design Forum has received serious 
study and has been included in the project EIS. 

 The AAC was established in 2004. 
 NCDOT and FHWA have completed the development of new and updated traffic models for 

use on the ultimate design of the project, including regional air quality modeling. 
 NCDOT and FHWA have included the upgrade of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange into the 

proposed project.  
 Roadway design includes numerous multi-modal improvements and additional coordination 

with the City of Asheville will be undertaken to determine the viability of additional multi-
modal improvements. 

 NCDOT and FHWA have developed the interchange designs to be as community sensitive 
as they can be in order to meet the interstate design standards and have provided 
visualization of the project alternatives for public review. 

 NCDOT and FHWA have examined safety issues in project construction and design, 
including maintenance of traffic during construction and emergency access after 
construction. 

 NCDOT and FHWA could potentially revert some areas of existing right-of-way back to 
private ownership. The reuse 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 “Surplus Right 
of Way Disposal and Control of Access Review Committee Operating Procedures” (NCDOT 
2010c). 

 NCDOT and FHWA have made every effort to keep the I-26 Connector project on its current 
schedule.  

Section B – Alternatives 3 and 3-C 

Although the proposed design of Alternatives 3 and 3-C would remove I-26 traffic from the 
Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges, they would not provide a dedicated route for Patton Avenue that is 
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separate from I-240, would not allow land to be reclaimed for community use, and would not 
provide an enhanced gateway into downtown. Therefore, Alternatives 3 and 3-C would not be 
consistent with the plan.  

Section B – Alternatives 4 and 4-B 

The proposed designs for Alternatives 4 and 4-B would provide a dedicated route for Patton 
Avenue that is separate from I-240 and would provide the opportunity for an enhanced gateway 
into downtown. As stated, the reuse of current right-of-way is not determined until after a project 
is completed; therefore, the consistency with this recommendation cannot be determined at this 
point. Therefore, Alternatives 4 and 4-B would be considered consistent with the plan. 

Land of Sky Regional Council “Regional Vision 2010”  

The Land of Sky Regional Council “Regional Vision 2010” identifies the need for an efficient 
transportation system to support economic development in the region. The proposed project 
corridor of I-26 is specifically referenced in the plan as part of a proposed urban cluster. 
Therefore, all sections of the proposed project would be consistent with the recommendations 
included in this plan. 

Wilma Dykeman RiverWay Master Plan (2004) 

The Wilma Dykeman RiverWay Master Plan (RiverWay Master Plan) serves as a blueprint for 
the riverfronts in Asheville that would creatively link the French Broad and Swannanoa Rivers 
into a continuous multi-access parkway (Riverlink 2004). The plan notes that the I-26 bridge 
“must be sympathetic to the river and provide access to the Riverway and urban riverfront.” The 
plan further states that there is an opportunity to reconnect parts of the city by reclaiming large 
areas of land now occupied by ramps along I-240 on the eastern side of the French Broad 
River. When these ramps were built, the West End/Clingman neighborhood lost vital street 
linkages to downtown Asheville, as well as access to the riverfront. Physical barriers to the 
riverfront have created psychological barriers, which exaggerate the perceived distance 
between the riverfront and downtown. With land reclaimed from the interstate system, Patton 
Avenue can be extended to the RiverWay on the French Broad River, providing a direct 
connection between downtown Asheville and the Riverfronts Arts District. Patton Avenue could 
be developed as an important urban boulevard with mixed use buildings in accordance with the 
The River Arts Districts WECAN neighborhood plan. 

The plan also includes a map that shows a portion of the I-240/US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue 
interchange denoted as “Patton Avenue Extension.” District 3 of the plan includes SR 3556 
(Amboy Road) from the I-240 interchange to the French Broad River as a two lane roadway with 
a median and sidewalks and multi-use paths. 

In addition to the Wilma Dykeman RiverWay Master Plan (Riverlink 2004), an accompanying 
Riverway Engineering Study was completed that included the evaluation of traffic operations 
and provides a plan view of the recommended roadway improvements. The Engineering Study 
includes the following elements: 

 A two-lane divided roadway from Broadway to slightly south of the Norfolk Southern 
mainline bridge with a 6-foot sidewalk on the east side and a 12-foot path on the west side. 
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 A two-lane roadway with center turn lanes from the Norfolk Southern mainline bridge to 
beyond the southern end of the I-26 Connector study area with on-street parking and a 6-
foot sidewalk on the east side and a 12-foot path on the west side. 

 A recommendation that the Norfolk Southern mainline bridge be reconstructed. 
 A two-lane divided roadway along existing Amboy Road from I-240 to the French Broad 

River with a 6-foot sidewalk on the north side and a 12-foot path on the south side. 
 The Patton Avenue Extension, which would remove the connection from Patton Avenue to 

the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges and connect it directly to the RiverWay opposite West 
Haywood Street. The recommended design would include severing the existing I-240 
eastbound roadway and the connection from US 19-23 southbound to I-240 westbound. The 
recommended design would include 6-foot sidewalks on both sides of the extension. 

The RiverWay Master Plan is applicable to Sections A and B of the proposed project. In 
general, none of the four alternatives being considered in Section B or the I-240 Widening 
Alternative in Section A would be consistent with the plan. 

Section A 

The proposed design of the SR 3556 (Amboy Road) interchange includes a four-lane divided 
roadway for a distance of approximately 900 feet beyond the interchange, then tapers back to 
the existing two lane roadway. The proposed design matches the typical section for NCDOT 
STIP Project U-4739. Therefore, the lane configuration would not be consistent with the 
RiverWay Master Plan. The proposed design would be consistent with the plan for the path on 
the south side as it provides connectivity to the French Broad River Greenway included in the 
Plan, but is inconsistent with the recommendation for a sidewalk on the north side of Amboy 
Road. Additional coordination would be needed with the City of Asheville to determine whether 
a sidewalk can be provided on the north side of the roadway. 

Section B – Alternative 3 

The proposed design for Alternative 3 does not include construction on the east side of the 
French Broad River in the vicinity of Patton Avenue/I-240; therefore, it would not be consistent 
with the RiverWay Master Plan. Implementation of the plan may be possible as a separate 
project that addresses the I-240 crossing of the French Broad River that could be undertaken at 
a later date. The new I-26 bridge over the RiverWay would not include implementing the 
recommendations but would be designed in a manner that would be consistent with the 
RiverWay Master Plan. 

Section B – Alternative 3-C 

The proposed design for Alternative 3-C does not include construction on the east side of the 
French Broad River in the vicinity of Patton Avenue/I-240 and, therefore, would not be 
consistent with the RiverWay Master Plan. Implementation of the plan may be possible as a 
separate project that addresses the I-240 crossing of the French Broad River that could be 
undertaken at a later date. The new I-26 bridge over the RiverWay would not include 
implementing the recommendations but may be designed in a manner that would be consistent 
with the RiverWay Master Plan. 
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Section B – Alternative 4 

The proposed design for Alternative 4 would be partially consistent with the RiverWay Master 
Plan’s desire to improve connectivity to the RAD and reduce the barriers between downtown 
Asheville and the riverfront. The proposed design may potentially result in some areas of 
existing right-of-way being reverted to private ownership. The reuse of current right-of-way 
would not be determined until after a project is completed and would need to be conducted in 
accordance with the NCDOT “Surplus Right of Way Disposal and Control of Access Review 
Committee Operating Procedures” (NCDOT 2010c). In addition, because this is an interstate 
project, approval from FHWA may also be required if federal funds are 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. Many of the recommended improvements for 
the RiverWay would occur outside the limits of the proposed construction and would not be 
precluded from being implemented. One element of the proposed design for Alternative 4 that is 
not consistent with the RiverWay Master Plan is the Patton Avenue Extension connecting to the 
RiverWay opposite West Haywood Street, as the design includes Patton Avenue extending as a 
boulevard across the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. The new I-26 bridge over the RiverWay 
would not include implementing the recommendations but would be designed in a manner that 
would be consistent with the RiverWay Master Plan. 

Section B – Alternative 4-B 

Similar to Alternative 4, the proposed design for Alternative 4-B would be partially consistent 
with the RiverWay Master Plan’s desire to improve connectivity to the RAD and reduce the 
barriers between downtown Asheville and the riverfront. The proposed design may potentially 
result in some areas of existing right-of-way being reverted to private ownership. The reuse 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 “Surplus Right of Way Disposal and Control of 
Access Review Committee Operating Procedures” (NCDOT 2010c). In addition, because this is 
an interstate project, approval from FHWA may also be required if federal funds are 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. Many of the recommended 
improvements for the RiverWay would occur outside the limits of the proposed construction and 
would not be precluded from being implemented. One element of the proposed design for 
Alternative 4-B that is not consistent with the RiverWay Master Plan is the Patton Avenue 
Extension connecting to the RiverWay opposite West Haywood Street, as the design includes 
Patton Avenue extending as a boulevard across the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. The new I-26 
bridge over the RiverWay would not include implementing the recommendations but would be 
designed in a manner that would be consistent with the RiverWay Master Plan. 

Brevard Road Corridor Study (2005) 

The Brevard Road Corridor Study (City of Asheville 2005a) was adopted by the Asheville City 
Council in 2005 and resulted in the rezoning of 18 properties along NC 191 (Brevard Road) near 
Dogwood Road and Sardis Road, south of the proposed project. The study does not include 
areas that would be affected by the construction of the proposed project. Therefore, all sections 
of the proposed project would be consistent with the recommendations included in this study. 
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City of Asheville River Redevelopment Plan (2005) 

The City of Asheville River Development Plan (City of Asheville 2005e) discusses 
redevelopment of the areas located along the French Broad River and Swannanoa River. The 
plan frequently references the Wilma Dykeman RiverWay Master Plan (Riverlink 2004) but does 
not include specific recommendations that would be affected by the proposed project. 
Therefore, all sections of the proposed project would be consistent with the recommendations 
included in this plan. 

Consolidated Strategic Housing and Community Development Plan (2005) 

The Consolidated Strategic Housing and Community Development Plan (City of Asheville 
2005c) emphasizes the need for affordable housing, as well as the need for improvements to 
public infrastructure that will aid in community development. Haywood Road is specifically 
referenced as an area that needs commercial development to support the local residents. The 
proposed project would have an interchange with Haywood Road, and thus may help 
encourage economic development along this corridor. Therefore, all sections of the proposed 
project would be consistent with the recommendations included in this plan. 

West End/Clingman Small Area Plan  

The West End/Clingman Small Area Plan (City of Asheville 1996) is also known as the WECAN 
Citizens Master Plan (adopted 2008). The plan began in 1996 and was updated based on a 
charrette held following the Design Forum in 2000. The plan calls for separating local traffic on 
Patton Avenue from I-240 traffic, returning Patton Avenue to a city entry boulevard. The plan 
states that, “Patton Avenue will be proposed as a grand entrance with the magnitude of a 
Parisian Boulevard.” The plan also calls for a roundabout or “traffic oval” at the intersection of 
Patton Avenue and Clingman Avenue to allow traffic calming that would be filled with a fountain 
of magnificent proportions. The plan also includes recommendations on land use and 
opportunities for infill and for improved connectivity to the RAD and the Arts District. 

The WECAN Citizens Master Plan is applicable to the four alternatives being considered in 
Section B of the proposed project. The proposed design for Alternative 3 and 3-C do not include 
construction on the east side of the French Broad River (where the study area of the plan is 
located), and Alternatives 4 and 4-B are identical within the study area of the plan. In general, 
Alternative 3 and 3-C would not be consistent with the plan and would not provide any of the 
recommendations included in the plan, while Alternatives 4 and 4-B would be mostly consistent 
with the plan.  

Section B – Alternatives 3 and 3-C 

The design of Alternatives 3 and 3-C, as stated, does not include construction in the vicinity of 
West End/Clingman and maintains I-240 traffic across the existing Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. 
The implementation of the plan may be possible as a separate project that addresses the I-240 
crossing of the French Broad River that could be undertaken at a later date. 

Section B – Alternatives 4 and 4-B 

Alternatives 4 and 4-B would return Patton Avenue to a boulevard by relocating I-240 to the 
north on new flyover bridges. The proposed designs also provide a connection from I-240 
eastbound to Patton Avenue as detailed in the plan. The plan also includes a new ramp from 
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Clingman Avenue to I-240 westbound, which would provide a similar movement to the ramp 
located west of Clingman Avenue in the proposed design. The recommended ramp to I-240 
westbound included in the plan was considered to be not viable from an engineering standpoint 
as it would require a substantial grade change and would impact the Haywood Street United 
Methodist Church historic property. The roundabout at Patton Avenue/Clingman Avenue was 
not included in the proposed design as it was at the eastern end of the construction limits and 
would require additional property takings and extending the project farther into downtown 
Asheville. It is possible that this improvement could be included as a separate project at a later 
date. The proposed design would also improve connectivity to the RAD and the Arts District. 

Asheville Downtown Master Plan (2009) 

The Asheville Downtown Master Plan calls for Patton Avenue to become the primary link 
between the traditional downtown and the RAD. The plan also states that this plan would benefit 
if land is able to be reclaimed from the reconfiguration of the I-240 interchange with I-26 (City of 
Asheville 2009a).  

The Downtown Master Plan is applicable to the four alternatives being considered in Section B 
of the proposed project. The proposed design for Alternative 3 does not include construction on 
the east side of the French Broad River (where the study area of the plan is located) and 
Alternatives 4 and 4-B are identical within the study area of the plan. In general, Alternatives 3 
and 3-C would not be consistent with the plan and would not provide any of the 
recommendations included in the plan, while Alternatives 4 and 4-B would be mostly consistent 
with the plan.  

Section B – Alternatives 3 and 3-C 

The designs of Alternatives 3 and 3-C, as stated, do not include construction in the vicinity of 
the western edge of downtown and maintain I-240 traffic across the existing Captain Jeff Bowen 
Bridges. While the alternatives would not prohibit Patton Avenue from being the primary link 
between downtown and the RAD, they would not improve the existing condition. Implementation 
of the plan may be possible as a separate project that addresses the I-240 crossing of the 
French Broad River that could be undertaken at a later date. 

Section B – Alternatives 4 and 4-B 

Alternatives 4 and 4-B would return Patton Avenue to a boulevard by relocating I-240 to the 
north on new flyover bridges. The proposed design would also improve connectivity to the RAD. 
The reuse 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 “Surplus Right of Way Disposal and 
Control of Access Review Committee Operating Procedures” (NCDOT 2010c). Therefore, the 
alternatives would be generally consistent with the plan except that determining the reuse of 
existing right-of-way cannot be fully evaluated at this time. 

Sustainability Management Plan (2009) 

The Sustainability Management Plan outlines ambitious goals of reducing VMT and fuel 
consumption by employees and citizens (City of Asheville 2009d). The proposed project will 
help reduce congestion and travel times, in part by encouraging alternative means of 
commuting, including via bicycle and walking. This project would help alleviate congestion, as 
well as generally facilitate the city’s plan for its bicycle and pedestrian network. Therefore, all 
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sections of the proposed project would be consistent with the recommendations included in this 
plan. 

4.1.3 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

4.1.3.1 Noise Impact Analysis 

This section is based on the Traffic Noise Analysis for the I-26 Connector (NCDOT 2015d). In 
this technical memorandum, traffic noise impacts were determined from the procedures for the 
abatement of highway traffic noise and construction noise, appearing as 23 CFR 772.  

Traffic Noise Impacts and Noise Contours 

The maximum number of receptors in each project alternative predicted to become impacted by 
future traffic noise is shown in Table 4-6. The table includes those receptors expected to 
experience traffic noise impacts by either approaching or exceeding the FHWA Noise 
Abatement Criteria (NAC) or by a substantial increase in exterior noise levels. 

Table 4-6: Predicted Traffic Noise Impacts by Alternative 

Alternative 

Traffic Noise Impacts a 

No-Build 
Total 

Residential 
(NAC B) 

Places of 
Worship/Schools, 

Parks, etc. (NAC C & D) 

Businesses 
(NAC E) 

Build 
Total 

Section C – 
Alternative A-2 137 156 57 5 218 

Section C – 
Alternative C-2 137 192 57 6 255 

Section C – 
Alternative D-1 137 152 57 5 214 

Section C – 
Alternative F-1 137 239 60 5 304 

Section A 150 163 35 0 198 

Section B – 
Alternative 3 86 182 8 3 193 

Section B – 
Alternative 3-C 86 122 8 3 133 

Section B – 
Alternative 4 140 266 33 13 312 

Section B – 
Alternative 4-B 140 181 30 13 224 
a Per TNM 2.5 and in accordance with 23 CFR 772. 

Predicted build-condition traffic noise level contours are not a definitive means by which to 
assess traffic noise level impacts; however, they can aid in future land use planning efforts in 
presently undeveloped areas. Correlating to the traffic noise impact thresholds for FHWA NAC 
“E” and NAC “B” and “C” land uses, the TNM-predicted for 66 dB(A) noise level contours were 
calculated to reach a maximum of approximately 875 feet from the edge of the proposed travel 
lane. The 71 dB(A) contour is approximately 220 feet from the edge of proposed travel lane. 
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Traffic Noise Abatement Measures 

Measures for reducing or eliminating traffic noise impacts were considered for all impacted 
receptors in each alternative. The primary noise abatement measures evaluated for highway 
projects include highway alignment changes, traffic system management measures, and 
establishment of buffer zones, noise barriers, and noise insulation (NAC D only). For each of 
these measures, benefits versus costs (reasonableness), engineering feasibility, effectiveness 
and practicability, and other factors were included in the noise abatement considerations. 

Substantially changing the highway alignment to minimize noise impacts is not considered to be 
a viable option for this project due to engineering and/or environmental factors. Traffic system 
management measures are not considered viable for noise abatement due to the negative 
impact they would have on the capacity and level of service of the proposed roadway. Costs to 
acquire buffer zones for impacted receptors would exceed the NCDOT base dollar value of 
$37,500 plus an incremental increase of $525 (as defined in the 2011 NCDOT Abatement 
Policy) per benefited receptor, causing this abatement measure to be unreasonable. 

Noise Barriers 

Noise barriers include two basic types: earthen berms and noise walls. These structures act to 
diffract, absorb, and reflect highway traffic noise. For this project, earthen berms are not found 
to be a viable abatement measure because the additional right-of-way, materials and 
construction costs are estimated to exceed the NCDOT maximum allowable base quantity of 
7,000 cubic yards, plus an incremental increase of 100 cubic yards per benefited receptor, as 
defined in the NCDOT Policy. 

A noise barrier evaluation was conducted for this project utilizing the TNM 2.5 software 
developed by the FHWA. Table 4-7 summarizes the results of the evaluation. Based upon 
criteria defined in the NCDOT Traffic Noise Abatement Policy (NCDOT 2011), the following 
barriers are preliminarily justified and recommended for construction, contingent upon 
completion of the project design and the public involvement process. The locations of noise 
study areas are shown on Figure 4-1 through Figure 4-9. 

Table 4-7: Preliminary Noise Barrier Evaluation Results 

Noise Barrier Location 
(Alternative) 

Length 
(feet) 

Area 
(feet2) 

Number of 
Benefited 
Receptors 

Area per Benefited 
Receptor/ 

Allowable Area per 
Benefited Receptor 

(feet2) 

Preliminarily 
Recommended 

for 
Construction a 

A-1 (Sect. A) 
I-26 westbound between 
Amboy Road and 
Haywood Road 

3,430 85,830 87 987 / 2,640 Yes 

A-2 (Sect. A) 
I-26 eastbound between 
Amboy Road and 
Haywood Road 

3,800 94,864 79 1,201 / 2,675 Yes 

B3-1 (Sect. B Alt. 3) 
I-26 eastbound between 
Patton Avenue and 
Riverside Drive  

4,150 103,740 91 1,140 / 2,955 Yes 
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Noise Barrier Location 
(Alternative) 

Length 
(feet) 

Area 
(feet2) 

Number of 
Benefited 
Receptors 

Area per Benefited 
Receptor/ 

Allowable Area per 
Benefited Receptor 

(feet2) 

Preliminarily 
Recommended 

for 
Construction a 

B3-2 (Sect. B Alt. 3) 
I-26 westbound between 
Haywood Road and 
Patton Avenue 

3,900 88,984 46 1,934 / 2,640 Yes 

B3-3 (Sect. B Alt. 3) 
I-26 eastbound between 
Haywood Road and 
Patton Avenue 

3,250 62,525 59 1,060 / 2,605 Yes 

B3-C-2 (Sect. B Alt. 3-C) 
I-26 westbound between 
Haywood Road and 
Patton Avenue 

3,880 93,670 58 1,615 / 2,640 Yes 

B3-C-3 (Sect. B Alt. 3-C) 
I-26 eastbound between 
Haywood Road and 
Patton Avenue 

3,340 66,180 58 1,141 / 2,605 Yes 

B3-C-5 (Sect. B Alt. 3-C) 
I-26 westbound near 
Broadway  

1,300 24,825 14 1,773 / 2,570 Yes 

B4-1 (Sect. B Alt. 4) 
I-26 eastbound between 
Patton Avenue and 
Riverside Drive 

3,740 93,380 64 1,459 / 2,990 Yes 

B4-2 (Sect. B Alt. 4) 
I-26 westbound between 
Haywood Road and 
Patton Avenue 

4,890 114,120 44 2,594 / 2,640 Yes 

B4-3 (Sect. B Alt. 4) 
I-26 eastbound between 
Haywood Road and 
Patton Avenue 

3,790 65,604 46 1,426 / 2,640 Yes 

B4-6 (Sect. B Alt. 44-B) 
Patton Avenue and I-240 
near Atkinson Street 

1,630 40,824 84 486 / 2,500 Yes 

B4-B-2 (Sect. B Alt. 4-B) 
I-26 westbound between 
Haywood Road and 
Patton Avenue 

4,980 105,336 76 1,418 / 2,640 Yes 

B4-B-3 (Sect. B Alt. 4-B) 
I-26 eastbound between 
Haywood Road and 
Patton Avenue 

3,290 55,315 39 1,418 / 2,605 Yes 

B4-B-5 (Sect. B Alt. 4-B) 
I-26 westbound near 
Broadway  

1,540 32,176 15 2,145 / 2,535 Yes 



Chapter 4. Environmental Consequences I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 4-53 

Noise Barrier Location 
(Alternative) 

Length 
(feet) 

Area 
(feet2) 

Number of 
Benefited 
Receptors 

Area per Benefited 
Receptor/ 

Allowable Area per 
Benefited Receptor 

(feet2) 

Preliminarily 
Recommended 

for 
Construction a 

B4-B-6 (Sect. B Alt. 4-B) 
Patton Avenue and I-240 
near Atkinson Street 

1,630 40,824 82 498 / 2,500 Yes 

C-1-1 (Sect. C Alts. A-2, 
C-2, D-1, F-1) I-40 
eastbound from Smoky 
Park Highway to Sand Hill 
Road 

2,900 54,230 32 1,695 / 2,710 Yes 

a The recommendation for barrier construction is preliminary and subject to change, pending completion 
of final design and the public involvement process. 
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The locations of noise study areas where noise barriers are reasonable and feasible are 
indicated below. 

Section C – Alternatives A-2, C-2, D-1, and F-1 
Area C-1-1 - I-40 eastbound from Smoky Park Highway to Sand Hill Road 

Section A – I-240 Widening Alternative 
Area A-1 - I-26 westbound between Amboy Road and Haywood Road 
Area A-2 - I-26 eastbound between Amboy Road and Haywood Road 

Section B – Alternative 3 
Area B3-1 - I-26 eastbound between Patton Avenue and Riverside Drive  
Area B3-2 - I-26 westbound between Haywood Road and Patton Avenue 
Area B3-3 - I-26 eastbound between Haywood Road and Patton Avenue 

Section B – Alternative 3-C 
Area B3-C-2 -I-26 westbound between Haywood Road and Patton Avenue 
Area B3-C-3 - I-26 eastbound between Haywood Road and Patton Avenue 
Area B3-C-5 - I-26 westbound near Broadway  

Section B – Alternative 4 
Area B4-1 - I-26 eastbound between Patton Avenue and Riverside Drive 
Area B4-2 - I-26 westbound between Haywood Road and Patton Avenue 
Area B4-3 - I-26 eastbound between Haywood Road and Patton Avenue 
Area B4-6 - Patton Avenue and I-240 near Atkinson Street 

Section B – Alternative 4-B 
Area B4-B-2 - I-26 westbound between Haywood Road and Patton Avenue 
Area B4-B-3 - I-26 eastbound between Haywood Road and Patton Avenue 
Area B4-B-5 - I-26 westbound near Broadway  
Area B4-B-6 - Patton Avenue and I-240 near Atkinson Street 
 

Preliminary noise barriers were also considered in other locations, but did not meet the criteria 
for being both preliminarily feasible and reasonable. These locations are described in Table 4-8.  

Summary 

A preliminary noise evaluation was performed and a more detailed review will be completed 
during project final design. Noise barriers found to be feasible and reasonable during the 
preliminary noise analysis may not be found to be feasible and reasonable during the final 
design noise analysis due to changes in proposed project alignment and other design 
considerations, surrounding land use development, or utility conflicts, among other factors. 
Conversely, noise barriers that were not considered feasible and reasonable may meet the 
established criteria and be recommended for construction. This evaluation completes the 
highway traffic noise requirements of 23 CFR 772. 
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Table 4-8: Preliminary Noise Barriers Not Feasible and Reasonable 

Noise Barrier Location 
(Alternative) 

Length 
(feet) 

Area 
(feet2) 

Number of 
Benefited 
Receptors 

Area per Benefited 
Receptor/ Allowable 
Area per Benefited 

Receptor (feet2) 

Preliminarily 
Recommended 

for 
Construction a 

A-3 (Sect. A) I-26 
eastbound between 
Amboy Road and Brevard 
Road 

2,510 62,664 30 2,089 / 2,675 Nob 

B3-5 (Sect. B Alt 3) I-26 
westbound near 
Broadway  

1,140 23,130 3 7,710 / 2,500 No 

B3-C-1 (Sect. B Alt 3-C)  
B4-B-1 (Sect. B Alt 4-B) I-
26 westbound north of 
Patton Avenue near 
Westwood Place 

1,100 25,320 4 6,330 / 2,920 No 

B4-5 (Sect. B Alt 4) I-26 
westbound near 
Broadway  

2,290 41,115 1 41,115 / 2,535 No 

CA-2-1 (Sect. C Alt A-2) 
C-C-2-1 (Sect. C Alt. C-2) 
C-D-1-1 (Sect. C Alt. D-1) 
C-F-1-1 (Sect. C Alt. F-1) 
I-40 westbound ramp 
near Sand Hill Road 

3,200 
to 

4,885 

79,984 
to 

122,060 
0 0 / 2,570 Noc 

C-A-2-2 (Sect. C Alt. A-2) 
C-C-2-2 (Sect. C Alt. C-2) 
C-D-1-2 (Sect. C Alt. D-1) 
C-F-1-2 (Sect. C Alt. F-1) 
I-40 eastbound to I-26 
eastbound from Sand Hill 
Road to Pond Road 

1,880 31,720 8 3,965 / 2,640 No 

C-1-2 (Sect. C Alts. A-2, 
C-2, D-1, F-1) I-40 
eastbound from Monte 
Vista Road to Smoky 
Park Highway 

1,225 13,475 3 4,491 / 2,570 No 

C-1-3 (Sect. C Alts. A-2, 
C-2, D-1, F-1) I-40 
westbound from Monte 
Vista Road to Smoky 
Park Highway 

1,525 20,060 3 6,687 / 2,570 No 

a The recommendation for barrier construction is preliminary and subject to change, pending completion 
of final design and the public involvement process. 
b Barrier is not reasonable due to an inability to achieve at least 7 dB(A) of noise reduction for at least one 
front row impacted receptor.  
c Barrier is not feasible due to an inability to achieve at least 5 dB(A) of noise reduction for at least one 
impacted receptor.  
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In accordance with NCDOT Traffic Noise Abatement Policy, federal/state governments are not 
responsible for providing noise abatement measures for new development for which building 
permits are issued after the Date of Public Knowledge. The Date of Public Knowledge of the 
proposed highway project will be the approval date of the Record of Decision (ROD). For 
development occurring after this date, local governing bodies are responsible to insure that 
noise compatible designs are utilized along the proposed facility. 

4.1.3.2 Air Quality  

This section is based on the Air Quality Analysis Update Technical Memorandum for the I-26 
Connector Project, TIP No. I-2513 (NCDOT 2015a). 

Attainment Status 

The project is located in Buncombe County, which has been determined to comply with the 
NAAQS. The proposed project is located in an attainment area; therefore, 40 CFR 51 and 93 
are not applicable. This project is not anticipated to create any adverse effects on the air quality 
of this attainment area. 

Qualitative MSAT Analysis 

A qualitative MSAT analysis provides a basis for identifying and comparing the potential 
differences among MSAT emissions, if any, from the various alternatives. The qualitative 
assessment presented below is derived in part from a study conducted by the FHWA entitled A 
Methodology for Evaluating Mobile Source Air Toxic Emissions Among Transportation Project 
Alternatives (FHWA 2015). 

For each alternative in this DEIS, the amount of MSAT emitted would be proportional to the 
vehicle miles travelled, or VMT, assuming that other variables such as fleet mix are the same for 
each alternative. Because the VMT estimated for the No-Build Alternative is higher than the 
build alternative, higher levels of MSAT are not expected from the build alternative compared to 
the No–Build Alternative. Refer to Table 4-9 for VMT values for this project area.  

Table 4-9: Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMTs) 

Alternative 
Considered 

Approximate Length 
(miles) 

2033 Design Year 
Average Daily Traffic 

(vehicles/day) a 

2033 Design Year 
Vehicle Miles 

Travelled (VMT) 

No-Build Alternative 

Sections A, B & C 7.5 110,000 825,000 
Build Alternative 

Sections A, B & C 7.0 110,000 770,000 
a 2033 Design Year Average Daily Traffic Volumes were estimated using a representative value of 
estimated daily traffic referenced from traffic forecasts. 

The additional travel lanes contemplated as part of the project alternatives would have the effect 
of moving some traffic closer to nearby homes, schools, and businesses; therefore, under each 
alternative there may be localized areas where ambient concentrations of MSAT could be 
higher under certain build alternatives than the No-Build Alternative. The localized increases in 
MSAT concentrations would likely be most pronounced along the expanded roadway sections 
involving construction on new location with Section B – Alternatives 3, 3-C, 4, and 4-B. 
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However, the magnitude and the duration of these potential increases compared to the No-Build 
alternative cannot be reliably quantified due to incomplete or unavailable information in 
forecasting project-specific MSAT health impacts. When a highway is widened, the localized 
level of MSAT emissions for the build alternative could be higher relative to the No-Build 
Alternative, but this could be offset due to increases in speeds and reductions in congestion 
(which are associated with lower MSAT emissions). Also, MSAT will be lower in other locations 
when traffic shifts away from them. However, on a regional basis, EPA's vehicle and fuel 
regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will over time cause substantial reductions that, in 
almost all cases, will cause region-wide MSAT levels to be significantly lower than today. 

In summary, under all build alternatives in the design year, it is expected there would be 
reduced MSAT emissions in the immediate area of the project, relative to the No-Build 
Alternative, due to the reduced VMT associated with more direct routing, and due to EPA's 
MSAT reduction programs. 

MSAT Conclusion 

What is known about mobile source air toxics is still evolving. As the science progresses FHWA 
will continue to revise and update this guidance. FHWA is working with stakeholders, EPA, and 
others to better understand the strengths and weaknesses of developing analysis tools and the 
applicability on the project-level decision documentation process. 

Construction Air Quality 

Air quality impacts resulting from roadway construction activities are typically not a concern 
when contractors utilize appropriate control measures. During construction of the proposed 
project, materials resulting from clearing and grubbing, demolition, or other operations will be 
removed from the project, burned, or otherwise disposed of by the contractor. Any burning done 
will be done in accordance with applicable local laws and ordinances and regulations of the 
North Carolina State Implementation Plan (SIP) for air quality in compliance with 15 North 
Carolina Administrative Code (NCAC) 2D.0520. Care will be taken to ensure burning will be 
done at the greatest distance practical from dwellings and not when atmospheric conditions are 
such as to create a hazard to the public. Operational agreements that reduce or redirect work or 
shift times to avoid community exposures can have positive benefits. Burning will be performed 
under constant surveillance. Also during construction, measures will be taken to reduce the dust 
generated by construction when the control of dust is necessary for the protection and comfort 
of motorists or area residents.  

Summary 

Vehicles are a major contributor to decreased air quality because they emit a variety of 
pollutants into the air. Changing traffic patterns are a primary concern when determining the 
impact of a new highway facility or the improvement of an existing highway facility. New 
highways or the widening of existing highways increases localized levels of vehicle emissions, 
but these increases could be offset due to increases in speeds from reductions in congestion 
and because vehicle emissions will decrease in areas where traffic shifts to the new roadway. 
Significant progress has been made in reducing criteria pollutant emissions from motor vehicles 
and improving air quality, even as vehicle travel has increased rapidly.  
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This project is not anticipated to create any adverse effects on the air quality of this attainment 
area. This evaluation completes the assessment requirements for air quality of the 1990 CAAA 
and the NEPA process, and no additional reports are necessary. 

4.1.3.3 Farmlands 

In accordance with the FPPA and state EO 96, the impact of the project on prime, unique, and 
statewide important farmlands was assessed. Due to the urban setting of the project, this 
project is in compliance with the FPPA and Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form (United 
States Department of Agriculture [USDA] Form AD-1006) for federally funded projects was not 
required.  

4.1.3.4 Utilities 

Electric  

All the alternatives would cross electric distribution and transmission lines owned by Duke 
Energy. It is anticipated distribution poles and transmission towers would need to be either 
adjusted or relocated due to the construction of the project. NCDOT would work with Duke 
Energy in efforts to minimize impacts to the electric lines and to coordinate the adjustments or 
relocations required while trying to minimize disruption in service. 

Sewer Facilities 

Most development within the study area uses sanitary sewer facilities. Thus, each of the build 
alternatives would require relocation of municipal sewer lines. None of the build alternatives 
would impact City of Asheville or Buncombe County water or wastewater treatment plants or 
private treatment facilities within the study area; however, the Metropolitan Sewerage District 
(MSD) has identified multiple sewer lines that would need to be relocated or adjusted. NCDOT 
would also work with sewer authorities in the area to minimize any impacts to sewer lines and to 
coordinate their relocation, as necessary. 

Water Service 

Project construction would require relocation of water lines owned by the City of Asheville. Wells 
within the right-of-way of the recommended alignment would be surveyed prior to project 
construction. NCDOT would purchase these wells and cap and abandon them in accordance 
with North Carolina well construction standards. Any subsurface contamination would be 
reported to the Asheville Regional Office of NCDEQ. During the During the final design phase of 
the project, NCDOT would also identify wells adjacent to the project right-of-way that could be 
impacted by roadway construction. Mitigation for these wells could be provided through land 
purchase, compensation for damages, or the provision of new wells. NCDOT would also work 
with water and sewer authorities in the area to minimize any impacts to water lines and to 
coordinate their relocation, as necessary. 

Gas 

Multiple gas lines owned by the Public Service Company exist within the study area. Gas lines 
ranging from 2 inch to 12 inch in diameter have been identified that would require adjustment or 
relocation. NCDOT would work with Public Service Company to minimize any impacts to gas 
lines and to coordinate their relocation, as necessary. 
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Phone/Fiber Optics 

BellSouth and AT&T own phone lines and fiber optic routes within the study area. Construction 
of the project would impact four major duct banks (multiple cables within a conduit used to 
protect from accident breakage) and six fiber optic routes owned by BellSouth and three major 
fiber optic routes owned by AT&T. NCDOT would work with BellSouth and AT&T to minimize 
any impacts to phone lines/fiber optic routes and to coordinate their relocation, as necessary. All 
four of the Section B alternatives would impact the fiber optic routes and would require 
relocation.  

4.1.3.5 Visual Quality 

This section describes the potential effects of the project on visual quality within the project 
study area. As indicated in Section 3.3.5, visual and aesthetic effects are a concern for both 
users of the transportation facility and those that view the facility from afar. Construction of the 
proposed project would have a visual impact on adjacent areas. One of the problems inherent in 
designing a controlled access freeway involves providing sufficient right-of-way to comply with 
design criteria while minimizing disruption to the surrounding area. The effects to visual quality 
are presented for each project section.  

No-Build Alternative 

Under the No-Build Alternative, no change in the existing visual environment would occur.  

Section C 

Visual impacts of the project would be similar among three of the four build alternatives being 
considered for this section of the project. Alternatives A-2, C-2, and D-1 would include a four 
level interchange at the junction of I-26/I-40/I-240, which would include flyover ramps 
approximately 60 feet above the existing grade. The visual effect for adjacent areas for these 
three alternatives may have a negative effect on the visual quality; however, several of the 
areas adjacent to the interchange are at a substantially higher elevation than the existing 
roadway and these areas may not have a considerable change in the viewshed. Alternative F-1 
would maintain the existing configuration and would not change the viewshed substantially from 
the existing condition. Each of the build alternatives would be consistent with the existing 
viewshed, which includes the existing I-40/I-26 interchange.  

Section A 

Construction of the build alternative in this section of the proposed project would have a visual 
impact on adjacent areas. The project would be designed and constructed as a multi-lane, 
divided, controlled access freeway, which would be consistent with the context of the existing 
viewshed of which I-240 is a prominent feature. Widening of the highway would, however, 
increase its visual prominence for people traveling the freeway, as well as those viewing the 
freeway from afar. Visual impacts would occur in this section of the project but are not 
anticipated to be adverse.  

Section B 

Visual impacts of the project for the four build alternatives being considered for this section of 
the project would generally be enhanced or improved for those using the facility and degraded 
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for those viewing the freeway from off the road. Each build alternative would adversely impact 
the viewshed, to varying degrees, from outside the project area in this section of the project. 
Visual impacts would be adverse because each build alternative would introduce a new 
prominent feature that will be out of context with the existing viewshed. Conversely, 
opportunities for views and new vistas of Asheville, the French Broad River, and surrounding 
mountains and hills would exist for motorists using the new roadway.  

Alternatives 3 and 3-C would be relatively consistent with the existing visual environment in the 
vicinity of the I-26/I-240 interchange with Patton Avenue as I-26 would cross under Patton 
Avenue. Farther north, the I-26 roadways would cross over the French Broad River along a 
single bridge crossing that would introduce a new prominent feature that would be out of context 
with the existing viewshed. The proposed design for Alternatives 3 and 3-C do not include any 
construction to the I-240 interchange with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue; therefore, there would 
be no change in the visual environment in this location. 

Alternative 4 would also be relatively consistent with the existing visual environment in the 
vicinity of the I-26/I-240 interchange with Patton Avenue as I-26 would also cross under Patton 
Avenue. Alternative 4 would include the same design as Alternative 3 for the I-26 crossing of the 
French Broad River, but would also include two additional flyover bridges across the French 
Broad River 0.5 mile south of the I-26 crossing. The three new bridges across the French Broad 
River would introduce new prominent features that would be substantially out of context with the 
existing viewshed. The proposed design that would reconfigure the I-240 interchange with US 
19-23-70/Patton Avenue would generally be consistent with the existing visual environment. 

Alternative 4-B would also be relatively consistent with the existing visual environment in the 
vicinity of the I-26/I-240 interchange with Patton Avenue as I-26 would also cross under Patton 
Avenue. Alternative 4-B would cross the French Broad River in approximately the same location 
as Alternative 3-C’s crossing of the river. Alternative 4-B would also include two additional 
flyover bridges across the French Broad River; one approximately 285 feet south and one 
approximately 550 feet to the north of the I-26 crossing. The three new bridges across the 
French Broad River would introduce new prominent features that would be substantially out of 
context with the existing viewshed. The proposed design that would reconfigure the I-240 
interchange with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue would generally be consistent with the existing 
visual environment.  

Mitigation  

Future highway-oriented development that may be constructed adjacent to the proposed 
roadway could be designed to reduce the visual impacts of the freeway. The inclusion of 
treatments such as coloring of structural elements, buffer areas, and landscape screening into a 
new development's design can lessen the visual impacts of the freeway. In addition, it is the 
policy of the NCDOT to include aesthetic features in its roadway designs. NCDOT will consider 
incorporating the following principals in the roadway design in order to create an aesthetically 
acceptable and functional roadway and to minimize visual impacts: 

 Integrate landscaping into the project design to promote visual continuity of the highway and 
to blend it into the natural landscape as much as possible 

 Minimize the loss of vegetation, especially during construction when equipment and material 
access, storage, and staging are required 

 Design noise attenuation features, if reasonable and feasible, to be compatible with 
surrounding natural features and development 
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In response to a recommendation by the I-26 Connector Coordinating Committee, an AAC has 
been established by the City of Asheville to work with NCDOT and the city to address aesthetic 
issues throughout the planning and design of the I-26 Connector project. Activities of the AAC 
are presented in Section 8.2.3.2. Coordination with the AAC will continue after selection of the 
preferred alternative and through the design phase of the project. 

4.1.3.6 Hazardous Material 

Potential impacts relative to contaminated sites can occur in different forms. First, the costs and 
schedule of the transportation improvement project can be adversely affected. Second, 
construction of the project could result in the disturbance or release of contaminated or 
hazardous materials during construction activities, or long-term impacts on or near these sites. 

Based on the Revised Geotechnical Pre-scoping Report, two UST sites are anticipated to have 
a moderate to high severity of impacts and are located within the alternative corridors as 
summarized in Table 4-10 (NCDOT 2014c).  

Table 4-10: USTs, Landfills, and Other Potentially Contaminated Sites 

Site# Type Location 
UST Facility 

ID 
Anticipated 

Impacts 
Anticipated 

Severity 

13 Landfill/Recycling 79 Pond Road N/A 

Brownfields Program 
Pond Road Landfill 
09032-05-11 

Low to 
Moderate 

45 Landfill 

Along the Bank of 
the French Broad 
River N/A 

Landfill materials of 
unknown composition High 

Source: Revised Geotechnical Pre-Scoping Report (NCDOT 2014c). 

Although the Geotechnical Pre-Scoping Report prepared in 2006 notes that no obvious 
contamination or hazardous materials were observed during previous site analysis, sampling 
was not conducted and avoidance of the landfill (site #45) is also recommended (NCDOT 
2006a). If the landfill cannot be avoided, designs that minimize impacts need to be considered. 
Further evaluation in 2008 determined that, 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 contaminants. No areas 
tested contained contaminants at hazardous levels. Additional testing will be done after the 
preferred alternative is selected, and a work plan will be developed based on the final design to 
address any contaminated material that may be encountered during construction. 

4.1.3.7 Mineral Resources 

As previously discussed, there are no mines or quarries located within or near the project study 
area. As such, none of the project alternatives would directly impact the production of mineral 
resources. Construction of the project may temporarily increase the demand for locally crushed 
stone and sand. However, such an increase in demand would not adversely impact mineral 
resources. 

4.1.3.8 Floodplains/Floodways 

A hydraulic technical report was prepared for the project in 2010 (TGS Engineers 2010). The 
proposed project was mapped showing the established limits of the 100-year floodways and 
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floodplains and the major stream crossing sites for the project. An amendment to this report was 
prepared for the project in 2015 by URS (URS 2015d), which re-evaluated crossings that 
changed or were added since the original TGS report.  

This section contains information corresponding to the analysis of impacts to floodplains and 
floodways. EO 11988, Floodplain Management (42 CFR 26951) requires the following: 

 All federal actions must avoid the occupancy and modification of floodplains and avoid direct 
or indirect support of floodplain development wherever there is a practicable alternative. 

 If an action must be located on the base floodplain, the agency shall take action to reduce 
the risk of flood loss, to minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health, and welfare, 
and to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains. 

 Each agency shall also provide opportunity for early public review of any plans or proposals 
for actions in floodplains. 

It has been determined that, due to the linear nature of the project and existing roadway 
configuration, no practicable alternative exists to completely avoid impacts to floodplains. Efforts 
are being made to minimize the impacts to floodplains and to diminish the risk to human safety 
associated with the encroachments.  

Consideration must be given to the floodplain’s “natural and beneficial values,” which are 
discussed in FEMA’s Unified National Program for Floodplain Management. According to 
FEMA, surface waters, their floodplains, and their watersheds must be viewed as parts of one 
ecological system. This system exists in a state of dynamic equilibrium. If one of the parts of the 
system is disturbed, the entire system will readjust toward a new equilibrium. The geological 
and biological effects of the system's readjustments toward its new equilibrium are often felt far 
from the original site of the disturbance and can last for decades. For this reason, if for no other, 
floodplain development and modification should be viewed with caution and with careful 
assessment of the potential adverse impacts on natural values. 

Floodplains in their natural or relatively undisturbed state provide three broad sets of natural and 
beneficial resources and, hence, resource values: (1) water resources values including natural 
moderation of floods, water quality maintenance, and groundwater recharge; (2) living resources 
values including large and diverse populations of plants and animals; and (3) cultural resource 
values including historical, archaeological, scientific, recreational, and aesthetic sites, in addition 
to sites generally highly productive for agriculture, aquaculture, and forestry where these uses 
are compatible with natural values.  

The construction of the proposed improvements would encroach in several areas on the 
designated floodplain associated with several local stream systems. Table 4-11 includes a 
summary of the impacts to floodplains and floodways within the project study area from each of 
the detailed study alternatives.  

A description of streams and the proposed hydraulic crossings is provided in the following 
sections. 

Section C 

Section C includes 11 existing hydraulic crossings, as described in Chapter 3. 
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Table 4-11: FEMA Floodplain and Floodway Impacts (in acres) 

Alternative 
Impacts to 100-year 

Floodplain 
Impacts to Floodway Total Impact 

Section C 

Alternative A-2 20.53 2.74 23.37 
Alternative C-2 20.39 4.23 24.62 
Alternative D-1 18.06 2.27 20.33 
Alternative F-1 16.63 2.00 18.63 
Section A 

I-240 Widening 
Alternative 

8.36 1.94 10.30 

Section B 

Alternative 3 9.36 2.88 12.24 
Alternative 3-C 7.65 2.96 10.53 
Alternative 4 8.13 0.69 8.82 
Alternative 4-B 3.91 0.38 4.29 
Sources: Hydraulic Technical Report for I-2513 the I-26 Asheville Connector (TGS Engineers 2010); Final 
Hydraulic Aspects Report Addendum to the I-2513 Hydraulic Technical Report (URS 2015d).  

 

Alternative A-2 

Alternative A-2 would include 12 proposed hydraulic crossing sites. The hydraulic crossing site 
are shown on Figure 4-10 and summarized in Table 4-12. Some sites have more than one 
crossing. 

Section C – Alternative A-2 would include 13 new bridges and 6 major culvert crossings 
described in Table 4-12. These crossings would impact 20.53 acres in the 100-year floodplain 
and 2.74 acres in the floodway.  

Alternative C-2 

Alternative C-2 would include 12 proposed hydraulic crossing sites. The hydraulic crossing sites 
are shown on Figure 4-11 and summarized in Table 4-13. 

Section C – Alternative C-2 would include 10 new bridges and 6 major culvert crossings. These 
crossings would impact 20.39 acres in the 100-year floodplain and 4.23 acres in the floodway. 

Alternative D-1 

Alternative D-1 would include 12 proposed hydraulic crossing sites. The hydraulic crossing sites 
are shown on Figure 4-12 and summarized in Table 4-14. 

Section C – Alternative D-1 would include 13 new bridges and 6 major culvert crossings. These 
crossings would impact 18.06 acres in the 100-year floodplain and 2.27 acres in the floodway. 
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Table 4-12: Proposed Hydraulic Crossings – Alternative A-2 

Site Location 
Facilities on 

Structure 
Feature Under 

Structure 
Comments 

1 I-40 and WBCD Over French 
Broad River 

I-40 EB and WB; 
WBCD; Ramp E; 
Ramp H 

French Broad 
River 

New Bridge 

2A I-40 and WBCD Over Hominy 
Creek 

I-40 EB and WB; 
WBCD 

Hominy Creek New Bridge 

2B Ramp E Over Hominy Creek Ramp E Hominy Creek New Bridge 
2C Ramp H Over Hominy Creek Ramp H Hominy Creek New Bridge 
3A I-40 Over Hominy Creek I-40 EB and WB Hominy Creek New Bridge 
3B Ramp BD Over Hominy Creek Ramp D Hominy Creek  New Bridge 
3C Ramp G Over Hominy Creek Ramp G Hominy Creek New Bridge 
3D Ramp AC Over Hominy Creek Ramp AC Hominy Creek New Bridge 
4A I-26 Over Hominy Creek I-26 NB and SB Hominy Creek New Bridge 
4B Ramp CA Over Hominy Creek Ramp CA Hominy Creek New Bridge 
4C WBCD Over Hominy Creek  WBCD  Hominy Creek New Bridge 
5 SR 3412 (Sand Hill Road) 

Over Ragsdale Creek 
SR 3412 Ragsdale Creek Raise Headwall on 

Existing 2 @ 
8’wX8’h RC Box 
Culvert 

6 I-26 Over UT I-26 NB and SB; 
Ramp BD 

UT to Hominy 
Creek 

Extend 48” CMP 

7 I-26 Over Hominy Creek I-26 NB and SB Hominy Creek and 
Pond Road 

New Bridge 

21 Ramp DB Over UT Ramp DB UT to Ragsdale 
Creek 

Extend Existing 1 
@ 6’wX9’h RC 
Box Culvert 

22 Ramp BD Over Hominy Creek Ramp BD Hominy Creek; I-
26 NB; I-26 SB; I-
40 EB; I-40 WB; 
Ramp AC; Ramp 
CA; Ramp B 

New Bridge 

28 WBCD, EBCD Over Ragsdale 
Creek 

WBCD, EBCD  Ragsdale Creek  Extend Existing 
Triple 7’x9’ RC 
Box Culvert  

29 WBCD, EBCD Over Ragsdale 
Creek 

WBCD, EBCD Ragsdale Creek Extend Existing 
Triple 8’x8’ RC 
Box Culvert 

30 WBCD, EBCD Over UT WBCD, EBCD UT to Ragsdale 
Creek  

Extend Existing 
Triple 48” RCP 

Sources: Hydraulic Technical Report for I-2513 the I-26 Asheville Connector (TGS Engineers 2010); Final 
Hydraulic Aspects Report Addendum to the I-2513 Hydraulic Technical Report (URS 2015d).  
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Table 4-13: Proposed Hydraulic Crossings – Alternative C-2 

Site Location 
Facilities on 

Structure 
Feature Under 

Structure 
Comments 

1 I-40 and WBCD Over French 
Broad River 

I-40 EB and WB; 
WBCD; Ramp E; 
Ramp H 

French Broad 
River 

New Bridge 

2A I-40 and WBCD Over Hominy 
Creek 

I-40 EB and WB; 
WBCD 

Hominy Creek New Bridge 

2B Ramp E Over Hominy Creek Ramp E Hominy Creek New Bridge 
2C Ramp H Over Hominy Creek Ramp H Hominy Creek New Bridge 
3A I-40 Over Hominy Creek I-40 EB and WB Hominy Creek New Bridge 
3B Ramp BD Over Hominy Creek Ramp D Hominy Creek  New Bridge 
4A I-26 Over Hominy Creek I-26 NB and SB Hominy Creek New Bridge 
4B Ramp CA Over Hominy Creek Ramp CA Hominy Creek New Bridge 
5 SR 3412 (Sand Hill Road) 

Over Ragsdale Creek 
SR 3412 Ragsdale Creek Raise Headwall on 

Existing 2 @ 
8’wX8’h RC Box 
Culvert 

6 I-26 Over UT I-26 NB and SB; 
Ramp BD 

UT to Hominy 
Creek 

Extend 48” CMP 

7 I-26 Over Hominy Creek I-26 NB and SB Hominy Creek and 
Pond Road 

New Bridge 

21 Ramp DB Over UT Ramp DB UT to Ragsdale 
Creek 

Extend Existing 1 
@ 6’wX9’h RC 
Box Culvert 

22 Ramp BD Over Hominy Creek Ramp BD Hominy Creek; I-
26 NB; I-26 SB; I-
40 EB; I-40 WB; 
Ramp AC; Ramp 
CA; Ramp B 

New Bridge 

28 WBCD, EBCD Over Ragsdale 
Creek 

WBCD, EBCD  Ragsdale Creek  Extend Existing 
Triple 7’x9’ RC 
Box Culvert  

29 WBCD, EBCD Over Ragsdale 
Creek 

WBCD, EBCD Ragsdale Creek Extend Existing 
Triple 8’x8’ RC 
Box Culvert 

30 WBCD, EBCD Over UT WBCD, EBCD UT to Ragsdale 
Creek  

Extend Existing 
Triple 48” RCP 

Sources: Hydraulic Technical Report for I-2513 the I-26 Asheville Connector (TGS Engineers 2010); Final 
Hydraulic Aspects Report Addendum to the I-2513 Hydraulic Technical Report (URS 2015d).  
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Table 4-14: Proposed Hydraulic Crossings – Alternative D-1 

Site Location 
Facilities on 

Structure 
Feature Under 

Structure 
Comments 

1 I-40 and WBCD Over French 
Broad River 

I-40 EB and WB; 
WBCD; Ramp 
E; Ramp H 

French Broad River New Bridge 

2A I-40 and WBCD Over Hominy 
Creek 

I-40 EB and WB; 
WBCD 

Hominy Creek New Bridge 

2B Ramp E Over Hominy Creek Ramp E Hominy Creek New Bridge 
2C Ramp H Over Hominy Creek Ramp H Hominy Creek New Bridge 
3A I-40 Over Hominy Creek I-40 EB and WB Hominy Creek New Bridge 
3B Ramp BD Over Hominy Creek Ramp D Hominy Creek  New Bridge 
3C Ramp G Over Hominy Creek Ramp G Hominy Creek New Bridge 
3D Ramp AC Over Hominy Creek Ramp AC Hominy Creek New Bridge 
4A I-26 Over Hominy Creek I-26 NB and SB Hominy Creek New Bridge 
4B Ramp CA Over Hominy Creek Ramp CA Hominy Creek New Bridge 
4C WBCD Over Hominy Creek  WBCD  Hominy Creek New Bridge 
5 SR 3412 (Sand Hill Road) 

Over Ragsdale Creek 
SR 3412 Ragsdale Creek Raise Headwall on 

Existing 2 @ 
8’wX8’h RC Box 
Culvert 

6 I-26 Over UT I-26 NB and SB; 
Ramp BD 

UT to Hominy Creek Extend 48” CMP 

7 I-26 Over Hominy Creek I-26 NB and SB Hominy Creek and 
Pond Road 

New Bridge 

21 Ramp DB Over UT Ramp DB UT to Ragsdale 
Creek 

Extend Existing 1 
@ 6’wX9’h RC Box 
Culvert 

22 Ramp BD Over Hominy Creek Ramp BD Hominy Creek; I-26 
NB; I-26 SB; I-40 EB; 
I-40 WB; Ramp AC; 
Ramp CA; Ramp B 

New Bridge 

28 WBCD, EBCD Over Ragsdale 
Creek 

WBCD, EBCD  Ragsdale Creek  Extend Existing 
Triple 7’x9’ RC Box 
Culvert  

29 WBCD, EBCD Over Ragsdale 
Creek 

WBCD, EBCD Ragsdale Creek Extend Existing 
Triple 8’x8’ RC Box 
Culvert 

30 WBCD, EBCD Over UT WBCD, EBCD UT to Ragsdale 
Creek  

Extend Existing 
Triple 48” RCP 

Sources: Hydraulic Technical Report for I-2513 the I-26 Asheville Connector (TGS Engineers 2010); Final Hydraulic 
Aspects Report Addendum to the I-2513 Hydraulic Technical Report (URS 2015d).  
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Alternative F-1 

Alternative F-1 would include 12 proposed hydraulic crossing sites. The hydraulic crossing sites 
are shown on Figure 4-13 and summarized in Table 4-15. 

Section C – Alternative F-1 would include 9 new bridges and 6 major culvert crossings. These 
crossings would impact 16.63 acres in the 100-year floodplain and 2.00 acres in the floodway.  

Table 4-15: Proposed Hydraulic Crossings – Alternative F-1 

Site Location 
Facilities on 

Structure 
Feature Under 

Structure 
Comments 

1 I-40 and WBCD Over French 
Broad River 

I-40 EB and WB; 
WBCD; Ramp E; 
Ramp H 

French Broad 
River 

New Bridge 

2A I-40 and WBCD Over Hominy 
Creek 

I-40 EB and WB; 
WBCD 

Hominy Creek New Bridge 

2B Ramp E Over Hominy Creek Ramp E Hominy Creek New Bridge 
3B Ramp BD Over Hominy Creek Ramp D Hominy Creek  New Bridge 
3D Ramp AC Over Hominy Creek Ramp AC Hominy Creek New Bridge 
4A I-26 Over Hominy Creek I-26 NB and SB Hominy Creek New Bridge 
4C WBCD Over Hominy Creek  WBCD  Hominy Creek New Bridge 
5 SR 3412 (Sand Hill Road) 

Over Ragsdale Creek 
SR 3412 Ragsdale Creek Raise Headwall on 

Existing 2 @ 
8’wX8’h RC Box 
Culvert 

6 I-26 Over UT I-26 NB and SB; 
Ramp BD 

UT to Hominy 
Creek 

Extend 48” CMP 

7 I-26 Over Hominy Creek I-26 NB and SB Hominy Creek and 
Pond Road 

New Bridge 

21 Ramp DB Over UT Ramp DB UT to Ragsdale 
Creek 

Extend Existing 1 
@ 6’wX9’h RC 
Box Culvert 

22 Ramp BD Over Hominy Creek Ramp BD Hominy Creek; I-
26 NB; I-26 SB; I-
40 EB; I-40 WB; 
Ramp AC; Ramp 
CA; Ramp B 

New Bridge 

28 WBCD, EBCD Over Ragsdale 
Creek 

WBCD, EBCD  Ragsdale Creek  Extend Existing 
Triple 7’x9’ RC 
Box Culvert  

29 WBCD, EBCD Over Ragsdale 
Creek 

WBCD, EBCD Ragsdale Creek Extend Existing 
Triple 8’x8’ RC 
Box Culvert 

30 WBCD, EBCD Over UT WBCD, EBCD UT to Ragsdale 
Creek  

Extend Existing 
Triple 48” RCP 

Sources: Hydraulic Technical Report for I-2513 the I-26 Asheville Connector (TGS Engineers 2010); Final 
Hydraulic Aspects Report Addendum to the I-2513 Hydraulic Technical Report (URS 2015d).  
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Section A 

Section A would include four existing hydraulic crossings, as described in Chapter 3. 

I-240 Widening Alternative 

The single alternative in Section A would include five proposed hydraulic crossing sites. The 
hydraulic crossing sites are shown on Figure 4-14 and summarized in Table 4-16. 

Section A would include one new bridge and no major culvert. These crossings would impact 
8.36 acres in the 100-year floodplain and 1.94 acres in the floodway.  

Section B 

Section B would include six existing hydraulic crossings as described in Chapter 3. 

Alternative 3 

Alternative 3 would include seven proposed hydraulic crossings, The hydraulic crossings are 
shown on Figure 4-15 and summarized in Table 4-17. 

Section B – Alternative 3 would include three bridges and four major culvert crossings. These 
crossings would impact 9.36 acres in the 100-year floodplain and 2.88 acres in the floodway.  

Alternative 3-C 

Alternative 3-C would include five proposed hydraulic crossings, The hydraulic crossings are 
shown on Figure 4-16 and summarized in Table 4-18. 

Section B – Alternative 3-C would include three bridges and four major culvert crossings. These 
crossings would impact 7.65 acres in the 100-year floodplain and 2.96 acres in the floodway.  

Table 4-16: Proposed Hydraulic Crossings – I-240 Widening Alternative 

Site Location 
Facilities on 

Structure 
Feature Under 

Structure 
Comments 

8 I-26/I-240 and Ramps Over 
Hominy Creek 

I-26/I-240: Ramp 
3B; Ramp 3C 

Hominy Creek; SR 
3620; Greenway 
Bridge 

New Bridge 

18 I-26/I-240 and Amboy Road 
Over UT 

I-26/I-240; Ramp 
3D; Amboy Road 

UT to French 
Broad River 

Replace Existing 
CM Pipe with 2 @ 
66” CM Pipe. 

19 I-26/I-240 over Moore 
Branch 

I-26/I-240 Moore Branch Replace Existing 
66” CM Pipe with 2 
@ 60” CM Pipe. 

20 Shelburne Road Over UT Shelburne Road UT to Hominy 
Creek 

Not affected by 
project. 

26  I-26 over the French Broad 
River  

I-26 French Broad 
River  

Fill into floodplain 
adjacent to I-26 

Sources: Hydraulic Technical Report for I-2513 the I-26 Asheville Connector (TGS Engineers 2010); Final Hydraulic 
Aspects Report Addendum to the I-2513 Hydraulic Technical Report (URS 2015d).  
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Table 4-17: Proposed Hydraulic Crossings –Alternative 3 

Site Location 
Facilities on 

Structure 
Feature Under 

Structure 
Comments 

9 Resort Drive and RPA 
Over Smith Mill Creek 

Ramp A, Resort 
Drive 

Smith Mill Creek 2 @ 12’wX10’h RC 
Box Culvert – 805’ 
Long 

10 I-26 and Ramps Over 
Smith Mill Creek 

I-26 NB; I-26 
SB; Ramp A; 
Ramp D 

Smith Mill Creek New Bridge Site 10 
and 23 are one 
structure 

13 I-240 and Patton Avenue 
Over French Broad 
River 

I-240; Patton 
Avenue Dual 
Bridges 

Westgate Access Road; 
Emma Road; French 
Broad River; 3 RR 
Tracks; Riverside Drive 

Not affected by 
project. Retain 
existing. 

15 I-26 Over French Broad 
River 

I-26 NB; I-26 SB Southern RR (3 Tracks); 
Riverside Drive; US 19-
23 SB 

New Bridge 

16 Ramp AC over Reed 
Creek 

Ramp D2 Reed Creek Extend Existing 4 @ 
8’wX9’h RC Box 
Culvert 

17A Patton Avenue Over 
Smith Mill Creek 

Patton Avenue 
EB; Patton 
Avenue WB; Y7l 

Smith Mill Creek Extend Existing 3 @ 
8’wX11’h RC Box 
Culvert approx. 300’ 

17B Ramp B Over Smith Mill 
Creek 

Ramp B, Y7 EB Smith Mill Creek New 3 @ 8’wX11’h RC 
Box Culvert 

23 I-26 Over Tributary to 
Smith Mill Creek 

I-26 Tributary to Smith Mill 
Creek; I-26 

New Bridge Site 10 
and 23 are one 
structure 

Sources: Hydraulic Technical Report for I-2513 the I-26 Asheville Connector (TGS Engineers 2010); Final 
Hydraulic Aspects Report Addendum to the I-2513 Hydraulic Technical Report (URS 2015d).  

Table 4-18: Proposed Hydraulic Crossings –Alternative 3-C 

Site Location 
Facilities on 

Structure 
Feature Under 

Structure 
Comments 

9 Resort Drive and RPA 
Over Smith Mill Creek 

Ramp A, Resort 
Drive 

Smith Mill Creek 2 @ 12’wX10’h RC 
Box Culvert – 805’ 
Long 

10 I-26 and Ramps Over 
Smith Mill Creek 

I-26 NB; I-26 
SB; Ramp A; 
Ramp D 

Smith Mill Creek New Bridge Site 10 
and 23 are one 
structure 

13 I-240 and Patton Avenue 
Over French Broad 
River 

I-240; Patton 
Avenue Dual 
Bridges 

Westgate Access Road; 
Emma Road; French 
Broad River; 3 RR 
Tracks; Riverside Drive 

Not affected by 
project. Retain 
existing. 

16 Ramp AC over Reed 
Creek 

Ramp D2 Reed Creek Extend Existing 4 @ 
8’wX9’h RC Box 
Culvert 

17A Patton Avenue Over 
Smith Mill Creek 

Patton Avenue 
EB; Patton 
Avenue WB; Y7l 

Smith Mill Creek Extend Existing 3 @ 
8’wX11’h RC Box 
Culvert approx. 300’ 

17B Ramp B Over Smith Mill 
Creek 

Ramp B, Y7 EB Smith Mill Creek New 3 @ 8’wX11’h RC 
Box Culvert 

Sources: Hydraulic Technical Report for I-2513 the I-26 Asheville Connector (TGS Engineers 2010); Final Hydraulic 
Aspects Report Addendum to the I-2513 Hydraulic Technical Report (URS 2015d). 
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Alternative 4 

Alternative 4 would include 10 proposed hydraulic crossings. The hydraulic crossings are shown 
on Figure 4-17 and summarized in Table 4-19. 

Section B – Alternative 4 would include five bridges and three major culvert crossings. These 
crossings would impact 8.13 acres in the 100-year floodplain and 0.69 acres in the floodway.  

Table 4-19: Proposed Hydraulic Crossings –Alternative 4 

Site Location 
Facilities on 

Structure 
Feature Under Structure Comments 

9 Resort Drive and RPA 
Over Smith Mill Creek 

Ramp A, Resort 
Drive 

Smith Mill Creek 2 @ 12’wX10’h RC 
Box Culvert – 805’ 
Long 

10 I-26 and Ramps Over 
Smith Mill Creek 

I-26 NB; I-26 SB; 
Ramp A; Ramp D 

Smith Mill Creek New Bridge Sites 10 
and 11 are one 
structure 

11 I-240 EB Over French 
Broad River 

I-240 EB Smith Mill Creek; Emma 
Road; Southern RR (4 
Tracks); French Broad 
River; Riverside Drive; 
US 19-23 SB 

New Bridge Sites 10 
and 11 are one 
structure 

12 I-240 WB Over French 
Broad River 

I-240 WB Southern RR (3 Tracks); 
French Broad River; 
Riverside Drive; US 19-
23 SB 

New Bridge 

13 Patton Avenue Over 
French Broad River 

Patton Avenue 
Dual Bridges 

Westgate Access Road; 
Emma Road; French 
Broad River; 3 RR 
Tracks; Riverside Drive 

Not affected by 
project. Retain 
existing. 

15 I-26 Over French Broad 
River 

I-26 NB; I-26 SB Southern RR (3 Tracks); 
Riverside Drive; US 19-
23 SB 

New Bridge 

16 Ramp AC over Reed 
Creek 

Ramp D2 Reed Creek Extend Existing 4 @ 
8’wX9’h RC Box 
Culvert 

23 I-240 WB Over Tributary 
to Smith Mill Creek 

I-240 WB Tributary to Smith Mill 
Creek; I-26 EB; I-26 WB 

New Bridge 

24 US 19-23 and Riverside 
Drive Over Tributary to 
French Broad River 

US 19-23NB; US 
19-23 SB; 
Riverside Drive 

Tributary to French Broad 
River 

Retain one 8’x8’ RC 
Box Culvert 

25 Y31 Over Tributary to 
French Broad River 

I-240EB; I-
240WB; US 19-
23 SB; Riverside 
Drive 

Tributary to French Broad 
River 

Retain one 84” CM 
Pipe 

Sources: Hydraulic Technical Report for I-2513 the I-26 Asheville Connector (TGS Engineers 2010); Final 
Hydraulic Aspects Report Addendum to the I-2513 Hydraulic Technical Report (URS 2015d).  
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Alternative 4-B 

Alternative 4-B would include 10 proposed hydraulic crossings. The hydraulic crossings are 
shown on Figure 4-18 and summarized in Table 4-20.  

Section B – Alternative 4-B would include four bridges and four major culvert crossings. These 
crossings have a total floodway impact of 3.91 acres in the 100-year floodplain, and 0.38 acres 
in the floodway.  

Table 4-20: Proposed Hydraulic Crossings –Alternative 4-B 

Site Location 
Facilities on 

Structure 
Feature Under 

Structure 
Comments 

10 I-26 and Ramps Over 
Smith Mill Creek 

I-26 NB; I-26 SB; 
Ramp A; Ramp D 

Smith Mill Creek New Bridge Sites 
10, 11, and 14 are 
one structure  

11 I-240 EB Over French 
Broad River 

I-240 EB Smith Mill Creek; 
Emma Road; 
Southern RR (4 
Tracks); French Broad 
River; Riverside Drive; 
US 19-23 SB 

New Bridge Sites 
10, 11, and 14 are 
one structure 

12 I-240 WB Over French 
Broad River 

I-240 WB Southern RR (3 
Tracks); French Broad 
River; Riverside Drive; 
US 19-23 SB 

New Bridge 

13 Patton Avenue Over 
French Broad River 

Patton Avenue Dual 
Bridges 

Westgate Access 
Road; Emma Road; 
French Broad River; 3 
RR Tracks; Riverside 
Drive 

Not affected by 
project. Retain 
existing. 

14 I-26 over Smith Mill 
Creek  

I-26 Smith Mill Creek New Bridge Sites 
10, 14, and 23 are 
one structure 

16 Ramp AC over Reed 
Creek 

Ramp D2 Reed Creek Extend Existing 4 
@ 8’wX9’h RC 
Box Culvert 

17A Patton Avenue Over 
Smith Mill Creek 

Patton Avenue EB; 
Patton Avenue WB; 
Y7l  

Smith Mill Creek Extend Existing 3 
@ 8’wX11’h RC 
Box Culvert 
approx. 300’ 

23 I-240 WB Over 
Tributary to Smith Mill 
Creek 

I-240 WB Tributary to Smith Mill 
Creek; I-26 EB; I-26 
WB 

New Bridge 

24 US 19-23 and Riverside 
Drive Over Tributary to 
French Broad River 

US 19-23NB; US 
19-23 SB; Riverside 
Drive 

Tributary to French 
Broad River 

Retain one 8’x8’ 
RC Box Culvert 

25 Y31 Over Tributary to 
French Broad River 

I-240EB; I-240WB; 
US 19-23 SB; 
Riverside Drive 

Tributary to French 
Broad River 

Retain one 84” CM 
Pipe 

Sources: Hydraulic Technical Report for I-2513 the I-26 Asheville Connector (TGS Engineers 2010); Final 
Hydraulic Aspects Report Addendum to the I-2513 Hydraulic Technical Report (URS 2015d).  
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Buncombe County and the City of Asheville are participants in the National Flood Insurance 
Program. Coordination with local authorities and FEMA will occur during the final design if 
floodway modifications are required to ensure compliance with applicable floodplain 
management ordinances.  

The 100 year flood will be accommodated by new bridge crossings without a significant 
increase in flood elevation. The project will parallel the French Broad River in the vicinity of river 
milepost 150.5 near Amboy Road and cross the river along new location between river 
mileposts 146 and 147. As such, filling in the floodway for roadway construction may occur near 
Amboy Road. With improvements to existing I-240 over Hominy Creek, the French Broad River 
could be impacted up to river milepost 151.5, at the mouth of Hominy Creek. However, as 
previously noted, any floodway modifications will be conducted in accordance with FEMA and 
City of Asheville regulations. 

Due to the proposed placement of structures (including the bridge piers) within the floodplain, 
the potential exists for the floodplain elevation to rise above the existing level. If the floodplain 
level rises and affects an insurable structure within the floodplain, then the structure would have 
to be relocated. The detailed evaluation of floodplain impacts will not be completed until the final 
design plans are developed 

The overall effect of the project due to the encroachment on floodplains is anticipated to be 
minor and is not likely to be significant, as the project will increase the bridge lengths for most 
crossings allowing for increased passage of water. The encroachments on the floodplain will 
also not present an increased danger to human safety as a result of the construction, nor will it 
promote development within the floodplain for any of the detailed study alternatives. 

4.1.3.9 Protected Lands 

The project would not impact federal designated wild and scenic rivers, State or National 
Forests, gamelands, or preservation areas. 

4.1.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES  

4.1.4.1 Historic Architecture Resources 

The determination of effect for each historic architectural resource in the area of potential effects 
(APE) is described in this section and summarized in Table 4-21. The expected property takings 
from historic architectural resources for each alternative are listed in Table 4-22.  

The concurrence form signed by the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) agreeing to the 
determinations is included in Appendix A2. 

Biltmore Estate  

Pursuant to Section 106, of the National Historic Preservation Act, the SHPO has concurred 
with the determination that each of the Section C study alternatives would have “no adverse 
effect” on the Biltmore Estate property. Alternatives D-1 and F-1 would avoid taking additional 
right-of-way from Biltmore Estate without the use of retaining walls. Alternatives A-2 and C-2 
would require a small amount of additional right-of-way from the Biltmore Estate property.  
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Table 4-21: Determination of Effect to Historic Resources According to Section 106 

Property 
Section C 

Section A 
Section B 

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

Biltmore Estate  No 
adverse 
effect 

No 
adverse 
effect 

No 
adverse 
effect 

No 
adverse 
effect 

     

Asheville School No 
adverse 
effect 

No 
adverse 
effect 

No 
adverse 
effect 

No 
adverse 
effect 

     

Buncombe County Bridge 
216      No adverse 

effect     

Calvary Baptist Church     No effect     
Baker Building      No adverse 

effect     

West Asheville/Aycock 
School Historic District     Adverse 

effect 
    

William Worley House      No adverse 
effect 

No adverse 
effect 

No adverse 
effect 

No adverse 
effect 

Freeman House      No adverse 
effect 

No adverse 
effect 

No adverse 
effect 

No adverse 
effect 

Buncombe County Bridge 
323      No effect  No effect No effect No effect 

Southern Railroad Bridge      No effect No effect No effect No effect 
Montford Area Historic 
District      No effect No effect No adverse 

effect 
Adverse 
effect 

Montford Hills Historic 
District      No effect No effect No effect No adverse 

effect 
Montford Hills/Hibriten Drive 
Boundary      No adverse 

effect 
No adverse 
effect 

No adverse 
effect No effect 

Mrs. Minnie Alexander 
Cottage      No effect No effect No effect No effect 

Whiteford G. Smith House      No effect No effect No effect No effect 
Haywood Street United 
Methodist Church      No effect No effect No effect No effect 
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Table 4-22: Property Takings (in acres) of Historic Architectural Resources by Alternative (Right-of-way/Easement)  

Property 
Section C 

Section A 
Section B 

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

Asheville School 2.51/0.59 3.11/0.58 2.55/0.57 2.79/0.58      
Biltmore Estate  0.42/0.02 2.18/0 0/0 0/0      
Buncombe County Bridge 
216      Over     

Calvary Baptist Church      0/0     
Baker Building     0/0     
West Asheville/Aycock 
School Historic District and 
Boundary Increase 

    0.35/0.25     

William Worley House      0.15/0.13 0.15/0.13 0.1/0.08 0.1/0.22 
Freeman House      0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 
Buncombe County Bridge 
323       0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 

Southern Railroad Bridge       0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 
Montford Area Historic 
District      0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 

Montford Hills Historic 
District       0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0.03 

Montford Hills and Hibriten 
Drive Expansion      0.03/0 0.04/0 0.16/0 0/0 

Mrs. Minnie Alexander 
Cottage      0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 

Whiteford G. Smith House      0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 
Haywood Street United 
Methodist Church      0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 
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Expected linear feet of impacts to the Biltmore Estate along I-40 beginning where I-40 crosses 
the French Broad River and headed eastbound are provided below.  

Alternative Linear Feet Along I-40 
Westbound Lanes 

Linear Feet Along I-40 
Eastbound Lanes 

Section C – Alternative A-2 3,470 3,790 
Section C – Alternative C-2 4,230 6,220 
Section C – Alternative D-1 1,750 3,700 
Section C – Alternative F-1 2,910 3,180 

Pursuant to Section 110, federal agencies shall exercise a higher standard of care when 
considering undertakings that may directly and adversely affect NHL. The law requires that 
agencies, "to the maximum extent possible, undertake such planning and actions as may be 
necessary to minimize harm to such landmark." In those cases when an agency's undertaking 
directly and adversely affects an NHL, or when federal permits, licenses, grants, and other 
programs and projects under its jurisdiction or carried out by a state or local government 
pursuant to a federal delegation or approval so affect an NHL, the agency should consider all 
prudent and feasible alternatives to avoid an “adverse effect” on the NHL. Coordination with 
respect to Section 110 is ongoing and will continue throughout the project development process. 

Asheville School 

All Section C alternatives would require taking additional right-of-way from this resource. 
Pursuant to Section 106, the SHPO concurred with a determination of “no adverse effect” for 
each of the Section C study alternatives because there are minimal right-of-way acquisitions 
and, taken as a whole, they would not substantially diminish the integrity or significance of the 
property. However, to the greatest extent possible, NCDOT has implemented efforts to avoid 
and minimize impacts to this resource during preliminary design of the project alternatives. 
Avoidance and minimization efforts will continue through the subsequent phases of the project 
development and construction process. 

Buncombe County Bridge 216  

Pursuant to Section 106, the SHPO has concurred with the determination that the project would 
have “no adverse effect” on this historic resource from Section A because the bridge would 
remain in place and protective measures would be utilized during construction. 

Calvary Baptist Church 

Current preliminary plans for Section A will not require right-of-way from this property. Pursuant 
to Section 106, the SHPO has concurred with the determination that the project would have “no 
effect” on this historic resource because no construction activities would directly impact the 
property. 

Baker Building 

Current preliminary plans for Section A show a small easement to modify the sidewalks in front 
of the Baker Building in order to accommodate the revised grade of Haywood Road. Pursuant to 
Section 106, the SHPO has concurred with the determination that the project would have “no 
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adverse effect” on this historic resource. This resource was previously referred to as the 
“Friendly Grocery Store.”  

West Asheville/Aycock School Historic District  

Pursuant to Section 106, the SHPO has concurred with the determination that there would be 
an “adverse effect” on this resource associated with Section A due to expected noise, visual, 
and parking impacts to the property of the Aycock School. Right-of-way would need to be 
acquired within the historic district’s boundaries; however, with regard to the existing stone wall, 
arrowhead monument, and several trees at the school, protective measures will be utilized 
during construction. 

William Worley House 

As proposed, all build alternatives in Section B of the project would result in physical impacts to 
the property. Impacts to this property would be minimized by the construction of a retaining wall 
that would limit the amount of property to be disturbed. Each of the Section B alternatives would 
permanently incorporate less than 0.10 acre from the 3-acre property. Each alternative would 
also require an underground easement for anchoring the proposed retaining wall. Pursuant to 
Section 106, the SHPO has concurred with the determination that there would be “no adverse 
effect” because the proposed effects would not degrade the historic character of the house and 
the house would be screened by existing wooded area that lies between the house and the 
proposed right-of-way. This resource was previously referred to as the “C.G. Worley House.” 

Freeman House 

None of the Section B alternatives would require right-of-way from this resource. Pursuant to 
Section 106, the SHPO has concurred with the determination that the project would have “no 
adverse effect” on this historic resource.  

Buncombe County Bridge 323 (Formerly Great Smoky Mountains Park Bridge) 

Pursuant to Section 106, the SHPO has concurred with NCDOT's determination that all of the 
Section B alternatives would have “no effect” on this historic resource because there would be 
no construction activities that directly impact this bridge. This resource is the northen span of 
the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. 

Southern Railroad Bridge 

Pursuant to Section 106, the SHPO has concurred with NCDOT's determination that all of the 
Section B alternatives would have “no effect” on this historic resource because there would be 
no construction activities that directly impact this bridge. 

Montford Area Historic District 

Pursuant to Section 106, the SHPO has concurred with NCDOT's determination that Section B 
– Alternatives 3, 3-C, and 4 would have “no effect” on this historic resource because there 
would be no construction activities that directly impact this historic resource. Section B – 
Alternative 4-B was determined to have an “adverse impact” due to the retaining walls and 
elevated bridges creating visual impacts to the historic district.  
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Montford Hills 

Pursuant to Section 106, the SHPO has concurred with NCDOT's determination that 
Alternatives 3, 3-C, and 4 would have “no effect” on this historic resource because there are no 
physical impacts to the site. Alternative 4-B would require an underground easement for 
anchoring the proposed retaining wall; therefore, Alternative 4-B was determined to have “no 
adverse effect” because the proposed improvements would not degrade the character of the 
historic resource.  

Montford Hills/Hibriten Drive Boundary Expansion 

As proposed, Section B Alternatives 3, 3-C, and 4 would permanently incorporate less than 0.20 
acre from the historic resource. Pursuant to Section 106, the SHPO has concurred with 
NCDOT's determination that Alternatives 3, 3-C, and 4 would have “no adverse effect” on this 
historic resource given there would be minimal tree removal and the project would not impact 
any contributing resources. Alternative 4-B was determined to have “no effect” on this historic 
resource because there would be no physical impacts to the site.  

Mrs. Minnie Alexander Cottage 

None of the Section B alternatives would require right-of-way from this property. Pursuant to 
Section 106, the SHPO has concurred with the determination that the project would have “no 
effect” on this historic resource because no construction activities would directly impact the 
property. 

Whiteford G. Smith House 

There are no construction activities associated with all alternatives for Section B that would 
directly impact the property; construction activities would have “no effect” on the Whiteford G. 
Smith House. 

Haywood Street United Methodist Church 

There are no construction activities associated with all alternatives for Section B that would 
directly impact the property; construction activities would have “no effect” on the Haywood 
United Methodist Church. 

Mitigation 

Measures to minimize harm and to mitigate unavoidable “adverse effects” will be developed 
through coordination among FHWA, SHPO, NCDOT, and other consulting parties and 
documented in a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) after selection of the preferred alternative. 
Methods for minimizing harm to historic resources will continue throughout subsequent 
engineering and design phases of the project. 

4.1.4.2 Archaeological Resources 

In order to comply with Section 106 of the NHPA (1966, as amended), FHWA and NCDOT must 
evaluate the project’s impact upon any archaeological resources in existence and determine 
whether additional measures would be necessary to mitigate any adverse effects of the project 
upon any significant archaeological sites. 



Chapter 4. Environmental Consequences I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 4-96 

An archaeological survey was performed in 2005 and 2006. That survey relocated or identified 
29 archaeological resources (28 sites and 1 isolated find) within the proposed APE for the 
project’s alternatives. Of these, four sites (31BN623, 31BN825, 31BN826, and 31BN828) are 
eligible for the NRHP. Site 31BN623, the Lower Hominy Hydroelectric Power Plant site, is 
recommended NRHP-eligible under Criterion A due to its association with the early hydroelectric 
and streetcar industries. However, site 31BN623 does not appear to retain intact archaeological 
research potential. Should this site be affected by the project, appropriate mitigation will consist 
of additional documentary research and the preparation of interpretative materials concerning 
the facility and its role in providing electricity to Asheville’s early streetcar system. Sites 
31BN825, 31BN826, and 31BN828 are NRHP-eligible under Criterion D, and as such, should 
they be affected by the project, mitigation could be accomplished through data recovery 
excavations. 

Depending upon what design alternative is chosen and carried forward, additional investigations 
may be required at seven other sites (31BN814, 31BN823, 31BN867, 31BN868, 31BN870, 
31BN871, and 31BN873). Two of these sites (31BN823 and 31BN870) are situated on the 
French Broad River floodplain and/or terraces and contain substantial historic alluvium. 
Mechanized deep trench testing would be needed at these sites to identify and assess possible 
buried archaeological materials and deposits. Site 31BN814, also on a river terrace, contains 
substantial historic fill. Additional exploratory work is needed to determine whether intact 
deposits are present beneath the fill. This could include mechanized stripping of the fill layer as 
well as deep trench testing. The final four sites (31BN867, 31BN868, 31BN871, and 31BN873), 
each of which is situated within the NHL boundary of the Biltmore Estate, appear to have the 
potential to contain intact prehistoric and/or nineteenth century historic period features and 
deposits. Mechanized stripping of these sites is recommended to search for and assess these 
likely features and to establish a definitive characterization of the NRHP eligibility of these sites. 
Site 31BN868 may also require mechanized deep trench testing to identify and assess possible 
deeply buried archaeological materials and deposits.  

In addition, depending upon what design alternative is chosen and carried forward, further 
investigations may be required at 11 other survey areas that contain substantial historic alluvial 
deposition or extensive fill deposits. As mentioned, these depositions could be covering deeply 
buried archaeological deposits. Deep testing, including mechanized trenching, would be needed 
at these areas to identify and assess possible buried archaeological materials and deposits. 

The survey report was submitted to the North Carolina Historic Preservation Office (NC HPO) 
on March 19, 2007. Concurrence from NC HPO was received on September 10, 2007. The 
survey report was submitted to the Biltmore Estate and the Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians 
on October 8, 2007. Following the selection of a preferred alternative and in consultation with 
the NC HPO and the Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians, NCDOT will proceed with the requisite 
additional archaeological investigations, including data recovery operations, at those areas that 
are proposed to be impacted. 

4.1.5 NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

Impacts to the existing natural environment in the project study area are presented in this 
section. Unless otherwise cited, impact information regarding these topics was obtained from 
the NRTR prepared for the proposed project (Atkins Engineering 2015).  



Chapter 4. Environmental Consequences I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 4-97 

4.1.5.1 Soils/Topographical/Geological 

Properties of the soils within the proposed corridors of the detailed study alternatives examined 
can affect the final engineering design of the new roadway alignment. Soil limitations for the 
build alternatives include erosion hazard, shrink/swell potential, differential settlement, low 
strength, corrosivity, and flood hazard. The No-Build Alternative would not have soil impacts. 

Since the project is located in the mountainous region of North Carolina, overcoming 
topographical issues would be important for each of the build alternatives. While areas of cut 
and fill would be necessary to some extent for the alternatives in each section of the project, 
retaining walls would be used in several locations to reduce potential adverse effects to the 
human and natural environment from earthwork activities. The new location build alternatives in 
Section B of the project would require earthwork in order to provide level road bed. However, 
the project design would utilize the existing grade to the extent possible to minimize cut and fill.  

A detailed geotechnical investigation has not been conducted for this phase of project 
development, but will be conducted in a subsequent engineering phase once the preferred 
alternative has been identified. However, the Geotechnical Pre-Scoping Report does not 
anticipate rock cuts (NCDOT 2006a). The No-Build Alternative would not have geology impacts. 
A preliminarily evaluation of the study area by the NCDOT Geotechnical Unit determined that it 
is not likely that acidic rock formations would be encountered along the corridor.  

Once the preferred alternative is chosen and roadway plans are forwarded to the NCDOT 
Geotechnical Unit, 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, the indicator for the level and volume of acidic rock, if it exists.  

Mitigation 

The soil limitations would be overcome through proper engineering design, incorporating 
techniques such as soil modification, appropriate choice of fill material, use of non-corrosive 
subgrade materials, and design of drainage structures capable of conveying estimated peak 
flows. If the Net Neutralization Potential indicates the presence of acidic rock formations, the 
actual amount of treatment required 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, and (3) treatment of very acidic material that would require fully separate and 
contained areas.  

4.1.5.2 Biotic Resources 

Terrestrial Communities 

Potential impacts to plant communities resulting from highway construction reflect the relative 
abundance of communities within the project study area. Much of the project study area is within 
residential and commercial/industrial regions of Asheville, and as such, urban/disturbed land is 
the dominant mapped community. Areas mapped as alluvial hardwood forest and mesic mixed 
forests are considered to be the only natural areas present within the project study area. Since 
this project would involve some construction on new location, fragmentation of these forested 
natural plant communities would be expected. Impacts to plant communities are expected to be 
limited to cut or fill sections and additional 10 foot clearing limits required for construction 
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purposes. Anticipated impacts to vegetative communities by the build alternatives are tabulated 
in Table 4-23. 

No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative would have no impact on terrestrial communities.  

Section C 

In Section C, Alternative A-2 would impact 342.55 acres of vegetative communities, while 
Alternative F-1 would impact 289.74 acres.  

Section A 

In Section A, the I-240 Widening Alternative would impact 139.99 acres of vegetative 
communities.  

Section B 

In Section B, Alternative 4 would impact 169.63 acres of vegetative communities, while 
Alternative 3-C would impact 122.04 acres.  

Terrestrial Wildlife 

The No-Build Alternative would have no direct impact on wildlife. However, increased traffic on 
existing roads would proportionately result in increased roadkills. 

Fragmentation and loss of wildlife habitat is an unavoidable consequence of all the detailed 
study alternatives. However, the proposed project is not expected to result in adverse impacts to 
wildlife due to the existing urbanized nature of the project study area. Short-term displacement 
of local wildlife populations would occur during initial construction. Most local species are 
habituated to human-related disturbances and are expected to return to the vicinity after 
construction. Movement through the area would become more dangerous for many transient 
species due to the increase in width of the new facility. 

No economically important game species are expected to be adversely affected by the project 
due to the primarily urban and suburban setting. 

Some wildlife species that occur within the project study area may be displaced through a 
permanent change in location of community boundaries. Local large mammal populations, such 
as deer, fox, and bobcat, may experience disruptions in mating, feeding, or migratory patterns 
as a result of construction. Increased urbanization has already resulted in diminished habitat 
opportunities as woodlands and adjacent agricultural lands are committed to development. 
Migratory and resident bird species that require forest interiors for nesting may be displaced by 
reduction in community tract size. 
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Table 4-23: Anticipated Vegetative Community Impacts 

Vegetative Community 

Impacts by Alternative (acres) 

Section C 
Section A 

Section B 

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

Maintained/Disturbed  192.86 191.47 188.84 171.93 91.08 87.85 83.96 126.50 124.82 
Mesic Mixed Forest 140.72 137.11 135.08 111.26 47.41 39.02 33.32 40.02 40.67 
Alluvial Hardwood Forest 8.97 9.11 8.33 6.55 1.50 5.87 4.76 3.10 3.88 
Total 342.55 337.69 332.25 289.74 139.99 132.74 122.04 169.62 169.37 
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Aquatic Communities and Wildlife 

The No-Build Alternative would have no impact on aquatic communities and wildlife.  

Impacts to water resources in the project study area may result from activities associated with 
the construction of any of the detailed study alternatives. Activities that would result in impacts 
are clearing and grubbing on streambanks, riparian canopy removal, in stream construction, 
fertilizers and pesticides used in revegetation, and pavement/culvert installation. The following 
impacts to surface water resources could result from the construction activities mentioned 
above: 

 Increased sedimentation and siltation downstream of the crossing and increased erosion in 
the project study area 

 Alteration of stream discharge due to silt loading and changes in surface and groundwater 
drainage patterns 

 Changes in light incidence and water clarity due to increased sedimentation and vegetation 
removal 

 Changes in and destabilization of water temperature due to vegetation removal 
 Alteration of water levels and flows due to interruptions and/or additions to surface and 

groundwater flow from construction 
 Increased nutrient loading during construction via runoff from exposed areas 
 Increased concentrations of toxic compounds in roadway runoff 
 Increased potential for release of toxic compounds such as fuel and oil from construction 

equipment and other vehicles 

Temporary construction impacts due to erosion and sedimentation would be minimized through 
implementation of a stringent erosion control schedule and the use of BMPs. 

Long-term impacts to streams along the eventually selected corridor would be limited to stream 
reaches within the road facility footprint only. Impacts to stream reaches adjacent to the facility 
footprint would be temporary and localized during construction. Long-term impacts to adjacent 
reaches resulting from construction are expected to be negligible. 

Invasive Species 

Invasive species are species that are non-native to the ecosystem under consideration whose 
introduction causes or is likely to cause economic or environmental harm or harm to human 
health. EO 13112 was signed in 1999 and requires that federal agencies shall use relevant 
programs and authorities to:  

 Prevent the introduction of invasive species 
 Detect and respond rapidly to and control populations of such species in a cost effective and 

environmentally sound manner 
 Monitor invasive species populations accurately and reliably 
 Provide for restoration of native species and habitat conditions in ecosystems that have 

been invaded 
 Conduct research on invasive species and develop technologies to prevent introduction and 

provide for environmentally sound control of invasive species 
 Promote public education on invasive species and the means to address them 
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FHWA has developed guidance on addressing the potential problems associated with roadside 
invasive plants. Additionally, the proposed project will comply with the requirements set forth in 
EO 13112 and the Federal Highway Administration Guidance on Invasive Species (FHWA 
1999). 

4.1.5.3 Natural Heritage Program Identified Priority Areas  

No Identified Priority Areas were identified in the project study area; therefore, impacts are not 
anticipated.  

4.1.5.4 Water Resources 

Groundwater 

The No-Build Alternative would have no impact on groundwater.  

Expected effects of the project on groundwater are similar among the detailed study 
alternatives. Any wells within the project's right-of-way would be surveyed prior to project 
construction. NCDOT would purchase these wells and cap and abandon them in accordance 
with North Carolina Well Construction Standards. Any subsurface contamination would be 
reported to the Asheville Regional Office of the NCDEQ. During the final design phase of the 
project, NCDOT would also identify wells adjacent to the project right-of-way that could be 
impacted by roadway construction. Mitigation for these wells could be provided through land 
purchase, compensation for damages, or the provision of new wells. 

A roadway alignment is in a cut section if the elevation of the roadway is below the original 
ground elevation. Well drawdown (reduced yield) may occur around areas of cut sections. 
Construction of the build alternatives would contribute to a cumulative decrease in available 
recharge area for the Piedmont and Blue Ridge crystalline-rock aquifers. However, due to the 
already urban/disturbed land areas in the vicinity, the proposed project is not expected to 
substantially impact aquifer recharge volumes.  

Pollutants associated with highway construction and use could potentially affect aquifer 
groundwater quality in localized areas. Possible pollutants include pesticides, herbicides, 
fertilizers, petrochemicals, oil, grease, heavy metals, and hazardous materials. It should be 
noted that no sole or principal drinking water aquifers are present in the project area (EPA 
2007). Construction impacts are presented in Section 4.1.6. 

The majority of the drinking water in the project study area is supplied by reservoirs. Impacts to 
these reservoirs are not anticipated. 

Surface Water 

The No-Build Alternative would have no impact on surface water.  

Significant impacts on drainage patterns and groundwater are not anticipated for any of the 
build alternatives; however, the amount of impervious surface would be increased by the 
project. The effects on surface water would likely be proportional to the increase in impervious 
surface and are included in Table 4-24. 
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Table 4-24: Impervious Surface Area 

Alternative 
Existing Impervious 

Area (acres) 
Increase in Impervious 

Area (acres) 
Percent increase in 

Impervious Area 

Section C 

Alternative A-2 78.50 152.93 95% 
Alternative C-2 81.36 163.39 101% 
Alternative D-1 77.44 138.77 79% 
Alternative F-1 77.45 134.57 74% 
Section A 

I-240 Widening 
Alternative 36.36 63.81 75% 

Section B 

Alternative 3 38.24 67.92 78% 
Alternative 3-C 41.20 69.57 69% 
Alternative 4 58.27 96.53 66% 
Alternative 4-B 59.28 99.73 68% 
Source: Updated Impervious Surface Calculations Memorandum (URS 2015l). 

For Section C, Alternative F-1 would have the smallest increase in impervious area and, 
therefore, would likely have the lowest effect on water quality. The other three alternatives 
would have more substantial increases in impervious area and would require more extensive 
mitigation measures to minimize the impacts to water quality. Section A of the proposed project 
would include a 75% increase in impervious surface. For the four alternatives in Section B – 
Alternative 4 would have the smallest percent increase in impervious area, while Alternative 3 
would result in the largest percent increase. Due to the proximity to the French Broad River and 
Smith Mill Creek, mitigation measures to minimize any impacts to water quality are needed. 

The increase in impervious surface area would have minimal impact on the French Broad River 
basin as a whole, but would increase both the peak and total volume of runoff to the tributaries 
and smaller drainage basins with the project study area. These impacts would be reviewed and 
addressed during the final design stage of the project. The smaller receiving streams feed 
directly into the larger streams (Hominy Creek, Smith Mill Creek, and the French Broad River), 
so the impacts on downstream properties would be minimal. There are no high quality receiving 
waters in the watershed that would be degraded by runoff from the project. 

The following pollutants may be contained in the stormwater runoff: 

 Sediment eroded during construction activity 
 Pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers used to plant and maintain highway landscaping 
 Petrochemicals, oil, grease, and heavy metals associated with operation of vehicles 
 Trash and debris discarded by highway users 
 Chemicals and hazardous materials accidentally spilled during transport 

The project has the potential to temporarily degrade the quality of water in the surrounding 
streams by means of soil erosion during construction. Construction impacts are presented in 
Section 4.1.6.  
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Mitigation 

As part of the Highway Stormwater Program, NCDOT will develop and implement numerous 
programs on a statewide basis to protect and promote stormwater quality impacted by NCDOT 
discharges. Programs will be developed to ensure compliance with the NPDES permit. The 
NCDOT will incorporate measures to control nonpoint source water quality impacts as described 
in NCDOT's Best Management Practices for Protection of Surface Waters (NCDOT 1997). The 
goal of these BMPs is "to prevent degradation of the state's waters through the location, 
construction, or operation of the highway system". These measures will be incorporated into the 
final engineering design of the project and will be detailed in an erosion and sedimentation 
control plan. This plan will be prepared in accordance with the guidelines and requirements of 
the North Carolina Sedimentation Pollution Control Act (15A NCAC 4B.0101 0130).  

During construction, BMPs for in water and over water construction will be implemented, which 
will incorporate monitoring and enforcement of operational standards. A list of BMPs and 
NCDOT standards is included in Section 4.1.6.6. 

BMPs to control stormwater runoff include directing sheet flow over grassed shoulder slopes 
and shallow flat slope ditches, using stone-lined ditches in lieu of rigid concrete pavement, and 
using storage where necessary and practicable to reduce discharge of roadway runoff into 
sensitive receiving waters (NCDOT 1991). In flat areas, such as the project site, long-term 
stormwater drainage is typically provided through grass swales parallel to the roadway. 
Vegetated swales will reduce water quality impacts to surface water by catching oil, grease, and 
other pollutants and preventing them from draining to the area streams and rivers.  

Stormwater runoff from the project will be contained as part of the project. NCDOT has no 
jurisdiction to impose land use and development controls. However, local government has the 
ability to control development through zoning, issuance of permits, and water quality objectives. 
State stormwater certification (15A NCAC-2H.1000) will be required. Requirements for this 
certification vary by the classifications of waters to which the project would drain.  

Specific stormwater management devices for treating the runoff from the project will be 
determined during the final design phases of the project. Both quality and quantity management 
will be addressed, with particular attention paid to the increased impervious area and to the 
runoff collected from the extensive bridge structures. Possible devices include vegetated 
swales, wet and/or dry detention basins, infiltration basins, filtration basins, and stormwater 
wetlands. Numerous opportunities for these devices exist within the footprint of the proposed 
project. Potential locations include the following: 

Section C 

Section C, with its characteristically spread footprint due to the nature of a directional 
interchange, would create large areas in the ramp infields that may be readily used for 
stormwater management devices. 

Emergency oil and chemical spill response plans are in effect for Buncombe County. The state 
of North Carolina has organized a system of Hazardous Materials Regional Response Teams 
strategically located in the state to provide hazardous materials response services. The City of 
Asheville Fire and Rescue serves Buncombe County and 19 other counties in western North 
Carolina and provides hazardous materials emergency response. 
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The project would impact stream systems for which permitting will be required. Permits required 
for impacts to streams are discussed in Section 4.4.1.  

Section A 

Section A is the most urban and the most site constrained section of the project and thus 
contains the fewest opportunities for stormwater management devices. Still, the infield areas of 
the Brevard Road interchange and the Amboy Road interchange offer opportunities for 
stormwater management devices. Locating opportunities for stormwater treatment will be 
challenging in the Haywood Road interchange area and at the northern terminus of the section. 

Section B 

The area beneath the structures west of the French Broad River in the vicinity of the existing 
Crowne Plaza Resort golf course offers numerous opportunities for stormwater management 
devices for any chosen alternate in Section B. In addition, the areas east of the French Broad 
River and west of the existing railroad under the proposed bridges offer ample opportunities for 
stormwater treatment on all alternatives. Finally, there would be areas created around the 
interchange ramp infield that may also be utilized if needed. 

Navigable Waterways 

Navigable waterways associated with existing bridges within the project study area would not be 
affected by the proposed project. For the No-Build Alternative, no impacts are anticipated as the 
existing navigational clearance would remain the same. 

New bridges are proposed for Section B – Alternatives 3, 3-C, 4, and 4-B. All Section B 
alternatives include a proposed bridge carrying I-26 over the French Broad River. In addition to 
the I-26 bridge, Section B – Alternatives 4 and 4-B propose two new flyover bridges north of the 
existing Patton Avenue carrying I-240 traffic over the river. These bridges would not affect 
navigation of the French Broad River. New bridges proposed for project alternatives would meet 
or exceed existing upstream and downstream navigational clearances. Coordination with 
USACE and the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) is ongoing and will continue throughout the course 
of the project.  

4.1.5.5 Jurisdictional Issues 

Wetlands and Streams  

The crossing of jurisdictional features, including streams and wetlands, is unavoidable for the 
build alternatives being considered for the proposed project. However, all practicable efforts 
have been taken during the preliminary design to minimize these impacts. The area impacted 
for jurisdictional features is comprised of the cut and fill limits plus a 25 foot buffer for all 
alternatives and bridge locations.  

No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative would have no impact on jurisdictional wetlands and streams.  
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Section C 

The impacts to jurisdictional features are shown on Figure 4-19 through Figure 4-22, with 
impacts to wetlands included in Table 4-25 and stream impacts included in Table 4-26. Section 
C – Alternative F-1 would impact the least wetlands (1.86 acres) and streams (1,984 linear feet).  

Section A 

The impacts to jurisdictional features are shown on Figure 4-23, with impacts to wetlands shown 
in Table 4-27 and stream impacts included in Table 4-28. The I-240 Widening Alternative in 
Section A would impact 0.01 acre of wetlands and 798 linear feet of stream. 

Section B 

The impacts to jurisdictional features are shown on Figure 4-24 through Figure 4-27, with 
impacts to wetlands are shown in Table 4-29 and stream impacts included in Table 4-30. Within 
Section B, Alternative 4-B would have the least impact on wetlands (0.10 acre) and Alternative 4 
would have the lowest stream impact (1,839 linear feet). Alternatives 3 and 4 would have the 
greatest wetland impact (0.22 acre) and Alternative 3 would have the greatest stream impacts 
(3,874 linear feet). Alternative 3-C would impact 0.11 acre of wetland and 3,639 linear feet of 
streams. Alternatives 3 and 4 would also include 0.6 acre and 0.53 acre of impacts to ponds, 
respectively. 

Mitigation 

USACE has adopted, through CEQ, a wetland mitigation policy that embraces the concept of 
“no net loss of wetlands” and sequencing. The purpose of this policy is to restore and maintain 
the chemical, biological, and physical integrity of waters of the United States, and specifically 
wetlands. Mitigation of wetland impacts has been defined by the CEQ to include avoiding 
impacts (to wetlands), minimizing impacts, rectifying impacts, reducing impacts over time, and 
compensating for impacts (40 CFR 1508.20). Each of these three aspects (avoidance, 
minimization, and compensatory mitigation) must be considered sequentially. 

Avoidance 

Avoidance mitigation examines appropriate and practicable possibilities of averting impacts to 
waters of the United States. According to a 1990 MOA between EPA and USACE (EPA 1990), 
in determining “appropriate and practicable” measures to offset unavoidable impacts, such 
measures should be appropriate to the scope and degree of those impacts and practicable in 
terms of cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project purposes. Impacts to 
streams are expected due to the nature of the project. Not all sediment can be prevented from 
entering waters of the United States. 

Minimization  

Minimization includes the examination of appropriate and practicable steps to reduce the 
adverse impacts to waters of the United States. Implementation of these steps will be required 
through project modifications and permit conditions. Minimization typically focuses on 
decreasing the footprint of the proposed project through the reduction of median widths, right-of-
way widths, fill slopes, and/or road shoulder widths. As work on I-40 and I-240 will involve 
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Table 4-25: Wetlands Impacts for Section C Alternatives 

Wetland ID NCDWR Rating 
Wetland Impacts (acres) 

Alternative A-2 Alternative C-2 Alternative D-1 Alternative F-1

WL  35 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 
WK 35 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 
WH 71 1.14 0.87 0.57 0.74 
WI 71 0.93 0.95 0.90 0.60 
WAC 59 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 
WX 46 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 
WZ 40 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 
WJ 43 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 
WAF 39 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 
WAG 39 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 
WV 54 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 
WQ Unknown <0.01 No Impact <0.01 No Impact 
WY 40 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 
Total N/A 2.62 2.36 2.01 1.86 

 

Table 4-26: Stream Impacts for Section C Alternatives 

Description Classification a 
Stream Impacts (linear feet) 

A-2 C-2 D-1 F-1 
French Broad River P 0 0 0 0 
Lower Hominy Creek P 0 0 62 0 
Ragsdale Creek P 255 253 255 253 
Trent Branch P 340 208 340 191 
Upper Hominy Creek P 0 0 0 0 
UT1C to French Broad River I 115 212 53 14 
UT1C to Lower Hominy Creek I 79 79 79 79 
UT1C to Ragsdale Creek P 227 236 227 236 
UT1C to Upper Hominy Creek P 312 77 312 43 
UT2 to UT 1C to French Broad River I 374 374 374 278 
UT2 to UT2C to Upper Hominy Creek P 0 0 0 6 
UT2C To French Broad River P 42 64 15 22 
UT2C to Lower Hominy Creek P 375 430 375 0 
UT2C to Ragsdale Creek I 165 165 165 165 
UT2C to Upper Hominy Creek P 528 528 528 543 
UT3C To Ragsdale Creek  P 154 154 154 154 
Total N/A 2,965 2,779 2,938 1,984 
a P = Perennial stream (typically contains permanent, flowing water); I = Intermittent stream 
(characterized by temporal flow interruptions).  
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Table 4-27: Wetlands Impacts for Section A – I-240 Widening Alternative 

Wetland ID NCDWR Rating a Wetland Impacts (acres) 

WA 40 0.01 
Total N/A 0.01 
a Wetland rating procedure from A Field Guide to North Carolina Wetlands (NCDNR 1996). Wetlands are 
rated on a scale of 1 to 100, with 100 indicating the highest quality. 

 

Table 4-28: Stream Impacts for Section A – I-240 Widening Alternative 

Description Classification a Stream Impacts (linear feet) 
UT1A to French Broad River P 290 
UT2A to French Broad River P 282 
UT3C to Lower Hominy Creek P 6 
Moore Branch P 220 
Total N/A 798 
a P = Perennial stream (typically contains permanent, flowing water).  

 

Table 4-29: Wetlands Impacts for Section B Alternatives 

Wetland ID NCDWR Rating a 
Wetland Impacts (acres) 

Alternative 3 Alternative 3-C Alternative 4 Alternative 4-B 
WC 43 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 
WF 29 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 
WD 33 0.12 No Impact 0.12 No Impact 
WG 20 No Impact No Impact <0.01 No Impact 
Total N/A 0.22 0.11 0.22 0.10 
a Wetland rating procedure from A Field Guide to North Carolina Wetlands (NCDNR 1996). Wetlands are 
rated on a scale of 1 to 100, with 100 indicating the highest quality. 

 

Table 4-30: Stream Impacts for Section B Alternatives 

Description Classification a 
Stream Impacts (linear feet) 

3 3-C 4 4-B 
Smith Mill Creek P 1,448 1,525 0 254 
UT1B to Smith Mill Creek I 1,348 1,348 768 1,348 
UT2B to Smith Mill Creek P 300 300 300 300 
UT3B to Smith Mill Creek P 244 244 177 0 
UT1B to French Broad River I 375 0 444 0 
UT2B to French Broad River I 12 93 0 130 
UT3B to French Broad River P 0 0 28 31 
UT4B to French Broad River P 147 128 123 65 
UT6B to French Broad River I 0 0 0 0 
Total N/A 3,874 3,639 1,839 2,128 
a P = Perennial stream (typically contains permanent, flowing water) I = Intermittent stream (characterized 
by temporal flow interruptions).  

  



Chapter 4. Environmental Consequences I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 4-117 

widening the existing roadway, multiple opportunities will occur to minimize the lengths of 
culvert extensions and fill slopes. Efforts will be made to decrease impacts to surface waters. 

Compensatory 

Compensatory mitigation is not normally considered until anticipated impacts to waters of the 
United States have been avoided and minimized to the maximum extent possible. It is 
recognized that “no net loss of wetlands” functions and values may not be achieved in each and 
every permit action. In accordance with 67 FR 2020, 2092; January 15, 2002, USACE requires 
compensatory mitigation when necessary to ensure that adverse effects to the aquatic 
environment are minimal. The size and type of the proposed project impact and the function and 
value of the impacted aquatic resource are factors considered in determining acceptability of 
appropriate and practicable compensatory mitigation. Appropriate and practicable 
compensatory mitigation is required for unavoidable adverse impacts that remain after all 
appropriate and practicable minimization has been required. Compensatory actions often 
include restoration, preservation and enhancement, and creation of waters of the United States. 
Such actions should be undertaken first in areas adjacent to or contiguous to the discharge site.  

In July 2010, a new legal document (or instrument) for the operation and use of the Ecosystem 
Enhancement Program's (EEP) In-Lieu Fee programs for stream and wetland mitigation was 
signed by USACE and NCDEQ. 

The instrument complies with federal rules governing compensatory mitigation that became 
effective in June 2008, and supersedes the 2003 MOA among USACE, NCDEQ, and NCDOT 
(EPA 2003) governing EEP operations, as well as a 1998 Memorandum of Understanding 
between NCDEQ and USACE (NCDNR and USACE 1998). 

EEP worked with USACE, USEPA, and other state and federal regulatory and resource 
agencies to develop the new instrument.  

Opportunities for compensatory mitigation are limited within the project area. Existing 
downcutting, eroded drainages can be improved with streambank grading and planting or more 
comprehensive restoration strategies. Almost all stream and wetland areas in the project area 
are invaded by exotic, invasive plant species including Chinese privet, Japanese honeysuckle, 
multiflora rose, and Oriental bittersweet (Celastrus orbiculatus). Removal of these invaders, 
along with riparian buffer enhancements, may constitute further mitigation opportunities.  

Protected Species 

Federally listed endangered and threatened species are legally protected under the provisions 
of Section 7 of the ESA of 1973, as amended, and any action likely to adversely affect a species 
afforded federal protection is subject to review by USFWS and/or NMFS. Species classified as 
FSC are not protected under the provisions of Section 7 of the ESA, but are defined as species 
under consideration for listing as threatened or endangered. North Carolina provides limited 
protection to "at risk" species under the North Carolina Endangered Species Act and the North 
Carolina Plant Protection and Conservation Act of 1979. NCWRC and the North Carolina 
Department of Agriculture are responsible for enforcing and administering species protection. 
The federally protected species found in Buncombe County and the biological conclusions 
regarding the potential effects of the project are summarized in Table 4-31. Concurrence with 
these findings will be requested from USFWS after selection of a preferred alternative.  
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Table 4-31: Federally Protected Species listed for Buncombe County 

Scientific Name Common Name 
Federal 
Status a 

Habitat 
Present 

Biological 
Conclusion a 

Clemmys muhlenbergii Bog turtle T(S/A) No Not required 

Glaucomys sabrinus coloratus 
Carolina northern flying 
squirrel E No No effect 

Myotis grisescens Gray bat E Yes Unresolvedb 
Myotis septentrionalis Northern Long-eared Bat T Unknown Unresolvedb 
Hybopsis monacha Spotfin chub c T Yes No effect 

Alasmidonta raveneliana Appalachian elktoe c E Yes MA‐NLAA 
Microhexura montivaga Spruce‐fir moss spider E No No effect 
Epioblasma florentina walker Tan riffleshell c, d E Yes MA‐NLAA 
Solidago spithamaea Blue Ridge goldenrod c E No No effect 
Sagittaria fasciculata Bunchedarrowhead c E Yes No effect 

Sarracenia jonesii 
Mountain sweet pitcher 
plant c E No No effect 

Geum radiatum Spreading avens E No No effect 
Spiraea virginiana Virginia spiraea c T Yes No effect 
Gymnoderma lineare Rock gnome Lichen E No No effect 
a E ‐ Endangered; T ‐ Threatened; T(S/A) ‐ Threatened due to similarity of appearance; MA‐NLAA – May 
Affect‐Not Likely to Adversely Affect 
b NCDOT Biolgoical Surveys Group will be responsible for habitat screening and surveys for this project. 
c Historic record (the species was last observed in the county more than 50 years ago). 
d Obscure record (the date and/or location of observation is uncertain). 
Source: Atkins Engineering 2015 

The following biological conclusions are a result of integrating the findings from all field visits.  

Bog turtle 

Biological Conclusion: Not Required 

Species listed as threatened due to similarity of appearance do not require Section 7 
consultation with the USFWS. A review of NCNHP records, updated October 2014, indicates an 
occurrence recorded in 1978 within Section C of the study area and extending southeast of the 
French Broad River. Records indicate that three individuals were observed on Biltmore Estate 
property by a reliable source but considered unverified. The occurrence record is considered 
historic by NCNHP. However, this project is not expected to affect the bog turtle because no 
suitable habitat is present within the study area. The study area occurs in historically developed 
and disturbed areas, and palustrine wetlands proposed for potential impacts offer poor bog 
turtle habitat. There are no bog wetlands in the study area. Freshwater wetlands within the 
study area are forested riparian systems. Based on NCNHP records and professional judgment, 
no impact to the bog turtle is expected as a result of this project. 

Carolina northern flying squirrel 

Biological Conclusion: No Effect 
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As elevations in the project study area range from 1,980 feet to 2,150 feet, the study area 
contains no suitable habitat for Carolina northern flying squirrel. Spruce‐fir forests and adjacent 
hardwoods do not occur in or near the study area. NCNHP records, updated October 2014, 
document no occurrence of Carolina northern flying squirrel within 1.0 mile of the study area. 
Based on NCNHP records, field observations, and habitat characteristics, this project is not 
expected to affect the Carolina northern flying squirrel. 

Gray bat 

Biological Conclusion: Unresolved 

NCNHP records, updated October 2014, document no occurrence of gray bat within 1.0 mile of 
the study area. No limestone formations or other cave habitats occur in or near the study area. 
However, suitable foraging habitat does occur over open water and within floodplains of larger 
streams within the study area. On June 19‐23, 2006, NCDOT biologists conducted a habitat 
assessment for the gray bat in the project area. All existing bridges were examined for evidence 
of roosting bats. Rock outcrops and abandoned buildings were also examined. No evidence of 
roosting bats was found. A Gray bat habitat assessment will be conducted by NCDOT after a 
preferred alternative is chosen for the project. 

Northern Long‐eared Bat 

Biological Conclusion: Unresolved 

Screening for the NLEB and subsequent surveys will be the responsibility of the NCDOT 
Biolgoical Surveys Group. Construction authorization will not be requested until ESA 
compliance is satisfied for the NLEB.  

Spotfin chub 

Biological Conclusion: No Effect 

Hominy Creek, Ragsdale Creek, and Reed Creek are medium‐sized streams of moderate 
gradient. These waters do not appear to be experiencing heavy siltation and all have moderate 
flowing water with sand, gravel, and cobble beds. However, NCDOT consulted with USFWS on 
March 2, 2006, and asked whether there was a need for a spotfin chub survey for this project. It 
was determined a spotfin chub survey was not needed because the spotfin chub record was 
historic and the water quality in the French Broad had not improved enough to warrant a survey. 
NCNHP records, updated October 2014, document no occurrence of spotfin chub within 1.0 
mile of the study area. Records for this species within Buncombe County are over 50 years old. 
Based on NCNHP records and professional judgment, no impact to the spotfin chub is expected 
as a result of this project. NCDOT will be updating surveys for the spotfin chub after a preferred 
alternative is chosen for the project. 

Appalachian elktoe 

Biological Conclusion: May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect 

NCNHP records, updated October 2014, indicate a pre‐1981 record for Appalachian elktoe 
approximately 3,200 feet upstream of the existing I‐240 bridge crossing of the French Broad 
River. Another pre‐1981 occurrence is recorded in the Swannanoa River approximately 1.0 mile 
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east of the study area. Both occurrence records are considered historic. The proposed project is 
expected to potentially affect Appalachian elktoe habitat due to the placement of bridge 
supports in the French Broad River bed. Surveys for the mussel were conducted in September 
2005 along the French Broad River. These surveys involved the use of snorkel and SCUBA 
equipment. The survey results indicated that the Appalachian elktoe is not present in the 
surveyed reach of the French Broad River. Concurrence with the USFWS will be required. 
Bridging of major water sources, such as the French Broad River and Hominy Creek, in 
combination with stringent erosion control plans, should be implemented to minimize impacts to 
any habitat potentially utilized by the Appalachian elktoe. NCDOT will be updating surveys for 
the Appalachian elktoe after a preferred alternative is chosen for the project.  

Spruce‐fir moss spider 

Biological Conclusion: No effect 

As elevations in the project study area range from 1,980 feet to 2,150 feet, the study area 
contains no suitable habitat for spruce‐fir moss spider. Spruce‐fir forests do not occur in or near 
the study area. NCNHP records, updated October 2014, document no occurrence of spruce‐fir 
moss spider within 1.0 mile of the study area. Based on NCNHP records, field observations, and 
habitat characteristics, this project is not expected to affect the spruce‐fir moss spider. 

Tan riffleshell 

Biological Conclusion: May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect 

Within the study area, many of the tributaries are headwaters of larger systems with sand and 
gravel substrates. Therefore, suitable habitat for tan riffleshell exists within the project study 
area. Surveys for mussels were conducted in September 2005 along the French Broad River. 
These surveys involved the use of snorkel and SCUBA equipment. The survey results indicate 
that the tan riffleshell is not present in the surveyed reach of the French Broad River. 
Concurrence with the USFWS will be required. NCNHP records document only one occurrence 
of tan riffleshell within 1.0 mile of the study area: a pre‐1874 destroyed population in the French 
Broad River approximately 2 river miles downstream of the I‐40 crossing. Records for this 
species within Buncombe County are over 50 years old. Bridging of streams, such as Reed 
Creek and Hominy Creek, in combination with stringent erosion control plans, should be 
implemented to minimize impacts to any habitats utilized by the tan riffleshell. NCDOT will be 
updating surveys for the tan riffleshell after a preferred alternative is chosen for the project. 

Blue Ridge goldenrod 

Biological Conclusion: No Effect 

As elevations in the project study area range from 1,980 feet to 2,150 feet, the project study 
area contains no suitable habitat for high‐elevation plant species such as Blue Ridge goldenrod. 
NCNHP records, updated October 2014, document no occurrence of Blue Ridge goldenrod 
within 1.0 mile of the study area. Based on NCNHP records, field observations, and professional 
judgment, the project would have no effect on the Blue Ridge goldenrod. 

Bunched arrowhead 

Biological Conclusion: No Effect 
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USFWS records indicate that this species has not been documented within Buncombe County 
for over 50 years. NCNHP records, updated October 2014, document no occurrence of bunched 
arrowhead within 1.0 mile of the study area. The study area may contain suitable habitat for 
bunched arrowhead in the shallower, sluggish stream systems and wetland areas. Surveys 
were conducted of the entire study area for bunched arrowhead during June 2006 field visits. 
Additional surveys in subsequently added sections of the study area, as well as in the original 
study areas, were conducted from June 8 to June 10, 2010, and from July 21 to 31, 2014. The 
larger wetlands in the project study area were surveyed (including Wetlands WD, WH, WI, WN, 
WY, WZ, WAA, and WAC) for bunched arrowhead.  

The best suitable habitat for this plant was found at Wetland WAC, which included areas with 
standing water and good sun exposure. However, the wetland has been impounded by beavers 
and therefore does not support the constant sheet flow favored by the arrowhead. The other 
wetlands are drier and support extensive canopy and shrub coverage and therefore would be 
unlikely to sustain a population of bunched arrowhead. No plants of this species were found. 
Based on NCNHP records, survey data, and professional judgment, this project would not affect 
bunched arrowhead. 

Mountain sweet pitcher plant 

Biological Conclusion: No Effect 

The project study area contains no bogs or granite rock faces that might provide suitable habitat 
for the mountain sweet pitcher plant. NCNHP records, updated October 2014, document no 
occurrence of mountain sweet pitcher plant within 1.0 mile of the study area. Based on NCNHP 
records, field observations, and professional judgment, the project would not impact the 
mountain sweet pitcher plant. 

Spreading avens 

Biological Conclusion: No Effect 

As elevations in the project study area range from 1,980 feet to 2,150 feet, the project study 
area contains no suitable habitat for high‐elevation plant species such as spreading avens. 
NCNHP records, updated October 2014, document no occurrence of spreading avens within 1.0 
mile of the study area. Based on NCNHP records, field observations, and professional 
judgment, the project would have no effect on the spreading avens. 

Virginia spiraea 

Biological Conclusion: No Effect 

NCNHP records, updated October 2014, indicate that an occurrence of Virginia spiraea has 
been documented approximately 900 feet east of the project study area located in the northern 
portion of Section A. The known population of Virginia spiraea was planted by the Asheville 
Botanical Gardens on the banks of Reed Creek. The population is located upstream of the 
project study area in an undeveloped area of Reed Creek with suitable habitat. Areas along 
Reed Creek within the project study area contain unsuitable habitat. Surveys were conducted of 
the entire project study area for this plant during June 2006 field visits. All large streams and the 
French Broad River within the study area were visited and walked. All scoured banks, point 
bars, braided features, natural levees, and lower stream reaches were investigated for Virginia 
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spiraea, but no evidence of this species was found. However, Virginia spiraea is considered by 
the USFWS to be an unstable species that can colonize new areas rapidly, and requires that 
surveys be conducted within two years of the project let date. Additional surveys were 
conducted from June 8 to 10, 2010, and from July 21 to 31, 2014, within the entire study area. 
Each named stream and their larger tributaries were examined for habitat suitability for Virginia 
spiraea. For the most part, stream banks in the project study area support extensive hardwood 
growth. Some of these streams do not have the flow or gradient to produce scoured banks or 
point bars. These streams maintain stable, muddy banks that support lush growths of trees, 
shrubs, and vines, including invasive species. Many streams were too narrow to admit sunlight 
through the buffer vegetation onto the stream itself. Named streams (and their tributaries) that 
failed to contain spiraea habitat for some or all of these reasons include Reed Creek, Smith Mill 
Creek, Moore Branch, lower Hominy Creek, Trent Branch, and Ragsdale Creek. Suitable 
spiraea habitat was found in rocky or gravelly islands in mid‐stream French Broad River and 
upper Hominy Creek. Scoured banks, shoals, and point bars in these streams were surveyed 
for the presence of Virginia spiraea. No occurrences of this species were found. Based on field 
surveys, NCNHP records, and habitat suitability, this project would have no effect on Virginia 
spiraea. 

Rock gnome lichen 

Biological Conclusion: No Effect 

NCNHP records, updated October 2014, indicate that rock gnome lichen has not been 
documented within 1.0 mile of the study area. Rock gnome lichen was not observed during field 
surveys. Suitable habitat for rock gnome lichen (elevations above 5,000 feet or deep gorges 
characterized by high humidity) does not occur within or near the study area. The proposed 
project would not adversely impact rock gnome lichen. 

4.1.6 CONSTRUCTION 

The construction activities associated with development of the project would create 
environmental impacts. These impacts are generally short-term in nature and can be controlled, 
minimized, or mitigated through conformance with BMPs and standard NCDOT procedures. For 
detailed information concerning BMPs, refer to the NCDOT guide, Best Management Practices 
for Construction and Maintenance Activities (NCDOT 2003a). The potential construction impacts 
of the project are presented in this section. 

4.1.6.1 Energy 

Construction of the project is expected to result in less total energy utilization than the No-Build 
Alternative. Although construction of the project would initially require the consumption of 
energy and resources that would not be used if the project were not built, operation of the facility 
would compensate for the energy lost during construction by increasing the efficiency of the 
region's roadway system. 

Increased energy efficiency from the roadway improvements would be attributed to its controlled 
access features and would result in (1) decreased vehicle delays, (2) more efficient vehicle 
operating speeds, and (3) diversion of traffic away from less convenient and less efficient 
roadways. Furthermore, the project is consistent with the Federal Energy Policy Act of 2005.  
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4.1.6.2 Visual 

Short-term visual impacts are expected to occur due to construction activities and equipment. 
To reduce the potential for visual impacts, construction activities would be contained within as 
minimal an area as practical. Construction easements on parcels outside the alignment, where 
required, would be managed to minimize potential visual impact. Following construction, ground 
cover, landscaping, or related materials may be utilized to restore or enhance areas to 
preconstruction conditions or better.  

4.1.6.3 Noise 

Construction of the project would result in temporary increases in noise levels within the vicinity 
of the project. Noise would be generated primarily from heavy equipment used to transport 
materials and construction. Sensitive receivers located close to the construction activities may 
temporarily experience increased noise levels.  

Construction noise can be controlled by regulating the hours of construction and equipping 
machinery with noise reduction devices. Certain construction activities could also be limited 
during the evening, weekends, and holidays. Storage and staging areas would be located as far 
from noise sensitive areas as practicable. NCDOT specifications require the contractor to limit 
noise levels to 80 dBA Leq in noise sensitive areas adjacent to the project. NCDOT also 
reserves the right to monitor construction noise and to require noise abatement where limits are 
exceeded. NCDOT can also limit work that produces objectionable noise during normal sleeping 
hours.  

4.1.6.4 Air 

Construction activities could have a short-term impact on air quality, primarily during site 
preparation. PM (dust) is the pollutant of primary concern during the construction period. Dust 
would be generated during earth moving activities; handling of cement, asphalt, or aggregate; 
and equipment travel over unpaved haul roads. Wind erosion of exposed areas and material 
stockpiles would also generate PM.  

The amount of dust generated would vary, depending on the construction activity and local 
weather conditions. Where excess dust is anticipated to be a problem, effective dust control 
measures would be implemented in accordance with standard NCDOT procedures. Dust control 
would be the responsibility of the contractor and could include the following: 

 Minimizing exposed earth surface 
 Temporary and permanent seeding and mulching 
 Watering working and haul areas during dry periods 
 Covering, shielding, or stabilizing material stockpiles 
 Using covered haul trucks 

Emissions from construction equipment are regulated by federal standards. Any burning of 
cleared materials would be conducted in accordance with applicable state and local laws, 
regulations, and ordinances. Specifically, a Burning Permit from the North Carolina Division of 
Forest Resources must be obtained for burning within woodlands or 500 feet of woodlands 
under the protection of the Division of Forest Resources. 
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4.1.6.5 Utilities 

Construction of the project would require some adjustment, relocation, or modification to 
existing public utilities such as natural gas pipelines, power transmission/distribution lines, water 
and sewer lines, and telephone and cable television lines. The impacts to these utilities are 
described in Section 4.1.3.4. Any disruptions to utility service during construction would be 
minimized by phased adjustments to the utility lines.  

It is anticipated that the construction techniques to be used in the relocation of buried utilities 
would include a combination of trenching and boring. Utility relocation impacts would be more 
succinctly defined and minimized at Concurrence Points 4B and 4C of the Section 404/NEPA 
Merger Process as a result of utility relocation design in the final design phase of the project. All 
modifications, adjustments, or relocations would be coordinated with the affected utility. 

4.1.6.6 Water Quality 

Runoff from the project construction site could impact water quality by the transport of sediment, 
nutrients, or hazardous materials. In accordance with the North Carolina Sedimentation and 
Pollution Control Act (15A NCAC 4B.0001.0027), an erosion and sedimentation control plan 
must be prepared for land disturbing activities that cover one or more acres to protect against 
runoff from a 10-year storm. Thus, prior to the start of project construction activities, an erosion 
and sedimentation control plan will be prepared in accordance with the NCDEQ publication 
Erosion and Sediment Control Planning and Design Manual (NCDNR 1993), and the NCDOT 
guidelines in Best Management Practices for Protection of Surface Waters (NCDOT 1997). 
BMPs to minimize sedimentation and erosion impacts during construction include, but are not 
limited to, the following: 

 Scheduling construction activities to minimize exposed area and duration of exposure 
 Clearing only minimal distances ahead of grading 
 Temporary seeding, sodding, and/or mulching of disturbed areas 
 Using gravel or straw on exposed surfaces prior to revegetation 
 Revegetating as soon as possible after construction 
 Using energy dissipators at outfalls 
 Constructing temporary sediment traps 
 Using silt fences 
 Covering stockpiled materials 
 Wetting exposed areas during windy conditions 

In addition, NCDOT’s standard practices will be adhered to during construction of the project. 
The standard practices require the proper use and handling of construction materials. Every 
precaution should be taken by the contractor to avoid erosion and discharge of wastewater, 
bitumens, or hazardous materials, including fuel, lubricants, solvents, or other chemicals, to 
ground or surface waters.  

4.1.6.7 Erosion Control 

In accordance with the North Carolina Sedimentation and Pollution Control Act (15A NCAC 
4B.0001.0027), an erosion and sedimentation control plan must be prepared for land disturbing 
activities that cover one or more acres to protect against runoff from a 10-year storm. Thus, 
prior to the start of project construction activities, an erosion and sedimentation control plan will 
be prepared in accordance with the NCDNR publication Erosion and Sediment Control Planning 
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and Design Manual (NCDNR 1993) and the NCDOT sediment and erosion control program. The 
plan will identify BMPs to be used to reduce erosion and sedimentation. BMPs would include, 
but are not limited to, the following: 

 Minimizing exposed earth surface 
 Installing silt fencing 
 Temporary and permanent seeding and mulching 
 Watering working and haul areas during dry periods 
 Covering, shielding, or stabilizing material stockpiles 

4.1.6.8 Geodetic Markers 

National Geodetic Survey geodetic monuments are located across the country to provide a 
physical marker that is primarily used for land survey controls. There are 26 monuments that fall 
within the project limits. Table 4-32 provides the current status of each monument. 

Table 4-32: Geodetic Monuments 

Designation Northing Easting Status Impact 

Amboy 680739.7999 933890.4057 Last Recovery: 05 
Good Condition 

Would be destroyed during 
construction of I-2513A. 

Annie 688516.8316 936493.8389 Monumented 85: 
Status Unknown 

Would be destroyed during 
construction of I-2513B. 

Bear 678192.0622 927542.6560 Monumented 85: 
Status Unknown 

Would be destroyed during 
construction of I-2513C. 

Brevard 679448.9691 931415.4205 Recovered in 2005 
Good Condition 

Set in bridge over I-240 on NC 
191. Would be destroyed during 
construction of I-2513A. 

Bun 3 676928.2290 929834.5520 Recovered in 1995 
Good Condition 

Set in bridge over I-40 on NC 
191. Would be destroyed during 
construction of I-2513C. 

Courtland 691562.4423 938080.9059 Monumented 85: 
Status Unknown 

Would be destroyed if I-2513B 
Alternative 4 is built. 

Footbridge 682078.4881 934150.5036 Recovered in 1998 
Good Condition 

Would be destroyed during 
construction of I-2513A. 

Ford 694841.9633 936700.1048 Recovered in 1995 
Good Condition 

Would be destroyed during 
construction of I-2513B. 

French 677760.0322 931431.3851 Recovered in 1981 
Good Condition 

Would be destroyed during 
construction of I-2513C. 

Gate 688976.9619 937290.0020 Recovered in 1991 
Good Condition 

Would be destroyed during 
construction of I-2513B. 

Green Horn 670526.1753 928095.1286 Recovered in 1981 
Good Condition 

May be destroyed during 
construction of I-2513C, 
contingent on revised design. 

Haywood 684484.8481 934968.8747 Recovered in 1998 
Good Condition 

Would be destroyed during 
construction of I-2513A. 

Hilton 688560.7291 935746.0024 Recovered in 1998 
Good Condition 

Would be destroyed during 
construction of I-2513B. 

Hominy 672575.1115 928177.7630 Recovered in 1985 
Good Condition 

May be destroyed during 
construction of I-2513C, 
contingent on revised design. 
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Designation Northing Easting Status Impact 

Hump 679395.2881 936591.0270 Recovered in 1981 
Good Condition 

May be destroyed during 
construction of I-2513C, 
contingent on revised design. 

LHT 1800 680332.9840 933595.1910 TVA Benchmark 
Status Unknown 

Might be destroyed during 
construction of I-2513A. 

LHT 1801 676527.0790 929737.3290 TVA Benchmark 
Status Unknown 

Possibly unaffected by any 
alternative. 

Pearson Bridge 
Gauging 
Station 

695696.4140 936794.3210 Recovered in 2006 
Good Condition 

Unaffected by any alternative. 

R 126 690819.8050 937362.1770 Recovered in 2006 
Good Condition 

Unaffected by any alternative. 

Reflector 676482.1707 925762.3315 Recovered in 1985 
Good Condition 

May be destroyed during 
construction of I-2513C, 
contingent on revised design. 

State 683036.8623 934702.1824 Recovered in 2005 
Good Condition 

Would be destroyed during 
construction of I-2513A. 

Stellar 693885.1083 936897.2043 Recovered in 2005 
Good Condition 

Unaffected by any alternative. 

Stowaway 686403.4697 934975.9877 Recovered in 1997 
Good Condition 

Would be destroyed during 
construction of I-2513A. 

Thurston 675806.4305 926580.2236 Recovered in 1985 
Good Condition 

May be destroyed during 
construction of I-2513C, 
contingent on revised design. 

Venable 676927.4224 929757.7501 Was Destroyed 
during Bridge 
construction in ‘98 

N/A 

White Pine 679248.8777 933118.7866 Recovered in 1981 
Good Condition 

Possibly unaffected by any 
alternative. 

Source: NCDNR 2014. 

Mitigation for the impacted monuments will be replacement at a nearby location to maintain the 
network of survey controls along these two interstates. 

4.1.6.9 Borrow and Disposal Sites 

Construction waste material generated during clearing, grubbing, and other construction phases 
would be removed from the project site and burned or disposed of by the contractor in 
accordance with state and local regulations. Litter and other general trash would be collected 
and disposed of at local landfill locations. Construction waste and barrow with regard to 
wetlands would not be allowed unless properly permitted by USACE. Specific locations of 
barrow and disposal sites will be determined during the final design phase of the project. 

4.1.6.10 Traffic Maintenance and Detour Accessibility 

An evaluation of the construction effects was conducted to determine the magnitude of potential 
effects and is included in the Section A Project Footprint Scenarios Memorandum (URS 
2015m). The level of detail included in the evaluation is a good faith effort to identify possible 
impacts due to construction activites based on a general evaluation of the preliminary plans. 
Since construction phasing evolves considerably throughout the duration of the planning, 
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design, and construction phases of the project, substantial additional work is required to 
determine the ultimate construction effects of the project. The intent of the evaluation is to 
compare the construction effects of each alternative relative to one another. The additional 
refinement of construction phasing that will occur in later stages of the design process would 
likely result in a similar level of change for each of the alternatives being considered. Therefore, 
the evaluation method is adequate for selection of a preferred alternative, and any 
improvements made beyond the decision of a preferred alternative would likely be of the same 
magnitude for any of the alternatives being considered. 

The methodology for evaluating the construction effects includes determining the potential 
effects due to construction of the proposed project, including the following: 

 Estimated duration of construction 
 Closures or major detours required to construct the project  
 Lane reductions required to construct the project 
 Temporary changes in access to businesses required to construct the project 

For each of the effects identified, a qualitative evaluation was conducted to determine the likely 
overall magnitude of the effect. Four categories were established for determining the magnitude 
of the effects. The evaluation measures are described in general for each of the four categories 
as follows: 

 Low or Moderate: The construction effect would not be substantial and would be considered 
normal for a major interstate construction project in an urban area. 

 High: The construction effect would be substantial and would be beyond what would be 
considered normal for a major interstate construction project in an urban area. 

 Severe: The construction effect would be substantial and may have adverse effects on the 
traveling public and/or adjacent properties and businesses and would be considered to be 
substantially beyond what would be normal for a major interstate construction project in an 
urban area. 

Section C Construction Effects Summary 

The construction effects evaluation indicates that all four alternatives are expected to have 
similar levels of impacts, with all alternatives having multiple sites that rate as severe. All 
alternatives are expected to utilize permanent road closures, temporary road closures, 
temporary detours, and have user delays due to mainline construction. Business access 
impacts occur on Alternatives A-2 and D-1 near the existing NC 191 interchange, with impacts 
expected to be low.The expected construction duration for Alternatives A-2, C-2, and D-1 is 
5 years, with Alternative F-1 estimated as 4.5 years. 

Section A Construction Effects Summary 

The Section A construction effects evaluation concluded that multiple sites in this section will 
have construction effects considered high or severe. Section A construction is expected to 
utilize permanent road closures, temporary road closures, temporary detours, and have user 
delays due to mainline construction. Business access impacts are expected to be moderate to 
high. It is expected that the construction duration for Section A will be 4 years. 

For Section A, local officials requested a review of the typical section and its impact on the 
project’s construction effects. These officials were interested in reviewing the constructability of 
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Section A and the resulting reduction in the project’s footprint if the project were to utilize a six-
lane typical section with auxiliary lanes in lieu of the eight-lane typical section (Figure 4-28). It 
was determined that the eight-lane typical section utilized in the development of the preliminary 
designs was required to operate at an acceptable level of service in the design year. Cross-
sections depicting a conceptual construction phasing scheme (Exhibits 4.1 through 4.6) show 
step-by-step phases for three locations within Section A.  

The final phase for each location also shows a composite of the limits for the six-lane typical 
section with auxilarary lanes compared to the limits for the preliminary designs which are based 
upon the eight-lane typical section.The evaluation revealed that reducing the typical section to 
six-lanes with auxiliary lanes would minimally reduce the purchase of new right-of-way as much 
of the mainline is anticipated to be constructed within existing right-of-way.  

Section B Construction Effects Summary 

The construction effects evaluation indicates that all four alternatives will have multiple sites with 
impacts that rate high or severe. All alternatives are expected to utilize permanent road 
closures, temporary road closures, temporary detours, and have user delays due to mainline 
construction. Business access impacts are expected to be severe for all four altenatives it is 
estimated that construction for Alternatives 3 and 3-C is 4 years; for Alternatives 4 and 4-B, the 
construction duration is estimated to be 4.5 years.  

4.1.6.11 Pedestrian Work Zone Accommodations During Construction 

The evaluation of the need to provide pedestrian accommodation during construction was 
conducted in accordance with the NCDOT procedure, “Evaluating Temporary Accommodations 
for Pedestrians During Construction,” and summarized in the Pedestrian Work Zone 
Accommodations Assessment (URS 2010a). As the project moves into the final design and 
construction phases, pedestrian accomodations will be developed in further detail to be 
consistent with the Traffic Control Plans Pedestrian activity was observed in some of the studied 
areas and was determined by the presence of existing sidewalks, worn paths, bus stops, or 
observing pedestrians in the vicinity. The locations found to have pedestrian activity include the 
following: 

 Broadway and Riverside Drive 
 East of the French Broad River on Hill Street, Atkinson Street, Patton Avenue, Clingman 

Avenue, and Haywood Street 
 West of the French Broad River on Patton Avenue, Access Road for Westgate, Crowne 

Plaza Resort, and Sam’s Club, Regent Parkway, Florida Avenue 
 Haywood Road, Burton Street, and Hanover Street 
 Brevard Road at I-240 and Shelburne Road 
 Amboy Road 
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Exhibit 4.1 Phase Construction Concepts – Between Brevard Road and Amboy Road 
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Exhibit 4.2 Phase Construction Concepts – Between Brevard Road and Amboy Road 
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Exhibit 4.3 Phase Construction Concepts – South of bridge over State Street 
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Exhibit 4.4 Phase Construction Concepts – South of bridge over State Street 
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Exhibit 4.5 Phase Construction Concepts – North of Haywood Road Interchange 
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Exhibit 4.6 Phase Construction Concepts – North of Haywood Road Interchange 
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The area around Broadway has sidewalks on the east side of US 19-23-70 and worn paths on 
the west side of the interchange. The areas east of the French Broad River have sidewalks 
provided and multiple transit stops. The areas west of the river have worn paths along the side 
of the road from heavy pedestrian activity and multiple transit stops. The area around Haywood 
Road and the residential areas along Hanover Road and State Street have sidewalks with 
several transit stops. The neighborhood on Fairfax Avenue and Virginia Avenue, which is 
residential, did not have sidewalks or worn paths, so it is assumed that any pedestrian activity 
would be in the street. The area around Brevard Road at I-240 has sidewalks on the bridge and 
worn paths along Shelburne Road. Amboy Road has sidewalks that start in the RV park and 
continue through Carrier Park. The area around Brevard Road at I-40 did not have sidewalks or 
worn paths and no pedestrians were observed during the site visit. No pedestrian activity was 
observed on Sand Hill Road, Pond Road, and South Bear Creek Road. 

Data Evaluation and Recommendations 

Temporary pedestrian accommodations would be needed during construction at the locations 
identified in the previous section. The locations where pedestrian accommodations would be 
needed have been further classified into three categories: on-site accommodations, off-site 
detour accommodations, and those where accommodating pedestrians would be difficult and 
require further evaluation. 

On-site Pedestrian Accommodations 

Based on the construction phasing for all sections of the project, the following locations are 
recommended and can safely maintain pedestrian traffic on-site during construction: 

 Broadway 
 Riverside Drive 
 Hill Street and Atkinson Street (for all Section B alternatives) 
 Patton Avenue east of the French Broad River 
 Westbound Captain Jeff Bowen Bridge 
 Haywood Road and Burton Street 
 State Street 
 Amboy Road 

Off-site Detour Pedestrian Accommodations 

Due to the phasing of the construction, some locations would not be able to safely maintain 
pedestrian access during construction and may need to detour pedestrians to an off-site 
location. Based on the construction phasing concepts for Section A, the Brevard Road bridge 
over I-240 would be closed while a new bridge is built. During this time pedestrians would 
require an off-site detour. The recommended detour would be to use Shelburne Road to Hominy 
Creek Road to the old Brevard Road bridge that crosses under I-240 and over Hominy Creek. 
The old Brevard Road is closed to vehicles and is a part of the Asheville Greenways Master 
Plan Report (City of Asheville 1998) as the Hominy Creek Greenway – Western Segment. 
Shelburne Road has a worn path that meets with a sidewalk at the intersection with Hominy 
Creek Road, which has no sidewalks or worn paths. The Hominy Creek Greenway is accessed 
from Hominy Creek Road, approximately 200 feet from the intersection with Shelburne Road.  
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Further Action 

Further investigation is needed in order to determine a pedestrian detour for the access road to 
Westgate Shopping Center, Crowne Plaza Resort, and Sam’s Club, and access to Regent Park, 
which is identified as an area having difficulty accommodating pedestrians. Because this area is 
so heavily traveled by pedestrians, it is important to search for a feasible detour to avoid 
pedestrians unsafely traversing the area. It is recommended that additional evaluations be 
initiated to determine whether a viable solution can be developed to adequately accommodate 
pedestrians during construction at this location. 

4.1.6.12 Construction Waste 

Construction waste material generated during clearing, grubbing, and other construction phases 
will be removed from the project site and burned or disposed of by the contractor in accordance 
with state and local regulations. Disposal of construction waste in wetlands will not be allowed 
unless properly permitted by USACE. Litter and other general trash will be collected and 
disposed of at local landfill locations.  

NCDOT will require contractors to conduct historic, archaeological, wetland, and threatened and 
endangered species surveys prior to approval, and use of construction waste disposal and/or 
barrow sites identified for the proposed project. 

4.1.7 IRRETRIEVABLE AND IRREVERSIBLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

As with any new roadway project, construction of the project would require certain irreversible 
and irretrievable commitments of natural resources, manpower, materials, and fiscal resources. 
Lands within the right-of-way would be converted from their present use to transportation use. 
Use of these lands is considered an irreversible commitment during the time period that the land 
is used for a highway facility. However, if a greater need arises for use of the land, or if the 
highway facility is no longer needed, the land can be converted to another use. At present, there 
is no reason to believe such a conversion would ever be necessary or desirable. 

Considerable amounts of fossil fuels, labor, and highway construction materials such as 
cement, aggregate, and bituminous material would be expended to complete the project. In 
addition, large amounts of labor and natural resources would be used in the fabrication and 
preparation of construction materials. These materials are generally not retrievable. However, 
while demand has increased, they are not in short supply and their use would not have an 
adverse effect on the availability of these resources. Any construction would also require a 
substantial one time expenditure of state and federal funds that are not retrievable. 

Construction of the project would, however, improve a critical link in the long range 
transportation system for the region. The project is consistent with the long range transportation 
goals and objectives of the NCDOT TIP and the FBRMPO. It is anticipated that the proposed 
project would provide a freeway-to-freeway connection between I-26 south of Asheville and 
US 19-23 north of Asheville, improve the capacity of existing I-240 west of Asheville, and reduce 
traffic delays and congestion. It is also anticipated that the improved roadway would enhance 
long-term access opportunities around and through the Asheville area, and would support local 
and regional commitments to transportation improvement and economic viability. Benefits of the 
project would include improved mobility and system linkage.  
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In summary, the anticipated beneficial effects would balance the irretrievable commitment of 
resources caused by the project. The project is consistent with state and local goals of 
improving transportation service in the region and strengthening the area's economic base. 

4.1.8 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LONG-TERM AND SHORT-TERM USES/BENEFITS 

The most disruptive local short-term impacts associated with the project would occur during 
project construction. Existing homes and businesses would be displaced. However, adequate 
replacement housing, land, and space are available for homeowners, tenants, and business 
owners within the project area. Improved mobility and access to and from the study area could 
stimulate economic and business growth and viability as well as long-term residential interest. 

Construction activities could create short-term air quality, noise, and visual impacts for nearby 
residents and businesses. Normal traffic patterns would also be disrupted. Implementation of 
BMPs and NCDOT standard construction procedures would help minimize these impacts. 

Specifically, increased turbidity levels in creeks and streams adjacent to construction activities 
could temporarily affect localized water quality. BMPs, as described in Section 4.1.6.6, would 
minimize potential water quality impacts. In addition, NCDOT will consult with USACE in order 
to determine measures that will minimize impact to waterways and wetlands. 

The local short-term impacts and use of resources by the proposed action would be consistent 
with the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity. Completion of the project 
would, over the long term, be consistent with local, county, regional, and state transportation 
plans.  

4.2 INDIRECT AND CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

Indirect and cumulative effects of the project were studied for both the proposed project and for 
a larger regional area that encompasses the reasonable and foreseeable projects along the I-26 
Corridor. The indirect and cumulative effects for the project study area are included primarily in 
the ILUS/LUSA (URS 2015g), and supporting information is also provided in the Community 
Impact Assessment Update (URS 2015f) conducted for the project.  

The potential cumulative effects of reasonable and foreseeable projects within the regions for 
the I-26 Corridor were evaluated in the Asheville Regional Cumulative Effects Study (CES) 
(NCDOT 2014a).  

4.2.1 INDIRECT AND CUMULATIVE EFFECTS – PROJECT STUDY AREA 

The FLUSA was established as the area within which the proposed project alternatives have the 
potential to induce land use change. This study area encompasses areas examined for potential 
increases in development pressure as a result of project construction.  

The 2010 ILUS/LUSA report verified the FLUSA developed for previous indirect effects analyses 
conducted for I-2513 (HNTB North Carolina, PC 2010b). The FLUSA is based on a 2-mile 
radius of the interchanges along the project. At the time of the report, the FLUSA was re-
evaluated with regard to revised designs and conversations with local planners and determined 
to still be valid.  



Chapter 4. Environmental Consequences I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 4-140 

The time horizon for the 2010 report was 2030, which was consistent with the FBRMPO 
Transportation 2030: A Multi Modal, Long Range Transportation Plan for Buncombe, Haywood 
and Henderson Counties (FBRMPO 2005). While the FBRMPO report still maintains the 2030 
date, the design year for I-2513 is currently 2035, and therefore the horizon year for this 
validation will be 2035. 

Based on available information, notable features within the FLUSA include numerous NRHP 
sites and districts, including the Biltmore Estate. Also within the FLUSA are several 
conservation properties, several hazardous disposal sites, a portion of the Pisgah National 
Forest, UNC-Asheville, and the North Carolina Western Farmers Market. 

As part of this assessment, an Indirect Land Use Effects Screening Matrix was developed, 
which qualitatively assesses factors that influence land development decisions. Each factor 
receives a rating from high concern for indirect effects to less concern for indirect effects. Based 
on the information gathered, the factors in the screening tool indicate a lower concern for 
indirect and cumulative effects as a result of the project. The result of the Indirect and 
Cumulative Land Use Effects Screening Matrix suggests “Possible Indirect Effects.” Given the 
scope of the proposed project and concerns about cumulative effects associated with all of the 
I-26 improvement projects, an Indirect Screening and Land Use Scenario Assessment (URS 
2015g) was also completed to identify possible areas potentially subject to change in land use 
and whether indirect (secondary) and cumulative effects are anticipated, both with and without 
the project.  

Seven subareas within the FLUSA are identified as "probable development areas.” Probable 
development areas are those identified in ICE Land Use Scenario Assessment studies where 
the Screening ICE indicates likely or probable changes in land use as a result of the project. 
The probable development areas include the following: 

 US 19-23/I-40 interchange area 
 Sand Hill Road/Oakview Road/Sardis Road area 
 Brevard Road corridor 
 Haywood Road/I-240 interchange area 
 I-240/Patton Avenue/Westgate Shopping Plaza area  
 I-240/Patton Avenue/Clingman Avenue/RAD area 
 US 19-23 /Broadway interchange area  

Based on a close examination of these seven probable development areas, land use changes 
as a result of the proposed project are expected to be minimal within the FLUSA. The pace of 
infill and redevelopment may be accelerated somewhat as a result of the project; however, 
commercial, residential, and industrial growth and redevelopment is already occurring in many 
of these areas and is expected to continue with or without the proposed project.  

The construction of the proposed project is not expected to substantially influence regional 
population growth. Most of the project is a widening project, with no new access being provided 
to properties other than the extension of Amboy Road across I-240. However, though West 
Asheville is experiencing somewhat of a renaissance, the restoration of Patton Avenue to a 
local street (as is provided with Alternatives 4 and 4-B), along with associated streetscape 
improvements, could modestly increase interest in this area that does not already exist. 
Nonetheless, any potential effects to water quality as a result of this planned development 
would be tempered by existing land use controls and development regulations covering 
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watershed protection, stream buffers, erosion and sedimentation control, and post-construction 
runoff. 

Given the minimal indirect effects of the project, any contribution of the project to cumulative 
effects resulting from current and planned development patterns should be minimal. For these 
reasons, potential indirect and cumulative effects to downstream water quality should be 
minimal. 

4.2.1.1 Indirect Assessment Summary 

Previous studies have determined, based on land use and transportation trends, local and 
regional land use planning and policy, and economic indicators, that future growth and 
development within the boundary of the FLUSA is anticipated to occur in previously identified 
areas. The project may have the ability to accelerate current growth and development patterns, 
particularly near interchange modifications; however, local ordinances are in place to regulate 
such growth, and land use plans will guide future development so as to meet the goals and 
objectives as described by the city.  

Although the construction of the proposed project has the potential to somewhat accelerate 
planned infill, redevelopment, and development within the FLUSA, the build scenario is not 
expected to result in notable impacts to natural resources or downstream water quality that 
would not otherwise occur. The water quality concerns associated with future development in 
both the No-Build and build scenarios would be mitigated by regulations covering watershed 
protection, stream buffers, and stormwater management. 

Generally, the widening of existing I-240 (Section A) and the creation of a new location I-26 
Connector should provide better connectivity in the interstate network throughout this portion of 
Asheville and Buncombe County, as well as address forecasted traffic deficiencies, reduce 
congestion and traffic delays along the existing I-240 French Broad River crossing, and increase 
the remaining useful service of the existing I-240/Patton Avenue bridge by reducing traffic 
volumes.  

Much of the future growth within the overall FLUSA could likely be attributed to the proximity of 
I-26, I-40, and the City of Asheville. Growth is restricted within the project FLUSA by the 
presence of the Biltmore Estate, lack of existing or planned public sewer, steep topography, and 
the predominantly built up nature of much of the FLUSA. Because of these development 
constraints, new development, redevelopment, or infill related to the proposed project would 
likely be limited to specific areas of the FLUSA. Commercial development or redevelopment 
would likely occur along the French Broad River (RiverLink areas), surrounding or near existing 
interchanges (including the US 19-23/I-40, I-240/Patton Avenue, and I-26/Broadway 
interchanges), and along the built up Haywood Road, Patton Avenue, Brevard Road, and 
Broadway corridors.  

In terms of different impacts by alternatives, Section B is likely the only section that would have 
different impacts depending on the chosen alternative. Although the other sections have 
different alternatives under consideration, the alternatives within these sections follow the 
existing alignment, or remain mostly within the existing right-of-way. Section B includes four 
alternatives, two of which – Alternatives 3 and 3-C –would likely have different impacts than 
Alternatives 4 and 4B. Alternatives 3 and 3-C would not separate local traffic from I-240 through 
traffic, whereas Alternatives 4 and 4B would. Planners noted that alternatives that would return 
Patton Avenue to handling only local traffic would likely result in increased development along 
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the Patton Avenue corridor. Alternatives 4 and 4-B would also provide a new interstate access 
point in close proximity to underutilized areas along the east side of the French Broad River, 
albeit in an area where steep slopes and land use controls would help control growth.  

Overall, Alternatives 4 and 4-B would provide the greatest potential for land use change; 
however the lack of available land and existing land use controls in the area would temper any 
large-scale land use changes.  

Specific alternatives are listed below. 

Alternative 3 and 3-C 

With respect to estimating the specific indirect effects for the proposed project, Alternatives 3 
and 3-C would have a low to moderate potential to cause land use changes or accelerate 
previously planned development throughout most of the FLUSA. Both Alternatives 3 and 3-C 
would generally bisect medium- and high-density residential areas, industrial areas (with many 
vacant or underutilized tracts of land), and commercial nodes/corridors (generally associated 
with the interchanges along the corridor). Some infill development may take place, despite the 
presence of steep topography and an already built up environment. Neither alternative would 
include new access to undeveloped tracts of land or the creation of new interchanges.  

In general, development trends in the defined probable development areas are expected to be 
similar across all four Section B alternatives. However, infill and development trends in the 
probable development area for I-240/Patton Avenue/Clingman Avenue/RAD area are expected 
to be less influenced by Alternatives 3 and 3-C, as they would not separate the local Patton 
Avenue traffic from the I-240 through traffic similar to Alternatives 4 and 4-B.  

These factors, coupled with the proposed controlled access nature of the facility, would likely 
limit development related to these alternatives. 

Alternatives 4 and 4-B 

With these alternatives, I-240 access to US 19-23-70 would be shifted slightly north from its 
current location, but a new interchange would not be created. The two proposed I-240 bridges 
across the French Broad River would connect to the new section of I-26 west of the river, but 
access would be fully controlled. Some infill development may take place, despite the presence 
of steep topography and an existing urban environment. However, unlike Alternatives 3 and 3-
C, Alternatives 4 and 4-B would include the construction of new interstate access points close to 
underutilized areas along the French Broad River associated with RiverLink. Since plans are 
already in place for these areas (i.e., Wilma Dykeman Riverway Master Plan), Alternatives 4 
and 4-B are not expected to induce development in these areas; however, the project may 
accelerate these already planned developments.  

Overall, these alternatives have a low to moderate potential to indirectly cause land use 
changes or accelerate previously planned development throughout the identified probable 
development areas in the FLUSA. 

4.2.2 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS – REGIONAL LEVEL 

The Asheville Regional Cumulative Effects Study (NCDOT 2014a) assessed the regional 
context of development within Madison, Buncombe, and Henderson counties with respect to a 
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number of transportation projects, including STIP I-2513. Through interviews with local planners 
and a grid base analysis of available GIS data, a Growth Potential Map, Community Features 
Map, and Environmental Sensitivity Maps were developed and assessed.  

The CES study area was developed to encompass the area for projects included in the 2012-
2020 State Transportation Improvement Plan (NCDOT 2009a), the fiscally constrained 
FBRMPO Transportation Plan (FBRMPO 2008) and the prioritized NCDOT Draft 5 year work 
plan and includes portions of Madison, Buncombe, Henderson, and Haywood counties. The 
study area is shown on Figure 4-29 and includes the following projects: 

 Madison County  
— R-2518, US 19 Widening (13.8 miles) 

 Buncombe and Madison Counties 
— A-10, I-240, Multi-lane Freeway 

 Buncombe and Henderson Counties 
— I-4400, I-26 Interstate Widening (13.6 miles) 
— I-4700, I-26 Interstate Widening (8.6 miles) 
— U-3403, NC 191 (Brevard Road Old Haywood Road) NC 280 to NC 112 (Sardis Road); 

Widen to Multi-lanes (9.1 miles) 
 Buncombe and Haywood Counties 

— R-4406; US 19-23 Widening – Candler to Canton (9.1 miles) 
 Buncombe County  

— I-2513, New Route Multi-lane Freeway (5.1 miles) 
— I-4401, I-40 Add Lanes (2 miles) 
— I-4409, I-40 Widening and Upgrades 
— I-4759, I-40 Construct Roadway 
— R-2813, NC 146 Widening (3.5 miles) 
— U-2801, US 25A/Sweeten Creek Road Widening (7.3 miles) 
— U-3301, Leicester Highway/NC 63 Widening and Relocation (4.3 miles) 
— U-3601, NC 191 Widening (1.8 miles) 
— FS-0213A, SR 3412 (Sand Hill Road) NC 112 (Sardis Road), US 19-23 (Smoky Park 

Highway to NC 191 (Brevard Road), Widen to multi-lanes (5 miles) 
— U-3302, I-240, US 25 (Merrimon Avenue) and SR 1781 (Broadway), Revise Interchange 
— U-5019, Wilma Dykeman Riverway 
— U-4715B, Asheville Signal System 
— I-4759, I-40 Liberty Road – New Interchange 

 Henderson County  
— R-505, NC 225 Upgrade to Freeway 
— R-2588, NC 191 Widening (7.3 miles) 
— R-4430, SR 1783 Widening/Improvements (2.7 miles) 
— U-4428, US 64 Widening (3 miles) Balfour Parkway – New Expressway, four lanes on 

new location between NC 191 and US 64 (6.69 miles) 

The study included interviews with local planners, site visit observations, data collection, 
evaluation of other development activities in the study area, growth trends, water and sewer 
services, and water resource/development regulations. The CES also included development of 
an inventory of notable features, including natural or manmade features that were large enough 
to be notable on a regional scale. 

 



North Carolina
Department of Transportation

I-26 Asheville Connector
Buncombe County

STIP Project No. I-2513

Legend Date: June 2015

®
Figure 4-29

Cumulative Effects Study
Study Area

0 63
Miles

Interstate

US Highway

NC Highway

Railroad

Cumulative Effects Study Area

Water

Municipal Boundary

County Boundary

!(209

!(213

£¤19

£¤276

!(280
£¤64

£¤25

£¤23

£¤19

£¤70
£¤19

£¤23

§̈¦40£¤74
£¤23

£¤74

£¤23

§̈¦26

!(197

£¤25

!(251

£¤25

§̈¦240

!(694

£¤70§̈¦40
!(9

!(25

£¤19
£¤74A

£¤74A
!(112

!(191
§̈¦26

!(146

§̈¦26

!(151

!(63 Biltmore Forest

!(81
BUNCOMBE

MADISON

HENDERSONHAYWOOD

YANCEY

TRANSYLVANIA

POLK

Asheville

Mills River

Lake Lure

Flat Rock

Woodfin

Waynesville

Fletcher

Brevard

Hendersonville

Black Mountain

Marshall

Canton

Marion

Tryon

Spruce Pine

Weaverville

Montreat

Hot Springs

Laurel Park

Saluda

Mars Hill

Biltmore Forest

Columbus

Burnsville

Chimney Rock Village

Clyde

Old Fort

Bakersville

Rosman



Chapter 4. Environmental Consequences I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 4-145 

The study included development of a series of maps to assess how environmentally sensitive 
different parts of the CES study area are to growth potential, the human environment, and the 
natural environment. The conclusions from the mapping exercise are included in the following 
sections. 

4.2.2.1 Growth Potential Mapping 

Growth potential in the region was determined through analyzing a number of different sources. 
Data collection of population and employment projections, examination of local development 
plans and existing and planned permits, availability of water and sewer services, presence of 
steep slopes, and the availability of land figure heavily into the creation of a growth map. 
Interviews with local planners, regional entities, and other public and private entities help 
supplement this information to create a robust growth potential area. The following presents the 
details of a number of these data.  

Growth in the region is largely limited by natural constraints (steep slopes, floodplains, and 
conservation areas). Furthermore, most counties and municipalities have enacted various 
regulations to promote growth in certain areas, while discouraging growth in others. Local 
planners indicated they are noticing a shift in industrial development returning to Asheville. This 
reverses a trend of industry leaving the region for cheaper and less environmentally challenging 
development areas in South Carolina. Business operations including Sierra Nevada and Oskar 
Blues Breweries in Henderson County, New Belgium Brewery (along the I-2513 corridor), Jacob 
Homes manufacturers, and a Buncombe County Distribution Center near the I-4759 project 
along US 19-23-25, (all 90,000+ square feet) have anchored the increase in development and 
helped attract additional industry. In addition, as the economy rebounds, local planners 
indicated that many industries are relocating to existing industrial sites that were abandoned 
and still for sale as a result of the economic downturn. These areas already have access to the 
transportation network, are located in flat areas, and are relatively cheap to retrofit.  

The strong growth areas are identified as areas of more intense growth potential, which is 
anticipated to include regional and community shopping centers, major employment centers, 
and large residential developments. Moderate growth areas are expected to be more modest in 
terms of intensity and scale, and weak growth areas have notable challenges to development, 
such as steep slopes or limited access. Specific areas of expected or anticipated growth include 
development pressures along Upward Road, Howard Gap Road, and the proposed Balfour 
Parkway in Henderson County. Buncombe County has designated a substantial portion of its 
land for the purposes of open use, in which all uses are allowed by right. Buncombe County 
planners indicated that they are trying to concentrate development along existing transportation 
corridors and focus development on infill by limiting and prohibiting development on certain 
percentage slopes, through the creation of zoning ordinances, and not actively expanding public 
water and sewer services. Buncombe County now requires developers to present plans that 
address slope percentages, conform to existing zoning (or make clear why a rezoning is 
necessary), and include provisions for water/sewer service during the development review 
process. They further indicated the fastest growing areas within the county were in the 
communities of Arden and Candler, notably between Exits 37 and 40 along I-40, while areas 
such as Leicester, Cane Creek, and Fairview areas did not experience the growth that was 
anticipated several years ago. 

The projects discussed in the Asheville Regional Cumulative Effects Study fall within Buncombe 
County’s Public Storm Sewer System and are governed by a National Pollutant Discharge 
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Elimination System (NPDES) Phase II Stormwater Permit. In addition, the City of Asheville is 
governed by a Phase I Stormwater Permit, required for those municipalities with populations 
over 100,000 or more that owned and operated a municipal separate stormwater sewer system. 
All construction activities must comply with these permits. The City of Asheville, the Town of 
Woodfin, and Buncombe County each have an associated Stormwater Management Program 
that also requires compliance with their respective ordinances. 

The FBRMPO completed both population and employment projections for 2040. Population and 
employment projections were based on the North Carolina Office of State Budget and 
Management projections (April 2012) that were extrapolated to 2040. In all cases, population is 
expected to increase, independent of any transportation improvements. Henderson County has 
the highest growth rate for both population and employment, while Buncombe County retains a 
high percentage of the overall population and employment due to the presence of the Asheville 
urban area. Madison County is expected to grow at just under 1 percent per year, but 
experience a notably higher increase in employment. Local planners in Madison County did not 
indicate any particular areas where employment would be concentrated, while Buncombe and 
Henderson counties indicated that employment would be concentrated in the urban centers of 
Asheville, Hendersonville, and Fletcher. 

As noted in interviews with FBRMPO, the regional employment concentrations are largely in the 
Hendersonville, Asheville, and Fletcher areas. In Henderson County, downtown Hendersonville 
and adjacent areas around the I-26 interchange with US 64 have employment concentrations, 
likely due to the concentration of downtown businesses. The area around Asheville Regional 
Airport also is heavily concentrated with employment centers. There are several major industrial 
employers in the vicinity of the airport, including Meritor Heavy Vehicle Systems and Continental 
Tire Solutions – two of the largest employers in Henderson County.  

In Buncombe County, employment is concentrated in downtown Asheville and southern 
Asheville, along US 25. Asheville is home to several of Buncombe County’s largest employers, 
including Mission Health and the Biltmore Company. Additional employment concentrations are 
located along I-40 and I-26. As healthcare constitutes approximately 20 percent of the total 
employment and is continuing to grow, it will likely continue to anchor employment in the region. 

Fewer employment concentrations are found in Madison County. The two main concentrations, 
one in the Town of Marshall and one in the Town of Mars Hill, are associated with county 
government and Mars Hill University, respectively.  

During an interview with Buncombe County, the comment was made that the Asheville 
Connector will have negligible influence on the timing, pattern, and intensity of development in 
the county. It is believed that the project is more likely to influence the intensity and character of 
development in downtown Asheville. 

4.2.2.2 Human Sensitivity Mapping 

For this study, the human sensitivity mapping consists of historic districts and places; 
institutional structures such as schools, hospitals, and churches; and areas with minority 
populations. The human sensitivity mapping is a “here and now” snapshot of the areas that 
humans have impacted in the CES study area through the process of development and human 
settlement. The areas around Asheville, Weaverville, and Hendersonville accurately depict 
where humans have settled, built churches and hospitals, and where minority populations live. 
Moving away from the developed areas, the analysis indicates less population and fewer 
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structures. Much of the development that has taken place is along the main transportation 
corridors in the region.  

The areas of high sensitivity generally are located primarily in or near urban areas. In these 
areas, development will generally have notable impacts on the human environment due to 
proximity to structures and minority populations. The areas around Asheville are to be expected 
because Asheville has a rich historical heritage, and, since it is an urban area, there is a high 
concentration of medical facilities and churches. Moving away from the urban centers, the areas 
do not include as many manmade structures or minority populations. During the interviews, 
minority communities were noted in the Swannanoa area, through Weaverville and Woodfin, 
and in the Brickton community.  

The areas of low sensitivity are characterized by the lack of any major human constraints. 
These areas may consist of very low minority populations or the absence of manmade 
structures. There is expected to be little or no impact to the human environment in these grids. 
Areas east of Fletcher, east of Asheville, and around Mars Hill are examples on the map of low 
sensitivity. These pockets within the study area are sparsely populated and contain few or no 
historical structures. 

STIP Project I-2513 would connect I-26 from southwest Asheville to just north of Asheville in 
Buncombe County. This area has already had notable human impacts as the Asheville area is 
urbanized with an established road network and numerous historic sites, churches, schools, and 
hospitals. The proposed widening of the roadway on partial relocation would be occurring in an 
area that is already urbanized.  

4.2.2.3 Natural Environment Sensitivity Mapping 

The natural environment components include water bodies, 303(d) streams, trout waters, 
floodplains, agricultural soil, slopes, watersheds, natural heritage, and wetlands. The mapping 
indicates areas that are environmentally sensitive and may be impacted during development.  

The natural environment sensitivity mapping indicates urbanization has already occurred in 
areas that are highly sensitive. Asheville, Hendersonville, Mills River, Fletcher, Woodfin, and 
Mars Hill are all near the more sensitive areas on the map. The topography of the CES study 
area consists of hills, mountains, ridges, and steep slopes. As development has occurred in the 
region, mankind picked out locations that were the most accessible, and in this case, it was in 
the valleys, along waterways, and in the lower elevations. As infrastructure was built and 
services became available, they were predominately built in the lowlands—the same location as 
streams, trout waters, 303(d) streams, floodplains, and watersheds. The topography of the 
region dictates that development occurs in the same locations as many of these environmental 
features.  

Buncombe County and the City of Asheville have implemented ordinances and land use 
controls to help protect and minimize impacts to the surrounding natural elements. Settlement 
patterns have already occurred such that many of the sensitive areas were affected by 
development prior to the implementation of these ordinances and land use controls. A number 
of controls are in place through the UDO, including the following: 

 Zoning 
 Floodplain protection 
 Protected mountain ridges 
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 Hillside area development 
 Soil erosion 
 Sediment control 
 Stormwater management 

Buncombe County has also responded to help preserve and protect the natural environment by 
adopting the following ordinances: 

 Erosion and sediment control 
 Flood hazard reduction 
 Land development and subdivision 
 Stormwater management 
 Water supply watershed protection 
 Zoning 

Because the topography of the area dictates that settlement take place in areas often 
considered more sensitive, the City of Asheville and Buncombe County have responded by 
regulating the amount and types of impacts that development in the region can have in the 
future. 

4.2.3 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS STUDY CONCLUSIONS 

4.2.3.1 Regional Cumulative Effects Summary 

As discussed in the Asheville Regional Cumulative Effects Study (NCDOT 2014a), regional 
cumulative effects can be expected for notable cultural, community, water quality, and natural 
habitat features. This is predominantly due to features having minimal incorporation in local 
planning protections and/or policies. For community, water quality, and natural habitat features, 
present and future policies indicate shifts including these attributes, but they have historically 
not been prioritized. Recently, NCDOT produced a draft Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
Screening Tool aimed at evaluating study areas for the resources listed above. For the 
purposes of the CES an initial analysis was completed using the tool to rate cumulative impacts 
to cultural, community, water quality, and natural habitat features from low to high concern (low, 
medium-low, medium, medium-high, and high concern). A detailed explanation for each group 
of resources follows. 

4.2.3.2 Regional Cumulative Effects 

Despite the large tracts of available land, local officials suggest there are a number of 
constraints to development in the region, notably natural environmental features and 
topography. Potential land use effects as a result of the projects noted in Section 4.2.2 are 
further tempered by the fact that the projects are not expected to provide a large number of new 
access points or opportunities for traffic exposure to properties along the major roadways and 
will generate marginal travel time savings. Local planners have indicated that commercial, 
industrial, and residential development is anticipated to occur regardless of whether the projects 
advance forward. The extent of potential indirect land use effects as a result of these projects 
will be largely dependent upon several key variables, including the future local economy and 
market for development, public infrastructure projects (most notably water and sewer), and the 
limited supply of developable land. 



Chapter 4. Environmental Consequences I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 4-149 

Regional Cultural Resource Impacts 

Impacts and effects on cultural resources, both historic architecture and archaeological, are 
typically conducted on a project-by-project basis through coordination, as impacts are either 
typically direct or indirect (through viewshed or proximity). In addition, there are very few 
resources located within the individual project study areas or close to the transportation 
corridors. Potential impacts are addressed in three different ways: avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation. Avoidance is the first strategy employed, selecting an alternative that avoids a 
resource. Minimization modifies the design alternatives to reduce the level of impact to a 
resource. Finally, if no reasonable or prudent alternative exists, mitigation is employed to offset 
the impact to a resource. Cumulative effects to these resources were determined to be medium-
low to low based on relative protection and lack of density along the corridors. 

Regional Community Resource Impacts 

As the proposed projects have been appropriately planned for and expected over the past 
several years, many of the updated plans, policies, and local projects have incorporated 
elements of the projects. As such, many of the new parks and recreational facilities have been 
constructed outside of the immediate vicinity of the study areas and are not expected to 
experience major impacts as a result. In addition, many of the churches, cemeteries, and 
schools have either relocated after the original construction, or are located at a sufficient 
distance from the projects to be avoided. The potential for recurring impacts to a number of 
communities and resources along both the I-26 and I-40 corridors, including some minority and 
low-income communities, exists. Close coordination with local, state, and federal agencies as 
well as potential avoidance, minimization, or mitigation should be considered in any such cases. 

Potential cumulative effects to the Montford community and the Biltmore Estate in Asheville as a 
result of these projects should continue to be closely coordinated as the design options and 
environmental documents are completed, as these two resources are major features and 
establishments within the City of Asheville. 

While the travel time savings for the individual projects are minimal, collectively the projects may 
benefit the region’s community resources by increasing regional mobility and generally relieving 
congestion. Decreases in congestion could enhance some of the user benefit of community 
resources, depending on the type of resource.  

For regional community resources such as the national forests in the area, increasing regional 
mobility could result in an increase in usage as more residents of the area are willing to travel to 
the forests to recreate. Locally, community resources could be enhanced by the diversion of 
traffic away from the community resources (i.e., church or community center). This could 
enhance the user experience by decreasing noise and improving local air quality around the 
resource.  

Benefits to regional mobility may extend to the region’s agricultural industry, which includes, 
among other types of farming, Christmas tree and berry farming. Increased regional mobility 
would allow farmers in the region to more easily access markets within the region, as well as 
outside the region such as Charlotte, the Triad, and the Triangle.  

Relocations and other direct impacts may result in additional stress to low income and minority 
communities that had been previously impacted by the original construction of the highways. 
Although individually the projects may not have notable effects on these communities, 
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cumulatively the projects could result in additional stress to regional low-income and minority 
populations.  

Cumulative effects to these resources were determined to be medium-high to medium-low 
based on the previous impacts to communities and potential positive community benefit. 

Regional Water Quality Resource Impacts 

There are very few large areas of undeveloped land within the project study area. The few 
available areas of large, undeveloped land are located in rural areas, such as northwestern 
Buncombe County and western Madison County. The projects would not provide additional 
access to these areas and, given the distance of these areas from the projects, any increases in 
mobility associated with the projects would not influence development of these areas.  

All of the projects would address increases in impervious surfaces in the individual project 
design through the use of BMPs. It is possible that these projects could have cumulative 
impacts when combined with the ongoing urbanization and suburbanization of the region. The 
increases in impervious surfaces associated with the construction of buildings, homes, and 
parking areas could lead to a deterioration of water quality in the absence of BMPs.  

Cumulative effects to these resources were determined to be medium to medium-low due to the 
lack of comprehensive protection standards and ordinances, potential of urbanization and 
suburbanization, and presence of BMPs. 

Regional Natural Resource Impacts 

Most of the regional study area in the vicinity of the projects has been previously developed and 
is located in the low sensitive areas of the region. Through county regulations, steep slopes and 
other natural features, conservation efforts and lack of development are located on the 
periphery of the study area. In addition, those sensitive areas located adjacent to the projects 
are protected as part of the Pisgah National Forest, the Blue Ridge Parkway, and under 
conservation agreements. It is unlikely that the currently identified projects would have a 
cumulative impact on any of these resources.  

There are several tracts and areas of agricultural lands located along and within the project 
study areas that do have the potential to be impacted/redeveloped as growth occurs along the 
corridors. These areas are afforded some level of protection through the Voluntary Agricultural 
District (VAD) and the Enhanced Voluntary Agricultural District (EVAD) system as well 
addressed as goals and objectives through comprehensive and small-area, community plans.  

Cumulative effects to these resources were determined to be medium to low based on the 
previous impacts to natural areas and efforts to protect lands through steep slope ordinances 
and national/state park designations and efforts to purchase conservation lands. 

4.3 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

4.3.1 DIRECT IMPACTS 

Estimated environmental impacts associated with the proposed alternatives are provided in 
Table 4-33. The impacts for the project throughout this DEIS are discussed for each of the 
individual sections of the project. To allow for a comprehensive evaluation of the total impacts 
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that would occur as a result of the proposed project, an additional table is included (Table 4-34) 
that shows the total impacts for each of the combinations of alternatives being considered. 

Some of the projected effects of the project can only be presented qualitatively and, therefore, 
are summarized in Table 4-35. These issues include community cohesion, economic effects, 
regional planning consistency, visual impacts, water quality, soils, and mineral resources. These 
impacts are briefly summarized below. 

4.3.1.1 Consistency with Land Use, Transportation, and Other Local Plans 

An evaluation of the consistency with local land use, transportation, and other locally developed 
plans was developed to determine how well each of the detailed study alternatives met the 
goals set forth in the plans. The evaluation is largely qualitative, as many of the goals included 
in the plans do not include quantitative performance measures. Each of the plans was evaluated 
and rated on a scale depending on how consistent the alternative was with each of the goals. 
The following scale was utilized in the qualitative evaluation: 

 Consistent with Plan 

 Mostly Consistent with Plan 

 Partially Consistent with Plan 

 Minimally Consistent with Plan 

 Inconsistent with Plan 

The summary of the consistency evaluation is included in Table 4-35.  

4.3.1.2 Visual Effects 

Located in the mountainous regional landscape of North Carolina, the visual background of the 
project study area is comprised of changes in elevation punctuated by peaks, ridge lines, 
valleys, and the winding course of the French Broad River. The city of Asheville is generally 
situated on a hill crest on a mountainous plateau along the French Broad River. The project 
study area runs in a north-south direction just west of the Asheville downtown area.  

Section C 

Visual impacts of the project would be similar among three of the four build alternatives being 
considered for this section of the project. Alternatives A-2, C-2, and D-1 would include a four 
level interchange at the junction of I-26/I-40/I-240, which would include flyover ramps 
approximately 60 feet above the existing grade. The visual effect for adjacent areas for these 
three alternatives may have a negative effect on the visual quality; however, several of the 
areas adjacent to the interchange are at a substantially higher elevation than the existing 
roadway and may not cause a considerable change in the viewshed. Alternative F-1 would 
maintain the existing configuration and would not change the viewshed substantially from the 
existing condition. 
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Table 4-33: Summary of Project Impacts by Section 

Resource 

Section C 
Section A 

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

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

Project Features 

Length (miles) 

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

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

Total Length 5.1 5.4 5.0 5.0 2.0 3.0 3.1 3.9 4.0 

Interchanges 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 

Railroad Crossings 2 2 2 2 0 3 3 8 5 

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

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

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

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

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

Socioeconomic Features 

Relocations 

Residential 50 32 38 31 81 34 23 46 33 

Business 6 6 7 5 17 24 33 24 34 

Nonprofit 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2 1 

Total 56 38 45 36 99 60 57 72 68 

Schools Relocated 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Churches Relocated 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 

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

Cemeteries Impacted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Physical Environment 

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

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

Noise Impacts (after abatement)  188 225 184 274 94 60 37 126 89 
Hazardous Material Sites (moderate or high) 
Impacted

1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 
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Resource 

Section C 
Section A 

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

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

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

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

Land Use Impacts by Zoning Category (acres) 

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

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

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

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

Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 4.0 0.0 2.4 0.4 

Institutional District 38.6 38.6 35.4 34.5 13.6 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.4 

Office 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

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

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

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

Commercial 28.7 31.4 30.8 24.8 2.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Resort District 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.1 21.5 37.2 19.6 

River District 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.3 11.2 24.8 16.1 22.3 

Total 151.8 140.1 144.9 122.6 64.7 98.9 99.7 113.7 92.5 

Human Environment 

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

High Benefit  - - - - - - - - - 

Moderate Benefit - - - - - - - 1 1 

Low Benefit - - - - - - - 2 2 

Neutral - - 2 - 1 5 5 1 1 

Low Burden 2 2 - 2 3 4 4 4 4 

Moderate Burden - - - - 1 1 1 2 2 

High Burden - - - - - - - - - 

Cultural Resources 

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

0 0 0 1 Adverse 
Effect
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Resource 

Section C 
Section A 

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

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

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

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

Natural Environment 

Biotic Resources (acres) 

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

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

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

Open Water  0.19 0.39 0.24 0.17 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Total 342.75 338.07 332.49 289.90 139.99 132.74 122.04 169.63 169.37 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Protected Species Adversely Affected 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
aStream, wetland, and pond impacts calculated using design slope stakes plus 25-foot buffer. All other impacts calculated using right-of-way. 
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Table 4-34: Summary of Project Impacts  

Resource 
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Project Features 

Length (miles) 

I-26 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.7 

I-40/I240 3.5 3.8 3.4 3.4 3.5 3.8 3.4 3.4 4.4 4.7 4.3 4.3 4.4 4.7 4.3 4.3 

Total Length 10.1 10.4 10.0 10.0 10.2 10.5 10.1 10.1 11.0 11.3 10.9 10.9 11.1 11.4 11.0 11.0 

Interchanges 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 

Railroad Crossings 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 10 10 10 10 7 7 7 7 

Navigable Waterway Crossings 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Construction Cost (millions) $582.0  $565.6  $559.0 $499.2 $583.0 $566.6 $560.0 $500.2 $647.4 $631.0 $624.4 $564.6 $683.1 $666.7 $660.1 $600.3 

Right-of-Way Cost (millions) $98.8 $94.60 $106.0 $89.3 $92.2 $88.0 $99.4 $82.7 $101.5 $97.3 $108.7 $92.0 $92.8 $88.6 $100.0 $83.3 

 Utilities Cost (millions)  $8.7   $8.50  $8.8 $8.6 $8.9 $8.7 $9.0 $8.8 $9.2 $9.0 $9.3 $9.1 $9.5 $9.3 $9.6 $9.4 

Total Cost $680.8  660.20  $665.0 $597.1 $684.1 $663.3 $668.4 $591.7 $758.1 $737.3 $742.4 $665.7 $785.4 $764.6 $769.7 $693.0 

Socioeconomic Features 

Relocations 

Residential 165 147 153 146 154 136 142 135 177 159 165 158 164 146 152 145 

Business 47 47 48 46 56 56 57 55 47 47 48 46 57 57 58 56 

Nonprofit 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 

Total Relocations 215 197 204 195 212 194 201 192 227 209 216 207 223 205 212 203 

Schools Relocated 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Churches Relocated 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Parks and Recreational Areas 
Impacted 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Cemeteries Impacted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Physical Environment 

Noise Impacts (No-Build)  468 468 468 468 468 468 468 468 617 617 617 617 617 617 617 617 

Noise Impacts (before 
abatement)  609 646 605 695 549 586 545 635 728 765 724 814 640 677 636 726 
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Noise Impacts (after abatement)  342 379 338 428 319 356 315 405 408 445 404 494 371 408 367 457 

Hazardous Material Sites 
(moderate or high) Impacted 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Floodplain Impacts (acres) 38.3 38.1 35.8 34.3 36.5 36.4 34.1 32.6 37.0 36.9 34.5 33.1 32.8 32.7 30.3 28.9 

Floodway Impacts (acres) 7.6 9.1 7.1 6.8 7.6 9.1 7.2 6.9 5.4 6.9 4.9 4.6 5.0 6.5 4.6 4.3 

Land Use Impacts by Zoning Category (acres) 

Residential Single-Family 
Districts  31.8 25.2 32.2 24.9 32.1 25.5 32.5 25.3 34.2 27.6 34.5 27.3 35.3 28.6 35.6 28.4 

Residential Multifamily Districts 74.4 68.5 68.2 69.1 64.9 59.0 58.7 59.6 75.5 69.5 69.2 70.1 64.8 58.9 58.6 59.5 

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

Community Business Districts 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 

Industrial District 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 

Institutional District 52.7 52.6 49.5 48.5 52.7 52.7 49.5 48.5 52.5 52.4 49.3 48.3 52.7 52.6 49.5 48.5 

Office 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Highway Business District 28.2 26.3 26.5 24.6 29.2 27.3 27.5 25.6 27.4 25.5 25.7 23.8 27.7 25.8 25.9 24.0 

Regional Business District 47.7 47.8 49.5 42.5 47.7 47.8 49.5 42.5 41.6 41.7 43.4 36.4 42.8 42.9 44.6 37.6 

Central Business District 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 

Commercial 31.5 34.2 33.5 27.5 31.5 34.2 33.5 27.5 31.5 34.2 33.5 27.5 31.5 34.2 33.5 27.5 

Resort District 22.1 22.1 22.1 22.1 21.5 21.5 21.5 21.5 37.2 37.2 37.2 37.2 19.6 19.6 19.6 19.6 

River District 17.4 17.4 17.4 17.4 31.1 31.1 31.1 31.1 22.4 22.4 22.4 22.4 28.6 28.6 28.6 28.6 

Total Land Use Impacts by 
Zoning Category (acres) 

315.5 303.7 308.5 286.3 316.3 304.6 309.3 287.1 330.3 318.6 323.4 301.1 309.0 297.3 302.1 279.9 

Human Environment 

Community Effects 

High Benefit  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Moderate Benefit 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Low Benefit 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Neutral 6 6 8 6 6 6 8 6 2 2 4 2 2 2 4 2 
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Low Burden 9 9 7 9 9 9 7 9 9 9 7 9 9 9 7 9 

Moderate Burden 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

High Burden 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cultural Resources 

Historic Properties – Section 
106 Effects 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 

Historic Properties Impacted 6 6 5 5 6 6 5 5 6 6 5 5 6 6 5 5 

Archeological Sites Impacted 8 9 8 9 8 9 8 9 8 9 8 9 7 8 7 8 

Natural Environment 

Biotic Resources (acres) 

Maintained/ disturbed 371.8 370.4 367.8 350.9 367.9 366.5 363.9 347.0 410.4 409.0 406.4 389.5 408.8 407.4 404.7 387.8 

Mesic Mixed Forest 227.2 223.5 221.5 197.7 221.4 217.8 215.8 192.0 228.2 224.5 222.5 198.7 228.8 225.2 223.2 199.3 

Alluvial Hardwood Forest 16.3 16.5 15.7 13.9 15.2 15.4 14.6 12.8 13.6 13.7 12.9 11.1 14.4 14.5 13.7 11.9 

Open Water  0.2 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.2 

Total Biotic Resources 615.5 610.8 605.2 562.6 604.8 600.1 594.5 551.9 652.4 647.7 642.1 599.5 652.1 647.4 641.8 599.3 

Impervious Surface (acres) 131.6 139.2 118.5 114.3 130.3 137.9 117.2 112.9 140.1 147.7 127.0 122.8 142.3 149.9 129.2 125.0 

Stream Impacts (#) 23.0 23.0 24.0 23.0 22.0 22.0 23.0 22.0 22.0 22.0 23.0 22.0 23.0 23.0 24.0 23.0 

Stream Impacts (linear feet) 7,636.5  7,451.0  7,609.6 6,655.8 7,402.2 7,216.7 7,375.3 6,421.5 5,602.1  5,416.6 5,575.2 4,621.4 5,891.1 5,705.6 5,864.2 4,910.4 

Wetland Impacts (#) 17 16 17 16 16 15 16 15 18 17 18 17 16 15 16 15 

Wetland Impacts (acres) 2.8 2.5 2.2 2.0 2.7 2.4 2.1 1.9 2.8 2.5 2.2 2.0 2.7 2.4 2.1 1.9 

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

Pond Impacts(acres) 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Protected Species Adversely 
Affected 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

aStream,  wetland,  and  pond  impacts  calculated  using  design  slope  stakes  plus  25‐foot  buffer.  All  other  impacts  calculated  using  right‐of‐way.
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Table 4-35: Qualitative Evaluation of Consistency with Local Plans 

Plan 
Section C Section 

A 
Section B 

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

French Broad River MPO 
2035 Long Range 
Transportation Plan (2012) 

         

Comprehensive 
Transportation Plan for 
French Broad River MPO 
and Rural Areas of 
Buncombe and Haywood 
Counties (NCDOT 2008) 

         

Coordinated Public 
Transportation and Human 
Services Transportation 
Plan (FBRMPO 2008) 

         

City of Asheville Final 
Transit Master Plan (HDR 
Engineering, Inc. of the 
Carolinas 2009) 

         

City of Asheville Pedestrian 
Plan (City of Asheville 
2005b) 

         

City of Asheville 
Comprehensive Bicycle 
Plan (City of Asheville 
2008) 

         

City of Asheville, North 
Carolina Parks, Recreation, 
Cultural Arts, & Greenways 
Master Plan (City of 
Asheville 2013) 

         

Haywood Road Corridor 
Study (City of Asheville 
2005d) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Asheville City Council 
Resolution 00-168 – 
Resolution Supporting the 
Report and 
Recommendations of the 
CCC Regarding the I-26 
Connector Project 

         

Goal: Separation of 
Local and Interstate 
Traffic 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A     

Goal: Matching Scale of 
Project to Character of 
Community 

         

Goal: Reunification and 
Connectivity of 
Community 
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Plan 
Section C Section 

A 
Section B 

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

Goal: Minimization of 
Neighborhood and 
Local Business Impacts 

         

Goal: Use of Updated 
Traffic Modeling 
Software and Data 

         

Goal: Maintenance of 
Compatibility with 
Community’s Design 
Vision and Plans 

         

Goal: Creation of Full 
Interstate Movements 
Between I-26 and I-40 

    N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Goal: Minimization of 
Air Quality and Other 
Environmental Impacts 

         

Goal: Emphasis on 
Safety - During 
Construction and in the 
Design of the Final 
Product 

         

A Strategic Plan for the 
Sustainable Economic 
Development of the City of 
Asheville, North Carolina 
(City of Asheville 2004) 

         

Broadway Corridor Action 
Plan (City of Asheville 
2002b) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A     

Asheville City Development 
Plan 2025 (City of Asheville 
2002a) 

         

Land of Sky Regional 
Council “Regional Vision 
2010” 

         

Wilma Dykeman RiverWay 
Master Plan (Riverlink 
2004) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A      

Brevard Road Corridor 
Study (City of Asheville 
2005a) 

         

City of Asheville River 
Redevelopment Plan (City 
of Asheville 2005e) 

         

Consolidated Strategic 
Housing and Community 
Development Plan 2005-
2010 (City of Asheville 
2005c) 
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Plan 
Section C Section 

A 
Section B 

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

West End/Clingman Small 
Area Plan (City of Asheville 
1996) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A     

Asheville Downtown Master 
Plan (City of Asheville 
2009a) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A     

Sustainability Management 
Plan (City of Asheville 
2009d) 

         

Buncombe County 
Comprehensive Land Use 
Plan Update (Buncombe 
County 2013) 

         

City of Asheville Complete 
Streets Policy          

City of Asheville Unified 
Development Ordinance 
(City of Asheville 2009b) 

         

Burton Street Community 
Plan (ADC 2010a) N/A N/A N/A N/A      

I-26 Alternative 4B 
CommunityBased Design 
Update (ADC 2010b) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A     

Downtown Asheville Center 
City Plan N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A     

 Consistent with Plan,  Mostly Consistent with Plan,  Partially Consistent with Plan,  
 Minimally Consistent with Plan,  Inconsistent with Plan 

Each alternative would, however, adversely impact the sensitive view from the Biltmore Estate. 
The determination of adverse visual effect is based on each alternative altering the existing 
views from Biltmore Estate property. Each alternative would require widening of I-40 within the 
boundaries of the property, which may remove roadside vegetation, add pavement, and alter 
bridge structures.  

Section A 

Construction of the build alternative in this section of the proposed project would have a visual 
impact on adjacent areas. Widening of the highway would increase its visual prominence for 
people traveling the freeway, as well as those viewing the freeway from afar.  

Section B 

Visual impacts of the project for the four build alternatives being considered for this section of 
the project would generally be enhanced or improved for those using the facility and degraded 
for those viewing the freeway from off the road. Each build alternative would adversely impact 
the viewshed, to varying degrees, from outside the project area in this section of the project. 
Visual impacts would be adverse because each build alternative would introduce a new 
prominent feature that would be out of context with the existing viewshed. Conversely, 
opportunities for views and new vistas of Asheville, the French Broad River, and surrounding 
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mountains and hills would exist for motorists using the new roadway. In general, visual quality 
would be enhanced.  

All alternatives would include a new crossing of the French Broad River, which would be out of 
context with the existing viewshed. Alternative 4 would include the same design as Alternative 3 
for the I-26 crossing of the French Broad River, but would also include two additional flyover 
bridges across the French Broad River 0.5 mile to the south of the I-26 crossing. Alternative 4-B 
would cross the French Broad River in a similar location as Alternative 3-C, but would include 
two flyover ramps similar to Alternative 4. Of the four alternatives in Section B, Alternative 3-C is 
anticipated to have the least impact to the overall viewshed due to the location which it crosses 
the French Broad River and the area where it connects with existing US 19-23-70.  

Mitigation  

Future highway-oriented development that may be constructed adjacent to the proposed 
roadway could be designed to reduce the visual impacts of the freeway. The inclusion of 
treatments such as coloring of structural elements, buffer areas, and landscape screening into a 
new development's design can lessen the visual impacts of the freeway. In addition, it is the 
policy of NCDOT to include aesthetic features in its roadway designs. NCDOT will consider 
incorporating the following principals in the roadway design in order to create an aesthetically 
acceptable and functional roadway and to minimize visual impacts: 

 Integrate landscaping into the project design to promote visual continuity of the highway and 
to blend it into the natural landscape as much as possible. 

 Minimize the loss of vegetation, especially during construction when equipment and material 
access, storage, and staging are required. 

 Design noise attenuation features, if reasonable and feasible, to be compatible with 
surrounding natural features and development. 

In response to a recommendation by the I-26 Connector Coordinating Committee, an AAC has 
been established by the City of Asheville to work with NCDOT and the City to address aesthetic 
issues throughout the planning and design of the I-26 Connector project. Activities of the AAC 
are presented in Section 8.2.3.2. Coordination with the AAC will continue after selection of the 
preferred alternative and through the design phase of the project. 

4.3.1.3 Water Quality 

Expected effects of the project on surface water would be generally proportional to the amount 
of increase in impervious surface and are presented in Table 4-24 for each of the alternatives. 
Stormwater runoff rates would increase slightly due to the increase in impervious roadway 
surface area. This is an unavoidable, long-term impact resulting from construction of any build 
alternative. The following pollutants may be contained in the stormwater runoff: 

 Sediment eroded during construction activity 
 Pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers used to plant and maintain highway landscaping 
 Petrochemicals, oil, grease, and heavy metals associated with operation of vehicles 
 Trash and debris discarded by highway users 
 Chemicals and hazardous materials accidentally spilled during transport 

The project has the potential to temporarily degrade the quality of water in the surrounding 
streams by means of soil erosion during construction.  
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4.3.1.4 Soils and Geology 

Properties of the soils within the proposed corridors of the DEIS build alternatives studied can 
affect the final engineering design of the new roadway alignment. Soil limitations for the build 
alternatives include erosion hazard, shrink/swell potential, differential settlement, low strength, 
corrosivity, and flood hazard.  

Since the project is located in the mountainous region of North Carolina, overcoming 
topographical issues would be important for each of the build alternatives. The new location 
build alternatives in Section B of the project would require substantial earthwork in order to 
provide level road bed, and existing development limits the use of existing grade. A detailed 
geotechnical investigation has not been conducted for this phase of project development, but 
will be conducted in a subsequent engineering phase once the preferred alternative has been 
identified.  

4.4 REQUIRED PERMITS AND ACTIONS 

4.4.1 REQUIRED PERMITS 

4.4.1.1 North Carolina Division of Water Quality 

Section 401 Certification. Any activity that may result in discharge to navigable waters and that 
requires a federal permit must obtain a certification that such discharge will be in compliance 
with applicable state water quality standards.  

Authority. North Carolina General Statute 143, Article 21, Part 1. Regulations promulgated in 
15A NCAC-2H and 2B. 

Stormwater Certification. The NPDES stormwater permit addresses stormwater discharges that 
impair water quality. NCDOT construction activities are covered under NCDOT’s Phase I 
stormwater permit, which is administered through the Department’s sediment and erosion 
control program. Specific requirements vary and are affected by the classifications of the water 
to which the project would drain. NCDOT was granted its current permit on March 18, 2005. 

Authority. North Carolina General Statute 143, Article 215, Part 1. Regulations promulgated in 
15A NCAC-2H.1000 and 2B.0200. 

4.4.1.2 North Carolina Division of Forest Resources 

Burning Permit. A permit is required to start a fire in woodlands or within 500 feet of woodlands 
under the protection of the Division of Forest Resources. Thirty day permits can be issued for 
highway construction. 

Authority. North Carolina General Statute 113, Article 4C, Subsection 60.21 60.31. Regulations 
promulgated in 14 NCAC 9C.0200 .0203. 

4.4.1.3 United States Army Corps of Engineers 

Section 404 Permit. A permit from USACE is required for any activity in water or wetlands that 
would discharge dredged or fill materials into waters of the United States and adjacent 
wetlands. To obtain permit approval, impacts to wetlands must be mitigated through avoidance, 
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minimization, and compensation measures in accordance with the "Memorandum of Agreement 
(MOA) between the Department of the Army and the Environmental Protection Agency: 
Determination of Mitigation Under the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines" (EPA 
1990). 

Authority. Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 and Section 404 of the 
CWA of 1977. Regulations promulgated in 33 CFR 323. 

Section 10 Permit. A permit is required for construction of structures such as piers and jetties 
and excavation and placement of fill material in or affecting navigable waterways, including the 
French Broad River. 

Authority. River and Harbor Act of 1899, Section 10. 

4.4.1.4 United States Coast Guard 

Section 9 Permit. A bridge permit is the written approval of the location and plans of the bridge 
or causeway to be constructed or modified across a navigable waterway and would be required 
for any structures crossing the French Broad River. Bridge clearances are reviewed under this 
permit. 

Authority. River and Harbor Act of 1899, Section 9. 

4.4.1.5 United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

Section 404 and Section 10 Permit Review. The USFWS’ responsibilities include review of 
Section 404 and Section 10 permits to determine a project's impact on public fish and wildlife 
resources. USFWS provides recommendations to USACE on how the proposed project could 
avoid or minimize impacts to existing fish and wildlife resources and their habitats, including 
wetlands. 

Authority. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended. 

Section 7 Consultation. Consultation with USFWS is required for any project that may impact 
endangered or threatened plants and animals and their Designated Critical Habitat. The 
proposed project is expected to potentially affect Appalachian elktoe habitat due to the 
placement of bridge supports in the French Broad River bed. Habitat for the tan riffleshell is 
found in the river; however, recent surveys did not find the presence of the species in the area. 
The biological conclusion for both species is may affect, but not likely to affect.  

Authority. ESA of 1973, Section 7. 

4.4.1.6 Tennessee Valley Authority 

Section 26a of the Tennessee Valley Authority Act. The Tennessee Valley Authority requires 
that approval be obtained prior to the construction, operation, or maintenance of any dam, 
appurtenant works, or other obstruction affecting navigation, flood control, or public lands or 
reservations along or in the Tennessee River or any of its tributaries. 
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4.4.2 REQUIRED ACTIONS/ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 

The following lists the required actions and issues to be resolved consequent to selection of a 
preferred alternative.  

 Historic architecture studies and 106 effects: Prepare MOA regarding project effects and 
mitigation measures.  

 Section 110: Continue coordination related to Biltmore Estate for Section 110. 
 Archaeological survey and 106 effects: Additional investigations will be conducted for the 

preferred alternative and Section 106 effects will evaluated. An MOA will be prepared 
regarding project effects and mitigation measures.  

 Hazardous materials investigations: Supplemental investigations will be conducted for the 
preferred alternative.  

 Coordination with USFWS: A request for concurrence with the biological conclusion will be 
submitted to USFWS after selection of the preferred alternative. 

 Environmental justice: Coordination with affected populations/communities will continue 
throughout the project development process.  

 Agency Coordination: Coordination with resource agencies will be maintained throughout 
the entire project development process. 
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CHAPTER 3. EXISTING ENVIRONMENTS 

The existing human, physical, cultural, and natural environments within the project area are 
described in this chapter of the DEIS. The inventory and evaluation of the existing environment 
presented in this chapter provides the necessary baseline from which to assess and document 
potential impacts of the proposed build alternatives. The potential environmental consequences 
of the proposed action are presented in Chapter 4 of this DEIS. 

3.1 HUMAN CHARACTERISTICS 

Characteristics of the human environment in the project area were examined and reported in 
several documents: the Indirect Screening and Land Use Scenario Assessment (ILUS/LUSA) 
(URS 2015g), the Cumulative Effects Study Update (URS 2015c), and the I-2513 Community 
Impact Assessment Update (URS 2015f), which contained a number of technical sub-reports. 
Applicable findings from those assessments are reproduced in this section. 

As part of the ILUS/LUSA, a Future Land Use Study Area (FLUSA), or the area in which it is 
expected the project could influence land use, was delineated. The FLUSA is the area 
surrounding a construction project that could possibly be indirectly affected by the actions of 
others as a result of the completion of the project and combined projects. This study area 
encompasses all of the areas examined for potential increases in development pressure as a 
result of project construction and is shown on Figure 3-1.  

In the CIA, a DCIA was identified for purposes of evaluating the effects of the project on the 
surrounding community. The DCIA identifies the area that is likely to be directly affected in any 
way during and after project completion. The DCIA generally includes all parcels within 1,000 
feet of all proposed alignments; however, in some locations boundaries are slightly less due to 
only minimal construction or a natural feature that acts as a barrier. A detailed description of the 
method used to delineate the DCIA is provided in the CIA. In order to collect US Census data 
representative of the DCIA, a DSA was identified, which represents all block groups that contain 
any portion of the DCIA. Both the DCIA and DSA are shown on Figure 3-2. The following 2010 
US Census tracts and block groups are included in the DSA: 

 Census Tract 2, Block Groups 1 and 2 
 Census Tract 3, Block Groups 1 and 2 
 Census Tract 4, Block Group 1 
 Census Tract 6, Block Group 2 
 Census Tract 9, Block Groups 2 and 3 
 Census Tract 10, Block Groups 1 and 2 
 Census Tract 11, Block Groups 1, 2, and 3 
 Census Tract 12, Block Group 5 
 Census Tract 14, Block Groups 1 and 2 
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3.1.1 POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 

Community-based demographic data was gathered from the 2010 US Census as well as the 
2007-2011 American Community Survey (ACS). A detailed analysis of this data is presented in 
the I-2513 Community Impact Assessment Update (URS 2015f) and Indirect Screening and 
Land Use Scenario Assessment (URS 2015g) and summarized in the following sections. 

3.1.1.1 Population Growth 

Between 2000 and 2010, the DSA experienced population growth of 41.1 percent (see Table 3-
1). The population of Buncombe County grew at more than a third of that rate (15.5 percent), 
while the City of Asheville grew at a 21.1 percent rate during that same period. Only Buncombe 
County grew at a lower rate than the State of North Carolina (18.5 percent) during the same 
time period. 

Table 3-1: Population Trends (2000-2010) 

Area 
Population Growth 

2000 2010 Difference % Change 

Demographic Study Area 14,925 21,063 6,138 41.1 
Asheville 68,889 83,393 14,504 21.1 
Buncombe County 206,330 238,318 31,988 15.5 
North Carolina 8,049,313 9,535,483 1,486,170 18.5 
Source: US Census Bureau, Summary File 1, Table P1 (2000 and 2010). 

Population projections for Buncombe County and the State of North Carolina are shown in 
Table 3-2. The data indicate that Buncombe County’s population should continue to increase 
with an annualized growth rate of 1.3%, which is generally consistent with traffic forecast growth 
rates in the study area (URS 2015a). 

Table 3-2: Population Projections (2010-2035) 

Area 
Population Annualized Growth Rate  

2010 2020 2030 2035 2010-2035 

Buncombe 
County 238,857 269,682 300,367 315,707 1.3% 

North Carolina 9,574,917 10,573,611 11,607,489 12,119,680 1.1% 
Source: North Carolina Office of State Budget and Management, 
http://www.osbm.state.nc.us/ncosbm/facts_and_figures/socioeconomic_data/population_estimates/count
y_projections.shtm. 

3.1.1.2 Race/Ethnic Composition 

The race/ethnic composition of the DSA, City of Asheville, Buncombe County, and State of 
North Carolina are compared in Table 3-3. 

In 2010, the African American populations within the City of Asheville (13.4 percent) and the 
DSA (21.1 percent) were more than two and three times greater, respectively, than Buncombe 
County (6.4 percent) (see Table 3-3). The DSA also contained a greater percentage of 
Hispanics (6.0 percent) than Buncombe County (5.7 percent).   
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Table 3-3: Population by Race/Ethnicity (2010) 

Race 
DSA Asheville Buncombe County North Carolina 

# % # % # % # % 

White 14,979 71.1% 66,143 79.3% 208,192 87.4% 6,528,950 68.5% 
Black or African 
American 

4,450 21.1% 11,134 13.4% 15,211 6.4% 2,048,628 21.5% 

American Indian/ 
Alaska Native 

84 0.4% 280 0.3% 948 0.4% 122,110 1.3% 

Asian 136 0.6% 1,142 1.4% 2,417 1.0% 208,962 2.2% 
Native Hawaiian/ 
Pacific Islander 

10 0.0% 126 0.2% 289 0.1% 6,604 0.1% 

Other Race 757 3.6% 2,401 2.9% 6,266 2.6% 414,030 4.3% 
Two or More 
Races 

647 3.1% 2,167 2.6% 4,995 2.1% 206,199 2.2% 

Total 21,063 100.0% 83,393 100.0% 238,318 100.0% 9,535,483 100.0% 
Total Hispanic 1,737 8.2% 5,455 6.5% 14,254 6.0% 800,120 8.4% 
Source: US Census Bureau (2010). 

3.1.1.3 Limited English Proficiency 

Most individuals living in the United States read, write, speak, and understand English. There 
are many individuals, however, for whom English is not their primary language. The 2010 
Census shows that 26 million individuals speak Spanish and almost 7 million individuals speak 
an Asian or Pacific Island language at home. If these individuals have a limited ability to read, 
write, speak, or understand English, they are limited English proficient (LEP). 

Failure to ensure that LEP persons can effectively participate in or benefit from federally 
assisted programs and activities may violate the prohibition against national origin discrimination 
under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000d) and the USDOT Title VI 
regulations at 49 CFR 21.  

To clarify existing requirements for LEP persons under Title VI, on August 11, 2000, President 
Clinton issued Executive Order (EO) 13166, “Improving Access to Services for Persons with 
Limited English Proficiency.” The EO requires each federal agency to examine the services it 
provides and develop and implement a system by which LEP persons can meaningfully access 
those services consistent with, and without unduly burdening, the fundamental mission of the 
agency.  

The US Department of Justice (DOJ) is responsible for coordinating government-wide 
implementation of the EO. To assist agencies in fulfilling the mandates of the order, DOJ 
published a general LEP policy guidance document on August 16, 2000, and issued revised 
guidance on June 18, 2002. The EO states that agencies’ LEP plans and guidance must be 
consistent with the DOJ LEP guidance.  

In accordance with the EO, the USDOT issued Policy Guidance Concerning Recipient's 
Responsibilities to Limited English Proficient (LEP) Persons (USDOT 2005), which is modeled 
after DOJ’s guidance. As described in the guidance, USDOT recipients are required to take 
reasonable steps to ensure meaningful access to their programs and activities by LEP persons. 
LEP data from the 2011 ACS data were compiled for the project study area and are 
summarized in Table 3-4.  
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Table 3-4: Limited English Proficiency Data by Block Group (2007-2011) 

  

Census data do not indicate LEP populations meeting the DOJ LEP Safe Harbor threshold but 
do indicate a Spanish-speaking population exceeding 50 persons within the DSA that may 
require language assistance. As shown in Table 3-4, there are two block groups (Census Tract 
[CT] 3, Block Group [BG] 1 and CT 14, BG 1) where census data indicate the presence of a 
Spanish-speaking population, which may require language assistance, as more than 50 persons 
in each of these block groups speak English “less than very well.” In general, the locations of 
these areas are immediately north of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and north of Patton Avenue 
on the west side of the French Broad River. These block groups and areas generally 
correspond with the following neighborhoods/areas: Westgate area and Emma Road/Bingham 
Road neighborhood.  

According to the LEP data, the majority of LEP populations within the DSA are Spanish 
language speakers. There are also persons in the “Other Indo-European” and “Asian/Pacific” 
language groups. Interviews with local planners indicate there is a Ukrainian population within 
the study area. Based on the documentation provided for this report, it is unclear whether any 
bilingual outreach through any Hispanic or Ukrainian media outlets has been conducted to date 
on the project.  

3.1.1.4 Age Composition 

In 2010, the median age within the DSA (33.9) was lower than that of the other geographic 
areas studied (see Table 3-5). 

  

# % # % # % # %

CT 2, BG 1 717                  0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

CT 2, BG 2 612                  0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

CT 3, BG 1 1,067               73 6.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

CT 3, BG 2 453                  0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

CT 4, BG 1 2,329               0 0.0% 9 0.4% 41 0.0% 0 0.0%

CT 6, BG 2 1,078               0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

CT 9, BG 2 920                  12 1.3% 11 1.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

CT 9, BG 3 1,253               0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

CT 10, BG 1 1,416               0 0.0% 11 0.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

CT 10, BG 2 1,208               0 0.0% 0 0.0% 7 0.0% 0 0.0%

CT 11, BG 1 1,228               14 1.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

CT 11, BG 2 1,207               0 0.0% 0 0.0% 9 0.0% 0 0.0%

CT 11, BG 3 1,260               0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

CT 12, BG 5 489                  0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

CT 14, BG 1 979                  45 4.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

CT 14, BG 2 665                  117 17.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

DSA Aggregate 16,881             261 1.5% 31 0.2% 57 0.0% 0 0.0%

Source: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-year Estimates (2007-2011),Table B16004, "Age by Language Spoken at 
Home by Ability to Speak English for the Population 5 Years and Over."

Geography

Total Adult 
Population, 18 

years and 
older

Primary Language Group of Persons Who Speak English Less than Very Well
Spanish Other Indo-Euro Asian/Pacific Other
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Table 3-5: Median Age (2010) 
 DSA Asheville Buncombe County North Carolina 

Median Age 33.9 38.2 40.6 37.4 
Source: US Census Bureau, Summary File 1, Tables DP1 (2010). 

3.1.1.5 Housing Characteristics 

Between 2000 and 2010, the number of households in the DSA increased by 27.1 percent as 
compared to 17.1 percent in Buncombe County. The higher growth rate could possibly be 
attributed to the abundance of infill development currently occurring within the DSA.  

In 2011, the median home value in the DSA ($187,342) was lower than that in Buncombe 
County ($192,200). The median year structure built in the DSA is approximately two decades 
older (1957) than in the county (1980).  

The DSA generally has a lower homeownership rate than Buncombe County. In 2010, 44.9 
percent of homes in the DSA were occupied by the owner, while 65.7 percent of the homes in 
Buncombe County were occupied by the owner. Homeownership in the DSA and Buncombe 
County decreased by 6.5 percent and 4.6 percent, respectively, between 2000 and 2010.  

In 2011, the DSA had a lower median contract rent ($543) than Buncombe County ($637). 
Lower median contract rents likely support other census data indicating the presence of lower 
income areas within the DSA. 

3.1.2 ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS 

3.1.2.1 Business and Employment 

Buncombe County has traditionally had one of the more diverse economies in western North 
Carolina. Despite the decline of manufacturing, numerous other industries have flourished, 
creating a net gain of jobs throughout the region.  

Data from the ACS (accessed in November 2013) indicate that approximately 89.6 percent of 
the people who resided in Buncombe County also worked in Buncombe County. In addition, the 
median commuting time for the Buncombe County workforce was 20.8 minutes, while the 
median commuting time for all North Carolina workers was 23.4 minutes. These numbers 
support the assumption that Buncombe County is a regional employment center. 

According to data from the Asheville Chamber of Commerce (accessed May 2014), the 
following companies and entities employ over 3,000 people each within Buncombe County: 
Mission Health and Hospitals and Buncombe County Public Schools. The following companies 
and entities employ over 1,000 people each within Buncombe County: Buncombe County 
Government, The Biltmore Company, Ingles Markets, Inc., the VA Medical Center-Asheville 
Department of Veterans Affairs, the City of Asheville, the Asheville-Buncombe Technical 
Community College (AB Tech), and The Grove Park Inn resort and spa. In addition, both Care 
Partners and Eaton Corporation – Electrical Division employ between 750 and 999 employees. 

According to additional data from the North Carolina Department of Commerce-Division of 
Employment Security, employment in Buncombe County increased by 3.9 percent between 
2000 and 2010, and increased by 5.7 percent between 2010 and 2013. Buncombe County has 
experienced employment growth and losses throughout various industry sectors. The largest job 
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loss between 2000 and 2010 in terms of numbers of jobs lost number-wise was in the 
manufacturing sector (5,892 jobs lost). The largest job increase during that time period (in terms 
of numbers of jobs gained number-wise) was experienced in the health care and social 
assistance sector (4,998 jobs gained). Accommodation and food services experienced the 
largest percentage growth during this time (32.6 percent), while agriculture, forestry, fishing, and 
hunting experienced the largest percentage loss (-40.2 percent). 

North Carolina experienced a decline in employment (-2.1 percent) between 2000 and 2010. 
However, between 2010 and 2013, North Carolina experienced employment growth (4.2 
percent) that was similar to that of Buncombe County (5.7 percent). 

During that same time period, North Carolina experienced the largest raw increase in jobs in the 
health care and social assistance sector (147,768 jobs added) and in the educational services 
sector (80,949 jobs added). Buncombe County and North Carolina both displayed a decrease in 
the number of manufacturing jobs between 2000 and 2010, and both have experienced growth 
between 2010 and 2013.  

According to data from the North Carolina Employment Security Commission (NCESC), 
Buncombe County had a lower unemployment rate than the state in 2000, 2010, and 2013 
(Table 3-6). Buncombe County and North Carolina both experienced increases in 
unemployment between 2000 and 2010; however, levels have decreased slightly since. 
Unemployment increases for both studied geographies may possibly be attributed to the closure 
of numerous manufacturing facilities, particularly those related to the textile industry and the 
more recent recession. 

Table 3-6: Unemployment Rate (2000 to 2013 Rates) 

Area 

Unemployment 
Rate 

Change; 2000-2010 
Unemployment 

Rate 
Change; 2010-2013 

2000 2010 Difference % Change 2010 2013 Difference % Change 

City of 
Asheville 3.5% 8.4% 4.9% 140 8.4% 6.3% -2.1% -25 

Buncombe 
County 3.4% 8.4% 5.0% 147 8.4% 6.2% -2.2% -26 

North Carolina 3.7% 10.5% 6.8% 184 10.5% 8.3% -2.2% -21 
Source: North Carolina Employment Security Commission (August Reporting Month) 
http://esesc23.esc.state.nc.us/d4/. 

3.1.2.2 Income and Poverty Level 

The 2011 median household income for the DSA ($31,661) was lower than in Buncombe 
County ($44,321). The DSA had a higher percentage of people living below poverty 
(34.3 percent) than Buncombe County (15.6 percent) in 2011 (see Table 3-7).  

Asheville Housing Authority or Housing and Urban Development (HUD)-insured communities 
are located within the following block groups: 

 Census Tract 2, Block Group 1 (Hillcrest Apartments) 
 Census Tract 3, Block Group 1 (Klondyke Apartments) 
 Census Tract 10, Block Group 2 (Pisgah View Apartments) 
 Census Tract 14, Block Group 2 (Woodridge Apartments) 
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Table 3-7: Percentage of Population Below Poverty Level (2011) 
Area Percentage Below Poverty 

Demographic Study Area 34.3% 
Asheville 20.3% 
Buncombe County 15.6% 
North Carolina 16.1% 
Source: ACS 2007-2011. 

The Hillcrest Apartments, Klondyke Apartments, and Pisgah View Apartments are operated by 
the City of Asheville Housing Authority, and housing choice vouchers are not accepted. Housing 
choice vouchers are accepted at the income-restricted Woodridge Apartments.  

3.1.2.3 Educational Attainment 

Generally speaking, the education attained by people in the DSA is higher than in Buncombe 
County, but lower than the City of Asheville. Approximately 42.6 percent of the population in the 
DSA achieved some sort of college degree (Associates, Bachelors, or Graduate) as compared 
to 40.8 percent in Buncombe County and 47.4 percent for the City. 

3.1.3 COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

Community facilities are mapped on Figures 3-3a and 3-3b and are described below. 

3.1.3.1 Parks and Recreational Facilities 

The City of Asheville owns and operates 13 parks in the DCIA. This includes Carrier Park, 
Hummingbird Park, Burton Street Park, Jean Webb Park, Murray Hill Park, Owens-Bell Park, 
Riverside Cemetery, Southside Center, Aston Park, Magnolia Park, Montford Park, West 
Asheville Park, and the Montford Recreation Center. Carrier Park is located adjacent to Amboy 
Road and the French Broad River, and is a Section 4(f) facility. The Buncombe County Parks & 
Recreation Department owns and operates Hominy Creek River Park at the confluence of 
Hominy Creek and the French Broad River. The Bear Creek RV Park & Campground is a 
privately-owned campground and recreational vehicle facility located along South Bear Creek 
Road.  

An existing section of the French Broad River Greenway along Amboy Road (SR 3556) 
currently connects Carrier Park near the project to the French Broad River Park to the east. 
There are plans to extend this greenway west along the French Broad River to Hominy Creek 
Park at the mouth of Hominy Creek. As planned, the entire greenway will extend on both sides 
of the French Broad and Swannanoa rivers and will be comprised of greenway corridors and 
future park destinations. The greenway is owned by the City of Asheville and is accessible to 
the public for recreation. Facilities include greenspace, the trail, a wildflower garden, gazebo, 
picnic tables and grills, observation deck, playground, parking, and a dog park. 

3.1.3.2 Schools 

A review of NCDOT geographic information system (GIS) data (August 2013) and field 
observations reveals six schools within the DCIA, including Isaac Dickson Elementary, the 
William Randolph Learning Center, the Asheville City Schools Pre-School (formerly 
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known as the Accelerated Learning Center and Aycock School), the Rainbow Mountain School, 
Odyssey Community School, and the Asheville School. The Isaac Dickson Elementary school is 
a magnet school located on Hill Street and the (William) Randolph Learning Center is located on 
Montford Avenue, while the Odyssey Community School is located along Zillicoa Street. The 
Asheville City Schools Pre-School and the Rainbow Mountain School are located on Haywood 
Road east and west of the project area, respectively. The Asheville School is located between 
Sand Hill Road and US 19-23, in the southwestern part of the DCIA. The UNC-A campus is also 
located partially within the DCIA. The campus is located northeast of the proposed northern 
terminus of the project. 

3.1.3.3 Daycare Facilities 

Three daycare facilities were identified within the DCIA, including the Little Beaver Daycare on 
Zillicoa Street, the Hill Street Baptist Church Daycare on Hill Street, and the Cavalry Baptist 
Child Enrichment Center on Haywood Road west of the project area. The Wee Wiggles Child 
Care Center used to be located at the Westgate Shopping Center, but has recently relocated to 
Haywood Road west of the DCIA. 

3.1.3.4 Churches 

At least 25 churches were identified within the DCIA. Several of these churches are located in 
close proximity to the project alignment, including: 

 Asheville United Christian Church  
 Asheville Wesleyan Church 
 Cavalry Baptist Church  
 Christian Church of Hope  
 Church of God  
 Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints 
 Community Baptist Church  
 Community Chapel Church of God  
 Crosspoint Community Church 
 Crossroads Assembly Church  
 First Church of God  
 Friendship Baptist Church  
 Grace Baptist Church  
 Haywood Street United Methodist Church  
 Hill Street Baptist Church  
 Holy Tabernacle Church of God  
 Inanda Baptist Church 
 Riverside Church 
 St. Pauls Missionary Baptist Church  
 Sycamore Temple Church of God  
 Trinity United Methodist Church  
 Unity Church of Asheville 
 West Asheville Baptist Church  
 Western Carolina Rescue Ministries  
 Westwood Baptist Church  
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3.1.3.5 Cemeteries 

The only known cemetery adjacent to the project is the City of Asheville's Riverside Cemetery 
located east of existing US 19-23-70, approximately 1,800 feet north of the Hill Street exit. 
Established in the 1880s, Riverside Cemetery is still active with more than 13,000 graves, 9,000 
monuments, and 12 family mausoleums. This cemetery is part of the Montford Historic District 
listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (see Section 3.4.1). 

3.1.3.6 Public Housing Units 

Approximately 650 public housing units are contained in three Asheville Housing Authority 
communities located within the DCIA, and are operated by the Housing Authority of the City of 
Asheville. The Pisgah View Apartments are located just north of Amboy Road in the 
southeastern portion of the DCIA (see Figure 3-4). The Pisgah View Community Center and 
Head Start Center are also located within the Pisgah View Apartments complex. The Hillcrest 
Apartments are located between Riverside Drive, US 19-23-70, and I-240. The Carl Johnson 
Community Center and Head Start Center is also located within the Hillcrest Apartments 
complex. The Klondyke Apartments public housing complex is located along Montford Avenue 
in the northern portion of the DCIA. An additional 160 income-restricted units in the Woodridge 
Apartments located along Bingham Road are operated by the Asheville-Woodridge Limited 
Partnership. 

3.1.3.7 Commercial Corridors and Nodes 

Several key commercial corridors and nodes are located within the DCIA. The primary 
commercial corridors within the DCIA are located along Haywood Road, Patton Avenue, and 
Riverside Drive. The Crowne Plaza Resort, Westgate Shopping Center, and several other 
businesses are concentrated around the I-240/Patton Avenue interchange. Both Westgate 
Shopping Center and the Crowne Plaza Resort have undergone recent renovation and other 
development enhancements. The Crowne Plaza Resort is a multi-activity resort center with a 
golf course, tennis facilities, rock wall, zip-lining, and swimming facilities for use by resort 
guests. The Western North Carolina Farmers Market is a regional farmers market located at the 
I-40/NC 191 interchange. Numerous light industrial businesses and commercial businesses are 
located along the French Broad River and near the railroad system. Professional offices and 
commercial properties are concentrated along Zillicoa Street. 

Haywood Road Commercial Corridor  

The Haywood Road Commercial Corridor is generally located between Patton Avenue and the 
French Broad River, and the portion west of I-240 serves as a “main street” for the tight-knit 
West Asheville Community. Locals say that the corridor developed as a trail for Native 
Americans, later became a horse path, and eventually a road in the late 1800s. The 
construction of I-240 in the late 1960s divided businesses on the west side and the east side of 
the new facility, and this separation is still felt today. 

According to OnHaywood.com, Haywood Road is the century-old heart of West Asheville with 
small-scale, often family-owned businesses close to residential neighborhoods. It is a narrow 
commercial corridor, with vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian traffic. Along with a variety of 
specialty shops, coffee shops, restaurants, and other retail businesses, there are several 
community facilities along this business corridor, including schools, a daycare, and churches. 
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Haywood Road also borders the Burton Street neighborhood (west of I-240), the Westwood 
Place neighborhood, and the West End/Clingman neighborhood (both east of I-240).  

The City of Asheville conducted a corridor study of the Haywood Road corridor to ascertain the 
needs of local residents and businesses. The study includes recommendations for the inclusion 
of pedestrian-oriented streetscapes, landscaping, architectural specifications, and the inclusion 
of various rezonings to promote compatible growth and neighborhood cohesion. It also 
mentions improving the pedestrian walkway over I-240 by separating pedestrian and bicycle 
traffic from motor vehicles.  

Patton Avenue Commercial Corridor 

The greatest concentration of commercial development in the DCIA is centered on the 
I-240/Patton Avenue interchange, west of the French Broad River. Patton Avenue 
(US 19-23-74) extends from I-40 to downtown Asheville. The Westgate Shopping Center (the 
first shopping center constructed outside of downtown Asheville), the Crowne Plaza Resort (with 
golf, tennis, and swimming facilities for guests), and other businesses are located within the 
DCIA. Based on site observations from March 2010, Westgate Shopping Center is currently 
being redeveloped with the intent of transforming it into a mixed-use lifestyle center. There are 
also plans for the Crowne Plaza to expand its sports center with other mixed uses and 
structured parking.  

Along Patton Avenue, west of the French Broad River, are national brand chains such as 
Denny’s, Verizon Wireless, and Sam’s Club, as well a few more locally based businesses, such 
as Jackson’s Western Store and Alpine Photography. There are also larger, more industrial type 
businesses, such as Federal Express, near the I-240/Patton Avenue interchange. Patton 
Avenue has relatively heavy vehicular traffic, with limited bicycle and pedestrian traffic.  

Patton Avenue is the primary vehicular link between West Asheville, the River Arts District 
(RAD), and downtown Asheville. The RAD is a historically industrial but emerging artistic section 
of town identified by the City of Asheville as a focal point for redevelopment activities. A group 
associated with the ADC has worked to advocate that, as part of the proposed project, local and 
Interstate traffic on Patton Avenue be separated, the scale of the project match the character of 
the community, connectivity be increased, and impacts be minimized. The ADC envisions the 
Patton Avenue Business Corridor as a tree-lined urban boulevard serving as a gateway to 
downtown Asheville. 

Riverside Drive Commercial Corridor 

Riverside Drive runs parallel to and along the east side of the French Broad River. 
I 26/US 19 23-70 is located immediately adjacent and parallel to Riverside Drive on the east. 
The NS Craggy Mountain spur line of the Norfolk Southern Railroad is also located in this area. 
The Riverside Drive Commercial Corridor extends from Patton Avenue and the northern 
boundary of the RAD to Broadway. Broadway is also the northern extent of the Asheville city 
limits. This corridor is approximately 1.8 miles, with approximately 30 businesses. 

The portion of Riverside Drive north of Patton Avenue has an industrial feel, with farm supply 
warehouses, auto parts stores, salvage lots, and similar types of light industrial uses. The 
businesses are located on relatively large parcels on the west side of the road, since 
I-26/US 19-23-70 is located along the east side of the road. The Wilma Dykeman RiverWay is 
planned to link existing and future parks and tourist destinations along the French Broad and 
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Swannanoa Rivers via a 17-mile greenway with separate walking and biking trails. The 
Riverside Drive Commercial Corridor is located in District 1 (Riverside Drive North) of the plan.  

Riverside Drive south of Patton Avenue (and just south of the Riverside Drive Commercial 
Corridor) also has an industrial feel, but with an artistic flavor. It traverses the RAD, which is 
generally bounded by Patton Avenue on the north, Clingman Avenue and Depot Street on the 
east, Lyman Street on the south, and the French Broad River on the west. This district is the site 
of large industrial warehouses and old cotton mills, many of which have been converted into 
residences, artist’s studios, and galleries. “Studio Strolls” occur several times a year, and many 
galleries are open to the public on a regular basis. 

3.1.3.8 Post Offices 

No post offices were identified in the DCIA. A post office is located just outside of the DCIA 
southwest of the I-40/NC 191 interchange. 

3.1.3.9 Hospitals 

No hospitals were identified in the DCIA. The Aston Park Health Care Center is located on 
NC 191 in the southern portion of the DCIA. The Westwood Assisted Living Center is located on 
Westwood Place. According to local officials, there is also a medical clinic (Western North 
Carolina Community Health Services – Minnie Jones Family Health Center) just outside of the 
DCIA near the intersection of Haywood Road and Ridgelawn Road. It is likely that this clinic 
provides medical services to persons residing within the DCIA.  

3.1.3.10 Land and Water Conservation Fund Properties 

Properties, usually parks that have received any amount of financing from Land and Water 
Conservation Funds, need to be documented and cleared through the US Department of the 
Interior. The properties are known as Section 6(f) properties. The National Park Service’s (NPS) 
Land and Water Conservation Fund web site indicates that there is one known 6(f) resource in 
the DCIA (Montford Complex) (NPS 2010).  

3.1.3.11 Crime, Safety and Emergency Services 

Information on crime, safety, and emergency services was gathered through phone interviews 
with local officials and field observations. According to local officials, Pisgah View Apartments, 
Hillcrest Apartments, and Klondyke Apartments experience more crime than the remainder of 
Asheville. The City of Asheville Police Department provides protection throughout the DCIA. 

The Buncombe County Rescue Squad Station #2 is the only emergency services facility 
identified within the DCIA. It is located along Hansel Avenue north of Patton Avenue (see Figure 
3-4). The Buncombe County Rescue Squad, City of Asheville Fire Department, and Buncombe 
County Emergency Services provide emergency medical services throughout the DCIA through 
the use of several facilities located outside of the DCIA. 

The City of Asheville Fire Department Station #3 is located south of Patton Avenue just west of 
the DCIA, while Station #11 is located in the southern portion of the DCIA near the I-26/NC 191 
interchange. The City of Asheville Fire Department provides fire service throughout the DCIA. 
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Local officials indicated that the pedestrian bridge for the Hillcrest Apartments was closed due to 
criminal activity, but has since been re-opened due to a number of pedestrian deaths attributed 
to crossing I-240/Patton Avenue on foot. Residents of the Fairfax/Virginia and 
Kentucky/Hanover/Pisgah View communities indicated that lighting is a concern at the State 
Street underpass, which is frequently used by pedestrians and bicyclists to cross under I-240. 

3.1.4 NEIGHBORHOODS AND COMMUNITIES 

3.1.4.1 Identified Communities 

The study area for the proposed project includes 15 communities, based on field reviews and 
discussions with local planners. Each of the communities was delineated and a community 
boundary was established to allow for further analysis of each community, as shown on Figure 
3-4. A community profile was developed for each of the communities. The following section 
provides a brief summary of the identified communities.  

In order to identify and assess potential effects to special populations within the DCIA, census 
demographic data were evaluated to summarize community characteristics pertaining to race, 
poverty level, median income, and median age within the potentially affected neighborhoods, 
the City of Asheville, and Buncombe County. Identified neighborhoods were generally correlated 
to particular block groups when defining community characteristics. A summary of the 
neighborhood characteristics is included in Table 3-8. 

Clairmont Crest Mobile Home Park Community 

The Clairmont Crest Mobile Home Park community is located off Sand Hill Road north of I-40, 
adjacent to the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. The community is somewhat isolated due to its 
proximity to the interchange, with no nearby community amenities within walking distance. 
There is also only one ingress/egress point to the community. Willow Lake Mobile Home Park is 
located adjacent to Clairmont Crest; however, there is no evidence of interaction between the 
two communities. Both mobile home parks were developed by the same individual who currently 
resides within Clairmont Crest, but who sold Willow Lake, which is now under separate 
ownership. The Clairmont Crest community is racially mixed, with a few Hispanic residents. The 
mobile homes appear well maintained, and residents both rent and own their lots and homes. 
Several residents have young families; however, there are no recreational amenities on the 
premise for children, resulting in families taking their children to nearby parks to play. 

Willow Lake Mobile Home Park Community 

The Willow Lake Mobile Home Park community is located off Sand Hill Road north of I-40, 
adjacent to the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. The community is somewhat isolated due to its 
proximity to the interchange, with no nearby community amenities within walking distance. 
There is also only one ingress/egress point to the community. Clairmont Crest Mobile Home 
Park is located adjacent to Willow Lake. Based on interviews with residents from each 
community, there is no known neighborhood interaction between Clairmont Crest and Willow 
Lake. A resident of Willow Lake indicated that most residents rent their lots and mobile homes. 
Homes in Willow Lake appear older and show evidence of deferred maintenance.
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Table 3-8: Community Characteristics (2010) 

Community 
% African 
American 

% 
Hispanic 

% Below 
Poverty 

Median 
Household 

Income 

Median 
Age 

Clairmont Crest Mobile Home Park  
(Census Tract 12, Block Group 5) 

6.3% 17.5% 33.3% $37,348 31.6 

Willow Lake Mobile Home Park (Census 
Tract 12, Block Group 5) 

9.7% 24.3% 30.0% $37,348 31.3 

Morningside Park 
(Census Tract 11, Block Group 3) 

2.3% 3.7% 7.4% $45,577 39.7 

Kentucky/Hanover/Pisgah ViewArea 
 (Census Tract 10, Block Group 2) 

39.7% 4.8% 33.7% $31,698 26.5 

Fairfax/Virginia  
(Census Tract 11, Block Group 2 and 3) 

8.6% 8.8% 22.1% $37,960 36.6 

Westwood Place  
 (Census Tract 10, Block Group 1) 

9.8% 6.8% 18.2% $48,558 34.2 

Burton Street  
 (Census Tract 11, Block Group 1) 

38.4% 7.6% 21.2% $31,950 35.4 

West End/Clingman (Census Tract 9, 
Block Group 3 and 4) 

22.8% 3.9% 45.9% $17,208 50.1 

Hillcrest Apartments  
(Census Tract 2, Block Group 2) 

74.7% 1.2% 62.4% $15,721 20.0 

Houston/Courtland (Census Tract 2, 
Block Group 2) 

26.3% 2.8% 62.5% $15,721 30.1 

Emma Road/Bingham Road  
 (Census Tract 14, Block Group 1 and 
2) 

26.3% 35.4% 40.8% $27,351 29.3 

Murphy Hill  
(Census Tract 14, Block Group 1) 

0.0% 0.0% 50.0% $22,021 52.1 

River Arts District 
(Census Track 9, Block Group 3 and 4) 

48.2% 1.8% 50.5% $17,208 48.6 

Montford  
(Census Tract 2 and 3, Block Group 1 
and 2) 

18.7% 2.6% 39.0% $29,398 31.5 

UNC-Asheville 
(Census Tract 4, Block Group 3) 

4.5% 4.3% 35.1% $31,224 28.5 

City of Asheville 13.4% 6.5% 20.3% $40,863 38.2 
Buncombe County 6.4% 6.0% 15.6% $44,321 40.6 
Source: US Census Bureau (2010), ACS (2007-2011). 

Morningside Park Community 

Based on discussions with a local Asheville real estate agent, the Morningside Park area is a 
subarea of the West Asheville Community. The 2010 US Census data indicate that 
homeownership rates are relatively high (80 percent) in the area; however, the data also 
indicate that more than 50 percent of residents have lived in their homes for less than five years. 
It was noted that the area is comprised of residents of various ages. Many younger residents 
and families are moving into the area, but some of the older residents still remain in the area. It 
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was indicated that many of the residents of Morningside Park patronize Ingles as a grocery 
store, as well as other restaurants and shops along Haywood Road. 

Kentucky/Hanover/Pisgah View Area Community 

The Pisgah View Apartments are operated by the Housing Authority of the City of Asheville. The 
apartments are located east of the existing interchange at I-240 and Amboy Road. Based upon 
Buncombe County GIS parcel data, the property is generally bounded by Stewart Street to the 
north, Michigan Avenue to the east, Amboy Road to the south, and Hanover Street to the west. 
Combined with the residences along Kentucky Drive and Hanover Street, this community 
comprises approximately one-third of US Census Bureau Census Tract 10, Block Group 2. 
According to 2010 Census data, this neighborhood contains an African American population 
(39.7 percent) that is about six times as much as that in Buncombe County (6.4 percent). The 
Hispanic population (4.8%) is just slightly below the county average (6.0 percent). More than a 
third (33.7 percent) of the population in this neighborhood lived below poverty level as 
compared to 15.6 percent in the county. The median annual income in this neighborhood 
($31,698) was substantially less than the median income in the county ($44,321). Additionally, 
the median age in this neighborhood (26.5) is relatively low when compared to the median age 
in the county (40.6). 

Fairfax/Virginia Community 

The Fairfax/Virginia Avenue neighborhood contains a mix of older housing stock, as well as 
recently constructed infill residences. The neighborhood is located north of the Brevard Road 
interchange at I-240, and generally includes Fairfax Avenue, Virginia Avenue, and the 
secondary streets between them. A small portion of the neighborhood is located within US 
Census Bureau Census Tract 11, Block Group 2. Census data do not reveal any special 
populations in this block group. The remainder of the neighborhood comprises nearly half of US 
Census Bureau Census Tract 11, Block Group 3. According to 2010 Census data, this section 
of the neighborhood contains a Hispanic population (8.8 percent) that is higher than that in the 
county (6.0 percent). Over 22 percent (22.1 percent) of the population in the neighborhood (as 
compared to 15.6 percent in the county) lives below the poverty level. The median income in 
this neighborhood ($37,960) is lower than in the county ($44,321). 

Westwood Place Community 

The Westwood Place neighborhood contains a mix of older housing stock, as well as recently 
constructed infill residences. This neighborhood is located south of the Patton Avenue 
interchange at I-240. According to the City of Asheville Neighborhoods Map and a local 
representative, the Westwood Place neighborhood is generally bounded by I-240 to the north, 
Waynesville Avenue to the east, Haywood Road to the south, and I-240 to the west. Another 
local representative indicated that the neighborhood boundaries might extend as far east and 
south as the French Broad River. 

This neighborhood is generally located in US Census Bureau Census Tract 10, Block Group 1. 
According to 2010 Census data, this neighborhood contains minority populations (9.8 percent 
African American and 6.7 percent Hispanic) that are somewhat higher than those in Buncombe 
County. As mentioned previously, Buncombe County has African American and Hispanic 
populations of 6.4 percent and 6.0 percent, respectively. Poverty levels in this neighborhood 
(18.2 percent) are only slightly higher than in the county (15.6 percent). 
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Burton Street Community 

The Burton Street neighborhood contains a mix of older housing stock, as well as recently 
constructed infill residences. Burton Street residents have been active in working with NCDOT 
during the planning of STIP Project I-2513. This neighborhood is located in the southwest 
corner of the Patton Avenue interchange at I-240. The Burton Street neighborhood is generally 
bounded by Patton Avenue to the north, I-240 to the east, Haywood Road to the south, and 
Dorchester Avenue to the west.  

This community comprises approximately one-half of US Census Bureau Census Tract 11, 
Block Group 1. According to 2010 Census data, this neighborhood contains an African 
American population (38.4 percent) that is roughly six times that of the county (6.4 percent), and 
a Hispanic population (7.6 percent) that is slightly higher than that of the county (6.0 percent). 
Poverty levels in this neighborhood (21.2 percent) are higher than in the county (15.6 percent), 
and the median income is lower ($31,950 as compared to $44,321 in the county). 

West End/Clingman Community 

The West End/Clingman neighborhood contains a mix of recently built affordable housing 
options and older homes. This neighborhood is located southwest of the interchange at I-240 
and US 19-23-70. According to Asheville planners, the West End/Clingman neighborhood is 
generally bounded by I-240 to the north, Clingman Avenue to the east, Lyman Street to the 
south, and the French Broad River to the west. 

This community comprises approximately one-third of US Census Bureau Census Tract 9, 
Block Group 2. According to 2010 Census data, this neighborhood contains an African 
American population (22.8 percent) that is approximately 3 times that in Buncombe County (6.4 
percent), and a Hispanic population (3.9 percent) that is slightly less than in the county (6.0 
percent). Almost half of the population (45.9 percent) lives below the poverty level, and the 
median income ($17,208) is approximately one-third of the median income in the county 
($44,321). Additionally, the median age in this neighborhood (50.1) is higher than that of the 
county (40.6). 

Hillcrest Apartments Community 

The Hillcrest Apartments are operated by the Housing Authority of the City of Asheville. The 
complex is located northeast of the existing Patton Avenue or I-240 bridges over the French 
Broad River. Based upon Buncombe County GIS parcel data, the Hillcrest Apartments 
community is generally bounded by US 19-23-70 to the north and east, I-240 to the south, and 
the NS Craggy Mountain spur line of the Norfolk Southern Railway to the west.  

This community comprises approximately one-fifth of US Census Bureau Census Tract 2, Block 
Group 1. According to 2010 Census data, this neighborhood contains the highest percentage 
(74.7 percent) of African Americans in the DCIA, more than 10 times that of the county 
(6.4 percent). The Hispanic population (1.2 percent) is lower than in the county (6.0 percent). 
More than half of the population (62.4 percent) lives below the poverty level, and the median 
income ($15,721) is approximately one-third of the median income in the county ($44,321). 
Additionally, the median age in this neighborhood (20) is half that of the county (40.6). 
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Houston/Courtland Community 

The Houston/Courtland neighborhood is a historically African American neighborhood 
containing predominantly older homes. This neighborhood is located adjacent to US 19-23-70, 
northeast of the interchange with I-240. The Houston/Courtland neighborhood generally 
includes Houston Street, Courtland Avenue, and several small side streets. This community 
comprises approximately one-fifth of US Census Bureau Census Tract 2, Block Group 1. This is 
the same block group that the Hillcrest Apartments are located in, and most of the demographic 
statistics are the same for this community. However, while the Hillcrest Apartments contained 
the highest percentage of African Americans (74.7 percent), this neighborhood (26.3 percent) 
was approximately four times that of the county (6.4 percent). Percentages of Hispanics, low-
income, and poverty were approximately the same. Hillcrest representatives indicated that the 
Houston/Courtland neighborhood interacts more with the Montford Neighborhood (to its north) 
than with Hillcrest. 

Emma Road/Bingham Road Community 

The area along Bingham Road around Westgate Shopping Center contains a mix of single-
family homes and manufactured housing. This area is primarily within US Census Bureau 
Census Tract 14, Block Group 2. According to 2010 Census data, this neighborhood contains a 
Hispanic population (35.4 percent) that is about six times that in the County (6.0 percent). The 
African American population (26.3 percent) is higher than in the County (6.4 percent), as well as 
the percentage below poverty (40.8 percent), while median income ($27,351) is somewhat 
lower than in the county (15.6 percent and $44,321, respectively). 

The Woodridge Apartments, a City of Asheville Housing Authority complex, are also located in 
Census Tract 14, Block Group 2. Local representatives indicated that many Hispanics live either 
in this complex or the adjoining manufactured home park, but that these residents typically do 
not attend government sponsored meetings or events. 

Murphy Hill Community 

There are five residences along Westwood Place, located on the north side of Westgate Plaza, 
in which the residents refer to their community as “Murphy Hill.” An older couple residing on 
Westwood Place indicated that this area is identified as Murphy Hill because it overlooks the 
portion of Norfolk Southern Railway near the French Broad River known as Murphy Junction. 
The Murphy Hill residents that were interviewed indicated that they have been living there since 
1945, and that many of their neighbors have been in the area since the 1940s and 1950s. All of 
the homes along Westwood Place are owned, with the exception of one rental home at the top 
of the street. Site visit interviews revealed that all residents of Murphy Hill are White senior 
citizens. Murphy Hill is also home to the Freeman House, which was determined eligible for 
listing in the NRHP in 2006. The Freeman House is a privately-owned, single-family residence. 

River Arts District Community 

The RAD Community is generally bounded by Patton Avenue to the north; Roberts Street, 
Haywood Road, Clingman Avenue, Depot Street, Bartlett Street, and Norfolk Southern Railway 
to the east, Oakland Road to the south, and the French Broad River to the west. Because there 
is some overlap between RAD and the West End/Clingman Avenue Neighborhood (WECAN) 
Community and the RAD was founded by a WECAN resident, it is not surprising that they seem 
to share similar community values. In addition, the two communities are inextricably linked 
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through a common history. RAD is an area of former industrial mills and warehouses that has 
evolved into a burgeoning arts district within the City of Asheville. In order to facilitate this effort, 
several local artists have banded together and established studios and living quarters in RAD. It 
is estimated that over 100 working artists have set up shop in the RAD Community. River 
District Artists (RDA) is also an active community group that was established to support RAD 
artists. In order to become a member of RDA, an individual must own and maintain a studio in 
the RAD and pay annual membership dues. This has resulted in the creation of regular events 
such as the River Studio Stroll, which occurs twice per year (June and November), and is now 
in its 14th year.  

Montford Community 

The historic Montford neighborhood contains a mix of older housing stock and recently 
constructed infill residences. The neighborhood also includes the Klondyke Apartments, a public 
housing facility operated by the Housing Authority of the City of Asheville. This historic 
neighborhood is located off of Montford Avenue and is listed as a historic district on the NRHP. 
According to the City of Asheville Neighborhoods Map, the neighborhood is generally bounded 
by Broadway to the north and east, I-240 to the south, and US 19-23-70 to the west. This 
community consists of US Census Bureau Census Tracts 3 and 4, Block Groups 1 and 2. 
According to 2010 Census data, this block group contains an African American population of 
18.7 percent, approximately three times that of the county. Approximately 39 percent of the 
population lives below the poverty level, which is over two times as much as in the county 
(15.6 percent). The median household income ($29,398) is nearly three-quarters that of the 
county. Additionally, the median age (31.5) is much lower than in the county (40.6). 

UNC-Asheville Community 

From its beginnings as Buncombe County Junior College in 1927, the university has valued 
liberal arts ideals and community engagement. The college joined the University of North 
Carolina system in 1969 as UNC-Asheville. UNC-Asheville currently has approximately 3,500 
undergraduate students from 42 states and 19 countries, and about 330 full and part-time 
faculty. Approximately one-third of students live on campus, while another third live within a 
1-mile radius of campus. 

3.1.4.2 Past Transportation-Related Projects 

The study area for the proposed project has been affected by past transportation-related 
projects. As the population of Buncombe County grew from approximately 130,000 in 1960 to 
206,000 in 2000, a corresponding increase occurred in the size and scope of the transportation 
network. The National Interstate and Defense Highways Act of 1956 began the era of 
connecting population centers with controlled access freeways.  

Prior to the 1960s, there were no freeways in the Asheville area. The primary routes in West 
Asheville, and those connecting West Asheville to downtown, were US 19-23 Bypass along 
Patton Avenue and US 19-23 Business along Haywood Road. The Patton Avenue crossing of 
the French Broad River was constructed from 1948 to 1950 and was named the Great Smoky 
Mountains Park Bridge (also known as the northern Captain Jeff Bowen Bridge) due to it being 
a “gateway” to tourism and the Great Smoky Mountains National Park. According to the West 
End/Clingman Small Area Plan (City of Asheville 1996), the extension of Patton Avenue to the 
Captain Jeff Bowen Bridge crossing of the French Broad River in the late 1940s bisected the 
WECAN and required the demolition of many homes within the neighborhood. 
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During the 1960s, like many parts of the country, the transportation system in Asheville 
expanded through the development of interstate highways. By 1970, the portions of I-40 and 
I-26 within the study area had been constructed; however, these highways were constructed in 
relatively rural settings without major disruption to any communities. In the late 1960s the 
construction of the “Cross-town Expressway” was completed, which severed several existing 
neighborhoods within the project study area. The Cross-town Expressway included a second 
bridge across the French Broad River, parallel to the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridge and had 
interchanges with US 19-23/Patton Avenue, US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road), Amboy 
Road, Brevard Road, and I-26/I40. The Cross-town Expressway required further relocations in 
the West End Clingman Area and severed several local street connections. The construction 
also bisected several local roadways in West Asheville that are parts of communities identified 
for the proposed project. The Kentucky/Hanover/Pisgah View Area Community and 
Fairfax/Virginia Community were once connected by streets that were bisected, including 
Pennsylvania Avenue, Montana Avenue, Alabama Avenue, New Jersey Avenue, and Stewart 
Street. The Cross-town Expressway also rerouted Amboy Road onto the expressway, severing 
connections to Virginia Avenue, Fairfax Avenue, and Brevard Road. Farther north, Wilmington 
Street was severed, which had connected the Burton Street Community directly to the 
Westwood Place Community. The Cross-town Expressway was redesignated as I-240 in 1976 
and the name eventually faded from common use by the local residents. 

During the 1970s, the only major change to the transportation system in the study area was the 
construction of US 19-23-70 as a freeway from Patton Avenue, northward to Madison County. 
There was little change in the transportation system during the period from the late 1970s to the 
late 1990s. In the late 1990s, the only major construction within the proposed project study area 
was modifying the interchange along I-240 at Brevard Road, while the early 2000s saw the 
completion of the extension of I-26 from Mars Hill to the Tennessee border, north of the project 
study area. 

3.1.5 TITLE VI OF THE 1964 CIVIL RIGHTS ACT AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and related statutes, requires there be no discrimination 
in federally-assisted programs on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, sex, or disability. 
EO 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations,” prohibits discrimination based on race, color, sex, and national origin in 
the provision of benefits and services resulting from federally-assisted programs and activities.  

3.1.5.1 Environmental Justice  

Environmental justice refers to the equitable treatment of people of all races, cultures, ages, and 
incomes with respect to development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, 
regulations, and policies. This section identifies special populations based on those set forth in 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and EO 12898, to ensure that the I-2513 project does not 
have a disproportionately high and adverse impact or deny benefits of the project. If special 
populations are present within the DCIA, community outreach, including meaningful non-
traditional methods, will be identified. 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) has oversight of the federal government’s 
compliance with EO 12898. CEQ has developed guidance to further assist agencies with their 
procedures so that environmental justice concerns are effectively identified and addressed. 
Based on the CEQ guidance, low-income populations should be identified with the annual 
statistical poverty thresholds from the US Census Bureau’s Current Population Reports (Series 
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P-60 on Income and Poverty). Minority populations, based on the CEQ guidance, should be 
identified where either (1) the minority population of the affected area exceeds 50 percent or (2) 
the minority population percentage of the affected area is meaningfully greater than the minority 
population in the general population or other appropriate unit of geographic analysis. This 
section assesses environmental justice based on the race and low-income thresholds put forth 
by CEQ.  

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and related statutes, requires there be no discrimination 
in federally-assisted programs on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, sex, or disability. 
EO 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations,” provides that “each federal agency shall make achieving environmental 
justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionably high 
and adverse human health and environmental effects of its program, policies, and activities on 
minority populations and low-income populations.” Special populations may include the elderly, 
children, the disabled, low-income areas, American Indians, and other minority groups. EO 
12898 requires that Environmental Justice principles be incorporated into all transportation 
studies, programs, policies and activities. The three environmental principles are (1) to ensure 
the full and fair participation of all potentially affected communities in the transportation decision-
making process; (2) to avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority or low-
income populations; and (3) to fully evaluate the benefits and burdens of transportation 
programs, policies, and activities upon low-income and minority populations. 

3.1.5.2 Affected Populations 

The DCIA has a higher percentage of minorities, elevated poverty levels, and lower median 
income levels than Buncombe County. Nine of the sixteen block groups included in the DSA 
contained percentages of minority populations (African American, Hispanic, or both) more than 
double the percentages in the county. Many of these block groups also had high percentages of 
people living below the poverty level and low median incomes.  

Once the communities were identified, the following three thresholds were used to screen for 
minority populations that would be considered protected: 

 Community minority population that exceeds 50 percent of the total community/area 
population, and/or 

 Community minority population that is more than 10 percentage points higher than the City 
of Asheville’s minority populations, and/or 

 Community minority population that is more than 10 percentage points higher than 
Buncombe County’s minority populations. 

Typically, the minority and low-income populations are compared to the county average; 
however, for this project the project study team felt that comparison to both the county and city 
average would be beneficial in screening for protected populations. The demographics for the 
City of Asheville are slightly different than for the county. Buncombe County is one of only a few 
counties in North Carolina that have both a substantial urban population and a substantial rural 
population. Overall, the population of the City of Asheville only accounts for one-third of the 
population in Buncombe County. Because the project is located in a heavily urbanized area, the 
study team felt that there could be benefits to comparing the project-level demographics to both 
the city and county during the initial screening for protected populations. 
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If any of these screening thresholds is met, the community is said to have the potential for 
having protected minority populations. 

In addition, two thresholds were used to screen for low-income populations that would be 
considered protected: 

 Community/area low-income population that is more than 5 percentage points greater than 
the City of Asheville’s low-income populations. 

 Community/area low-income population that is more than 5 percentage points greater than 
Buncombe County’s low-income populations. 

If either of these screening thresholds is met, the community is said to have the potential for 
having protected low-income populations. 

Using the NCDOT Demographic Analysis Tool, a spatial analysis of non-white populations was 
conducted for STIP Project I-2513. The NCDOT tool utilizes 2007-2011 ACS data at the block 
group level to identify non-white populations that are 10 percentage points higher than the 
corresponding non-white population in Buncombe County. As depicted on Figures 3-5a and 3-
5b, the majority of the non-white population concentrations are found adjacent to the project 
area between Brevard Road (NC 191) and Patton Avenue (Section A) and on either side of the 
French Broad River between Patton Avenue and the Broadway interchange (Section B). The 
highest concentrations (greater than three times the county average) are in the areas 
encompassing the Kentucky/Hanover/Pisgah View Area, Burton Street neighborhood, West 
End/Clingman neighborhood, Hillcrest Apartments, Houston/Courtland neighborhood, Montford 
neighborhood, and the Emma Road/Bingham Road area.  

Spatial analysis using 2007-2011 ACS block group data was also completed to identify areas 
where higher populations of persons below the federal poverty threshold resided. Eight of the 
sixteen block groups have concentrations of persons living below the poverty level that are twice 
the county average.  

3.2 LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 

Land use and transportation planning for the FLUSA were studied in the ILUS/LUSA. Much of 
the information in this section comes from the findings from that assessment (HNTB North 
Carolina, PC 2010b).  

3.2.1 LAND USE PLANS 

3.2.1.1 Existing Land Use 

Existing land use in the FLUSA is depicted on Figures 3-6a and 3-6b. As shown, the majority of 
the FLUSA is residential, commercial, institutional, or recreational in nature.  

Residential development is the dominant form of land use throughout the urbanized areas of 
Asheville, which includes most of the FLUSA north of I-40. Most residential land use within the 
FLUSA is single family in nature, with minimal amounts of multi-family housing. Large amounts 
of land are also utilized for commercial purposes, including downtown Asheville, the US 70 
corridor, the US 19-23 corridor, along the French Broad River (including the RiverLink area), 
and several interchanges throughout the FLUSA (including the I-240 interchanges at Haywood 
Road, Patton Avenue, and Biltmore Avenue and the I-26 interchange at Brevard Road).  
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Most of the undeveloped land within the FLUSA is limited to its southwestern portion along 
Sardis Road, Pond Road, and Sand Hill Road and between Pearson Bridge Road and the 
French Broad River in the northern portion of the FLUSA. Tracts of land utilized for institutional 
and recreational activities, including government offices, parks, schools, and churches, are also 
scattered throughout the FLUSA, primarily throughout the downtown area. The Biltmore Estate 
is a popular tourist destination and is located in the southeastern portion of the FLUSA. 

3.2.1.2 Zoning Characteristics 

Zoning applicable to the FLUSA, as identified in the ILUS/LUSA, is shown on Figure 3-7. The 
zoning predominant throughout the FLUSA is residential, including multi-family residential, high 
density, single family residential, and lesser amounts of low and medium density residential. 
Commercial zoning is concentrated along US 25, US 19-23, US 19-23 Business, Brevard Road, 
the French Broad River, and throughout downtown Asheville. Much of this zoning includes 
typical strip commercial development along major corridors, nodal development at major 
interchanges (such as the Brevard Road interchange on I-26), and the central business district 
of Asheville.  

Industrial zoning is concentrated along Pond Road and Hominy Creek in the southern portion of 
the FLUSA, with isolated tracts of industrial zoning scattered throughout the remainder of the 
FLUSA. Several tracts of land zoned for institutional purposes also exist within the FLUSA, 
including the Asheville School (centered on the now drained Lake Ashnoca), UNC-Asheville 
(along Broadway north of downtown), and along US 25 south of downtown. 

3.2.1.3 Future Land Use 

A region’s land use plans and recent development activity are indicators of future land use. Both 
of these indicators were considered in the ILUS/LUSA. The findings of that assessment are 
reproduced in this section (HNTB North Carolina, PC 2010b).  

Land Use Plans 

Land use plans applicable to the project study area are described in detail in Chapter 4 and 
include the following: 

 Haywood Road Corridor Study (City of Asheville 2005d) 
 A Strategic Plan for the Sustainable Economic Development of the City of Asheville, North 

Carolina (City of Asheville 2004) 
 Broadway Corridor Action Plan (City of Asheville 2002b) 
 Asheville City Development Plan 2025 (City of Asheville 2002a) 
 Wilma Dykeman RiverWay Master Plan (Riverlink 2004) 
 Brevard Road Corridor Study (City of Asheville 2005a) 
 City of Asheville River Redevelopment Plan (City of Asheville 2005e) 
 Consolidated Strategic Housing and Community Development Plan (City of Asheville 2010a) 
 Buncombe County Comprehensive Land Use Plan Update (Buncombe County 2013) 
 West End/Clingman Small Area Plan (City of Asheville 1996) 
 Asheville Downtown Master Plan (City of Asheville 2009a) 
 Asheville Unified Development Ordinance (City of Asheville 2009b) 
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Available Land 

There are 22,563 acres of land within the FLUSA. Approximately 4,051 acres are covered by 
the road network and the existing rights-of-way associated with the roads, as well as streams, 
creeks, and surface water. Other lands assumed protected from development activities (i.e., 
parks, Pisgah National Forest, Natural Heritage Program Natural Areas, NRHP districts, state-
owned land) total approximately 5,213 acres. However, because many of the registered Natural 
Heritage Program Natural Areas remain under private ownership; it should be noted that 
protection of the land contained within them is not guaranteed. 

It was also assumed that any parcel without a structure, with a structure valued at less than 
$10,000, or with a structure on land in excess of 10 acres is available for development 
(approximately 1,888 acres). In addition, topography that includes steep slopes is more difficult 
to develop. The City of Asheville’s Unified Development Ordinance (section on hillside 
development area) and Buncombe County’s Subdivision Ordinance do not prohibit development 
in hillside areas; however, they have controls in place to discourage development in hillside 
areas, particularly those with slopes greater than 15 percent (City of Asheville 2009b). It is 
assumed that less steep areas will develop prior to hillside areas; therefore, the 3,195 acres 
with slopes greater than 15 percent (NCDOT GIS data) within the FLUSA are considered more 
sensitive to growth and not available for development at this time. 

After subtracting all aforementioned areas from the total land area, it is estimated that 
approximately 8,216 acres in the FLUSA (or 36 percent) could be considered available for 
development. 

Most of the undeveloped land within the FLUSA is along Sardis Road, Pond Road, and Sand 
Hill Road and between Pearson Bridge Road and the French Broad River in the northern portion 
of the FLUSA. 

Current Development Pressures 

According to site visit observations and discussions with Asheville officials, the Haywood 
Road/Patton Avenue area is experiencing some redevelopment activity, as infill development is 
still occurring in the Broadway area, and the US 19-23/I-40 interchange area is continuing to 
experience commercial growth. Development potential along the French Broad River and 
Swannanoa River has been an economic goal of Asheville, and the Wilma Dykeman RiverWay 
study area is a key focus area. Steep costs for development have continued to hinder 
development opportunities in the River District area. Expanding commercial development near 
the Westgate Shopping Center/Crowne Plaza area is a local desire. Commercial and office 
growth in the Brevard Road corridor and Sand Hill Road/Sardis Road area have been stalled in 
recent years due to the downturn in the economic market, but there is some limited new multi-
family residential development occurring along the southern Brevard Road corridor. 
Developable land is minimal in other portions of the FLUSA. The Biltmore Estate and built up 
portions of Asheville encompass much of the FLUSA, and public utilities in the Gorman Bridge 
Road/Pearson Bridge Road area are limited. Other portions of the FLUSA are limited due to 
topographical constraints. 

Westgate Shopping Center, located on the northwest quadrant of Patton Avenue and the 
French Broad River, contains retail such as CVS Pharmacy, Earth Fare, and Westgate 
Alterations. FIRC Group, Inc., the developer of Westgate, indicates on its website that a 
“complete renovation into a modern day mixed use lifestyle center” is planned for the shopping 
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center. Local planners indicated that information on FIRC Group, Inc.’s Web site may be more 
of a vision plan for the shopping center. Furthermore, Phase I of a multi-year, multi-phased 
project has been constructed at Westgate. Other phases include some new construction 
(expansion) to the existing retail strip center.  

Local officials indicated that there is a multi-year, multi-phased master plan approved for the 
Crowne Plaza Resort development that includes new construction that would include a sports 
center expansion, a mixed use office building and residential building, and a hotel/condominium 
with structured parking. 

According to data from the North Carolina Department of Commerce-Division of Employment 
Security, both Buncombe County and the City of Asheville had a lower unemployment rate than 
the state in 2000, 2010, and 2013. Unemployment in Buncombe County and the City of 
Asheville have more than doubled between 2000 and 2010. Since 2010, both geographic areas 
experienced decreases in unemployment. Unemployment decreases for the studied 
geographies may be attributed to post-recession reinvestment in the manufacturing and 
construction industry as well as to the sharp increase in tourism, healthcare, and service-related 
industries. 

Recent labor force estimates (December 2014) show that Buncombe County and the City of 
Asheville have experienced drops in unemployment to approximately 3.8 percent and 4.0 
percent, respectively. 

Interviews with local economic development professionals indicated that manufacturing was 
slowly returning to both Buncombe County and western North Carolina due to a number of 
factors, which include the increasing wages overseas, availability of redevelopment/infill space, 
and the increased expansion of ocean and inland ports. While these manufacturing facilities are 
unlikely to employ as many as 1,000 people, as has occurred historically, the jobs created 
would be those that require greater skill and provide higher pay.  

Buncombe County officials indicated that the economic downturn has also tempered the 
development market within the county. Commercial growth is relatively stable; however, the 
county has lost most of its industrial base and has a 7-year supply of residential homes in 
excess of one million dollars. There is some redevelopment occurring near the Chamber of 
Commerce/Visitor Center; however, local officials indicate any changes in land uses resulting 
from the project would primarily occur in the mostly built out area of the Captain Jeff Bowen 
Bridges. 

3.2.2 TRANSPORTATION PLANS 

Several transportation plans relate to the study area for the proposed project, including highway 
plans, transit plans, and bicycle, pedestrian, and greenway plans.  

3.2.2.1 Highway Plans 

French Broad River MPO 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (2010) 
The proposed project is included in the 2035 LRTP adopted on September 23, 2012. The main 
goals of this plan are to develop and maintain a safe and efficient system for transportation, as 
well as enhance the environment and livability of the area by providing an optimum level of 
service, choice, mobility, convenience, and energy efficiency. Furthermore, the plan calls for the 
promotion of aesthetic treatments and improvements along the I-26 Corridor through Asheville, 
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the proposed widening to eight lanes and the identification of other transportation projects with a 
direct relationship to the I-26 Corridor. The project is consistent with the long-range 
transportation goals and objectives of the FBRMPO (FBRMPO 2010). 

Comprehensive Transportation Plan for French Broad River MPO and Rural Areas of 
Buncombe and Haywood Counties (NCDOT 2008)  

The proposed project is included in the Comprehensive Transportation Plan for French Broad 
River MPO and Rural Areas of Buncombe and Haywood Counties completed by the NCDOT 
Transportation Planning Branch that was adopted by the FBRMPO on November 15, 2007, and 
by NCDOT on January 10, 2008 (NCDOT 2008). The Comprehensive Transportation Plan 
supersedes the Asheville Urban Area Thoroughfare Plan adopted in 1994, with the 
documentation being completed in April 1996 (NCDOT 1996). The Comprehensive 
Transportation Plan includes the proposed project as a freeway from I-40 to Broadway that 
includes widening to six or eight lanes and construction of a connector on new alignment.  

The Comprehensive Transportation Plan includes a recommendation for I-240/Future I-26 from 
I-40 to Broadway and notes that recurring congestion is already a problem along the length of 
the corridor. The recommendation, labeled Highway Project A2 for the segment, is as follows: 

This project has already been identified in the Long Range Transportation Plan 
and the TIP as project I-2513. It should be coordinated with bicycle project A1. 

The facility should be widened and a new connector constructed, facilitating the 
through movement of north-south traffic. Several alternatives and design 
scenarios are currently under evaluation and their outcome will guide the ultimate 
design and cross section of the new and widened facilities. Current plans call for 
a cross section of at least a six lane [sic] along the length of the corridor, with 
portions eight lane. The project may construct an additional river crossing 
approximately parallel to the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges.  

Bicycle project A1 is defined as constructing an off-road bicycle/pedestrian connector across I-
240 in tandem with widening from Hazel Mill Road/Regent Park Boulevard to West Haywood 
Street. 

The Comprehensive Transportation Plan also includes several other projects within the study 
area for the proposed project, as follows: 

 Highway Project A21 – Wilma Dykeman RiverWay: Plan calls for sections of two or four 
lanes with median or a three lane section with parallel parking. 

 Highway Project A22 – Amboy Road: Plan states that the corridor should be upgraded to 
include a median to preserve the de facto level of access control and improve the 
streetscape. Depending upon redevelopment plans for the area and the accompanying 
future traffic volumes, a four-lane section may be warranted. 

 Highway Project A27 – Amboy Road Extension: A proposed extension with one lane 
eastbound and two lanes westbound. 

 Highway Project A48 – US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road): Plan recommends that along 
this corridor, turn lanes should be added at intersections or possibly a two-way left turn lane 
be installed for all or part of the corridor. 

 Highway Project A67 – Roberts Street/Lyman Street: Plan recommends that the roadway 
should be upgraded in coordination with the Wilma Dykeman RiverWay plans. 
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 Public Transportation Project A15: Local bus service along the Wilma Dykeman RiverWay. 
 Public Transportation Project A22: Proposed park and ride lot at old National Guard Armory. 
 Bicycle Project A4: Plan recommends constructing an off-road connector from NC 191 

(Brevard Road) to the French Broad River Greenway in the vicinity of the I-240 intersection. 

3.2.2.2 Transit Plans 

Coordinated Public Transportation and Human Services Transportation Plan (2008) 

The FBRMPO developed a plan to better coordinate the human services transportation activities 
(FBRMPO 2008). The plan evaluates the barriers to coordinated public transportation on the 
regional level and provides recommendations on how to overcome these barriers. The plan 
includes evaluating the demographics, developing an inventory of public transportation and 
community services, developing a needs assessment and prioritization of needs, and providing 
detailed recommendations. The recommendations that affect the study area for the I-26 
Connector project include the following: 

 High frequency local service along major corridors, including west of Asheville via Patton 
Avenue and Haywood Road 

 Express bus service along I-26 to Hendersonville and points south 

City of Asheville Transit Master Plan (2009) 

In 2009, the City of Asheville developed the City of Asheville Final Transit Master Plan to 
establish a plan for short-term improvements (less than one year), near-term improvements (two 
to five years), and a ten year vision plan (HDR Engineering, Inc. of the Carolinas 2009). The 
plan includes service enhancements, capital improvements, and an evaluation of marketing, 
fares, and subsidies. The draft plan was released for public comment in September 2009 and 
adopted in October 2009. 

Asheville Redefines Transit 

Public transportation is provided by ART (City of Asheville 2014). The ART provides fixed-route 
bus service throughout the Asheville area, including on and around the UNC-Asheville campus, 
around downtown Asheville, to and from Asheville Regional Airport, to and from Black Mountain, 
North Carolina, and to and from Weaverville, North Carolina. A total of 17 bus routes are 
currently in operation: 

 North: Klondyke, Montford, Downtown, MLK, Charlotte, Grovepark 
 North 1: ART Station, Merrimon, UNC-A, Lakeshore 
 North 2: ART Station, Merrimon, UNC-A, Beaverdam 
 North 3: ART Station, Chamber, Hillcrest 
 South 1: ART Station, Biltmore, Hospital, Biltmore Village, London, Shiloh, Caribou, Rock 

Hill, Sweeten Creek 
 South 2: ART Station, Biltmore, Hospital, Forest Hill, Kenilworth, Chunns Cove, Social 

Security 
 South 3: ART Station, Asheland, McDowell, Biltmore Village, Hendersonville Road, Airport 
 South 4: ART Station, South French Broad, Depot, Livingston Heights, AB Tech 
 South 5: Biltmore Avenue, Biltmore Village, Fairview Road, Swannanoa River, Wood 

Avenue 
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 East 1: ART Station, Tunnel, Asheville Mall, South Tunnel, Wal-Mart, Swannanoa River, 
Virginia 

 East 2: ART Station, Asheville Mall, Haw Creek, Tunnel 
 West 1: ART Station, Hilliard, Clingman, Haywood, PVA, Deaverview Area 
 West 2: ART Station, Hilliard, Clingman, Haywood, PVA, Brevard, Biltmore Square Mall 
 West 3: ART Station, Patton, Goodwill 
 West 4: ART Station, Patton, New Leicester, Land of Sky 
 West 5: Patton, North Louisiana, Emma 
 170: ART Station, Tunnel Road, Warren Wilson, Swannanoa, Black Mountain 

Transit outside the City of Asheville is provided by Mountain Mobility and is administered by the 
Buncombe County Planning and Development’s Transportation Division (Buncombe County 
Transportation 2007). In addition, paratransit transportation is provided by Mountain Mobility 
under contract to the ATS. Mountain Mobility also offers “Trailblazer” routes that serve areas of 
north Buncombe and Black Mountain. Other regional transit connectivity is provided through a 
link with Apple Country Transit located in Hendersonville. Buses share a common transfer 
location near the Asheville Regional Airport. Ride sharing is coordinated through the City of 
Asheville’s Transportation Demand Management Program (Share the Ride NC 2007). An 
additional alternative for commuters is the Hop & Ride program operated by the ATS, which is 
designed to help commuters south and west of Asheville to avoid hassles associated with 
parking and driving downtown. Parking is free for riders and the service has targeted 
destinations at the Biltmore Square Mall and the Goodwill Industries. Intercity bus service is 
provided by Greyhound Lines Incorporated, with a local station on Tunnel Road south of I-240, 
east of the project area.  

3.2.2.3 Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Greenway Plans 

City of Asheville Pedestrian Plan (2005) 

The Pedestrian Plan includes a section on pedestrian connectivity and the I-26 Corridor 
describing opportunities for providing pedestrian access through both the proposed project and 
the NCDOT STIP Project A-10 (City of Asheville 2005b). In addition, the Pedestrian Plan shows 
three existing pedestrian bridges crossing I-240 within the project study area. One pedestrian 
bridge is located slightly west of the I-240 interchange with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue and one 
is located slightly east of this interchange. The third pedestrian bridge, which is now closed due 
to safety concerns, is located slightly north of the I-240 interchange with SR 3556 (Amboy 
Road). This plan was developed to prioritize capital improvements and maintenance projects 
with special consideration for Americans with Disability Act compliancy and pedestrian mobility 
and safety. The plan indicated that the intersection of Riverside Drive and Broadway is the 
desired northern terminus for the Wilma Dykeman RiverWay (STIP U-5019) and that potential 
exists for a “Rail Trail” connection to Woodfin. With respect to the project, the plan recommends 
a separate bicycle/pedestrian bridge in conjunction with the roadway structure over the French 
Broad River. The plan indicated that Haywood Road and State Street are critical connections for 
the pedestrian plan and that pedestrian connectivity with Patton Avenue is also desired.  

City of Asheville Comprehensive Bicycle Plan (2008) 

The City of Asheville completed the City of Asheville Comprehensive Bicycle Plan (Bicycle 
Plan), which was adopted by the Asheville City Council on February 26, 2008 (City of Asheville 
2008). This plan complements The City of Asheville Pedestrian Plan (City of Asheville 2005b), 
which was adopted in February 2005 and supersedes the 1999 Pedestrian and Bicycle 



Chapter 3. Existing Environments I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 3-37 

Thoroughfare Plan. The Bicycle Plan includes recommendations for bicycle facilities on Pond 
Road, Sand Hill Road, Brevard Road, Amboy Road, Fairfax Avenue, State Street, Haywood 
Road, Patton Avenue, Emma Road, Riverside Drive, Hill Street, Pearson Bridge Road, and 
Broadway. The Bicycle Plan also recommends that the proposed project include bicycle access 
across the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges as well as part of the extension of Amboy Road. 

City of Asheville, North Carolina Parks, Recreation, Cultural Arts, & Greenways Master 
Plan (2009, updated 2013) 

This plan is an update to the Asheville Greenways Master Plan Report (City of Asheville 1998). 
The plan is intended to help meet the needs of current and future residents by positioning 
Asheville to build on the community’s unique parks and recreation assets and identify new 
opportunities. The plan identifies two future park sites within the DCIA: Jean Webb and 
Progress Energy Park. The I-26 Connector is not explicitly mentioned in the plan. 

3.2.2.4 Other Local Plans 

In addition to the land use plans, highway plans, transit plans, and bicycle, pedestrian, and 
greenway plans described above, several local plans relate to the proposed project. Additional 
plans are discussed greater detail throughout the document and include the following:  

 Land of Sky Regional Council “Regional Vision 2010” 
 Asheville City Council Resolution 00-168 – Resolution Supporting the Report and 

Recommendations of the Community Coordinating Committee Regarding the I-26 
Connector Project (2000) 

 Sustainability Management Plan (City of Asheville 2009d) 

3.3 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT CHARACTERISTICS 

3.3.1 NOISE  

This section is based on the Traffic Noise Analysis for the I-26 Connector prepared in August 
2015 (NCDOT 2015d). Traffic noise impacts were determined from the procedures for the 
abatement of highway traffic noise and construction noise appearing in 23 CFR 772, as well as 
the NCDOT Traffic Noise Abatement Policy (July 2011). The analysis was conducted using 
FHWA’s Traffic Noise Model (TNM) version 2.5.  

Noise can be defined as any sound that is undesirable. The magnitude of noise is defined by its 
sound pressure level (SPL), which is related to the ratio of the measured sound pressure over a 
reference sound pressure. The reference pressure is the pressure of the weakest sound audible 
to a healthy human hearing system. The resulting quantities from the ratio equation are 
expressed in terms of decibels (dB) on the SPL scale. A dB is an interval on the SPL scale, with 
0 dB as the threshold of hearing and 130 dB as the level that causes pain. 

A-weighted sound level quantities often correlate well with the subjective response of people to 
the magnitude of a sound level. For example, A-weighting takes into account the fact that 
humans are more sensitive to higher frequency sounds than lower frequency sounds. The term 
decibel is often abbreviated as dBA, meaning the sound, or noise, levels are A weighted. 

Noise descriptors have been developed to more fully describe the noise environment and its 
effects on human activities. The most commonly used descriptor for vehicular traffic noise is the 
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equivalent sound level (Leq), which is defined as the steady state sound level that contains the 
same acoustic energy as the actual time varying sound level occurring over the same time 
period. Sound levels in this section are given as Leq for a one hour time period. 

3.3.1.1 Ambient Noise Measurements for Alternatives 

Existing and ambient background noise measurements were taken in the vicinity of the project 
to determine existing noise levels for the identified land uses. The purpose of this noise level 
information was to quantify the existing acoustic environment and to provide a basis for 
assessing the impact of noise level increases. There are 10 traffic noise measurement sites, 5 
ambient background noise measurement sites, and 2 long-term noise measurement sites.  

Table 3-9 provides a description of each short-term noise measurement site and the noise 
measure results. As shown in the table, measured Leq noise levels ranged from 48.0 dBA to 
71.7 dBA for the traffic noise readings and from 48.2 dBA to 59.7 dBA for the ambient 
measurements. The noise measurement sites are shown on Figure 3-8. 

3.3.2 AIR QUALITY 

This section is based on the Air Quality Analysis Update Technical Memorandum for the I-26 
Connector Project, TIP No. I-2513 (NCDOT 2015a).  

3.3.2.1 Background and National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Air pollution originates from various sources. Emissions from industry and internal combustion 
engines are the most prevalent sources. The impact resulting from highway construction ranges 
from intensifying existing air pollution problems to improving the ambient air quality. Changing 
traffic patterns are a primary concern when determining the impact of a new highway facility or 
the improvement of an existing highway facility. Motor vehicles emit carbon monoxide (CO), 
nitrogen oxide (NOx), hydrocarbons, particulate matter (PM), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead (Pb) 
(listed in order of decreasing emission rate). 

The Federal Clean Air Act of 1970 established the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS). These were established in order to protect public health, safety, and welfare from 
known or anticipated effects of air pollutants. The most recent amendments to the NAAQS 
contain criteria for SO2, PM (10 microns and smaller (PM10), PM 2.5 microns and smaller 
(PM2.5), CO, nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), and Pb.  

The primary pollutants from motor vehicles are unburned hydrocarbons, NOx, CO, and 
particulates. Hydrocarbons and NOx can combine in a complex series of reactions catalyzed by 
sunlight to produce photochemical oxidants such as O3 and NO2. Because these reactions take 
place over a period of several hours, maximum concentrations of photochemical oxidants are 
often found far downwind of the precursor sources. These pollutants are regional problems.  

Table 3-9: Ambient Noise Levels (Leq) 
Site Location Site Type Noise Level (dBA) 

ST1 West side of warehouse east of I-26 at 556 Riverside 
Drive, north of I-26/I-240 interchange. 

Traffic 67.5 
65.5 

ST2 Crowne Plaza Resort tennis courts north of Patton 
Avenue. 

Ambient 48.2 
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Site Location Site Type Noise Level (dBA) 

ST3 Amboy Road/French Broad River Greenway near 
Carrier Park. 

Ambient 58.8 

ST4 Near I-26/I-240 interchange at the Hillcrest Apartments. Traffic 67.3 
62.1 
64.1 

ST5 Near St. Paul’s Missionary Baptist Church and nearby 
residence. East of I-26, south of the I-26/Patton Avenue 
interchange. 

Traffic 71.7 
57.0 
52.6 

ST6 Residential neighborhood, southwest of I-26/Patton 
Avenue interchange along Wilmington Street. 

Traffic 66.5 
63.1 
64.2 

ST7 Residences near Hanover Street/Alabama Avenue 
intersection, west of I-26. 

Traffic 65.4 
60.9 
58.8 

ST8 Residences northeast of I-26/I-40 interchange along 
Fairfax Avenue. 

Traffic 60.5 
58.6 
59.6 

ST9 Asheville Preschool at Haywood Road and Argyle Lane. Traffic 68.3 
57.4 
56.8 

ST10 Residences along Pennsylvania Avenue, west of I-26, 
south of Haywood Street. 

Traffic 54.6 
51.2 
48.0 

ST11 Mobile home park near Keith Drive and Emma Road. Traffic 53.8 
50.8 

ST12 Front of residence near street that dead ends at noise 
wall adjacent to I-40. 

Ambient 58.5 

ST13 Schumacher Homes business office, 98 Dogwood Place 
and I-26. 

Traffic 64.9 
63.7 

ST14 Residence west of I- 26, used for background noise 
level. 

Ambient 58.7 

ST15 RV park elevated above I-40/I-26 interchange. Ambient 59.7 
Source: Traffic Noise Analysis for I-26 Connector (NCDOT 2015d). 
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3.3.2.2 Mobile Source Air Toxics 

In addition to the criteria air pollutants for which there are NAAQS, the US Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) also regulates air toxics. Most air toxics originate from human-
made sources, including on-road mobile sources, nonroad mobile sources (e.g., airplanes), area 
sources (e.g., dry cleaners), and stationary sources (e.g., factories or refineries).  

Controlling air toxic emissions became a national priority with the passage of the Clean Air Act 
Amendments (CAAA) of 1990, whereby Congress mandated that USEPA regulate 188 air 
toxics, also known as hazardous air pollutants. USEPA has assessed this expansive list in their 
latest rule on the Control of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources (Federal Register, 
Vol. 72, No. 37, page 8430, February 26, 2007) and identified a group of 93 compounds emitted 
from mobile sources that are listed in their Integrated Risk Information System 
(http://www.epa.gov/iris/). In addition, USEPA identified seven compounds with significant 
contributions from mobile sources that are among the national and regional-scale cancer risk 
drivers from their 1999 National Air Toxics Assessment (http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/nata1999/). 
These are acrolein, benzene, 1,3-butadiene, diesel particulate matter plus diesel exhaust 
organic gases (diesel PM), formaldehyde, naphthalene, and polycyclic organic matter. While 
FHWA considers these the priority mobile source air toxics (MSAT), the list is subject to change 
and may be adjusted in consideration of future USEPA rules. 

Based on an FHWA analysis using USEPA's MOVES2010b model, as shown on Figure 3-9, 
even if VMT increases by 102 percent as assumed from 2010 to 2050, a combined reduction of 
83 percent in the total annual emissions for the priority MSAT is projected for the same time 
period. 

3.3.3 FARMLANDS 

Criteria for identifying and considering the effects of federal programs on the conversion of 
farmland to nonagricultural uses are established in the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) 
(7 CFR 658). For the purposes of the FPPA, important farmland is divided into three categories: 
prime, unique, or of local or statewide importance (Public Law 97-98, Subtitle 1, Section 1540). 
The three categories are defined as follows:  

 Prime farmland is land that has “the best combination of physical and chemical 
characteristics for producing food, feed, fiber, forage, oilseed, and other agricultural crops 
with minimum inputs of fuel, fertilizer, pesticides, and labor, and without intolerable soils 
erosion” (Public Law 97-978, Subtitle 1, Section 1540). Land already in or committed to 
urban development or water storage is not included.  

 Unique farmland is land used for production of specific high value food and fiber crops. It 
has the special combination of soil quality, location, growing season, and moisture supply 
needed to economically produce sustained high quality or high yields of specific crops when 
treated and managed (Public Law 97-98, Subtitle 1, Section 1540).  

 State and locally important farmland is land of statewide or local importance for the 
production of food, fiber, forage, or oilseed crops as determined by the appropriate state or 
local government agency (Public Law 97-98, Subtitle 1, Section 1540). 

The project location is in the urbanized area of Asheville. The land in the vicinity of the project is 
sufficiently planned and actively being used for urban purposes. Thus, further analysis of prime 
and unique soils is not required in accordance with FPPA guidance. 
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Figure 3-9: Total Annual Emission Rate 

 
Source: EPA MOVES2010 model runs conducted during May - June 2012 by FHWA. 

Note: Trends for specific locations may be different, depending on locally derived information 
representing vehicle-miles travelled, vehicle speeds, vehicle mix, fuels, emission control programs, 
meteorology, and other factors. 

  

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/policy_and_guidance/nmsatetrends.cfm
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3.3.4 UTILITIES 

A Utilities Conference was held on September 1, 2005, to provide general project corridor 
locations to utility owners and to update NCDOT’s drawings using owners’ input and comments. 
Members of NCDOT, Progress Energy, BellSouth, Metropolitan Sewer District of Buncombe 
County (MSD), the City of Asheville, Public Service Company of North Carolina (PSNC), and 
TGS Engineers attended the conference (Rhea 2005).  

3.3.4.1 Electric 

Electric service to local residents and businesses is provided by Progress Energy. Progress 
Energy has an office building located in the southwest quadrant of the I-40/NC 191 (Brevard 
Road) interchange. This office building contains the Western North Carolina administrative 
offices of Progress Energy. In addition to the office building, Progress Energy has multiple 
support facilities at this site. Most of Progress Energy’s services and support for western North 
Carolina are handled from this location. Progress Energy has electric transmission lines within 
the study area that run east-west, south of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. The electric 
transmission lines then cross NC 191 (Brevard Road) south of I-40 before turning north 
paralleling the French Broad River on the west bank. These transmission lines continue to 
parallel the French Broad River northward until SR 3548 (Haywood Road) where they proceed 
northwest over I-240 and the Crowne Plaza Resort before exiting the study area. 

3.3.4.2 Water  

Water service within the project study area is provided by the Regional Water Authority of 
Asheville-Buncombe-Henderson. Water service is widespread in urbanized portions of Asheville 
and Woodfin, as well as Sardis Road, West Oakview Road, and Gorman Bridge Road areas in 
unincorporated Buncombe County (HNTB North Carolina, PC 2010b). The water lines are 
shown on Figures 3-10a and 3-10b. 

3.3.4.3 Wastewater 

Wastewater within the project study area is provided by the MSD. Sewer lines are located 
throughout the project area. Service areas within the project study area include most 
incorporated portions of Asheville and Woodfin, as well as the Hominy Creek area in the 
southern portion of the project study area. During the Utilities Conference, MSD confirmed that 
parts of the sewer system within the city are aging and need to be replaced. This was found to 
be especially true between Patton Avenue and the French Broad River. MSD anticipates the 
need for line replacements within the project study area. The locations of sewer lines are shown 
on Figures 3-10a and 3-10b.  

3.3.4.4 Solid Waste/Recycling 

The City of Asheville provides weekly curbside collection for residents. Curbside recycling is 
also provided to residents desiring to participate. Recycling is collected on designated pick up 
days every other week. 

3.3.4.5 Natural Gas 

Natural gas is distributed and serviced throughout the study area by PSNC.  
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3.3.4.6 Telephone 

Telephone service is provided to the project study area by Bell South and AT&T. Bell South and 
AT&T has telephone and fiber optic cable along the major roads (especially Patton Avenue) 
crossing the project. Overhead telephone lines and buried cable supported by Bell South are 
present on the northwest side of the study area, near Brevard Road.  

3.3.5 VISUAL QUALITY 

Located in the mountainous regional landscape of North Carolina, the visual background of the 
project study area is comprised of changes in elevation punctuated by peaks, ridge lines, and 
valleys, and the winding course of the French Broad River. The city of Asheville is generally 
situated on a hill crest on a mountainous plateau along the French Broad River. The project 
study area runs in a north-south direction just west of the Asheville downtown area.  

The visual features in the project area consist of a variety of manmade and natural landscapes 
that include residential neighborhoods, industrial development, scattered homes, transportation 
(streets and highways) features, wooded uplands, streams, and the French Broad River. The 
project study area is comprised of three sections from south to north (Sections C, A, and B). 
Each of the three sections has a corresponding viewshed, the features and attributes of which 
are described in this section of the DEIS. 

3.3.5.1 Section C 

Section C, at the southern end of the project, includes the I-26/I-40/I-240 Interchange. The 
interchange and corresponding I-26, I-40, and I-240 highway corridors are prominent features of 
this section’s viewshed. Views from the highway include the surrounding mountain peaks and 
ridges in the distance and wooded and open areas, scattered residences, and industrial 
development nearer to the right-of-way. The viewshed in this section of the project study area 
also includes the area along I-40 east of the interchange, across the French Broad River, and 
approximately 0.75 mile onto the northwestern-most portion of the Biltmore Estate property. The 
Biltmore Estate, a National Historic Landmark (NHL), is the most prominent visual resource in 
the project study area. Views from I-40 include vistas of the French Broad River and agricultural 
fields to the north and meadows and woodlands on the Biltmore Estate to the south. The 
interchange and highway corridors are prominent existing visual features of the landscape as 
viewed from the Biltmore Estate property. 

3.3.5.2 Section A 

Section A includes the portion of I-240 between I-40 to the south and Patton Avenue to the 
north. The features of the landscape that comprise the viewshed in this section range from open 
and wooded areas and the French Broad River at the southern end, transitioning to residential, 
commercial, and industrial development to the north. Overhead utilities, streets, and highways 
are also prominent. The background views from the highway include mountain peaks and ridge 
lines. No important visual resources such as overlooks or scenic vistas from parks or historic 
resources have been identified in this section. 

3.3.5.3 Section B 

Section B is at the northern-most end of the project and includes the area from the I-240 
interchange with US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue west of the French Broad River north to the 
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US 19-23-70 interchange with Broadway. This viewshed is adjacent to the urban core of 
downtown Asheville and is generally comprised of urban land use features such as residential 
neighborhoods and commercial and industrial development. From certain vantage points at 
higher elevations in the project study area, the French Broad River and industrial land uses that 
line the eastern bank of the river are visible. Other prominent features in the viewshed include 
overhead utilities, streets, highways, and bridges over the river. The Captain Jeff Bowen 
Bridges, which carry traffic from I-240, US 19-23-74A, and Patton Avenue, are visually 
prominent from lower elevations near the river front. 

3.3.6 HAZARDOUS MATERIAL 

The presence of soil and/or groundwater contamination, or the existence of hazardous 
substances within existing or proposed right-of-way areas can adversely affect the cost and 
schedule to complete a transportation improvement project. Contaminated soil located during 
construction could require special treatment and disposal and would not be usable to backfill 
excavations. In addition, locating a transportation project adjacent to a site where hazardous 
materials are present could result in long-term effects on the site by the transportation activities 
or, conversely, the hazardous materials could pose a future threat to the viability of the facility 
and the citizens who use it. The early identification of potential contamination sites that could 
adversely affect the project provides valuable information for project planning and design. 

3.3.6.1 Method 

A limited pre-scoping investigation of the project area was conducted to provide an early 
identification of any geotechnical and geoenvironmental issues that might impact the project’s 
planning, design, or construction (NCDOT 2006a). This effect was revisited by the Geotechnical 
Engineering Unit/GeoEnvironmental Section in 2014 using the GIS databases and aerial photos 
within the expanded project study area (NCDOT 2014c). 

Limited Phase I Site Assessments were utilized to identify known environmentally impacting 
sites in relation to the project corridor. Limited Phase I Site Assessments included the review of 
environmental databases, review of files at the Asheville Regional Office of the North Carolina 
Department of Environment Quality (NCDEQ) and field reconnaissance conducted by 
Environmental Investigations, Inc. (URS 2006a). During the preparation of this DEIS, the NC 
Department of Natural Resources (NCDENR) was renamed to the NCDEQ.  

A partial field verification of the hazardous waste sites in the northern and southern sectors has 
occurred during the investigation work on the adjacent A-10A and the I-4400 projects. A full field 
investigation and identification of unknown sites will be performed during the project final design 
phase. 

3.3.6.2 Findings 

Fifty-one potential hazardous sites were identified by the Revised Geotechnical Pre-Scoping 
Report within the project area, as shown in Table 3-10 and on Figure 3-11. 

Hazardous Waste Sites 

No hazardous waste sites were identified within the project limits. 
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Table 3-10: USTs, Landfills, and Other Potentially Contaminated Sites 
Site 

# Type Location 
UST 

Facility ID # Property Name 
UST Owner/ 

Property Owner 
Anticipated 

Impact 
Anticipated 

Risk Comments 

1 UST 
95 Highland 
Center Boulevard 0-004206 

Silver Brothers 
Inc. 

T Pressley 
Trucking/Silver 
Brothers Property 
LLC 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Former T. 
Pressley Trucking; 
7 tanks closed in 
1999; GWI 21627 

2 Truck Shop 
100 Highland 
Center Boulevard N/A 

West Carolina 
Freightliner 

Farm Equipment 
Company of 
Asheville Inc. 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Currently West 
Carolina 
Freightliner; truck 
shop 

3 UST 
301 Smoky Park 
Highway 0-000439 

Mountain Energy 
# 18 

Mountain Energy 
Corporation/ 
Morgan Legacy 
LLC 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Active gas 
station/store; four 
tanks closed in 
1994 and 5 current 
tanks; GWI 3754 

4 UST 
295 Smoky Park 
Highway 0-004255 

Quality Properties 
LP 

Mountain Empire 
Oil Company 

Petroleum-
contaminate 
soils Low 

Active gas 
station/store; five 
tanks closed in 
1987, one tank 
closed in 1994 and 
four current tanks; 
GWI 10386, 22147 

5 UST 
305 Smoky Park 
Highway 0-007340 Dunkin Donuts 

Citizens Fuel 
Company Superior 
Properties of 
Asheville 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Currently Dunkin 
Donuts; Former 
Citizens Fuel Co 
#11; four tanks 
closed in 2004; 
GWI# 3752 

6 
Auto Repair 
Shop 9 Crowell Road N/A 

Smoky Mountain 
Auto Service 

Marion Waldman 
and Roland 
Herbstreit 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Operates as a 
repair shop 

7 UST 
285 Smoky Park 
Highway Unknown 

Leonard’s Auto 
Mart 

Leonard and 
Veronica Crook 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Old service 
station; facility ID 
unknown; currently 
used car lot 

8 UST 
266 Smoky Park 
Highway 0-004596 

Several 
Businesses 
Mountain Tops 
Inc. Adam Cornelia 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Old service station 
(possibly former 
Smoky Park 
Chevron) 
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Site 
# Type Location 

UST 
Facility ID # Property Name 

UST Owner/ 
Property Owner 

Anticipated 
Impact 

Anticipated 
Risk Comments 

9 Machine Shop 90 McIntosh Road N/A Mitch’s 
William Bethune 
Trustee 

TCH-
contaminated 
soils Low 

RCRA requires 
soil cleanup; GWI# 
13788 

10 UST 99 Pond Road N/A 
JMJ Tomato 
Properties LLC 

JMJ Tomato 
Properties LLC 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Possible old gas 
station; no UST 
information; I-
4400/4700 Site # 
21 & B-5178 Site 3 

11 
Construction 
Debris 116 Pond Road N/A 

Henson’s Inc. 
Mulch & More Murmax, LLC 

Construction, 
municipal and 
industrial yard 
waste Low 

Currently operates 
as landscaping 
supply facility; I-
4400/4700 Site # 
22 & B-5178 Site 4 

12 UST 80 Pond Road 0-036323 

Southern 
Concrete 
Materials Inc. 

Southern Concrete 
Materials Inc. 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Currently a 
concrete plant; 
former Pond Road 
Landfill; I-4400/ 
4700 Site # 20 & 
B-5178 Site 2 

13 
Landfill/ 
Recycling 79 Pond Road N/A 

Mountain Metals 
recycling Sonia G. Gribble 

Brownfields 
Program Pond 
Road Landfill 
09032-05-11 

Low to 
Moderate 

Currently a 
recycling center; 
former Pond Road 
Landfill; I-
4400/4700 Site # 
19 & B-5178 Site 1 

14 UST Recycling 24 Pond Road 0-007878 

Waste 
Management 
Recycling 

Waste 
Management of 
Asheville/Waste 
Management of 
Carolinas Inc. 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Currently a 
recycling facility; 
four tanks closed 
in 1992 

15 UST 601 Brevard Road 0-004214 
Former Homer 
Smith Exxon Homer Smith 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Currently junk car; 
four tanks closed 
in 1998; GWI# 
19970 

16 UST 589 Brevard Road 0-004608 
Subway Quick 
Trip # 1 ISI Enterprise 

Petroleum 
contaminated 
soils Low 

Restaurant/gas 
station; five tanks 
closed in 2007; 
three current 
tanks; GWI# 
28302 
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Site 
# Type Location 

UST 
Facility ID # Property Name 

UST Owner/ 
Property Owner 

Anticipated 
Impact 

Anticipated 
Risk Comments 

17 UST 

251 E. Oakview 
Road (12 East 
Oakview Road) 0-007247 

Thurston Motor 
Line 

Ed Weisiger (UST 
Owner) Thurston 
Motor Line 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Former Brown 
Transport; 
currently may be 
Duke Carolina 
Progress 

18 UST 
40 Interstate 
Boulevard N/A Carolina Cat 

Beacon Partners 
#8 LLC 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils/solvents Low 

Caterpillar Diesel 
Repair shop; 
former Carolina 
Tractor 

19 Waste 
190 Hominy Creek 
Road 

NCD9805580
35 

Hominy Creek 
Landfill Buncombe County Waste 

Low to 
moderate 

Transfer station; 
dump closed in 
1973 

20 UST 380 Brevard Road 0-031264 
Aston Park Health 
Center 

Aston Park Health 
Center 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

One UST closed in 
1990 

21 UST 
75 Shelburne 
Road 0-024263 

National Guard 
Armory 

National Guard 
State of NC 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Three USTs 
closed in 
1993,1995, and 
1999 

22 UST 225 Amboy Road 0-004395 
Wilsons RV 
Repair 

Wilsons Mobile 
Home repairs/ 
Flora J. Wilson 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Two USTs closed 
in 1989 

23 
Paint/Body 
Shop 

448 Haywood 
Road N/A 

Silvers Auto 
Service Michael D. Silver Solvents Low 

Auto Repair Paint 
& Body Shop 

24 UST 
441 Haywood 
Road 0-030207 

Asheville Pre 
School Asheville BOE 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Former Aycock 
Elem School; one 
current 15,000 
gallon heating oil 
UST 

25 UST 
495 Haywood 
Road 0-032429 

Haywood Quick 
Stop 

DEU Enterprises/ 
Samuel J. Couch 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Current 
convenience store; 
five current USTs 

26 UST 
507 Haywood 
Road 0-004483 

Speedy Income 
Tax 

Warren and Dianne 
Davenport 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Former Frito Lay 
of Asheville; one 
UST closed in 
1989 
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Site 
# Type Location 

UST 
Facility ID # Property Name 

UST Owner/ 
Property Owner 

Anticipated 
Impact 

Anticipated 
Risk Comments 

27 UST 
476 Haywood 
Road N/A Daggitts Pawn David E. Stevens 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

May have been a 
store/gas station 
at one time; no 
UST Information 

28 UST 74 Argyle Lane N/A MCC Outdoor LLC MCC Outdoor LLC 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Vacant property; 
building footprint 
still visible; no UST 
information 

29 UST 

640 Patton 
Avenue (111 
Hazel Mill Road) 0-021574 

FedEx Shipping 
Center 

FedEx Corp/Cole 
FE Asheville NC 
LLC 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Two USTs closed 
in 1997 and 2000; 
NFA issued for 
Incidents 17600 & 
20496 

30 UST 167 Craven Street 0-004506 
Currently a vacant 
lot 

Buncombe County 
BOE/City of 
Asheville 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Former Buncombe 
Co BOE 
Maintenance 
facility; six USTs 
closed between 
1990 and 2008; 
GWIs 7402,7404, 
and 7387 have 
been closed out 

31 UST 
300 Riverside 
Drive 0-021251 

Former Westall-
Chandley Lumber 
Company 

Johnson-Chandley 
Lumber Company/ 
T&T Enterprises 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

GWI #16114; one 
UST removed in 
1991 (A-0010A 
Site 1) 

32 UST 
360 West 
Haywood Street 0-003636 

Asheville Transit 
Authority City of Asheville 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Two USTs closed 
in 1993 and one 
closed in 1994; 
GWI #10964 and 
28130 

33 UST 
252 Patton 
Avenue 0-004339 Hunter Volvo Paul S. Meeker 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Formerly Meeker 
Lincoln-Mercury; 
one UST closed in 
place in 1989, one 
UST removed in 
1992; GWI 8986 
closed out in 1992 
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Site 
# Type Location 

UST 
Facility ID # Property Name 

UST Owner/ 
Property Owner 

Anticipated 
Impact 

Anticipated 
Risk Comments 

34 UST 125 Hill Street 0-030212 
Dickson 
Elementary Asheville City BOE 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

One current 
10,000 gallon 
heating oil UST 

35 UST 
635 Patton 
Avenue 0-007590 

The Auto 
Connection 

Service Distributing 
Co/York Real 
Estate Investment 
LMT PTN 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Former Serco Gas 
Station; four USTs 
closed in 2000; 
GWI# 22680 (A-
0010A Site 2) 

36 UST 
639 Patton 
Avenue N/A Mr. Transmission 

Jerry and Betty Jo 
Dean 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Currently has in 
ground lifts (I-
4400/4700 Site 
12) 

37 UST 
645 Patton 
Avenue 0-036181 

Sam’s Club # 
6452 

Sams East, Inc./ 
Sams Real Estate 
Business Trust 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Active gas station; 
three current 
USTs (I-4400/4700 
Site 11) 

38 Junk Yard 
444 Riverside 
Drive N/A 

Asheville Auto 
Auction 

Asheville Auto 
Auction Inc. 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Currently a junk 
yard; no UST 
information (I-
4400/4700 site # 
15); see 
comments Site 45 

39 Junk yard 
448 Riverside 
Drive N/A 

Riverside Auto 
Parts Scott Banks 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Currently a junk 
yard; no UST 
information; See 
comments Site 45 

40 Junk yard 
452 Riverside 
Drive N/A 

A-1 Towing and 
Used Cars 

Thomas A. 
Hutchinson 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Currently a junk 
yard; no UST 
information (I-
4400/4700 Site 
16); see 
comments Site 45 

41 Farm Supplies 
464 Riverside 
Drive N/A 

Southern States 
Farm Supply 

Southern States 
Corporation Pesticide Low 

Currently Southern 
States Farm 
Supplies; no UST 
information; see 
comments Site 45 

42 Junk yard 
665 Riverside 
Drive N/A 

Asheville Auto 
Parts Terri S. Eury 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Junk yard; no UST 
information; see 
comments Site 45 
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Site 
# Type Location 

UST 
Facility ID # Property Name 

UST Owner/ 
Property Owner 

Anticipated 
Impact 

Anticipated 
Risk Comments 

43 UST 
690 Riverside 
Drive 0-007332 

Riverside Stump 
Dump 

Farm Equipment 
Co. of Asheville 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Former Farm 
Equipment Co. of 
Asheville; four 
USTs closed in 
1990 (A-0010A 
Site 4); see 
comments Site 45 

44 UST 
796 Riverside 
Drive N/A The Byway Agiqua LLC 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Possible old gas 
station; no UST 
information; see 
comments Site 45 

45 Landfill 

Along the Bank of 
the French Broad 
River N/A N/A N/A 

Landfill 
materials of 
unknown 
composition High 

Area along the 
French Broad 
River is the site of 
historic 
uncontrolled 
landfilling; site-
specific data are 
needed for any 
route selected 

46 
Textile 
Manufacturing 

122 Riverside 
Drive (formerly 
191 Riverside 
Drive) N/A 

Cotton Mill 
Studios River Link, Inc. 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils, PCE in 
groundwater 

Low to 
Moderate 

Brownfields 
Program Historic 
Cotton Mill 07015-
03-11 

47 UST 
405 Haywood 
Road 0-000796 Gas-Up Julian Agbala 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Active gas station 
with six current 
tanks 

48 UST 
402 Haywood 
Road N/A B&K Auto Repair James Ertzberger 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Possible former 
gas station; no 
UST information 

49 UST 
514 Haywood 
Road N/A 

Orellanas Auto & 
Tire Shop Gerald Brooks 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Possible former 
gas station; no 
UST information 

50 UST 
520 Haywood 
Road N/A 

C&J Motorcycle 
Service 

J&J Motor Sports, 
LLC 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Former gas 
station; no UST 
information 

51 UST 
547 Haywood 
Road 0-004386 Legal Aid of NC 

R.N. Jarvis/ 
Thomas & Ann 
Franks 

Petroleum-
contaminated 
soils Low 

Former Jarvis Gulf 
gas station; s ix 
tanks closed in 
1988 
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Landfills 

A Preliminary Site Assessment report was prepared in 1993 for an abandoned landfill located 
between Riverside Drive (SR 1477) and the French Broad River (Environmental Investigations, 
Inc. 1993, NCDOT 1993a). The landfill starts just north of the Norfolk Southern Railroad bridge 
and extends north to Pearson Bridge Road (approximately 1.25 miles). The landfill operated as 
an open dump/landfill in the 1940s and 1950s and closed in the late 1950s to early 1960s. 

The Preliminary Site Assessment included excavation of 15 test pits. No suspect materials were 
encountered in any of the test pits. The excavated material consisted of household waste, 
weathered rocks, automobile parts, tires, and incinerated aggregate materials. The landfill 
material extended beyond the vertical limits of the backhoe (i.e., greater than 13 feet) at the test 
pits on the southwest border of the landfill beside the river. However, no groundwater, residual 
material, or suspect materials such as sludge, leachate, and odorous material were 
encountered at any of the test pits. Based on observations of materials disposed of in the 
landfill, it is not likely that state or federal Superfund agencies would consider this site an 
imminent hazard or require evaluation (NCDOT 1993a).  

3.3.7 MINERAL RESOURCES 

The project is located within the Blue Ridge Physiological Province. This province is 
characterized by mountainous areas of steep ridges, intermountain basins, and valleys that 
intersect at all angles, giving the area its rugged character. The Blue Ridge contains the highest 
mountains in eastern North America. About 125 peaks exceed 5,000 feet in elevation. 

The project study area is underlain by the Rome Formation, which is characterized by shale and 
siltstone interbedded with fine-grained sandstone and shaly dolomite. The geology of the Blue 
Ridge Province is made up of a complex mixture of granite, gneiss, volcanic, and sedimentary 
rock that has been compressed, broken, faulted, and twisted into folds. This region contains 
deposits of mica, feldspar, and quartz, which are useful in the ceramic, paint, and electronic 
industries. Rocks underlying Asheville are included in the Ashe Metamorphic Suite, Tallulah 
Falls Formation, and Alligator Back Formation, which were deposited 600 to 800 million years 
ago in the Precambrian era. At that time, sand, clay, and rocks were washed into a sea and 
mixed with material ejected from nearby volcanoes. Through plate tectonics, deeply buried 
rocks were altered by intense pressure and heat to form metamorphic gneiss and schist, which, 
in combination with granitic rocks, eventually formed the Appalachian Mountain chain 
(Ecoscience Corporation 2010).  

Crushed stone, sand, and fieldstone are mined in the Asheville area. Crushed stone is 
necessary for all types of road construction and in any construction that requires the use of 
concrete. The Asheville area has an abundant supply of crushed stone. The nation’s leading 
producer, Vulcan Materials, operates a quarry west of Asheville in Enka. Two quarries are 
operated by Grove Stone and Sand Company; one north of Asheville on the French Broad River 
near Alexander, and the other east of Asheville near the North Fork of the Swannanoa River 
between Black Mountain and Swannanoa. Other valuable and useful mineral commodities are 
produced in the region surrounding Asheville and Buncombe County; however, there are no 
active mines or quarries within or near the study area. 
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3.3.8 FLOODPLAINS/FLOODWAYS 

The project study area is contained within the French Broad River Basin, which is located west 
of the Eastern Continental Divide. The entire basin covers approximately 2,830 square miles 
(Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 2010). Three separate sub-basins are 
denoted within the French Broad River Basin: the French Broad River, the Pigeon River, and 
the Nolichucky River, all of which flow northwest into the state of Tennessee. The project study 
area lies within the French Broad River sub-basin, approximately 54 miles downstream of the 
headwaters of the French Broad. Pertinent drainage areas of the French Broad River and its 
tributaries in the vicinity of Asheville are given in Table 3-11.  

Table 3-11: Drainage Areas of Major Streams 
Major Streams Location Drainage Area (square miles) 

French Broad River 500 feet upstream of Amboy Road 801 
Pearson Road Bridge 945 

Hominy Creek Just downstream of Sand Hill Road 91.1 
Source: FEMA 2010. 

The French Broad River begins where four tributaries converge at Rosman, North Carolina, 35 
miles southwest of Asheville. These four streams drop steeply from the watershed rim, where 
elevations range from 3,000 feet to as much as 6,000 feet. In the Asheville area, the elevation is 
approximately 2,000 feet. 

A principal tributary to the French Broad River in the Asheville vicinity is Hominy Creek, which 
joins the river at I-40 milepost 151.5, near the southern corporate limit of Asheville. Hominy 
Creek flows beneath Buncombe County Bridges 206 and 208 at I-240 and NC 191 (Brevard 
Road). This creek also crosses under I-240 at Buncombe County Bridges 66 and 70 just north 
of the interchange with I-26 and I-40. The only other named tributary to the French Broad River 
crossed by the project is Smith Mill Creek, which joins the river on the western bank at river 
milepost 146.8.  

The existing roadways within the project study area include 21 crossings of FEMA floodplains. 
Table 3-12 and Figures 3-12a and 3-12b include an inventory of the existing crossings and the 
existing hydraulic features at the floodplain locations. 

3.3.9 PROTECTED LANDS 

3.3.9.1 Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Congress adopted the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act in 1968 (Public Law 90-542; 16 USC 
1271) to preserve certain rivers with outstanding natural, cultural, or recreational features in a 
free flowing condition. Under this Act, rivers are classified as Wild, Scenic, or Recreational. Wild 
rivers are defined in the Act as rivers free of impoundment, inaccessible except by trail, and 
having primitive shorelines and unpolluted waters. Scenic rivers are similar to Wild rivers, 
except that they are accessible in places by roads. Recreational rivers are readily accessible by 
road or railroad and may have some development along their shorelines. These rivers may have 
undergone impoundment or diversion in the past. 
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Table 3-12: Existing Hydraulic Crossings 
Site Stream Location Existing Structure 

1 French Broad River I-40, east of NC 191 Bridges 356 and 352 
2 Hominy Creek I-40, east of NC 191 Bridges 344 and 347 
3 Hominy Creek I-40, east of I-26 Bridges 334 and 339 
4 Hominy Creek I-240, north of I-40 Bridges 70 and 66 
5 Ragsdale Creek SR 3412 Dual 9 foot by 9 foot box culvert 
6 Unnamed Tributary to 

Hominy Creek 
I-240, north of I-40 Single 48 inch pipe 

7 Hominy Creek I-26, south of I-40 Bridges 238 and 235 
8 Hominy Creek I-240, west of NC 191 Bridges 206 and 208 
9 Smith Mill Creek Resort Drive and Sam’s Club 

Access 
Triple 36 inch pipes 

13 French Broad River I-240/Patton Avenue Existing Captain Jeff Bowen 
Bridges 322 and 323 

16 Reed Creek US 19-23-70 and interchange US 19-23-70 crosses over on 
Bridge 289 and ramps have box 
culvert crossings 

17 Smith Mill Creek Patton Avenue Triple 8 foot by 11-foot box 
culverts 

18 Unnamed Tributary 2A to 
French Broad River 

I-240/Amboy Road Single 48 inch pipe 

19 Moore Branch I-240, north of Amboy Road Single 48 inch pipe 
20 Unnamed Tributary 3C to 

Lower Hominy Creek 
Shelburne Road Single 60 inch pipe 

21 Trent Branch I-40, west of I-240 and I-240 
ramp 

Single 6 foot by 9 foot box 
culvert 

24 Unnamed Tributary to 
French Broad River 

US 19-23-70 and Riverside 
Drive 

Single 66 inch pipe 

25 Unnamed Tributary to 
French Broad River 

US 19-23-70 and Riverside 
Drive 

Dual 7 foot by 5 foot arched 
pipe, 8 foot by 8 foot box 
culvert, single 84 inch pipe, 
single 72 inch pipe, and single 
66 inch pipe 

28 Ragsdale Creek  I-40 West CD  Triple 7 foot by 9 foot box 
culverts 

29  Ragsdale Creek I-40 West CD Triple 8 foot by 8 foot box 
culverts 

30 Unnamed Tributary to 
Ragsdale Creek  

I-40 West CD  One 48 inch pipe and one 30 
inch pipe 

Sources: Hydraulic Technical Report for I-2513 the I-26 Asheville Connector (TGS Engineers 2010); Final 
Hydraulic Aspects Report Addendum to the I-2513 Hydraulic Technical Report (URS 2015d).  
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No rivers or sections of river within or near the project study area are designated as Wild, 
Scenic, or Recreational under the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (NPS 2007).  

In 1971, North Carolina also passed a Natural and Scenic Rivers Act. There are no rivers or 
sections of rivers within or near the project study area that are designated under the North 
Carolina Natural and Scenic Rivers Act (NCDENR 2007).  

3.3.9.2 State/National Forests 

There are no state or national forests in the project study area; however, the Pisgah National 
Forest is located approximately 2 miles southwest of the I-26/I-40 Interchange. The Pisgah 
National Forest consists of over one-half million acres of forest surrounding Mount Pisgah. It is 
owned and managed by the US Forest Service. 

The Blue Ridge Parkway enters the Pisgah National Forest approximately 5 miles south of the 
project study area. The Parkway consists of 469 miles of scenic roadway that connects the 
Shenandoah National Park in Virginia with the Great Smoky Mountains National Park in North 
Carolina and Tennessee. The Parkway is a Designated All-American Road and is managed by 
the NPS. Several smaller parks and trails branch from the Parkway. 

3.3.9.3 Gamelands and Preservation Areas 

There are no gamelands in the project study area. A bear sanctuary, managed jointly by the 
US Forest Service and the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC), is located 
within the Pisgah National Forest. The sanctuary is located in the interior portion of the park, in 
Transylvania County (NCWRC 2007). Within the northern portion of the project study area, the 
French Broad River is designated as a Land Trust Priority Area (Figure 3-13). 

3.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The project is subject to compliance with Sections 106 and 110 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended, in which it is stated: 

The head of any Federal agency having direct or indirect jurisdiction over a 
proposed Federal or federally assisted undertaking in any State and the head of 
any Federal department or independent agency having authority to license any 
undertaking shall, prior to the approval of the expenditure of any Federal funds 
on the undertaking or prior to the issuance of any license, as the case may be, 
take into account the effect of the undertaking on any district, site, building, 
structure, or object that is included in or eligible for inclusion in the National 
Register. The head of any such Federal agency shall afford the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation established under Title II of this Act a reasonable 
opportunity to comment with regard to such undertaking. (16 USC 470f) 
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Section 110(f) of the NHPA requires that Federal agencies exercise a higher 
standard of care when considering undertakings that may directly and adversely 
affect National Historic Landmarks (NHLs). The law requires that agencies, "to 
the maximum extent possible, undertake such planning and actions as may be 
necessary to minimize harm to such landmark." In those cases when an agency's 
undertaking directly and adversely affects an NHL, or when Federal permits, 
licenses, grants, and other programs and projects under its jurisdiction or carried 
out by a state or local government pursuant to a Federal delegation or approval 
so affect an NHL, the agency should consider all prudent and feasible 
alternatives to avoid an “adverse effect” on the NHL. [Sec. 110(a)(2)(B) and Sec. 
110(f)]. 

The methods used to identify historic architectural and archaeological resources in the study 
area and the results of those investigations are described in this section. 

3.4.1 HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 

The information in this section is from the Historic Architectural Resources Survey Update 
Report prepared for this project (Acme Preservation Services, LLC 2015) based upon the earlier 
Historic Architectural Resources Survey Report (Alexander Mattson and Associates, Inc. 2006). 
The 2006 Historic Architectural Resources Survey was undertaken in accordance with the 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966, Section 106 of the NHPA of 1966, as amended 
(36 CFR 800), and the FHWA’s Guidance for Preparing and Processing Environmental and 
Section 4(f) Documents (USDOT/FHWA 1987). The survey followed the 2003 Section 106 
Procedures and Report Guidelines (NCDOT 2003b).  

The survey was conducted with the following goals: (1) to determine the historic architectural 
area of potential effects (APE) for the project, which is defined as the geographic area or areas 
within which a project may cause changes to the character or use of historic properties, if any 
such properties exist; (2) to identify all resources of at least 50 years of age within the historic 
architectural APE; and (3) to evaluate these resources according to NRHP criteria (36 CFR 60).  

All historic resources were identified and surveyed in the historic architectural APE. Fifteen of 
these resources were listed in the NRHP (NRHP-listed) or determined eligible for listing (NRHP-
eligible). These historic resources are summarized in   
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Table 3-13 and shown on Figure 3-14. A letter from the State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) concurring with the status of the historic resources as listed in the table is provided in 
Appendix A. Detailed descriptions and photographs of the resources are provided in the Historic 
Architectural Resources Survey Update Report conducted for the project (Acme Preservation 
Services, LLC 2015).  

The Montford Area Historic District is near the north end of the project, with three historic 
boundaries. The Montford Area Historic District is NHRP-listed, while the other two historic 
boundaries (Montford Hills and the Montford Hills/Hibriten Drive Boundary Expansion) are 
NHRP-eligible. In 2015, the Montford Area Historic District Boundary was re-evaluated and 
adjusted to add area to the east and remove area to the west because of recent development in 
the area.  
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Table 3-13: Historic Architectural Resources in the APE 
Name Type No. on Figure 

Biltmore Estate NHL 1 
Asheville School NRHP-listed 2 
Buncombe County Bridge 216 NRHP-eligible 3 
Calvary Baptist Church  NRHP-eligible 4 
Baker Building NRHP-eligible 5 
West Asheville/Aycock School Historic District NRHP-listed 6 
William Worley House NRHP-eligible 7 
Freeman House NRHP-eligible 8 
Mrs. Minnie Alexander Cottage NRHP-listed 9 
Buncombe County Bridge 323 (formerly Great Smoky 
Mountains Park Bridge) 

NRHP-eligible 10 

Southern Railroad Bridge  NRHP-eligible 11 
Montford Area Historic District NRHP-listed 12 
Montford Hills  NRHP-eligible 13 
Montford Hills & Hibriten Drive Boundary Expansion NRHP-eligible 14 
Whiteford G. Smith House NRHP-listed 15 
Haywood Street United Methodist Church NRHP-eligible 16 
Source: Historic Architectural Resources Survey Update Report (Acme Preservation Services, LLC 2015). 

The Mrs. Minnie Alexander Cottage and the Whiteford G. Smith House are located south of the 
Montford Area Historic District. Also located south of the Montford Area Historic District is the 
Great Smoky Mountains Park Bridge (1948 1950; altered 1989), the northern bridge of the two 
Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. The bridge carries westbound I-240/US 19-23 and Patton Avenue 
over the French Broad River. Sited near the center of the historic architectural APE is the West 
Asheville/Aycock School Historic District, a business district that developed along the West 
Haywood Road streetcar line during the 1910s and 1920s. Nearby are the Baker Building and 
the William Worley House. At the south end of the project is Buncombe County Bridge 216. In 
the southeast section of the project, located alongside I-40, is the 6,900 acre Biltmore Estate, an 
NHL. Near the project’s southwest corner, just north of I-40, is the southern tip of the 276 acre 
Asheville School. While the main part of the circa 1900 campus stands to the north, the wooded 
grounds extend southward to I-40.  

Two additional resources were identified during the 2006 field survey as warranting intensive 
evaluation for NRHP eligibility. The Haywood Street United Methodist Church (1891, expanded 
1917, 1967) is located just south of I-240 at Patton Avenue and the circa 1900 Freeman House, 
a well preserved picturesque dwelling, is sited just north of Westgate Shopping Center. Both of 
the resources have been determined to be NRHP-eligible (see letters from the SHPO dated July 
2006 and September 2006 in Appendix A). The 2015 survey identified two new sites that are 
eligible for the NRHP. This includes Calvary Baptist Church, at the western edge of the study 
area along Haywood Road, and the Southern Railroad Bridge over the French Broad River, just 
north of the Great Smoky Mountains Park Bridge.   

Additional details about historic sites that are also subject to Section 4(f) requirements are 
provided in Chapter 5. 
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3.4.2 ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The methods and findings of the archaeological investigations conducted for the project are 
reported in detail in the Revised Draft Report, Archaeological Survey and Evaluation for the I-26 
Asheville Connector, Buncombe County, North Carolina (Archaeological Survey and Evaluation 
Report) (TRC Garrow Associates, Inc. 2007). The results of the archaeological investigations 
described in the report are presented in this section.  

Background research, field work, and analysis were used to identify archaeological resources 
within the archaeological APE for the project. The archaeological APE and survey areas for the 
project were identified by NCDOT.  

The Archaeological Survey and Evaluation Report included examination of substantial areas of 
uplands along the French Broad River and Hominy Creek near Asheville, as well as 
investigations of a portion of the French Broad floodplain and terraces on the Biltmore Estate. 
Although large parts of the survey areas had been previously disturbed by urban growth and 
road construction, 3,976 shovel tests were excavated in relatively undisturbed areas. The 
survey identified 27 new archaeological sites (containing at least 20 prehistoric and 17 historic-
period components) and 1 prehistoric isolated find, and revisited and mapped previously 
identified site 31BN623, a former hydroelectric facility. Thirty-eight 1 by 1 meter test units were 
excavated to assist in evaluation of six of the newly discovered sites. Besides the sites and 
isolated find, a number of late nineteenth to twentieth century historic artifacts were found in fill 
or disturbed contexts in Sections A and B but not assigned site or isolated find numbers. 

Additional archaeological research will be conducted after the Least Environmentally Damaging 
Preferred Alternative (LEDPA) is selected.  

3.4.2.1 NRHP-Eligible Resources 

Of the 29 resources, 4 sites (31BN623, 32BN825, 31BN826, and 31BN828) were 
recommended eligible for the NRHP. Site 31BN623, which is believed to represent the remains 
of the early twentieth century Lower Hominy Creek Hydroelectric Plant, is recommended NRHP-
eligible under Criterion A due to its association with the early hydroelectric and streetcar 
industries. Barring the development of highly specific questions concerning hydroelectric 
facilities that could not be answered through documentary research, 31BN623 does not appear 
to have archaeological research potential. In the event that this facility is to be affected by road 
construction, appropriate mitigation would consist of additional documentary research and the 
preparation of interpretive materials concerning the facility and its role in providing electricity to 
Asheville’s early streetcar system.  

Sites 31BN825 and 31BN826 consist of similar upland lithic scatters overlooking Ragsdale 
Creek (formerly Lake Ashnoca). Both appear to date primarily to the Late Archaic period 
(although no diagnostic artifacts were found at 31BN826). Additional work at these sites could 
provide important information regarding Archaic period activities in upland settings. At the 
regional scale, data from these sites could provide a valuable complement to available data 
from lowland riverine sites, such as the Ravensford site, and sites in cove settings, such as the 
Cold Canyon site in Swain County (Shumate and Shumate 2001, Webb et al. 2005). At a larger 
scale, data on the organization of settlements and activities could be profitably compared with 
data from contemporaneous sites in the sandhills and elsewhere, leading to an increased 
understanding of the nature of hunter-gatherer settlement organization in the southeast (McNutt 
2006). For these reasons, 31BN825 and 31BN826 are recommended NRHP-eligible under 
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Criterion D. If these sites cannot be avoided, data recovery excavations are recommended to 
mitigate any effects caused by construction of the project. 

Site 31BN828 contains an intact Middle to Late Woodland assemblage in association with intact 
cultural deposits, posts, and pit features and archaeobotanical remains. These characteristics 
suggest that this site can yield crucial data concerning middle to Late Woodland occupations in 
the area, including data on material cultural assemblages, settlement structure, architectural 
forms, subsistence practices, and relationships with surrounding areas. A minor Qualla 
component also appears to be present and, if confirmed, can provide useful data on the nature 
of Qualla occupations near the eastern edge of the Cherokee territory. Site 31BN828 is 
recommended eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D. If the site cannot be avoided, data 
recovery excavations are recommended to mitigate any effects to be caused by construction of 
the I-26 Connector. The data recovery work at this site should include a thorough exploration of 
the Woodland and possible Qualla components, as well as deep testing to search for any earlier 
Archaic period deposits that may be present.  

3.4.2.2 Resources Requiring Additional Study 

Additional investigations are needed at seven other sites (31BN814, 31BN823, 31BN867, 
31BN868, 31BN870, 31BN871, and 31BN873) in order to provide conclusive eligibility 
recommendations should ground-disturbing activities be planned at those locations. Additional 
investigations would be completed once a preferred alternative is selected.  

Two of these sites (31BN823 and 31BN870) are situated on the French Broad River floodplain 
in the southern part of the project area at locations that contain substantial historic alluvium. 
Deep testing would be needed at these locations to search for and assess likely buried cultural 
deposits. A third site, 31BN814, is situated on the French Broad in Section B, in an area that 
contains substantial historic fill. Additional exploratory work is needed at this location to 
determine whether intact deposits are present beneath the fill, or if the recovered artifacts were 
redeposited. 

Four of these sites (31BN867, 31BN868, 31BN871, and 31BN873), all situated on the Biltmore 
Estate, appear to have the potential to contain prehistoric and/or nineteenth century historic 
period features. As this potential could not be adequately investigated with test unit excavation, 
limited topsoil stripping is recommended to search for features and allow a definitive 
characterization of the NRHP eligibility of these sites. Deep testing may also be required of 
31BN868.  

Additional geomorphic evaluation and/or deep testing is recommended at several other 
locations along the corridor where there is potential for deeply buried deposits, including 
floodplains and terraces along Hominy Creek, Smith Mill Creek, and the French Broad River. 
Many of these locations (such as along Hominy Creek at the south end of Section C, and along 
the French Broad River in Section B) are covered with pavement or extensive fill deposits. 
Although their topographic settings suggest that buried deposits could be present, it is uncertain 
whether any deposits that may have been present have survived modern disturbances. In other 
locations, such as along Smith Mill Creek, deposits could exist beneath relatively shallow 
blankets of historic alluvium.  
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3.4.2.3 NRHP-Ineligible Resources 

The remaining 17 sites (31BN815 31BN822, 31BN824, 31BN827, 31BN829 31BN833, 
31BN869, and 31BN872, along with isolated find 31BN876) are recommended ineligible for the 
NRHP. These sites do not appear to have the potential to provide substantive data concerning 
the prehistoric or historic occupations of these areas, and no additional work is recommended. 

3.5 NATURAL ENVIRONMENT CHARACTERISTICS 

Aspects of the existing natural environment in the project area presented in this section include 
soils and geology, biotic communities and wildlife, water resources, jurisdictional issues such as 
wetlands, and protected species. Unless otherwise cited, information regarding these topics was 
obtained from the Natural Resources Technical Report (NRTR) prepared for this project (Atkins 
Engineering 2015).  

The study area is situated in the Blue Ridge physiographic province of North Carolina. 
Topography in the project vicinity is characterized by gradual to steep slopes with narrow 
floodplains along drainageways. Elevations range from a low of 1,980 feet above sea level near 
the confluence of Hominy Creek and the French Broad River to a high of 2,150 feet along I‐240 
in the central portion of the project study area. Land use within the project vicinity is 
characterized by residential and urban development, forest land (including a portion of Pisgah 
National Forest), and agriculture. 

3.5.1 SOILS AND GEOLOGY 

3.5.1.1 Soils 

Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) soil survey data for Buncombe County identify 
21 soil types within the study area (Table 3-14). A soil series consists of soils that have similar 
horizons in their profile. The horizons are similar in color, texture, structure, reaction, 
consistence, mineral and chemical composition, and arrangement in the profile. A map unit is a 
collection of areas defined and named the same in terms of their soil components or 
miscellaneous areas or both. Each map unit differs in some respect from all others in a survey 
area and is uniquely identified on a soil map (NRCS 1993).  

3.5.1.2 Geology 

The project study area is located within the Blue Ridge Geologic Belt, more specifically, the 
Rome Formation, which is characterized by shale and siltstone interbedded with fine-grained 
sandstone and shaly dolomite. Geology of the Blue Ridge Belt is made up of a complex mixture 
of granite, gneiss, volcanic, and sedimentary rock that has been compressed, broken, faulted, 
and twisted into folds. This region contains deposits of mica, feldspar, and quartz, which are 
useful in the ceramic, paint, and electronic industries. Rocks underlying Asheville are included in 
the Ashe Metamorphic Suite, Tallulah Falls Formation, and Alligator Back Formation, which 
were deposited 600 to 800 million years ago in the Precambrian era. At that time, sand, clay, 
and rocks were washed into a sea and mixed with material ejected from nearby volcanoes. 
Through plate tectonics, deeply buried rocks were altered by intense pressure and heat to form 
metamorphic gneiss and schist, which, in combination with granitic rocks, eventually formed the 
Appalachian Mountain chain. The project study area contains no known locations that include 
acidic rock that may affect water quality during construction. 
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Table 3-14: Soils in the Study Area 
Soil Series Mapping Unit Drainage Class Hydric Status 

Biltmore loamy sand BeA Well Drained Hydric a 
Braddock clay loam BkD2 Well Drained Nonhydric 
Braddock‐Urban land complex BnC Well Drained Nonhydric 
Clifton clay loam CkB2, CkC2 Well Drained Nonhydric 
Clifton sandy loam CsC, CsD Well Drained Nonhydric 
Clifton‐Urban land complex CuB, CuC, CuD Well Drained Nonhydric 
Dillard loam DrB Moderately Well Drained Hydric a 
Evard‐Cowee complex EvD2, EvE2, EwC, 

EwD, EwE 
Well Drained Nonhydric 

Evard‐Cowee‐Urban land complex ExC, ExD, ExE Well Drained Nonhydric 
Fannin‐Lauada complex FaD2, FaE2 Well Drained Nonhydric 
French loam FrA Moderately Well to 

Somewhat Poorly Drained 
Hydric a 

Hemphill loam HpA Very Poorly Drained Hydric a 
Iotla loam IoA Somewhat Poorly Drained Hydric a 
Rosman fine sandy loam RsA Well Drained to 

Moderately Well Drained 
Hydric a 

Statler loam StB Well Drained Hydric a 
Tate loam TaB, TaC, TaD Well Drained Nonhydric 
Tate‐Urban land complex TmB, TmC, TmD Well Drained Nonhydric 
Toxaway loam TsA Poorly and Very Poorly 

Drained 
Hydric a 

Udorthents, loamy Ud Well Drained Nonhydric 
Udorthents‐Urban land complex UfB, UhE Well Drained Nonhydric 
Urban land Ux Well Drained Nonhydric 
 a Soils that are primarily nonhydric, but that may contain hydric inclusions. 

3.5.2 BIOTIC RESOURCES 

This section of the DEIS discusses the biotic resources, both terrestrial and aquatic, and their 
wildlife identified within the project study area. Information on biotic communities and wildlife 
was gathered from the NRTR. 

3.5.2.1 Terrestrial Communities  

Three terrestrial communities were identified in the study area: maintained/disturbed, mesic 
mixed forest, and alluvial hardwood forest. Figures 3-15a and 3-15b show the location and 
extent of these terrestrial communities in the study area. A brief description of each community 
type follows. 

Maintained/Disturbed 

This community incorporates several land cover types, including residential, commercial, 
industrial, and cleared/maintained pasture areas. The majority of the study corridor is 
designated maintained/disturbed land, which includes the central portion that bisects western  
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Asheville. Plant communities in residential areas often contain relict species, usually canopy 
trees that reflect their historic assemblages. Usually, introduced species predominate in 
maintained areas, and weedy species are opportunistic in recently disturbed areas. 
Canopy/subcanopy trees include red maple, princess tree, southern sugar maple, pignut 
hickory, white ash, sweetgum, yellow poplar, flowering dogwood, white pine, black cherry, and 
oaks including white oak, southern red oak, willow oak, northern red oak, and black oak. Shrubs 
include winged sumac, sourwood, wax myrtle, maple‐leaf viburnum, and weedy species 
including mimosa, princess tree, blackberry, multiflora rose, tree‐of-heaven, Japanese 
knotweed, autumn olive, bamboo, Japanese barberry, bush honeysuckle, pokeweed, and 
Chinese privet. Vines include Japanese honeysuckle, trumpet creeper, kudzu, oriental 
bittersweet, English ivy, catbrier, and muscadine. The herb layer includes ragweed, 
broomsedge, crabgrass, horseweed, beggar ticks, fireweed, dog fennel, St. Peter’s cross, horse 
nettle, goldenrod, Japanese grass, Chinese silvergrass, and Queen Anne’s lace. 

Mesic Mixed Forest 

This community, if undisturbed, would most resemble Schafale and Weakley’s Mesic Mixed 
Hardwood Forest. Mature, stable forests in this region are usually characterized by a hardwood 
canopy. However, this community is characterized by a mixture of pine and hardwood species, 
with pines occasionally comprising greater than 30 percent of canopy stems. The community in 
the study area occurs on steeper sites and is primarily found as a buffer around roads, 
residential and other developed areas, and as secondary growth forest on previously timbered 
or otherwise disturbed land. Mesic mixed forest contains southern sugar maple, black walnut, 
yellow poplar, flowering dogwood, white oak, sourwood, Virginia pine, white pine, and shortleaf 
pine in the canopy/subcanopy. The shrub layer supports American holly, rosebay 
rhododendron, blackberry, Chinese privet, multiflora rose, autumn olive, bamboo, Japanese 
barberry, and bush honeysuckle. The herb layer includes Christmas fern, lespedeza, heartleaf, 
and Japanese grass. Vines include oriental bittersweet, Japanese honeysuckle, and English ivy. 

Alluvial Hardwood Forest  

This plant community supports many species in common with Piedmont/Low Mountain Alluvial 
Forest (Schafale and Weakley 1990), but the extent of disturbance by diverted storm water flow 
and by invasive species along roadside edges cause this community to deviate noticeably from 
the natural community described. Alluvial hardwood forest occurs throughout the study area 
along streams. This community has a significant component of wetland species, particularly in 
the herb layer. These areas are intermittently flooded, and may contain standing water for 
extended periods in the winter and spring. The forest canopy is characterized by sweetgum, 
yellow poplar, American sycamore, river birch, box elder, southern sugar maple, and red maple. 
Black willow, ironwood, and tag alder occur most often as understory trees. Chinese privet, silky 
dogwood, multiflora rose, Japanese knotweed, spicebush, blackberry, pokeweed, Japanese 
honeysuckle, oriental bittersweet, and catbrier are found in the shrub layer. Herbaceous species 
include Japanese grass, smartweed, jewelweed, false nettle, cardinal flower, soft rush, and 
seedbox. Vines include oriental bittersweet, Japanese honeysuckle, and catbrier. Alluvial 
hardwood forest contains the Bottomland Hardwood Forest, Floodplain Pool, Headwater Forest, 
and Riverine Swamp Forest North Carolina Wetland Assessment Method (NCWAM) community 
classifications. 
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3.5.2.2 Terrestrial Wildlife  

Terrestrial communities in the study area are comprised of both natural and disturbed habitats 
that may support a diversity of wildlife species (those species actually observed are indicated 
with an asterisk). Mammals expected to occur within the open, disturbed portion of the project 
study area include eastern mole, red bat, eastern chipmunk*, meadow vole, red fox, striped 
skunk*, bobcat, Virginia opossum*, eastern cottontail*, woodchuck*, gray squirrel*, raccoon*, 
and white‐tailed deer*. Bird species typical of developed areas in the Blue Ridge region of North 
Carolina include red‐tailed hawk*, common grackle*, American robin*, eastern bluebird, 
northern cardinal*, red‐winged blackbird*, red‐bellied woodpecker, downy woodpecker, blue 
jay*, northern mockingbird*, European starling*, Carolina wren*, song sparrow*, common crow*, 
turkey vulture*, mourning dove*, eastern phoebe, yellow‐rumped warbler*, white‐eyed vireo, 
indigo bunting, gray catbird*, and white‐throated sparrow. Primarily terrestrial reptiles and 
amphibians of open and disturbed areas include rat snake*, eastern fence lizard, corn snake, 
scarlet kingsnake, American toad, and slimy salamander. 

Mammals expected to occur in wet or dry forested areas include Virginia opossum*, gray 
squirrel*, raccoon*, eastern mole, southeastern shrew, northern short‐tailed shrew, red bat, 
eastern pipistrelle, eastern chipmunk*, southern flying squirrel, white‐footed mouse, meadow 
vole, gray fox, white‐tailed deer*, and bobcat. Bird species typical of upland forested areas of 
limited size and moderate disturbance in the Blue Ridge region include northern cardinal*, 
northern flicker, pileated woodpecker, blue jay*, brown thrasher, Carolina wren*, winter wren, 
Carolina chickadee*, tufted titmouse*, wood thrush, sharp‐shinned hawk, eastern screech owl, 
ruby‐crowned kinglet, goldencrowned kinglet, red‐eyed vireo, eastern wood‐pewee, black‐ 
throated blue warbler, ovenbird, yellow‐rumped warbler, eastern towhee, and summer tanager. 
Primarily terrestrial reptiles and amphibians who would typically favor forested habitats in the 
study area include eastern box turtle*, American toad*, common musk turtle, five‐lined skink, 
copperhead, timber rattlesnake, gray treefrog, upland chorus frog, wood frog, spotted 
salamander, and slimy salamander. Bird species that occur within wet forested parts of the 
study area include Acadian flycatcher, belted kingfisher*, great blue heron*, northern parula, 
and Louisiana waterthrush. Primarily terrestrial reptiles and amphibians that typically favor wet, 
forested habitats in the region include spring peeper*, pickerel frog, wood frog, and two‐lined 
salamander. 

3.5.2.3 Aquatic Communities  

Streams of various sizes occur within the project study area and provide adequate habitat for a 
variety of aquatic wildlife (those species actually observed are indicated with an asterisk), 
including muskrat, beaver*, mink, raccoon, belted kingfisher*, great blue heron*, green heron, 
snapping turtle, yellow‐belly slider, northern water snake, queen snake, bullfrog, green frog, 
blackbelly salamander, two‐lined salamander and various benthic macroinvertebrates. The 
larger streams, such as the French Broad River, are expected to support a diverse fishery 
including largemouth bass, smallmouth bass, bluegill, redbreast sunfish, channel catfish, and 
rainbow trout. Smaller fish species expected to occur in study area streams include creek chub, 
Tennessee shiner, whitetail shiner, river chub, and bigeye chub. Ponds within the project study 
area provide habitat to support muskrat, beaver*, mink, raccoon, great blue heron*, green 
heron, snapping turtle, yellowbelly slider, northern water snake, queen snake, bullfrog, green 
frog, largemouth bass, smallmouth bass, bluegill and redbreast sunfish, and various benthic 
macroinvertebrates. 
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3.5.2.4 Invasive Species 

During December 2014 field studies, 17 species from the NCDOT Invasive Exotic Plant List for 
North Carolina were found to occur in the study area. The species identified within 
maintained/disturbed communities were tree-of-heaven (severe threat), princess tree (severe 
threat), Chinese privet (severe threat), multiflora rose (severe threat), Japanese grass (severe 
threat), Chinese silvergrass (severe threat), Japanese knotweed (severe threat), oriental 
bittersweet (severe threat), kudzu (severe threat), mimosa (threat), autumn olive (threat), 
Japanese honeysuckle (threat), bamboo (threat), English ivy (threat), crown vetch (watch list), 
Japanese barberry (watch list), and bush honeysuckle (watch list). Mesic mixed forests 
contained garlic mustard (severe threat), Chinese privet, multiflora rose, Japanese grass, 
oriental bittersweet, autumn olive, Japanese honeysuckle, bamboo, English ivy, Japanese 
barberry, bush honeysuckle, and common periwinkle (watch list). Chinese privet and multiflora 
rose were particularly abundant in alluvial hardwood forests, along with Japanese grass, 
Japanese knotweed, oriental bittersweet, and Japanese honeysuckle. NCDOT will manage 
invasive plant species on the Department’s right-of-way, as appropriate. 

3.5.3 WATER RESOURCES  

Water resources in the study area are part of the French Broad River Basin (US Geological 
Survey [USGS] Hydrologic Unit 06010105). Forty‐five streams were identified in the study area 
(Table 3-15). The physical characteristics of these streams are provided in Table 3-16. 

Table 3-15: Water Resources in the Study Area 

Stream Name Map ID 

NCDWR Index 

Number 

Best Usage 

Classification
 a
 

French Broad River SA 6‐(54.5) B 
UT1A to French Broad River SD 6‐(54.5) B 
UT2A to French Broad River SF 6‐(54.5) B 
UT1B to French Broad River SN 6‐(54.5) B 
UT1B to French Broad River (Pond 1B) Pond 1B 6‐(54.5) B 
UT1B to French Broad River (Pond 2B) Pond 2B 6‐(54.5) B 
UT1B to French Broad River (Pond 3B) Pond 3B 6‐(54.5) B 
UT2B to French Broad River SI 6‐(54.5) B 
UT3B to French Broad River SO 6‐(54.5) B 
UT4B to French Broad River SK 6‐(54.5) B 
UT5B to French Broad River SL 6‐(54.5) B 
UT6B to French Broad River SM 6‐(54.5) B 
UT7B to French Broad River ST 6‐(54.5) B 
UT1C to French Broad River SAB 6‐(54.5) B 
UT2 to UT1C to French Broad River SAG 6‐(54.5) B 
UT2C to French Broad River SE 6‐(54.5) B 
UT3C to French Broad River SAM 6‐(54.5) B 
UT4C to French Broad River SAP 6‐(54.5) B 
UT5C to French Broad River SAQ 6‐(54.5) B 
UT1 to UT5C to French Broad River SAA 6‐(54.5) B 
Lower Hominy Creek SB 6‐76 C 
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Stream Name Map ID 

NCDWR Index 

Number 

Best Usage 

Classification
 a
 

UT1C to Lower Hominy Creek SAC 6‐76 C 
UT2C to Lower Hominy Creek SAJ 6‐76 C 
UT3C to Lower Hominy Creek SH 6‐76 C 
Upper Hominy Creek SX 6‐76 C 
UT1C to Upper Hominy Creek SAF 6‐76 C 
UT2C to Upper Hominy Creek SAL 6‐76 C 
UT1 to UT2C to Upper Hominy Creek SZ 6‐76 C 
UT2 to UT2C to Upper Hominy Creek SAI 6‐76 C 
UT3C to Upper Hominy Creek SAO 6‐76 C 
Moore Branch SC 6‐77 C 
Ragsdale Creek SV 6‐76‐11 C 
UT1C to Ragsdale Creek SAD 6‐76‐11 C 
UT2C to Ragsdale Creek SAK 6‐76‐11 C 
UT3C to Ragsdale Creek SAN 6‐76‐11 C 
UT5C to Ragsdale Creek SAR 6‐76‐11 C 
UT6C to Ragsdale Creek SAS 6‐76‐11 C 
Reed Creek SJ 6‐80 C 
Smith Mill Creek SR 6‐79 C 
UT1B to Smith Mill Creek SG 6‐79 C 
UT2B to Smith Mill Creek SU 6‐79 C 
UT3B to Smith Mill Creek SS 6‐79 C 
UT4B to Smith Mill Creek [Emma Branch] SP 6‐79‐2 C 
UT1 to UT4B to Smith Mill Creek [Emma Branch] SQ 6‐79‐2 C 
Trent Branch SW 6‐76‐10 C 
UT1C to Trent Branch SAE 6‐76‐10 C 
UT1 to UT1C to Trent Branch SY 6‐76‐10 C 
UT2 to UT1C to Trent Branch SAH 6‐76‐10 C 
Pond 1B 1B ‐‐ ‐‐ 
Pond 2B 2B ‐‐ ‐‐ 
Pond 3B 3B ‐‐ ‐‐ 
a Best Usage Classifications: B: Primary Recreation, Fresh Water; C: Aquatic Life, Secondary Recreation, 
Fresh Water 

Table 3-16: Physical Characteristics of Water Resources in the Study Area 

Map ID 
Bank 

Height 
(feet) 

Bankful 
Width 
(feet) 

Water 
Depth 

(inches) 
Channel Substrate Velocity Clarity 

SA 4‐12 200 200 Cobble, Sand Moderate Slightly turbid 
SB 6 75 12‐18 Cobble, Sand Moderate Clear 
SC 3 12 6 Cobble, Gravel Moderate Clear 
SD 2 10 4 Cobble, Gravel Moderate Clear 
SE 1‐6 4‐8 6 Cobble, Gravel, Silt Moderate Clear 
SF 2‐3 3 6 Gravel, Sand Moderate Clear 
SG 3 10 4 Gravel, Sand Slow Clear 
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Map ID 
Bank 

Height 
(feet) 

Bankful 
Width 
(feet) 

Water 
Depth 

(inches) 
Channel Substrate Velocity Clarity 

SH 3 8 12 Bedrock, Cobble, Sand Moderate Clear 
SI 2 2‐4 2‐6 Cobble, Sand, Silt Moderate Clear 
SJ 4 15 36 Bedrock, Sand Moderate Clear 
SK 1 5 4 Cobble, Sand Moderate Clear 
SL 2 4 3 Cobble, Sand Moderate Clear 
SM 3 5 5 Cobble, Sand Moderate Clear 
SN 1 2 2 Gravel, Sand Moderate Clear 
SO 2‐3 3 2 Sand Slow Clear 
SP 2‐3 8 4 Cobble Moderate Clear 
SQ 2‐3 4 3 Silt, Sand Slow Clear 
SR 6‐8 20 18 Cobble, Sand Moderate Clear 
SS 1‐3 5 6 Gravel, Sand Slow Clear 
ST 1 3 0‐2 Sand, Silt Slow Clear 
SU 1‐2 3 3 Gravel, Sand Slow Clear 
SV 3‐4 8‐13 1‐12 Gravel, Sand Moderate Clear 
SW 4 6 6‐12 Sand, Silt Moderate Clear 
SX 1‐5 30‐50 4‐10 Cobble, Sand, Silt Moderate Clear 
SY 1‐2 3‐4 0‐3 Sand, Silt Slow Clear 
SZ 2 5 0‐3 Cobble, Gravel, Sand Moderate Clear 

SAA 0.5 2 0‐2 Sand, Silt Slow Slightly turbid 
SAB 2‐6 4‐8 5‐6 Gravel, Sand, Silt Moderate Clear 
SAC 1‐2 2 2‐4 Gravel, Sand Moderate Clear 
SAD 2 4 0‐8 Gravel, Sand Slow Clear 
SAE 2‐3 2‐4 2‐6 Sand, Silt Slow Clear 
SAF 3‐4 5 4‐6 Sand, Silt Moderate Clear 
SAG 2 4 2‐4 Sand, Silt Slow Clear 
SAH 1 1.5 0‐3 Sand, Silt Slow Clear 
SAI 1 2‐3 0‐3 Cobble, Gravel, Sand Slow Clear 
SAJ 1‐3 3 2‐4 Cobble, Gravel, Sand Slow Clear 
SAK 2 3 1‐4 Sand, Silt Slow Clear 
SAL 1‐3 2‐8 2‐4 Cobble, Gravel Slow Clear 
SAM 3‐5 6 12‐18 Sand, Silt Slow Slightly turbid 
SAN 2 4 1‐8 Sand, Silt Slow Clear 
SAO 0.5‐1 4‐8 0‐3 Sand, Silt Slow Slightly turbid 
SAP 5‐8 8 12‐14 Sand, Silt Slow Slightly turbid 
SAQ 0.5 3 0‐3 Cobble, Sand Moderate Clear 
SAR 2 4 0‐1 Clay, Silt Slow Slightly turbid 
SAS 1‐2 2.5 1‐4 Sand, Silt Slow Clear 
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Hominy Creek has been divided into a Lower and an Upper section for the purposes of this 
report to point out differences in size and flow for the two sections. The French Broad River 
appears in all three sections, but is treated as one stream. UT1B to Smith Mill Creek mainly 
occurs in Section B. 

Three ponds are located in Section B. These ponds are connected hydrologically to UT1B to 
French Broad River (SN). Ponds 1B (0.3 acre) and 3B (0.3 acre) appear to be impounded for 
water supplies, while Pond 2B (0.8 acre) is partially impounded by the railroad bed parallel to 
the French Broad River. 

There are no NCWRC-designated trout waters, water supply watersheds (WS‐I or WS‐II), High 
Quality Waters (HQW), or Outstanding Resource Waters (ORW) within 1.0 mile downstream of 
the study area. On February 26, 2010, Marla Chambers of the NCWRC stated that, “We do not 
expect significant trout reproduction to occur in the project area for I‐2513 in Asheville and are 
not requesting a work moratorium to protect trout.”  

The North Carolina Draft 2014 Section 303(d) list of impaired waters identifies no waters within 
the study area as impaired due to sedimentation or turbidity. 

Benthic samples were taken at the French Broad River at SR 1348 and given a rating of “Good‐
Fair” in 2007. Benthic samples were taken at Hominy Creek at SR 3412 and given a rating of 
“Fair” in 2007. 

3.5.4 JURISDICTIONAL ISSUES 

3.5.4.1 Wetlands 

Jurisdictional waters of the United States, including wetlands, are protected under Section 404 
of the Clean Water Act (CWA). USACE and USEPA jointly define wetlands as those areas that 
are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to 
support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically 
adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, 
and similar areas (33 CFR 328.3, “Definitions of Waters of the United States,” Revised 2004; 40 
CFR 230.3, “Wetlands Definitions,” Revised 2004). Section 404 jurisdictional wetlands are those 
areas satisfying the technical criteria contained in the USACE’s Wetlands Delineation Manual 
(Environmental Laboratory 1987). The USACE’s Wetlands Delineation Manual requires 
evidence of hydric soils, positive hydrological indicators, and a prevalence of hydrophytic 
vegetation for a determination that an area is a wetland. Section 404 jurisdictional waters other 
than wetlands include streams, rivers, and lakes. 

Both federal and state programs regulate activities conducted in wetlands in order to minimize 
the continued reduction and degradation of these resources and strive to achieve a “no net loss” 
policy. The federal program is based on Section 404 of the CWA and the USACE’s 
implementing regulations (33 CFR 320-330).  

Information on jurisdictional areas was gathered from the NRTR prepared for this project and 
investigations have occurred several times between 1998 and 2014. The latest field effort was 
conducted between December 8 and December 19, 2014. The new delineated areas were 
submitted for approval to the USACE in February 2015. In addition to verifying the newest 
delineated areas, the submitted agency package will request that the entire project study area 
be re‐verified.  
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The North Carolina Division of Water Resources (NCDWR) has prepared a wetlands 
assessment procedure entitled A Field Guide to North Carolina Wetlands (NCDENR 1996). The 
most recent version (fourth) of this procedure was released in 1995. NCDOT considers this 
method as a standard procedure for assessing wetlands proposed for roadway impacts; for this 
reason the procedure was used to rate each wetland identified within the project study area.  

Jurisdictional Wetlands 

Forty‐five jurisdictional streams were identified in the study area (Table 3-17). The locations of 
these streams are shown on Figures 3-16a through 3-16e. USACE and NCDWR stream 
delineation forms are included in the NRTR (Atkins Engineering 2015). All jurisdictional streams 
in the study area have been designated as cool water streams for the purposes of stream 
mitigation. 

Table 3-17: Jurisdictional Characteristics of Water Resources in the Study Area 
Map ID Length (feet) 

Classification 
Compensatory 

Mitigation Required 
River Basin 

Buffer Section A B C 

SA 5,720.1 1,879.5 6,717.7 Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SB 1,157.9 ‐‐ 1,506.2 Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SC 519.1 ‐‐ ‐‐ Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SD 664.2 ‐‐ ‐‐ Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SE 574.7 ‐‐ 892.1 Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SF 639.7 ‐‐ ‐‐ Intermittent Undetermined Not Subject 
SG 125.9 1,354.6 ‐‐ Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SH 384.2 ‐‐ ‐‐ Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SI ‐‐ 709.9 ‐‐ Intermittent Undetermined Not Subject 
SJ ‐‐ 693.7 ‐‐ Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SK ‐‐ 256.7 ‐‐ Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SL ‐‐ 317.1 ‐‐ Intermittent Undetermined Not Subject 
SM ‐‐ 227.5 ‐‐ Intermittent Undetermined Not Subject 
SN ‐‐ 775.8 ‐‐ Intermittent Undetermined Not Subject 
SO ‐‐ 427.7 ‐‐ Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SP ‐‐ 893.8 ‐‐ Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SQ ‐‐ 178.7 ‐‐ Intermittent Undetermined Not Subject 
SR ‐‐ 3,270.1 ‐‐ Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SS ‐‐ 243.8 ‐‐ Intermittent Undetermined Not Subject 
ST ‐‐ 25.8 ‐‐ Intermittent Undetermined Not Subject 
SU ‐‐ 300.1 ‐‐ Intermittent Undetermined Not Subject 
SV ‐‐ ‐‐ 4,662.8 Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SW ‐‐ ‐‐ 1,589.3 Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SX ‐‐ ‐‐ 11,037.5 Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SY ‐‐ ‐‐ 82.0 Intermittent Undetermined Not Subject 
SZ ‐‐ ‐‐ 201.7 Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 

SAA ‐‐ ‐‐ 142.2 Intermittent Undetermined Not Subject 
SAB ‐‐ ‐‐ 445.0 Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SAC ‐‐ ‐‐ 78.9 Intermittent Undetermined Not Subject 
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Map ID Length (feet) 
Classification 

Compensatory 
Mitigation Required 

River Basin 
Buffer Section A B C 

SAD ‐‐ ‐‐ 837.5 Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SAE ‐‐ ‐‐ 242.3 Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SAF ‐‐ ‐‐ 334.2 Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SAG ‐‐ ‐‐ 374.9 Intermittent Undetermined Not Subject 
SAH ‐‐ ‐‐ 22.3 Intermittent Undetermined Not Subject 
SAI ‐‐ ‐‐ 234.5 Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SAJ ‐‐ ‐‐ 526.7 Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SAK ‐‐ ‐‐ 245.8 Intermittent Undetermined Not Subject 
SAL ‐‐ ‐‐ 1,974.5 Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SAM ‐‐ ‐‐ 850.0 Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SAN ‐‐ ‐‐ 501.3 Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SAO ‐‐ ‐‐ 196.8 Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SAP ‐‐ ‐‐ 620.8 Intermittent Undetermined Not Subject 
SAQ ‐‐ ‐‐ 144.2 Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 
SAR ‐‐ ‐‐ 113.9 Intermittent Undetermined Not Subject 
SAS ‐‐ ‐‐ 107.3 Perennial Undetermined Not Subject 

Ponds 1B (0.33 acre), 2B (0.33 acre), and 3B (0.21 acre) are located in Section B.  

Thirty‐six jurisdictional wetlands were identified within the study area. Wetland classification and 
quality rating data are presented in Table 3-18. All wetlands in the study area are within the 
French Broad River basin (US Geological Service (USGS) Hydrologic Unit 06010105). USACE 
wetland delineation forms and NCDWR wetland rating forms for each site are included in the 
NRTR. Descriptions of the natural communities at each wetland site are presented above. The 
alluvial hardwood forest community encompasses wetlands WA, WB, WD, WE, WG, WI, WJ, 
WN, WQ, WR, WS, WT, WU, WV, WW, WX, WY, WZ, WAA, WAB, WAC, WAE, WAF, and 
WAG. The mesic mixed forest community contains wetlands WC, WK, WL, WO, WP, WAI, and 
WAJ. The maintained/disturbed community contains WF, WG, WM, and WAJ. Wetland 1C 
occurs on alluvial hardwood forest and mesic mixed forest communities. Wetlands WH and 
WAD occur on alluvial hardwood forest and maintained/disturbed communities. 

3.5.4.2 Protected Species 

Federally listed endangered and threatened species are legally protected under the provisions 
of Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended. Any action likely to 
adversely affect a species afforded federal protection is subject to review by the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and/or the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). 
Species classified as Federal Species of Concern (FSC) are not protected under the provisions 
of Section 7 of the ESA, but are defined as species under consideration for listing as threatened 
or endangered. North Carolina provides limited protection to "at risk" species under the North 
Carolina Endangered Species Act and the North Carolina Plant Protection and Conservation Act 
of 1979. The NCWRC and the North Carolina Department of Agriculture are responsible for 
enforcing and administering species protection. The USFWS and the North Carolina National 
Heritage Program (NCNHP) maintain lists and location data of known occurrences of 
endangered, threatened, and rare species for North Carolina.  
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Table 3-18: Jurisdictional Characteristics of Wetlands in the Study Area 

Map ID NCWAM Classification 
Hydrologic 

Classification 
NCDWR 

Wetland Rating Area (acres) 

Section A 
WA Bottomland Hardwood Forest Riparian 40 0.01 
WB Floodplain Pool Riparian 46 0.67 
Section B 
WC Bottomland Hardwood Forest Riparian 43 0.11 
WD Bottomland Hardwood Forest Riparian 33 0.11 
WE Floodplain Pool Riparian 21 0.04 
WF Headwater Forest Riparian 29 0.04 
WG Headwater Forest Riparian 20 0.02 
Section C 
WH Headwater Forest Riparian 71 3.63 
WI Headwater Forest Riparian 71 1.51 
WJ Riverine Swamp Forest Riparian 43 0.04 
WK Headwater Forest Riparian 35 0.03 
WL Headwater Forest Riparian 35 0.03 
WM Floodplain Pool Riparian 21 0.02 
WN Bottomland Hardwood Forest Riparian 37 0.62 
WO Headwater Forest Riparian 50 0.04 
WP Headwater Forest Riparian Unknown 0.10 
WQ Headwater Forest Riparian Unknown 0.65 
WR Bottomland Hardwood Forest Riparian 67 0.27 
WS Bottomland Hardwood Forest Riparian 41 0.01 
WT Bottomland Hardwood Forest Riparian 41 0.03 
WU Headwater Forest Riparian 47 0.05 
WV Riverine Swamp Forest Riparian 54 0.08 
WW Riverine Swamp Forest Riparian 54 0.02 
WX Riverine Swamp Forest Riparian 46 0.19 
WY Headwater Forest Riparian 40 0.68 
WZ Bottomland Hardwood Forest Riparian 40 0.61 
WAA Bottomland Hardwood Forest Riparian 40 0.39 
WAB Bottomland Hardwood Forest Riparian 40 0.03 
WAC Bottomland Hardwood Forest Riparian 59 0.51 
WAD Bottomland Hardwood Forest Riparian 59 0.04 
WAE Bottomland Hardwood Forest Riparian 31 0.04 
WAF Headwater Forest Riparian 39 0.01 
WAG Headwater Forest Riparian 34 0.04 
WAH Headwater Forest Riparian 48 0.02 
WAI Bottomland Hardwood Forest Riparian 38 0.03 
WAJ Bottomland Hardwood Forest Riparian 39 0.04 
Total 10.8 
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Information on protected species was gathered from the NRTR. However, since the completion 
of the NRTR, the Northern long-eared bat (NLEB) has been listed as Threatened within 
Buncombe County and information contained within this document has been updated 
accordingly. According to the NRTR, a listing of federally protected species whose ranges 
extend into Buncombe County was obtained from the USFWS (dated January 14, 2014) 
(USFWS 2015). Files maintained by the NCNHP were reviewed for documented sightings of 
state or federally listed species and documented locations of significant natural areas. Field 
surveys for protected species focused on identification of potential habitat areas. Suitable 
habitat for these protected species was searched for during the 1998 field visits in Sections A 
and B, the 2003 field visits in Section C, and the 2005 field visits in the expanded areas of all 
sections. During 2005 and 2014, suitable habitat was resurveyed for occurrences of all 
appropriate species. The federally protected species listed for Buncombe County as of April 2, 
2015, are depicted in Table 3-19. Species with habitat present in the project study area are 
briefly described below. 

Table 3-19: Federally Protected Species Listed for Buncombe County 

Scientific Name Common Name 
Federal 
Status 

a
 

Habitat 
Present 

Clemmys muhlenbergii Bog turtle T(S/A) No 
Glaucomys sabrinus coloratus Carolina northern flying squirrel E No 
Myotis grisescens Gray bat E Yes 
Myotis septentrionalis Northern Long-eared Bat T Unknown 
Hybopsis monacha Spotfin chub b T Yes 
Alasmidonta raveneliana Appalachian elktoe b E Yes 
Microhexura montivaga Spruce‐fir moss spider E No 
Epioblasma florentina walker Tan riffleshell a, b E Yes 
Solidago spithamaea Blue Ridge goldenrod b E No 
Sagittaria fasciculata Bunched arrowhead b E Yes 
Sarracenia jonesii Mountain sweet pitcher plant b E No 
Geum radiatum Spreading avens E No 
Spiraea virginiana Virginia spiraea* T Yes 
Gymnoderma lineare Rock gnome lichen E No 
a E = Endangered, T = Threatened, T(S/A) = Threatened due to similarity of appearance 
MA‐NLAA – May Affect‐Not Likely to Adversely Affect 
b Historic record (the species was last observed in the county more than 50 years ago). 
c Obscure record (the date and/or location of observation is uncertain). 

Bog turtle 

USFWS optimal survey window: April 1 to October 1 (visual surveys); April 1 to June 15 (optimal 
for breeding/nesting); May 1 to June 30 (trapping surveys) 

Habitat Description: Bog turtle habitat consists of open, groundwater supplied (springfed), 
graminoid dominated wetlands along riparian corridors or on seepage slopes. These habitats 
are designated as mountain bogs by the NCNHP, but they are technically poor, moderate, or 
rich fens that may be associated with wet pastures and old drainage ditches that have saturated 
muddy substrates with open canopies. Plants found in bog turtle habitat include sedges, rushes, 
marsh ferns, herbs, shrubs (tag alder, hardhack, blueberry, etc.), and wetland tree species (red 
maple and silky willow). These habitats often support sphagnum moss and may contain 
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carnivorous plants (sundews and pitcherplants) and rare orchids. Potential habitats may be 
found in western Piedmont and Mountain counties from 700 to 4500 feet elevation in North 
Carolina. Soil types (poorly drained silt loams) from which bog turtle habitats have been found 
include Arkaqua, Chewacla, Dellwood, Codorus complex, Hatboro, Nikwasi, Potomac – Iotla 
complex, Reddies, Rosman, Tate – Cullowhee complex, Toxaway, Tuckasegee – Cullasaja 
complex, Tusquitee, Watauga, and Wehadkee. 

Carolina northern flying squirrel 

USFWS optimal survey window: May to October; coldest days in coldest winter months (nest 
box surveys) 

Habitat Description: There are several isolated populations of the Carolina northern flying 
squirrel in the mountains of North Carolina. This nocturnal squirrel prefers the ecotone between 
coniferous (red spruce, Fraser fir, or hemlock) and mature northern hardwood forests (beech, 
yellow birch, maple, hemlock, red oak, and buckeye), typically at elevations above 4,500 feet. In 
some instances, the squirrels may be found on narrow, north‐facing valleys above 4,000 feet. 
Both forest types are used to search for food and the hardwood forest is used for nesting sites. 
Mature forests with a thick evergreen understory and numerous snags are most preferable. In 
winter, squirrels inhabit tree cavities in older hardwoods, particularly yellow birch. 

Gray bat 

USFWS optimal survey window: May 15 through August 15; January 15 to February 15 (winter) 

Habitat Description: Gray bats are known mainly from the cave regions of the southeast and 
midwest. They live in colonies in caves, utilizing different caves for summer roosting and winter 
hibernating. Summer caves are usually within 0.5 mile of a river or reservoir, which provides 
foraging habitat. During the summer, females give birth and rear the young in maternity caves, 
while males and yearlings roost in separate bachelor caves. Caves preferred for hibernation are 
typically deep, vertical caves with a temperature between 6 and 11 degrees Celsius. Gray bats 
are highly selective in choosing suitable caves, and nine known caves are thought to provide 
hibernation space for 95 percent of the population. Migration from summer to winter caves 
begins in September and is mainly complete by the beginning of November. 

Northern Long‐eared Bat 

USFWS optimal survey window: June 1 through August 15 

Habitat Description: In North Carolina, the Northern Long-eared bat (NLEB) occurs in the 
mountains, with scattered records in the Piedmont and coastal plain. In western North Carolina, 
NLEB spend winter hibernating in caves and mines. Since this species is not known to be a 
long-distance migrant, and caves and subterranean mines are extremely rare in eastern North 
Carolina, it is uncertain whether or where NLEB hibernate in eastern North Carolina. During the 
summer, NLEB roost singly or in colonies underneath bark, in cavities, or in crevices of both live 
and dead trees (typically greater than or equal to 3 inches diameter at breast height). Males and 
non-reproductive females may also roost in cooler places, like caves and mines. This bat also 
been found, rarely, roosting in structures like barns and sheds, under eaves of buildings, behind 
window shutters, in bridges, and in bat houses. Foraging occurs on forested hillsides and 
ridges, and occasionally over forest clearings, over water, and along tree-lined corridors. Mature 
forests may be an important habitat type for foraging. 
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Spotfin chub 

USFWS optimal survey window: September to November (tributaries); year-round (large rivers) 

Habitat Description: The spotfin chub occurs in the Little Tennessee River drainage system. 
This minnow typically inhabits moderate to large streams, 49 to 230 feet in width. However, they 
have been documented utilizing smaller tributaries in the fall. These streams should have a 
good current, clear water, cool to warm temperatures, and pools alternating with riffles. 
Specimens of spotfin chub have been taken from a variety of substrates but rarely from 
significantly silted substrates. This species has been observed spawning under loose rocks over 
bedrock. 

Appalachian elktoe 

USFWS optimal survey window: year-round 

Habitat Description: The Appalachian elktoe is known from the French Broad River watershed in 
North Carolina. The Appalachian elktoe has been observed in moderate‐ to fast‐flowing water, 
in gravelly substrates often mixed with cobble and boulders, in cracks of bedrock, and in 
relatively siltfree, coarse, sandy substrates. Apparently, stability of the substrate is critical to this 
species, as it is seldom found in stream reaches with accumulations of silt or shifting sand, 
gravel, or cobble. 

Spruce‐fir moss spider 

USFWS optimal survey window: May to August 

Habitat Description: This species is known only from spruce‐fir forests in the Appalachian 
Mountains of North Carolina and Tennessee. The spruce‐fir moss spider occurs in well‐drained 
moss and liverwort mats growing on rocks or boulders. These mats are found in well‐shaded 
areas in mature, high elevation (greater than 5,000 feet mean sea level [MSL]) Fraser fir and 
red spruce forests. The spruce‐fir moss spider is very sensitive to desiccation and requires 
environments of high and constant humidity. The need for humidity relates to the moss mats, 
which cannot become too parched or the mats become dry and loose. Likewise, the moss mats 
cannot be too wet because large drops of water can also pose a threat to the spider. The spider 
constructs its tube‐shaped webs in the interface between the moss mat and the rock surface. 
Some webs have been found to extend into the interior of the moss mat. 

Tan riffleshell 

USFWS optimal survey window: year-round 

Habitat Description: Historic occurrences of the Tan riffleshell are known from the French Broad 
and Hiawassee Rivers in North Carolina. Currently, the only known viable population of this 
species is located in Tazwell County, Virginia. Individuals are typically found in headwaters, 
riffles, and shoals in sand and gravel substrates. 

Blue Ridge goldenrod 

USFWS optimal survey window: July to September 
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Habitat Description: Blue Ridge goldenrod, endemic to the Appalachian Mountains of North 
Carolina and Tennessee, occurs in the High Elevation Rocky Summit natural community 
generally at or above elevations of 4,600 feet above MSL along cliffs, ledges, balds, and dry 
rock crevices of granite outcrops of the higher mountain peaks. This early pioneer herb usually 
grows in full sun on generally acidic soils of shallow humus or clay loams that are intermittently 
saturated. The encroachment of woody vegetation such as ericaceous shrubs can eliminate the 
goldenrod through competition and shading. Roan Mountain bluet, Heller’s blazing star, and 
spreading avens are a few of its common associate species. 

Bunched arrowhead 

USFWS optimal survey window: mid-May to July 

Habitat Description: Bunched arrowhead, endemic to the southern Appalachian Mountains of 
North Carolina and upper Piedmont of South Carolina, is rooted in shallow water seepage areas 
of bogs, wooded swamps, and deciduous woods. This early‐successional perennial herb occurs 
in Swamp Forest‐Bog Complex (Typic Subtype) and Southern Appalachian Bog (Southern 
Subtype) natural communities. A known population also occurs in a maintained power line right‐
of‐way along the headwaters of a river. The plant requires a slight but continuous and steady 
flow of cool, clean water that saturates or floods but does not stagnate. The species typically 
occurs in sandy loam soils found underneath a 10‐24 inch deep layer of muck, sand, and silt. 
Undisturbed occurrences are usually located just below the origin of the seep on gently sloping 
terrain at the bluff‐floodplain ecotone. While shaded areas contain the most vigorous plants, it 
will also grow in either full sun or partial shade beneath red maple, black gum, and alder at the 
base of steep slopes. 

Mountain sweet pitcher plant 

USFWS optimal survey window: April to October 

Habitat Description: Mountain sweet pitcher plant, endemic to the Blue Ridge Mountains of 
North and South Carolina, is found along stream banks and in shrub/herb‐dominated, seepage‐
fed mountain bogs (Southern Appalachian Bog‐Southern Subtype). Both stream bank and bog 
habitats are usually situated along intermittently exposed to intermittently flooded level 
depressions associated with valley floodplains. These habitats, typically on soils of the Toxaway 
or Hatboro series, contain deep, poorly drained, saturated soils of loam, sand, and silt with a 
high organic matter content and medium to high acidity. A few occurrences of the pitcher plant 
also grow in cataract bogs, either in thin strips along the edges of waterfalls or on soil islands 
over granite rock faces, where sphagnum and other bog plant species line the sides. This early 
successional species relies on natural disturbance (e.g., drought, water fluctuation, periodic fire, 
ice damage) to maintain its habitat by preventing the establishment of later successional woody 
seedlings. 

Spreading avens 

USFWS optimal survey window: June to September 

Habitat Description: Spreading avens occurs in areas exposed to full sun on high‐elevation 
cliffs, outcrops, and bases of steep talus slopes. This perennial herb also occurs in thin, gravelly 
soils of grassy balds near summit outcrops. The species prefers a northwest aspect, but can be 
found on west-southwest through north‐northeast aspects. Forests surrounding known 
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occurrences are generally dominated by either red spruce‐Fraser fir, northern hardwoods with 
scattered spruce, or high elevation red oaks. Spreading avens typically occurs in shallow, acidic 
soil (such as the Burton series) in cracks and crevices of igneous, metamorphic, or 
metasedimentary rocks. Soils may be well drained but almost continuously wet, with soils at 
some known populations subject to drying out in summer due to exposure to sun and shallow 
depths. Known populations occur at elevations ranging from 4,296 to 6,268 feet above MSL. 
Blue Ridge goldenrod, Heller’s blazing star, and Roan Mountain bluet are a few of its common 
associate species. 

Virginia spiraea 

USFWS optimal survey window: May to early July 

Habitat Description: Virginia spiraea occurs in flood‐scoured, high‐gradient sections of rocky 
river banks of second and third order streams. This perennial shrub also occurs on meander 
scrolls and point bars, natural levees, and other braided features of lower stream reaches, 
gorges, and canyons. The plant grows in sunny areas on moist, acidic soils, primarily over 
sandstone, and tends to be found in often‐disturbed early successional areas. The shrub often 
grows in thickets, although overtopping by arboreal species or fast‐growing herbaceous 
vegetation eventually eliminates it. Scoured, riverine habitat sites are found where deposition 
occurs after high water flows, such as on floodplains and overwash islands, rather than along 
areas of maximum erosion. Many populations are either established among riparian debris piles 
where eroded vegetative modules or portions of a plant deposited during flood events, or can 
occur between boulders and in fine alluvial sand and other alluvial deposits. 

Rock gnome lichen 

USFWS optimal survey window: year-round 

Habitat Description: Rock gnome lichen occurs in high elevation coniferous forests (particularly 
those dominated by red spruce and Fraser fir) usually on rocky outcrop or cliff habitats. This 
squamulose lichen only grows in areas with a great deal of humidity, such as high elevations 
above 5,000 feet MSL where there is often fog, or on boulders and large outcrops in deep river 
gorges at lower elevations. Habitat is primarily limited to vertical rock faces where seepage 
water from forest soils above flows only at very wet times. The species requires a moderate 
amount of sunlight, but cannot tolerate high‐intensity solar radiation. The lichen does well on 
moist, generally open sites with northern exposures, but requires at least partial canopy 
coverage on southern or western aspects because of its intolerance to high solar radiation. The 
rock mosses Andreaea and Grimmia are common associate species in the vertical intermittent 
seeps. 

Bald Eagle and Golden Eagle Protection Act 

Habitat for the bald eagle primarily consists of mature forest in proximity to large bodies of open 
water for foraging. Large, dominant trees are utilized for nesting sites, typically within 1.0 mile of 
open water. Within and near the study area, the French Broad River constitutes foraging habitat 
for the bald eagle. Therefore, a detailed survey of the project study area and the area within 660 
feet of the project limits was conducted from December 8 to December 18, 2014. No eagles or 
nests were found. In most cases, there were few large, emergent trees available near the 
surveyed water bodies that might provide nesting habitat if not for the urban setting. A review of 
the NCNHP database revealed no known occurrences of this species within 1.0 mile of the 
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project study area. Due to the survey results, lack of known occurrences, and lack of suitable 
habitat, it has been determined that this project would not affect this species. 

Endangered Species Act Candidate Species 

As of January 14, 2014, the USFWS lists no Candidate species for Buncombe County. 

Essential Fish Habitat 

The NMFS has identified no Essential Fish Habitat within Buncombe County. 
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CHAPTER 2. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

The alternatives considered for the proposed project are described in this chapter. Each 
alternative is evaluated with respect to its ability to meet the purpose and need of the proposed 
action. A number of preliminary alternatives were developed and evaluated during the early 
phases of the project studies, including the No-Build Alternative, transportation system 
management alternatives, transportation demand management alternatives, and the build 
alternatives. A discussion of the alternatives considered for the proposed action, the process of 
elimination of those alternatives not determined reasonable and feasible, and the basis for the 
selection of the alternatives carried forward for detailed study are provided in this chapter. 

2.1 NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE 

The No-Build Alternative assumes the local transportation system would evolve as currently 
planned, but without implementation of the proposed project. With the exception of routine 
maintenance, no change would take place along the existing corridors within the study area. 

There are no right-of-way or construction costs associated with the No-Build Alternative. There 
would be no impacts to streams, wetlands, or other natural and cultural resources, and there 
would not be any residential or business impacts. However, the No-Build Alternative would not 
meet any of the purposes identified for the proposed action, nor would it solve or alleviate any of 
the needs described in Chapter 1. Additionally the No-Build Alternative is not consistent with 
adopted local, regional, and state transportation plans. Therefore, the No-Build Alternative is not 
considered a reasonable and feasible alternative for this project. 

In accordance with NEPA (40 CFR 1502.14(d)) and FHWA guidelines, the No-Build Alternative 
is given full consideration and provides baseline conditions with which to compare the 
improvements and consequences associated with the alternatives carried forward for detailed 
study. The “No-Build” or “no project” alternative is always considered an option throughout the 
study. It cannot be ruled out until the various “build” alternatives’ effects have been thoroughly 
studied, and all comments from government agencies and the public fully considered and 
responded to. Consideration of the “No-Build” alternative assumes that the transportation 
network in the study area continues to develop as called for in the 2035 LRTP (FBRMPO 2010) 
but without this Asheville Connector project. 

2.2 TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

The goal of Transportation System Management (TSM) is to maximize the efficiency of the 
existing transportation system, improve air quality, and enhance safety and mobility of vehicles 
and goods. This is achieved by coordinating all individual elements of the transportation system 
through regulatory and control policies. TSM measures enhance the operations of a facility 
through infrastructure, operational, and technological improvements while minimizing capital 
outlay and inconvenience to motorists. 

2.2.1 OPERATIONAL IMPROVEMENTS 

TSM measures focus on operational improvements that aim at minimizing inefficient travel and 
include, but are not limited to optimizing traffic signal timing, signal coordination, ramp metering, 
speed restrictions, access control, special events management strategies, incident 
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management, and turn prohibitions. TSM operational measures usually can be implemented 
easily and require little capital investment, relative to build alternatives.  

The implementation of TSM operational improvements would not acceptably rectify the 
operational deficiencies along existing I-240. The corridor already has full access control and 
does not have any traffic signals along the route to optimize or coordinate.  

2.2.2 PHYSICAL IMPROVEMENTS 

TSM physical improvements include such measures as grade separations, adding turning lanes, 
intersection realignments, or installing new traffic signals. These physical improvements require 
greater capital investment than operational improvements; however, benefits of these physical 
improvements could be more substantial. Through the study area, existing I-240 is a controlled 
access, four-lane divided facility with no at-grade intersections to accommodate turn lanes. 
Striping, warning devices, and improved signing have been introduced and may provide safety 
benefits; however, these changes do not satisfy the long-term need for substantial additional 
capacity along the corridor. 

The evaluation of both operational and physical TSM improvements shows these measures 
would not provide the additional capacity needed to improve the traffic operations along the 
corridor to an acceptable level. Additionally, the TSM Alternative would not meet the need for 
system linkage along the I-26 Corridor. Therefore, the TSM Alternative is not considered 
reasonable and feasible for this project. 

2.3 TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

Transportation demand management (TDM) is a term given to a variety of measures used to 
improve the efficiency of the existing transportation system. TDM addresses traffic congestion 
by reducing travel demand for the existing transportation system rather than increasing 
transportation capacity and focuses on alternatives such as ridesharing, flexible work 
schedules, telecommuting, guaranteed ride programs, bicycling, walking, and transit. 

Commuters frequently are the focus of TDM actions because of their regular, predictable driving 
patterns, the possibilities of employer partnerships, and the opportunities for ridesharing 
programs. TDM tools, such as ridesharing and guaranteed ride programs, reduce congestion by 
increasing vehicle occupancy rates. Other TDM tools, such as flexible work schedules, move 
trips from peak congestion times to non-peak periods. Telecommuting allows people to work 
from home, reducing the number of trips. Encouraging alternate modes of transportation, such 
as bicycling and walking, also reduces trips. 

Recently, the Asheville region has started emphasizing the use of TDM measures. Existing 
TDM measures in the area include the Strive Not to Drive program, which has been in place 
since 1991 (Land of Sky Regional Council 2007). This program encourages citizens to reduce 
car use for a one-week period per year and recently introduced a Car Free Friday event. 

Another TDM program currently promoted by the City of Asheville and funded by the NCDOT 
Public Transportation Division is Share the Ride NC (www.sharetheridenc.org). The program 
allows participants to find carpool partners within the area they are traveling.  

TDM is a valuable component of transportation planning in Asheville, but TDM measures alone 
would not meet the purpose and need for the project. TDM measures would not substantially 
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reduce peak hour traffic and would not provide adequate relief of congestion along the project 
facilities. Additionally, the TDM alternative would not provide the system linkage along the I-26 
Corridor included in the project purposes. Therefore, TDM is not considered reasonable and 
feasible for this project. 

2.4 MASS TRANSIT ALTERNATIVES 

The Mass Transit Alternatives include bus or rail passenger service and could include the 
implementation of express lanes for transit vehicles. A major advantage of mass transit is that it 
can provide high-capacity, energy-efficient movement in densely traveled corridors. Additionally, 
it serves high and medium density areas by offering a low-cost option for automobile owners 
who do not wish to drive, as well as service to those without access to an automobile. Based on 
the 2007-2011 American Community Survey, less than one percent of workers in Buncombe 
County use public transportation as their primary method of transportation to work 
(Demographic Analysis, URS 2013). Three general types of mass transit alternatives are 
presented below with an assessment of the ability of these alternatives to meet the purpose and 
need summarized in Section 1.3. 

2.4.1 BUS ALTERNATIVES 

The most typical multi-modal transportation system in North Carolina involves a fixed route, 
fixed schedule bus system. Because the proposed project corridor serves both local and long 
distance trips, the evaluation of bus services that meet each need should be examined.  

For regional and statewide users, Greyhound Lines, Incorporated (Greyhound) currently 
provides daily commercial bus service to Asheville. Greyhound operates five daily bus routes 
that pass through and stop in Asheville. Southeastern Stages operates one daily route between 
Asheville and Atlanta. There are no routes that go through Madison County, Hendersonville, 
Weaverville or Woodfin.  

The ATS currently operates 17 bus routes within the city on a daily basis. Seven of the 17 
routes provide service on roads that fall within the within the study area. Additionally, ATS has 
service to and from Black Mountain and the Asheville Airport (ATS 2014). Several other local 
mass transit systems also operate in the Asheville area, providing links to Black Mountain, 
Hendersonville, and Waynesville.  

2.4.2 RAIL ALTERNATIVES 

Any rail alternatives should be evaluated based on the ability to provide both local and long 
distance trips. Currently the only rail service in the Asheville area is freight service provided by 
Norfolk Southern Railways. Regular passenger train service to Asheville ended in 1975 and 
currently there is no passenger rail service in the area. A study to provide passenger service to 
Western North Carolina has been completed, but is currently delayed due to funding issues 
(NCDOT 2001). The recommended route would run from Asheville to Salisbury, with 
connections to long distance trains such as the Carolinian or a proposed New York-Atlanta 
service. One of the purposes of the proposed project is to complete a link in the I-26 system 
connecting Charleston, South Carolina, to I-81 in Tennessee. This link would traverse 
Buncombe County in the north-south direction, which would run perpendicular to the proposed 
passenger rail service. 
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The Land of Sky Regional Council identified transportation as being a first tier goal as part of 
their Economic Development Strategy. One of the objectives of this goal is to “provide 21st 
century multi-modal transportation to the entire Five-County transportation planning region, 
featuring light rail infrastructure and increased public transit options linking nodes of high-
density development.” As it currently stands, no studies have been initiated to evaluate the 
feasibility of any such routes. Therefore, with no planned rail service that would serve local trips 
or passenger rail that would serve north-south through trips, rail would not have the ability to 
meet the purpose and need of the project. 

Due to the lack of planned rail service improvements that would adequately serve the travel 
demand generated in the study area, the use of rail alternatives is not feasible for the proposed 
action. 

2.4.3 TRANSIT EXPRESS LANE ALTERNATIVES 

Conventional bus service and fixed guideway rail transit are not the only types of mass transit 
that are present across the United States. Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) is an emerging technique of 
providing transit service in urban areas. BRT involves coordinated improvements in a transit 
system’s infrastructure, equipment, operations, and technology that give preferential treatment 
to buses on urban roadways. BRT is not a single type of transit system; rather it encompasses a 
variety of approaches, including buses using express lanes as either exclusive busways or high 
occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes with other vehicles. BRT service also improves bus service on 
city arterial streets. Busways, special roadways designed for the exclusive use of buses, can be 
totally separate roadways or operate within highway rights-of-way separated from other traffic 
by barriers (United States General Accounting Office 2001). 

The use of BRT along the freeway corridors within the study area would not provide substantial 
benefit as the freeways are radial routes and the routes would likely need to run along the 
arterials to serve the urban core of Asheville. Additionally, the use of express lanes along the 
freeway would require reconstruction of the interstate due to the existing median width not being 
adequate to provide express lanes. Conversion of an existing lane to an express lane is not 
possible because NCDOT and FHWA do not endorse the conversion of existing 
general-purpose lanes to HOV lanes or express lanes. Therefore, the use of BRT and/or 
express transit lanes would not be a feasible alternative for the proposed action. 

One transit alternative that may be possible in the project study area is a bus on shoulder 
system (BOSS). A BOSS allows authorized buses to operate on the shoulders of selected 
freeways at low speeds during periods of congestion in order to bypass traffic and maintain 
transit schedules. A BOSS could be evaluated in the corridor, but if a BOSS was implemented, 
it is not anticipated that the ridership numbers would be high enough to make an impact on 
traffic. 

2.4.4 ABILITY OF MASS TRANSIT ALTERNATIVES TO MEET PURPOSE AND NEED 

Mass transit alternatives would either not be feasible or alone would not attract sufficient 
ridership to alleviate projected congestion along the project corridor. The Asheville Travel Model 
already takes into account transit ridership in the projected traffic volumes for the proposed 
project (Martin/Alexiou/Bryson, PLLC 2004a). The logit choice model from the French Broad 
River Metropolitan Planning Organization Travel Demand Model (Martin/Alexiou/Bryson, PLLC 
2007) shows 0.5% of trips using transit in 2035, indicating a transit alternative would take a 
substantial shift in mode choice in order to meet the purpose and need of the project. Mass 
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transit alternatives would neither meet the project purposes related to system linkage along the 
I-26 Corridor. Therefore, mass transit measures implemented alone are not considered 
reasonable and feasible for this project. 

2.5 BUILD ALTERNATIVES 

2.5.1 LOGICAL TERMINI/INDEPENDENT UTILITY  

FHWA regulations (23 CFR 771.111(f)) state that in order to ensure meaningful evaluation of 
alternatives and to avoid commitments to transportation improvements before they are fully 
evaluated, a project must: “connect logical termini and be of sufficient length to address 
environmental matters on a broad scope; not restrict consideration of alternatives for other 
reasonably foreseeable transportation improvements; and have independent utility or 
independent significance.” 

The build alternatives for the proposed project begin at the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and end 
at the US 19-23-70 interchange with SR 1781 (Broadway).  

The I-26 Asheville Connector Project would provide a needed link in the I-26 Corridor by 
improving and constructing a multi-lane freeway, part on new location, from I-26 southwest of 
Asheville to US 19-23-70 (Future I-26) in northwest Asheville. About two-thirds of the project is 
related to improvements to I-240 on the west side of Asheville. 

The eastern terminus of the proposed action is located just south of and includes improvements 
to the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange in southwest Asheville, which is the western terminus of the 
I-26 Widening Project (NCDOT Project No. I-4400/I-4700). This end point for the eastern 
terminus was chosen in order to include improvements to the I-240 system interchange and the 
related improvements to I-240 in the same project. 

The western terminus of the proposed action is the US 19-23-70 and I-240 interchange, which is 
the eastern terminus of the US 19-23 (Future I-26) Improvements Project (NCDOT Project No. 
A-0010A). This end point for the western terminus was chosen in order to connect the existing 
I-26 Corridor with the future I-26 Corridor (US 19-23-70), and to reduce congestion on the 
I-240/US 19-23 interchange east of the French Broad River, thereby reducing congestion on 
I-240 on the north side of Asheville. The eastern and western termini of the project are shown 
on Figure 1-2. 

Although there are two transportation improvement projects adjacent to the proposed action, the 
US 19-23 (Future I-26) Improvements Project (NCDOT Project No. A-0010A) and the I-26 
Widening Project (NCDOT Project No. I-4400/I-4700), the proposed action has logical termini 
and independent utility. 

The A-0010A Project is north of and immediately adjacent to the proposed action. The northern 
portion of the proposed action is proposed on new location from I-240 to the tie-in with 
US 19-23-70 just south of the interchange at Exit 25 where the A-0010A Project ends. The tie-in 
points for the I-2513 new location alternatives are south of Exit 25 and do not restrict the 
consideration of alternatives for improvements to Exit 25 or the widening of US 19-23-70 as 
proposed in the A-0010A Project. 

The eastern portion of the proposed action includes improvements to the I-26/I-40/I-240 
interchange. The I-4400/I-4700 Project is located south of and immediately adjacent to the 
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proposed action and will widen I-26 up to the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, which is a logical 
dispersion point for traffic. The improvements to the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange included in the 
proposed action do not restrict consideration of alternatives for the widening of and 
improvements to I-26 as proposed in the I-4400/I-4700 Project. 

The proposed action’s termini, with interstate to interstate interchanges at both ends are logical 
endpoints. The proposed project would not require immediate transportation improvements 
beyond the termini or along the connecting facilities. Locations where the project’s termini 
connect to, or adjoin other STIP projects, are logical endpoints because the proposed project 
serves different purposes and would have independent needs from the other projects. Thus, the 
proposed project has independent utility and its construction would be a useful and reasonable 
expenditure of funds, even if no additional transportation improvements in the area are made. 
The proposed project is of sufficient length to allow for evaluation of alternatives and 
environmental issues on a broad basis and would neither restrict consideration of alternatives 
nor prohibit implementation of other reasonably foreseeable transportation improvement 
projects. Further, as described in Asheville Region Cumulative Impacts Study, NCDOT has 
considered the indirect and cumulative effects of the proposed action in combination with 
proposed projects I-4400, I-4700, I-4759, A-0010A. 

2.5.2 DESIGN FEATURES 

The following sections present the design criteria, typical sections, access control, and project 
study area established for the development of the build alternatives. Additionally, a section 
detailing the timeframe in which the build alternatives were developed for the proposed project 
is included. 

2.5.2.1 Design Criteria 

Roadway design criteria used to develop the build alternatives for the proposed project are 
presented in Table 2-1. The criteria were developed based on the following design standards 
and take into account the proposed project’s functional classification and design speed: 

 AASHTO – A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 2011 Edition 
 AASHTO – A Policy on Design Standards – Interstate System, January 2005 Edition 
 NCDOT – Roadway Design Manual 2006, as amended (NCDOT 2006b) 

It is expected that incidental bicycle and pedestrian improvements will be included in the final 
design of the project. These facilities should be designed using the AASHTO Guide for the 
Development of Bicycle Facilities, 2012 edition.  

2.5.2.2 Typical Sections 

The first step in the development of a typical section for the build alternatives is to determine the 
number of lanes required for the proposed project. The best approach for determining the 
required number of lanes is through the use of the methods presented in the 2010 HCM (TRB 
2010). Design determinations for which the HCM is used most commonly involve decisions on 
the number of lanes, or the amount of space needed to operate a facility at a desired LOS. For 
freeway facilities, the discussion of the number of lanes is based on the total number of lanes in 
both directions; for example, a six-lane freeway has three lanes in each direction. 
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Table 2-1: Roadway Design Criteria 

Design Element Roadway Design Criteria 

Design Speed Interstates  
 I-26 60 mph 
 I-26/I-240 combined 60 mph 
 I-240 50 mph 
 I-40 65 mph 
 Freeway to Freeway Interchange 

Connections 
 

 I-40 & I-26 Collector/Distributors 60 mph 
 I-40 EB To I-26 WB/I-240 EB Ramp 50 mph 
 I-40 EB To I-26 EB Ramp 60 mph 
 I-40 WB To I-26 WB/I-240 EB Ramp 40 mph 
 I-40 WB To I-26 EB Ramp  60 mph 
 I-40 WB To I-26 EB Loop 30 mph 
 I-26 WB To I-40 WB Ramp 60 mph 
 I-26 WB To I-40 EB Ramp 50 mph 
 I-26 EB/I-240 WB To I-40 WB Ramp 60 mph 
 I-26 EB/I-240 WB To I-40 EB Ramp 50 mph 
 I-26 EB/I-240 WB To I-40 EB Loop 30 mph 
 I-26 WB/I-240 EB To I-240 EB 50 mph 
 I-240 WB To I-26 EB/I-240 WB 50 mph 
 Freeway to Crossroad Interchange 

Connections 
 

 Ramps 50 mph 
 Loops 25 mph 
 Interchange Connections  
 SR 1781 (Broadway) 40 mph 
 US 19-23-70 60 mph 
 US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) 50 mph 
 US 19-23 Bus. (Haywood Road) 40 mph 
 SR 3556 (Amboy Road) 40 mph 
 NC 191 (Brevard Road) at I-26/I-240 40 mph 
 NC 191 (Brevard Road) at I-40 50 mph 
 Cross Street  
 All cross streets In accordance with functional classification 
Right-of-Way 
Width 

 Variable to maintain construction and 
maintenance 

Lane Width Freeway 12 feet 
 Ramp – single lane 16 feet 
 Loop – single lane 20 feet 
 Cross Street 12 feet (desirable) 
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Design Element Roadway Design Criteria 

Shoulder Width I-26  14 feet outside (12 paved)/12 feet inside 
paved to barrier 

 I-26/I-240 combined 14 feet outside (12 paved)/12 feet inside 
paved to barrier 

 I-40 14 feet outside (12 paved)/10 feet inside 
paved to barrier 

 Ramp 14 feet (4 feet paved) without guardrail 
 Loop 12 feet desirable (4 feet paved) 
Median Width I-26 26 to 35 feet with median barrier 
 I-26/I-240 Combined 26 to 35 feet with median barrier 
 I-40 22 feet with median barrier 
Vertical Grades  In accordance with AASHTO design 

standards based on rolling terrain 
Super-elevation 
Ratea 

Freeway emax = 8 percent 
Bridges emax = 6 percent 

Vertical 
Clearance 

 16 feet 

Source: AASHTO 2005; AASHTO 2011; NCDOT 2006b. 
a Super-elevation rate (emax) is the maximum slope from one side of a highway to the other on a curve; 
helps with banking. 

The minimum LOS for the proposed project was determined (as described in Section 1.8.1.2) to 
be LOS D. This is the same LOS standard used by other similar nearby projects, such as 
Project A-0010A (Future I-26, north of Asheville) and Project I-4400/I-4700 (I-26, south of 
Asheville). The determination of the number of lanes for the proposed project is based on the 
traffic volume that can be accommodated on the facility such that it meets LOS D or better. The 
traffic volume used in the analysis of traffic operations is the peak hour traffic volume for the 
roadway. The peak hour volume is adjusted to a flow rate based on terrain, heavy vehicle 
percentage, driver familiarity, and roadway characteristics. The flow rate is then used to 
calculate the density and LOS for the roadway. 

To determine the number of lanes required, the peak hour volumes for the roadway are 
compared to the maximum volumes that can be accommodated for each lane configuration and 
LOS. More detailed information regarding how the forecast was used to prepare peak hour 
volumes for operation analysis is discussed in the Traffic Operations Technical Memorandum 
(URS 2010c). More information regarding the traffic operations analysis is included in 
Section 2.7. The maximum peak hour volumes for each LOS and lane configuration are 
presented in Table 2-2. 

The next step in determining the number of travel lanes is to compare the projected peak hour 
volumes for the build alternatives to the maximum peak hour volume to achieve at least LOS D. 
A detailed analysis of the traffic operations for each of the build alternatives is presented in 
Section 2.7. In order to determine the number of lanes for the typical section, only a single build 
alternative, determined to be representative of the project, was evaluated. Alternative 3 was 
determined to be the most representative of the build alternatives because the traffic volumes 
were generally between the high and low values for the build alternatives being considered. 
Table 2-3 presents a summary of the traffic volumes for the build alternative for both AM and 
PM peak hours and the number of lanes required to meet the LOS D criteria. The minimum 
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number of lanes was determined based on the highest peak hour volume (either AM or PM 
peak hour) for each roadway segment (including both directions of the freeway). 

Table 2-2: Maximum Peak Hour Volumes to Achieve LOS 

Typical 
Section 

Level of Service (Vehicles Per Hour) 

A B C D E 

Four-lane 1,000 1,640 2,380 3,050 3,510 
Six-lane 1,510 2,470 3,570 4,570 5,260 
Eight-lane 2,010 3,290 4,760 6,100 7,020 
Ten-lane 2,520 4,120 5,950 7,620 8,770 
Analysis Values: 
 Peak Hour Factor = 0.90 
 Terrain – Rolling 
 Truck Percentage – 8 percent 
 Driver Population Adjustment = 0.95  
 Measured Free Flow Speed = 60 mph 
Source: I-26 Connector Traffic Capacity Analysis Memorandum (URS 2010f). 

 
Table 2-3: Minimum Number of Lanes Required for Peak Hour Volumes to Achieve LOS D 

Roadway Extents 

AM Peak 
Hour 

Volume 
(veh/hour) 

PM Peak 
Hour 

Volume 
(veh/hour) 

Minimum 
Number of 

Lanes 
Required 

Section A 

I-240 EB/I-26 WB From I-40 interchange to NC 191 
(Brevard Road) interchange 

4,691 5,260 8 
I-240 WB/I-26 EB 5,256 4,695 
I-240 EB/I-26 WB Within NC 191 (Brevard Road) 

interchange 
4,159 4,797 8 

I-240 WB/I-26 EB 4,752 4,132 
I-240 EB/I-26 WB From NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange 

to SR 3556 (Amboy Road) interchange 
4,869 5,759 8 

I-240 WB/I-26 EB 4,752 4,132 
I-240 EB/I-26 WB Within SR 3556 (Amboy Road) 

interchange 
4,367 5,280 8 

I-240 WB/I-26 EB 4,316 3,659 
I-240 EB/I-26 WB From SR 3556 (Amboy Road) 

interchange to US 19-23 Business 
(Haywood Road) interchange 

4,631 5,556 8 
I-240 WB/I-26 EB 5,556 4,631 

I-240 EB/I-26 WB Within US 19-23 Business (Haywood 
Road) interchange 

4,239 5,123 8 
I-240 WB/I-26 EB 5,123 4,239 
I-240 EB/I-26 WB From US 19-23 Business (Haywood 

Road) interchange to US 19-23-
74A/Patton Avenue interchange 

5,036 5,912 8 
I-26 EB 2,431 1,671 4 
I-240 WB 3,481 3,365 6 
Section B 

I-26 WB Within US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue 
interchange 

2,920 3,891 6 
I-26 EB 2,431 1,671 4 
I-26 WB From US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue 

interchange to US 19-23-70 interchange 
2,448 3,262 6 

I-26 EB 3,262 2,448 
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Roadway Extents 

AM Peak 
Hour 

Volume 
(veh/hour) 

PM Peak 
Hour 

Volume 
(veh/hour) 

Minimum 
Number of 

Lanes 
Required 

I-26 WB/ 
US 19-23-70 NB 

From I-26/US 19-23-70 interchange to SR 
1781 (Broadway) interchange 

3,892 5,048 8 

I-26 EB/ 
US 19-23-70 SB 

5,048 3,893 

I-26 WB/ 
US 19-23-70 NB 

Within SR 1781 (Broadway) interchange 3,322 4,427 6 

I-26 EB/ 
US 19-23-70 SB 

4,427 3,323 

I-26 WB/ 
US 19-23-70 NB 

North of SR 1781 (Broadway) interchange 4,015 5,197 8 

I-26 EB/ 
US 19-23-70 SB 

5,197 4,016 

Source: I-26 Connector Traffic Capacity Analysis Memorandum (URS 2010f). 

Note: The extents shown as “within” an interchange denote the freeway section between where exit 
ramps leave the freeway and entrance ramps enter the freeway. 

Six-Lane Freeway Typical Section 

The evaluation of a six-lane freeway of the proposed project from I-40 to Patton Avenue would 
result in the following segments operating at LOS F along I-240/I-26 during the peak hour 
period: 

 From the NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange to the SR 3556 (Amboy Road) interchange 
 Within the SR 3556 (Amboy Road) interchange 
 From the SR 3556 (Amboy Road) interchange to the US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) 

interchange  
 From the US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) interchange to the US 19-23-74A/Patton 

Avenue interchange (I-240 EB/I-26 WB lanes only) 

Additionally, the following segments would operate at LOS E during the peak hour period for a 
six-lane freeway typical section: 

 From the I-40 interchange to the NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange 
 Within the NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange 
 Within the US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) interchange 

Based on this evaluation a six-lane freeway typical section does not meet the purpose and need 
for the proposed project and is therefore not considered a reasonable alternative and was 
eliminated from further study. 

Enhanced Six-Lane Freeway Typical Section  

The evaluation of an enhanced six-lane typical section was considered because it better reflects 
what a six-lane freeway typical section for this project would look like. This typical section 
utilized auxiliary lanes between interchanges due to the close proximity of the interchanges. The 
premise behind the enhanced typical section is that the traffic volumes between interchanges 
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would be greater than those in the area within the interchanges. The area within the interchange 
is typically the area between where a ramp exits the freeway to an intersecting roadway and 
where the entrance ramp merges back onto the freeway. 

The distinct difference between a normal six-lane typical section and the enhanced version is 
that the auxiliary lanes provide some additional capacity to the facility. This hypothesis holds 
true as long as the length of the auxiliary lane is adequate to accomplish the weaving 
movements. However, the fundamental principal of the enhanced typical section is that the 
additional capacity is not needed within the interchanges. To determine whether an enhanced 
six-lane typical section would be reasonable for the proposed project, the volumes within each 
interchange were compared with the maximum volumes to attain the LOS D or better criteria. 
Based on the volumes shown in Table 2-3, the following interchanges would operate at LOS F 
within the I-26/I-240 and SR 3556 (Amboy Road) interchange.  

Based on the volumes shown in Table 2-3, the following interchanges would operate at LOS E:  

 I-26/I-240 and NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange 
 I-26/I-240 and US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) interchange 

Based on this evaluation an enhanced six-lane freeway typical section does not meet the 
purpose and need for the proposed project and is therefore not considered a reasonable 
alternative and was eliminated from further study. 

Recommended Typical Section 

Based on Table 2-3 the build alternatives for the project would require eight basic freeway lanes 
on I-26/I-240, from I-40 to US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) and six basic freeway lanes on I-26, 
from US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to US 19-23-70 to meet the capacity need presented in the 
purpose and need for the proposed project. A detailed description of the typical sections for the 
proposed project is presented in the remainder of this section. 

I-26/I-240 from I-40 to US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) 

This segment includes the use of two different typical sections. The sections, shown on Figure 
2-1a, are based on the basic eight-lane freeway section, which includes four 12-foot travel lanes 
in each direction. The only difference between the two typical sections is the width of the 
median. The typical section within the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange includes a 26-foot wide 
median that transitions to a 35-foot wide median slightly north of the interchange. The 26-foot 
median includes 12-foot paved shoulders and a median barrier, while the 35-foot median 
includes 12-foot paved shoulders with an 11-foot wide raised planter within the median barriers. 
The outside shoulder width is 14 feet wide, including a 12-foot wide paved shoulder for both 
typical section configurations. 

I-26 from US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to US 19-23-70 

This segment also includes two different typical sections. The sections shown on Figure 2-1b 
are based on the basic six-lane freeway section, which include three 12-foot lanes in each 
direction. Again, the only difference between the two typical sections is the median width. The 
project maintains the 35-foot median with 12-foot paved shoulders and an 11-foot wide raised 
planter from US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) northward until it transitions to the 26-foot wide 
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median with 12-foot paved shoulders and median barrier before crossing the French Broad 
River. The proposed typical section maintains the 26-foot median until it merges with 
US 19-23-70 where it eventually transitions to the existing median width north of the SR 1781 
(Broadway) interchange. The outside shoulder width is 14 feet wide, including a 12-foot wide 
paved shoulder for both typical section configurations. 

2.5.2.3 Access Control 

The required access control for interstates is specified as follows in A Policy on Design 
Standards – Interstate System (AASHTO 2005). 

Access to the interstate system shall be fully controlled. The interstate highway 
shall be grade separated at all railroad crossings and select public crossroads. 
At-grade intersections shall not be allowed. To accomplish this, the intersecting 
roads are to be grade separated, terminated, rerouted, and/or intercepted by 
frontage roads. Access is to be achieved by interchanges at select public roads. 

Access control shall extend the full length of ramps and terminals on the 
crossroad. Such control shall either be acquired outright prior to construction or 
by the construction of service roads or by a combination of both. 

Access beyond the ramp terminals should be controlled by purchasing access rights, providing 
frontage roads, controlling added corner right-of-way areas, or prohibiting driveways. Such 
control should extend beyond the ramp terminal at least 30 meters (100 feet) in urban areas and 
90 meters (300 feet) in rural areas. However, in areas of high traffic volume, where there exists 
the potential for development that would create operational or safety problems, longer lengths of 
access control should be provided (AASHTO 2005). 

2.5.2.4 Project Study Area 

The study area for the proposed project, shown on Figure 2-2, was developed to encompass 
the range of alternatives being considered to meet the purpose and need and connect the 
logical termini of the proposed project. The project study area includes the corridor required to 
improve existing I-240 from the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange to the current I-240 interchange with 
US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) west of the French Broad River. From this interchange 
northward, the study area is expanded to provide for a freeway on new location that would cross 
the French Broad River and tie into existing US 19-23-70 on the east side of the French Broad 
River. The project study area also includes the current I-40 interchange with US 19-23-74A 
(Smoky Park Highway) and the I-40 corridor between this interchange and the I-26/I-40/I-240 
interchange. 

Throughout the development of the project, additional studies were undertaken to further 
analyze the specific effects associated with the construction of the project. Initially the project 
was divided into two sections known as Section A and Section B. Section A extends along 
existing I-240 from slightly north of I-40 to just south of the I-240 interchange with US 19-23-74A 
(Patton Avenue). Section B begins at the northern end of Section A and continues northward 
along I-240 through the US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) interchange and then splits on new 
location and continues across the French Broad River before ending slightly north of the 
SR 1781 (Broadway) interchange with US 19-23-70. The project study area that was delineated 
to encompass both sections of the project was known as the original study area. The study area 
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along Section A has a narrower corridor due to the proposal to upgrade the existing facility. The 
study area for Section B was expanded to allow for the development of alternative alignments 
for the new location portion of the project. 

In July 2000, the CCC, with the help of NCDOT and the City of Asheville, conducted the Project 
Design Forum to give interested citizens the opportunity to suggest improvements and become 
involved in the project design. Soon after the Project Design Forum, and as a result of 
comments and suggestions received at the forum, NCDOT decided to expand the project study 
area to include the area along the eastern side of the French Broad River near the Captain Jeff 
Bowen Bridges. In the summer of 2001, NCDOT also began studying the area surrounding the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, resulting in a further expansion of the study area. The area along 
the eastern side of the French Broad River was included in Section B of the project and the area 
surrounding the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange became a new section, known as Section C. In 
2014, the project study area for Section C was expanded to include the freeway sections 
surrounding the US 19-23-74A interchange with I-40. This was done in an effort to address 
projected traffic capacity challenges centering around the weaving sections along I-40 between 
this interchange and the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. The discussion of alternatives is based on 
the individual sections that make up the proposed project. The sections from south to north are 
Section C, Section A, and Section B. They are described in this order throughout subsequent 
sections of this DEIS. 

2.5.2.5 Summary of the Timeframe of Alternatives Considered 

Due to the extensive history of the development of alternatives for the proposed project, a 
summary of the timeframe in which the alternatives were considered is included on Figure 2-3. 
Detailed descriptions of the preliminary study alternatives are included in Section 2.5.4.1 and 
the alternatives that were carried forward for detailed study are included in Section 2.5.5. The 
alternatives that were eliminated from further study are presented in Section 2.5.4.2. 

Figure 2-3: Timeframe of Alternatives Considered 

 

In 1995, after evaluating numerous corridors, a single widening corridor was developed for 
Section A. The corridor from the Phase I study recommended alternative was used to develop a 
best-fit design alternative that would avoid and minimize impacts to the human and natural 
environments along the I-240 corridor (NCDOT 1995). At the same time as the Section A 
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corridor was being developed, three alternatives for Section B were also being developed. 
These alternatives were labeled Alternative 1, 2, and 3. Alternative 1 was eliminated from 
further study in 1998 and Alternatives 2 and 3 were carried forward. 

Three additional alternatives for Section B, Alternatives 4, 5, and 6, resulted from the July 2000 
Project Design Forum. In early 2001, the CCC and NCDOT decided to eliminate Alternative 6 
from further study and carry forward Alternatives 4 and 5. In summer 2007, due to concerns with 
traffic operations, Alternative 5 was eliminated as a detailed study alternative. Also as a result of 
the design forum, the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange was added to the proposed project in 
mid-2001 as Section C. At this point, four different interchange types were developed with each 
having several design options relating to the area between the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and 
the I-40 interchange with NC 191 (Brevard Road). The alternatives were labeled as Alternatives 
A, B, C, and D with numbers appended to the end to designate the different design options. 
Alternative B was eliminated from further study in late 2003. Three of the alternatives with 
selected design options were carried forward as Alternatives A-2, C-2, and D-1. 

In early 2006, NCDOT decided to add an additional alternative to Section C that would upgrade 
the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and provide the missing movements but still generally maintain 
the existing configuration of the interchange. This alternative was labeled F-1 and was 
determined to be reasonable and was therefore carried forward. 

In early 2014 Alternative F-2 was developed to potentially minimize impacts to the human and 
natural environment as well as to provide a lower cost option for consideration. The 
configuration of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange was similar to the interchange in Alternative F-1. 
Following more detailed evaluation, the alternative was later eliminated from further study. 

Two additional alternatives for Section B were considered in summer 2007, one to upgrade the 
existing alignment with a parallel bridge serving Patton Avenue traffic and a variation of 
Alternative 4 developed by the Asheville Design Center. Following the evaluation of these 
alternatives, both alternatives were eliminated from further study. 

Two more alternatives for Section B were included for evaluation between 2013 and 2014. 
Those alternatives were Alternative 3-C and Alternative 4-C. Alternative 4-C was eliminated 
from further study at the end of 2013, while Alternative 3-C was carried forward as an alternative 
for eligible for more detailed analysis. 

Following the completion of the Rescinded 2008 DEIS, a new alternative that refined the 
alternative developed by the ADC was developed and was added as Alternative 4-B. Also, an 
updated traffic forecast was developed for the project that resulted in several design changes to 
the alternatives. Following a detailed evaluation of traffic capacity and design, Alternative 2 was 
eliminated from further study due to concerns with traffic operations. 

2.5.3 EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPED IN PREVIOUS STUDIES 

2.5.3.1 Description of Alternatives – Phase I Environmental Analysis – Asheville Urban 
Area  

Through the process of updating the Asheville Urban Area Thoroughfare Plan in the mid-1990s, 
the Phase I Study was completed as a pilot project undertaken by FHWA and NCDOT to justify 
early corridor protection of thoroughfare plan alignments (NCDOT 1995). The pilot project 
included the development of 17 alternatives, shown on Figure 2-4, that would address the 
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problem area identified as the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. The pilot project identified the 
Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges as the major travel problem in the Asheville urban area and 
evaluated the ability of the proposed alternatives to meet the projected 2020 travel demand.  

Several underlying reasons were cited for the capacity problems, including mixing of local street 
traffic with freeway through traffic on the bridge and the presence of weaving sections. The 
Phase I Study report also cited the extension of I-26 from Tennessee to Asheville and the 
problems the increased traffic would generate on the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. The 
alternatives that were considered in the Phase I Study (NCDOT 1995) are described in this 
section. 

“Do-Nothing” Alternative 

The “do-nothing” alternative is the same as the no-build alternative where no construction would 
occur in the vicinity of the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. This alternative was considered the 
baseline for comparison of alternatives. 

Build Alternatives 

Improve Existing Alternative 

The Improve Existing Alternative would improve the existing facilities, including the Captain Jeff 
Bowen Bridges, I-240, and the accompanying ramps. 

Alternative A 

Alternative A included the widening of I-240 to six lanes from the I-40 interchange to 
US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue), where a four-lane freeway on new location would cross the 
French Broad River and terminate along US 19-23-70 east of the river. This alternative also 
included the widening of the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges and included three concepts to 
address the mixing of local traffic with freeway traffic as I-240 and Patton Avenue cross the 
bridges together. 

Alternative B 

Alternative B was a freeway on new location connecting from I-40 at US 19-23-74A to 
US 19-23-70 at SR 1781 (Broadway). The alternative included upgrading the existing I-40 
interchange with US 19-23-74A and the US 19-23-70/SR 1781 (Broadway) interchange while 
providing new interchanges at NC 63 (Leicester Highway) and Riverview Road. 

Alternative B-1 

Alternative B-1 was a variation of Alternative B that connected NC 63 (Leicester Highway) to 
US 19-23-70. This alternative is identical to Alternative B, except that it eliminated the segment 
from I-40 to NC 63 (Leicester Highway). Alternative B-1 would provide an additional northwest 
to east connection besides Patton Avenue and the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges and was 
proposed as an at-grade, limited access facility designed to accommodate local trips. 
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Alternative B-2 

Alternative B-2 was a revision to the Alternative B-1 corridor to reduce the social impacts along 
the corridor. The alternative also connected NC 63 (Leicester Highway) to US 19-23-70; 
however, the western terminus was moved north along NC 63 (Leicester Highway) to avoid the 
Bingham Heights and Camelot neighborhoods. 

Alternatives C through J 

Alternatives C through J were grouped together in the Phase I Study because many of their 
traffic carrying characteristics were similar. All of the alternatives were new location corridors 
with beginning points varying from I-40 at I-26 to Patton Avenue/Haywood Road and end points 
varying from US 19-23-70 at SR 1781 (Broadway) to the Woodfin town limits. 

Alternatives K and L 

Alternatives K and L were grouped together in the Phase I Study because their traffic carrying 
characteristics were similar. Both alternatives were new location corridors that began at I-40 and 
ended north of SR 1720 in Weaverville with a variation between the corridors in the vicinity of 
Old Leicester Highway. 

Alternative R 

Alternative R was a new interchange on I-40 and a connection to Meadow Road. The objective 
of the new interchange was to provide a southern route into the central business district and 
hospital area while helping relieve traffic on the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. 

2.5.3.2 Phase I Study Alternatives Eliminated from Further Study 

In accordance with NEPA (23 CFR 771.123I) and FHWA guidelines, this DEIS must discuss the 
range of alternatives being considered including all “reasonable alternatives” under 
consideration and those “other alternatives” that were eliminated from further study. In order to 
determine whether the alternatives developed in a previous study should be carried forward for 
additional study the alternatives must meet the purpose and need of the proposed project and 
be considered “reasonable” (USDOT/FHWA 1987). The following section presents the results of 
the analysis of the alternatives developed in previous studies that were eliminated from further 
study, and the reason for the elimination of the alternative. The alternatives developed in 
previous studies that were carried forward for additional study are presented in Section 2.5.3.3. 

Build Alternatives  

Improve Existing Alternative 

Studies have determined that it was not feasible to widen the existing bridges to allow for 
additional traffic lanes across the French Broad River (additionally, alternatives that construct 
parallel bridges were later considered and are included in Section 2.5.4). Therefore, the Improve 
Existing Alternative would not address the need for adequate capacity because the Captain Jeff 
Bowen Bridges do not have the capacity to carry the projected traffic volumes. As a result of 
this, the Improve Existing Alternative was eliminated from further study. 
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Alternative B 

Alternative B would not address the project purposes related to roadway deficiencies along 
I-240 because construction along I-240 is not included in the alternative. Therefore, Alternative 
B would not meet the purpose and need for the proposed project and was eliminated from 
further study. 

Alternative B-1 

Alternative B-1 would not address the project purposes related to system linkage or roadway 
deficiencies along I-240. Construction along I-240 is not included in Alternative B-1, nor would 
the alternative provide an interstate link between the existing sections of I-26. Therefore, 
Alternative B-1 would not meet the purpose and need for the proposed project and was 
eliminated from further study. 

Alternative B-2 

Alternative B-2 would not address the project purposes related to system linkage or roadway 
deficiencies along I-240. Construction along I-240 is not included in Alternative B-2, nor would 
the alternative provide an interstate link between the existing sections of I-26. Therefore, 
Alternative B-1 would not meet the purpose and need for the proposed project and was 
eliminated from further study. 

Alternatives C through J 

Alternatives C through J would not address the project purposes related to roadway deficiencies 
along I-240 because construction along I-240 is not included in the alternative. Therefore, 
Alternatives C through J would not meet the purpose and need for the proposed project and 
were eliminated from further study. 

Alternatives K and L 

Alternatives K and L would not address the project purposes related to roadway deficiencies 
along I-240 because construction along I-240 is not included in the alternative. Therefore, 
Alternatives K and L would not meet the purpose and need for the proposed project and were 
eliminated from further study. 

Alternative R 

Alternative R would not address the project purposes related to system linkage and roadway 
deficiencies along I-240. Construction along I-240 is not included in Alternative R, nor would the 
alternative provide an interstate link between the existing sections of I-26. Therefore, Alternative 
R would not meet the purpose and need for the proposed project and was eliminated from 
further study.  

2.5.3.3 Phase I Analysis Alternatives Carried Forward for Additional Study 

“Do-Nothing” Alternative 

The “do-nothing” alternative is identical to the No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative 
must be analyzed in accordance with NEPA (40 CFR 1502.14(d)) and FHWA guidelines and is 
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given full consideration and provides baseline conditions with which to compare the 
improvements and consequences associated with the alternatives studied in detail. 

Build Alternatives 

The Alternative A corridor was determined to be a reasonable alternative, and was carried 
forward for additional study because it was the only alternative that had the potential to meet the 
purpose and need for the proposed project. The Alternative A corridor would upgrade the 
Interstate corridor from I-26 south of Asheville through the US 19-23 interchange to meet design 
standards for the Interstate system. It would have the potential to improve the capacity of 
existing I-240 west of Asheville to accommodate the existing and forecasted (2033 design year) 
traffic in this growing area and to reduce traffic delays and congestion along the I-240 crossing 
of the French Broad River, which currently operates at capacity. The Alternative A corridor 
would have the potential to increase the remaining useful service of the existing Captain Jeff 
Bowen Bridges by substantially reducing the volume of traffic on this vital crossing of the French 
Broad River. 

2.5.4 EVALUATION OF PRELIMINARY STUDY ALTERNATIVES BY PROJECT SECTION 

Preliminary study alternatives for the proposed project were evaluated within the study area 
defined in Section 2.5.2.4. Descriptions of the build alternatives that were evaluated for the 
proposed project are presented in this section. The descriptions provide extensive detail about 
the engineering design for each alternative. Graphical representations of the alternatives are 
shown on Figures 2-5a through 2-5d, Figure 2-6, and Figures 2-7a through 2-7d following the 
alternative discussion for each section. A generalized description of the alternatives is 
presented in the Summary of this DEIS. 

2.5.4.1 Description of Preliminary Study Alternatives 

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.  

For the proposed project, the preliminary study alternatives for Section C include five general 
interchange types that provide for all ramp movements within the interchange. The five 
alternatives were named A, B, C, D, and F. 

Alternative A would be a fully-directional interchange where all movements use directional 
ramps with no loops. The difference among Alternatives B, C, and D is the number of 
semi-direct movements that utilize loops. Alternative B would include three loops, Alternative C 
would include two loops and Alternative D would utilize one loop. Alternative F was developed 
to be an upgrade of the existing interchange configuration with the addition of the missing 
movements.  
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The construction of the proposed project would include the widening of I-40 and I-26 for all 
alternatives being considered. The widening of I-40 would include increasing the existing 
four-lane freeway to an eight-lane freeway from slightly west of the SR 3412 (Sand Hill Road) 
overpass (where NCDOT STIP Project I-4401 ends) to the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, and to a 
six-lane freeway through the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and the adjacent I-40/NC 191 (Brevard 
Road) interchange to a point east of the French Broad River. To the south of the I-26/I-40/I-240 
interchange, I-26 eastbound would be widened from the existing four-lane freeway to 
accommodate an eight-lane freeway to the I-26/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange and I-26 
westbound would be widened from a point 3,500 feet north of the I-26/NC 191 (Brevard Road) 
interchange.  

For all alternatives being considered, bridges would be provided over Upper Hominy Creek for 
the proposed I-26/I-240, I-40 and I-26 freeways, and ramps associated with the I-26/I-40/I-240 
interchange. Additionally, all alternatives would provide bridges over Lower Hominy Creek at the 
crossings with I-40 and the ramps associated with the I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange. 
The existing bridges along I-40 over the French Broad River would be replaced for all 
alternatives being considered in Section C. 

While the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange is the central focus of Section C, the interchange of I-40 
with NC 191 (Brevard Road) slightly to the east is important to the development of alternatives 
due to the close proximity of the interchanges. With approximately one-half mile between the 
interchanges, the ability to provide access between the interchanges must be balanced with the 
need for adequate traffic operations. Several techniques were utilized at this location, including 
the use of braided ramps and collector-distributor (C/D) roads. These techniques provide the 
basis for the various options considered for each alternative with the numbered options being 
appended to each of the I-26/I-40/I-240 alternatives.  

The use of braided ramps would eliminate the weaving section between roadways by grade 
separating the exit ramp and entrance ramp of closely spaced interchanges. However, braided 
ramps do not allow for access along the freeway between the two cross streets due to the 
configuration of the ramps, requiring the trips to be accommodated on the local street system. 
The use of C/D roadways would provide for weaving movements by developing a parallel 
roadway to the freeway that would be used only by traffic exiting and entering the freeway. This 
technique allows for a single exit ramp and entrance ramp along the freeway, eliminating the 
weaving movement along the freeway for through traffic.  

Alternative A-1 

Alternative A-1, shown on Figure 2-5a, would be 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. 
Alternative A-1 would include the modification of the interchange of I-40 with NC 191 (Brevard 
Road) from the current partial cloverleaf configuration to a conventional diamond interchange 
configuration with braided ramps. The design would include two pairs of braided ramps along 
I-40, on both the north and south sides of the interstate. The braided ramps on the north side of 
I-40 separate the I-40 westbound exit ramp that would serve traffic destined for I-26 or I-240 and 
the entrance ramp to I-40 westbound from NC 191 (Brevard Road). This configuration would 
result in no direct connection to I-26 or I-240 from NC 191 (Brevard Road) via I-40. The braided 
ramps on the south side of I-40 separate the I-40 eastbound exit ramp to NC 191 (Brevard 
Road) and the entrance ramp to I-40 eastbound from I-26 and I-240. This configuration would 
result in no direct connection to NC 191 (Brevard Road) along I-40 from I-26 or I-240. This lack 
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of access from I-26/I-240 to NC 191 (Brevard Road) via I-40 would require vehicles to use either 
the I-26/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange to the south of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange or 
the I-26/I-240 interchange with NC 191 (Brevard Road) to the north. 

Alternative A-2 

Alternative A-2, shown on Figure 2-5a, would be 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. 
The I-40 interchange at NC 191 (Brevard Road) would be revised from the current partial 
cloverleaf configuration to a modified diamond interchange configuration with single ramps in 
the southwest and southeast quadrants and a ramp with an internal loop in the northeast 
quadrant. The design would include a C/D roadway along I-40 on the north side of I-40 and 
braided ramps along I-40, on the south side of the interstate. The C/D roadway would exit I-40 
westbound, east of the NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange; would provide the connection to 
NC 191 (Brevard Road), I-26 and I-240; and would re-enter I-40 slightly to the east of the 
existing I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. This configuration would create a weaving movement on 
the C/D between the NC 191 (Brevard Road) entrance loop and the exit ramp to I-26 and I-240. 
The C/D configuration would provide direct access between the interchanges. The braided 
ramps on the south side of I-40 would be identical to Alternative A-1. 

Alternative A-3 

Alternative A-3, shown on Figure 2-5a, would be 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. 
For Alternative A-3, the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange would essentially be identical to alternatives 
A-1 and A-2, with the exception being the area between the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and the 
NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange to the east along I-40. The I-40 interchange at NC 191 
(Brevard Road) would have the same general configuration as Alternative A-2 but would not 
include the C/D roadway along the north side of I-40 westbound that would remove the weaving 
traffic from the through traffic. Direct access between the interchanges would be provided 
through a weaving section between the NC 191 (Brevard Road) entrance loop and the exit ramp 
to I-26 and I-240. This weaving section would occur along the I-40 westbound lanes. The 
braided ramps on the south side of I-40 would be identical to Alternatives A-1 and A-2. 

Alternative B 

Alternative B, shown on Figure 2-5b, would be a semi-directional interchange that would provide 
five of the eight ramp movements with directional ramps while the remaining three movements 
would be provided by semi-direct loop ramps. This alternative would include a loop in the 
northwest quadrant that would serve the I-40 westbound to I-26 eastbound traffic, a loop in the 
southwest quadrant that would serve the I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound to I-40 eastbound 
movement, and a loop in the northeast quadrant that would serve the I-26 westbound to I-40 
westbound traffic. This configuration would result in weaving sections at two locations formed 
between the back-to-back loops (loops located in adjacent quadrants that generate a 
successive loop configuration) both along I-40 westbound and along I-26 eastbound/I-240 
westbound. To address the weaving sections, C/D roadways would be included for this 
alternative. The I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound C/D would exit to the north of the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and would serve all traffic bound for I-40. The I-40 westbound C/D 
would exit east of the NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange and would serve all traffic bound for 
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NC 191 (Brevard Road), I-26 and I-40, as well as all traffic entering from NC 191 (Brevard 
Road), before merging again with I-40 slightly west of the back-to-back loops. A third C/D 
roadway would be included along I-40 eastbound that would exit slightly west of the entrance 
loop from I-26/I-240 and would serve all traffic bound for NC 191 (Brevard Road), as well as the 
traffic entering I-40 eastbound from I-26 and I-240. The C/D roadway would merge again with 
I-40 eastbound slightly west of the French Broad River bridge crossing. The NC 191 (Brevard 
Road) interchange with I-40 would maintain the existing configuration but would be 
reconstructed to meet current design standards.  

Alternative C-1 

Alternative C-1, shown on Figure 2-5b, 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. This alternative would include a loop 
in the northwest quadrant that would serve the I-40 westbound to I-26 eastbound traffic and a 
loop in the southwest quadrant that would serve the I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound to I-40 
eastbound movement. This configuration would result in a weaving section between the 
back-to-back loops (loops located in adjacent quadrants that generate a successive loop 
configuration). To address the weaving section, a C/D roadway would be included that would 
exit I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound north of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and would serve all 
traffic bound for I-40 before re-entering I-26 eastbound south of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. 
For Alternative C-1, the I-40 interchange at NC 191 (Brevard Road) would be revised from the 
current partial cloverleaf configuration to a conventional diamond interchange configuration with 
braided ramps. The braided ramps on the north side of I-40 grade separate the I-40 westbound 
exit ramp to I-240 eastbound/I-26 westbound from the I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) entrance 
ramp to I-40. This configuration would not have a direct connection to I-240 eastbound/I-26 
westbound from NC 191 (Brevard Road) via I-40. The result of this lack of connection would 
require vehicles to continue north along NC 191 (Brevard Road) to the I-26/I-240 interchange 
with NC 191 (Brevard Road) to access I-26/I-240. The braided ramps on the south side of I-40 
would include the I-40 eastbound exit ramp to NC 191 (Brevard Road) grade separated below 
the entrance ramp to I-40 eastbound from I-26 and I-240. This configuration would not have a 
direct connection to NC 191 (Brevard Road) from I-26 or I-240. The result of this lack of access 
would require vehicles to exit at either the I-26 exit to NC 191 (Brevard Road) to the south of the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange or the I-26/I-240 interchange with NC 191 (Brevard Road) to the 
north.  

Alternative C-2 

Alternative C-2, shown on Figure 2-5b, 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. Alternative C-2 would include a C/D 
roadway along I-26 eastbound to accommodate I-40 traffic bond for I-26 eastbound and I-26 
eastbound traffic exiting toward I-40 eastbound. The C/D roadway exits I-26 eastbound/I-240 
westbound just east of South Bear Creek Road and re-enters south of the I-26/I-40/I-240 
interchange. Alternative C-2 would include C/D roadways on both the north and south sides of 
I-40 that connect the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and the NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange. 
The NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange would maintain the existing configuration but would be 
reconstructed to meet current design standards. The C/D roadway on the north side of I-40 
would begin to the east of the NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange, and would serve all traffic 



Chapter 2. Description of Alternatives Considered I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 2-28 

bound for NC 191 (Brevard Road), I-26 and I-240; as well as traffic destined for I-40 westbound 
from NC 191 (Brevard Road). The C/D roadway would merge with I-40 westbound slightly west 
of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange loop in the northwest quadrant. The C/D roadway on the south 
side of I-40 would accommodate traffic from I-26, and alleviate weaving between the on-ramp 
from I-26 and off-ramp to NC 191 (Brevard Road). The C/D would begin west of the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-40 and NC 191 (Brevard Road), and would re-enter I-40 east of 
the NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange. The C/D roadways accommodate the weaving 
sections between the NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange and the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange 
and provide direct access between the interchanges.  

Alternative C-3 

Alternative C-3, shown on Figure 2-5c, 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 and would have the same general 
configuration of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange as Alternative C-2, with two semi-direct loop 
movements in the northwest and southwest quadrants and a C/D roadway to accommodate the 
weaving section. Additionally, the C/D roadways along the north and south sides of I-40 would 
be generally the same as in Alternative C-2. The main difference between Alternative C-2 and 
C-3 would be that the NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange would be modified from the current 
configuration to a modified diamond interchange configuration with single ramps in the 
southwest and southeast quadrants and a ramp with an internal loop in the northeast quadrant. 
Due to the ramp in the southwest quadrant, the use of braided ramps within the C/D roadway on 
the south side of I-40 would be included in the design. Additionally, the use of a slip ramp 
connecting the braided ramps that would provide direct access between the interchanges was 
evaluated. However, the use of a slip ramp was not practical from a geometric design 
standpoint and was removed from consideration. Therefore, the resulting braided ramp 
configuration would not provide direct access between I-26 westbound and NC 191 (Brevard 
Road) via I-40. 

Alternative D-1 

Alternative D-1, shown on Figure 2-5c, 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 alternative would include a loop in the 
southwest quadrant that would serve the I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound to I-40 eastbound 
movement. Alternative D-1 modifies the I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange from the 
current partial cloverleaf configuration to a conventional diamond interchange configuration with 
braided ramps. The design would include two pairs of braided ramps along I-40, on both the 
north and south sides of the interstate. The braided ramps on the north side of I-40 would grade 
separate the I-40 westbound exit ramp that would serve traffic destined for I-26 and I-240 from 
the entrance ramp to I-40 westbound from NC 191 (Brevard Road). This configuration would 
result in no direct connection to I-26 or I-240 from NC 191 (Brevard Road) via I-40. This lack of 
connection would require vehicles to use the I-26/I-240 interchange with NC 191 (Brevard 
Road) to the north or the I-26/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange to the south to access I-26 or 
I-240. The braided ramps on the south side of I-40 separate the I-40 eastbound exit ramp to 
NC 191 (Brevard Road) from the entrance ramp to I-40 eastbound from I-26 and I-240. This 
configuration would result in no direct connection to NC 191 (Brevard Road) from I-26 or I-240. 
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The result of this lack of access would require vehicles to exit at either the I-26 exit to NC 191 
(Brevard Road) to the south of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange or the I-26/I-240 interchange with 
NC 191 (Brevard Road) to the north. 

Alternative D-2 

Alternative D-2, shown on Figure 2-5c, 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 and would be essentially identical to Alternative D-1 
with the exception of the area between the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and the NC 191 (Brevard 
Road) interchange to the east along I-40. The I-40 interchange at NC 191 (Brevard Road) would 
be revised from the current partial cloverleaf configuration to a modified diamond interchange 
configuration with single ramps in the southwest and southeast quadrants and a ramp with an 
internal loop in the northeast quadrant. The design would include a C/D roadway along I-40 on 
both the north side of I-40 and the south side of I-40, with braided ramps along the south side of 
I-40. The C/D roadway along the north side would exit I-40 westbound, east of the NC 191 
(Brevard Road) interchange, and would provide the connection to NC 191 (Brevard Road), I-26 
and I-240; before re-entering I-40 slightly to the east of the existing I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. 
This configuration would create a weaving movement on the C/D between the NC 191 (Brevard 
Road) entrance loop and the exit ramp to I-26 and I-240; however, the C/D configuration would 
provide direct access between the interchanges. The braided ramps on the south side of I-40 
would be identical to Alternative D-1, with the exception of the movements being completed 
along a C/D roadway that would exit to the west of the I-26/I-240 crossing and serve all traffic 
bound for NC 191 (Brevard Road). The design also included the consideration of a slip ramp 
connecting the braided ramps that would provide direct access between the interchanges. The 
use of a slip ramp was not practical from a geometric design standpoint and was removed from 
consideration. Therefore, the braided ramp configuration would not provide direct access 
between I-26 westbound and NC 191 (Brevard Road) via I-40. 

Alternative F-1 

Alternative F-1, shown on Figure 2-5d, was developed to potentially minimize impacts to the 
human and natural environment as well as to provide a lower cost option for consideration. The 
configuration of the interchange is similar to the existing interchange with the exception of the 
following additions. One is the addition of the two missing movements to provide for access in 
all directions at the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. To provide access between I-26 
eastbound/I-240 westbound and I-40 eastbound, a loop would be added in the southwest 
quadrant. To provide access from I-40 westbound to I-26 westbound/I-240 eastbound, a ramp 
would be added in the northeast quadrant. The interchange of I-40 with NC 191 (Brevard Road) 
would maintain its existing configuration, but would require the ramp in the northeast quadrant 
to be realigned in order to provide adequate storage length. Additional turn lanes on the ramps 
and along NC 191 (Brevard Road) would also be provided. 

Section A 

The only build alternative in Section A, The I-240 Widening Alternative, includes a best-fit 
alignment for the widening and reconstruction of existing I-240 from a four-lane freeway to an 
eight-lane freeway. This alternative is shown on Figure 2-6. 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 
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interchanges at NC 191 (Brevard Road), SR 3556 (Amboy Road), and US 19-23 Business 
(Haywood Road) 

The proposed interchange of I-26/I-240 with NC 191 (Brevard Road) would provide for all 
movements except for the I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound exit to NC 191 (Brevard Road). This 
movement would be removed from the existing configuration due to the close proximity between 
the NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange and the proposed SR 3556 (Amboy Road) interchange. 
The missing movement would be accomplished by exiting at the SR 3556 (Amboy Road) 
interchange and following the extension of SR 3556 (Amboy Road) to the intersection with 
NC 191 (Brevard Road). The interchange would have typical diamond interchange ramps in the 
northwest, southwest and southeast quadrants. To provide adequate horizontal clearance and 
maintain traffic flow during the widening of I-240, the NC 191 (Brevard Road) bridge would be 
relocated to the west of its existing location and would be upgraded from the current two-lane 
cross section to carry six travel lanes. To provide for greater control of access along NC 191 
(Brevard Road), concrete islands would be installed to separate traffic and limit turn movements 
in the vicinity of the interchange. The interchange ramps would also be lengthened to provide 
for greater acceleration and deceleration lengths. 

The partial interchange of I-26/I-240 with SR 3556 (Amboy Road) would be upgraded to a full 
interchange with a conventional diamond configuration. The existing interchange does not 
provide for the I-240 westbound to SR 3556 (Amboy Road) movement or the SR 3556 (Amboy 
Road) to I-240 eastbound movement. Currently, SR 3556 (Amboy Road) terminates at I-240, 
creating a three-leg interchange. In addition to providing for all movements, the proposed design 
would include extending SR 3556 (Amboy Road) over I-26/I-240 and then continuing it parallel 
to I-26/I-240 to the existing intersection of NC 191 (Brevard Road) opposite Shelburne Road. 
The extension of SR 3556 (Amboy Road) would provide connections to Fairfax Avenue and 
Virginia Avenue, and would provide a link that would eliminate the existing weaving section 
along I-240 between SR 3556 (Amboy Road) and NC 191 (Brevard Road). The roadway 
extension would be a four-lane divided roadway and would include a new six-lane bridge over 
I-26/I-240. To provide for greater control of access along SR 3556 (Amboy Road), concrete 
islands would be installed to separate traffic and limit turn movements in the vicinity of the 
interchange. 

Several scenarios to address the area between the existing I-240 westbound ramps between 
the NC 191 (Brevard Road) and SR 3556 (Amboy Road) interchanges have been considered. 
The existing left-hand entrance ramp from SR 3556 (Amboy Road) to I-240 westbound is in 
close proximity to the I-240 westbound exit to NC 191 (Brevard Road). Initially, the proposed 
configuration replaced the left-hand entrance ramp by providing a longer bridge over the 
combined I-26/I-240 roadway for the westbound SR 3556 (Amboy Road) traffic destined for 
eastbound I-26/westbound I-240. The I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound exit ramp to NC 191 
(Brevard Road) would be extended to exit I-240 before the proposed SR 3556 (Amboy Road) 
entrance ramp, creating a braided ramp configuration. This configuration also included a slip 
ramp that allowed westbound traffic from SR 3556 (Amboy Road) destined for NC 191 (Brevard 
Road) to cross over I-240 and intersect the Brevard Road exit ramp without entering westbound 
I-240. However, this proposed configuration was revised to the design detailed above after 
extensive coordination with the City of Asheville. The link would provide the same connection of 
SR 3556 (Amboy Road) to NC 191 (Brevard Road) that was available before the construction of 
I-240 in the 1960s. 

The proposed interchange of I-26/I-240 with US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) would 
upgrade the existing interchange with a tight urban diamond interchange (TUDI) configuration. 
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The existing interchange includes an exit from I-240 eastbound to Hanover Street that 
eventually intersects with Haywood Road to the north. Additionally, an existing entrance ramp to 
I-240 eastbound in the northeast quadrant serves two-way traffic. The proposed design would 
relocate the exit ramp in the southeast quadrant to intersect with Haywood Road. Hanover 
Street would become a cul-de-sac as it approaches Haywood Road. The two-way ramp in the 
northeast quadrant would be eliminated with the proposed design. Haywood Road would remain 
a two-lane roadway but would be widened in the vicinity of the interchange to allow for turn 
lanes. To provide adequate horizontal clearance and maintain traffic flow during the widening of 
I-240, the NC 191 (Brevard Road) bridge would be relocated slightly to the north of its existing 
location and would be upgraded to carry five travel lanes. Due to the proximity to the historic 
properties along Haywood Road, the proposed new bridge would overlap the location of the 
existing bridge and would require the use of phased construction. To provide for greater control 
of access along Haywood Road, concrete islands would be installed to separate traffic and limit 
turn movements in the vicinity of the interchange. The interchange ramps would also be 
lengthened to provide for greater acceleration and deceleration lengths. 

Due to the close proximity of interchanges along the I-26/I-240 corridor, auxiliary lanes would be 
needed between some of the interchanges to provide an adequate weaving distance between 
entrance and exit ramps. An auxiliary lane would be included along I-26 westbound/I-240 
eastbound between the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and the NC 191 (Brevard Road) 
interchange, and also between the NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange and the SR 3556 
(Amboy Road) interchange. Auxiliary lanes would be included along both directions of I-26/I-240 
from the SR 3556 (Amboy Road) interchange to the US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) 
interchange and again to the US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) interchange. 

Section A of the proposed project also would 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 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 
has included 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. 

This section presents the nine alternatives that were considered for Section B. 

Alternative 1 

Alternative 1, shown on Figure 2-7a, 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 slightly to the south of the 
US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) interchange, with I-26 continuing to the north and I-240 exiting 
toward the east across the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. Traffic destined for westbound 
US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) from I-26 westbound/I-240 eastbound would be accommodated 
from I-26 westbound via a loop in the northeast quadrant of the interchange. Eastbound Patton 
Avenue traffic would cross under I-26 and then would merge with I-240 eastbound traffic west of 
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the existing Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. Westbound traffic crossing the Captain Jeff Bowen 
Bridges on I-240 and Patton Avenue would cross under I-26 and then split, with Patton Avenue 
continuing to the west and I-240 turning southward and merging with I-26 eastbound south of 
US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue). The proposed design would not provide access from I-240 
westbound to I-26 westbound at this interchange, and would require that traffic bound for I-26 
westbound utilize the I-240 interchange with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue east of the French 
Broad River. Local traffic on the west side of the French Broad River would be maintained by 
reconfiguring the existing interchange to accommodate the local access. 

From the I-26/I-240 interchange with US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue), I-26 would continue to the 
north on new location across the Westgate Shopping Center property and would cross the 
French Broad River approximately 2,000 feet north of the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. East of 
the French Broad River, I-26 combines with US 19-23-70 approximately one mile south of the 
SR 1781 (Broadway) interchange. Where I-26 ties to US 19-23-70, the alignment of I-26 would 
become the through movement and US 19-23-70 would merge into I-26. The interchange would 
not allow I-26 westbound traffic to access US 19-23-70 in the southbound direction, nor would it 
allow access from US 19-23-70 northbound to access I-26 eastbound. To make these 
movements, the traffic would utilize the I-26/I-240 interchange with US 19-23-74A (Patton 
Avenue) or the I-240 interchange with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue. These movements would 
essentially be redundant and would only be utilized by motorists who missed an exit.  

For Alternative 1, the interchange of I-240 with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue east of the French 
Broad River would not be modified. Additionally, freeway traffic on I-240 and the local traffic on 
Patton Avenue would not be separated under this alternative - both would use the Captain Jeff 
Bowen Bridges. The proposed design would include a bridge carrying I-26 that would span 
SR 1338 (Emma Road), the main line of Norfolk Southern Railways, the French Broad River, 
the NS Craggy Mountain spur line of the Norfolk Southern Railway and a relocated SR 1477 
(Riverside Drive). 

Alternative 2 

Alternative 2, shown on Figure 2-7a, is similar to Alternative 1 except that the new location 
portion of I-26 would parallel the western bank of the French Broad River and the main line of 
the Norfolk Southern Railway before crossing the river approximately one mile north of the 
Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. East of the French Broad River, I-26 combines with US 19-23-70 
approximately 2,500 feet south of the SR 1781 (Broadway) interchange. Where I-26 ties to 
US 19-23-70, the alignment of I-26 would become the through movement and US 19-23-70 
would be bifurcated and would merge into I-26. The existing I-240 interchange with 
US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue east of the French Broad River would not be modified, as the 
access provided for Alternative 2 would be the same as for Alternative 1. 

Alternative 2 would include a bridge carrying I-26 over both the Blue Ridge Southern Railroad of 
Norfolk Southern Railway and SR 1338 (Emma Road), and a bridge carrying I-26 farther north 
over the main line of Norfolk Southern Railway, the French Broad River, the NS Craggy 
Mountain spur line of Norfolk Southern Railway and SR 1477 (Riverside Drive).  

Alternative 3 

Alternative 3, shown on Figure 2-7a, is similar to Alternatives 1 and 2 but would move the 
alignment of I-26 to the west as it would cross beneath Patton Avenue. The Alternative 3 
alignment would cross the edge of the Crowne Plaza Resort golf course, but it would not affect 
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the Westgate Shopping Center. The alignment would parallel the French Broad River and the 
main line of the Norfolk Southern Railway before turning toward the east and crossing the 
French Broad River at the same location as Alternative 2. All improvements on the east side of 
the French Broad River, including the bridge over the French Broad River, would be identical to 
Alternative 2. Due to the topography and existing infrastructure, Alternative 3 would require an 
approximately 2,300-foot bridge that would span from slightly north of Patton Avenue to north of 
SR 1338 (Emma Road) crossing the Blue Ridge Southern Railroad of the Norfolk Southern 
Railway and SR 1338 (Emma Road). The I-240 interchange with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue 
would also not be modified for Alternative 3. 

Alternative 4 

Alternative 4, shown on Figure 2-7a, was developed to provide an alternative that would 
separate the local traffic on Patton Avenue from the freeway traffic on I-26 and I-240. In order to 
separate the routes, construction of a new bridge crossing of the French Broad River would be 
required. Additionally, to separate the traffic, the interchange of I-240 with US 19-23-70/Patton 
Avenue on the east side of the French Broad River would be modified. For Alternative 4, the 
Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges would accommodate the local Patton Avenue traffic and two new 
flyover bridges north of the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges would carry the I-240 traffic. The 
alignment of I-26 is similar to that of Alternative 3 and would cross the edge of the Crowne 
Plaza Resort golf course. The interchange of I-26/I-240 with US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) 
would consist of a diamond interchange with Patton Avenue crossing over the freeway. The 
Patton Avenue diamond interchange overlaps the interchange that separates I-26 and I-240 
from their common alignment through the use of braided ramps. The braided ramps also include 
slip ramps between the braided sections that allow for access between Patton Avenue and 
I-240. Once I-240 eastbound separates from I-26 westbound it would cross the French Broad 
River as a flyover at a location approximately 2,400 feet north of the existing Captain Jeff 
Bowen Bridges. The flyover from I-240 westbound to I-26 eastbound would cross the French 
Broad River on a flyover ramp approximately 3,200 feet north of the existing Captain Jeff Bowen 
Bridges.  

The alignment of I-26 beyond the I-240 flyovers is similar to Alternative 3 and the bridge 
crossing and proposed design on US 19-23-70 at the SR 1781 (Broadway) interchange is 
identical to Alternatives 2 and 3. The interchange of I-240 with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue, 
east of the French Broad River, would be reconfigured with I-240, turning to the north along the 
existing US 19-23-70 alignment and becoming the through movement with ramps tying to and 
from US 19-23-70 near the existing Atkinson Street overpass. The revised interchange would 
only provide access to and from Patton Avenue and the Hillcrest Apartments through an exit 
ramp from I-240 eastbound/US 19-23-70 southbound and an entrance ramp to I-240 
westbound/US 19-23-70 northbound. Traffic on Patton Avenue destined for I-240 eastbound 
would use the SR 3548 (Clingman Avenue) entrance ramp. Traffic destined for Patton Avenue 
from I-240 westbound would have to either exit at the Montford Avenue interchange or continue 
to the braided interchange on the west side of the French Broad River. 

Due to the topography and existing infrastructure in the vicinity of the I-26 extension, the 
mainline of I-26 would require an approximately 2,300-foot bridge and nearly all of the braided 
ramps would be required to be constructed as bridges. Alternative 4 would include a total of 
three new crossings of the French Broad River, including a pair of curved flyover bridges that 
span the Norfolk Southern Railway, SR 1338 (Emma Road), the French Broad River, the 
Norfolk Southern Railway, NS Craggy Mountain spur line and SR 1477 (Riverside Drive).  
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Alternative 5 

Alternative 5, shown on Figure 2-7b, is an additional alternative that was developed to separate 
local traffic on Patton Avenue from the freeway traffic on I-26 and I-240. The major difference in 
this alternative is that it would construct a parallel bridge slightly to the south of the Captain Jeff 
Bowen Bridges that would serve the Patton Avenue traffic while maintaining I-240 traffic on the 
Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. The alignment of the I-26 extension is similar to Alternative 3 and 
would cross the edge of the Crowne Plaza Resort golf course. The portion from just west of the 
French Broad River to US 19-23-70 would be identical to Alternatives 2, 3 and 4. Alternative 5 
includes an approximately 2,300-foot bridge carrying I-26, that would span from slightly north of 
Patton Avenue to north of SR 1338 (Emma Road), crossing the Blue Ridge Southern Railroad 
of Norfolk Southern Railway and SR 1338 (Emma Road). It would include bridging a portion of 
the Patton Avenue interchange ramps. 

To accommodate the Patton Avenue traffic on the south side of the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges, 
the alignment of Patton Avenue would be shifted to the south and would cross over I-26. The 
interchange of US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) with I-26 would be a diamond interchange with 
the ramp terminals west of I-26 offset from each other due to the I-240 westbound flyover ramp 
location. Within the I-26 interchange with US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) the separation of I-240 
from the common alignment with I-26 would be accomplished through flyover ramps that would 
cross over both I-26 and Patton Avenue. The interchange of I-240 with US 19-23-70/Patton 
Avenue east of the French Broad River would also be modified under this alternative to 
separate the local and freeway traffic. The revised interchange would provide a directional ramp 
between I-240 westbound and US 19-23-70 northbound, a directional ramp from US 19-23-70 
southbound to I-240 eastbound, and a ramp from Patton Avenue to I-240 eastbound. 
Movements from I-240 eastbound to US 19-23-70 northbound, from US 19-23-70 southbound to 
I-240 westbound and from I-240 westbound to Patton Avenue, would be not included in the 
interchange.  

Alternative 6 

Alternative 6, shown on Figure 2-7b, was also developed to separate the local traffic from the 
freeway traffic and is a variation of Alternative 5. The major difference between Alternative 6 
and Alternative 5 is that the parallel bridge carrying Patton Avenue traffic would be flipped to the 
north side of the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges and would cross through several buildings in the 
Hillcrest Apartment complex. The alignment of the I-26 extension and all of the proposed 
construction west of the river, including the French Broad River bridge crossing, would be the 
same as for Alternative 5. The proposed design would include a partial cloverleaf interchange 
with ramps and loops on the north side of Patton Avenue to serve local traffic. The interchange 
of I-240 with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue east of the French Broad River would also be 
modified to separate local traffic from freeway traffic by providing grade separations between 
I-240 and Patton Avenue without connections between the roadways. 

Upgrade Existing with Parallel Bridge Alternative 

The Upgrade Existing with Parallel Bridge Alternative, shown on Figure 2-7b, would build upon 
the concept of upgrading the existing facilities and combine it with providing a parallel bridge to 
serve the local Patton Avenue traffic. The alternative would continue the combined roadways of 
I-26 and I-240 across the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges to the east side of the French Broad River 
where the existing I-240 interchange with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue would be upgraded with 
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I-26 turning to the north along US 19-23-70 and I-240 continuing east into Asheville. The 
existing I-240 interchange with US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) west of the river would be 
upgraded and Patton Avenue would be relocated to the south of its existing alignment and 
would include a new bridge across the French Broad River parallel to the Captain Jeff Bowen 
Bridges (similar to Alternative 5). The alternative would also include the widening of the 
US 19-23-70 corridor to an eight-lane cross section to the SR 1781 (Broadway) interchange. 

Asheville Design Center Alternative 

The ADC proposed an alternative, shown on Figure 2-7b and known as the ADC Alternative, 
which was developed as a modification to Alternative 4. The goal of the alternative is to 
separate out the interstate traffic from the local Patton Avenue traffic while minimizing the 
footprint of the facility, thus reducing the effects on land use. The ADC Alternative would begin 
north of the I-26/I-240 interchange with US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) and would 
continue to the north crossing Patton Avenue with a combined I-26/I-240 roadway. The existing 
Patton Avenue roadway and Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges would be converted to serve local 
traffic and would include a half cloverleaf interchange configuration with the ramps and internal 
loops located on the south side of Patton Avenue. The combined I-26/I-240 roadway would 
continue north, then turn toward the east, and cross the French Broad River approximately 
2,000 feet north of the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. The combined roadway would transition to a 
dual-level bridge structure with traffic to and from I-26 on the bottom level and traffic bound for 
I-240 on the top level. The dual-level bridge would cross the French Broad River and would 
include a three-leg interchange with US 19-23-70, with I-26 traffic continuing north and I-240 
traffic turning south. The I-26/US 19-23-70 corridor would be widened north of the new 
interchange to the SR 1781 (Broadway) interchange and the relocated section of I-240 would 
include a reconfiguration of the existing I-240 interchange with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue. The 
existing I-240 interchange with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue would be reconfigured to connect 
the relocated section of I-240 with Patton Avenue and Hill Street. 

Alternative 4-B 

Alternative 4-B, shown on Figure 2-7c, is similar to Alternative 4, except the interchange of 
I-26/I-240 and US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) would be modified from a full diamond 
interchange to have a conventional diamond interchange on the east side and a loop and a 
ramp in the southwest quadrant. Along with modifying the interchange of I-26/I-240 and 
US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue), the braided ramps in the I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound 
direction would be removed. Similar to Alternative 4, I-26 and I-240 would split just north of 
US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue). I-240 would cross over the French Broad River on two flyover 
bridges north of the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges (which would only carry local traffic). 

From the I-26/I-240 interchange with US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue), 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. I-26 would combine with US 19-23-70 approximately 2,500 feet 
south of the SR 1781 (Broadway) interchange. Where I-26 ties to US 19-23-70, the alignment of 
I-26 would become the through movement and US 19-23-70 would become bifurcated and 
would merge into I-26. The interchange would not allow I-26 westbound traffic to access 
US 19-23-70 in the southbound direction, nor would it allow access from US 19-23-70 
northbound to access I-26 eastbound. To make these movements, the traffic would utilize the 
I-26/I-240 interchange with US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) or the I-240 interchange with 
US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue. These movements would essentially be redundant and would only  
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be utilized by motorists who missed an exit. The interchange of I-240 with US 19-23-70/Patton 
Avenue east of the French Broad River would be identical to the design in Alternative 4. 

The proposed design would include a total of three new bridge crossings of the French Broad 
River, including a bridge carrying I-26 and two new flyover bridges that would span SR 1338 
(Emma Road), the main line of Norfolk Southern Railways, the French Broad River, the Norfolk 
Southern Railway, the NS Craggy Mountain spur line and SR 1477 (Riverside Drive). 

Alternative 4-C 

Alternative 4-C is similar to Alternative 4-B, with the exception of the interchange design of 
I-26/I-240 and US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue). The interchange would be modified to have a 
conventional diamond interchange on the west side and a loop and a ramp in the southeast 
quadrant. From the I-26/I-240 interchange with US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue), 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 (which would only carry local traffic). I-26 
and I-240 would split north of US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) at the freeway crossing over 
French Broad. The two bridges over French Broad River connecting I-26/I-240 to US 19-23-70 
will be of approximate length of over 4,000 feet. I-26 would combine with US 19-23-70 
approximately 4,000 feet south of the SR 1781 (Broadway) interchange. Unlike Alternative 4-B, 
Alternative 4-C northbound traffic on US 19-23-70 heading toward I-26E/I-240W will merge 
I-26E/I-240W through a ramp on the left-hand side of the freeway.  

Where I-26 ties to US 19-23-70, the alignment of I-26 would become the through movement and 
US 19-23-70 would become bifurcated and would merge into I-26. The interchange would not 
allow I-26 westbound traffic to access US 19-23-70 in the southbound direction, nor would it 
allow access from US 19-23-70 northbound to access I-26 eastbound. To make these 
movements, the traffic would utilize the I-26/I-240 interchange with US 19-23-74A (Patton 
Avenue) or the I-240 interchange with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue. These movements would 
essentially be redundant and would only be utilized by motorists who missed an exit. The 
interchange of I-240 with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue, east of the French Broad River, would be 
identical with the Alternative 4 and Alternative 4-B designs.  

The proposed design would include a total of four new bridge crossings of the French Broad 
River, including two bridges carrying I-26 and two new flyover bridges carrying I-240. The 
bridges would span SR 1338 (Emma Road), the main line of Norfolk Southern Railways, the 
French Broad River, the Norfolk Southern Railway, the Craggy Mountain spur line and SR 1477 
(Riverside Drive). 

2.5.4.2 Preliminary Study Alternatives Eliminated from Further Study 

In accordance with NEPA (23 CFR 771.123) and FHWA guidelines, this DEIS must discuss the 
range of alternatives being considered including all “reasonable alternatives” under 
consideration and those “other alternatives” that were eliminated from further study 
(USDOT/FHWA 1987). The alternatives that were carried forward for detailed study are 
presented in Section 2.5.4.3. Alternatives that were eliminated from further study and the reason 
for the elimination of the alternative are presented in this section. 
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Section C 

The alternatives being considered for Section C were developed at a conceptual level and were 
considered to be generally the same with regard to impacts to the natural and human 
environments. From an engineering perspective, with the exception of Alternative B, all of the 
alternatives being considered were reasonable and feasible. In order to reduce the time and 
resources required to develop all of the alternatives as detailed study alternatives, four of the 
alternatives were selected that would encompass the entire range of alternatives. If needed, any 
of the remaining five alternatives considered feasible for this section could be developed as a 
detailed study alternative as the environmental planning process continues. 

Alternative A-1 

Alternative A-1 was considered to be a reasonable and feasible alternative, but was not 
selected as a detailed study alternative. The primary reason Alternative A-1 was not selected as 
a detailed study alternative was that the braided ramps would not provide direct access between 
I-26/I-240 and NC 191 (Brevard Road) in both the eastbound and westbound directions. 
Alternative A-2 was considered to be a better alternative because it was able to provide access 
in the westbound direction.  

Alternative A-3 

Alternative A-3 was considered to be a reasonable and feasible alternative, but was not 
selected as a detailed study alternative. The primary reason Alternative A-3 was not selected as 
a detailed study alternative was that the weaving section between the I-26/I-40/I-240 
interchange and the NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange would be located along the interstate 
without a C/D roadway. 

Alternative B 

Alternative B was eliminated from further study because the use of semi-direct loops for three 
movements would not be able to accommodate the projected traffic volumes. A freeway loop 
operating with a design speed of 30 mph has a maximum capacity of 1,900 passenger cars per 
hour according to the HCM (TRB 2010). The traffic forecast for the project includes projected 
volumes greater than 1,900 passenger cars per hour for the loop in the northeast quadrant 
during both the AM and PM peak hours, and for the loop in the southeast quadrant during the 
AM peak hour. Based on the maximum capacity of a freeway loop, neither the loop in the 
northeast nor southeast quadrant would operate at an acceptable LOS in the design year. 
Therefore, any build alternative with more than two semi-direct loop connections does not meet 
the purpose and need of the proposed project and is eliminated from further study.  

Alternative C-1 

Alternative C-1 was considered to be a reasonable and feasible alternative, but was not 
selected as a detailed study alternative. The primary reason Alternative C-1 was not selected as 
a detailed study alternative was that the braided ramps would not provide direct access between 
I-26/I-240 and NC 191 (Brevard Road) in both the eastbound or westbound directions. 
Alternative C-2 was considered to be a better alternative because it was able to provide access 
in the westbound direction.  
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Alternative C-3 

Alternative C-3 was considered to be a reasonable and feasible alternative, but was not 
selected as a detailed study alternative. The primary reason Alternative C-3 was not selected as 
a detailed study alternative was that the slip ramp associated with the braided ramp was not 
able to be accommodated in the design, which would not provide direct access between the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and the NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange. 

Alternative D-2 

Alternative D-2 was considered to be a reasonable and feasible alternative, but was not 
selected as a detailed study alternative. The primary reason Alternative D-2 was not selected as 
a detailed study alternative was that the slip ramp associated with the braided ramp was not 
able to be accommodated in the design. This meant direct access would not be provided 
between the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and the NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange, making it 
essentially the same as Alternative D-1. 

Section B 

Alternative 1 

Alternative 1 was eliminated from further study due to problems with constructability, railroad 
track relocation, and potential impacts to historic properties. The alignment for Alternative 1 was 
determined to be contingent upon how the SR 1477 (Riverside Drive) and the NS Craggy 
Mountain spur line of the Norfolk Southern Railway along SR 1477 (Riverside Drive) would be 
addressed. To maintain the existing location of SR 1477 (Riverside Drive) and the NS Craggy 
Mountain spur line, the improvements required to tie the Alternative 1 alignment to US 19-23-70 
would require extensive construction east of existing US 19-23-70 and would also substantially 
raise the elevation of US 19-23-70 to allow for adequate vertical clearance for the proposed I-26 
bridge over the railroad tracks. The construction to the east of US 19-23-70 would encroach 
upon the historic Riverside Cemetery and the Montford Avenue Historic District.  

Based on the impacts to the historic resources, it was determined that the roadway and railroad 
would have to be relocated or closed to make Alternative 1 a viable alternative. The closure of 
SR 1477 (Riverside Drive) and the NS Craggy Mountain spur line of the Norfolk Southern 
Railway was determined to not be feasible due to the transportation services provided by these 
facilities. In order to relocate the railroad, extensive coordination would be required with Norfolk 
Southern Railways and a suitable location for the relocated railroad would need to be 
determined. The only potential location between US 19-23-70 and the French Broad River for 
the relocated railroad would be to the west, requiring business relocations and the crossing of a 
former landfill. Crossing the landfill would likely require the railroad to be constructed as a bridge 
due to the unsuitable soil conditions.  

Due to the potential for impacts to historic properties, constructability issues, increased 
construction and right-of-way costs and the extensive coordination related to relocating the 
railroad; Alternative 1 was determined to not be reasonable and was eliminated from further 
study. 
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Alternative 2 

Alternative 2 was eliminated from further study after the design was evaluated based on the 
revised traffic forecast for the project. The design of Alternative 2 had several major issues 
related to traffic capacity. The design would include a service road north of the I-26/I-240 
interchange with Patton Avenue, west of the French Broad River. The service road would serve 
traffic from I-26 southbound and I-240/I-26 northbound as well as local traffic to Resort Drive 
and Sam's Club. The service road would intersect with Patton Avenue west of the proposed 
interchange and include a series of four signalized intersections in close proximity to one 
another. The intersections would also connect Regent Park Boulevard to Patton Avenue and 
include the ramp to I-26/I-240 southbound. The traffic volumes at this location were too high to 
allow the four signalized intersections to operate acceptably as originally designed and would 
result in LOS F at multiple locations and extensive queuing, including queuing onto the freeway.  

Measures were taken to try to revise the design to attain acceptable traffic operations; however, 
no solution could be developed that addressed the traffic capacity concerns at this location. 
Based on the concerns with traffic operations Alternative 2 was determined to not be feasible 
and was eliminated from further study.  

Alternative 5 

Alternative 5 was eliminated from further study after preliminary designs were developed. 
Further investigations into the traffic operations showed that Alternative 5 would exacerbate 
existing weaving problem along I-240 between the US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue and Montford 
Avenue interchanges.  

Alternative 5 was developed, in part, to separate the local Patton Avenue traffic from the 
through traffic of I-240. This would be accomplished by providing a parallel bridge south of the 
Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges to serve Patton Avenue traffic, with the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges 
accommodating I-240 traffic. The urban setting of the project required that Patton Avenue 
access to I-240 eastbound be limited to the east side of the French Broad River. The limited 
opportunities to access eastbound I-240 from Patton Avenue would result in successive ramps 
entering on both the left and right sides of the freeway with a distance of 175 feet between the 
two. The proposed design would provide approximately 1425 feet between the Patton Avenue 
to eastbound I-240 entrance ramp and the Montford Avenue exit ramp, which would not meet 
the recommended minimum as specified in A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and 
Streets (AASHTO 2011).  

Due to the present weaving conditions, the concentration of Patton Avenue traffic being limited 
to one access point to I-240 eastbound, inadequate ramp distance and inability to maintain lane 
continuity on I-240; Alternative 5 was determined to not be feasible and was eliminated from 
further study.  

Alternative 6 

Alternative 6 was eliminated from further study due to a potential Environmental Justice issue 
caused by right-of-way impacts to the Hillcrest Apartment complex. The Hillcrest Apartments are 
operated by the Housing Authority of the City of Asheville and are located within a census block 
group that contains the highest percentage of African Americans within the Direct Community 
Impact Area (DCIA). The block group contains 77.7 percent African Americans and is more than 
ten times the Buncombe County average of 7.4 percent. Additionally, more than half of the 
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population (56.8 percent) within the block group lives below the poverty level, and the median 
income is approximately one-third of the median income in Buncombe County (HNTB North 
Carolina, PC 2007). Due to the Hillcrest Apartments location within an area designated as a 
special population for Environmental Justice, Alternative 6 was determined to not be reasonable 
and was eliminated from further study.  

Upgrade Existing with Parallel Bridge Alternative 

The Upgrade Existing with Parallel Bridge Alternative was eliminated from further study due to 
the impacts to the Montford Avenue Historic District. To meet the design criteria for the I-26 
roadway, the proposed alternative would have a direct impact to the Riverside Cemetery which 
is included in the boundary of the Montford Avenue Historic District. Additionally, the alternative 
would require the relocation of the Hill Street Baptist Church and a neighborhood that is located 
within the same census block group as described in Alternative 6. Due to the direct impacts to 
the Montford Avenue Historic District and impacts to a church and a neighborhood located 
within an area designated as a special population for Environmental Justice; the Upgrade 
Existing with Parallel Bridge Alternative was determined to not be reasonable and was 
eliminated from further study. 

Asheville Design Center Alternative 

The ADC Alternative was eliminated from further study due to concerns with traffic operations, 
constructability and potential effects to historic resources. The concerns relating to operations 
include short weaving areas along the interstate and the operations of the signalized 
intersection between the ramp from I-26 Eastbound/I-240 Westbound to US 19-23-74A (Patton 
Avenue). Due to the dual-level bridge concept, the length required to transition the I-240 lanes 
above the I-26 lanes would require moving the location where I-26 and I-240 split closer to 
Patton Avenue. The location of the I-26/I-240 split would reduce the weave distance from the 
US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) entrance loop to the I-26/I-240 split to approximately 850 feet, 
which would create problems with traffic operations. The second concern with traffic operations 
was a result of the exit from I-26/I-240 being relocated to the south side of US 19-23-74A 
(Patton Avenue) as a loop ramp. The volume of traffic exiting at this location destined for 
westbound Patton Avenue would likely result in operational problems due to the high volume of 
left turns and the potential for traffic to queue onto the interstate due to the short length of the 
loop. 

In addition to the operational concerns, this alternative would affect historic resources including; 
the William Worley House, Freeman House and Montford Avenue District (including the 
Riverside Cemetery). The impacts relating to acquisition of property from the William Worley 
House would likely be greater than for the other alternatives due to the placement of the loop in 
the southeast quadrant requiring that the exit ramp in the quadrant be moved farther east 
toward the William Worley House. The impacts relating to the acquisition of property from the 
Freeman House, based on the alignment provided by the ADC, would be greater than any of the 
alternatives being considered. The edge of the interstate would be less than 70 feet from the 
structure. The potential effects to the Montford Avenue District would be similar to those for 
Alternative 1 and would involve the constructability of the new roadway between the historic 
district and the NS Craggy Mountain spur line of the Norfolk Southern Railway along SR 1477 
(Riverside Drive). 
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Due to the concerns with traffic operations, constructability issues, and likely impacts to historic 
properties; the ADC Alternative was determined to not be reasonable and was eliminated from 
further study. 

Alternative 4-C 

Alternative 4-C was eliminated from further consideration due to traffic safety concerns with the 
freeway weaving segment along I-26 eastbound between the I-240 westbound on-ramp (a left-
side entrance ramp) and the Patton Avenue off-ramp (a right-side exit ramp). While the traffic 
capacity analysis and traffic simulation of this segment showed that it would operate at an 
acceptable LOS, the left-side entrance from I-240 westbound coupled with the short weaving 
distance of approximately 1,600 feet brought concerns about traffic being required to change 
multiple lanes over a short distance. Alternative 4-C would have also led to increased impacts to 
a historic property (William Worley House), which is protected under Section 4(f) of the USDOT 
Act, as well as additional impacts to residences.  

For an urban freeway the recommended minimum terminal ramp spacing between a right-hand 
entrance ramp and a right-hand exit ramp for a “system to service” interchange is 1,600 feet, 
before an auxiliary lane should be included between the ramps according to A Policy on 
Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (AASHTO 2011). The roadway design geometry 
required to make the ramp connections from the I-240 westbound ramp onto I-26 southbound (a 
left-side on ramp), connecting to Patton Avenue (Ramp A) (a right-side exit ramp) creates a very 
tight, undesirable weave distance of 1,624 feet. Additionally, “left-side entrances and exits are 
contrary to driver expectancy when intermixed with right-side entrances. Therefore, extreme 
care should be exercised to avoid left-hand entrances and exits in the design of interchanges,” 
(AASTHO 2011). The weave would be problematic, especially to a motorist who is unfamiliar 
with the route and difficult for a motorist familiar with the route, particularly when considering the 
variability between on- and off-ramp speeds and the mainline through traffic speeds.  

Due to a super-elevation rollover concern, the geometry of Loop C (at Patton Avenue) would 
have to be adjusted, which would also affect Ramp C, causing increased impacts to the William 
Worley House historic property, as well as the houses adjacent to the ramp. Further impact to 
the William Worley historic property may result in an “adverse effect” determination under 
Section 106 of the Historic Preservation Act, and consequently constitute a “use” under Section 
4(f).  

In addition to weaving and impacts to environmental resources, Alternative 4-C was also 
eliminated in part due to foreseeable problems with maintaining traffic during construction. 
There are more extreme complexities with respect to the ability to maintain traffic operations on 
Patton Avenue during the various phases of construction, relative to the other alternatives in 
Section B, traffic.  

Due to concerns over unacceptable weave distance, impacts to a historic property (William 
Worley House) and residences, and maintenance of traffic problems, it was determined that it is 
not prudent or reasonable to carry Alternative 4C forward for study. 

2.5.4.3 Preliminary Study Alternatives Carried Forward for Detailed Study 

In accordance with NEPA (23 CFR 771.123) and FHWA guidelines this DEIS must discuss the 
range of alternatives being considered, including all “reasonable alternatives” under 
consideration and those “other alternatives” that were eliminated from further study 
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(USDOT/FHWA 1987). The alternatives that were eliminated from further study were presented 
in Section 2.5.4.2. 

The alternatives described in this section were found to meet the purpose and need of the 
proposed project, to accommodate the range of alternatives, and to be reasonable and feasible; 
and therefore were carried forward as detailed study alternatives. A discussion of each of the 
alternative’s ability to meet the project purposes is included in Section 2.1. 

A description of each of the alternatives carried forward for detailed study is presented in 
Section 2.5.5. 

Section C 

 Alternative A-2 
 Alternative C-2 
 Alternative D-1 
 Alternative F-1 

Section A 

 I-240 Widening Alternative 

Section B 

 Alternative 3 
 Alternative 3-C 
 Alternative 4  
 Alternative 4-B 

2.5.5 DESCRIPTION OF DETAILED STUDY ALTERNATIVES 

The descriptions presented in this section provide extensive detail about the engineering design 
for each alternative. Graphical representations of the alternatives are shown on Figure 2-8 
through Figure 2-17 for the detailed study alternatives following the discussion of each section. 
A generalized description of the alternatives is presented in Section 2.5.5.4. 

2.5.5.1 Section C 

Alternative A-2 

Alternative A-2, shown on Figure 2-8, 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. In order to reconstruct the interchange, the freeways 
associated with the interchange would also be upgraded. The freeways would be upgraded to 
the extent needed to provide for adequate traffic operations, and would then transition back to 
the existing configurations as soon as is practical. The basic number of freeway lanes 
approaching the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange would be an eight-lane typical section for I-26 to the 
south, a six-lane typical section for I-40 to the east, an eight-lane typical section for I-26/I-240 to 
the north and a six-lane typical section with two two-lane C/D roadways on I-40 to the west. 
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The reconstructed interchange would be a four-level interchange with the connections stacked 
on top of one another. The lowest level would be I-40, which would be modified from the 
existing bifurcated alignment to a standard median width. The second level of the interchange 
would include the I-26/I-240 roadway crossing over I-40 with the existing bifurcated median 
being modified to a standard median width. The third level of the interchange would consist of 
dual two-lane flyover ramps that connect I-40 eastbound with I-26 westbound/I-240 eastbound 
and I-40 westbound with I-26 eastbound. The fourth level of the interchange would consist of 
two additional two-lane flyover ramps that would connect I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound with 
I-40 eastbound and I-26 westbound with I-40 westbound. 

To the south of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-26 would be widened to accommodate the 
basic eight-lane typical section across Upper Hominy Creek with the I-26 westbound lanes 
transitioning back to the existing four-lane typical section at a point 2,500 feet north of the 
I-26/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange. I-26 eastbound would continue to the I-26/NC 191 
(Brevard Road) interchange, where it would taper back to the existing typical section, including 
an additional lane that would be dropped at the existing exit loop in the southwest quadrant of 
the interchange. 

To the east of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-40 eastbound would be widened to a three-lane 
typical section and I-40 westbound would be widened to a two-lane typical section with a two-
lane C/D roadway, and would include the reconstruction of the I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) 
interchange. The existing partial cloverleaf configuration for the I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) 
interchange would be reconstructed with the same configuration on the north side of I-40 and a 
standard diamond configuration on the south side of I-40. Due to the proximity of the 
interchanges to one another, the freeway section between the interchanges would include 
measures to improve the traffic operations and minimize the effect of weaving sections. On the 
eastbound side of I-40, the exit ramp from I-40 eastbound to NC 191 (Brevard Road) would be 
braided under the entrance ramp to I-40 eastbound from I-26 westbound. This configuration 
would eliminate the weave section between the interchanges; however, it would not provide 
direct access along I-40 to NC 191 from I-26. Traffic destined for NC 191 (Brevard Road) from 
I-26 would have to use the NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchanges along I-26 to the south and 
north of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. On the westbound side of I-40, the weave section 
between the interchanges would be accommodated through the use of a C/D roadway. The C/D 
roadway would begin to the east of the I-40 crossing of the French Broad River; would consist of 
two through lanes; and would serve all traffic destined for NC 191 (Brevard Road), I-26 and 
I-240. A weaving section along the C/D would be present between the NC 191 (Brevard Road) 
entrance loop and the I-26 westbound/I-240 eastbound exit ramp. The C/D roadway would end 
by merging into I-40 westbound roughly 1,500 feet to the east of the I-26 bridges over I-40. The 
widening of I-40 would continue to a point approximately 4,000 feet east of the bridge over the 
French Broad River, where it would transition back to the existing four-lane typical section. The 
ramp terminals at the reconstructed I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange would have 
signalized intersections. Concrete islands would be installed to separate traffic and limit turn 
movements in the vicinity of the interchange. 

To the north of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, the combined I-26/I-240 would consist of an 
eight-lane typical section with an auxiliary lane in either direction between the I-26/I-40/I-240 
interchange and the NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange. The proposed project would continue 
along I-26/I-240 north of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange as Section A, and is described in more 
detail in subsequent sections. 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 



Chapter 2. Description of Alternatives Considered I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 2-51 

accommodate the increased footprint associated with the interchange. This relocation would 
also require a short extension of Furey Drive. 

To the west of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-40 would consist of a six-lane typical section 
with a two-lane C/D roadway in each direction. The configuration of the proposed interchange 
ramps at the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange would require the relocation of the existing 
grade-separated crossing of SR 3412 (Sand Hill Road) over I-40 to the west, and the bridge 
would be lengthened to accommodate the increased footprint associated with the interchange. 
This relocation would also require a minor relocation of Sand Hill Lane and Sand Hill Court. 

To alleviate weaving movements and roadway capacity issues at the section of I-40 between 
the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and the US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchange two 
C/D roadways along I-40 will be introduced. Traffic from I-40, I-26 and I-240 heading west 
toward US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) would be routed via the C/D roadway on the north 
side of I-40, thus eliminating westbound weaving movements between the I-26/I-40/I-240 and 
US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchanges. The C/D exits I-40 westbound at the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and merges back onto I-40 westbound just west of US 19-23-74A 
(Smoky Park Highway) interchange. Another C/D roadway south of I-40 will exit I-40 eastbound 
just west of the US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchange and will carry traffic bound 
for I-26 westbound/I-240 eastbound. A weaving movement will still exist on I-40 eastbound 
between eastbound traffic entering I-40 from US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) and traffic 
bound for I-26 eastbound.  

This alternative would include new, replacement or modification of a total of 25 bridge locations. 
Six of the bridge locations would be associated with crossings of Upper Hominy Creek, 
including I-26, I-40, I-26/I-240 and six fly-over ramp bridges associated with the I-26/I-40/I-240 
interchange reconfiguration. Three bridge crossings would be associated with crossings of 
Lower Hominy Creek, including I-40 and two ramp bridges associated with the I-40/NC 191 
(Brevard Road) interchange. One bridge would replace the existing bridge along I-40 over the 
French Broad River due to the C/D roadway and six-lane typical section. Three bridges would 
be constructed to replace existing grade separated crossings at NC 191 (Brevard Road), 
SR 3413 (Bear Creek Road) and SR 3412 (Sand Hill Road) due to the expanded footprint of the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. Four bridges will be associated with the reconfigured I-40/US 
19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchange and they would include two bridge widenings 
accommodating the westbound C/D along I-40 crossing over the Norfolk Southern Railway and 
US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway), one bridge widening accommodating the ramp to I-40 
eastbound from US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway), and one bridge carrying I-40 eastbound 
C/D over the US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) ramps in the south quadrants of the 
interchange. The remaining two bridge locations would include new bridges carrying I-26 over 
I-40 and I-26 over Pond Road/Hominy Creek.  

Alternative C-2 

Alternative C-2, shown on Figure 2-9, 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. The 
reconfigured interchange would contain the movements that are currently not provided by the 
existing interchange. In order to reconstruct the interchange, the freeways associated with the 
interchange would also be upgraded. The freeways would be upgraded to the extent needed to 
provide for adequate traffic operations, and would then transition back to the existing 
configurations as soon as is practical. The basic number of freeway lanes approaching the 
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I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange would be an eight-lane typical section for I-26 to the south, a six-lane 
typical section with two two-lane C/D roadways for I-40 to the east, an eight-lane typical section 
for I-26/I-240 to the north and a six-lane typical section with two two-lane C/D roadways on I-40 
to the west. 

The proposed I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange for this alternative would be a four-level interchange. 
I-40 would be the lowest level, and would be modified from the existing bifurcated alignment to a 
standard median width. The second level of the interchange would include the I-26/I-240 
roadway crossing over I-40, with the existing bifurcated median modified to a standard median 
width. Connections between I-40 and I-26/I-240 within the proposed interchange would include 
a loop in the northwest quadrant that would serve the I-40 westbound to I-26 eastbound traffic 
and a loop in the southwest quadrant that would serve the I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound to 
I-40 eastbound movement. This configuration would result in a weaving section between the 
back-to-back loops (loops located in adjacent quadrants that generate a successive loop 
configuration). To address the weaving section, a C/D roadway would be included that would 
exit I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound north of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and would serve all 
traffic bound for I-40 before re-entering I-26 eastbound south of the interchange. The third level 
of the interchange would consist of a two-lane flyover ramp that would connect I-40 eastbound 
with I-26 westbound/I-240 eastbound and the fourth level of the interchange would consist of an 
additional two-lane flyover ramp that would connect I-26 westbound with I-40 westbound. To 
reduce the overall height of the interchange, the flyover ramps would be offset slightly from the 
crossing of I-26 and I-40. 

To the south of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-26 would be widened to accommodate the 
basic eight-lane typical section across Upper Hominy Creek with the I-26 westbound lanes 
transitioning back to the existing four-lane typical section at a point 2,500 feet north of the 
I-26/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange. I-26 eastbound would continue to the I-26/NC 191 
(Brevard Road) interchange, where it would taper back to the existing typical section, including 
an additional lane that would be dropped at the existing exit loop in the southwest quadrant of 
the interchange. 

To the east of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-40 eastbound would be widened to a three-lane 
typical section with a two-lane C/D roadway and I-40 westbound would be widened to a two-
lane typical section with a two-lane C/D roadway and would include the reconstruction of the 
I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange. The existing partial cloverleaf configuration for the 
I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange would be reconstructed with the same configuration 
but would be upgraded to current design standards with larger radius loops and longer ramps. 
Due to the proximity of the interchanges to one another, the freeway section between the 
interchanges would include measures to improve the traffic operations and minimize the effect 
of weaving sections. On the eastbound side of I-40, the weave section between the 
interchanges would be accommodated through the use of a C/D roadway. The C/D would begin 
west of where I-26 crosses I-40, would consist of two lanes, and would serve the traffic destined 
for NC 191 (Brevard Road), as well as the traffic from I-26 and I-240 destined for I-40 eastbound 
and NC 191 (Brevard Road). A weaving section along the C/D would be present between the 
entrance ramp from I-26 and the NC 191 (Brevard Road) exit loop. The C/D roadway would end 
by merging into I-40 eastbound slightly east of the I-40 crossing of the French Broad River. On 
the westbound side of I-40, the weave section between the interchanges would be 
accommodated in a similar fashion, through the use of a C/D roadway. The C/D roadway would 
begin to the east of the I-40 crossing of the French Broad River; would consist of two through 
lanes; and would serve all traffic destined for NC 191 (Brevard Road), I-26 and I-240. A weaving 
section along the C/D would be present between the NC 191 (Brevard Road) entrance loop and 
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the I-26 westbound/I-240 eastbound exit ramp. The C/D roadway would end by merging into 
I-40 westbound slightly to the east of the I-26 bridge over I-40. The widening of I-40 to a six-lane 
typical section would continue to a point approximately one mile east of the bridge over the 
French Broad River in the eastbound lanes and approximately 4,000 feet east of the bridge over 
the French Broad River for the westbound lanes, where it would transition back to the existing 
four-lane typical section. The ramp terminals at the reconstructed I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) 
interchange would have signalized intersections. Concrete islands would be installed to 
separate traffic and limit turn movements in the vicinity of the interchange. 

To the north of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, the combined I-26/I-240 would consist of an 
eight-lane typical section with an auxiliary lane in either direction between the I-26/I-40/I-240 
interchange and the NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange. The proposed project would continue 
along I-26/I-240 north of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange as Section A, and is described in more 
detail in subsequent sections. 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 relocation would 
also require a short extension of Furey Road. 

To the west of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-40 would consist of a six-lane typical section 
with a two-lane C/D roadway in each direction. The configuration of the proposed interchange 
ramps at the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange would require the relocation of the existing 
grade-separated crossing of SR 3412 (Sand Hill Road) over I-40 to the west, and the bridge 
would be lengthened to accommodate the increased footprint associated with the interchange. 
This relocation would also require a minor relocation of Sand Hill Lane and Sand Hill Court. 

To alleviate weaving movements and roadway capacity issues at the section of I-40 between 
the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and the US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchange two 
C/D roadways along I-40 will be introduced. Traffic from I-40, I-26 and I-240 heading west 
toward US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) will be routed via the C/D roadway on the north 
side of I-40, thus eliminating westbound weaving movements between the I-26/I-40/I-240 and 
US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchanges. The C/D exits I-40 westbound at the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and merges back onto I-40 westbound just west of US 19-23-74A 
(Smoky Park Highway) interchange. Another C/D roadway south of I-40 will exit I-40 eastbound 
just west of the US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchange and will carry traffic bound 
for I-26 westbound/I-240 eastbound. A weaving movement will still exist on I-40 eastbound 
between eastbound traffic entering I-40 from US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) and traffic 
bound for I-26 eastbound. This alternative would include new or replacement bridges at a total 
of 20 locations. Four of the bridge locations would be associated with crossings of Upper 
Hominy Creek, including: I-40, I-26/I-240 and two ramp bridges associated with the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange reconfiguration. Three of the bridge crossings would be associated 
with crossings of Lower Hominy Creek, including: I-40 and two ramp bridges associated with the 
I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange. One bridge would replace the existing bridge along 
I-40 over the French Broad River as a result of the C/D roadway and six-lane typical section. 
Three bridges would be constructed to replace existing grade separated crossings at NC 191 
(Brevard Road), SR 3413 (Bear Creek Road) and SR 3412 (Sand Hill Road) due to the 
expanded footprint of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. There are three bridges carrying the fly-
over ramps associated with the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. Four bridges will be associated with 
the reconfigured I-40/US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchange and they would include 
two bridge widenings accommodating the westbound C/D along I-40 crossing over the Norfolk 
Southern Railway and US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway), one bridge widening 
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accommodating the ramp to I-40 eastbound from US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway), and 
one bridge carrying I-40 eastbound C/D over the US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) ramps 
in the south quadrants of the interchange. The remaining two bridge locations would include 
new bridges carrying I-26 over I-40 and I-26 over Pond Road/Hominy Creek. 

Alternative D-1 

Alternative D-1, shown on Figure 2-10, 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. 
The reconfigured interchange would provide the movements that are currently not included in 
the existing interchange. In order to reconstruct the interchange, the freeways associated with 
the interchange would also be upgraded. The freeways would be upgraded to the extent needed 
to provide for adequate traffic operations, and would then transition back to the existing 
configurations as soon as is practical. The basic number of freeway lanes approaching the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange would accommodate an eight-lane typical section for I-26 to the 
south, a six-lane typical section for I-40 to the east, an eight-lane typical section for I-26/I-240 to 
the north and a six-lane typical section with two two-lane C/D roadways on I-40 to the west. 

The proposed I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange for this alternative would be a four-level interchange. 
The lowest level would be I-40, which would be modified from the existing bifurcated alignment 
to a standard median width. The second level of the interchange would include the I-26/I-240 
roadway crossing over I-40 with the existing bifurcated median being modified to a standard 
median width. Connections between I-26/I-240 and I-40 within the proposed interchange would 
include a loop in the southwest quadrant that would serve the I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound 
to I-40 eastbound movement. The third level of the interchange would consist of dual two-lane 
flyover ramps that connect I-40 eastbound with I-26 westbound/I-240 eastbound and I-40 
westbound with I-26 eastbound. The fourth level of the interchange would consist of an 
additional two-lane flyover ramp that would connect I-26 westbound with I-40 westbound.  

To the south of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-26 would be widened to the basic eight-lane 
typical section across Upper Hominy Creek with the I-26 westbound lanes transitioning back to 
the existing four-lane typical section at a point 2,500 feet north of the I-26/NC 191 (Brevard 
Road) interchange. I-26 eastbound would continue to the I-26/NC 191 (Brevard Road) 
interchange, where it would taper back to the existing typical section, including an additional 
lane that would be dropped at the existing exit loop in the southwest quadrant of the 
interchange. 

To the east of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-40 would be widened to a basic six-lane typical 
section and would include reconstruction of the I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange. The 
existing partial cloverleaf configuration for the I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange would 
be revised to a standard diamond configuration. Due to the proximity of the interchanges to one 
another, the freeway section between the interchanges would include measures to improve the 
traffic operations and minimize the effect of the weaving sections. On the eastbound side of 
I-40, the exit ramp from I-40 eastbound to NC 191 (Brevard Road) would be braided under the 
entrance ramp to I-40 eastbound from I-26 westbound. This configuration would eliminate the 
weave section between the interchanges; however, it would not provide direct access along I-40 
to NC 191 from I-26. Traffic destined for NC 191 (Brevard Road) from I-26 would have to use 
the NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchanges along I-26 to the south. A weaving section would be 
present along I-40 between the entrance loop from I-26/I-240 and the exit ramp to NC 191 
(Brevard Road). On the westbound side of I-40, the weave section between the interchanges 
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would be accommodated in a similar fashion, through the use of braided ramps. The exit ramp 
from I-40 to I-26 and I-240 would be braided under the entrance ramp from NC 191 (Brevard 
Road) to I-40 westbound. This configuration would eliminate the weave section between the 
interchanges; however, it would not provide direct access from NC 191 (Brevard Road) to I-26 
or I-240 along I-40. Traffic destined for I-26 or I-240 from NC 191 (Brevard Road) would have to 
utilize the NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchanges with I-26 to the south and I-26/I-240 to the 
north. The widening of I-40 to a six-lane typical section would continue to a point approximately 
2,400 feet east of the French Broad River bridge for the eastbound lanes and approximately 700 
feet east of the French Broad River bridge for the westbound lanes, where it would transition 
back to the existing four-lane typical section. The ramp terminals at the reconfigured 
I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange would have signalized intersections and concrete 
islands would be installed to separate traffic and limit turn movements in the vicinity of the 
interchange. 

To the north of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, the combined I-26/I-240 would consist of an 
eight-lane typical section with an auxiliary lane along I-26/I-240 in either direction between the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and the interchange with NC 191 (Brevard Road). The proposed 
project would continue along I-26/I-240 north of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange as Section A, 
and is described in more detail in subsequent sections. 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 
relocation would also require a short extension of Furey Road. 

To the west of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-40 would consist of a six-lane typical section 
with a two-lane C/D roadway in each direction. The configuration of the proposed interchange 
ramps at the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange would require the relocation of the existing 
grade-separated crossing of SR 3412 (Sand Hill Road) over I-40 to the west, and the bridge 
would be lengthened to accommodate the increased footprint associated with the interchange. 
This relocation would also require a minor relocation of Sand Hill Lane and Sand Hill Court. 

To alleviate weaving movements and roadway capacity issues at the section of I-40 between 
the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and the US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchange two 
C/D roadways along I-40 will be introduced. Traffic from I-40, I-26 and I-240 heading west 
toward US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) will be routed via the C/D roadway on the north 
side of I-40, thus eliminating westbound weaving movements between the I-26/I-40/I-240 and 
US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchanges. The C/D exits I-40 westbound at the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and merges back onto I-40 westbound just west of US 19-23-74A 
(Smoky Park Highway) interchange. Another C/D roadway south of I-40 will exit I-40 eastbound 
just west of the US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchange and will carry traffic bound 
for I-26 westbound/I-240 eastbound. A weaving movement will still exist on I-40 eastbound 
between eastbound traffic entering I-40 from US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) and traffic 
bound for I-26 eastbound.  

This alternative would include new or replacement bridges at a total of 25 locations. Six bridge 
locations would be associated with crossings of Upper Hominy Creek, including: I-40, I-26/I-240 
and four ramp bridges associated with the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange reconfiguration. Four fly-
over ramp bridges would be associated with the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange reconfiguration. 
Three bridge crossings would be associated with crossings of Lower Hominy Creek, including: 
I-40 and two ramp bridges associated with the I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange. One 
bridge would replace the existing bridge along I-40 over the French Broad River as a result of 



Chapter 2. Description of Alternatives Considered I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 2-58 

the six-lane typical section. Three bridges would be constructed to replace existing grade 
separated crossings at NC 191 (Brevard Road), SR 3413 (Bear Creek Road) and SR 3412 
(Sand Hill Road) due to the expanded footprint of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. Four bridges 
will be associated with the reconfigured I-40/US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchange 
and they would include two bridge widenings accommodating the westbound C/D along I-40 
crossing over the Norfolk Southern Railway and US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway), one 
bridge widening accommodating the ramp to I-40 eastbound from US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park 
Highway), and one bridge carrying I-40 eastbound C/D over the US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park 
Highway) ramps in the south quadrants of the interchange. One bridge will carry I-26 over I-40, 
one will carry I-26 over Pond Road/Hominy Creek and two bridges will accommodate the 
I-40/NC 191 braided ramps. 

Alternative F-1 

Alternative F-1, shown on Figure 2-11, would reconstruct the existing I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange 
and maintain the same general configuration while adding the two missing movements. The 
new movement from I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound to I-40 eastbound would be accomplished 
with a semi-direct loop connection. The movement from I-40 westbound to I-26 westbound/I-240 
eastbound would utilize a direct ramp connection. In order to reconstruct the interchange, the 
freeways associated with the interchange would also be upgraded. The freeways would be 
upgraded to the extent needed to provide for adequate traffic operations, and would then 
transition back to the existing configurations as soon as is practical. The basic number of 
freeway lanes approaching the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange would be an eight-lane typical 
section for I-26 to the south, a six-lane typical section for I-40 to the east, an eight-lane typical 
section for I-26/I-240 to the north and a six-lane typical section with two two-lane C/D roadways 
on I-40 to the west. 

The proposed I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange for this alternative would be a three-level interchange 
with the lowest level being I-40, which would maintain its existing bifurcated alignment through 
the interchange. The second level of the interchange would include the I-26/I-240 roadway 
crossing over I-40 and maintain its existing bifurcated median. The I-26 eastbound lanes would 
be relocated slightly to the east to allow adequate spacing for the new loop connecting I-26 
eastbound/I-240 westbound to I-40 eastbound. Connections between I-26/I-240 and I-40 within 
the proposed interchange would include the new loop in the southwest quadrant, a new ramp in 
the northeast quadrant and two reconstructed ramps connecting the roadways. The two 
reconstructed ramps would connect I-40 westbound with I-26 westbound/I-240 eastbound and 
I-40 eastbound with I-26 eastbound and would be located within the portion of the bifurcated 
freeways. This configuration would create a left-hand exit and entrance for one of the 
reconstructed ramps, while the other reconstructed ramp would operate as a major merge and 
diverge. The third level of the interchange would consist of a single two-lane flyover ramp that 
would connect I-26 westbound with I-40 westbound.  

To the south of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-26 would be widened to accommodate the 
basic eight-lane typical section across Upper Hominy Creek with the I-26 westbound lanes 
transitioning back to the existing four-lane typical section at a point 2,500 feet north of the 
I-26/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange. I-26 eastbound would continue to the I-26/NC 191 
(Brevard Road) interchange, where it would taper back to the existing typical section, including 
an additional lane that would be dropped at the existing exit loop in the southwest quadrant of 
the interchange.  
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To the east of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-40 would be widened to a basic six-lane typical 
section and would include tying to the existing I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange. The 
interchange of I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) would maintain the existing configuration, but would 
require the ramp in the northeast quadrant to be realigned in order to provide adequate storage 
length. Additional turn lanes on the ramps and along NC 191 (Brevard Road) would also be 
provided. Due to the longer weave distances for this alternative, the weave section between the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and the I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange would be 
accommodated with auxiliary lanes between the interchanges. The widening of I-40 to a six-lane 
typical section would continue to a point approximately 2,800 feet east of the bridge over the 
French Broad River, where it would transition back to the existing four-lane typical section. The 
ramp terminals at the I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange would maintain their signalized 
intersections and no additional construction would be included at the ramp terminals. 

To the north of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, the combined I-26/I-240 would consist of an 
eight-lane typical section with an auxiliary lane in either direction between the I-26/I-40/I-240 
interchange and the NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange. The proposed project would continue 
along I-26/I-240 north of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange as Section A, and is described in more 
detail in subsequent sections. 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 relocation would 
also require a short extension of Furey Road. 

To the west of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-40 would consist of a six-lane typical section 
with a two-lane C/D roadway in each direction. The configuration of the proposed interchange 
ramps at the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange would require the relocation of the existing 
grade-separated crossing of SR 3412 (Sand Hill Road) over I-40 to the west. The bridge would 
be lengthened to accommodate the increased footprint associated with the interchange. This 
relocation would also require a minor relocation of Sand Hill Lane and Sand Hill Court. 

To alleviate weaving movements and roadway capacity issues at the section of I-40 between 
the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and the US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchange two 
C/D roadways along I-40 will be introduced. Traffic from I-40, I-26 and I-240 heading west 
toward US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) will be routed via the C/D roadway on the north 
side of I-40, thus eliminating westbound weaving movements between the I-26/I-40/I-240 and 
US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchanges. The C/D exits I-40 westbound at the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and merges back onto I-40 westbound just west of US 19-23-74A 
(Smoky Park Highway) interchange. Another C/D roadway south of I-40 will exit I-40 eastbound 
just west of the US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchange and will carry traffic bound 
for I-26 westbound/I-240 eastbound. A weaving movement will still exist between eastbound 
traffic entering I-40 from US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) and traffic bound to I-26 
eastbound.  

This alternative would include new or replacement and widened bridges at total of 23 locations. 
Four bridge locations would be associated with crossings of Upper Hominy Creek, including: 
two on the bifurcated I-40, and two on the bifurcated I-26/I-240. Four fly-over and directional 
ramp bridges associated with the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange reconfiguration will be constructed 
or widened. Two bridge crossings would be widened along I-40 as a result of the six-lane typical 
section, including: a bridge crossing of Lower Hominy Creek and a bridge crossing over the 
French Broad River. The Lower Hominy Creek would also have a new crossing associated with 
the realignment of the ramp in the northeast quadrant of the I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) 
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interchange. Three of the bridges would be constructed to replace existing grade separated 
crossings at SR 3413 (Bear Creek Road), SR 3412 (Sand Hill Road), and NC 191 (Brevard 
Road) due to the expanded footprint of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. Four bridges will be 
associated with the reconfigured I-40/US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchange and 
they would include two bridge widenings accommodating the westbound C/D along I-40 
crossing over the Norfolk Southern Railway and US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway), one 
bridge widening accommodating the ramp to I-40 eastbound from US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park 
Highway), and one bridge carrying I-40 eastbound C/D over the US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park 
Highway) ramps in the south quadrants of the interchange. Four new bridges will carry the 
bifurcated alignment of I-26 over the bifurcated alignment of I-40, and vive more bridges will be 
associated with flyover ramps within the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. Lastly one bridge will carry 
I-26 over Pond Road/Hominy Creek. 

Alternative F-2 

Alternative F-2, shown on Figure 2-12, was developed during the detailed study alternative 
phase in advance of the I-26 Connector Traffic Capacity Analysis Memorandum (URS 2010f). It 
was anticipated that Alternative F-1 would contain a weaving segment on westbound I-40 
between the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and the US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) 
interchange that would operate at LOS E or F. Early design concepts that would address this 
segment’s LOS included separating traffic exiting to US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) 
through a series of braided ramps and grade separations. Traffic from the north, east, and south 
legs of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange heading to US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) along 
westbound I-40 would travel along a C/D roadway paralleling westbound I-40, which would exit 
directly onto US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway). This would eliminate the weaving segment 
from westbound I-40. 

During the analysis in preparation of the I-26 Connector Traffic Capacity Analysis Memorandum, 
it became apparent that all of the Section C alternatives carried forward from the preliminary 
study alternatives would include weaving segments along I-40 that would have LOS E or F 
(URS 2010f). Because of this, all the detailed study alternatives in Section C would require 
substantial revisions to address the capacity issues along these weaving segments. It was 
decided at this point that the design revisions would be performed on all of the Section C 
alternatives, and that the alternative identification terminology would remain the same for all 
alternatives. Therefore, although revisions would be performed to Alternative F-1, which would 
be similar to that anticipated for Alternative F-2, the revised designs would still be referred to as 
Alternative F-1 and the terminology for Alternative F-2 was eliminated. 

2.5.5.2 Section A – I-240 Widening Alternative 

The I-240 Widening Alternative, shown on Figure 2-13, would include a best-fit design 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 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 with auxiliary lanes on either side. 

The first interchange in Section A would be with I-26/I-240 and NC 191 (Brevard Road). This 
interchange would provide for all movements except for the I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound 
exit to NC 191 (Brevard Road). This movement, typically in the form of an exit ramp in the 
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northeast quadrant, would not be provided due to the close proximity between the NC 191 
(Brevard Road) interchange and the SR 3556 (Amboy Road) interchange. Instead, this 
movement would be accomplished by exiting at the SR 3556 (Amboy Road) interchange and 
following the extension of SR 3556 (Amboy Road) to the intersection with NC 191 (Brevard 
Road). The interchange would have typical diamond interchange ramps in the northwest, 
southwest and southeast quadrants. To provide adequate horizontal clearance and maintain 
traffic flow during the widening of I-240, the NC 191 (Brevard Road) bridge would be relocated 
to the west of its existing location and would be upgraded from the current four-lane cross 
section to carry six travel lanes. To provide greater control of access along NC 191 (Brevard 
Road), concrete islands would be installed to separate traffic and limit turn movements in the 
vicinity of the interchange. The interchange ramps would also be lengthened to provide greater 
acceleration and deceleration lengths. Due to the close proximity of interchanges along the 
I-26/I-240 corridor, auxiliary lanes would be needed along I-26 westbound/I-240 eastbound 
between the NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange and the SR 3556 (Amboy Road) interchange 
to provide an adequate weaving length between the entrance and exit ramp. 

The second interchange in Section A would be at I-26/I-240 and SR 3556 (Amboy Road) and 
would upgrade the existing partial interchange to a full interchange with a conventional diamond 
configuration. The existing interchange does not provide for the I-240 westbound to SR 3556 
(Amboy Road) movement or the SR 3556 (Amboy Road) to I-240 eastbound movement. 
Currently, SR 3556 (Amboy Road) terminates at I-240, creating a three-leg interchange. In 
addition to providing for all movements, the proposed design would include extending SR 3556 
(Amboy Road) over I-26/I-240, where it would then turn to the west and continue parallel with 
I-26/I-240 to the existing intersection of NC 191 (Brevard Road) opposite Shelburne Road. The 
extension of SR 3556 (Amboy Road) would provide connections to Fairfax Avenue and Virginia 
Avenue, and would provide a link that would eliminate the existing weaving section along I-240 
between SR 3556 (Amboy Road) and NC 191 (Brevard Road). The roadway extension would 
be a four-lane divided roadway and would include a new six-lane bridge over I-26/I-240. To 
provide greater control of access along SR 3556 (Amboy Road), concrete islands would be 
installed to separate traffic and limit turn movements in the vicinity of the interchange. Along the 
extension of Amboy Road, the intersections at Fairfax Avenue and Virginia Avenue would have 
right-in/right-out access with no median openings, requiring traffic to utilize U-turns at the 
intersections at NC 191 (Brevard Road) and SR 3556 (Amboy Road).  

The interchange of I-26/I-240 with US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) would be upgraded 
from the existing interchange to a TUDI configuration. The existing interchange includes an exit 
from I-240 eastbound to Hanover Street that eventually intersects with US 19-23 Business 
(Haywood Road) and a ramp in the northeast quadrant that serves two-way traffic. The revised 
design would relocate the exit ramp in the southeast quadrant to intersect with US 19-23 
Business (Haywood Road). Hanover Street would become a cul-de-sac as it approaches 
US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road). The southbound section of the ramp in the northeast 
quadrant would be eliminated for the proposed design. US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) 
would remain a two lane roadway but would be widened in the vicinity of the interchange to 
allow for turn lanes. To provide adequate horizontal clearance and maintain traffic flow during 
the widening of I-240, the US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) bridge would be relocated 
slightly to the north of its existing location and would be upgraded to carry five travel lanes. Due 
to the proximity to the historic properties along US 19-23 Business/SR 3548 (Haywood Road), 
the proposed new bridge would overlap the location of the existing bridge and would require the 
use of phased construction. To provide greater control of access along US 19-23 Business/SR 
3548 (Haywood Road), concrete islands would be installed to separate traffic and limit turn 
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movements in the vicinity of the interchange and the interchange ramps would be lengthened to 
provide greater acceleration and deceleration distances. Due to the close proximity of 
interchanges along the I-26/I-240 corridor, auxiliary lanes would be needed along I-26/I-240 in 
both directions between the SR 3556 (Amboy Road) interchange and the US 19-23 Business 
(Haywood Road) interchange to provide an adequate weaving distance between the entrance 
and exit ramps. 

The US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) interchange with I-26/I-240 would have slightly 
different designs for the ramp in the northwest quadrant of the interchange depending on which 
Section B alternative it would tie to. Due to the close proximity between the I-240 westbound 
merge with I-26 eastbound (for Section B – Alternative 3 and Alternative 3-C) and the US 19-23 
Business (Haywood Road) interchange, the merge would have to be accomplished within the 
US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) interchange. The merge that would occur within the 
US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) interchange would only allow for access to US 19-23 
Business (Haywood Road) from I-240 westbound for Alternative 3 and Alternative 3-C. Traffic 
bound for US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) along I-26 eastbound would have to exit at the 
US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) interchange and access the US 19-23 Business (Haywood 
Road) interchange by utilizing the entrance ramp to I-240 westbound and exiting onto the 
US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) exit ramp. For Alternative 4, traffic bound for US 19-23 
Business (Haywood Road) from I-26 eastbound and I-240 westbound would be required to exit 
at the US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) interchange and access US 19-23 Business (Haywood 
Road) by utilizing an access road between the two interchanges, which also serves as the 
entrance ramp to I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound from US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue). 
Because the merge between I-26 eastbound and I-240 westbound would occur farther north for 
Alternative 4-B, and because no service roads exist between the US 19-23-74A (Patton 
Avenue) interchange and the US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) interchange, the exit to 
US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) would be accomplished from the combined I-26/I-240 
roadway, allowing for direct access to US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road). 

Section A of the proposed project would include new or replacement bridges at five locations. 
The bridge carrying I-26/I-240 and the ramps to the NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange over 
Lower Hominy Creek would require replacement due to the upgraded typical section and ramp 
ties. The bridge carrying NC 191 (Brevard Road) would be replaced to the west of the existing 
bridge crossing due to the wider typical sections on both NC 191 (Brevard Road) and I-26/I-240. 
A new bridge would be constructed over I-26/I-240 for the extension of SR 3556 (Amboy Road). 
The bridge carrying I-26/I-240 over State Street would require replacement due to the wider 
typical section. The bridge carrying US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) over I-26/I-240 would 
require replacement to accommodate the wider typical section on both US 19-23 Business 
(Haywood Road) and I-26/I-240 and would be offset from the current location, slightly to the 
north. 

2.5.5.3 Section B 

Alternative 3 

Alternative 3, shown on Figure 2-14, 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. 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 
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continuing to the east across the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. The interchange area is very 
complex due to the mixing of local traffic on Patton Avenue which also uses the Captain Jeff 
Bowen Bridges. 

The complexity of the proposed interchange of the I-26 and I-240 freeways with US 19-23-74A 
(Patton Avenue) would be compounded as the interchange would accommodate the separation 
of the freeways and the connections to Patton Avenue at a single location. The proposed 
alignment for I-26/I-240, north of the US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) interchange, splits; 
with traffic bound for I-26 westbound and westbound US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) continuing 
northward, and traffic bound for I-240 eastbound and eastbound Patton Avenue exiting toward 
the east. After I-26 westbound would cross under I-240 eastbound and eastbound 
US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue), traffic destined for US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) westbound 
would exit onto a loop ramp intersecting with westbound Patton Avenue. The design of 
Alternative 3 also includes a new access road north of Patton Avenue that would provide access 
to the businesses to the north of the interchange. The access road begins at an exit from I-240 
eastbound approximately 200 feet west of the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges, includes a 
roundabout near the Westgate Shopping Center and would eventually intersect with 
US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to the west of I-26. The ramp carrying I-240 eastbound traffic 
would become the through movement, with the traffic from eastbound Patton Avenue merging 
west of the French Broad River and continuing to the east across the southern Captain Jeff 
Bowen Bridge. 

In the opposite direction, the I-240 westbound roadway would remain combined with westbound 
US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) across the northern Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges (Buncombe 
County Bridge 323, the northern span of these bridges, is historically known as the Great 
Smoky Mountain Park Bridge). After crossing over I-26, the roadway would split, with Patton 
Avenue exiting to the west and I-240 westbound continuing in the southbound direction. 
Immediately downstream of the US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) exit, traffic headed to US 19-23 
Business (Haywood Road) would exit onto a C/D roadway shared with traffic going from 
US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to eastbound I-26/westbound I-240. I-240 westbound would 
merge with eastbound I-26 between the US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) interchange and the 
US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) interchange. A standard diamond interchange ramp from 
US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) would merge with the ramp from I-240 westbound and the C/D 
roadway would continue toward the south to the exit ramp to the US 19-23 Business (Haywood 
Road) interchange. The traffic from US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) headed to I-26 
eastbound/I-240 westbound would then merge with I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound within the 
US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) interchange in Section A of the proposed project. 

The interchange of I-26/I-240 with US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) would be completed by 
providing access to and from US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to I-26, beyond the point where it 
splits with I-240. Two standard diamond interchange ramps would provide a connection to and 
from I-26 to the new access roadway that parallels Patton Avenue and would serve businesses 
located to the west of the French Broad River (Figure 2-14). Due to the complexity of the 
interchange and the constraints associated with developing an interchange within an urban area 
and adjacent to the river, not all movements would be included in the interchange. 

The proposed design would not provide direct access from I-240 westbound to I-26 westbound 
at this interchange, and would require that traffic bound for I-26 westbound utilize the access 
road or the US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) interchange along I-240 east of the French Broad 
River. Access from I-26 eastbound to I-240 eastbound or eastbound Patton Avenue would also 
not be provided through a direct connection. Traffic would be required to use the exit to the new 
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access roadway north of Patton Avenue, turn onto Patton Avenue and follow it to where I-240 
eastbound would merge and the combined roadways cross the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. 

The I-26 freeway alignment for Alternative 3 would turn the freeway to the east and then north 
beyond the interchange of I-26/I-240 with US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road); crossing under 
eastbound Patton Avenue, westbound I-240, westbound US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) and 
the new access roadway on new location. The new location freeway would cross through the 
edge of the Crowne Plaza Resort golf course and along the west side of the Westgate Shopping 
Center and would continue running parallel along the west bank of the French Broad River and 
the mainline of the Norfolk Southern Railway. The I-26 roadway for Alternative 3 would cross 
over Smith Mill Creek, an unnamed tributary to Smith Mill Creek, the Blue Ridge Southern 
Railroad of Norfolk Southern Railway and SR 1338 (Emma Road) along a single 2,300-foot long 
bridge that would include a portion of the ramps being constructed as bridges. I-26 would 
continue to the north, paralleling the French Broad River, before turning to the east and crossing 
the main line of the Norfolk Southern Railway, the French Broad River, the NS Craggy Mountain 
spur line of the Norfolk Southern Railway, SR 1477 (Riverside Drive) and the southbound lanes 
of US 19-23-70 along a single 1,750-foot long bridge, approximately one mile north of the 
Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. The new location freeway carrying I-26 would then merge into 
US 19-23-70 approximately 2,500 feet south of the SR 1781 (Broadway) interchange, where the 
alignment of I-26 would become the through movement and US 19-23-70 would become 
bifurcated and would merge into I-26. The interchange would not provide the I-26 westbound 
traffic the ability to access US 19-23-70 in the southbound direction, nor would it provide access 
from US 19-23-70 northbound to I-26 eastbound. To make these movements, the traffic would 
utilize the interchange of I-26/I-240 with US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) or the I-240 interchange 
with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue. These movements would essentially be redundant and would 
only be utilized by motorists who missed an exit.  

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 Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. 

Alternative 3 would include new or replacement bridges at a total of eight locations. Two of the 
bridge locations would be along the mainline of I-26, four would be associated with Patton 
Avenue and I-240, one would be along the new roadway north of Patton Avenue, and one would 
be associated with the I-26/US 19-23-70 interchange bridge over SR 1781 (Broadway) at the 
north end of the project. The first I-26 bridge crossing would include the crossing of Smith Mill 
Creek, an unnamed tributary to Smith Mill Creek, the Blue Ridge Southern Railroad of Norfolk 
Southern Railway and SR 1338 (Emma Road) and would include portions of the ramps that 
connect to the new roadway north of Patton Avenue. The second I-26 bridge crossing would 
include the crossing of the main line of the Norfolk Southern Railway, the French Broad River, 
the NS Craggy Mountain spur line of the Norfolk Southern Railway, SR 1477 (Riverside Drive) 
and the southbound lanes of US 19-23-70. The first of the three bridges associated with Patton 
Avenue and I-240 would be a new bridge crossing along the I-240 westbound ramp over 
eastbound Patton Avenue, the second would be westbound I-240 and westbound Patton 
Avenue over I-26, and the third would be along eastbound Patton Avenue over I-26 and I-240 
eastbound. The sixth bridge location would be the grade separation of the new roadway north of 
Patton Avenue over I-26, and the final bridge location would be a freeway bridge that would be 
part of the interchange of I-26/US 19-23-70 with SR 1781 (Broadway). 
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Alternative 3-C 

Alternative 3-C was developed during the Detailed Study Alternative phase in an effort to further 
minimize impacts as well as to improve traffic operations on proposed I-26 between 
US 19-23-70 and the SR 1781 (Broadway) interchanged. This alternative very closely 
resembles Alternative 3, with the only exceptions being along proposed I-26 as it crosses the 
French Broad River, and at the intersection location with US 19-23-70. 

If chosen Alternative 3-C, shown on Figure 2-15, 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. Alternative 3-C is almost identical in configuration and 
design to Alternative 3 with the main difference being the new alignment location for the I-26 
freeway after the I-240 split. The new I-26 alignment would turn east instead of going north and 
would cross the French Broad River on new location approximately 2,400 feet north of the 
Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. 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 Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. The interchange area is very 
complex due to the mixing of local traffic on Patton Avenue which also uses the Captain Jeff 
Bowen Bridges. 

The complexity of the proposed interchange of the I-26 and I-240 freeways with US 19-23-74A 
(Patton Avenue) would be compounded as the interchange would accommodate the separation 
of the freeways and the connections to Patton Avenue at a single location. The proposed 
alignment for I-26/I-240, north of the US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) interchange, splits 
with traffic bound for I-26 westbound and westbound US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) continuing 
northward, and traffic bound for I-240 eastbound and eastbound Patton Avenue exiting toward 
the east. After I-26 would cross under I-240 and Patton Avenue, traffic destined for 
US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) westbound would exit onto a loop ramp intersecting with 
westbound Patton Avenue. The design of Alternative 3-C also includes a new access road north 
of Patton Avenue that would provide access to the businesses to the north of the interchange. 
The access road begins at an exit from I-240 eastbound approximately 200 feet west of the 
Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges, includes a roundabout near the Westgate Shopping Center and 
would eventually intersect with US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to the west of I-26. The ramp 
carrying I-240 eastbound traffic would become the through movement, with the traffic from 
eastbound Patton Avenue merging west of the French Broad River and continuing to the east 
across the southern Captain Jeff Bowen Bridge. 

In the opposite direction, the I-240 westbound roadway would remain combined with westbound 
Patton Avenue across the northern Captain Jeff Bowen Bridge (Buncombe County Bridge 323, 
the northern span of these bridges, is historically known as the Great Smoky Mountain Park 
Bridge). After crossing over I-26, the roadway would split, with Patton Avenue exiting to the west 
and I-240 westbound continuing in the southbound direction. I-240 westbound would continue to 
the south, parallel with I-26 eastbound, with a median barrier separating the roadways. A 
standard diamond interchange ramp from US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) would merge with 
I-240 westbound and the roadway would continue toward the south to the exit ramp to the 
US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) interchange. The I-240 westbound roadway would then 
merge with I-26 eastbound within the US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) interchange in 
Section A of the proposed project. 
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The interchange of I-26/I-240 with US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) would be completed by 
providing access to and from US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to I-26, beyond the point where it 
splits with I-240. Two standard diamond interchange ramps would provide a connection to and 
from I-26 to the new access roadway that parallels Patton Avenue and would serve businesses 
located to the west of the French Broad River. Due to the complexity of the interchange and the 
constraints associated with developing an interchange within an urban area and adjacent to the 
river, not all movements would be included in the interchange. 

The proposed design would not provide direct access from I-240 westbound to I-26 westbound 
at this interchange, and would require that traffic bound for I-26 westbound utilize the access 
road or the US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue interchange along I-240 east of the French Broad 
River. Access from I-26 eastbound to I-240 eastbound or eastbound Patton Avenue would also 
not be provided through a direct connection. Traffic would be required to use the exit to the new 
access roadway north of Patton Avenue, turn onto Patton Avenue and follow it to where I-240 
eastbound would merge and the combined roadways cross the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. 

The I-26 freeway alignment for Alternative 3-C would turn the freeway to the east, then north 
and east again beyond the interchange of I-26/I-240 with US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road); 
crossing under eastbound Patton Avenue, westbound I-240, westbound Patton Avenue and the 
new access roadway on new location. The new location freeway would cross through the edge 
of the Crowne Plaza Resort golf course and after going along the west side of the Westgate 
Shopping Center it would turn north-east and cross over Smith Mill Creek, an unnamed tributary 
to Smith Mill Creek, the Blue Ridge Southern Railroad of Norfolk Southern Railway and 
SR 1338 (Emma Road) and the main line of the Norfolk Southern Railway. I-26 freeway will 
bifurcate just west of French Broad River approximately 2,400 feet north of Captain Jeff Bowen 
Bridges and will cross it along two 4,800-foot long fly-over bridges. On the east side of French 
Broad River the I-26 freeway will cross over the NS Craggy Mountain spur line of the Norfolk 
Southern Railway, SR 1477 (Riverside Drive) and the southbound lanes of US 19-23-70 
approximately 4,500 feet north of the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. The new location freeway 
carrying I-26 would then merge into US 19-23-70 approximately 4,200 feet south of the SR 1781 
(Broadway) interchange, where the alignment of I-26 would become the through movement and 
US 19-23-70 would become bifurcated and would merge into I-26. The interchange would not 
provide the I-26 westbound traffic the ability to access US 19-23-70 in the southbound direction, 
nor would it provide access from US 19-23-70 northbound to I-26 eastbound. To make these 
movements, the traffic would utilize the interchange of I-26/I-240 with US 19-23-74A (Patton 
Avenue) or the I-240 interchange with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue. These movements would 
essentially be redundant and would only be utilized by motorists who missed an exit.  

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-C. 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 Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. 

Alternative 3-C would include new or replacement bridges at a total of eight locations. Two of 
the bridge locations would be along the mainline of I-26, four would be associated with Patton 
Avenue and I-240, one would be along the new roadway north of Patton Avenue, and one would 
be associated with the I-26/US 19-23-70 interchange bridge over SR 1781 (Broadway) at the 
north end of the project. The first I-26 bridge crossing would include the crossing of Smith Mill 
Creek, an unnamed tributary to Smith Mill Creek, the Blue Ridge Southern Railroad of Norfolk 
Southern Railway and SR 1338 (Emma Road) and would include portions of the ramps that 
connect to the new roadway north of Patton Avenue. The second I-26 bridge crossing would 
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include the crossing of the main line of the Norfolk Southern Railway, the French Broad River, 
the NS Craggy Mountain spur line of the Norfolk Southern Railway, SR 1477 (Riverside Drive) 
and the southbound lanes of US 19-23-70. The first of the three bridges associated with Patton 
Avenue and I-240 would be a new bridge crossing along the I-240 westbound ramp over 
eastbound Patton Avenue, the second would be westbound I-240 and westbound Patton 
Avenue over I-26, and the third would be along eastbound Patton Avenue over I-26 and I-240 
eastbound. The sixth bridge location would be the grade separation of the new roadway north of 
Patton Avenue over I-26, and the final bridge location would be a freeway bridge that would be 
part of the interchange of I-26/US 19-23-70 with SR 1781 (Broadway). 

Alternative 4 

Alternative 4, shown on Figure 2-16, 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. 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 Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges would be converted to serve 
local Patton Avenue traffic only. 

The I-26 freeway alignment for Alternative 4 would be very similar to Alternative 3 and would 
turn the freeway to the east and then north, crossing under US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue). The 
new location freeway would cross through the edge of the Crowne Plaza Resort golf course and 
along the west side of the Westgate Shopping Center and would be parallel to the west bank of 
the French Broad River and the mainline of the Norfolk Southern Railway. The I-26 roadway for 
Alternative 4 would then cross over Smith Mill Creek, an unnamed tributary to Smith Mill Creek, 
the Blue Ridge Southern Railroad of Norfolk Southern Railway and SR 1338 (Emma Road). 
This will be accomplished through a complex bridge structure that would include the mainline of 
I-26, portions of four ramps, the I-240 eastbound flyover ramp and a portion of a slip ramp 
connecting a Patton Avenue ramp to the flyover. I-26 would continue to the north, paralleling the 
French Broad River, before turning to the east and crossing the main line of the Norfolk 
Southern Railway, the French Broad River, the NS Craggy Mountain spur line of the Norfolk 
Southern Railway, SR 1477 (Riverside Drive) and the southbound lanes of US 19-23-70 along a 
single 1,750-foot long bridge, approximately one mile north of the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. 
The new location freeway carrying I-26 would then merge into US 19-23-70 approximately 2,500 
feet south of the SR 1781 (Broadway) interchange, where the alignment of I-26 would become 
the through movement and US 19-23-70 would become bifurcated and would merge into I-26. 

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 
interchange of I-26/I-240 and US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) west of the French Broad River 
would mostly consist of a conventional diamond configuration with ramps in three of the four 
quadrants. The southwest quadrant would consist of a two-lane service road between the 
US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) interchange and the US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) 
interchange, which would serve as both the on ramp from US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to 
eastbound I-26/westbound I-240, and as the off ramp from eastbound I-26, westbound I-240, 
and US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road). This configuration 
would result in requiring traffic exiting to US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) from eastbound 
I-26 and westbound I-240 to exit to US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue), and then travel through the 
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at-grade signalized intersection at the ramp terminal onto the service road. The alignment of 
US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) would generally be the same as the existing alignment. 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. 

North of the I-26/I-240 interchange with US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue), the combined I-26 and 
I-240 roadways split. The mainline of I-26 would continue to the north and I-240 would turn to 
the east and would cross over the French Broad River along two flyover bridges, with one 
bridge carrying eastbound I-240 traffic and the other carrying westbound I-240 traffic. The 
interstate split is further complicated by the interchange ramps on the north side of 
US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) associated with the US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) interchange. 
Due to the close proximity between the US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) interchange and the 
I-26/I-240 split, braided ramps would be utilized to avoid weaving sections. Because braided 
ramps typically do not provide for direct access between all roadways, slip ramps would be 
incorporated such that direct access to and from I-26 and I-240 with US 19-23-74A (Patton 
Avenue) would be maintained. 

To the east of the French Broad River, the flyover bridges that would carry I-240 traffic turn to 
the south and connect with US 19-23-70. The connection to US 19-23-70 would require the 
alignment of the existing roadway to be reconfigured. The alignment of I-240 would become the 
through movement and the existing alignment of US 19-23-70 would become bifurcated, with 
the revised roadway merging and diverging with the I-240 traffic. Additionally, the interchange 
that connects to Hill Street and SR 1477 (Riverside Drive) would be closed due to the proximity 
to the new I-240 alignments. Access would be provided by a new bridge south of the existing 
Atkinson Street crossing and a new roadway that would connect SR 1477 (Riverside Drive) to 
Patton Avenue. The existing interchange between I-240 and US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue east 
of the French Broad River would require modification to accommodate the revised alignment of 
I-240 and the Patton Avenue crossing along the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. The existing 
interchange would be modified to provide a direct freeway connection from I-240 to the 
combined I-240/US 19-23-70 roadway in the northbound direction. The modified interchange 
would also include a ramp connection to Patton Avenue from I-240 eastbound/US 19-23-70 
southbound, and a ramp connection from Patton Avenue to I-240 westbound/US 19-23-70 
northbound. The existing connection from Patton Avenue to eastbound I-240 along SR 3548 
(Clingman Avenue) would be maintained. There would not be a connection to Patton Avenue 
from I-240 westbound at the modified interchange. 

Due to the complexity of the interchanges, their close proximity to each other and constraints 
associated with developing interchanges within an urban area and adjacent to a river, not all 
movements would be included in the interchanges. 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.  
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Alternative 4 would include new or replacement bridges at a total of twelve locations. The first 
bridge crossing would include the crossing of US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) over I-26. The 
second bridge crossing would be along the ramp from I-26 eastbound and I-240 westbound to 
US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) and would cross over Smith Mill Creek and an unnamed 
tributary to Smith Mill Creek. The third bridge location would be adjacent to the second and 
would cross Smith Mill Creek with a new access road serving the Crowne Plaza Resort. The 
fourth bridge location would be a complex bridge structure that would include the mainline of 
I-26, portions of four ramps, the I-240 eastbound flyover ramp and a portion of a slip ramp 
connecting a US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) ramp to the I-240 eastbound flyover. The fifth 
bridge location would be the I-240 westbound flyover over the southbound lanes of 
US 19-23-70, SR 1477 (Riverside Drive), the NS Craggy Mountain spur line of the Norfolk 
Southern Railway, the French Broad River, and the mainline of the Norfolk Southern Railway. 
The sixth bridge location would also be along the I-240 westbound flyover and would cross over 
both I-26 and an unnamed tributary to Smith Mill Creek. The seventh bridge location would be 
the I-26 bridge crossing of the main line of the Norfolk Southern Railway, the French Broad 
River, the NS Craggy Mountain spur line of the railroad, SR 1477 (Riverside Drive) and the 
southbound lanes of US 19-23-70. The eighth bridge location would be a freeway bridge that 
would be part of the interchange of I-26/US 19-23-70 with SR 1781 (Broadway). The ninth, 
tenth, eleventh and twelfth bridge locations would be associated with the reconfiguration of the 
existing US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue interchange with I-240. The ninth bridge location would 
include a new bridge along relocated Atkinson Street over I-240/US 19-23-70 that would 
connect Hill Street and a new roadway between Patton Avenue and SR 1477 (Riverside Drive). 
The tenth bridge location would be a new ramp that would connect Patton Avenue to I-240 
westbound/US 19-23-70 northbound and would cross over the combined I-240/US 19-23-70 
roadway. The eleventh bridge location would carry US 19-23-70 southbound over Hill Street, 
while the twelfth bridge location would carry the combined I-240 westbound/US 19-23-70 
northbound roadway over Hill Street. 

Alternative 4-B 

Alternative 4-B, shown on Figure 2-17, would include the modification of the 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. 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-B was developed to separate the local Patton Avenue traffic 
from the I-240 through-traffic and minimize the footprint of the design. To create this separation, 
the split between I-26 and I-240 would be moved to the north and the existing Captain Jeff 
Bowen Bridges would be converted to serve Patton Avenue traffic only. 

The I-26 freeway alignment for Alternative 4-B would be similar to Alternatives 3, 3-C and 4 and 
would turn the freeway to the east and then north, crossing under US 19-23-74A (Patton 
Avenue). The new location freeway would cross through the edge of the Crowne Plaza Resort 
golf course and along the west side of the Westgate Shopping Center before turning to the 
northeast and crossing over Smith Mill Creek, the Blue Ridge Southern Railroad and mainline of 
the Norfolk Southern Railway, SR 1338 (Emma Road), and the French Broad River along a 
complex bridge structure that would include the mainline of I-26, the I-240 westbound flyover 
ramp and a portion of the ramp to I-26 westbound from US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue). The 
complex bridge structure on I-26 would continue on the east side of the French Broad River, 
crossing the NS Craggy Mountain spur line of the Norfolk Southern Railway, SR 1477 
(Riverside Drive), would become an elevated structure over the southbound lanes of US 19-
23-70 approximately one-half mile north of the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges including a portion of 
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the ramp from U 19-23-70 northbound. The new location freeway carrying I-26 westbound 
would include an entrance ramp from US 19-23-70 northbound approximately 4,500 feet south 
of the SR 1781 (Broadway) interchange, where the alignment of I-26 would become the through 
movement and US 19-23-70 would merge into I-26. The exit ramp from I-26 eastbound to 
US 19-23-70 southbound would be similar to Alternative 4 and the split would occur 
approximately 2,500 feet south of the SR 1781 (Broadway) interchange, where the US 19-23-70 
roadway would split and would eventually travel beneath the I-26 bridge that crosses the French 
Broad River. The I-26 freeway alignment, as noted above, would include a continuous complex 
bridge structure beginning south of US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue), extending north to the I-26 
and I-240 split, and going over the southbound lanes of US 19-23-70 as an elevated structure. 

The interchange of I-26/I-240 and US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) west of the French Broad 
River would have a conventional diamond interchange on the east side, utilize a loop and ramp 
in the southwest quadrant, and a tight flyover ramp in the northeast quadrant. The alignment of 
US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) would generally be the same as the existing alignment. The 
loop and ramp in the southwest quadrant intersect US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) at the same 
location as Regent Park Boulevard. Westbound left turns from US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) 
would be prohibited at this intersection; therefore, westbound traffic on US 19-23-74A/Patton of 
this intersection. The location of the proposed interchange would require the entrance to the 
Crowne Plaza Resort be relocated to intersect with Regent Park Boulevard north of the 
intersection with US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue).  

North of the I-26/I-240 interchange with US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue), the combined I-26 and 
I-240 roadways split near the crossing of the French Broad River. The mainline of I-26 would 
turn northeast and I-240 would turn to the east along two new flyover bridges, with one bridge 
carrying eastbound I-240 traffic and the other carrying westbound I-240 traffic. Due to the close 
proximity between the US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) interchange and the I-26/I-240 split, 
braided ramps would be utilized on the east side to avoid weaving sections. Because braided 
ramps typically do not provide for direct access between all roadways, a slip ramp would be 
incorporated such that direct access to I-26 and I-240 from US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) 
would be maintained. 

To the east of the French Broad River, the flyover bridges that would carry I-240 traffic would 
turn to the south and connect with US 19-23-70. The connections to US 19-23-70 would require 
the alignment of the existing roadway to be reconfigured. The alignment of I-240 would become 
the through movement and the existing alignment of US 19-23-70 would become bifurcated with 
the revised roadway merging and diverging with the I-240 traffic. Additionally, the interchange 
that connects to Hill Street and SR 1477 (Riverside Drive) would be closed due to the proximity 
to the new I-240 alignments. Access would be provided by a new bridge south of the existing 
Atkinson Road crossing and a new roadway that would connect SR 1477 (Riverside Drive) to 
Patton Avenue. The existing interchange between I-240 and US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue east 
of the French Broad River would require modification to accommodate the revised alignment of 
I-240 and the Patton Avenue crossing along the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. The existing 
interchange would be modified to provide a direct freeway connection from I-240 to the 
combined I-240/US 19-23-70 roadway in the northbound direction. The modified interchange 
would also include a ramp connection to Patton Avenue from I-240 eastbound/US 19-23-70 
southbound and a ramp connection from Patton Avenue to I-240 westbound/US 19-23-70 
northbound. The existing connection from Patton Avenue to eastbound I-240 along SR 3548 
(Clingman Avenue) would be maintained. There would not be a connection to Patton Avenue 
from I-240 westbound at the modified interchange. 
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Due to the complexity of the interchanges, the close proximity of the interchange and the 
constraints associated with developing interchanges within an urban area and adjacent to the 
river; not all movements would be included in the interchanges. 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-B would include new or replacement bridges at a total of ten locations. The first 
bridge location would be a complex bridge structure that would include the mainline of I-26 from 
north of US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to US 19-23-70, the I-240 westbound flyover ramp, a 
portion of the ramp to I-26 westbound from US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) and a portion of the 
ramp from US 19-23-70 northbound. The second would include the I-240 eastbound flyover 
ramp, and a portion of a slip ramp connecting US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to the I-240 
eastbound flyover. These bridges would span Smith Mill Creek and the French Broad River. The 
third and fourth bridges would be along US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) over I-26/I-240 and the 
entrance ramp to I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound. The fifth bridge location would be along the 
I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound off-ramp loop in the southwest quadrant of the US 19-23-74A 
(Patton Avenue) interchange. The sixth bridge location would be a freeway bridge that would be 
part of the interchange of I-26/US 19-23-70 with SR 1781 (Broadway). The seventh bridge 
location would be along I-240 westbound/US 19-23-70 northbound crossing over Hill Street. The 
eighth bridge location would be along US 19-23-70 southbound crossing over Hill Street. The 
ninth and tenth bridge locations would be associated with the reconfiguration of the existing 
US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue interchange with I-240. The ninth bridge location would include a 
new bridge along relocated Atkinson Street over I-240/US 19-23-70 that would connect Hill 
Street and a new roadway between Patton Avenue and SR 1477 (Riverside Drive). The tenth 
bridge location would be a new ramp that would connect Patton Avenue to I-240 
westbound/US 19-23-70 northbound and would cross over the combined I-240/US 19-23-70 
roadway. 

2.5.5.4 Summary of Detailed Study Alternatives 

This section provides a condensed description of the detailed study alternatives that focus on 
comparing the features of each alternative. For a more detailed description of the detailed study 
alternatives see Section 2.5.5. 

Section C 

Alternative A-2 

Features of Alternative A-2 include: 

 Fully-directional interchange at I-26/I-40/I-240 with flyover ramps and no loops. 
 Reconstruction of I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange to a modified diamond 

configuration. 
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 Braided ramps along I-40 eastbound between I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and I-40/NC 191 
(Brevard Road) interchange. 

 C/D roadway along I-40 westbound from east of I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange to 
within the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. 

 Reconstruction of I-40/US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchange utilizing existing 
configuration, but realigning ramps on the north of I-40.  

 Two C/D roadways north and south of I-40 from west of I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange to within 
or west of the I-40/US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchange. 

 No access to NC 191 (Brevard Road) along I-40 eastbound for traffic coming from I-26 and 
I-240. Existing NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchanges on I-26 and I-240 would provide 
access. 

Alternative C-2 

Features of Alternative C-2 include: 

 Two of the fully-directional flyover ramps for the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange included in 
Alternative A-2 would become loops. 

 C/D roadway along I-26 eastbound would accommodate weaving movement between loops.  
 Reconstruction of I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange utilizing existing configuration, 

but updating to current design standards. 
 C/D roadway along I-40 eastbound and westbound from within the I-26/I-40/I-240 

interchange to east of I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange. 
 Reconstruction of I-40/US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchange utilizing existing 

configuration, but realigning ramps on the north of I-40.  
 Two C/D roadways north and south of I-40 from west of I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange to within 

or west of the I-40/US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchange. 
 Full access to NC 191 (Brevard Road) along I-40 eastbound and westbound for traffic 

coming to/from I-26 and I-240.  

Alternative D-1 

Features of Alternative D-1 include: 

 One of the fully-directional flyover ramps for the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange included in 
Alternative A-2 would become a loop. 

 Reconstruction of I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange to a standard diamond 
configuration. 

 Braided ramps along I-40 eastbound between I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and I-40/NC 191 
(Brevard Road) interchange. 

 No access to I-26/I-240 along I-40 westbound for traffic coming from NC 191 (Brevard 
Road). Existing NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchanges on I-26 and I-240 would provide 
access. 

 Braided ramp along I-40 westbound from I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange to within 
the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. 

 Reconstruction of I-40/US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchange utilizing existing 
configuration, but realigning ramps on the north of I-40.  

 Two C/D roadways north and south of I-40 from west of I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange to within 
the I-40/US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchange. 
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 No access to NC 191 (Brevard Road) along I-40 eastbound for traffic coming from I-26 and 
I-240. Existing NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchanges on I-26 and I-240 would provide 
access. 

Alternative F-1 

Features of Alternative F-1 include: 

 Maintaining the existing I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange configuration and adding a loop and a 
ramp to provide for the missing movements. 

 Reconstruction of I-40/US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchange utilizing existing 
configuration, but realigning ramps on the north of I-40.  

 Two C/D roadways north and south of I-40 from west of I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange to within 
the I-40/US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchange. 

 I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange would maintain existing configuration. 
 Full access to NC 191 (Brevard Road) along I-40 eastbound and westbound for traffic 

coming to/from I-26 and I-240.  

Section A – I 240 Widening Alternative 

Features of Alternative A include: 

 Reconstruct the I-26/I-240 and NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange to a diamond 
interchange that would eliminate I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound exit to NC 191 (Brevard 
Road). 

 Upgrade the existing I-26/I-240 and SR 3556 (Amboy Road) interchange to a full 
interchange with a conventional diamond configuration. 

 Extend SR 3556 (Amboy Road) over I-26/I-240 and continue parallel with I-26/I-240 to the 
existing intersection of NC 191 (Brevard Road). 

 Upgrade the existing I-26/I-240 and US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) interchange to a 
TUDI configuration. 

Section B 

Alternative 3 

Features of Alternative 3 include: 

 Upgrading the existing I-240 interchange with US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to 
accommodate the connection for the new location portion of I-26. 

 Crosses over the Crowne Plaza Resort golf course. 
 Creates a new crossing for I-26 over the French Broad River, approximately one mile north 

of the existing Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. 
 Does not include construction on I-240 east of the French Broad River. 
 Does not separate I-240 traffic from Patton Avenue traffic across the Captain Jeff Bowen 

Bridges. 

Alternative 3-C 

Features of Alternative 3-C include: 
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 Upgrading the existing I-240 interchange with US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to 
accommodate the connection for the new location portion of I-26. 

 Crosses over the Crowne Plaza Resort golf course. 
 Creates a new crossing for I-26 over the French Broad River, approximately one-half mile 

north of the existing Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. 
 Does not include construction on I-240 east of the French Broad River. 
 Does not separate I-240 traffic from Patton Avenue traffic across the Captain Jeff Bowen 

Bridges. 

Alternative 4 

Features of Alternative 4 include: 

 Upgrading the existing I-240 interchange with US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to 
accommodate the connection for the new location portion of I-26. 

 Crosses over the Crowne Plaza Resort golf course. 
 Creates three new crossings over the French Broad River, two slightly to the north of the 

existing Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges would carry I-240 traffic and the third, carrying I-26, 
would be located approximately one mile to the north. 

 Separates I-240 traffic from Patton Avenue traffic across the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges 
and includes construction on I-240 east of the French Broad River. 

Alternative 4-B 

Features of Alternative 4-B include: 

 Upgrading the existing I-240 interchange with US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to 
accommodate the connection for the new location portion of I-26. 

 Crosses over the Crowne Plaza Resort golf course. 
 Creates three new crossings over the French Broad River, to the north of the existing 

Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. Two bridges would carry I-240 traffic, with the third, carrying 
I-26. 

 Separates I-240 traffic from Patton Avenue traffic across the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges 
and includes construction on I-240 east of the French Broad River. 

2.6 SYSTEM LINKAGE 

One of the identified needs for the proposed project is to provide for improved systems linkage, 
especially for the I-26 Corridor. The build alternatives for the proposed project would provide the 
needed linkage from existing I-26 south of Asheville to US 19-23-70 north of Asheville. In 
addition to the new linkage for the I-26 Corridor, the linkage between other roadways within the 
study area would be modified. The following roadways within the study area would not have 
major modifications to the system linkage as a result of the proposed project: 

 I-40 
 US 74 
 US 70 
 NC 191 (Brevard Road) 
 US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) 
 US 74A 



Chapter 2. Description of Alternatives Considered I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 2-82 

 NC 251 
 SR 3412 (Sand Hill Road) 
 SR 3413 (Bear Creek Road) 
 Shelburne Road 
 State Street 
 Craven Street 
 Hazel Mill Road 
 Haywood Street 
 Atkinson Street 
 Patton Avenue 
 SR 3548 (Haywood Road/Clingman Avenue) 
 Montford Avenue 
 Emma Road 
 SR 1781 (Broadway) 

The modifications to the systems linkage that would occur for each build alternative are 
described in the following sections. 

2.6.1 SECTION C 

None of the roadways in the construction vicinity of the four Section C alternatives would be 
modified to the extent of a system linkage change. 

2.6.2 SECTION A 

The roadways in the vicinity of the construction of the I-240 Widening Alternative that would 
include modification of the system linkage as a result of the proposed project are described in 
this section. 

2.6.2.1 SR 3556 (Amboy Road) 

The existing system linkage for SR 3556 (Amboy Road) would be modified by extending the 
roadway beyond its current terminus at I-240 to NC 191 (Brevard Road). The roadway 
extension would allow for a full movement interchange with the combined I-26/I-240 roadway 
and would provide a connection that was present prior to the construction of I-240 in the 1960s. 
This connection would also allow local traffic access between NC 191 (Brevard Road) and 
SR 3556 (Amboy Road) without traveling on the interstate. 

2.6.2.2 Virginia Avenue 

The system linkage for Virginia Avenue would be modified from its existing configuration by 
connecting to the extension of SR 3556 (Amboy Road). The existing connection to Hubbard 
Avenue would be severed and a new connection to SR 3556 (Amboy Road) would be 
constructed. 

2.6.2.3 Fairfax Avenue 

The system linkage for Fairfax Avenue would be modified from its existing configuration by 
connecting to the extension of SR 3556 (Amboy Road). The existing connection to NC 191 
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(Brevard Road) would be severed and a new connection to SR 3556 (Amboy Road) would be 
constructed. 

2.6.2.4 Hanover Street 

The existing system linkage of Hanover Street would be modified from its existing configuration 
due to the construction of the ramp for the US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) interchange. 
The existing connection from I-240 to Hanover Street would be removed and the roadway would 
become a dead end as it approaches SR 3548 (Haywood Road). 

2.6.2.5 Burton Street 

The system linkage for Burton Street would be modified from its existing configuration at the 
intersection with US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) due to the close proximity of the 
proposed interchange ramps. Burton Street would be converted to a right-in/right-out 
intersection and would not allow left turns from Burton Street to US 19-23 Business (Haywood 
Road) or from US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) to Burton Street. 

2.6.3 SECTION B 

The roadways in the vicinity of the construction of the alternative for Section B that would 
include modification of the system linkage as a result of the proposed project are described 
below. 

2.6.3.1 Alternative 3 

US 19-23 

The existing system linkage for US 19-23 to I-240 would be maintained; however, it is possible 
that the route would be re-designated on the new I-26 roadway in order to avoid the existing 
interchange with I-240 and Patton Avenue east of the French Broad River.  

Resort Drive 

The existing system linkage for Resort Drive would be modified for Alternative 3 by connecting 
to a new access roadway. The new access roadway would allow for access to and from 
Westgate Shopping Center and a full movement intersection between Patton Avenue and the 
new access road. 

2.6.3.2 Alternative 3-C 

US 19-23 

The existing system linkage for US 19-23 to I-240 would be maintained; however, it is possible 
that the route would be re-designated on the new I-26 roadway in order to avoid the existing 
interchange with I-240 and Patton Avenue east of the French Broad River.  

Resort Drive 

The existing system linkage for Resort Drive would be modified for Alternative 3-C by 
connecting to a new access roadway. The new access roadway would allow for access to and 
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from Westgate Shopping Center and a full movement intersection between Patton Avenue and 
the new access road. 

2.6.3.3 Alternative 4 

I-240 

The existing system linkage for I-240 would be modified for Alternative 4 due to the relocation of 
the interstate to the north along the US 19-23-70 corridor. The relocated interstate would turn to 
the west and cross the French Broad River before merging with I-26 and connecting to Patton 
Avenue. 

US 19-23 

The existing system linkage for US 19-23 would be maintained for Alternative 4; however, it is 
possible that the route would be re-designated on the new I-26 roadway in order to provide a 
more direct connection to the roadway west of the proposed project.  

SR 1477 (Riverside Drive) 

The existing system linkage for SR 1477 (Riverside Drive) would be modified under 
Alternative 4 because the existing entrance ramp to US 19-23-70 in the southbound direction 
would be eliminated. A new roadway connection between SR 1477 (Riverside Drive) and Patton 
Avenue would allow access to and from I-240. 

Hill Street 

The existing system linkage for Hill Street would be modified under Alternative 4 because the 
existing exit ramp from US 19-23-70 in the northbound direction would be eliminated. A 
connection to the new roadway connection between SR 1477 (Riverside Drive) and Patton 
Avenue would allow access to and from I-240. 

Resort Drive 

The existing system linkage for Resort Drive would be modified for Alternative 4 by relocating 
the connection to Patton Avenue approximately 800 feet to the west of the existing connection. 
The new connection would include a right-in/right-out intersection with Patton Avenue, requiring 
traffic that would desire to turn left from Resort Drive to eastbound Patton Avenue make a 
U-turn at Florida Avenue and traffic desiring to turn left from eastbound Patton Avenue to Resort 
Drive access the roadway through Regent Park Boulevard. 

2.6.3.4 Alternative 4-B 

I-240 

The existing system linkage for I-240 would be modified for Alternative 4-B due to the relocation 
of the interstate to the north along the US 19-23-70 corridor. The relocated interstate would turn 
to the west and cross the French Broad River before merging with I-26 and connecting to Patton 
Avenue. 
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US 19-23 

The existing system linkage for US 19-23 would be maintained for Alternative 4-B; however, it is 
possible that the route would be re-designated on the new I-26 roadway in order to provide a 
more direct connection to the roadway west of the proposed project.  

SR 1477 (Riverside Drive) 

The existing system linkage for SR 1477 (Riverside Drive) would be modified under Alternative 
4-B because the existing entrance ramp to US 19-23-70 in the southbound direction would be 
eliminated. A new roadway connection between SR 1477 (Riverside Drive) and Patton Avenue 
would allow access to and from I-240. 

Hill Street 

The existing system linkage for Hill Street would be modified under Alternative 4-B because the 
existing exit ramp from US 19-23-70 in the northbound direction would be eliminated. A 
connection to the new roadway connection between SR 1477 (Riverside Drive) and Patton 
Avenue would allow access to and from I-240. 

Resort Drive 

The existing system linkage for Resort Drive would be modified for Alternative 4-B by relocating 
the connection to Patton Avenue to tie directly to Regent Park Boulevard. The new connection 
would include a right-in/right-out intersection with Regent Park Boulevard, requiring traffic that 
would desire to turn left from Resort Drive to southbound Regent Park Boulevard make a U-turn 
or utilize the connections to Regent Park Boulevard on the back side of the Crowne Plaza Hotel 
or through the Sam’s Club roadway network. 

2.7 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS ANALYSES 

2.7.1 YEAR 2033 NO-BUILD TRAFFIC PROJECTIONS 

The traffic forecasts used for the traffic operations analyses of the No-Build alternative were 
obtained from the Traffic Forecasts for NCDOT STIP Project No. I-2513, I-26 Connector 
(Martin/Alexiou/Bryson, PLLC 2010). The traffic forecasts were used to develop peak hour 
volumes for AM and PM peak periods for the transportation network within the study area for the 
Future No-Build Scenario (Year 2033). The 2033 No-Build peak hour and ADT volumes were 
determined through the use of the 2005 Asheville Travel Model (Martin/Alexiou/Bryson, PLLC 
2004). Projected 2033 No-Build ADT volumes for existing roadways within the project study 
area are shown on Figure 2-18 and Figure 2-19. Projected traffic volumes on I-240 range from 
65,100 ADT to 119,600 ADT; and volumes on US 19-23-70 range from 77,600 ADT to 85,600 
ADT. The projected volumes on I-40 range from 55,600 ADT to 107,200 ADT within the study 
area, while the projected volume on I-26 as it approaches I-40 is 103,600 ADT.  

2.7.2 YEAR 2033 NO-BUILD CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

The No-Build Alternative assumes the local transportation system would evolve as currently 
planned, but without implementation of the proposed project. With the exception of routine 
maintenance, no change would take place along the existing corridors within the study area. 



£¤23

£¤70

£¤70

!(191

£¤74A
£¤23

£¤19

!(63

£¤74A

£¤19

Ut

Emma Branch

Fr
en

ch
 B

ro
ad

 R
ive

r

Reed Creek

Sm
ith

 Cree
k

Swannanoa
River

Ut

Ut

Ut

Ut

Ut

Asheville

North Carolina
Department of Transportation

I-26 Asheville Connector
Buncombe County

STIP Project No. I-2513

Legend Date: January 2015

0 0.50.25
Miles

2007 Existing/
2033 No-Build

Average Daily Traffic

16,200

80,600

78,100

77,600

11,600

13,600

85,600

51,200

8,100 59,200

11,400

58,000

88,800

14,400

57,700

62,000

55,400

68,000

14,000

13,200

119,600

54,900

12,800

12,300

103,500

Buncombe County

§̈¦240

70,400

2007
2033

Existing Average Daily Traffic
No-Build Average Daily Traffic

Project Study Area

Interstate

US Highway

NC Highway

Local Road

Railroad

Municipal Boundaries

Streams (non-delineated)

Water

State Route ®
Figure 2-18



£¤23

£¤74

£¤74A

Westerly Lake!(112

£¤19
£¤23
£¤74

§̈¦40

§̈¦40

§̈¦240

£¤19

!(191

Upper Hominy Creek

French Broad River

Lower Hominy Creek

Ut

Asheville

North Carolina
Department of Transportation

I-26 Asheville Connector
Buncombe County

STIP Project No. I-2513

Legend Date: January 2015

2007 Existing/
2033 No-Build

Average Daily Traffic

0 0.50.25
Miles

Buncombe County

59,400

11,400

17,400

81,600
66,300

12,000

12,300

71,200

77,700
103,600

77,100
107,200

13,600
11,400

39,200
55,600

Project Study Area

Interstate

US Highway

NC Highway

Local Road

Railroad

Municipal Boundaries

Streams (non-delineated)

Water

2007
2033

Existing Average Daily Traffic
No-Build Average Daily Traffic

State Route
®

Figure 2-19



Chapter 2. Description of Alternatives Considered I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 2-88 

The planned improvements, within the study area of the proposed project, were identified by 
reviewing the 2035 LRTP. 

It should be noted that the peak hour traffic forecasts provided for this alternative were not 
balanced during the forecasting process. Because of this, peak hour volumes in several 
locations were calculated based on the directional daily volumes, design hourly volume factor, 
and peak-hour directional split factor. This was especially prevalent and necessary in locations 
between ramps of interchanges.  

The methods developed in the 2010 HCM were used to determine the future LOS for the 
freeway segments and signalized intersections at ramp terminals for the No-Build Alternative. A 
summary of the LOS results for the freeway basic segments, freeway merges and diverges, 
freeway weaving and signalized intersections is included in the following sections and the LOS 
for each is shown on Figure 2-20 and Figure 2-21. The results of the analysis show that 13 of 37 
basic freeway segments, 17 of 29 freeway merges and diverges and major diverges, 4 of 6 
major merges and isolated ramp roadways, and 7 of 8 freeway weaving sections will operate at 
LOS E or worse or a V/C ratio of 0.85 or worse, with a total of 23 analysis segments operating 
at LOS F or a V/C ratio over 1.0 during the AM peak hour, PM peak hour, or both. A detailed 
description of the analysis of the traffic operations is included in the Traffic Capacity Analysis 
Memorandum (URS 2010f). 

2.7.3 YEAR 2033 BUILD TRAFFIC PROJECTIONS 

The traffic forecasts used for the traffic operations analyses of the build alternatives were 
obtained from the Traffic Forecasts for NCDOT STIP Project No. I-2513, I-26 Connector 
(Martin/Alexiou/Bryson, PLLC 2010). The traffic forecasts were used to develop peak hour 
volumes for AM and PM peak periods for the transportation network within the study area for the 
Future Build Scenario (Year 2033) for the detailed study alternatives. The 2033 Build peak hour 
and ADT volumes were determined through the use of the 2005 Asheville Travel Model 
(Martin/Alexiou/Bryson, PLLC 2004a). A comparison of the Asheville 2005, 2010, and 2015 
travel demand models was performed to determine if a new traffic forecast was needed. For the 
purposes of alternative evaluation and comparison, it was determined that the current traffic 
forecast based on the Asheville 2005 model would be sufficient (URS 2015a). 

The ADT volumes for major roadways within the project study area are shown on Figure 2-22 
through Figure 2-30 following the discussion of each alternative. Future traffic volumes range 
from 40,400 ADT to 114,000 ADT on US 19-23; from 51,800 ADT to 117,600 ADT on I-40; from 
55,600 ADT to 120,400 ADT on I-240; and from 68,000 ADT to 122,400 ADT on I-26, which 
includes existing I-26, the proposed I-26/I-240 combined roadway and the proposed new 
location I-26. 

2.7.4 YEAR 2033 BUILD TRAFFIC CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

The methods developed in the 2010 HCM were used to determine the future LOS for the 
freeway segments and signalized intersections at ramp terminals for the build alternatives. A 
summary of the LOS results for the freeway basic segments, freeway merges and diverges, 
freeway weaving and signalized intersections is included in the following sections and the LOS 
for each alternative is shown on Figure 2-22 through Figure 2-30. The analysis of the build 
alternatives assumes that the local transportation system would evolve as currently planned, 
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including the implementation of the proposed project. Assumptions regarding how the 
transportation system adjacent to the project study area will be developed and include analysis 
of both the improvements presented in the 2035 LRTP and the AIS. Some elements of the 
LRTP analysis may result in LOS E or F operations, thus necessitating the need for the 
Additional Improvement Scenario (AIS) evaluation. A detailed description of the analysis of the 
traffic operations is included in the I-26 Connector Traffic Capacity Analysis Memorandum (URS 
2010f).  

2.7.4.1 Section C 

Alternative A-2 

Figure 2-22 presents a summary of the 2033 build peak hour LOS for Section C, Alternative 
A-2. Analysis points evaluated include basic freeway segments, freeway merges and diverges, 
major merges, major diverges, isolated ramp roadways, freeway weaving segments, and 
signalized intersections. The results of the design year analysis under the LRTP analysis show 
that 1 of 22 basic freeway segments, 2 of 15 freeway merges and diverges and major diverges, 
0 of 7 major merges and isolated ramp roadways, 0 of 5 freeway weaving sections, and 0 of 3 
signalized intersections would operate at LOS E or worse or a V/C ratio of 0.85 or worse, with 
five analysis segments or would operate at LOS F or a V/C ratio over 1.0 during the AM peak 
hour, PM peak hour, or both. The results of the design year analysis, including the AIS, show 
that all analysis points would operate at an acceptable LOS D or with a V/C ratio less than 0.85. 
Based on the analysis, the design of this alternative should be developed such that it would not 
preclude the development of I-26 south of the project as an eight-lane typical section. 

Alternative C-2 

Figure 2-23 presents a summary of the 2033 build peak hour LOS for Section C – Alternative 
C-2. Analysis points evaluated include basic freeway segments, freeway merges and diverges, 
major merges, major diverges, isolated ramp roadways, freeway weaving segments, and 
signalized intersections. The results of the design year analysis under the LRTP analysis show 
that 1 of 25 basic freeway segments, 2 of 17 freeway merges and diverges and major diverges, 
0 of 9 major merges and isolated ramp roadways, 0 of 7 freeway weaving sections, and 0 of 3 
signalized intersections would operate at LOS E or worse or a V/C ratio of 0.85 or worse, with 
five analysis segments or would operate at LOS F or a V/C ratio over 1.0 during the AM peak 
hour, PM peak hour, or both. The results of the design year analysis, including the AIS, show 
that all analysis points would operate at an acceptable LOS D or with a V/C ratio less than 0.85. 
Based on the analysis, the design of this alternative should be developed such that it would not 
preclude the development of I-26 south of the project as an eight-lane typical section. 

Alternative D-1 

Figure 2-24 presents a summary of the 2033 build peak hour LOS for Section C – Alternative 
D-1. Analysis points evaluated include basic freeway segments, freeway merges and diverges, 
major merges, major diverges, isolated ramp roadways, freeway weaving segments, and 
signalized intersections. The results of the design year analysis under the LRTP analysis show 
that 1 of 21 basic freeway segments, 2 of 15 freeway merges and diverges and major diverges, 
0 of 7 major merges and isolated ramp roadways, 0 of 5 freeway weaving sections, and 0 of 4 
signalized intersections would operate at LOS E or worse or a V/C ratio of 0.85 or worse, with 
five analysis segments or would operate at LOS F or a V/C ratio over 1.0 during the AM peak 
hour, PM peak hour, or both. The results of the design year analysis, including the AIS, show 
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that all analysis points would operate at an acceptable LOS D or with a V/C ratio less than 0.85. 
Based on the analysis, the design of this alternative should be developed such that it would not 
preclude the development of I-26 south of the project as an eight-lane typical section. 

Alternative F-1 

Figure 2-25 presents a summary of the 2033 build peak hour LOS for Section C – Alternative 
F-1. Analysis points evaluated include basic freeway segments, freeway merges and diverges, 
major merges, major diverges, isolated ramp roadways, freeway weaving segments, and 
signalized intersections. The results of the design year analysis under the LRTP analysis show 
that 1 of 22 basic freeway segments, 2 of 16 freeway merges and diverges and major diverges, 
0 of 10 major merges and isolated ramp roadways, 0 of 4 freeway weaving sections, and 0 of 3 
signalized intersections would operate at LOS E or worse or a V/C ratio of 0.85 or worse, with 
five analysis segments or would operate at LOS F or a V/C ratio over 1.0 during the AM peak 
hour, PM peak hour, or both. The results of the design year analysis, including the AIS, show 
that all analysis points would operate at an acceptable LOS D or with a V/C ratio less than 0.85. 
Based on the analysis, the design of this alternative should be developed such that it would not 
preclude the development of I-26 south of the project as an eight-lane typical section. 

2.7.4.2 Section A 

Figure 2-26 presents a summary of the 2033 build peak hour LOS for Section A – I-240 
Widening Alternative. Analysis points evaluated include basic freeway segments, freeway 
merges and diverges, major diverges, isolated ramp roadways, freeway weaving segments, and 
signalized and unsignalized intersections. The traffic projections for the I-240 Widening 
Alternative vary depending upon the build alternatives for Section B; therefore, Figure 2-26 
presents a summary of the 2033 build peak hour LOS for the I-240 Widening Alternative for 
each of the alternatives being considered in Section B. It should be noted that the LOS and 
volumes for Section B – Alternative 3 and Alternative 3-C are the same; therefore, the results 
were reported together in the tables and figures. The results of the design year analysis for 
Section A show that, for all alternatives and all traffic forecast volumes, one analysis point would 
operate at LOS E. For all alternatives, this analysis point is an unsignalized intersection with a 
V/C ratio of less than 0.85, which is acceptable. 

2.7.4.3 Section B 

Alternative 3 

Figure 2-27 presents a summary of the 2033 build peak hour LOS for Section B – Alternative 3. 
Analysis points evaluated include basic freeway segments, freeway merges and diverges, major 
merges, major diverges, isolated ramp roadways, freeway weaving segments, and signalized 
and unsignalized intersections, and a roundabout. The results of the design year analysis within 
the limits of construction under the LRTP analysis show that no segments would operate at LOS 
E or worse or a V/C ratio of 0.85 or worse. 

The AIS analysis at the north end of the project has been developed to meet LOS D standards 
based on the traffic forecast for this alternative. As such, US 19-23-70 NB requires four lanes 
through the interchange with SR 1781, while US 19-23-70 SB requires three lanes. It was 
assumed that US 19-23-70 SB would have four lanes north of SR 1781, but would drop the 
outside lane to the exit ramp to SR 1781 to bring the total laneage to three within the 
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interchange. The development of Project I-2513 would provide adequate pavement to provide 
for the anticipated required lanes, while showing lane striping to the existing four-lane cross 
section at the bridge over SR 1781. However, should the traffic capacity analysis for Project 
A-0010A show that additional capacity is required beyond what is provided by Project I-2513, 
additional improvements would be required in order to seamlessly join both projects together. 
Based on this, the design of this alternative should be developed such that it would not preclude 
the development of I-26/US 19-23-70 north of the Project I-2513 as an eight-lane typical section.  

Beyond the limits of construction for the build alternative the results of the design year analysis 
show that 11 of 18 analysis points would operate at an acceptable LOS D or better with the 
remaining seven analysis points operating at LOS E or F with the 2035 LRTP Scenario. The 
results of the design year analysis with the AIS show that 15 of 18 analysis points would operate 
at an acceptable LOS D or better with the remaining three analysis points operating at LOS E or 
F. One of the three analysis points that operate at an unacceptable level is associated with 
I-240 east of the US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue interchange while the remaining two analysis 
points are associated with ramps within the interchange at US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue. 
Improvements to these segments are beyond the limits of construction for the proposed project 
and would need to be addressed under a future project. 

Alternative 3-C 

Figure 2-28 presents a summary of the 2033 build peak hour LOS for Section B – Alternative 
3-C. Analysis points evaluated include basic freeway segments, freeway merges and diverges, 
major merges, major diverges, isolated ramp roadways, freeway weaving segments, and 
signalized and unsignalized intersections, and a roundabout. The results of the design year 
analysis within the limits of construction under the LRTP analysis show that no segments would 
operate at LOS E or worse or a V/C ratio of 0.85 or worse. 

The AIS analysis at the north end of the project has been developed to meet LOS D standards 
based on the traffic forecast for this alternative. As such, US 19-23-70 NB requires four lanes 
through the interchange with SR 1781, while US 19-23-70 SB requires three lanes. It was 
assumed that US 19-23-70 SB would have four lanes north of SR 1781, but would drop the 
outside lane to the exit ramp to SR 1781 to bring the total laneage to three within the 
interchange. The development of Project I-2513 would provide adequate pavement to provide 
for the anticipated required lanes, while showing lane striping to the existing four-lane cross 
section at the bridge over SR 1781. However, should the traffic capacity analysis for Project 
A-0010A show that additional capacity is required beyond what is provided by Project I-2513, 
additional improvements would be required in order to seamlessly join both projects together. 
Based on this, the design of this alternative should be developed such that it would not preclude 
the development of I-26/US 19-23-70 north of the Project I-2513 as an eight-lane typical section.  

Beyond the limits of construction for the build alternative the results of the design year analysis 
show that 11 of 18 analysis points would operate at an acceptable LOS D or better with the 
remaining seven analysis points operating at LOS E or F with the 2035 LRTP Scenario. The 
results of the design year analysis with the AIS show that 15 of 18 analysis points would operate 
at an acceptable LOS D or better with the remaining three analysis points operating at LOS E or 
F. One of the three analysis points that operate at an unacceptable level is associated with 
I-240 east of the US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue interchange while the remaining two analysis 
points are associated with ramps within the interchange at US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue. 
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Improvements to these segments are beyond the limits of construction for the proposed project 
and would need to be addressed under a future project. 

Alternative 4 

Figure 2-29 present a summary of the 2033 build peak hour LOS for Section B – Alternative 4. 
Analysis points evaluated include basic freeway segments, freeway merges and diverges, major 
merges, major diverges, isolated ramp roadways, freeway weaving segments, and signalized 
and unsignalized intersections. The results of the design year analysis within the limits of 
construction under the LRTP analysis show that two basic freeway segments and one 
unsignalized intersection would operate at LOS E or F. The results of the design year analysis 
within the limits of construction under the AIS analysis show that one segment would operate at 
LOS E or worse or a V/C ratio of 0.85 or worse. This analysis point is an unsignalized 
intersection with a V/C ratio of less than 0.85, which is acceptable. 

The AIS analysis at the north end of the project has been developed to meet LOS D standards 
based on the traffic forecast for this alternative. As such, US 19-23-70 NB and SB each require 
four lanes through the interchange with SR 1781. The development of Project I-2513 would 
provide adequate pavement to provide for the anticipated required lanes, while showing lane 
striping to the existing four-lane cross section at the bridge over SR 1781. However, should the 
traffic capacity analysis for Project A-0010A show that additional capacity is required beyond 
what is provided by Project I-2513, additional improvements would be required in order to 
seamlessly join both projects together. Based on this, the design of this alternative should be 
developed such that it would not preclude the development of I-26/US 19-23-70 north of the 
Project I-2513 as an eight-lane typical section. 

Beyond the limits of construction for the build alternative the results of the design year analysis 
show that three of nine analysis points would operate at an acceptable LOS D or better with the 
remaining six analysis points operating at LOS E or F with the 2035 LRTP Scenario. The results 
of the design year analysis with the AIS show that seven of nine analysis points would operate 
at an acceptable LOS D or better with the remaining two analysis points operating at LOS E or 
F. The two analysis points that operate at an unacceptable level are associated with I-240 east 
of the US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue interchange. Improvements to these segments are beyond 
the limits of construction for the proposed project and would need to be addressed under a 
future project. 

Alternative 4-B 

Figure 2-30 present a summary of the 2033 build peak hour LOS for Section B – Alternative 
4-B. Analysis points evaluated include basic freeway segments, freeway merges and diverges, 
major merges, major diverges, isolated ramp roadways, freeway weaving segments, and 
signalized and unsignalized intersections. The results of the design year analysis within the 
limits of construction under the LRTP analysis show that two basic freeway segments and one 
unsignalized intersection would operate at LOS E or F. The results of the design year analysis 
within the limits of construction under the AIS analysis show that one segment would operate at 
LOS E or worse or a V/C ratio of 0.85 or worse. This analysis point is an unsignalized 
intersection with a V/C ratio of less than 0.85, which is acceptable. 
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The AIS analysis at the north end of the project has been developed to meet LOS D standards 
based on the traffic forecast for this alternative. As such, US 19-23-70 NB and SB each require 
four lanes through the interchange with SR 1781. The development of Project I-2513 would 
provide adequate pavement to provide for the anticipated required lanes, while showing lane 
striping to the existing four-lane cross section at the bridge over SR 1781. However, should the 
traffic capacity analysis for Project A-0010A show that additional capacity is required beyond 
what is provided by Project I-2513, additional improvements would be required in order to 
seamlessly join both projects together. Based on this, the design of this alternative should be 
developed such that it would not preclude the development of I-26/US 19-23-70 north of the 
Project I-2513 as an eight-lane typical section.  

Beyond the limits of construction for the build alternative the results of the design year analysis 
show that one of seven analysis points would operate at an acceptable LOS D or better with the 
remaining six analysis points operating at LOS E or F with the 2035 LRTP Scenario. The results 
of the design year analysis with the AIS show that five of seven analysis points would operate at 
an acceptable LOS D or better with the remaining two analysis points operating at LOS E or F. 
The two analysis points that would operate at an unacceptable level are associated with I-240 
east of the US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue interchange. Improvements to these segments are 
beyond the limits of construction for the proposed project and would need to be addressed 
under a future project. 

2.7.5 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS SUMMARY 

This section includes a summary of the traffic operations for the build alternatives. Section 2.7.4 
includes a detailed quantitative analysis of the traffic operations based on LOS and shows that 
all of the alternatives meet the design LOS standard set for the project. The goal of this section 
is to provide a more qualitative discussion of projected traffic operations for each alternative. 

2.7.5.1 Section C 

Section C of the proposed project includes four alternatives. In general, the traffic operations 
along the I-26, I-40, and I-240 corridors would be about the same for all alternatives. The main 
difference between alternatives relates to how the traffic at the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange would 
be accommodated and how this would affect the connections to the interchange of I-40 and 
NC 191 (Brevard Road) to the east. The following sections provide a comparison of the 
alternatives at these locations. 

I-26/I-40/I-240 Interchange 

The four alternatives included in Section C for the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange would provide 
similar functions but would have differences in their traffic operations. All four of the alternatives 
would provide for the movement from I-40 westbound to I-26 westbound/I-240 eastbound and 
from I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound to I-40 eastbound, neither of which are included in the 
existing interchange. 

In general, Alternative A-2 would have the best traffic operations because all of the movements 
would occur on multi-lane flyover ramps that accommodate very high volumes at high speeds 
and have no weaving movements within the interchange. The next best interchange from a 
traffic standpoint is Alternative D-1, which would not include any weaving segments within the 
interchange, and would replace one of the flyover ramps with a lower speed loop. While the loop 
associated with Alternative D-1 would operate acceptably; should traffic volumes increase 
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substantially beyond the projected volumes, the loop may not be able to process the high 
volumes that a flyover ramp can. However, Alternative D-1 provides better ramp spacing, which 
may provide a higher level of comfort for drivers than Alternative A-2. Alternative C-2 provides 
the third best traffic operations of the four alternatives being considered, by removing a second 
flyover ramp and replacing it with a lower speed loop ramp. For Alternative C-2 the two loops 
would both connect to I-26 eastbound and create a weaving segment, which would be 
separated from the through traffic along a C/D Roadway to minimize the effect on freeway traffic 
operations. Alternative F-1 provides adequate traffic operations in the design year but would 
have the shortest lifespan of the four alternatives. Alternative F-1 maintains the existing 
configuration of the interchange while adding the missing movements, resulting in a much lower 
construction cost. Alternative F-1 could be more confusing for drivers due to the utilization of 
left-hand exit and entrance ramps. 

I-40 Interchange at NC 191 (Brevard Road) 

There are four alternatives for the I-40 interchange at NC 191 (Brevard Road). Two of the 
alternatives (Alternative C-2 and Alternative F-1) would maintain the existing interchange 
configuration with all ramps and loops on the east side of NC 191 (Brevard Road). Alternative 
A-2 would convert the loop in the southeast quadrant of the interchange to a ramp in the 
southwest quadrant of the interchange. Alternative D-1 would modify the existing interchange 
into a standard diamond interchange with ramps in each quadrant. The traffic operations along 
NC 191 (Brevard Road) would be similar for each of the four alternatives, but Alternative D-1 
would operate slightly better than the remaining three because it would have fewer left turn 
movements at the signal on the north side of I-40 due to Bear Creek Road being relocated 
farther north and because it creates slightly more separation on the south side of I-40 from the 
entrance to the Farmers Market. 

The main difference between the alternatives for this interchange is the access they would 
allow. The level of access that would be provided between the NC 191 (Brevard Road) 
interchange and the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange is directly related to the footprint of the 
interchange at I-26/I-40/I-240.  

 Alternative F-1 would have the smallest footprint at the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. The 
small footprint would allow for the longest segment along I-40, between NC 191 and 
I-26/I-240, the best traffic operations and would not include any access restrictions between 
the two interchanges.  

 Alternative C-2 would have the next smallest footprint. While full movement would be 
provided between the two interchanges; it is along parallel C/D roadways.  

 Alternative A-2 would provide the next best access. Full access would be provided along a 
parallel C/D roadway from NC 191 (Brevard Road) to I-26/I-240 in the I-40 westbound 
direction. Due to the braided ramps on the south side of I-40, movements from I-26 
westbound and I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound to NC 191 (Brevard Road) would not be 
provided.  

 Alternative D-1 would have the most restrictions on access due to the braided ramps along 
both directions of I-40, which would restrict the movement from I-26 westbound to NC 191 
(Brevard Road) and from NC 191 (Brevard Road) to both I-26 and I-240. The movements 
that would not be provided by Alternatives A-2 and D-1 may be made at the adjacent 
NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchanges with I-26 to the south and I-26/I-240 to the north. 
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I-40 Interchange at US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) 

All four Section C alternatives have identical designs for the I-40 interchange at US 19-23-74A 
(Smoky Park Highway). All of the segments would operate with identical LOS and density. 
Therefore, no alternative would be operationally superior over any of the others at this 
interchange. 

2.7.5.2 Section A 

Section A includes a single best fit alternative for the widening of I-240. The traffic operations for 
each of the interchanges along this section are discussed as a means of describing the key 
aspects of this section of the project.  

I-26/I-240 Interchange at NC 191 (Brevard Road) 

The traffic operations of the freeway south of the interchange would be slightly different for each 
of the four alternatives being considered in Section C. The traffic operations for the freeway 
segment between the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange in Section C and the I-26/I-240 interchange at 
NC 191 (Brevard Road) would be controlled by the length between the interchanges.  

 Section C – Alternative F-1 would allow for the best traffic operations because it would 
provide the greatest distance between the interchanges.  

 Section C – Alternative C-2 would provide the second best traffic operations due to a shorter 
length between interchanges.  

 Section C – Alternatives A-2 and D-1 would provide the worst traffic operations due to 
having the shortest length between interchanges. 

The configuration of the I-26/I-240 interchange at NC 191 (Brevard Road) would not include an 
exit ramp from I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound to NC 191 (Brevard Road) due to the close 
proximity to the SR 3556 (Amboy Road) interchange. Drivers would be required to exit at the 
SR 3556 (Amboy Road) interchange and follow the extension of SR 3556 (Amboy Road) to NC 
191 (Brevard Road). The change in configuration, combined with the extension of SR 3556 
(Amboy Road) would provide substantial benefits to the traffic operations in this area of the 
project. Eliminating the exit ramp and weaving segment between SR 3556 (Amboy Road) and 
NC 191 (Brevard Road), would result in better traffic operations because the number of conflicts 
between vehicles would be reduced. This is a substantial improvement from the existing 
configuration where SR 3556 (Amboy Road) enters I-240 westbound as a left-entrance and 
vehicles desiring to exit to NC 191 (Brevard Road) must weave across both lanes of I-240 and 
exit in a very short distance. Additionally, given that the existing SR 3556 (Amboy Road) 
interchange does not provide all movements; SR 3556 (Amboy Road) traffic desiring to follow 
I-240 eastbound must weave across both lanes of I-240 and exit with the vehicles at NC 191 
(Brevard Road), before making a U-turn by crossing through two signalized intersections in 
order to merge back onto I-240 eastbound. 

I-26/I-240 Interchange at SR 3556 (Amboy Road) 

The traffic operations in the vicinity of the interchange with SR 3556 (Amboy Road) would be 
improved substantially by providing greatly enhanced connectivity within the area. In addition to 
the improvements in traffic operations along the freeway discussed above, the extension of 
SR 3556 (Amboy Road) and providing an interchange that allows for all movements would 
improve the traffic operations.  
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The extension of SR 3556 (Amboy Road) to NC 191 (Brevard Road) opposite Shelburne Road 
would greatly enhance the connectivity for local traffic and reduce the amount of traffic on the 
interstate, including eliminating the traffic weaving segment between interchanges along I-26 
eastbound/I-240 westbound. The extension would allow for the separation of local and interstate 
traffic by providing adequate connectivity so that local trips would not need to access the 
interstate and re-establishes the linkage that was severed by the original construction of I-240. 
The extension of SR 3556 (Amboy Road) would also include local connections to Virginia 
Avenue and Fairfax Avenue that would provide additional options for drivers and would enhance 
the traffic operations on the local street system. 

The I-26/I-240 interchange at SR 3556 (Amboy Road) would improve traffic operations and 
improve the efficiency of the local network by providing a full movement interchange. The 
existing interchange does not include a ramp from SR 3556 (Amboy Road) to I-240 eastbound 
and from I-240 westbound to SR 3556 (Amboy Road). The missing movements require drivers 
to either use the NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange to complete what is essentially a U-turn 
movement or use the surface street network between Haywood Street and SR 3556 (Amboy 
Road). The proposed interchange would allow for all movements, improving the traffic 
operations by eliminating excess trips along the interstate and providing enhanced connectivity. 

I-26/I-240 Interchange at US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) 

The traffic operations in the vicinity of the interchange with US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) 
would be improved by providing additional turn lanes and connecting the I-240 eastbound exit 
ramp directly to US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) instead of Hanover Street (as is the case 
with the existing configuration). Additionally, the two-way ramp in the northeast quadrant would 
be converted to an entrance ramp only, which would improve the operations by allowing more of 
the signal’s green time to be allocated to the heavier traffic movements. 

Since the I-26/I-240 interchange at US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) is located in Section A 
of the project, only one configuration is proposed; however, the access to the interchange from 
the north vary depending on the Section B alternatives. Section B includes four alternatives that 
would have varying effects on traffic exiting to US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road).  

 For Section B, Alternative 3 and Alternative 3-C access to the US 19-23 Business (Haywood 
Road) exit ramp from I-26 eastbound would be restricted due to the close proximity to the 
combined I-26/I-240/US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) interchange to the north. The 
movement would create driver confusion, create signing difficulties and negatively affect the 
traffic operations. In order to exit to US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) from I-26 
eastbound, a driver would be required to exit onto a ramp at the interchange with 
US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to the north, turn right onto an access road, pass through 
intersections at relocated Resort Drive and relocated Regent Park Boulevard, and cross 
Patton Avenue onto the I-240 westbound entrance ramp. Once on the entrance ramp to 
I-240, the driver would continue in an auxiliary lane along I-240 and exit to US 19-23 
Business (Haywood Road).  

 For Section B, Alternative 4 access to the US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) exit ramp 
from I-26 eastbound and I-240 westbound would be restricted due to the close proximity to 
the combined I-26/I-240/US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) interchange to the north. The 
movement would create driver confusion, create signing difficulties, and negatively affect 
traffic operations. To exit to US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) from I-26 eastbound and 
I-240 westbound, a driver would be required to exit onto a ramp at the interchange with 
US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to the north and cross Patton Avenue onto the eastbound 
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I-26/westbound I-240 service road. Once on the service road, the driver would continue in 
the right-hand lane in order to exit to US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road).  

 For Section B – Alternative 4-B the I-26/I-240 split would occur farther to the north, and 
traffic from US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) would enter eastbound I-26/westbound I-240 
from two locations, which allows the weaving section between the US 19-23-74A (Patton 
Avenue) interchange and the US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) interchange to operate 
acceptably. The roadways would be merged together in advance of the US 19-23 Business 
(Haywood Road) interchange, thus allowing for full access from both I-26 and I-240.  

2.7.5.3 Section B 

The differences in the way traffic is accommodated among the four alternatives in Section B are 
greater than differences in other sections. The following provides a comparison of the 
alternatives at these locations. 

I-26/I-240 Interchange at US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) 

The I-26/I-240 interchange at US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) is the location where the Section 
B alternatives differ the greatest. For Alternatives 3 and 3-C, the primary difference is that I-240 
and Patton Avenue remain as a combined roadway across the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges, 
while Alternatives 4 and 4-B separate local and interstate traffic by relocating I-240 onto flyover 
bridges to the north. Due to the magnitude of the differences, each alternative is discussed 
individually. 

Alternative 3 and 3-C 

Since the I-26/I-240 and US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) interchange design configuration for 
Alternatives 3 and 3-C is the same, they are compared to the rest as the alternatives as one. 
Alternatives 3 or 3-C would improve traffic operations substantially over the existing conditions 
by constructing a new location roadway for I-26 traffic. The traffic operations across the Captain 
Jeff Bowen Bridges would be improved over the existing conditions by reducing the weaving 
volumes across the bridges as a result of removing the I-26 weaving traffic that currently must 
make at least two lane changes. The traffic operations for I-240 eastbound would be improved 
by reconfiguring the roadways on the west side of the French Broad River in a manner that 
Patton Avenue would merge into I-240 from the right side of I-240 and exit to the right from 
I-240 east of the river; thus reducing the amount of weaving that would be required to continue 
on each route. The configuration in the opposite direction, I-240 westbound, would result in 
more weaving as Patton Avenue would merge with I-240 from the left side of I-240 and exit from 
the right side of the I-240 roadway on the west side of the French Broad River. The 
configuration for Alternatives 3 and 3-C would provide the best traffic operations for the heavy 
traffic volumes that originate along Patton Avenue, west of I-240 destined for I-240 eastbound 
along the north side of downtown Asheville, as this movement would pass straight through one 
signal associated with the Patton Avenue interchange and merge directly onto I-240. In this 
location Alternatives 4 and 4-B would require that traffic, including all traffic destined for I-26 
westbound and I-240 eastbound, traverse multiple signals before turning left at a ramp.  

The traffic operations of the I-26/I-240 interchange at US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) would also 
include several features that would be superior to Alternatives 4 and 4-B. The movement from 
I-26 westbound to US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) westbound would be accomplished with a 
free flow loop as opposed to a ramp requiring traffic to turn left at a traffic signal. The 
configuration for Alternatives 3 and 3-C would also have the advantage of ramps to I-26 
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westbound and from I-26 eastbound connecting to an access road which has lower volumes 
and allows for better traffic operations (as opposed to connecting directly to US 19-23-74A 
(Patton Avenue) as Alternatives 4 and 4-B would do). Additionally, the new access road would 
provide benefits to the traffic operations by improving the connectivity between Westgate 
Shopping Center, the Crowne Plaza Resort and Regent Park Boulevard by separating local 
traffic from the through traffic along the Patton Avenue corridor. 

Conversely, the configuration of Alternative 3 and 3-C would have several aspects that would be 
inferior to the other alternatives in Section B, including difficulty in accessing the Westgate 
Shopping Center from I-26 westbound/I-240 eastbound. To access the shopping center, traffic 
would exit onto the loop and merge into US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) westbound traffic, travel 
one-third of a mile west and turn right onto the access road and return in the opposite direction. 
The largest constraint on traffic operations for Alternatives 3 and 3-C would be the signalized 
intersection to the west of the I-240 split from Patton Avenue. The intersection would have 
heavy traffic due to: volumes along US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) in the east-west direction; 
the ramp traffic to I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound to the south; traffic from Westgate Shopping 
Center, Resort Drive, Regent Park Boulevard, the interchange ramp to I-26 westbound; and the 
interchange ramp from I-26 eastbound from the north.  

Alternative 4 

Alternative 4 would improve traffic operations substantially over the existing conditions by 
constructing new location roadways for both the I-26 and I-240 traffic, allowing the Captain Jeff 
Bowen Bridges to only serve local traffic. The interchange configuration for Alternative 4 at 
US 19-23-74A would be much simpler than for Alternatives 3 and 3-C and would allow for a 
standard diamond configuration. Alternative 4 would allow for the best traffic operations in the 
vicinity of the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges due to the rerouting of the I-240 traffic but would have 
slightly inferior access to Westgate Shopping Center when compared to Alternative 4-B, which 
provides left turn movements into the shopping center. 

The traffic operations of the I-26/I-240 interchange at US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) would also 
include several features that would be superior to the other alternatives. The simplified 
configuration of the interchange would allow for the best traffic operations for local traffic along 
the Patton Avenue corridor and would maintain the best traffic operations for the intersection 
with Regent Park Boulevard. The braided ramps along both directions of the interstate on the 
north side of Patton Avenue would provide for the best traffic operations by eliminating weaving 
segments within the interchange and would have the ability to process the most traffic.  

The configuration of Alternative 4 would also have several aspects that would be inferior to the 
other alternatives in Section B, including the traffic operations and access to Resort Drive. 
Resort Drive would include a right-in/right-out intersection with Patton Avenue. This would 
require traffic desiring to turn left from Resort Drive to eastbound Patton Avenue to make a 
U-turn at Florida Avenue, since there would not be adequate storage length to allow for the 
U-turn movement at Regent Park Boulevard). Traffic desiring to turn left from eastbound Patton 
Avenue to Resort Drive would be required to access the roadway through Regent Park 
Boulevard. Additionally, the Alternative 4 traffic operations for Resort Drive would be the worst 
of the alternatives in Section B due to limited gaps in traffic caused by the location of Resort 
Drive being so close to the ramp intersection. The large traffic volumes originating west of the 
project destined for I-240 along the north side of downtown Asheville would be required to turn 
left at a traffic signal to access I-240 eastbound or I-26 westbound. The greatest negative 
aspect of Alternative 4 would be that access to the US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) exit 
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ramp from I-26 eastbound and I-240 westbound would be restricted due to the close proximity to 
the combined I-26/I-240/US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) interchange to the north. The resulting 
required movements would create driver confusion, create signing difficulties and negatively 
affect the traffic operations. In order to exit to US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) from I-26 
eastbound and I-240 westbound, a driver would be required to exit onto a ramp at the 
interchange with US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to the north and cross Patton Avenue onto the 
eastbound I-26/westbound I-240 service road. Once on the service road, the driver would 
continue in the right-hand lane in order to exit to US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road). 

Alternative 4-B 

Alternative 4-B would also improve traffic operations substantially over the existing conditions by 
constructing the new location roadways for both I-26 and I-240 traffic, allowing the Captain Jeff 
Bowen Bridges to serve only local traffic. The interchange configuration for Alternative 4-B at 
US 19-23-74A would be much simpler than for Alternatives 3 and 3-C, but slightly more complex 
than for Alternative 4. Alternative 4-B would allow for good traffic operations in the vicinity of the 
Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges due to the rerouting of the I-240 traffic and would have slightly 
superior access to Westgate Shopping Center when compared to Alternative 4, which does not 
provide left turn movements into the shopping center. 

The traffic operations of the I-26/I-240 interchange at US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) would also 
include several features superior over the other alternatives. The interchange configuration 
would include a tight flyover ramp from westbound Patton Avenue to I-26 eastbound/I-240 
westbound, which would allow this heavy movement to occur unimpeded. Also, Alternative 4-B 
is the only alternative that allows a typical full-access interchange with US 19-23 Business 
(Haywood Road) without rerouting traffic through the US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) 
interchange. 

The configuration of Alternative 4-B would also have several aspects inferior to or the same as 
the other alternatives in Section B. Like Alternative 4, the large traffic volume originating west of 
the project destined for I-240 along the north side of downtown Asheville would be required to 
turn left at a traffic signal to access I-240 eastbound or I-26 westbound. 

Several aspects of the traffic operations for Alternative 4-B would be superior to one of the other 
Section B alternatives, but inferior to the other. The following movements would be inferior to 
Alternative 4, but better than Alternatives 3 and 3-C: 

 The elimination of the braided ramps along I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound on the north 
side of Patton Avenue would provide slightly inferior traffic operations compared to 
Alternative 4 by introducing a weaving segment within the interchange.  

 At the intersection of the I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound loop connecting to US 19-23-74A 
(Patton Avenue) opposite Regent Park Boulevard, the amount traffic required to turn left 
from the loop onto US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) is very large. Due to the additional traffic 
movements to and from Regent Park Boulevard, this intersection has very little excess 
capacity to serve volumes beyond the design year. 

The following movements would be inferior to Alternatives 3 and 3-C, but better than Alternative 
4: 

 The connection for Resort Drive would be better than the connection provided for Alternative 
4, as it would result in a connection directly to Regent Park Boulevard. However, due to its 
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proximity to the Regent Park Boulevard/Patton Avenue intersection it would only include 
right-in/right-out movements with Regent Park Boulevard, thus requiring traffic that would 
desire to turn left from Resort Drive to southbound Regent Park Boulevard to either make a 
U-turn along Regent Park Boulevard or utilize the connections to Regent Park Boulevard on 
the back side of the Crowne Plaza Hotel or through the Sam’s Club roadway network.  

I-240 Interchange at US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue 

The design of the I-240 interchange at US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) on the east side of the 
French Broad River is identical for Alternatives 4 and 4-B. The existing configuration would not 
be changed for Alternatives 3 and 3-C. The revised interchange under Alternatives 4 and 4-B 
could improve the traffic operations on the east side of the French Broad River to some extent 
by eliminating the undesirable left-hand entrances and exits, reducing driver confusion. 

The freeway elements of Alternatives 4 and 4-B would be improved by separating the local 
traffic along Patton Avenue from the I-240 traffic; however, the impact on the overall traffic 
operations in the vicinity of the interchange would be somewhat limited due to limited capacity 
along the I-240 corridor east of the proposed project. The I-240 corridor to the east of the project 
is projected to cause a constraint on the capacity that would affect the operations of the 
US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue interchange. The traffic capacity analysis for Alternatives 3 and 3-C 
shows that the US 19-23-70 ramps from I-240 westbound to US 19-23-70 northbound and to 
I-240 eastbound from US 19-23-70 southbound would fail in the design year. The failure would 
be due to the limited capacity of the I-240 corridor. The point that the traffic would fail is 
essentially the same for all alternatives. Due to the common constraint, the operations for 
Alternative 4 and 4-B would only be a slight improvement over the operations for Alternatives 3 
and 3-C. 

The traffic operations for Alternatives 3 and 3-C, beyond the constraint of the I-240 corridor 
mentioned above, would be adequate to serve the project design year volumes. The Alternative 
3 and 3-C configuration would also preserve the interchange to the Hill Street/Riverside Drive 
area, while Alternatives 4 and 4-B would revise access to these areas. The configurations for 
Alternatives 4 and 4-B would preserve the connectivity between Hill Street and the Riverside 
Drive area (including the connection to the Hillside Apartment Complex) and would provide 
additional access to the Patton Avenue corridor; however, the partial access from US 19-23-70, 
as currently provided (and maintained in Alternatives 3 and 3-C) would be eliminated. The 
Alternative 4 and 4-B configuration would require traffic from I-240 westbound destined for the 
Hill Street/Riverside Drive area to exit at the Montford Avenue exit and traffic destined for Patton 
Avenue to cross over the French Broad River and exit at the interchange on the west side of the 
river. Alternatives 4 and 4-B would improve the flow and operations of traffic along Patton 
Avenue and provide for better interconnectivity between Hill Street/Riverside Drive and 
downtown Asheville on the east side of the French Broad River. 

I-26 Interchanges at I-240 and US 19-23-70 

The design of the I-26 interchanges at I-240 and US 19-23-70 would be slightly different for 
each of the alternatives in Section B. Alternatives 4 and 4-B would also include the I-240 
movements separated from the Patton Avenue traffic. The proposed interchanges would 
essentially create a triangle: I-26 would make up one leg, I-240 would make up the second leg 
and US 19-23-70 would make up the final leg. The triangle would include interchanges at each 
of the three corners. 



Chapter 2. Description of Alternatives Considered I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 2-112 

The traffic operations for Alternatives 3 and 3-C would be adequate; however, in comparison to 
the other alternatives; they would provide slightly lower efficiency and lifespan due to the 
combined I-240/Patton Avenue traffic on the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. Alternatives 4 and 4-B 
would provide good traffic operations by separating the local traffic and interstate traffic across 
the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges by providing the flyover bridges for I-240 traffic. Alternative 4-B 
would allow for the best traffic operations of the three options by providing the longest weaving 
distance for traffic along the I-26 westbound/US 19-23-70 northbound direction. The Alternative 
4 traffic operations would only be slightly worse than Alternative 4-B due to the shorter weaving 
distance but would be slightly better than Alternatives 3 and 3-C.  

2.8 ROADWAY DEFICIENCIES 

As detailed in Section 1.9, the design of roadways is subject to design standards and 
recommendations such that the practice of highway design features will result in maximum 
safety and utility. While every effort has been made to achieve these standards and meet these 
recommendations within the study area for each of the build alternatives, it was not feasible to 
completely achieve this goal. Several of the existing deficient roadway elements along I-26, 
I-40, I-240, US 19-23-70, and their associated interchanges are presented in Section 1.9. The 
following is a listing of the elements of design where standards or recommendations would not 
be fully met by one or more of the build alternatives.  

 Control of access 
 Design speeds 
 Shoulders 
 Medians 
 Interchanges 
 Left-hand entrances and exits 
 Speed-change lanes 

The following sections detail the evaluation of the elements for each of the build alternatives. 

2.8.1 SECTION C 

2.8.1.1 Alternative A-2 

The elements for Alternative A-2 that would not fully meet design standards or 
recommendations are included in Table 2-4 and on Figure 2-31. 

Table 2-4: Roadway Deficiencies for Section C – Alternative A-2 

Location No. Roadway Segment Deficient Element 

1 I-40 interchange at NC 
191 (Brevard Road) 

The interchange would not provide for all traffic movements 
because the following movements would not exist: I-26 WB 
to I-40 EB to NC 191. However, this access is provided at 
the adjacent NC 191 interchange with I-26/I-240. 

1 I-40 interchange at NC 
191 (Brevard Road) 

The interchange would not provide for all traffic movements 
because the following movements would not exist: I-26 EB 
to I-40 EB to NC 191. However, this access is provided at 
the adjacent NC 191 interchange with I-26/I-240. 
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2.8.1.2 Alternative C-2 

There are no elements of Alternative C-2 that would be deficient. 

2.8.1.3 Alternative D-1 

The elements for Alternative D-1 that would not fully meet design standards or 
recommendations are included in Table 2-5 and on Figure 2-32. 

Table 2-5: Roadway Deficiencies for Section C – Alternative D-1 

Location No. Roadway Segment Deficient Element 

1 I-40 interchange at NC 191 
(Brevard Road) 

The interchange would not provide for all traffic 
movements because the following movements 
would not exist: I-26 WB to I-40 EB to NC 191. 
However, this access is provided at the adjacent NC 
191 interchange with I-26/I-240. 

1 I-40 interchange at NC 191 
(Brevard Road) 

The interchange would not provide for all traffic 
movements because the following movements 
would not exist: NC 191 to I-40 WB to I-26 EB. 
However, this access is provided at the adjacent NC 
191 interchange with I-26/I-240. 

2.8.1.4 Alternative F-1 

The elements for Alternative F-1 that would not fully meet design standards or 
recommendations are included in Table 2-6 and on Figure 2-33. 

Table 2-6: Roadway Deficiencies for Section C – Alternative F-1 

Location No. Roadway Segment Deficient Element 

1 I-40/I-26 interchange The ramp from I-40 WB to I-26 EB utilizes a left-
hand exit from I-40 and a left-hand entrance to I-26. 
Left-hand entrances and exits are not prohibited, but 
they are not recommended. 

1 I-40/I-26 interchange The ramp from I-26 WB to I-40 WB utilizes a left-
hand exit from I-26 and a left-hand entrance to I-40. 
Left-hand entrances and exits are not prohibited, but 
they are not recommended. 

1 I-40/I-26 interchange The ramp from I-40 EB to I-26 WB utilizes a left-
hand entrance to I-26. Left-hand entrances and exits 
are not prohibited, but they are not recommended. 

2.8.2 SECTION A 

The elements for the I-240 Widening Alternative that would not fully meet design standards or 
recommendations are included on Figure 2-34 and in Table 2-7. 
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Table 2-7: Roadway Deficiencies for Section A – I-240 Widening Alternative 

Location 
No. 

Roadway Segment Deficient Element 

1 I-26/I-240 Interchange at 
NC 191(Brevard Road)  

The interchange would not provide for all traffic movements 
because the following movements would not exist: I-26 
eastbound/I-240 westbound to NC 191 (Brevard Road). 

2 I-26/I-240 Interchange at 
US 19-23 Business 
(Haywood Road) 

The control of access for the entrance ramp to I-26 
westbound/I-240 eastbound from US 19-23 Business (Haywood 
Road) would not extend a minimum of 100 feet beyond the 
ramp terminals. 

2 I-26/I-240 Interchange at 
US 19-23 Business 
(Haywood Road) 

The interchange would not provide for all traffic movements 
because the following movements would not exist: I-26 
eastbound to US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road).  
For Section B – Alternatives 3, 3-C, and 4. 

The I-26/I-240 and NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange would not provide for all traffic 
movements due to the close proximity of the SR 3556 (Amboy Road) interchange to the north. 
However, vehicles would be able to access NC 191 (Brevard Road) by exiting at the SR 3556 
(Amboy Road) interchange and following the extension of SR 3556 (Amboy Road) to NC 191 
(Brevard Road). The lack of controlled access for a distance of 100 feet along US 19-23 
Business (Haywood Road) would be due to the need for access to the Aycock School historic 
property. In order to control the access for 100 feet, a greater impact to a Section 4(f) resource 
would be required. The interchange at the I-26/I-240 interchange with US 19-23 Business 
(Haywood Road) would not provide for all traffic movements due to the eastbound I-26 traffic 
not having direct access to the interchange. This is a result of the combining and splitting of I-26 
and I-240 and the close proximity to the US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) interchange. This 
scenario would only be present for Section B – Alternative 3 (Alternatives 4 and 4-B provide 
access due to the I-26/I-240 merge being completed farther north). For Section B – Alternative 
3, traffic on I-26 eastbound destined for US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) would have to exit 
at US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) onto the access roadway and pass through two signals along 
the access roadway and one signal along Patton Avenue, onto the entrance ramp to I-240 
westbound and follow the auxiliary lane along I-240 to the US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) 
exit ramp. 

2.8.3 SECTION B 

2.8.3.1 Alternative 3 

The elements for Alternative 3 that would not fully meet design standards or recommendations 
are included on Figure 2-35 and in Table 2-8. 

Three of deficient elements would be due to not being able to provide for all traffic movements 
at the I-26/I-240 interchange with Patton Avenue, the I-26 interchange with US 19-23-70 and the 
I-240 interchange with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue. The primary reason that the access could 
not be accommodated is due to the constraints within the corridor, including the urban 
development and natural features such as the French Broad River. The traffic movements that 
are not included in the interchanges are redundant movements to those that occur at an 
interchange in advance of the interchange with the missing movements; therefore, these 
movements would only serve traffic that missed an earlier exit.  
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Table 2-8: Roadway Deficiencies for Section B – Alternative 3 

Location 
No. 

Roadway Segment Deficient Element 

1 I-26/I-240 Interchange at 
Patton Avenue 

The interchange would not provide for all traffic movements 
because the I-240 westbound to I-26 westbound movement 
would not exist. 

2 I-26 Interchange at 
US 19-23-70 

The interchange would not provide for all traffic movements 
because the I-26 westbound to US 19-23-70 southbound 
movement and US 19-23-70 northbound to I-26 eastbound 
movement would not exist. 

3 I-240 Captain Jeff Bowen 
Bridges 

The existing bridge widths do not equal the full paved width of 
the roadway, which includes the minimum width of paved 
shoulders for an interstate facility. Additionally, the existing 
bridges do not provide adequate horizontal clearance 
required for an interstate facility. (Existing Deficiency) 

3 I-240 Captain Jeff Bowen 
Bridges area 

The I-240 inside and outside paved shoulder widths do not 
meet the requirements for an interstate facility. Additionally, 
the existing paved shoulder widths do not provide adequate 
horizontal clearance required for an interstate facility. 
(Existing Deficiency) 

3 I-240 Captain Jeff Bowen 
Bridges area 

I-240 includes vertical curb (with and without guardrail). 
(Existing Deficiency) 

4 I-240/US 19-23-70/Patton 
Avenue Interchange 

The interchange does not provide for all traffic movements 
because the I-240 westbound to eastbound Patton Avenue 
movement does not exist. (Existing Deficiency) 

4 I-240/US 19-23-70/Patton 
Avenue Interchange 

The interchange has a left-hand exit from I-240 eastbound to 
US 19-23-70 northbound, a left-hand entrance ramp from 
US 19-23-70 southbound to I-240 eastbound and a left-hand 
entrance from Patton Avenue westbound to I-240 westbound. 
(Existing Deficiency) 

4 I-240/US 19-23-70/Patton 
Avenue Interchange 

The I-240 eastbound exit ramp to US 19-23-70 northbound 
does not provide the minimum deceleration length. (Existing 
Deficiency) 

4 I-240/US 19-23-70/Patton 
Avenue Interchange 

The I-240 westbound exit ramp to US 19-23-70 northbound 
does not provide the minimum deceleration length. (Existing 
Deficiency) 

4 I-240/US 19-23-70/Patton 
Avenue Interchange 

The Patton Avenue bridge over I-240 to US 19-23-70 
northbound does not provide the recommended vertical 
clearance for an interstate facility. (Existing Deficiency) 

4 I-240/US 19-23-70/Patton 
Avenue Interchange 

The US 19-23-70 southbound bridge over I-240 to Patton 
Avenue does not provide the recommended vertical 
clearance for an interstate facility. (Existing Deficiency) 

4 I-240/US 19-23-70/Patton 
Avenue Interchange 

The existing I-240 westbound bridge width does not equal the 
full paved width of the roadway, which includes the minimum 
width of paved shoulders for an interstate facility. Additionally, 
the existing bridge does not provide adequate horizontal 
clearance required for an interstate facility. (Existing 
Deficiency) 
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Location 
No. 

Roadway Segment Deficient Element 

4 I-240/US 19-23-70/Patton 
Avenue Interchange area 

East of US 19-23-70, the I-240 inside and outside paved 
shoulder widths do not meet the requirements for an 
interstate facility. Additionally, the existing paved shoulder 
widths do not provide adequate horizontal clearance required 
for an interstate facility. (Existing Deficiency)  

5 Pedestrian bridge over I-240 East of US 19-23-70, the pedestrian bridge over I-240 does 
not provide the recommended vertical clearance for an 
interstate facility. (Existing Deficiency) 

5 I-240/US 19-23-70/Patton 
Avenue Interchange area 

I-240 east of US 19-23-70 includes vertical curb (with and 
without guardrail). (Existing Deficiency) 

5 I-240/US 19-23-70/Patton 
Avenue Interchange 

The I-240 westbound vertical alignment of the roadway east 
of the interchange exceeds the maximum allowable gradient. 
(Existing Deficiency) 

Due to the difficulties in providing all movements at a single interchange as a result of the urban 
location, topographic constraints and the French Broad River, the intent of the three 
interchanges is to act as a single interchange that is spread out to form a triangle that when 
combined provide for all traffic movements. The remaining four deficient elements are all related 
to existing conditions east of the French Broad River that are beyond the limits of construction 
for Alternative 3 and could be addressed in a separate project, if necessary. 

2.8.3.2 Alternative 3-C 

The elements for Alternative 3 that would not fully meet design standards or recommendations 
are included on Figure 2-36 and in Table 2-9. 

The first three deficient elements would be due to not being able to provide for all traffic 
movements at the I-26/I-240 interchange with Patton Avenue, the I-26 interchange with 
US 19-23-70 and the I-240 interchange with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue. The primary reason 
that the access could not be accommodated is due to the constraints within the corridor, 
including the urban development and natural features such as the French Broad River. The 
traffic movements that are not included in the interchanges are redundant movements to those 
that occur at an interchange in advance of the interchange with the missing movements; 
therefore, these movements would only serve traffic that missed an earlier exit. Due to the 
difficulties in providing all movements at a single interchange as a result of the urban location, 
topographic constraints and the French Broad River, the intent of the three interchanges is to 
act as a single interchange that is spread out to form a triangle that when combined provide for 
all traffic movements. The remaining four deficient elements are all related to existing conditions 
east of the French Broad River that are beyond the limits of construction for Alternative 3-C and 
could be addressed in a separate project, if necessary. 

2.8.3.3 Alternative 4 

The elements for Alternative 4 that would not fully meet design standards or recommendations 
are included on Figure 2-37 and in Table 2-10. 

. 
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Table 2-9: Roadway Deficiencies for Section B – Alternative 3-C 

Location 
No. 

Roadway Segment Deficient Element 

1 I-26/I-240 Interchange at 
Patton Avenue 

The interchange would not provide for all traffic movements 
because the I-240 westbound to I-26 westbound movement 
would not exist. 

2 I-26 Interchange at 
US 19-23-70 

The interchange would not provide for all traffic movements 
because the I-26 westbound to US 19-23-70 southbound 
movement and US 19-23-70 northbound to I-26 eastbound 
movement would not exist. 

3 I-240/US 19-23-70/Patton 
Avenue Interchange 

The interchange does not provide for all traffic movements 
because the I-240 westbound to eastbound Patton Avenue 
movement does not exist. (Existing Deficiency) 

4 I-240/US 19-23-70/Patton 
Avenue Interchange 

The interchange has a left-hand exit from I-240 eastbound to 
US 19-23-70 northbound, a left-hand entrance ramp from 
US 19-23-70 southbound to I-240 eastbound and a left-hand 
entrance from Patton Avenue westbound to I-240 westbound. 
(Existing Deficiency) 

5 I-240/US 19-23-70/Patton 
Avenue Interchange 

The I-240 westbound exit ramp towards US 19-23-70 
northbound does not provide the minimum deceleration length. 
(Existing Deficiency) 

6 US 19-23-70 between 
I-240 and Hill Street 

The US 19-23-70 median width does not meet the requirements 
for a freeway facility. (Existing Deficiency) 

7 US 19-23-70 between 
I-240 and SR 1781 
(Broadway) 

The US 19-23-70 inside and outside paved shoulder widths do 
not meet the requirements for a freeway facility. (Existing 
Deficiency) 

 

Table 2-10: Roadway Deficiencies for Section B – Alternative 4 

Location 
No. 

Roadway Segment Deficient Element 

1 I-26/I-240 Interchange at 
Patton Avenue 

The interchange would not provide for all traffic movements 
because the I-240 westbound to I-26 westbound movement and 
the I-26 eastbound to I-240 eastbound movement would not 
exist. 

2 I-26 Interchange at 
US 19-23-70 

The interchange would not provide for all traffic movements 
because the I-26 westbound to US 19-23-70 southbound 
movement and the US 19-23-70 northbound to I-26 eastbound 
movement would not exist. 

3 I-240 Interchange with 
US 19-23-70 

The interchange would not provide for all traffic movements 
because the I-240 eastbound to US 19-23-70 northbound 
movement and the US 19-23-70 southbound to I-240 
westbound movement would not exist. 

4 I-240/US 19-23-70/Patton 
Avenue Interchange 

The interchange would not provide for all traffic movements 
because the I-240 westbound to Patton Avenue westbound and 
eastbound movements would not exist. 

5 US 19-23-70 between 
I-240 split and SR 1781 
(Broadway) 

The US 19-23-70 inside and outside paved shoulder widths do 
not meet the requirements for a freeway facility. (Existing 
Deficiency) 
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The first three deficient elements would be due to not being able to provide for all traffic 
movements at the I-26/I-240 interchange with Patton Avenue, the I-26 interchange with 
US 19-23-70, and the relocated I-240 interchange with US 19-23-70. The primary reason that 
the access could not be accommodated is due to the constraints within the corridor, including 
the urban development and natural features such as the French Broad River. The traffic 
movements that are not included in the interchanges would be redundant movements to those 
that occur at an interchange in advance of the interchange with the missing movements; 
therefore, these movements would only serve traffic that missed an earlier exit. Due to the 
difficulties in providing all movements at a single interchange as a result of the urban location, 
topographic constraints and the French Broad River, the intent of the three interchanges is to 
act as a single interchange that is spread out to form a triangle that when combined provide for 
all traffic movements. 

The partial interchange between I-240/US 19-23-70 and Patton Avenue (Location #4) would be 
due to topographical constraints, a school, daycare center and church adjacent to the interstate 
and the close proximity to the interchanges at I-240/Montford Avenue and the relocated I-240 
interchange with US 19-23-70. Access to Patton Avenue from I-240 would be provided at the 
interchange of I-26/I-240 and US 19-23-74A, west of the French Broad River. The remaining 
deficient element is related to existing conditions east of the French Broad River that are 
beyond the limits of construction for Alternative 4 and could be addressed in a separate project, 
if necessary. 

2.8.3.4 Alternative 4-B 

The elements for Alternative 4-B that would not fully meet design standards or 
recommendations are included on Figure 2-38 and in Table 2-11. 

The first three deficient elements would be due to not being able to provide for all traffic 
movements at the I-26/I-240 interchange with Patton Avenue, the I-26 interchange with 
US 19-23-70, and the relocated I-240 interchange with US 19-23-70. The primary reason that 
the access could not be accommodated is due to the constraints within the corridor, including 
the urban development and natural features such as the French Broad River. The traffic 
movements that are not included in the interchanges would be redundant movements to those 
that occur at an interchange in advance of the interchange with the missing movements; 
therefore, these movements would only serve traffic that missed an earlier exit. Due to the 
difficulties in providing all movements at a single interchange as a result of the urban location, 
topographic constraints and the French Broad River, the intent of the three interchanges is to 
act as a single interchange that is spread out to form a triangle that when combined provide for 
all traffic movements. 

The partial interchange between I-240/US 19-23-70 and Patton Avenue (Location #4) would be 
due to topographical constraints, a school, daycare center and church adjacent to the interstate 
and the close proximity to the interchanges at I-240/Montford Avenue and the relocated I-240 
interchange with US 19-23-70. Access to Patton Avenue from I-240 would be provided at the 
interchange of I-26/I-240 and US 19-23-74A, west of the French Broad River.  
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Table 2-11: Roadway Deficiencies for Section B – Alternative 4-B 

Location 
No. 

Roadway Segment Deficient Element 

1 I-26/I-240 Interchange at 
Patton Avenue 

The interchange would not provide for all traffic movements 
because the I-240 westbound to I-26 westbound movement and 
the I-26 eastbound to I-240 eastbound movement would not 
exist. 

2 I-26 Interchange at 
US 19-23-70 

The interchange would not provide for all traffic movements 
because the I-26 westbound to US 19-23-70 southbound 
movement and the US 19-23-70 northbound to I-26 eastbound 
movement would not exist. 

3 I-240 Interchange with 
US 19-23-70 

The interchange would not provide for all traffic movements 
because the I-240 eastbound to US 19-23-70 northbound 
movement and the US 19-23-70 southbound to I-240 
westbound movement would not exist. 

4 I-240/US 19-23-70/Patton 
Avenue Interchange 

The interchange would not provide for all traffic movements 
because the I-240 westbound to Patton Avenue westbound and 
eastbound movements would not exist. 

2.9 COMPARISON OF DETAILED STUDY ALTERNATIVES TO PROJECT 
PURPOSES 

This section provides a summary of the comparison of each of the detailed study alternatives to 
the project purposes. The evaluation was conducted to determine whether each of the detailed 
study alternatives meet the objectives included in Chapter 1 of this DEIS. The project’s needs 
and associated purposes are evaluated in the following sections of this chapter: 

 System Linkage (Section 2.6) 
 Traffic Capacity (Section 2.7) 
 Roadway Deficiencies (Section 2.8) 

2.9.1 SECTION C 

2.9.1.1 Alternative A-2 

Alternative A-2 would meet the project purposes by:  

 Upgrading the Interstate corridor from I-26 south of Asheville through the US 19-23 
interchange to meet design standards for the Interstate system 

 Providing a link in the transportation system connecting a direct, multi-lane, freeway facility 
from the Port of Charleston, South Carolina, to I-81 near Kingsport, Tennessee, that meets 
the 13 controlling criteria defined by FHWA 

 Improving the capacity of a portion of existing I-240 west of Asheville by attaining LOS D or 
better for all movements associated with existing I-240 

The following project purposes would not be applicable to alternatives in Section C of this 
project: 

 To reduce delays and congestion along the I-240 crossing of the French Broad River 
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 To increase the remaining useful life of the existing Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges by 
substantially reducing the volume of traffic on this vital crossing of the French Broad River 

The evaluation concluded that Alternative A-2 would meet the Purpose and Need for the 
proposed project. 

2.9.1.2 Alternative C-2 

Alternative C-2 would meet the project purposes by:  

 Upgrading the Interstate corridor from I-26 south of Asheville through the US 19-23 
interchange to meet design standards for the Interstate system 

 Providing a link in the transportation system connecting a direct, multi-lane, freeway facility 
from the Port of Charleston, South Carolina, to I-81 near Kingsport, Tennessee, that meets 
the 13 controlling criteria defined by FHWA 

 Improving the capacity of a portion of existing I-240 west of Asheville by attaining LOS D or 
better for all movements associated with existing I-240 

The following project purposes would not be applicable to alternatives in Section C of this 
project: 

 To reduce delays and congestion along the I-240 crossing of the French Broad River 
 To increase the remaining useful life of the existing Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges by 

substantially reducing the volume of traffic on this vital crossing of the French Broad River 

The evaluation concluded that Alternative C-2 would meet the Purpose and Need for the 
proposed project. 

2.9.1.3 Alternative D-1 

Alternative D-1 would meet the project purposes by:  

 Upgrading the Interstate corridor from I-26 south of Asheville through the US 19-23 
interchange to meet design standards for the Interstate system 

 Providing a link in the transportation system connecting a direct, multi-lane, freeway facility 
from the Port of Charleston, South Carolina, to I-81 near Kingsport, Tennessee, that meets 
the 13 controlling criteria defined by FHWA 

 Improving the capacity of a portion of existing I-240 west of Asheville by attaining LOS D or 
better for all movements associated with existing I-240 

The following project purposes would not be applicable to alternatives in Section C of this 
project: 

 To reduce delays and congestion along the I-240 crossing of the French Broad River 
 To increase the remaining useful life of the existing Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges by 

substantially reducing the volume of traffic on this vital crossing of the French Broad River 

The evaluation concluded that Alternative D-1 would meet the Purpose and Need for the 
proposed project. 
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2.9.1.4 Alternative F-1 

Alternative F-1 would meet the project purposes by:  

 Upgrading the Interstate corridor from I-26 south of Asheville through the US 19-23 
interchange to meet design standards for the Interstate system 

 Providing a link in the transportation system connecting a direct, multi-lane, freeway facility 
from the Port of Charleston, South Carolina, to I-81 near Kingsport, Tennessee, that meets 
the 13 controlling criteria defined by FHWA 

 Improving the capacity of a portion of existing I-240 west of Asheville by attaining LOS D or 
better for all movements associated with existing I-240 

The following project purposes would not be applicable to alternatives in Section C of this 
project because they refer to the locations outside of the limits of Section C: 

 To reduce delays and congestion along the I-240 crossing of the French Broad River 
 To increase the remaining useful life of the existing Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges by 

substantially reducing the volume of traffic on this vital crossing of the French Broad River 

The evaluation concluded that Alternative F-1 would meet the Purpose and Need for the 
proposed project.  

2.9.2 SECTION A 

The I-240 Widening Alternative would meet the project purposes by:  

 Upgrading the Interstate corridor from I-26 south of Asheville through the US 19-23 
interchange to meet design standards for the Interstate system 

 Providing a link in the transportation system connecting a direct, multi-lane, freeway facility 
from the Port of Charleston, South Carolina, to I-81 near Kingsport, Tennessee, that meets 
the 13 controlling criteria defined by FHWA 

 Improving the capacity of a portion of existing I-240 west of Asheville by attaining LOS D or 
better for all movements associated with existing I-240 

The following project purposes would not be applicable to alternatives in Section A of this 
project because they refer to the locations outside of the limits of Section A: 

 To reduce delays and congestion along the I-240 crossing of the French Broad River 
 To increase the remaining useful life of the existing Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges by 

substantially reducing the volume of traffic on this vital crossing of the French Broad River 

The evaluation concluded that the I-240 Widening Alternative from Section A would meet the 
Purpose and Need for the proposed project.  

2.9.3 SECTION B 

2.9.3.1 Alternative 3 

Alternative 3 would meet the project purposes by:  
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 Upgrading the Interstate corridor from I-26 south of Asheville through the US 19-23 
interchange to meet design standards for the Interstate system 

 Providing a link in the transportation system connecting a direct, multi-lane, freeway facility 
from the Port of Charleston, South Carolina, to I-81 near Kingsport, Tennessee, that meets 
the 13 controlling criteria defined by FHWA 

 Improving the capacity of a portion of existing I-240 west of Asheville by attaining LOS D or 
better for all movements associated with existing I-240 

 Reducing delays and congestion along the I-240 crossing of the French Broad River by 
attaining LOS D or better across the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges 

 Increasing the remaining useful life of the existing Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges by 
substantially reducing the volume of traffic to a level that allows the existing bridges to 
operate at LOS D or better 

The evaluation concluded that Alternative 3 would meet the Purpose and Need for the proposed 
project.  

2.9.3.2 Alternative 3-C 

Alternative 3-C would meet the project purposes by:  

 Upgrading the Interstate corridor from I-26 south of Asheville through the US 19-23 
interchange to meet design standards for the Interstate system 

 Providing a link in the transportation system connecting a direct, multi-lane, freeway facility 
from the Port of Charleston, South Carolina, to I-81 near Kingsport, Tennessee, that meets 
the 13 controlling criteria defined by FHWA 

 Improving the capacity of a portion of existing I-240 west of Asheville by attaining LOS D or 
better for all movements associated with existing I-240 

 Reducing delays and congestion along the I-240 crossing of the French Broad River by 
attaining LOS D or better across the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges 

 Increasing the remaining useful life of the existing Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges by 
substantially reducing the volume of traffic to a level that allows the existing bridges to 
operate at LOS D or better 

The evaluation concluded that Alternative 3-C would meet the Purpose and Need for the 
proposed project.  

2.9.3.3 Alternative 4 

Alternative 4 would meet the project purposes by:  

 Upgrading the Interstate corridor from I-26 south of Asheville through the US 19-23 
interchange to meet design standards for the Interstate system 

 Providing a link in the transportation system connecting a direct, multi-lane, freeway facility 
from the Port of Charleston, South Carolina, to I-81 near Kingsport, Tennessee, that meets 
the 13 controlling criteria defined by FHWA 

 Improving the capacity of a portion of existing I-240 west of Asheville by attaining LOS D or 
better for all movements associated with existing I-240 

 Reducing delays and congestion along the I-240 crossing of the French Broad River by 
attaining LOS D or better across the new flyover bridges 
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 Increasing the remaining useful life of the existing Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges by 
substantially reducing the volume of traffic to a level that allows the existing bridges to 
operate at LOS D or better 

The evaluation concluded that Alternative 4 would meet the Purpose and Need for the proposed 
project.  

2.9.3.4 Alternative 4-B 

Alternative 4-B would meet the project purposes by:  

 Upgrading the Interstate corridor from I-26 south of Asheville through the US 19-23 
interchange to meet design standards for the Interstate system 

 Providing a link in the transportation system connecting a direct, multi-lane, freeway facility 
from the Port of Charleston, South Carolina, to I-81 near Kingsport, Tennessee, that meets 
the 13 controlling criteria defined by FHWA 

 Improving the capacity of a portion of existing I-240 west of Asheville by attaining LOS D or 
better for all movements associated with existing I-240 

 Reducing delays and congestion along the I-240 crossing of the French Broad River by 
attaining LOS D or better across the new flyover bridges 

 Increasing the remaining useful life of the existing Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges by 
substantially reducing the volume of traffic to a level that allows the existing bridges to 
operate at LOS D or better 

The evaluation concluded that Alternative 4-B would meet the Purpose and Need for the 
proposed project.  

2.10 COSTS 

The construction and right-of-way costs for the detailed study alternatives evaluated in this DEIS 
are included in Table 2-12.  

Table 2-12: Construction and Right-of-Way Cost Estimates  

Resource 
  
  

Section C  Section 
A  

Section B  
(New Location across French 

Broad) (I-26/I-40/I-240 Interchange) 

Alt. 
A-2 

Alt. 
C-2 

Alt. 
D-1 

Alt. 
F-1 

I-240 
Widening 

Alt. 3 
Alt. 
3C 

Alt. 4 
Alt. 
4B 

Construction 
Cost  $286.1 $269.7  $263.1 $203.3 $105.7  $190.2 $191.2  $255.6 $291.3 

Right-of-Way 
Cost $26.6  $22.4  $33.8  $17.1  $29.4  $42.8  $36.2  $45.5 $36.8 

Utilities Cost $2.2  $2.0  $2.3 $2.1  $3.4  $3.1  $3.3  $3.6  $3.9  
Total Cost $314.9 $294.1  $299.2 $222.5 $138.5 $236.1 $230.7  $304.7 $332.0 
Source: NCDOT Roadway Design Unit, NCDOT Right of Way Unit, and NCDOT Utilities Unit 
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2.11 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

The following section includes a summary of the alternatives evaluated for the proposed project. 
The following alternatives were evaluated as a part of the Phase I Environmental Analysis 
(NCDOT 1995): 

 “Do-Nothing” Alternative 
 Build Alternatives 
 Improve Existing Alternative 

— Alternative A 
— Alternative B 
— Alternative B-1 
— Alternative B-2 
— Alternatives C through J 
— Alternative K and L 
— Alternative R 

Following the Phase I Environmental Analysis two alternatives were carried forward for 
additional study (NCDOT 1995). 

 “Do-Nothing” Alternative 
 Build Alternative A 

Once the project entered the NEPA phase additional analysis of alternatives was undertaken in 
the form of preliminary study alternatives. The following is a list of the preliminary study 
alternatives for the proposed project: 

 No-Build Alternative 
 Transportation System Management Alternatives 
 Transportation Demand Management Alternatives 
 Mass Transit Alternatives 
 Build Alternatives 

— Section C 
o Alternative A-1 
o Alternative A-2 
o Alternative A-3 
o Alternative B 
o Alternative C-1 
o Alternative C-2 
o Alternative C-3 
o Alternative D-1 
o Alternative D-2 
o Alternative F-1 
o Alternative F-2 

— Section A 
o I-240 Widening Alternative 

— Section B 
o Alternative 1 
o Alternative 2 
o Alternative 3 
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o Alternative 4 
o Alternative 5 
o Alternative 6 
o Upgrade Existing with Parallel Bridge Alternative 
o Asheville Design Center Alternative 
o Alternative 3-C 
o Alternative 4-B 

The preliminary study alternatives were evaluated and the following alternatives were selected 
as detailed study alternatives: 

 No-Build Alternative 
 Build Alternatives 

— Section C 
o Alternative A-2 
o Alternative C-2 
o Alternative D-1 
o Alternative F-1 

— Section A 
o I-240 Widening Alternative 

— Section B 
o Alternative 3 
o Alternative 3-C 
o Alternative 4 
o Alternative 4-B 

Two more build alternatives were briefly studied, but later dropped from consideration. These 
were Section C – Alternative F-2 and Section B – Alternative 4-C. As stated previously, each of 
the detailed study alternatives must meet the stated purposes for the proposed project, with the 
exception of the no-build alternative, which is given full consideration and provides baseline 
conditions with which to compare the other alternatives. Table 2-13 includes a summary of the 
comparison of the detailed study alternatives to the project purposes. 
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Table 2-13: Comparison of Alternatives to Project Purposes Summary 

Project Purpose 

Alternative 

Section C Section 
A 

Section B 

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

Does the Alternative Meet the Project Purpose? 

Upgrade the Interstate corridor from 
I-26 south of Asheville through the 
US 19-23 interchange to meet 
design standards for the Interstate 
system 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

To provide a link in the transportation 
system connecting a direct, multi-
lane, freeway facility meeting 
interstate standards from the Port of 
Charleston, South Carolina, to I-81 
near Kingsport, Tennessee 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

To improve the capacity of existing I-
240 west of Asheville to 
accommodate the existing and 
forecasted (2033 design year) traffic 
in this growing area. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

To reduce traffic delays and 
congestion along the I-240 crossing 
of the French Broad River, which 
currently operates at capacity 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes Yes Yes Yes 

To increase the remaining useful 
service of the existing Captain Jeff 
Bowen Bridges by substantially 
reducing the volume of traffic on this 
vital crossing of the French Broad 
River 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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CHAPTER 1. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROJECT 

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT), in cooperation with the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), is evaluating proposed improvements to upgrade the I-240 
corridor from south of the I-26/I-40/I240 interchange through the I-240 interchange with 
US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue west of the French Broad River so that I-240 can be redesignated 
as I-26. NCDOT is proposing upgrading the corridor to accommodate the amount and types of 
future traffic. NCDOT is also proposing to upgrade the I-240 interchange with 
US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue to provide an interstate highway to interstate highway interchange 
for I-240 and future I-26.  

The proposed action is included in the French Broad River Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(FBRMPO) 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (2035 LRTP) and its 2016-2025 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The proposed action is also included in the 
NCDOT’s 2016-2025 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) and included within the 
NCDOT Strategic Transportation Corridor (STC) Network. 

This statement of purpose and need explains why improvements to the transportation system in 
the project area (the proposed action) should be identified and implemented, which is detailed in 
the Purpose and Need Statement (URS 2015a). 

As part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) study conducted for the I-26 Connector 
project, the reports listed in Chapter 9 were prepared, which are available for review on file at 
the NCDOT office in Raleigh, North Carolina, and are incorporated into this Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) by reference. 

1.1 PROJECT AREA 

The proposed action (proposed project) is located in Asheville, North Carolina, within Buncombe 
County and is commonly referred to as the I-26 Connector. It is intended to provide a link 
between existing I-26 south of Asheville and US 19-23-70 north of Asheville, completing an 
existing gap in the I-26 Corridor within North Carolina. A project location and vicinity map is 
provided as Figure 1-1. 

1.2 PROJECT NEEDS 

The need for the 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 19-23-70 north of Asheville. I-26 is planned to connect 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 currently connects I-26 with 
US 19-23-70. The I-240 freeway, constructed in the 1960s, does not meet current interstate 
design standards. 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 freeway is restricted to one lane in each direction, which 
causes traffic to queue onto I-240. When the construction of NCDOT STIP Project A-10 
(US 19-23-70 improvements from Asheville to the Tennessee state line) is completed, it will  
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allow motorists to travel on a fully controlled access, median divided freeway from I-81 near 
Kingsport, Tennessee, to I-240 in Asheville. 

 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 experience traffic delays and queuing. 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 A-10 will further increased 
traffic demands along I-240 west of Asheville. The increase in traffic volumes further 
contribute to the congestion and delays being experienced along I-240. 

 Roadway Deficiencies: Interstates within the study area have roadway deficiencies and 
need to be upgraded to meet current design standards. Existing I-240 west of Asheville and 
the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange do not meet current interstate design standards due to 
substandard roadway features. Multiple segments of I-240 west of Asheville currently have 
an accident rate that exceeds the critical crash rate for similar North Carolina facilities, 
demonstrating the need for these improvements along this section of the facility. 

1.3 PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The primary purposes of the proposed project are to: 

 Upgrade the Interstate corridor from I-26 south of Asheville through the US 19-23 
interchange to meet design standards for the Interstate system;  

 Provide a link in the transportation system connecting a direct, multi-lane freeway facility 
meeting interstate standards 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; and 

 Increase the remaining useful service of the existing Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges by 
substantially reducing the volume of traffic on this vital crossing of the French Broad River. 

1.4 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

1.4.1 PROJECT SETTING AND LAND USE 

The City of Asheville is located in Buncombe County entirely within the mountainous region of 
North Carolina. The project study area is shown on Figure 1-2. Asheville and the surrounding 
area are part of the region known as Appalachia, which surrounds the Appalachian Mountains 
and stretches from southern New York State to northern Mississippi. Buncombe County is the 
seventh largest county in North Carolina, with a 2010 US Census population of 238,318; the 
City of Asheville is the tenth largest municipality in the state, with a population of 83,393. A large 
portion of the land within the study area is developed, with residential and commercial areas 
located along existing I-240 and US 19-23-70. The project study area is within the transportation 
planning jurisdiction of the FBRMPO. This organization, formerly known as the Asheville Area 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (AAMPO), was expanded to include 18 local governments 
in 2003 as a result of the 2000 census. 
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1.4.2 PROJECT HISTORY 

1.4.2.1 1965 to 1998  

The extension of I-26 from I-40 to the North Carolina/Tennessee state line has been under 
consideration for many years. In 1965, Congress passed the Appalachian Regional 
Development Act (ARDA) to promote economic growth and development in Appalachia. This 
Act established the Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC). The ARC established the 
Appalachian Development Highway System (ADHS) in order to provide a highway system that, 
in conjunction with the Interstate System and other federal-aid highways in Appalachia, would 
open up an area or areas with a developmental potential where commerce and communication 
have been inhibited by lack of adequate access. In 1973, the US 19-23-70 corridor was included 
in the ADHS and designated as Corridor B. 

In 1978, the ARC was faced with funding shortfalls and the US 19-23 corridor considerations 
were discontinued. However, improving this corridor remained a high priority project from a 
local, regional, and state perspective. In 1989, the North Carolina General Assembly passed the 
Highway Trust Fund with estimated revenues of $9.2 billion generated over a 10-year period. 
The proposed Asheville Connector, now referred to as the I-26 Connector, was funded by the 
Trust Fund Act and added to the NCDOT STIP as project number I-2513. 

In 1992, the Asheville Connector Advisory Committee (ACAC) was formed by the local 
Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) and the Technical Coordinating Committee (TCC), 
which were bodies of the AAMPO. The ACAC was formed to study the I-26 Connector in 
Asheville and to recommend a preferred corridor alignment for the facility. This group had 
representatives from 17 neighborhood, environmental, and business groups.  

In 1993, as a part of the pilot project, NCDOT completed a draft Phase I Environmental Analysis 
–Asheville Urban Area (Phase I Study) for the I-26 Connector (NCDOT 1995). The Phase I 
Study was distributed to AAMPO and ACAC in early 1993. This document included data 
collected from consultations with federal and state environmental agencies, environmental and 
design studies, and public involvement. In September 1993, ACAC presented their 
recommendations to AAMPO, which included the preferred corridor location for the I-26 
Connector. The preferred corridor recommended in the draft Phase I Study for the I-26 
Connector followed the existing I-240 to the interchange with US 19-23-74A and Patton Avenue, 
west of the French Broad River, and extended northward on new location from the I-240 
interchange with US 19-23-74A and Patton Avenue, across the French Broad River to the 
existing US 19-23-70.  The Improve Existing Alternative was eliminated due to the unfeasibility 
of upgrades to the bridges. The Upgrade Existing with Parallel Bridge Alternative was identified 
for preliminary study but was eliminated due to impacts to the Montford Avenue Historic District. 

In June 1994, two more public information workshops were held to discuss the connector and 
the plan. Then, two public hearings were held in June and July 1994 to provide the public 
another opportunity to officially comment on the project.  

In 1995, NCDOT published the final Phase I Environmental Analysis – Asheville Urban Area in 
April 1995 (NCDOT 1995). This publication contained signatures and resolutions concurring on 
numerous issues including a preferred corridor for the I-26 Asheville Connector. Those 
approving the recommendations in this analysis included the City of Asheville, the towns of 
Biltmore Forest, Black Mountain, Fletcher, Montreat, Weaverville, and Woodfin, the Buncombe 
County Commissioners, the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the US 
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Department of the Interior, the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC), and 
the North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources. 

In 1995, the States of North Carolina and Tennessee executed agreements with the Federal 
Highway Administration pursuant to title 23 USC. 139(b)[now 23 USC.103(c)(4)(B)] to designate 
US 23, from I-240 in Asheville northerly to I-81, in Tennessee as a future part of the Interstate 
System. The route number of I-26 was approved as part of the future Interstate designation. 

Since 1997, NCDOT has held meetings with community leaders, local interest groups, business 
groups, and affected businesses and neighborhoods to explain the proposed project.  

In April 1998, a Citizens Informational Workshop (CIW) was held to present the proposed 
project alternatives to the general public. 

1.4.2.2 1999 to 2000 (Community Coordinating Committee) 

In late 1999, public concern about the project prompted the City of Asheville to request that 
NCDOT pursue additional public involvement. Partnering with the City of Asheville, NCDOT 
invited the leaders of the interested business groups, affected neighborhoods, and other public 
interest organizations to meet and discuss the principal issues of concern. To bring the greater 
community to a consensus, a Community Coordinating Committee (CCC) was formed from this 
group of community leaders. The CCC, with the help of NCDOT and the City of Asheville, 
conducted a Project Educational Forum on June 15, 2000, at the University of North Carolina - 
Asheville (UNC-A) Lipinsky Auditorium to present project design issues and encourage public 
participation in a Project Design Forum to be held in July 2000. At the Project Educational 
Forum, NCDOT’s proposed alternatives, major project features, and relevant project issues 
were presented to the general public. On July 21 and 22, 2000, the CCC, with the help of 
NCDOT and the City of Asheville, conducted the Project Design Forum to provide interested 
citizens with an opportunity to suggest improvements and become involved in the project 
design.  

The CCC completed a report documenting their recommendations and their desirable design-
related goals for consideration as the project developed. The City of Asheville approved the 
CCC project goals and recommendations and a summary was included in the Asheville City 
Development Plan 2025 (City of Asheville 2002a).   

1.4.2.3. 2002 to 2008 

Since 2002, NCDOT developed alternatives for the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and refined 
preliminary engineering designs for widening I-240 and the alternatives connecting I-240 to 
US 19-23-70. Agency coordination and public involvement activities continued and 
environmental studies regarding the effects of the alternatives were conducted.  

2004: In June and July 2004, two public informational meetings were held. The purpose of 
these meetings, respectively, was to present functional centerline alternatives and to present 
the basis for recommending eight lanes along the I-240 section of the project.  

2006: The engineering designs for the project alternatives were presented at a two day CIW in 
October 2006.  
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2007: On May 7, 2007, NCDOT received a conceptual alignment developed by the Asheville 
Design Center (ADC). The concept and its evaluation are described in Section 2.5.4.1. NCDOT 
evaluated the ADC’s alternative and determined that the concept contained too many 
substantial design, environmental, and operation issues to move it forward for detailed analysis.  

2008: In January 2008, the ADC presented the revised concept, now referred to as Alternative 
4-B, to the Asheville City Council and the City Council requested that NCDOT consider the 
modified conceptual alternative. At the time of publication of the 2008 DEIS, NCDOT was 
reviewing the concept for fatal flaws and was working closely with the City of Asheville and the 
ADC and its consultants to resolve operation and design issues and to determine whether the 
proposed conceptual alternative was viable.  

In March 2008, a DEIS was completed for the I-26 Connector project and public hearings were 
held in September 2008. Following the public hearing, NCDOT, in coordination with FHWA, 
determined that a new alternative (Section B - Alternative 4-B) should be added to the suite of 
alternatives being considered for this project; in conjunction with this change, one of the existing 
alternatives (Section B – Alternative 2) would be eliminated from the suite of alternatives being 
considered. Due to the addition of Alternative 4-B and the elimination of Section B - Alternative 
2, as well as the refinement of many of the technical studies supporting the DEIS, FHWA and 
NCDOT determined that it was necessary to completely rescind the 2008 DEIS and prepare a 
new DEIS to incorporate all the most current information available into a single document. 

1.5 SYSTEM LINKAGE 

Currently, I-26 connects the Port of Charleston, South Carolina, to I-40 near Asheville, North 
Carolina.  In 1995, the States of North Carolina and Tennessee executed agreements with the 
FHWA pursuant to title 23 USC. 139(b) [now 23 USC.103(c)(4)(B)] to designate US 23, from 
I-240 in Asheville northerly to I-81, in Tennessee as a future part of the Interstate System. The 
route number of I-26 was approved as part of the future Interstate designation. Subsequent to 
that agreement, NCDOT constructed a section of US 23, north of Asheville from Mars Hill to the 
Tennessee state line to Interstate standards. Upon completion of construction, FHWA added the 
section from Mars Hill to the Tennessee state line to the Interstate System as a segment on 
I-26. Currently there is a gap in I-26, which includes the existing I-240 interchange with 
US 19/23 and Patton Avenue to the section of I-26 near Mars Hill. 

I-40 

I-40 is a major east-west interstate facility with full control of access that spans the United 
States, with an eastern terminus in Wilmington, North Carolina, and a western terminus in 
Barstow, California. I-40 is the principal highway access to the Asheville area from the east and 
west and is located to the south of the Asheville central business district. I-40 has two existing 
interchanges within the project study area at the following locations: NC 191 (Brevard Road) 
and I-26/I-240, which is a directional interchange with partial movements. A directional 
interchange includes ramps that provide a connection between two roadways along a path that 
does not deviate greatly from the intended direction of travel. An interchange with partial 
movements, commonly referred to as partial interchanges, does not provide the necessary 
connections between roadways that serve all intended directions of travel. Additional 
information on this interchange is included in Section 1.9.  
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I-240 

I-240 is a semicircular east-west urban interstate facility with full control of access that provides 
a freeway loop through downtown Asheville, spanning the French Broad River, and connecting 
with I-40 to the east and west of town. I-240 has existing interchanges within the project study 
area at the following locations:  

 A directional interchange with partial movements at I-26/I-40 
 NC 191 (Brevard Road) 
 A directional interchange with partial movements at SR 3556 (Amboy Road) 
 US 19-23 Business/SR 3548 (Haywood Road) 
 US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue 
 A directional interchange with partial movements at US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue 

I-240, US 70, and US 74A join east of the project area. At the I-240 interchange with US 19-23 
east of the French Broad River, US 70 joins US 19-23 to the north. Here, I-240 and US 74A join 
US 19-23 from the north and Patton Avenue from the east, where they all continue west across 
the river as Patton Avenue on Buncombe County Bridges 323 and 322, locally known as the 
Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) splits off from I-240 at the Patton 
Avenue interchange west of the French Broad River. I-240 and US 19-23 Business continue 
south to the US 19-23 Business/SR 3458 (Haywood Road) interchange, where US 19-23 
Business exits and follows Haywood Road to the west. I-240 continues southwestward through 
the SR 3556 (Amboy Road) and NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchanges and terminates at I-40. 

Figure 1-3, Figure 1-4, and Figure 1-5 show the existing roadway network. 

1.5.1 MODAL INTERRELATIONSHIPS 

1.5.1.1 Railroads 

Freight rail service is provided to and from Asheville by two Norfolk Southern (NS) Railway lines 
and one Blue Ridge Southern Railway line. Norfolk Southern’s S-line, including switching 
facilities, run near the I-240 interchange with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue. The railroad has a 
grade-separated crossing under I-240, approximately 700 feet west of the US 19-23-70/Patton 
Avenue interchange. Approximately 400 feet north of this crossing, is a split to a track known as 
the NS Craggy Mountain spur line. The NS Craggy Mountain spur line continues to the north 
while running along the east side of the French Broad River before terminating south of 
Woodfin. Beyond this track split the NS S-line curves to the northwest and crosses the French 
Broad River. West of the French Broad River, the railroad splits again with the main line. One 
line continues north toward Knoxville, Tennessee, and one line, known as the Blue Ridge 
Southern Railway (formerly the NS T-line), continues west toward Dillsboro, North Carolina. 
South of the I-240 crossing, the rail line continues into downtown Asheville, where it continues 
to serve points south and east such as Spartanburg, South Carolina, and Morganton, North 
Carolina.  
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Currently, passenger rail does not serve the Asheville metropolitan area or western North 
Carolina. In 2001, NCDOT Rail Division completed a study that evaluated the possibility of 
restoring passenger rail service to the Asheville area (NCDOT 2001). Four alternatives, shown 
on Figure 1-6, were studied for the route. It was determined, based on projected ridership, 
revenue, and costs, that the Salisbury to Asheville alternative, with connections to long distance 
trains such as the Carolinian or a proposed New York Atlanta service, would be the most 
effective.  

Figure 1-6: Proposed Passenger Route Alternatives 

 
Source: NCDOT 2001. 

The study recommended that discussions begin with Amtrak and Norfolk Southern Railways 
about passenger rail service. This study recommended beginning negotiations with property 
owners to obtain room for a new passenger train station on Decatur Street in Asheville, across 
from the old Biltmore Station, southeast of the project study area. In April 2002, NCDOT 
submitted a summary of costs to the General Assembly. Based on the state’s current financial 
status and cost of track improvements, NCDOT has recommended delaying the start of 
passenger train service to western North Carolina (NCDOT 2007a).  

1.5.1.2 Airports 

The Asheville Regional Airport is located south of the City of Asheville and south of the project 
study area. The Asheville Regional Airport can be accessed from I-26 (via NC 280, known as 
Airport Road). The airport is operated by the Asheville Regional Airport Authority, which 
provides available nonstop flights to Atlanta (ATL), Charlotte (CLT), Chicago (ORD), Detroit 
(DTW), Fort Lauderdale (FLL), Newark (EWR), New York (LGA), Orlando Sanford (SFB), Palm 
Beach (PBI), Punta Gorda/Fort Myers (PGD), and St. Petersburg/Clearwater (PIE). In addition, 
the airport has general aviation and air cargo flights (Asheville Regional Airport Authority 2014).  
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In the 2015-2019 National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS), the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) classifies this airport as a Commercial Service – Primary – Nonhub (FAA 
2014). The airport has one 8,001-foot runway. According to the airport’s master plan, a 
replacement runway and taxiway addition currently under construction is expected to be 
completed by 2018 (Asheville Regional Airport Authority 2013).  

1.5.1.3 Transit  

Public transportation is provided by Asheville Redefines Transit (ART) (City of Asheville 2014a). 
The ART provides fixed-route bus service throughout the Asheville area, including on and 
around the UNC-A campus, around downtown Asheville, to and from Asheville Regional Airport, 
to and from Black Mountain, North Carolina, and to and from Weaverville, North Carolina. A 
total of 17 bus routes are currently in operation. Details of these routes are provided in Section 
3.2.2.2. 

Transit outside the City of Asheville is provided by Mountain Mobility and is administered by the 
Buncombe County Planning and Development’s Transportation Division (Buncombe County 
Transportation 2007). In addition, paratransit transportation is provided by Mountain Mobility 
under contract to the Asheville Transit System (ATS). Mountain Mobility also offers “Trailblazer” 
routes that serve areas of north Buncombe and Black Mountain. Other regional transit 
connectivity is provided through a link with Apple Country Transit located in Hendersonville. 
Buses share a common transfer location near the Asheville Regional Airport. Ride sharing is 
coordinated through the City of Asheville’s Transportation Demand Management Program 
(Share the Ride NC “Partner Agencies”). An additional alternative for commuters is the Hop & 
Ride program operated by the ATS, which is designed to help commuters south and west of 
Asheville to avoid hassles associated with parking and driving downtown. Parking is free for 
riders and the service has targeted destinations at the Biltmore Square Mall and the Goodwill 
Industries. Intercity bus service is provided by Greyhound Lines Incorporated, with a local 
station on Tunnel Road south of I-240, east of the project area.  

1.6 TRANSPORTATION DEMAND 

The project area is in Buncombe County and is within the planning jurisdictions of both the City 
of Asheville and Buncombe County. Documents and data relevant to population and 
employment trends, land use planning and zoning, and economic development planning for the 
project area are presented in this section.  

1.6.1 POPULATION TRENDS 

Asheville and Buncombe County are located in the heart of the Blue Ridge Mountains in 
western North Carolina. This area is characterized by relatively rugged topography, including 
rolling hills, high mountain peaks, and occasional alluvial plains. This location has helped the 
region become a prime destination for tourists, retirees, and second-home owners, as well as a 
number of distribution-related industries.  

The I-2513 Community Impact Assessment Update (CIA) (URS 2015f) uses US Census tracts 
and block groups to delineate a study area that best illustrates the demographic characteristics 
of the community. This study area, called the Demographic Study Area (DSA), is described in 
further detail in Chapter 3. Table 1-1 shows population growth for the DSA, the City of Asheville, 
Buncombe County, and the State of North Carolina. Between 2000 and 2010, the DSA 
experienced population growth of 41.1 percent. The population of Buncombe County grew at 
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more than a third of that rate (15.5 percent), while the City of Asheville grew at a 21.1 percent 
rate during that same period. Only Buncombe County grew at a lower rate than the State of 
North Carolina (18.5 percent) during the same time period.  

Table 1-1: Population Trends, 2000-2010 

Area 
Population Growth 

2000 2010 Difference % Change 

DSA 14,925 21,063 6,138 41.1 
Asheville 68,889 83,393 14,504 21.1 
Buncombe County 206,330 238,318 31,988 15.5 
North Carolina 8,049,313 9,535,483 1,486,170 18.5 
Source: US Census Bureau, Summary File 1, Table P1 (2000 & 2010). 

1.6.2 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

1.6.2.1 City of Asheville 

In 2004, the City of Asheville formally adopted A Strategic Plan for the Sustainable Economic 
Development of the City of Asheville, North Carolina (City of Asheville 2004). This document 
recognizes transportation as one of the strengths of the City from a business recruitment and 
investment perspective. It notes the excellent highway access provided to the area by I-26 and 
I-40. However, it also notes a concern about the future capacity and quality of the highway 
system. After mentioning several planned projects that will improve the capacity of the highway 
system, including the proposed project, this plan recommends addressing future capacity 
improvement needs in the area’s long-range transportation plan.  

1.6.2.2 Land of Sky Regional Council 

The Land of Sky Regional Council, a regional planning and development organization that 
serves Buncombe, Henderson, Madison, and Transylvania counties, developed the Regional 
Vision 2010 (Land of Sky Regional Council 2010). Regional Vision 2010 is a comprehensive 
economic development strategy that focuses on strategic issues aimed at addressing the needs 
of the region. In the fiscal year 2006-2007 annual update of the Regional Vision 2010 plan, nine 
regional priorities were identified, including the issue of transportation congestion. Under this 
priority, the plan identified congestion problems on I-26 and I-40 as a hindrance to economic 
growth. Concerns ranged from the potential relocation of existing businesses and the inability to 
attract new industries, to the potential negative impact on tourism.  

1.6.2.3 Asheville City Development Plan 2025 (2002) 

The Asheville City Development Plan 2025 outlines long-term growth and development goals 
and serves as a general guide for the future development of the city and its surrounding 
planning area (City of Asheville 2002a). The plan touches on key development issues such as 
the need for smart growth, communication and coordination between all vested parties, land 
use, transportation, air and water quality, economic development, and development of the 
downtown area.  

The development plan discusses the I-26 Connector and the planning efforts the city undertook 
in the project development. The location of the I-26 Connector and the widening of the involved 
portion of I-240 are noted as subjects of considerable public debate. The project concerns noted 



Chapter 1. Purpose and Need for the Project I-26 Asheville Connector 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 1-15 

include impacts on community character, promotion of economic development, loss of 
businesses and housing, public safety, construction noise and congestion, business access 
during construction, and further inducement of a sprawling development pattern. The document 
describes the broad local representation of the CCC that was formed to study these public 
concerns and provide recommendations for the project (as described in Section 1.5.2.5). 

The recommendations of the CCC for the I-26 Connector were presented to the Asheville City 
Council and the FBRMPO, and were unanimously approved as clear indicators of community 
consensus. These recommendations for the project, as listed in the Asheville City Development 
Plan 2025 (City of Asheville 2002a), include:  

 The alternative alignment concept developed at the Design Forum should receive serious 
study for inclusion in the project EIS. 

 NCDOT, FHWA, and local citizens should work together as a Committee on Visual Design 
to develop ideas for bridge design, signage, overpass design, landscaping, and other 
aesthetic issues that reflect the community’s character. 

 NCDOT and FHWA should expedite the development of new and updated traffic models for 
use on the ultimate design of the project, including regional air quality modeling. 

 NCDOT and FHWA should explore engineering and signage options to improve the north to 
east connection of eastbound I-26 traffic with I-40 in an easterly direction as part of this 
project or a simultaneous project. The specific concerns involve limiting commercial truck 
through traffic on I-240 and on lesser classified roadways proximate to residential areas. 

 The proposed design should reflect the CCC’s general consensus that bicycle and 
pedestrian connectivity be restored to neighborhoods and the French Broad River while 
simultaneously exploring traffic calming measures to reduce the vehicular impact on 
residential streets.  

 NCDOT and FHWA should ensure that all interchange design is community sensitive. To 
achieve this end, it would be helpful to provide artist’s renditions of feasible design 
alternatives for public review. 

 NCDOT and FHWA should seriously examine safety issues in project construction and 
design, including maintenance of traffic during construction and emergency access after 
construction. 

 NCDOT and FHWA should release any unneeded right-of-way at the completion of this 
project to the City of Asheville to be zoned and used in accordance with a land use plan to 
be developed by the City in cooperation with NCDOT. 

 NCDOT and FHWA should keep the I-26 Connector project on its current or, preferably, 
expedited schedule.  
 

1.7 TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 

Construction of the proposed project would add a critical segment to the previously committed 
long range transportation system for the region. The project would be consistent with the long 
range transportation goals and objectives of the NCDOT STIP, the North Carolina Highway 
Trust Fund Act, the North Carolina Transportation Network (NCTN), STC Policy, and the 
FBRMPO TIP. 
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1.7.1 LOCAL AND REGIONAL PLANS 

1.7.1.1 Comprehensive Transportation Plan for French Broad River MPO and Rural 
Areas of Buncombe and Haywood Counties (2008)  

The proposed project is included in the Comprehensive Transportation Plan for the French 
Broad River MPO and Rural Areas of Buncombe and Haywood Counties completed by the 
NCDOT Transportation Planning Branch and adopted by the FBRMPO on November 15, 2007, 
and by NCDOT on January 10, 2008 (NCDOT 2008). The Comprehensive Transportation Plan 
supersedes the Asheville Urban Area Thoroughfare Plan adopted in 1994, with documentation 
completed in April 1996 (NCDOT 1996). The Comprehensive Transportation Plan includes the 
proposed project as a freeway from I-40 to Broadway that includes widening to six or eight lanes 
and construction of a connector on new alignment. Figure 1-7 shows the Comprehensive 
Transportation Plan Highway Map adopted under this plan. 

1.7.1.2 French Broad River MPO 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (2010) 

The proposed project is included in the FBRMPO’s 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (2035 
LRTP) adopted on September 23, 2012. The main goals of this plan are to develop and 
maintain a safe and efficient system for transportation, as well as enhancing the environment 
and livability of the area by providing an optimum level of service, choice, mobility, convenience 
and energy efficiency. Furthermore, the plan calls for the promotion of aesthetic treatments and 
improvements along the I-26 Corridor through Asheville, and modeled proposed widening to 
eight lanes and the identification of other transportation projects with a direct relationship to the 
I-26 Corridor. The project is consistent with the long-range transportation goals and objectives 
of the FBRMPO (FBRMPO 2010).  

1.7.1.3 Coordinated Public Transportation and Human Services Transportation Plan 
(2008) 

The FBRMPO developed a plan to better coordinate the human services transportation activities 
(FBRMPO 2008). The plan evaluates the barriers to coordinated public transportation on the 
regional level and provides recommendations on how to overcome these barriers. The plan 
includes an evaluation of demographics, an inventory of public transportation and community 
services, a needs assessment and prioritization of needs, and detailed recommendations. The 
following recommendations affect the study area for the I-26 Connector project: 

 High frequency local service along major corridors, including west of Asheville via Patton 
Avenue and Haywood Road 

 Express bus service along I-26 to Hendersonville and points south 

1.7.2 STATEWIDE PLANS 

1.7.2.1 NCDOT 2040 Plan (Long-Range Transportation Plan) 

The North Carolina Board of Transportation adopted an updated long-range transportation plan 
in August 2012 to help guide the state’s future transportation investments. Called the 2040 Plan, 
the document provides a 30-year transportation blueprint for the state (North Carolina Board of 
Transportation 2012). 
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While not project specific, the 2040 Plan stipulates that the NCDOT’s highest priorities are 
ensuring safety, preserving existing transportation systems, and focusing on services and 
facilities with statewide significance. The plan further calls for the state to invest in initiatives that 
promote economic opportunities and allow increased flexibility at the local level. 

This comprehensive two-year effort included identifying statewide transportation systems’ 
resources and needs and working with local governments to identify local transportation needs, 
all to ensure that North Carolina’s transportation systems remain safe and are less congested 
and freight keeps moving to enhance the state’s economy. Estimating funding availability over 
the next 30 years, as well as potential funding sources to help meet the state’s needs, were also 
part of the 2040 Plan.  

1.7.2.2 NCDOT State Transportation Improvement Program (2015) 

The proposed project is included as project number I-2513 in NCDOT’s 2016-2025 STIP 
(NCDOT 2015c). The STIP indicates that the proposed project would be a 4.7-mile multi-lane 
freeway, part on new location from I-26 to US 19-23-70. Right-of-way acquisition is scheduled 
for fiscal year 2019 and construction is scheduled beginning in fiscal year 2021. STIP projects in 
and around the vicinity of this project are listed in Table 1-2. The general locations of the STIP 
projects are shown on Figure 1-8. 

Table 1-2: Other STIP Projects in the Vicinity of the Study Area 

STIP No. a Description Schedule – Fiscal Year (FY) 

I-4700 I-26 – From NC 280 to I-40 at Asheville. Add 
additional lanes. 

Right-of-way - 2018 
Construction – 2020 

I-4400 US 25 (Exit 54) to NC 280 (Exit 40). Widen to add 
additional lanes. 

Right-of-way – 2018 
Construction - 2020 

I-4759 I-40 – I-40/SR 1228 (Liberty Road). Convert Grade 
Separation to an interchange and construct two lane 
roadway, US 19/US 23/NC 151 to SR 1224 with part 
on new location. 

Right-of-way – 2019 
Construction – 2021 

I-5501 I-26 – I-26/NC 280 Interchange. Retrofit existing 
interchange to a diverging diamond configuration. 

Under Construction 

I-5504 NC 191 (Brevard Road). Upgrade interchange. Planning/Design – in progress 
A-0010  I-26 – I-240 in Asheville to Tennessee State Line at 

Sam’s Gap. Multi-lane freeway, part on new location. 
Coordinate with STIP Project B-4442, B-4443, and B-
4444; 

Right-of-way (AA) – 2020 
Construction (AA) – 2021 
A-10AB & AC - unfunded 
Projects A-10B,C and D – 
complete 

U-4739 I-240 to US 25 (Biltmore Avenue). Wide to multi-lanes 
with new bridge over the French Broad River. 

Right-of-way – 2022 
Construction – 2024 

U-5019 Wilma Dykeman Riverway in Asheville. Right-of-way – in progress 
Construction – unfunded 

U-5868 Riverside Drive – NC 251 (Broadway) to I-40/SR 1231 
(Hill Street) – Widen Roadway 

Right-of-way – 2022 
Construction - 2024 

Source: NCDOT 2015f. 
a I – Interstate Projects. A – Appalachian Projects. U – Urban Projects. E – Enhancement Projects. 
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1.8 TRAFFIC CAPACITY 

1.8.1 EXISTING TRAFFIC CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

The following sections are based on the Traffic Operations Technical Memorandum (URS 
2015k) and present the traffic volumes and operational analyses for the existing (year 2007) and 
projected design year (year 2033) for the study area roadway network.  

1.8.1.1 Existing Roadway Characteristics 

The existing roadway network that was analyzed for the proposed project includes the major 
transportation facilities within the study area. A summary of the roadways analyzed for the 
proposed project is included in Table 1-3. 

Table 1-3: Existing Roadway Characteristics 

Roadway Name Classification 
Posted Speed 

Limit 
Typical Section 

I-40 – NC 191 to US 19-23-74 Freeway 60 mph 4-lane Divided 
I-26 – NC 191 to I-40/I-240 Freeway 60 mph 4-lane Divided 
I-240 – I-26/I-40 to Haywood Road Freeway 55 mph 4-lane Divided 
I-240 – Haywood Road to Patton Avenue Freeway 50 mph 4-lane Divided 
I-240 – Patton Avenue to US 19-23-70 Freeway 50 mph 6-lane Divided 
Source: URS 2015k. 

1.8.1.2 Existing 2007 Traffic Conditions 

The traffic forecasts used for the traffic operations analyses were obtained from the Traffic 
Forecasts for the NCDOT State TIP Project # I-2513, I-26 Connector (Traffic Forecast Technical 
Memorandum) (Martin/Alexiou/Bryson, PLLC 2010). The traffic forecasts provided peak hour 
and Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes for the transportation network within the study area for 
the Existing No-Build Conditions (year 2007) and the Future No-Build Scenario (year 2033). The 
ADT volumes for existing roadways within the project study area are shown on Figure 1-9 and 
Figure 1-10. Existing traffic volumes on I-240 range from 53,100 ADT to 103,500 ADT, and 
volumes on US 19-23-70 range from 58,000 ADT to 59,200 ADT. The existing volumes on I-40 
range from 39,200 ADT to 77,100 ADT within the study area; while the existing volume on I-26 
as it approaches I-40 is 77,700 ADT. 

FHWA adopted, in 23 CFR 625.4(a), the American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials’ (AASHTO) A Policy on Design Standards – Interstate System 
(AASHTO 2005) and AASHTO’s A Policy of Geometric Design of Highways and Streets 
(AASHTO 2001) as design standards for freeways on the Interstate System. 

The determination of the appropriate Level of Service (LOS) in the Policy on Geometric Design 
of Highways and Streets considers the context of the project setting as shown in Table 1-4. 
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Table 1-4: Guidelines for Selection of Design Level of Service 

Functional 
Class 

Appropriate level of service for specified combinations of area and terrain type 

Rural Level Rural Rolling 
Rural 

Mountainous 
Urban and 
Suburban 

Freeway B B C C 
Arterial B B C C 
Collector C C  D  D 
Local D  D  D  D 
Source: AASHTO 2001. 

The policy does provide for some flexibility in the selection of the appropriate LOS, as follows: 

As may be fitting to the conditions, highway agencies should strive to provide the 
highest level of service practical. For example, in heavily developed sections of 
metropolitan areas, conditions may make the use of LOS D appropriate for 
freeways and arterials; however, this level should be used sparingly and at least 
LOS C should be sought. 

Due to concerns related to the number of lanes for the proposed project, and to provide a 
consistent evaluation of all alternatives being considered, FHWA clarified their position on the 
design LOS in a letter to NCDOT dated July 7, 2004. The letter (included in Appendix A) states 
that “since the project will be part of the Interstate System, it should be designed to achieve 
LOS D or better for the type and volumes of traffic anticipated for the twenty-year period beyond 
the time construction is authorized by FHWA.” 

The methodologies contained in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) (2010) were used to 
determine the existing LOS for the freeway segments within the project study area. It should be 
noted that the peak hour traffic forecasts provided for this alternative were not balanced during 
the forecasting process. Because of this, peak hour volumes in several locations were 
calculated based on the directional daily volumes, design hourly volume factor, and peak-hour 
directional split factor. This was especially prevalent and necessary in locations between ramps 
of interchanges.  

A summary of the LOS results for the basic freeway segments, freeway merges and diverges, 
major merges, major diverges, isolated ramp roadways, and freeway weaving segments is 
included in Table 1-5 and the LOS for each analysis is shown on Figure 1-11 and Figure 1-12. 
The results of the analysis show that 2 of 37 basic freeway segments, 5 of 31 freeway merges 
and diverges and major diverges, 1 of 4 major merges and isolated ramp roadways, and 3 of 8 
freeway weaving sections are currently operating at LOS E or worse or a Volume to Capacity  
(V/C) ratio of 0.85 or worse, with a total of five analysis segments or points operating at LOS F 
or a V/C ratio over 1.0 during the AM peak hour, PM peak hour, or both. 

Table 1-5: Year 2007 Level of Service Analysis (Existing Conditions) 

 
2007 AM 

Peak Hour 
LOS  

2007 PM 
Peak Hour 

LOS 

Freeway Segments 

I-26 WB – South of I-40 – (1) E D 
I-26 EB – South of I-40 – (2) D E 
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2007 AM 

Peak Hour 
LOS  

2007 PM 
Peak Hour 

LOS 

I-26 WB – Ramp to I-40 WB to Ramp from I-40 EB – (3) B A 
I-26 EB – Ramp from I-40 WB to Ramp from I-40 EB – (4) C C 
I-26 EB – Ramp to I-40 WB to Ramp from I-40 WB – (5) B B 
I-40 WB – West of US 19-23-74A – (6) B C 
I-40 EB – West of US 19-23-74A – (7) C C 
I-40 WB – Within US 19-23-74A Interchange – (8) B B 
I-40 EB – Within US 19-23-74A Interchange – (9) B B 
I-40 WB – Ramp From I-240 WB to Ramp from I-26 WB – (10) B B 
I-40 WB – Ramp to I-26 EB to Ramp from I-240 WB – (11) A B 
I-40 EB – Ramp to I-240 EB to Ramp from I-26 WB – (12) B A 
I-40 WB - NC 191 (Brevard Road) to I-26/I-240– (13) B C 
I-40 EB – Within NC 191 (Brevard Road) Interchange – (14) C B 
I-40 WB – Within NC 191 (Brevard Road) Interchange – (15) B C 
I-40 EB – NC 191 (Brevard Road) to US 25 – (16) C B 
I-40 WB – US 25 to NC 191 (Brevard Road) – (17) B C 
I-240 EB – I-40 to NC 191 (Brevard Road) – (18) D D 
I-240 WB – NC 191 (Brevard Road) to I-40 – (19) D C 
I-240 EB – Within NC 191 (Brevard Road) Interchange – (20) C D 
I-240 WB – Within NC 191 (Brevard Road) Interchange – (21) D C 
I-240 EB – SR 3556 (Amboy Road) to US 19-23 Business – (22) C D 
I-240 WB – US 19-23 Business to SR 3556 (Amboy Road) – (23) D C 
I-240 EB – Ramp to Hanover Street to Ramp from US 19-23 Business – (24) C D 
I-240 WB – Within US 19-23 Business Interchange – (25) D C 
I-240 WB – Ramp to US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to Ramp from Patton Avenue 
C/D – (26) D C 

I-240 EB – Ramp to Westgate Access Road to Ramp from Patton Avenue – (27) C C 
I-240 EB – Ramp to US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to Ramp from US 19-23 SB – 
(28) C D 

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

US 19-23 NB – Ramp from I-240 WB to Ramp from Patton Avenue WB – (30) C D 
US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) SB – Ramp to I-240 WB to Ramp to I-240 EB – 
(31) B B 

US 19-23 NB – Hill Street to SR 1781 (Broadway) – (32) C C 
US 19-23-SB – SR 1781 (Broadway) to Riverside Drive – (33) D D 
US 19-23 NB – Within SR 1781 (Broadway) Interchange – (34) C C 
US 19-23 SB – Within SR 1781 (Broadway) Interchange – (35) C C 
US 19-23 NB – North of SR 1781 (Broadway) – (36) C C 
US 19-23 SB – North of SR 1781 (Broadway) – (37) D D 
Freeway Ramp Junction 

I-26 WB – To I-40 EB – (40) D C 
I-26 EB – From I-40 EB – (41) D D 
I-26 WB – To I-40 WB – (42) (Major Diverge) C B 
I-240 EB – From I-40 EB – (43) C B 
I-26 EB – From I-40 WB – (44) C B 
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2007 AM 

Peak Hour 
LOS  

2007 PM 
Peak Hour 

LOS 

I-240 WB – To I-40 WB – (45) D C 
I-40 WB – From US 19-23-74A – (46) B B 
I-40 EB – To US 19-23-74A – (47) B B 
I-40 WB – From I-240 WB – (48) (Isolated Ramp – v/c ratio reported) 0.75 0.69 
I-40 WB – To I-26 EB – (49) B B 
I-40 EB – To I-240 EB – (50) (Isolated Ramp – v/c ratio reported) 0.70 0.77 
I-40 WB – From NC 191 (Brevard Road) – (51) B B 
I-40 EB – From NC 191 (Brevard Road) – (52) C B 
I-40 WB – To NC 191 (Brevard Road) – (53) B C 
I-240 EB – To NC 191 (Brevard Road) – (54) D E 
I-240 WB – From NC 191 (Brevard Road) – (55) D D 
I-240 WB – To NC 191 (Brevard Road) – (56) E D 
I-240 WB – From SR 3556 (Amboy Road) – (57) D C 
I-240 EB – To Hanover Street – (58) C D 
I-240 WB – From US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) – (59) D C 
I-240 EB – From US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) – (60) C D 
I-240 WB – To US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) – (61) D C 
I-240 WB – From US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) – (62) D C 
I-240 EB – To US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) WB – (63) D E 
I-240 EB – To Westgate Access Road – (64) C D 
I-240 EB – From US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) EB – (65) (Major Merge – v/c ratio 
reported) 0.76 0.93 

I-240 WB – Patton Avenue WB – (66) (Major Diverge) D D 
I-240 EB – To US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) EB – (67) (Major Diverge) C D 
I-240 EB – From US 19-23 SB – (68) D F 
I-240 WB – From US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) WB – (69) (Isolated Ramp – v/c 
ratio reported) 0.26 0.43 

I-240 WB – To US 19-23 NB – (70) E D 
US 19-23 NB – To SR 1781 (Broadway) – (71) C C 
US 19-23 SB – From SR 1781 (Broadway) – (72) C C 
US 19-23 NB – From SR 1781 (Broadway) – (73) C C 
US 19-23 SB – To SR 1781 (Broadway) – (74) D D 
Freeway Weaving Segments 

I-40 EB – US 19-23-74A to Ramp to I-26 EB – (81) C C 
I-40 WB – Ramp from I-26 WB to US 19-23-74A – (82) C C 
I-40 EB – Ramp from I-26 WB to NC 191 (Brevard Road) – (83) B B 
I-240 EB – NC 191 (Brevard Road) to SR 3556 (Amboy Road) – (84) C D 
I-240 EB – Across Bowen Bridges – (85) D E 
I-240 WB – Across Bowen Bridges – (86) F E 
US 19-23 NB – US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to Hill Street – (87) D C 
US 19-23 SB – Riverside Drive to I-240 – (88) D E 
Source: Traffic Operations Technical Memorandum (URS 2015k). 

Note: WB means westbound, EB means eastbound; NB means northbound, SB means southbound. The 
analysis reference number is shown in parenthesis, which corresponds with analysis points shown on 
Figure 1-11 and Figure 1-12.  
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1.9 ROADWAY DEFICIENCIES 

Congress, in title 23 section 109, established that the geometric and construction standards to 
be adopted for the Interstate System shall be those approved by the Secretary of the US 
Department of Transportation (USDOT) in cooperation with the State transportation 
departments. Such standards, as applied to each actual construction project, shall be adequate 
to enable such project to accommodate the types and volumes of traffic anticipated for such 
project for the twenty-year period commencing on the date of approval by the Secretary, under 
section 106 of this title, of the plans, specifications and estimates for actual construction of such 
project. FHWA adopted, in 23 CFR 625.4(a), the AASHTO’s A Policy on Design Standards – 
Interstate System (AASHTO 2005) and AASHTO’s A Policy of Geometric Design of Highways 
and Streets (AASHTO 2001) as design standards for freeways on the Interstate System.  

NCDOT surveyed interstates in the project area to identify existing roadway deficiencies that do 
not meet design standards associated with Interstate freeways. Table 1-6 and Figure 1-13 show 
the existing roadway deficiencies identified on sections of I-40, I-26, I-240, and US 19-23-70 
within the project study area that do not meet current design standards for Interstate freeways. 

Table 1-6: Roadway Deficiencies within the Existing Roadway Network 

Location 
No. 

Roadway Segment Deficient Element(s) 

1 I-26 over SR 3431 (Pond Road) Bridge Width and Horizontal Clearance 

2 I-26 WB over I-40 EB Bridge Width and Horizontal Clearance 

3 I-26 WB over I-40 WB Bridge Width and Horizontal Clearance 

4 I-26 EB over I-40 EB Bridge Width and Horizontal Clearance 

5 I-26 EB over I-40 WB Bridge Width and Horizontal Clearance 

6 I-26 WB ramp to I-40 WB Bridge Width and Horizontal Clearance 

7 I-40 EB over Upper Hominy Creek Bridge Width and Horizontal Clearance 

8 I-40 WB over Upper Hominy Creek Bridge Width and Horizontal Clearance 

9 I-40 over Lower Hominy Creek Bridge Width and Horizontal Clearance 

10 I-40 over French Broad River Bridge Width and Horizontal Clearance 

11 I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) Interchange Speed Change Lanes 

12 I-26/I-40/I-240 Interchange Interchanges, Vertical Clearance and Left-hand 
Entrances/Exits 

13 I-240 over Upper Hominy Creek Bridge Width and Horizontal Clearance 

14 I-240 over Lower Hominy Creek Bridge Width and Horizontal Clearance 

15 I-240/NC 191(Brevard Road) Interchange Speed Change Lanes, Vertical Alignment, Stopping 
Sight Distance, Vertical Alignment, Curbs, Shoulder 
Width and Horizontal Clearance  

16 I-240/SR 3556 (Amboy Road) Interchange Interchanges, Grade, Vertical Alignment, Curbs, Left-
hand Entrances/Exits, Shoulder Width and Horizontal 
Clearance 

17 I-240/State Street grade separation area Vertical Alignment, Bridge Width and Horizontal 
Clearance 

18 I-240/US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) 
Interchange 

Control of Access, Interchanges, Vertical Clearance, 
Vertical Alignment, Curbs, Shoulder Width and 
Horizontal Clearance 

19 I-240/US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) 
Interchange area 

Vertical Alignment 
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Location 
No. 

Roadway Segment Deficient Element(s) 

20 I-240/US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue 
Interchange 

Left-hand Entrances/Exits, Horizontal Alignment, 
Grade, Vertical Clearance, Vertical Alignment, 
Horizontal Clearance, Shoulder Width, Grade, Curbs 
and Stopping Sight Distance 

21 I-240 Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges Bridge Width, Horizontal Clearance, Vertical 
Alignment and Stopping Sight Distance, Shoulder 
Width and Curbs 

22 I-240/US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue Interchange Interchanges, Left-hand Entrances/Exits, Speed-
Change Lanes, Vertical Clearance, Grade, Curbs, 
Shoulder Width, Bridge Width and Horizontal 
Clearance 

23 Pedestrian bridge over I-240 Vertical Clearance 

24 US 19-23-70/SR 1781 (Broadway) Interchange Speed-Change Lanes 
Source: Roadway Deficiencies Assessment (URS 2015n). 

1.10 TRAFFIC SAFETY ANALYSIS 

This section presents a summary of the traffic safety analysis for the proposed project (Crash 
Analysis Report, I-26 Connector) (NCDOT 2014b). The analysis included the same freeway 
segments within the project study area that were included in the traffic capacity analysis. The 
segments analyzed within the project study area included a total of 962 crashes, of which five 
resulted in a fatality and four involved pedestrians or pedacyclists, for the period from 
September 1, 2009, to August 31, 2012. The accident rates for each corridor were compared to 
the statewide average for similar roadway types to determine whether the segment exceeded 
the statewide average. The simple comparison of the roadway crash rate versus the statewide 
average crash rate identifies nearly one-half of all locations as having a potential highway safety 
concern. A more appropriate method is the critical crash rate method. The critical crash rate is a 
statistically derived number, which is greater than the average crash rate, that can be used to 
identify locations where crash occurrence is higher than expected for a given facility type. Safety 
measures could be considered for locations identified in this manner. For planning purposes the 
confidence level used to calculate the critical crash rate is 99.95 percent. The critical crash rate 
is beneficial because it accounts for exposure (Vehicle Miles Traveled [VMTs]) as well as the 
statewide crash rate. In essence, if a segment receives more exposure than another segment, 
the lower the critical crash rate can be because of the added data. If a segment has an actual 
crash rate higher than the critical rate, the location may have a potential highway safety 
deficiency and should receive additional analysis.  

Table 1-7 and Figure 1-14 display each corridor analyzed and identify whether it exceeds the 
statewide average crash rate and the critical crash rate for a similar roadway type and 
configuration. 

Three of the eleven segments analyzed within the project study area resulted in total crash rates 
exceeding both the statewide average crash rate for similar facilities and the critical crash rate. 
The analysis completed for the 2010 DEIS using crash data from 2006 to 2009 resulted in 6 of 
12 segments analyzed exceeding both the statewide average crash rate for similar facilities and 
the critical crash rate. NCDOT’s most recent data confirms that these same three segments still 
exceed the statewide average crash rate and critical crash rate.   
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Table 1-7: Accident Analysis – Comparison to Statewide Average and Critical Crash Rate 

Segment 
Number 

Roadway From/To 
2009-2012 

Total Crash 
Rate 

2008-2010 
Statewide 

Crash Rate 

Critical 
Crash 
Rate 

Exceeds 

1 I-40 US 19-23-74A to I-
26/I-240 

79.34 101.82 131.65 None 

2 I-40 I-26/I-240 to NC 191 
(Brevard Road) 

61.69 101.82 166.90 None 

3 I-26 NC 191 (Brevard 
Road) to I-40 

81.06 101.82 130.96 None 

4 I-240 I-40 to NC 191 
(Brevard Road) 

99.08 101.82 146.08 None 

5 I-240 NC 191 (Brevard 
Road) to SR 3556 
(Amboy Road) 

93.98 101.82 159.29 None 

6 I-240 SR 3556 (Amboy 
Road) to US 19-23 
Bus. (Haywood 
Road) 

43.94 101.82 153.48 None 

7 I-240 US 19-23 Bus. 
(Haywood Road) to 
US 19-23-74A/Patto
n Avenue 

148.09 101.82 147.07 Statewide/
Critical 

8 I-240/ 
US 74A 

US 19-23-74A/Patto
n Avenue to 
US 19-23-70 

471.92 101.82 148.39 Statewide/
Critical 

9 I-240/ 
US 74A 

US 19-23-70 to US 
25 (Merrimon 
Avenue) 

181.86 101.82 138.26 Statewide/
Critical 

10 US 19-23-70 I-240 to SR 1781 
(Broadway) 

100.08 105.59 140.27 None 

11 US 19-23-70 SR 1781 
(Broadway) to 
SR 1684 (Elk 
Mountain Road) 

48.89 105.59 144.08 None 

Source: NCDOT 2014b. 
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The first segment that exceeded both the statewide and critical rates was along I-240 from the 
US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) Interchange to the US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) 
Interchange (Segment #7). The segment had a total of 83 crashes, including: 27 rear-end 
collisions due to a vehicle being stopped or slowed down (33 percent of total) and 19 crashes 
involving sideswipes (23 percent of total). 

The second segment that exceeded both the statewide and critical rates was along I-240 from 
the US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) Interchange to the US 19-23-70 Interchange (Segment #8). 
The crash rate for this segment is over three times the calculated critical crash rate. The 
segment had a total of 250 crashes, including: 159 rear-end collisions due to a vehicle being 
stopped or slowed down (64 percent of total) and 39 crashes involving sideswipes (16 percent 
of total). 

The third segment that exceeded both the statewide and critical rates was along I-240 from the 
US 19-23-70 Interchange to the US 25 (Merrimon Avenue/Broadway) Interchange (Segment 
#9). The segment had a total of 156 crashes, including: 111 rear-end collisions due to a vehicle 
being stopped or slowed down (71 percent of total) and 25 crashes involving sideswipes 
(16 percent of total). 

The presence of multiple segments within the study area exceeding both the statewide and 
critical crash rates demonstrates the need to evaluate the corridor and determine whether the 
segments have a safety deficiency. Based on an analysis of the types of crashes for the 
segments that exceed the critical crash rate, the majority of the accidents are rear-end collisions 
due to a vehicle being stopped or slowed. This type of collision is typically associated with 
transitioning from freeway to non-freeway segments, congestion and merging, and diverging 
and weaving traffic movements. 

  

 

 



Summary I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement ii 

Summary 

Federal Highway Administration 

Administrative Action: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 

The content of this DEIS conforms to the requirements of the Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) guidelines, which provide direction regarding implementation of the procedural provisions 
of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) Guidance for Preparing and Processing Environmental and Section 4(f) 
Documents (USDOT/FHWA 1987). 

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) and FHWA are the lead agencies 
for the proposed project.  

Contacts 

The following individuals may be contacted for additional information regarding the DEIS: 

Federal Highway Administration 
John F. Sullivan, III, P.E. 
Federal Highway Administration 
310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410 
Raleigh, NC 27601-1418 
(919) 856-4346 ext. 122 
 
North Carolina Department of Transportation 
Richard W. Hancock, PE 
Environmental Director 
Project Development and Environmental Analysis 
North Carolina Department of Transportation 
1548 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548 
(919) 707-6000 

Overview 

The process of completing a DEIS helps FHWA, NCDOT, and regulatory agencies make an 
informed decision on the selection of a preferred alternative. It assists them in developing 
alternatives that will meet the objectives of the project, analyzing the pros and cons of each 
alternative, and selecting a preferred alternative. It is also a means of informing the public 
regarding how and why decisions were made.  

For this project, the first step in the DEIS process was developing a Purpose and Need 
statement describing why the project is necessary and what objectives the project would meet 
or accomplish. This established a method for developing preliminary alternatives that were 
evaluated in the DEIS. During this process, NCDOT considered and evaluated alternatives 
developed in previous planning studies, as well as alternatives that were determined to be 
technically and economically feasible and met the Purpose and Need. In addition, a No-Build 
Alternative was included in the analysis as a baseline to measure the other alternatives against; 
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the No-Build Alternative is considered a viable alternative throughout the DEIS process. The 
focus of the DEIS is providing an in-depth analysis of potential impacts from the project.  

In March 2008, a DEIS was completed for the I-26 Connector project (the subject of this DEIS), 
which has since been rescinded by FHWA and NCDOT and is referred to throughout this 
document as the “Rescinded 2008 DEIS.” Following the public hearing held for the Rescinded 
2008 DEIS in September 2008, NCDOT, in coordination with FHWA, determined that a new 
alternative (Section B – Alternative 4-B) should be added to the suite of alternatives being 
considered for this project; in conjunction with this change, one of the existing alternatives 
(Section B – Alternative 2) would be eliminated from the suite of alternatives being considered. 
NCDOT also developed a new alternative for Section B, Alternative 3-C, with a smaller footprint 
and connection farther to the south of US 19-23-70. This alternative would generate fewer 
environmental impacts than Alternative 3 as well as avoid impacts to the Emma Road 
Community. Due to the addition of Alternative 4-B and the elimination of Section B – 
Alternative 2, as well as the refinement of many of the technical studies supporting the DEIS, 
FHWA and NCDOT determined that it was necessary to completely rescind the 2008 DEIS and 
prepare a new DEIS to incorporate the most current information available into a single 
document. 

Within the framework of the DEIS development, the selection of the preferred alternative is often 
a complicated process. The preferred alternative must meet the Purpose and Need and comply 
with federal and state laws and regulations. These include the Threatened and Endangered 
Species Act, Clean Water Act, Clean Air Act, National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of 
the US Department of Transportation Act,and various other federal, state, and local laws and 
regulations, which are referenced throughout this document. Project decision makers, which 
include FHWA and NCDOT, also consider potential impacts to the social, physical, and natural 
environments and input received from regulatory agencies and the public.  

The results of the alternatives analysis contained in this DEIS are being made available to 
regulatory agencies and the public for comments and feedback. No decision will be made on a 
preferred alternative until after the public hearing and comment period. All comments received 
will be considered in the selection of the preferred alternative.  

The following summary provides a synopsis of the information presented in the body of the 
DEIS and is meant to convey a brief summary of general information about the project. For a 
more detailed description of the elements of the study, please refer to the information presented 
in the body of the DEIS. At the end of this summary, Tables S-1 and S-2 present a quantitative 
summary of the project impacts. 

Purpose and Need 

What is the I-26 Connector project? 

The I-26 Connector project is an interstate freeway project that would connect I-26 in 
southwestern Asheville to US 19-23-70 in northwest Asheville and have a total length of 
approximately 7 miles. The I-26 Connector would extend I-26 from I-40 to US 19-23-70 and 
would allow for the eventual designation of I-26 from Charleston, South Carolina, to Johnson 
City, Tennessee, once a remaining section from the north end of this project to Mars Hill, North 
Carolina, is completed. The I-26 Connector would upgrade and widen I-240 from I-40 to Patton 
Avenue and then cross the French Broad River as a new freeway to US 19-23-70 slightly south 
of the Broadway interchange. 
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Why is the I-26 Connector needed? 

The project is needed to address traffic capacity problems along the existing I-240 corridor 
(future I-26), across the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges to US 19-23-70. Presently numerous areas 
do not meet interstate design standards and cannot be designated I-26 without being improved. 
The project would improve traffic flow, address the substandard roadway features, and provide 
an interstate roadway through West Asheville for the I-26 Corridor. 

What is the history of the I-26 Connector? 

The I-26 Connector was first studied as part of the Asheville Urban Area Corridor Preservation 
Pilot Project from 1989 to 1995. A preferred corridor was identified in the Phase I Environmental 
Analysis – Asheville Urban Area report. Since 1995, the NCDOT Project Development and 
Environmental Analysis Branch has been working with the community and conducting detailed 
studies for the project.  

In 2000, NCDOT held the Project Educational Forum and the Project Design Forum, which 
added the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange to the project and included several new alternatives for 
the area around the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. A DEIS was released in March 2008, and a 
public hearing was held on September 16, 2008. Due to several changes in the project 
alternatives and the technical studies for the project, the 2008 DEIS was rescinded and 
replaced by this DEIS. 

How will traffic operate if the project is not built? 

Traffic operations are evaluated using a “Level of Service” rating ranging from A (best) to F 
(worst). Federal law (Title 23 U.S.C. §109(b)) and regulation (23 C.F.R. §625.4(a)) require this 
project to accommodate the types and volumes of traffic anticipated for such project for the 
20-year period commencing on the date of approval of the plans, specifications, and estimates 
for construction of such project. For urban areas, FHWA has adopted through regulation, a 
Level of Service (LOS) D requirement for interstates in urban areas. The roadways in the study 
area are broken into segments and intersections and analyzed. In 2007, 11 of the 80 freeway 
elements were operating at an unacceptable LOS of E or F, and 3 of 14 signalized intersections 
were operating at an unacceptable LOS of E or F. If no improvements are made, in 2033, 41 of 
the 80 freeway elements will operate at an unacceptable LOS of E or F, and 4 of 14 signalized 
intersections will operate at an unacceptable LOS of E or F.  

What are the existing safety problems along the corridor? 

To evaluate safety along the corridor, the roadways were broken into 11 segments and crash 
data were analyzed to determine whether the crash rates exceeded the statewide average for 
similar facilities or whether they exceeded the critical crash rate. This allows identification of 
segments that have statistically significant crash rates that may denote a safety deficiency. 
Three of the 11 segments exceeded the statewide average and the critical crash rate. Based on 
an analysis of the types of crashes for the segments that exceeded the critical crash rate, it is 
apparent that rear-end collisions due to vehicles being stopped or slowed down make up the 
majority of the accidents. 
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What are the roadway deficiencies along the existing corridor? 

The existing route that is currently serving I-26 traffic has numerous design deficiencies that do 
not meet current standards. The corridor was evaluated based on 19 design criteria and 24 
locations were shown to have at least one substandard element; 14 of these locations had 
multiple deficiencies. 

The most common deficiency in the existing corridor is substandard horizontal clearance, 
including locations where bridge widths are inadequate. Of the 24 locations with roadway 
deficiencies, 12 locations are due to bridge width and horizontal clearance deficiencies; for an 
additional 7 locations, bridge width or horizontal clearance is a contributing factor.  

Geometric deficiencies can be found at 12 locations. Geometric deficiencies occur where there 
are inadequate speed change lanes, substandard horizontal or vertical alignment, low vertical 
clearance at structures, left-hand entrances or exits, and interchanges that do not provide for all 
movements.  

Other existing deficiencies include undesirable cross-section elements such as vertical curbs 
and narrow roadway shoulders in five locations, three locations with deficient stopping sight 
distance, and one location with a break in the control of access. Table 1-6 provides a complete 
summary of the existing deficiencies and the sites where they are located. 

Alternatives 

What are the different sections of the project? 

The project is broken into three separate sections. The first section, Section C, was added after 
the Project Design Forum in 2000 and includes the area around the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. 
Section A of the project is the widening and improvements along I-240 from slightly north of the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange to slightly south of Patton Avenue. Section B of the project is from 
slightly south of the Patton Avenue interchange to US 19-23-70 near the Broadway interchange 
and includes a new roadway and bridges across the French Broad River. 

What alternatives are being considered for the I-26 Connector? 

NEPA requires that a full range of alternatives be considered for this project. Five general types 
of alternatives were considered and were evaluated to determine whether they could meet the 
stated Purpose and Need. The No-Build Alternative assumes that the study area would evolve 
as currently planned, but without constructing the I-26 Connector project. The Transportation 
Systems Management Alternatives would coordinate the individual elements of the 
transportation system to achieve the maximum efficiency, productivity, and utility of the existing 
system while minimizing cost and inconvenience to motorists. It could include improving signal 
timing and coordination, minor realigning of intersections, and adding turning lanes. The Travel 
Demand Management Alternatives would improve the efficiency of the transportation by 
reducing travel demand rather than increasing the capacity of the roadway. Measures such as 
ridesharing, flexible work schedules, telecommuting, bicycling, and walking are often used. The 
Mass Transit Alternatives would provide high-capacity, energy-efficient transportation through 
the use of bus or passenger rail facilities. The build alternatives would include construction of 
transportation facilities to improve the traffic operations of the transportation system.  
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What alternatives were examined and eliminated from further consideration? 

Following the evaluation of the preliminary alternatives, the No-Build, Transportation Systems 
Management, Travel Demand Management, and Mass Transit Alternatives were determined to 
not be reasonable because they would not meet the Purpose and Need for the project. The No-
Build Alternative must be carried forward under NEPA to allow for a basis of comparison of the 
detailed study alternatives. Therefore, the only type of alternative that would meet the Purpose 
and Need would be the construction of a Build Alternative. FHWA has adopted by regulation a 
LOS D or better for traffic operations in urban areas.  In order to provide the required number of 
lanes along this section to meet capacity demands and to meet the FHWA regulation, a detailed 
traffic capacity analysis was performed. As detailed in Section 2.5.2.2, the build alternatives for 
the project would require eight basic freeway lanes on I-26/I-240, from I-40 to US 19-23-74A 
(Patton Avenue) and six basic freeway lanes on I-26, from US 19-23-74A (Patton Avenue) to 
US 19-23-70 to meet the capacity need presented in the Purpose and Need for the proposed 
project. The alternative evaluation considered numerous build alternatives, and several were 
eliminated from further consideration due to either not meeting the Purpose and Need for the 
project or not being feasible from an engineering standpoint. 

What alternatives were selected for detailed study and why? 

Following the evaluation of the preliminary alternatives, four build alternatives in Section C, one 
Build Alternative in Section A, and four build alternatives in Section B were selected as detailed 
study alternatives. The following is a brief description of each of the alternatives carried forward 
as detailed study alternatives. 

Section C – Alternative A-2: Alternative A-2 would include upgrading the I-26/I-40/I-240 
interchange to a four-level interchange with four high-speed flyover ramps for the left turn 
movements. Alternative A-2 would include improvements to the US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park 
Highway) interchange and also upgrade the Brevard Road interchange on I-40 by replacing the 
loop in the southeast quadrant of the interchange with a ramp in the southwest quadrant. The 
westbound direction of I-40, between Brevard Road and I-26/I-240, would include a parallel 
roadway that would allow for traffic exiting and entering the freeway to make the movements 
away from the main through traffic along I-40. In the eastbound direction of I-40, the exit ramp to 
Brevard Road would be bridged over the entrance ramp from I-26/I-40. Traffic from I-26/I-240 
would not be allowed to exit to Brevard Road along I-40. 

Section C – Alternative C-2: Alternative C-2 would also provide a four-level interchange at 
I-26/I-40/I-240, similar to Alternative A-2; however, two of the four flyover ramps would be 
converted to loops. Alternative C-2 would include minor improvements to the US 19-23-74A 
(Smoky Park Highway) interchange and also upgrade the Brevard Road interchange along I-40, 
with the general configuration remaining the same as the existing interchange. Both the 
eastbound and westbound direction of I-40, between Brevard Road and I-26/I-240, would 
include a parallel roadway that would allow for traffic exiting and entering the freeway to make 
the movements away from the main through traffic along I-40.  

Section C – Alternative D-1: Alternative D-1 would be similar to both Alternatives A-2 and C-2 
but would include three high-speed flyover ramps and one loop for the left turn movements at 
the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. Alternative D-1 would include minor improvements to the 
US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchange and also upgrade the Brevard Road 
interchange on I-40 by converting it to an interchange with ramps in all four quadrants. The 
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eastbound and westbound direction of I-40, between Brevard Road and I-26/I-240, would 
include the ramps connecting to I-40 being bridged over the ramps from I-40. 

Section C – Alternative F-1: Alternative F-1 would maintain the existing two-level interchange 
configuration of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and provide the two missing movements. 
Alternative F-1 would upgrade the existing interchange by providing additional through lanes 
and would provide a new loop from I-240 westbound to I-40 eastbound and a ramp from I-40 
westbound to I-240 eastbound. Alternative F-1 would include minor improvements to the 
US 19-23-74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchange. A portion of the Brevard Road interchange 
along I-40 would be upgraded, with the general configuration remaining the same as the 
existing interchange. Due to the increased distance between the interchanges, no special 
features are needed to alleviate the traffic operations problems with weaving vehicles. 

Section A – I-240 Widening Alternative: The I-240 Widening Alternative would include 
expanding the existing I-240 four-lane roadway to an eight-lane roadway with interchanges at 
Brevard Road, Amboy Road, and Haywood Road. During the traffic capacity analysis for this 
project, this section was also analyzed as a six-lane roadway. However, the roadway segments 
operated at a LOS of E or F as a six-lane roadway. FHWA has adopted by regulation a LOS D 
or better in urban areas, this roadway was determined to require eight lanes. The most 
substantial change in the configuration of Section A would be the extension of Amboy Road 
across I-240 to Brevard Road, opposite Shelburne Road. The Amboy Road extension would 
provide for all traffic movements, which would be an upgrade from the existing interchange. The 
interchange at Brevard Road would include ramps in all quadrants except the northeast 
quadrant. Traffic destined for Brevard Road from I-240 westbound/I-26 eastbound would exit at 
the Amboy Road exit and use the Amboy Road extension to Brevard Road. The interchange at 
Haywood Road would be similar to the existing configuration, with a few minor changes. The 
exit ramp from I-240 eastbound to Hanover Street would be eliminated and the ramp would 
connect directly to Haywood Road. In addition, the short segment of the I-240 eastbound 
entrance ramp that allows traffic in both directions would be eliminated.  

Section B – Alternative 3: Alternative 3 would begin slightly south of Patton Avenue and 
extend I-26 to the north, while I-240 would remain along its existing path across the Captain Jeff 
Bowen Bridges. A new service road on the north side of Patton Avenue would be constructed 
that would provide access to Westgate Shopping Center, Regent Park Boulevard, and Resort 
Drive and include ramps to and from I-26. North of Patton Avenue, I-26 would run northward 
and cross over the Blue Ridge Southern Railroad and Emma Drive, before turning to the 
northeast and crossing the French Broad River. I-26 would connect to existing US 19-23-70 on 
the east side of the French Broad River, approximately one-half mile south of the Broadway 
interchange. The Patton Avenue/I-240/US 19-23-70 interchange on the east side of the French 
Broad River would not be modified under Alternative 3. 

Section B – Alternative 3-C: Alternative 3-C 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 Alternative 3-C alignment would turn east instead of going north and would cross the 
French Broad River on two bridge structures approximately 2,500 feet north of the Captain Jeff 
Bowen Bridges before connecting with US 19-23-70. 

Section B – Alternative 4: Alternative 4 would also begin slightly south of Patton Avenue and 
would extend I-26 along a similar path as Alternative 3, crossing the French Broad River and 
connecting to US 19-23-70 approximately one-half mile south of the Broadway interchange. The 
major difference in Alternative 4 is that it would separate local and I-240 traffic across the 
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Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges by rerouting I-240 to the north along a pair of new flyover bridges. 
Alternative 4 includes a standard interchange configuration at Patton Avenue, with ramps in all 
four quadrants, on the west side of the French Broad River. Ramps on the north side would 
include a pair of ramps that connect Patton Avenue to both I-240 and I-26. On the east side of 
the French Broad River, the Patton Avenue/I-240/US 19-23-70 interchange would be modified 
to allow I-240 to curve to the north and include a partial interchange that connects to Patton 
Avenue. For Alternative 4, Patton Avenue would become a local street and the Captain Jeff 
Bowen Bridges would be converted from an interstate freeway to a local street crossing. 

Section B – Alternative 4-B: Alternative 4-B is similar to Alternative 4 by separating the local 
and I-240 traffic across the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. However, Alternative 4-B would strive 
to minimize the footprint of the design and include I-26 turning to the east and crossing the 
French Broad River approximately one-half mile north of the existing Captain Jeff Bowen 
Bridges. Alternative 4-B would be identical to Alternative 4 in the vicinity of the Patton 
Avenue/I-240/US 19-23-70 interchange and include flyover ramps for I-240 that are similar to 
those in Alternative 4. The interchange configuration at Patton Avenue would be slightly 
different for Alternative 4-B, with a loop in the southwest quadrant that connects to Patton 
Avenue opposite Regent Park Boulevard. The I-26 crossing would be shifted farther to the south 
and result in a more compact interchange on the east side of the French Broad River. I-26 
would follow the existing alignment of US 19-23-70 for a longer distance along the edge of the 
Montford Neighborhood through the Broadway interchange. As with Alternative 4, Alternative 
4-B would allow Patton Avenue to become a local street and the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges 
would be converted from an interstate freeway to a local street crossing. 

How many lanes would be included for the I-26 Connector? 

The design standards for interstate facilities require that the design must accommodate the 
traffic volumes for at least 20 years from the time the project begins construction. Therefore, the 
minimum number of lanes required to accommodate the projected traffic volumes were 
evaluated for each section of the project. The I-26 Connector would include eight through travel 
lanes (four in each direction) for the section from I-40 to Patton Avenue (where it is combined 
with I-240) and six through travel lanes (three in each direction) from Patton Avenue to 
Broadway.  

How would traffic operate for each of the alternatives once the I-26 Connector is 
constructed? 

All the detailed study alternatives were designed to accommodate the projected 2033 traffic 
volumes at a LOS of D or better within the limits of construction for the proposed project. 

Would there be any roadway deficiencies after the project is completed? 

Each of the alternatives was designed to meet the 13 controlling criteria defined by FHWA for 
approval of the interstate designation for I-26. Several of the alternatives would include design 
features that are not preferred, but are acceptable for inclusion as an interstate route. In 
addition, several of the alternatives would not address some of the roadway deficiencies that 
are beyond the limits of construction and were not essential to the I-26 Connector project. The 
substandard elements not included within the construction of the I-26 Connector project could 
be addressed as part of another project in the future.  
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How much would each alternative cost? 

The cost for each of the alternatives includes the cost to construct the roadway, purchase the 
right–of-way for the roadway, and relocate utilities. The total cost for each of the alternatives is 
as follows: 

Section C – Alternative A-2: $314,900,000 
Section C – Alternative C-2: $294,100,000 
Section C – Alternative D-1: $299,200,000 
Section C – Alternative F-1: $222,500,000 
Section A – I-240 Widening Alternative: $138,500,000 
Section B – Alternative 3: $236,100,000 
Section B – Alternative 3-C:  $230,700,000 
Section B – Alternative 4: $304,700,000 
Section B – Alternative 4-B: $332,000,000 

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Community Effects 

How would the project impact community facilities and services? 

Both Carrier Park, which is located partially within the Direct Community Impact Area, and the 
French Broad River Greenway, which will eventually link Carrier Park with Hominy Creek River 
Park, would be directly affected by the project. The NCDOT project team is coordinating with 
City of Asheville officials to minimize effects. To the greatest extent possible, efforts to avoid 
and minimize impacts to these resources were applied during preliminary design of the project 
alternatives, and these efforts will continue throughout the subsequent project development 
phases of the project. 

While no schools would be displaced by any alternatives of any sections of the project, it is 
anticipated that temporary impacts and changes in access would result for the Isaac Dickson 
School located on Hill Street as a result of Alternatives 4 and 4-B. In addition, the existing 
driveway that connects to the I-240 eastbound entrance ramp at Haywood Road in Section A 
would be eliminated, requiring access modifications to the Asheville City Schools Preschool.  

The EIS Relocation Reports indicate that Community Baptist Church in the Burton Street 
Community would be displaced as a result of Section A. The Christian Church of Hope in the 
Emma Road Community would be displaced for Section B – Alternatives 3 and 4. 

The First Church of God at 20 Hanover Street south of Haywood Road may be affected, but not 
relocated by the project. Widening existing I-240 and modifying the exit ramp to Haywood Road 
may change the existing access to the First Church of God due to the closure of Hanover Street 
at Haywood Road.  

How would the project affect neighborhoods and community cohesion? 

Several communities located within the study area show signs of cohesion and several 
communities have strong neighborhood bonds. Overall, the proposed project is not anticipated 
to result in substantial negative effects to the cohesiveness of the overall study area.The effects 
to communities within the study area were evaluated in detail, with the effects to each 
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community being rated based on a scale that included high benefit, moderate benefit, low 
benefit, neutral affect, low burden, moderate burden, and high burden. The analysis shows that 
for Section C of the project, Alternative D-1 would have the least effect on the Clairmont Crest 
Mobile Home Park and the Willow Lake Mobile Home Parklocated in proximity to the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. In Section A of the proposed project, the three communities located 
south of US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) would have an overall effect of neutral or low 
burden. For the two neighborhoods in Section A that are located north of Haywood Road 
(Burton Street Community and Westwood Place Community), the evaluation was completed for 
the overall neighborhood and included the combination of Section A with the effects of the four 
alternatives being considered in Section B. 

For the alternatives in Section B (including the entirety of the Burton Street Community and the 
Westwood Place Community), the alternatives that would provide the most benefits to the 
communities would be Alternatives 4 and 4-B, with one community rated a moderate benefit and 
two rated as low benefit, while Alternatives 3 and 3-C would have no communities rated as 
having a benefit. Both Alternatives 4 and 4-B would include two communities with an overall 
effect of moderate burden, while Alternatives 3 and 3-C would have one community rated as a 
moderate burden.  

How would the project affect concentrations of low income or minority 
populations? 

The effects on low-income and minority populations were evaluated based on the effects 
included above, combined with the identification of communities that had high concentrations of 
low-income or minority populations. Based on the evaluation, the project study team determined 
that for any community with an overall effect of moderate or high burden, the project would 
potentially have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on a protected low-income or 
minority community. Therefore, to make a conclusion on Environmental Justice, it is 
recommended that additional public outreach occur for any protected population that would 
incur a moderate or high burden as a result of the proposed project. Based on this method, it is 
recommended that the following communities receive additional public outreach and evaluation 
in order to determine whether the project would result in a disproportionately high and adverse 
effect on a protected population: 

 Burton Street Community (Section A and Section B – Alternatives 3 and 3-C) 
 Houston/Courtland Community (Section B – Alternatives 4 and 4-B) 

Would the project be consistent with local and regional plans? 

There are over 20 local and regional plans that include recommendations for areas within the 
project study area. Based on an evaluation of these plans, the following denotes, in general, 
how consistent each alternative would be with the local and regional plans. 

 Section C – All Alternatives: Consistent with 14 plans and mostly consistent with 5 plans. 
 Section A: Consistent with 14 plans, mostly consistent with 4 plans, and inconsistent with 1 

plan. 
 Section B – Alternative 3 and 3-C: Consistent with 14 plans, mostly consistent with 1 plan, 

partially consistent with 2 plans, and inconsistent with 7 plans. 
 Section B – Alternatives 4 and 4-B: Consistent with 16 plans, mostly consistent with 4 plans, 

partially consistent with 2 plans, and inconsistent with 1 plan. 
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The purpose of the project does not require that the alternatives considered meet the 
recommendations of the local plans; therefore, the consistency with these plans will be used as 
an evaluation measure to compare each alternative and will be taken into consideration when a 
preferred alternative is selected by the project team. 

How would the project affect bicycle and pedestrian transportation? 

In general, the I-26 Connector project would improve both bicycle and pedestrian mobility within 
the study area through the inclusion of bicycle lanes and sidewalks on many of the cross street 
roadways affected by the project. The project is generally consistent with the local pedestrian, 
bicycle, and greenway plans. NCDOT policies prescribe that certain pedestrian improvements 
require partial funding by and formal requests from the local governments; therefore, until a 
preferred alternative is selected, it cannot be definitively determined what elements will be 
included in the final design of the project. All four of the alternatives in Section C and the single 
alternative in Section A would either provide the improvements recommended in the local 
multimodal plans or could be modified to include the elements at the request of the City of 
Asheville. Section B would also either provide or have the ability to provide the recommended 
improvements for most of the recommended multimodal elements.  

Would the project require relocating any houses, businesses, or cemeteries? 

The project would require the relocation of houses and businesses to construct the 
improvements being made for each alternative. The project would not affect any cemeteries 
within the study area. In Section C, Alternatives C-2 and F-1 would have the least number of 
relocations with 32 residential relocations for Alternative C-2 and 31 residential relocations for 
Alternative F-1. Alternative D-1 would require 38 residences and 7 businesses be relocated, 
while Alternative A-2 would require the most relocations with 50 residences and 6 businesses. 
The single alternative in Section A is estimated to require the relocation of 81 residences and 17 
businesses. In Section B, Alternative 3-C would require the fewest overall number of 
relocations, with 23 residences and 33 businesses. Alternative 3 would require 34 residential 
relocations and 24 business relocations. Alternative 4 would require 46 residential relocations 
and 24 business relocations, while Alternative 4-B would require that 33 residences and 34 
businesses be relocated. 

How would the existing business community be affected? 

Because the project is not diverting traffic away from the existing highway corridor, it is not likely 
that there would be any negative long-term effects on retail sales as a result of the proposed 
project. Approximately half of the business relocations would be considered retail 
establishments and would result in a loss of retail sales if they were unable to be relocated. It is 
likely that some negative effects on retail sales may occur during the construction of the 
proposed project; however, it is not likely that the project would result in substantial effect on the 
retail sales in the area of the proposed project. In addition, the proposed project does not 
substantially alter the existing access to and from the freeway and is not likely to lead to any 
large commercial developments outside of the central business district; therefore, it is not likely 
to have a substantial adverse effect on established business districts. 
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Cultural Resource Effects 

Would historic resources be affected? 

The study area includes 16 historic resources that are either on the National Register of Historic 
Places or eligible for inclusion on the register. Based on consultation with the State Historic 
Preservation Office, the historic resources are evaluated in accordance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act and the effects on the property are determined based on the 
magnitude of the effect on the property. Three classifications are included in the evaluation: “no 
effect,” “no adverse effect,” and “adverse effect.” The project would have “no effect” on all 
alternatives for six of the historic resources. Six additional properties were determined to have 
“no adverse effect” for all alternatives being considered. Section B – Alternatives 3 and 3-C 
would have “no effect” for the Montford Area Historic District and “no adverse effect” for 
Alternative 4, but would have an “adverse effect” for Alternative 4-B. The Montford Hills Historic 
District would have a “no adverse effect” for Alternative 4-B and “no effect” for Alternatives 3, 
3-C, and 4. The Montford Hills/Hibriten Drive Boundary Expansion would have “no adverse 
effect” for Alternatives 3, 3-C, and 4 and “no effect” for Alternative 4-B. West Asheville/Aycock 
School Historic District would have an “adverse effect” in Section A.  

Would archaeological resources be affected? 

The study area includes four archaeological sites that have been determined to be eligible for 
the National Register of Historic Places and an additional seven sites that would require 
additional evaluation to determine whether they are eligible. The project would potentially affect 
several of the archaeological sites, and additional evaluation will occur once a preferred 
alternative is determined. 

Natural Resource Effects 

How would biotic resources be affected? 

Biotic resources are the terrestrial and aquatic communities and wildlife within the study area. 
Three terrestrial communities were identified within the study area for the proposed project: 
Mesic Mixed Forests, Alluvial Hardwood Forests, and Maintained/Disturbed. In Section C, 
Alternative F-1 would have the lowest impact to these communities, while Alternatives A-2 
would have the largest impact. In Section B, Alternative 3-C would have the lowest impact to the 
these terrestrial communities, while Alternative 4 would have the highest impact. Fragmentation 
and loss of wildlife habitat would be an unavoidable consequence of all the detailed study 
alternatives. However, the proposed project is not expected to result in adverse impacts to 
wildlife due to the existing urbanized nature of the project study area. Impacts to water 
resources in the project study area may result from activities associated with the construction of 
any of the detailed study alternatives. Temporary construction impacts due to erosion and 
sedimentation would be minimized through implementation of a stringent erosion control 
schedule and the use of BMPs. Long-term impacts to streams along the eventually selected 
corridor would be limited to stream reaches within the road facility footprint only. Impacts to 
stream reaches adjacent to the facility footprint would be temporary and localized during 
construction. Long-term impacts to adjacent reaches resulting from construction are expected to 
be negligible. 
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How would water quality be affected? 

The project is not expected to have a significant effect on drainage patterns or groundwater, but 
would increase the amount of impervious surface due to the expanded roadway. The effects on 
surface water would likely be proportional to the increase in impervious surface and dependent 
on how feasible it would be to provide mitigation to improve the water quality. In Section C, 
Alternative F-1 would have the smallest percent increase in impervious area, while Alternatives 
C-2 would include the largest percent increase. Section A of the proposed project would include 
a 75 percent increase increase in impervious surface. In Section B, Alternative 4 would have the 
smallest percent increase in impervious surface area, while Alternative 3 would have the largest 
percent increase in impervious surface area. Given the minimal indirect effects of the project, 
any contribution of the project to cumulative effects resulting from current and planned 
development patterns should be minimal. For these reasons, potential indirect and cumulative 
effects to downstream water quality should be minimal. 

What impacts would occur to waters under the jurisdiction of the United States 
Army Corps of Engineers? 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has jurisdiction over wetlands and streams within the study 
area, and any impacts to these resources would need to be mitigated. In Section C, Alternative 
F-1 would have the lowest impact on wetlands and streams. Alternative C-2 would have the 
second lowest impact on wetlands, while Alternative A-2 would have the greatest impact on 
wetlands and streams. In Section A, 0.01 acre of wetland and 798 linear feet of streams would 
be impacted. In Section B, Alternatives 3-C and 4-B would impact 0.11 acre and 0.10 acre of 
wetlands, respectively, while Alternative 3-C would have the second highest impact on streams. 
Alternative 3 would have the highest impact on both wetlands and streams. 

Would habitat used by threatened and endangered species be affected? 

Buncombe County has 13 species that are protected under the provisions of Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act. Of the 13 species listed for Buncombe County, only 6 of the species 
have habitat present within the study area. It was determined that the biological conclusion for 
the Appalachian Elktoe and Tan Riffleshell would be “may affect, not likely to adversely affect.” 
The biological conclusion for 10 threatened or endangered species was that the project would 
have “no effect.” The biological conclusion for the Gray bat and the Northern long-eared bat 
would be “unresolved.” Screening and subsequent surveys will be the responsibility of the 
NCDOT Biological Surveys Group. 

Physical Characteristic Effects 

How would traffic noise levels change? 

The existing noise levels in the study area range from approximately 35 to 78 decibels (dBA). A 
residential receiver is considered impacted under the noise abatement criteria when the noise 
level is 66 dBA or greater. Noise level increases less than 3 dBA are barely perceptible to the 
human ear; for increases of 5 dBA, there is a readily perceptible change; while a 10 dBA 
increase would be perceived as being twice as loud. In 2033, the noise levels in the study area 
are projected to increase by 0 to 15 dBA in Section C over the existing levels without noise walls 
in place. The 2033 noise levels in Section A are projected to increase by 0 to 11 dBA in Section 
A over the existing levels without noise walls in place. For Section B, the 2033 noise levels are 
projected to increase by 0 to 23 dBA over existing levels without noise walls in place. 2033 was 



Summary I-26 Asheville Connector 
 

STIP I-2513 Draft Environmental Impact Statement xiv 

used as the future year for the traffic noise analysis since it was also the future year for the 
traffic forecast and traffic capacity analysis. When the travel demand model was updated after 
the traffic forecast was finalized in 2010, a study was performed to compare the potential future 
year traffic volumes based on the different models, since the updated model used a future year 
of 2040. This study showed that the changes in traffic volumes would not be substantial enough 
to warrant a new traffic forecast, which also means that the noise levels would not change 
substantially with future year 2040 traffic volumes. 

Would the project include noise walls? 

The noise study completed for the project has determined that several noise walls would be 
reasonable and feasible and are recommended for inclusion in the design of the project. Section 
C would include one recommended noise wall (for all alternatives), while Section A would 
include recommendations for noise walls along both sides of the freeway from north of Amboy 
Road to slightly south of Patton Avenue (including portions of all of the Section B alternatives). 
The alternatives in Section B include recommended noise walls in various locations depending 
on the alternative selected. Additional public involvement will occur to determine whether the 
noise walls will be constructed at each of the locations where they are recommended. 

How would the project affect air quality? 

Buncombe County has been designated as either an attainment area or unclassified for the 
seven pollutants that are monitored by the Clean Air Act. The proposed project would not result 
in any locations where carbon monoxide levels would exceed the standards and it is not likely 
that the project would have a negative effect on air quality within the region. 

How would the visual quality be changed? 

Visual quality within the study area would be affected by the proposed project. In Section C, 
Alternative F-1 would have the least effect on the viewshed in the southern portion of the study 
area because it maintains the existing configuration. Alternatives A-2, C-2, and D-1 would 
introduce a four-level interchange, which would include flyover ramps approximately 60 feet 
higher than the existing roadways. All the Section C alternatives would have a negative effect 
on the viewshed from the Biltmore Estate due to the increased number of lanes along I-40. 
Section A would affect the visual quality along the existing corridor by increasing the visual 
prominence of the freeway for people traveling along the freeway as well as those viewing it 
from afar. For the Section B alternatives, the visual impacts would likely be enhanced or 
improved for those driving along the facility, but degraded for those viewing the freeway from off 
of the road. Each of the alternatives would include a new bridge for I-26 over the French Broad 
River, which would introduce a new prominent feature into the viewshed that would be out of 
context with the existing viewshed. Alternatives 4 and 4-B would also include a pair of new 
flyover bridges carrying I-240, which would add additional prominent features that would be out 
of context with the existing viewshed. Alternative 4-B would also move the interchange farther 
south along US 19-23-70, which would reduce the visual effect for the northern end of the 
Montford Neighborhood, but have a larger visual presence along the southern end of the 
neighborhood due to loss of vegetation, and affect the viewshed from Riverside Cemetery. 

How would the project affect hazardous material sites? 

Based on preliminary evaluations of hazardous materials within the study area, it was 
determined that the severity of impact as a result of crossing any of the sites would be low, with 
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the exception of the landfill along the east bank of the French Broad River. Impacts to the 
former landfill, which would occur for any of the four Section B alternatives, would be classified 
as high.  

How would the project affect floodplains? 

Due to the linear nature of the project and the existing roadway configurations, no practicable 
alternative exists that would completely avoid impacts to floodplains. Impacts to floodplains 
were minimized to the greatest extent possible. In Section C, Alternative F-1 would have the 
lowest impact on floodplains, while Alternatives A-2 and C-2 would have the highest impact. 
Section A would impact 10.30 acres of floodplain due to the increased width of the roadway and 
expanded interchange at Amboy Road. In Section B, Alternative 4-B would have the lowest 
impact on floodplains, with Alternative 3 having the highest impact. 

How would the project affect traffic during construction? 

An evaluation of the construction effects was completed for each of the build alternatives and 
any effects were classified as either low, moderate, high, or severe.  

The Section C construction effects evaluation indicates that all four alternatives would have 
multiple sites with impacts that rate high or severe. Construction for this section is expected to 
last approximately 4 years.  

The Section B construction effects evaluation indicates that all four alternatives would have 
multiple sites with impacts that rate high or severe. Construction for this section is expected to 
last approximately 4 to 4.5 years, depending on the selected alternative.  

Indirect and Cumulative Effects 

What indirect and cumulative effects could be expected within the study area as a 
result of the project?  

The proposed project is not anticipated to result in substantial indirect or cumulative effects. 
Indirect effects are effects that occur later in time as a result of the project, including changes in 
land use, population density, or growth rate. In general, the project is located within a developed 
area and would not be providing additional access to areas that are currently not developed. 
The project does have the potential to somewhat accelerate planned infill, redevelopment, and 
development in the vicinity of the project; however, it is not expected to result in a noticeable 
impact to natural resources or downstream water quality. Cumulative effects are effects on the 
environment that occur from the incremental effect of the project combined with past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects. Overall, the proposed project, while affecting some 
neighborhoods through relocations, improving traffic flow in the general vicinity, and combining 
with other development activity in the area, imparts low to moderate cumulative effects in the 
Asheville area. 

What cumulative effects could be expected along the entire I-26 Corridor as a 
result of the proposed projects in the region? 

In addition to the cumulative effects on the study area, the cumulative effects on the overall 
region were analyzed to determine the effects of the planned improvements along the I-26 
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Corridor. The study concluded that on a regional basis the proposed I-26 Connector would 
impart minimal indirect and cumulative effects to the region. 

Required Permits and Actions 

What permits would be required for the I-26 Connector project? 

The project is anticipated to require the following permits: 

 North Carolina Division of Water Quality: Section 401 Certification and Stormwater 
Certification  

 North Carolina Division of Forest Resources: Burning Permit 
 United States Army Corps of Engineers: Section 404 Permit and Section 10 Permit 
 United States Coast Guard: Section 9 Permit 
 United States Fish and Wildlife Service: Section 404 and Section 10 Permit Review and 

Section 7 Consultation: Appalachian Elktoe and Tan Riffleshell. 
 Tennessee Valley Authority: Section 26a of the Tennessee Valley Authority Act 

What are the unresolved issues for the I-26 Connector project? 

Several issues are not yet resolved and will be developed further as the project development 
process continues. The unresolved items include additional coordination, investigation, and 
documentation relating to historic resources; additional hazardous material investigations; 
coordination on threatened and endangered species; coordination with permitting and regulatory 
agencies; and additional coordination and evaluation of impacts to affected environmental 
justice populations. 

Section 4(f) 

Would resources that are protected by Section 4(f) of the Department of 
Transportation Act of 1966 be used? 

Section 4(f) provides protection to historic properties, public parks, and recreation areas. The 
proposed project would result in a “use” of five to six historic properties and two park/recreation 
areas, depending on the selected alternative. Use of a Section 4(f) property occurs when land is 
permanently incorporated into a transportation facility; or when there is a temporary occupancy 
of land that is adverse in terms of the statute's preservation purpose; or when there is a 
constructive use (a project's proximity impacts are so severe that the protected activities, 
features, or attributes of a property are substantially impaired). The following resources would 
include use of a Section 4(f) property: Biltmore Estate (Section C – Alternatives A-2 and C-2), 
Asheville School (all Section C alternatives), West Asheville/Aycock School Historic District 
(Section A), Carrier Park (Section A), French Broad River Greenway (Section A), William 
Worley House (all Section B alternatives), Montford Hills Historic District (Section B – Alternative 
4-B), and Montford Hills & Hibriten Drive Expansion (Section B – Alternatives 3, 3-C, and 4). 

Would any of the impacts to resources protected by Section 4(f) be de minimis 
impacts? 

De minimis impacts are impacts that would not result in an “adverse effect” on the protected 
resource. For historic properties, de minimis impacts are defined as a determination of “no 
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adverse effect” or “no historic properties affected” in compliance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. For parks and recreational facilities, de minimis is defined as 
impacts that do not “adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes” of the protected 
resource. For the proposed project, the following protected properties would be considered de 
minimis impacts: Biltmore Estate (Section C – Alternatives A-2 and C-2), Asheville School (all 
Section C alternatives), William Worley House (all Section B alternatives), Montford Hills 
Historic District (Section B – Alternative 4-B), and Montford Hills & Hibriten Drive Expansion 
(Section B – Alternatives 3, 3-C, and 4), Carrier Park (Section A), and proposed French Broad 
River Greenway (Section A). 

How do impacts to resources protected by Section 4(f) affect the selection of the 
preferred alternative? 

If the analysis of the project alternatives determines that there is no feasible and prudent 
avoidance alternative to impacting Section 4(f) resources, FHWA may only approve the 
alternative that causes the least overall harm to the Section 4(f) resource. The proposed project 
currently does not include a feasible and prudent avoidance alternative; therefore, it is 
anticipated that a least overall harm analysis will be conducted to determine the preferred 
alternative for the project. The least overall harm is determined by balancing the following 
factors: 

 Ability to mitigate adverse impacts to each Section 4(f) property 
 Relative severity of remaining harm to each Section 4(f) property after mitigation 
 Relative significance of each Section 4(f) property 
 Views of officials with jurisdiction 
 Degree to which an alternative meets Purpose and Need 
 Magnitude of adverse impact to non-Section 4(f) resources 
 Substantial differences in cost among alternatives 

Public and Agency Involvement  

What are the opportunities for public involvement in the I-26 Connector project? 

There have been numerous opportunities for public involvement over the past decade that have 
provided important insight into the study area and the potential alternatives for the project. A 
public hearing was held on September 16, 2008, at the Renaissance Hotel to solicit input from 
the public and to answer any questions about the project. In 2014 the public was re-introduced 
to the project. Another public hearing will be held following the publication of this document, and 
the public is strongly encouraged to attend, ask questions, and provide comments on the 
various alternatives presented for the project.  

How do I provide comments on the I-26 Connector project? 

Comments can be provided as either written or verbal comments. Verbal comments will be 
taken at the public hearing and through the project hotline. Written comments can be made in 
one of three ways: by e-mail to djoyner@ncdot.gov, through the web site at 
www.ncdot.gov/projects/i26connector/, or through the mail to:  

Drew Joyner, PE  
Human Environment Section Head – North Carolina Department of Transportation 
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1548 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, NC 27699-1598 

What comments and concerns have been expressed by the public during 
previous public involvement efforts? 

The major comments and concerns previously expressed by the public include the following: 

 Comments supporting Alternative 4-B and requesting that it be included in the DEIS 
 A request that NCDOT consider an alternative with six lanes for Section A  
 Comments that the preferred alternative should separate local and interstate traffic across 

the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges 
 Concerns about the impacts to residences and businesses and how it would affect the local 

economy and tax base 
 Comments requesting a greater emphasis on multimodal amenities such as bicycle, 

pedestrian, and transit solutions 

What comments and concerns have been expressed by the environmental 
resource and regulatory agencies? 

There has been coordination with the environmental resource and regulatory agencies 
throughout the duration of the project development process. Currently, no major comments 
have been raised by the agencies. 

What are the controversial issues for the I-26 Connector? 

The two main issues of controversy for the project are the need for eight lanes for Section A of 
the project to accommodate the projected future traffic volumes and the local desire to have the 
separation of local and interstate traffic included as part of the Purpose and Need. 

Next Steps 

When will a preferred alternative be selected and how will the decision be made? 

Following the publication of this DEIS, NCDOT will conduct a public hearing and collect 
comments from the public and regulatory agencies. At the end of the comment period, NCDOT 
will hold an internal meeting to review the comments and determine whether any additional 
studies need to be completed. Once any additional studies are completed, an evaluation will be 
conducted to determine which alternative would likely result in the least overall harm to the 
protected Section 4(f) resources. Following the development of the evaluation, the Merger Team 
will meet to select the least environmentally damaging alternative, or preferred alternative, for 
the project. 

Will there be more information provided on the preferred alternative once it is 
selected? 

Once a preferred alternative is selected for the project, any additional studies required for the 
project would be completed and a Final Environmental Impact Statement disclosing the impacts 
for the preferred alternative will be developed and presented to the public and agencies for 
comment. 
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When will construction on the I-26 Connector begin? 

NCDOT’s 2016-2025 State Transportation Improvement Program shows construction for 
Section C beginning in 2021, construction for Section B beginning in 2024, and construction for 
Section A in unfunded future years.  

Quantitative Summary of Project Impacts 

A summary of the impacts for the alternatives within the individual sections is presented in Table 
S-1. Table S-2 shows the overall impacts that are anticipated based on the combination of 
alternatives from each section of the project. 
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Table S-1: Summary of Project Impacts by Section 

Resource 

Section C 
Section A Section B  

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

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

Project Features 

Length (miles) 

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

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

Total Length 5.1 5.4 5.0 5.0 2.0 3.0 3.1 3.9 4.0 

Interchanges 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 

Railroad Crossings 2 2 2 2 0 3 3 8 5 

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

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

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

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

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

Socioeconomic Features 

Relocations 

Residential 50 32 38 31 81 34 23 46 33 

Business 6 6 7 5 17 24 33 24 34 

Nonprofit 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2 1 

Total 56 38 45 36 99 60 57 72 68 

Schools Relocated 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Churches Relocated 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 

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

Cemeteries Impacted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Physical Environment 

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

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

Noise Impacts (after abatement)  188 225 184 274 94 60 37 126 89 
Hazardous Material Sites (moderate or high) 
Impacted 

1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 
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Resource 

Section C 
Section A Section B  

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

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

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

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

Land Use Impacts by Zoning Category (acres) 

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

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

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

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

Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 4.0 0.0 2.4 0.4 

Institutional District 38.6 38.6 35.4 34.5 13.6 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.4 

Office 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

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

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

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

Commercial 28.7 31.4 30.8 24.8 2.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Resort District 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.1 21.5 37.2 19.6 

River District 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.3 11.2 24.8 16.1 22.3 

Total 151.8 140.1 144.9 122.6 64.7 98.9 99.7 113.7 92.5 

Human Environment 

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

High Benefit  - - - - - - - - - 

Moderate Benefit - - - - - - - 1 1 

Low Benefit - - - - - - - 2 2 

Neutral - - 2 - 1 5 5 1 1 

Low Burden 2 2 - 2 3 4 4 4 4 

Moderate Burden - - - - 1 1 1 2 2 

High Burden - - - - - - - - - 

Cultural Resources 

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

0 0 0 1 Adverse 
Effect  
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Resource 

Section C 
Section A Section B  

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

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

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

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

Natural Environment 

Biotic Resources (acres) 

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

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

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

Open Water  0.19 0.39 0.24 0.17 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Total 342.75 338.07 332.49 289.90 139.99 132.74 122.04 169.63 169.37 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Protected Species Adversely Affected 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
aStream, wetland, and pond impacts calculated using design slope stakes plus 25-foot buffer. All other impacts calculated using right-of-way. 
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Table S-2: Summary of Overall Project Impacts  
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Project Features 

Length (miles) 

I-26 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.7 

I-40/I240 3.5 3.8 3.4 3.4 3.5 3.8 3.4 3.4 4.4 4.7 4.3 4.3 4.4 4.7 4.3 4.3 

Total Length 10.1 10.4 10.0 10.0 10.2 10.5 10.1 10.1 11.0 11.3 10.9 10.9 11.1 11.4 11.0 11.0 

Interchanges 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 
Railroad 
Crossings 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 10 10 10 10 7 7 7 7 

Navigable 
Waterway 
Crossings 

3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Construction 
Cost (millions)  $582.0  $565.6  $559.0 $499.2 $583.0 $566.6 $560.0 $500.2 $647.4 $631.0 $624.4 $564.6 $683.1 $666.7 $660.1 $600.3 

Right-of-Way 
Cost (millions) $98.8 $94.60 $106.0 $89.3 $92.2 $88.0 $99.4 $82.7 $101.5 $97.3 $108.7 $92.0 $92.8 $88.6 $100.0 $83.3 

 Utilities Cost 
(millions)  $8.7   $8.50  $8.8 $8.6 $8.9 $8.7 $9.0 $8.8 $9.2 $9.0 $9.3 $9.1 $9.5 $9.3 $9.6 $9.4 

Total Cost $680.8  660.20  $665.0 $597.1 $684.1 $663.3 $668.4 $591.7 $758.1 $737.3 $742.4 $665.7 $785.4 $764.6 $769.7 $693.0 

Socioeconomic Features 

Relocations 

Residential 165 147 153 146 154 136 142 135 177 159 165 158 164 146 152 145 

Business 47 47 48 46 56 56 57 55 47 47 48 46 57 57 58 56 

Nonprofit 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 
Total 
Relocations 215 197 204 195 212 194 201 192 227 209 216 207 223 205 212 203 

Schools 
Relocated 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Churches 
Relocated 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Parks and 
Recreational 
Areas Impacted 

3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Cemeteries 
Impacted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Physical Environment 
Noise 
Impacts (No- 468 468 468 468 468 468 468 468 617 617 617 617 617 617 617 617 
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Build)  

Noise 
Impacts 
(before 
abatement)  

609 646 605 695 549 586 545 635 728 765 724 814 640 677 636 726 

Noise 
Impacts (after 
abatement)  

342 379 338 428 319 356 315 405 408 445 404 494 371 408 367 457 

Hazardous 
Material Sites 
(moderate or 
high) 
Impacted 

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Floodplain 
Impacts 
(acres) 

38.3 38.1 35.8 34.3 36.5 36.4 34.1 32.6 37.0 36.9 34.5 33.1 32.8 32.7 30.3 28.9 

Floodway 
Impacts 
(acres) 

7.6 9.1 7.1 6.8 7.6 9.1 7.2 6.9 5.4 6.9 4.9 4.6 5.0 6.5 4.6 4.3 

Land Use Impacts by Zoning Category (acres) 
Residential 
Single-Family 
Districts  

31.8 25.2 32.2 24.9 32.1 25.5 32.5 25.3 34.2 27.6 34.5 27.3 35.3 28.6 35.6 28.4 

Residential 
Multifamily 
Districts 

74.4 68.5 68.2 69.1 64.9 59.0 58.7 59.6 75.5 69.5 69.2 70.1 64.8 58.9 58.6 59.5 

Neighborhood 
Business 
District 

0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Community 
Business 
Districts 

5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 

Industrial 
District 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 

Institutional 
District 52.7 52.6 49.5 48.5 52.7 52.7 49.5 48.5 52.5 52.4 49.3 48.3 52.7 52.6 49.5 48.5 

Office 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Highway 
Business 
District 

28.2 26.3 26.5 24.6 29.2 27.3 27.5 25.6 27.4 25.5 25.7 23.8 27.7 25.8 25.9 24.0 

Regional 
Business 
District 

47.7 47.8 49.5 42.5 47.7 47.8 49.5 42.5 41.6 41.7 43.4 36.4 42.8 42.9 44.6 37.6 

Central 
Business 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 
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District 

Commercial 31.5 34.2 33.5 27.5 31.5 34.2 33.5 27.5 31.5 34.2 33.5 27.5 31.5 34.2 33.5 27.5 

Resort District 22.1 22.1 22.1 22.1 21.5 21.5 21.5 21.5 37.2 37.2 37.2 37.2 19.6 19.6 19.6 19.6 

River District 17.4 17.4 17.4 17.4 31.1 31.1 31.1 31.1 22.4 22.4 22.4 22.4 28.6 28.6 28.6 28.6 
Total Land 
Use Impacts 
by Zoning 
Category 
(acres) 

315.5 303.7 308.5 286.3 316.3 304.6 309.3 287.1 330.3 318.6 323.4 301.1 309.0 297.3 302.1 279.9 

Human Environment 

Community Effects 

High Benefit 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Moderate 
Benefit 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Low Benefit 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Neutral 6 6 8 6 6 6 8 6 2 2 4 2 2 2 4 2 

Low Burden 9 9 7 9 9 9 7 9 9 9 7 9 9 9 7 9 
Moderate 
Burden 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

High Burden 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cultural Resources 
Historic 
Properties – 
Section 106 
Effects 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 

Historic 
Properties 
Impacted 

6 6 5 5 6 6 5 5 6 6 5 5 6 6 5 5 

Archeological 
Sites 
Impacted 

8 9 8 9 8 9 8 9 8 9 8 9 7 8 7 8 

Natural Environment 

Biotic Resources (acres) 
Maintained/ 
disturbed 371.8 370.4 367.8 350.9 367.9 366.5 363.9 347.0 410.4 409.0 406.4 389.5 408.8 407.4 404.7 387.8 

Mesic Mixed 
Forest 227.2 223.5 221.5 197.7 221.4 217.8 215.8 192.0 228.2 224.5 222.5 198.7 228.8 225.2 223.2 199.3 

Alluvial 
Hardwood 16.3 16.5 15.7 13.9 15.2 15.4 14.6 12.8 13.6 13.7 12.9 11.1 14.4 14.5 13.7 11.9 
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Forest 

Open Water  0.2 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.2 
Total Biotic 
Resources 615.5 610.8 605.2 562.6 604.8 600.1 594.5 551.9 652.4 647.7 642.1 599.5 652.1 647.4 641.8 599.3 

Impervious 
Surface 
(acres) 

131.6 139.2 118.5 114.3 130.3 137.9 117.2 112.9 140.1 147.7 127.0 122.8 142.3 149.9 129.2 125.0 

Stream 
Impacts (#) 23.0 23.0 24.0 23.0 22.0 22.0 23.0 22.0 22.0 22.0 23.0 22.0 23.0 23.0 24.0 23.0 

Stream 
Impacts 
(linear feet) 

7,636.5  7,451.0  7,609.6  6,655.8  7,402.2  7,216.7  7,375.3  6,421.5  5,602.1  5,416.6  5,575.2  4,621.4  5,891.1  5,705.6  5,864.2  4,910.4  

Wetland 
Impacts (#) 17 16 17 16 16 15 16 15 18 17 18 17 16 15 16 15 

Wetland 
Impacts 
(acres) 

2.8 2.5 2.2 2.0 2.7 2.4 2.1 1.9 2.8 2.5 2.2 2.0 2.7 2.4 2.1 1.9 

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

Pond 
Impacts(acres
) 

0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Protected 
Species 
Adversely 
Affected 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

a
Stream, wetland, and pond impacts calculated using design slope stakes plus 25-foot buffer. All other impacts calculated using right-of-way.
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Project Commitments 

 Construction authorization will not be requested until Endangered Species Act 
compliance is satisfied for the northern long-eared bat.  

 NCDOT will manage invasive plant species on the Department’s right-of-way, as 
appropriate. 

 

joanna_rocco
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GREEN SLIP SHEET
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