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1.0 Type of Action 
 
 This is a Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) administrative action, 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI).  The North Carolina Department of 
Transportation (NCDOT) and FHWA has determined that this project will not 
have any significant impact on the human or natural environment. This FONSI 
is based on the October 18, 2012 Environmental Assessment (EA), which has 
been independently evaluated by the FHWA and determined to adequately and 
accurately disclose the environmental issues and impacts of the proposed 
project. The EA, together with the information contained in this FONSI 
(including responses to comments on the EA), provides sufficient evidence and 
analysis for determining that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is not 
required. 
 
2.0      Description of Proposed Action 
 
 The NCDOT and FHWA propose to widen US 221 to a four-lane, median-
divided facility from US 421 in the Deep Gap Community of Watauga County to 
the US 221 Business/NC 88 intersection in the town of Jefferson in Ashe 
County. The project is approximately 16.1 miles in length and is shown in 
Figures 1-A and 1-B in Appendix A. 
 

2.1 Summary of Purpose and Need 
 
 The purpose of this project is to upgrade the existing roadway to a multi-
lane facility to increase capacity, alleviate congestion, improve traffic 
operations, and reduce the rate of traffic crashes.  
  
3.0  Alternatives Considered 
 
 A full range of alternatives were considered, including a No-Build 
Alternative, a Public Transportation Alternative, a Transportation Systems 
Management (TSM) Alternative, and improvements to the existing facility. 
 
 3.1 No-Build Alternative 
 

The No-Build Alternative would not provide any substantial 
improvements to the US 221 study corridor. The No-Build Alternative would not 
meet the purpose and need identified for the proposed project. It would not 
improve the traffic flow or level of service (LOS) of US 221 through the project 
study area, nor would it address the corridor’s higher-than-average crash rates.   
Therefore, the No-Build Alternative was not recommended. 

 
3.2 Public Transportation Alternative 
 
The project study area is not well served by mass transit. Based on the 

project context, improvements to public transportation would not improve 
vehicle flow or safety on US 221 and would not eliminate the need for widening 
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the existing facilities and improving the alignment. Therefore, the Public 
Transportation Alternative does not satisfy the purpose and need for this 
project and was eliminated from further study. 

 
3.3 Transportation Systems Management 
 
TSM improvements involve improving traffic flow of the roadway within 

the existing right-of-way with minimum capital expenditures and without 
reconstructing or adding additional through lanes to the existing road. TSM 
improvements will not increase capacity or improve levels of service to the levels 
required to prevent failing traffic conditions in the 2035 design year. Therefore, 
the TSM Alternative was eliminated from further study.   
 
 3.4  Build Alternatives 
 
During the December 16, 2008 meeting for Concurrence Point 2 (Design 
Options), the following four widening scenarios were presented: 
 
1. Widening Scenario 1 – Asymmetrical Widening to the East 
    This alternative would widen US 221 asymmetrically to the east.  
 
2. Widening Scenario 2 – Asymmetrical Widening to the West 
    This alternative would widen US 221 asymmetrically to the west. 
 
3. Widening Scenario 3 – Symmetrical Widening 
    This alternative would widen US 221 symmetrically about the existing 

centerline of the roadway.  
 
4. Widening Scenario 4 – “Best Fit” Widening Alternative 

This alternative would widen US 221 at locations that “best fit” the current 
road location and surrounding land uses. “Best fit” locations were evaluated 
and selected to improve the existing roadway alignment, minimize impacts, 
and permit traffic maintenance during construction. 

 
The impacts of the four (4) widening scenarios at the functional design level are 
presented in the following table (Table 1).   The impacts shown in this table 
were slope stakes plus 40 feet. 
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4.0 Preferred Alternative 
 

It was determined at the CP2 and CP2A meetings and reconfirmed at the 
“Concurrence Point 3 (CP3) – Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable 
Alternative (LEDPA/Preferred Alternative)” meeting held on March 13, 2013 that 
the “Best Fit” Widening Alternative was the merger team’s Preferred Alternate.  
This alternate was selected because it accomplishes the purpose and need while 
minimizing the impacts to the surrounding environment and communities (as 
shown in Table 1).  

 
  

5.0 Summary of Project Impacts 
           
 Descriptions of the anticipated impacts are provided in the following 
section, and the impacts from the preliminary design are summarized in Table 
2.            
Table 2 - Summary of Direct Project Impacts from the Preliminary Design 

Feature Anticipated Impacts 

Project length – miles 16.1 

Residential relocations 70 

Business relocations 33 

Total relocations 103 

Major utility crossings 1 

Historic Properties (See Note 1) No Adverse Effects – 2 properties 

Archaeological Sites 
No sites eligible for National Register 
of Historic Places will be impacted 

Cemeteries (See Note 2) 2 

Wetland Impacts – acres (See Note 3) 3.7 

Stream Impacts – linear feet (See Note 3) 20,804 

100-year floodplain crossings 5 

Water supply/watershed protected areas 0 

Hazardous spill basin areas 2 

Impacted noise receptors (See Note 4) 22 

Federally protected species 11 – No Effect 

Hazardous Material Sites 13 

Voluntary Agricultural District Impacts (acres) 3.0 

Notes: 

(1) = Baldwin Bethany Cemetery and Barnett Idol House 

(2) = Gap Creek Cemetery and Baldwin Bethany Cemetery – minor impacts 

(3) = Shown acreage includes 25-foot clearing limits outside slope stake lines 

(4) = Based upon new traffic noise analysis dated September 10, 2012. 



TIP Project R-2915  US 221 Widening 

FONSI 5  May 2013 

 
Relocations - The project will result in the displacement of approximately 70 
homes, 33 businesses, and two religious facilities.  
 
Land Use – Future development within the project study area and its vicinity 
will most likely follow the current land use patterns. This project is consistent 
with the Jefferson/West Jefferson Thoroughfare Plan, which calls for the 
widening of US 221 to a four-lane facility. The 2008 West Jefferson Land Use 
Plan recommends that the Town collaborate with NCDOT in the implementation 
of the thoroughfare plan.  
 
Farmland – A Farmland Conversion Impact Rating for Corridor Type Projects 
(NRCS-CPA-106) was completed for this project (see Appendix E). Approximately 
36,452 acres of land in Ashe County (13.3%) and 18,192 acres in Watauga 
County (8.4%) are farmland in government jurisdiction. The US 221 widening 
improvements will convert approximately 152 acres of farmland to highway use. 
The total prime and unique farmland impacted by the project is approximately 
37 acres. The total statewide and local important farmland impacted by the 
project is 54 acres.  
 
Voluntary Agricultural District (VAD) – NCDOT presented the project to the 
Ashe County Voluntary Farmland Preservation Board on February 25, 2013 in 
a special public hearing.  The Farmland Preservation Board met on March 5, 
2013 to discuss the project and information presented to them.  The board 
determined that NCDOT had met the expectations of Chapter 161:10 of the 
Voluntary Farmland Preservation Program.  The Board of Commissioners met 
on March 18, 2013 and Dale Weinberg, Chairman of the Farmland Preservation 
Advisory Board presented that information to the Ashe County Board of 
Commissioners.  This project will impact a total of three acres of voluntary 
agricultural farmland affecting a total of five parcels.  This information can be 
found in Appendix B. 
 
Community Facilities – No permanent community facility impacts are 
associated with the proposed project. 
 
Indirect and Cumulative Effects – No notable indirect or cumulative effects 
are anticipated to result from this project.  The project is expected to result in a 
slight increase in residential development, which will likely take the form of 
larger-lot, single-family residences. However, the cumulative effect of this 
project, when considered in the context of other past, present, and future 
actions, and the resulting impact to notable human and natural features is 
considered minimal. 
 
Environmental Justice - Based on the demographic findings and public 
comments, environmental justice issues have not been raised on this project.  
In addition, both adverse and beneficial impacts associated with the projects 
construction would be experience equally by all travelers through the area.  
Based on these considerations, the project would not create any 
disproportionate effects to low-income or minority populations. 
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Archaeological and Historic Architectural Resources – Two archaeological 
surveys have been conducted for this project. The section between Baldwin and 
Jefferson was surveyed in 1977 (Scheitlin et al. 1979). The section between US 
421 in Watauga County and Baldwin in Ashe County was surveyed in 2012 
(O'Neal 2013).  Neither survey identified any sites recommended eligible for the 
NRHP. See consultation letters from the North Carolina State Historic 
Preservation Office in Appendix D. 
  
The North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office has concurred that the 
project, as currently designed, will have No Adverse Effect on the Baldwin 
Bethany Cemetery and the Barnett Idol House. 
 
Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Resources – The project study area includes four 
Section 4(f) resources: Baldwin Bethany Cemetery (National Register eligible), 
Barnett Idol House (National Register eligible), Fleetwood Community Center, 
and Foster Tyson Park. The only impact anticipated by this project is to the 
Fleetwood Community Center, where the driveway will need to be re-tied to US 
221 (temporary impact).  A letter of de minimis impact from the Ashe County 
School board regarding the Fleetwood Community Center is included in 
Appendix B. 
 
There are no 6(f) resources within the project study area. 
 
Utilities - Construction of the proposed project will require relocation or 
modifications of existing public utilities. Any adjustments, relocations, or 
modifications will require coordination with the affected utility company during 
the final design phase.  
 
Hazardous Material Sites/Underground Storage Tanks – Thirteen (13) 
possible UST facilities were identified within the proposed project corridor. 
NCDOT anticipates low monetary and scheduling impacts resulting from these 
sites.  No Hazardous waste, landfills, or other geo-environmental concerns were 
discovered. 
 
Terrestrial Communities – Terrestrial communities in the project study area 
will be impacted by project construction as result of potential grading and 
paving portions of the project study area. Table 3 presents the extent of each 
terrestrial community type in the project study area and the anticipated impact 
to each community type based on the preliminary roadway design plans. 
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Table 3 - Anticipated Impacts to Terrestrial Communities 

Community Coverage (ac) 
Maintained/Disturbed Land 152.47 

Successional Land 26.08 

Pasture Land 31.48 

Agricultural Land 3.4 

Tree Farm 10.9 

 Sub Total 224.33 

Terrestrial Forests 

Mixed Hardwood/White Pine Forest 20.3 

White Pine Forest 45.24 

Montane Oak-Hickory Forest 98.53 

Northern Hardwood Forest 21.23 

Sub Total 185.3 

  

Total Terrestrial Communities 409.63 

 
 
Waters of the United States – Approximately 20,804 linear feet of 
jurisdictional streams will be impacted as a result of the project. These impacts 
include 18,139 linear feet of designated trout waters.   Approximately 3.7 acres 
of jurisdictional wetlands will be impacted. The impacts are based on an 
additional 25 feet of clearing area beyond the slope stake lines. These impacts 
are based on preliminary design mapping and could change during final project 
design. 
 
Rare and Protected Species – As of January 5, 2012 and September 22, 2010, 
the USFWS lists eleven (11) federally protected species for Ashe and Watauga 
Counties, respectively.  All 11 species were determined to be “No Effect.”   
 
Water Quality – Construction of the project will slightly increase the amount of 
impervious surface within the project study area, which will subsequently 
increase stormwater runoff. To reduce the potential for stormwater, the NCDOT 
will 1) include stormwater treatment devices in the proposed roadway’s final 
design; and 2) utilize protective sediment and erosion control best management 
practices (BMPs) during construction, as detailed in 15A NCAC 4B .0124 
(Design Standards in Sensitive Watersheds). 
 
The Hydraulics Unit will coordinate with the NC Floodplain Mapping Program 
(FMP), the delegated state agency for administering FEMA’s National Flood 
Insurance Program, to determine status of the project with regard to 
applicability of NCDOT’s Memorandum of Agreement with FMP (dated 6/5/08), 
or approval of a Conditional Letter of Map revision (CLOMR) and subsequent 
final Letter of Map Revision (LOMR). 
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Water resources in the study area are part of the New River Basin (US 
Geological Survey Hydrologic Unit 05050001). The North Carolina Wildlife 
Resources Commission (NCWRC) has identified Gap Creek (S1), Little Gap 
Creek (S37), Old Field Creek (S56), Beaver Creek (S124), Call Creek, and South 
Beaver Creek as trout waters. Old Field Creek is also designated as ORW. Based 
on NCDOT’s “Best Management Practices for Protection of Surface Waters”, a 
study to determine the best location for construction of hazardous spill basin(s) 
in the vicinity of Old Field Creek will be completed by the NCDOT Hydraulics 
Unit during the preparation of the project’s hydraulic design plans. 
 
Riparian Buffers - The proposed project is located entirely within the New 
River Basin. The New River Basin does not have NCDWQ river basin buffer 
rules in effect at this time. Therefore, no streams in the study area are subject 
to river basin buffer rules.  
 
Air Quality – The project is located Ashe and Watauga Counties, which have 
been determined to comply with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS). The proposed project is located in attainment areas; therefore, 40 CFR 
Parts 51 and 93 are not applicable. This project is not anticipated to create any 
adverse effects on the air quality of these attainment areas. 
 
Noise – Two noise walls will be further evaluated during final design.  The first 
noise wall will be approximately 800 feet long and 11.5 feet high near Crescent 
Drive and US 221.  The second noise wall will be approximately 2,400 feet long 
and 12.4 feet high from Long Street to Cherry Drive along US 221. 
 
Mineral Resources – The proposed project does not pose any impacts to 
mining or mineral resources. 
 
Direct Impact Avoidance & Minimization – Impacts to wetlands, streams, 
homes, businesses, churches, and cemeteries were minimized by adjusting 
alignments, widths, and slopes and by reducing the design footprint in an effort 
to minimize impacts.  A list of specific avoidance and minimizations can be 
found on the CP 4A form found in Appendix C. 
 
Permits – A list of permits that may be required for this project is provided 
below: 
 

 Section 401 General Water Quality Certification – A NCDWQ Section 
401 Water Quality Certification is required prior to the issuance of the 
Section 404 NWP. A Section 401 General Water Quality Certification will 
be required for any activity that may result in a discharge into “Waters of 
the United States” or for which the issuance of a federal permit is 
required. Prior to issuance of the Water Quality Certification, NCDWQ 
must determine that the project will not result in cumulative impacts 
that cause or will cause a violation of downstream water quality 
standards. Based on the anticipated wetland (3.7 acres) impacts a 401 
Water Quality Certification will be required. 
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 Section 404 (Impacts to “Waters of the United States”) – Impacts to 
“Waters of the United States” fall under the jurisdiction of the USACE. 
Discharges of dredge or fill material into jurisdictional wetlands, streams, 
or open waters associated with the construction of the bridge or other 
roadway improvements will require a Section 404 permit from the 
USACE. The proposed project impacts 3.7 acres of wetlands, which 
exceeds the NWP permit thresholds for wetland/stream impacts (0.5‐acre 
cumulative wetland impact). Therefore, an Individual Section 404 permit 
will likely be required. 

 
 State Stormwater Permit - Final determination of permit applicability 

lies with the USACE and North Carolina Division of Water Quality 
(NCDWQ). After final designs are completed, NCDOT will coordinate with 
regulatory agencies to obtain the necessary permits.  

 
6.0 Comments & Coordination 
 
The following sections describe public involvement and agency coordination 
efforts conducted after publishing the EA. 
 
Circulation of the Environmental Assessment – The EA was circulated to 
federal, state, and local agencies for review and comments on October 18, 2012. 
The EA and project mapping were also made available for public review. The 
review period for the EA closed in January 2013.   
 
Agency Comments Received on the Environmental Assessment – Comments 
on the EA were received from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and 
from NCDOT Roadside Environmental Unit. These letters are provided in 
Appendix B. Project-specific comments requiring a detailed response from the 
EPA are included in the following bullets. 
 

 “On pages 19 and 20 of the EA, Table 10 shows a summary of potential 
impacts at the functional design level for East, West, Symmetrical and 
Best Fit Alternatives for 7 different sections of the project. Within these 
sections (e.g. Section 1,4.54 miles), the East Alternative has 4,419.93 
linear feet of impact to streams and the Best Fit Alternative has 5,157.11 
linear feet of impact (with greater residential and business relocations - 3 
& 3 additional). The overall impacts to the human and natural 
environment (highlighted totals) actually indicate that the West 
Alternative has lower impacts to streams and residential and business 
relocations than the recommended Best Fit Alternative. EPA requests 
that the NCDOT and other Merger Team agencies evaluate each section 
of the proposed project at or prior to the Concurrence Point 3 Least 
Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDP A) meeting to 
determine the environmentally preferred alternative for each section of 
the project. As currently presented in Table 10, the recommended Best 
Fit Alternative for certain sections of the project may not be the overall 
LEDPA.” 
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Response:  
 
Segment 1 
Segment 1 reflects lower stream impacts due to the interchange at US 421.  
These impacts were not reflected in the east side widening option in the draft 
EA. The majority of segment 1 in the Best Fit Alignment is widening on the east 
side.  The difference in impact is approximately 20 linear feet. 
 
Segment 3 
It appears we are shifting from widening on the west side (avoids relocatees on 
east side from (Sta. 285+00 to 290+00+/-) to widening on the east side, which 
impacts the stream on the west side in the transition. The east-side widening 
option avoids the stream on the west side but impacts the parcels on the east 
side. This stream impact accounts for the difference. East side widening would 
add four additional relocatees while saving approximately 260 linear feet of 
stream impact. 
 
Segment 7 
The Best Fit Alignment transitions from widening on the west side (Sta. 795+00 
to 800+00) to matching the east side alignment at the tie in. This transition 
avoids a stream on the east side in Section 6 but increases the impacts in 
segment 7. The east-side option impacts the entire stream (approximately 650 
linear feet). This transition area is what causes the best fit stream impacts to be 
slightly higher than those of the other alternatives considered. 
 
Note: The corrected stream impacts are shown in Table 1 (page 3). 
 

 “EPA also requests that the transportation agencies consider substantial 
avoidance and minimization measures to further reduce impacts to 
jurisdictional streams and wetlands of the LEDPA, including the use of 
retaining walls, steeper side slopes with rock reinforcement, and reduced 
median widths.” 

 
Response:  
 

NCDOT will investigate further avoidance and minimization measures during 
the final design phase. 
 
 

 “The EA does not address the stream mitigation site at the intersection of 
US 221 and US 421. The FNSI should address this issue that was 
discussed at several Merger meetings and NCDOT's re-design efforts to 
avoid impacts to it.” 

 
Response:  

 
The stream mitigation site that was constructed as part of the US 421 project is 
no longer impacted by this project.  All of the widening along US 421 for this 
area will take place in the median to avoid this site.  
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 “The EA discusses compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts on 
page 35 of the EA. Compensatory mitigation is proposed to be sought by 
the transportation agencies through the N.C. Ecosystem Enhancement 
Program (EEP). There is no discussion in the EA as to the current stream 
and wetland assets available through the EEP that would functionally 
mitigate for the anticipated impacts (including more than 3 miles of 
impacts to designated trout waters).” 

 
Response:  

 
The compensatory mitigation for this project will be handled as part of the final 
design.  NCDOT will investigate potential onsite stream and wetland mitigation 
opportunities. If on-site mitigation is not feasible, mitigation will be provided by 
the NCDENR Ecosystem Enhancement Program (NCEEP). 
 

 “EPA notes that the recommended Best Fit Alternative impacts 
approximately 120 residences and 29 businesses, 2 churches, 1 
cemetery, and 1 community facility.”  
 
Response:  
 

The right-of-way (ROW) impacts shown on page S-5 of the EA are from the 
preliminary design and relocation report.  The ROW impacts shown on pages 19 
and 20 are from the Functional Design with slope stakes plus an additional 40 
feet. 

 
 “Terrestrial community impacts are estimated at 410 acres. However, 

Table 11 on page 28 of the EA includes maintained and disturbed lands, 
successional land, pasture land and agricultural land totaling 
approximately 214 acres. Terrestrial forest impacts would be expected to 
be approximately 196 acres.”  
 
Response:  
 

We have broken out the mature growth forests on page 7 in Table 3 of this 
report.  According to our calculations, a total of 185.3 acres should be 
considered mature growth forests. 

 
 “Noise receptor impacts from the Build alternative are shown on page 63 

of the EA, Table 22, as 9 receptors. EPA understands from the noise 
analysis provided that a number of receptors would be eliminated 
through relocation of residences from near the existing right of way upon 
completion of the proposed project.” 

 
Response:  
 

A new noise report is included in Appendix D. 
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 “The EA indicates that Section 7 Endangered Species Act consultation for 
a protected plant (Virginia spiraea) is still ongoing with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service.” 

 
Response:  

 
After further correspondence with USFWS, it was concluded that this project 
would have "No Effect" on Virginia spiraea due to the location of the 
downstream known population being around a bend and after a tributary joins 
the South Fork New River. In addition, there are no known Virginia spiraea 
populations on the South Fork New River upstream of the project crossing. Per 
request from USFWS, NCDOT has committed to an additional survey of the 
footprint of the existing and proposed bridge over the South Fork New River 
prior to permitting to ensure no individuals of Virginia spiraea have inhabited 
the area. 
 

 “The EA does not address coordination underway with the National Park 
Service due to the proximity of the Blue Ridge Parkway (view-shed issue)” 
 
Response:  

Correspondence with the National Parks Service is included in Appendix B.  The 
National Park Service concluded that this project would have minor impacts on 
the Parkway’s viewshed and required no efforts to mitigate the impacts.  

 
  “and the Eastern Band of the Cherokee Indians and the United 

Keetoowah Band of the Cherokee Indians (within the geographical area of 
both tribes). The transportation agencies should document coordination 
efforts with these parties during the Merger process and include relevant 
information in the FNSI.” 
 
Response:  

The United Keetoowah Band of the Cherokee Indians had “No comment or 
objections.”  Correspondence with the United Keetoowah Band of the Cherokee 
Indians is included in Appendix B.   
 
The Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians did not respond to our requests as of 
May 20, 2013.  A copy of our correspondence to them is included in Appendix 
B. 

 
Project-specific comments requiring a detailed response from the NCDOT 
Roadside Environmental Unit are included in the following bullets. 
 

 “On the Project Commitments Green Sheet, the second commitment 
concerns the moratorium for the South Fork New River.  The same 
moratorium is discussed in Section V., Environmental Effects of the 
Proposed Action, A. Natural Resources, 4. Waters of the United States, g. 
Construction Moratoria, on page 36.  This appears to be for smallmouth 
bass.  It is my understanding that for that past few years NCDOT has 
stopped agreeing to a moratorium for smallmouth bass (and some other 
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‘common’ species).  I would request that this commitment be investigated 
further and potentially be removed, or an explanation given as to why we 
are reversing our current policy concerning this type of moratorium.” 

 
Response:  

 
The May 1 through July 15 moratorium has been removed from the project 
commitments. 
 

 “On the Project Commitments Green Sheet, the third commitment 
includes a list of streams subject to a trout moratorium.  Two of the 
streams are misnamed.  Deep Gap Creek should be Gap Creek, and Old 
Fields Creek should be Old Field Creek.” 

 
Response:  
 

This commitment has been corrected. 
 
 

 “In Section IV. Proposed Improvements, H. Structures, on page 23, the 
second paragraph states, “The proposed structures for the remaining 
stream crossings presented in Table 9 of Appendix B …”.  There is no 
Table 9 in Appendix B.  I assume this should be referencing Table B-4.  
This is the only table in Appendix B with any type of structure 
information included.” 

 
Response:  

 
The EA should reference Table B-4. 
 

 “In Section V., Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action, A. Natural 
Resources, 3. Water Resources, on page 28, Table 12 provides the BUC, 
SIN, and description of the named streams in the project study area.  
The SIN for Little Gap Creek is incorrect.  It should be [10-1-23-1], not 
[20-1-23-1] (‘20’ would put it in the White Oak River Basin on the coast).  
This same SIN is also show incorrectly in Appendix B, Table B-1.” 

 
Response:  

 
Noted. 
 

 “In this same section (V.A.3.), on page 29 the paragraph following Table 
12 states, “Little Buffalo Creek is listed on the 2010 Final 303(d) list …”.  
As of August 10, 2012, we should be referring to the 2012 Final 303(d) 
list.  The streams should be reevaluated with the 2012 Final 303(d) list 
and this section of the document revised as needed.” 
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Response:  
 
The 303(d) classifications have not changed from the 2010 to the 2012 list.  No 
new streams within the project area have been added.  Here is the most current 
language: 
  
Little Buffalo Creek is listed on the 2012 Final 303(d) list as impaired due to 
ecological/biological integrity for benthos. 
 
Summary of Public Hearing Comments – In accordance with 23 USC 128, the 
North Carolina Department of Transportation certifies that a public hearing for 
the subject project has been held, and the social, economic, and environmental 
impacts, consistency with local community planning goals and objectives, and 
comments from individuals have been considered in the selection of the 
Preferred Alternative.  
 

A Public Hearing was held on December 4, 2012 at the Ashe County 
Public High School. The meeting was advertised via a newsletter that 
announced the meeting, on the NCDOT website, and via a press release to local 
media. The Informal Public Hearing was held from 4:00 PM to 6:30 PM with a 
drop-in format, and a formal presentation and hearing were held from 7:00 PM 
to 9:00 PM.  Displays available for review included the public hearing maps.  
 
All of the written and verbal comments and responses are provided in Appendix 
E. 
 
Comments from Public Notice by US Army Corps of Engineers – The US 
Army Corps of Engineers issued a Public Notice on January 15, 2013 to solicit 
comments from the public on possible alternatives and issues to consider.  We 
have included a summary/response to these comments and the original letter 
in Appendix E. 
 
7.0 Additions & Revisions to the Environmental Assessment 
  
Archaeological Survey – The proposed improvements to U.S. 221 from US 421 
in Deep Gap, Watauga County, to US 221 Business/NC 88 in Jefferson, Ashe 
County is a Federally-funded project. Therefore the project must comply with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act that requires the lead 
Federal agency (the NCDOT on behalf of the Federal Highways Administration 
[FHWA]) to consult with the North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office 
(HPO [on behalf of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation]) regarding the 
project's potential to impact archaeological resources eligible for or listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  
 
Consultation with HPO began in 1977 when personnel with the Archaeology 
Section of the N.C. Department of Cultural Resources, Division of Archives and 
History, conducted an archaeological survey of the section of proposed US 221 
between Baldwin and Jefferson (Scheitlin et al. 1979). The survey identified 26 
archaeological sites, all of which were recommended ineligible for the NRHP. 
HPO concurred with these recommendations, and the section was later 
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constructed as a two-lane road. Updated scoping information was submitted to 
HPO on April 7, 2006. On May 24, 2006, HPO recommended that a 
comprehensive archaeological survey be conducted by an experienced 
archaeologist to identify and evaluate the significance of archaeological remains 
that may be damaged or destroyed by the proposed project. 
 
In May 2012, the NCDOT sponsored an archaeological survey of the Area of 
Potential Effects {A.P.E.} of the section between Deep Gap in Watauga County 
and Baldwin in Ashe County. The survey identified five archaeological sites, all 
of which were recommended ineligible for the NRHP. The NCDOT submitted the 
archaeological survey report to HPO on January 24, 2013. On March 5, 2013 
HPO concurred with the report's findings and recommended no further 
archaeological work for the project. 
 
Scheitliln, Thomas E., Mark A. Mathis, Jerry l. Cross, Thomas H. Hargrove, 

John W. Clauser, Jr., Michael T. Southern, Dolores A. Halt Linda H. 
Pinkerton, Dale W. Reavis, and Thomas D. Burke 

 
1979 North Carolina Statewide Archaeological Survey: An Introduction and 

Application to Three Highway Projects in Hertford, Wilkes, and Ashe 
Counties. North Carolina Archaeological Council Publication No. 11. 
Archaeology Branch, Division of Archives and History, Department of 
Cultural Resources, Raleigh, North Carolina. 

 
O'Neal, Michael Keith 
2013 Archaeological Survey and Evaluation of the Proposed US 221 Improvement 

from Deep Gap to Baldwin, Watauga and Ashe Counties, North Carolina. 
{NCDOT TIP R- 2915; Federal Aid No. STP-125[1]; ER 06-1023.} Report 
submitted to the North Carolina Department of Transportation, Raleigh. 
Archaeological Consultants of the Carolinas, Inc., Clayton, North 
Carolina. 

 
Noise Abatement Review – A new noise abatement review has been completed; 
as discussed above, there are now two proposed noise wall locations.   These 
areas will be studied further as part of the final design process.  A copy of this 
report is provided in Appendix D. 
 
8.0 Floodplain Impacts 
 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), in cooperation with 
federal, state, and local governments, has developed floodway boundaries and 
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for Ashe and Watauga Counties. A 
considerable portion of the project study area is within the floodplains.  These 
areas are primarily designated as Zone AE floodways and floodplains, which 
correspond to a statistical 1% annual chance of flooding (i.e., 100-year flood) 
(NFIP, 1980). The Zone AE floodplains are flanked by “Zone X” flood areas, 
which are those areas having a 0.2 percent annual chance flood (i.e., 500-year 
flood). 
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The NCDOT Hydraulics Unit will coordinate with the NC Floodplain 
Mapping Program (FMP), the delegated state agency for administering FEMA’s 
National Flood Insurance Program, to determine status of project with regard to 
applicability of NCDOT’s Memorandum of Agreement with FMP (dated 6/5/08), 
or approval of a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) and subsequent 
final Letter of Map Revision (LOMR). This project involves construction activities 
on or adjacent to FEMA-regulated stream(s). 
  
 
9.0 Basis for Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) 
 

This FONSI, in conjunction with the EA (incorporated by reference), have 
been independently evaluated by the FHWA and determined to adequately and 
accurately discuss the need, environmental issues, and impacts of the proposed 
project and appropriate mitigation measures. No significant impacts to natural, 
social, ecological, cultural, economic, or scenic resources are expected. The 
proposed project is consistent with local plans, and the project has been 
coordinated with federal, state, and local agencies. In view of this evaluation 
and based on responses to the EA and subsequent public involvement, it has 
been determined that a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is applicable 
for this project. Therefore, neither an EIS nor further environmental analysis is 
required.  The FHWA takes full responsibility for the accuracy, scope, and 
content of the EA and this FONSI. 
 
 Additional information concerning this proposal and document can be 
obtained by contacting the following individuals: 
 
 John F. Sullivan III, PE, Division Administrator 
 Federal Highway Administration 
 310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410 
 Raleigh, North Carolina 27601 
 Telephone: (919) 856-4346 
 
 Gregory J. Thorpe, Ph.D., Manager 
 Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch 
 NC Department of Transportation 
 1548 Mail Service Center 
 Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1548 
 Telephone: (919) 707-6000 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Appendix A 
 

Figures 1-A and 1-B – Project Location and Study Area 
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Robbins, Ed

Subject: FW: R-2915 US 221 Widening: Farmland Preservation

Importance: High

  

From: Wray, Michael G  
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2013 9:47 AM 
To: Carolyn Shepherd (CarolynShepherd@ashecountygov.com) 
Cc: 'Vickie Moore' 
Subject: R-2915 US 221 Widening: Farmland Preservation 
Importance: High 
  
Carolyn, 
  
NCDOT and Parsons have done further investigation into the questions you had prior to tonight’s meeting.  Below are 
the findings, as reported by Parsons: 
  
We have used the latest information shown on Ashe County GIS Website (http://ashegis.ashecountygov.com/webgis/) 
to update our Farmland Preservation information. 
  
The following table summarizes our preliminary design’s impact to your members properties (these areas should be 
considered preliminary and not used for negotiation purposes): 
  

Location 
Total Property 

Acreage 
Acreage to be 
Acquired 

Owners Name 

1  20.4  0.6  Kermit Lee & Jane B Miller 

           

2  13.6  1.2  Clayton & Ruth H Lemly 

           

3  1.4  0.4  Barry K & Sandra T Liddle 

           

4  25.1  0.4  Thelma W Duvall 

           

5  5.2  0.4  Gary & Judy Bare Trustee 

           

Totals  65.7  3.0    

  
  
Upon receiving your current role of members, we will re‐verify this information and alert you to any additional 
properties that are affected. 
  
Below are the answers to your other concerns: 
  
“In addition, the committee questioned the compensation to land in VAD that would be taken for the road project.  The 
committee is concerned about the formula used in the compensation process for farmland. What is the financial analysis 
and how will you determine the valuation of farmland on the impact of land taken on farmers(as a 1 time payoff when 
the farmer will have  lost an annual income over numerous years?)” 
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The Right of Way appraiser will determine the highest and best use of the property and then use a sales comparison 
approach to determine the value.  This is the same approached used for all of NCDOT’s property acquisitions. 
  
“In the statute, the wording  says “Has a financial impact analysis been conducted by the agency seeking the action”. The 
committee wants clarification on this statement – does this refer to the cost of the road, the financial impact to the 
landowners, or both?” 
  
A Right of Way estimate was performed by NCDOT for the project by section (R‐2915 is divided into A through E 
sections).  This project is still at a very preliminary design stage and  NCDOT does not like making individual property 
evaluations at this point in the project process. 
  
If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to give Michael Wray, (919)707‐6050, or myself a call. 
  
Thanks, 
Ed Robbins, P.E. 
  

 
5540 Centerview Drive, Suite 217  
Raleigh, NC  27606  
T: (919) 854-1347  
C: (919) 539-7765 
F: (919) 851-2103 
Ed.Robbins@Parsons.com 
www.Parsons.com 
  
  

 

 
Email correspondence to and from this sender is subject to the N.C. Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties. 
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Subject: FW: Fw: R-2915 Widening of US 221 in the Deep Gap Area

-----Original Message----- 
From: Phil_Francis@nps.gov [mailto:Phil_Francis@nps.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 07, 2009 11:39 AM 
To: Gary_W_Johnson@nps.gov 
Cc: Vick, Franklin; jqubain@ncdot.gov 
Subject: Re: Fw: R-2915 Widening of US 221 in the Deep Gap Area

Thanks Gary.  Please take the lead in working w/ NCDOT on this.

Phil

                                                                          

From: Gary W Johnson 
Sent: 12/16/2008 10:00          
To: Phil Francis
Cc: jqubain@ncdot.gov,Franklin.Vick@parsons.com           
Subject Re: Fw: R-2915 Widening of US 221 in the Deep Gap Area(Document link: 
Phil Francis)                       

Phil,

I have reviewed the attached power point slides provided to us by Mr. Qubain 
as well as checking areial photography and our vista inventory. The 
improvement of US 221 in the Deep Gap area where it intersects with US 441 
will have a minor impact on the Parkway's viewshed. The Parkway motor road 
follows a long sweeping curved alignment where it is closest to  US 221.
This alignment  would focus both north and southbound vehicle occupants' 
attention towards US 221 if there were roadside vista cuts on the outside of 
the curving alignment, but there are not. After this curve the motor road 
heading north moves away from US 221 where the Parkway is running 
perpendicular to US 221 for about 3/4 of a mile and then the motor road runs 
more or less parallel to US 221 for about a mile and the two roadways are 
about 1 1/4 miles apart from each other. While there are roadside vistas along 
parkway right the impacts of improving US 221 would be some 1
1/4 miles in the distance. The improvement of US 221 with associated widening 
of right-of-way with additional lanes will increase its footprint and thus 
make it more visible but this, I would think will only have minor to moderate 
impacts on the Parkway views. Again the distance helps diminish the visual 
impact. The improvement of roads is usually followed by changes in land use so 
this may have more of an affect on the visual quality of the Parkway views 
than the road itself depending upon the scale of land use changes in the 
future.

Based upon the information provided, US 221 is being improved along relative 
flat rolling terrain, rather than on a mountain side, so the visibility of new 
cut and fill slopes should be minimal.

My conclusion is that the improvement of US 221 may have minor impacts on 
Parkway views, while future land use changes facilitated by the road 
improvement may have moderate affect on visual quality of the Parkway views.

I believe the above short analysis should provide NCDOT and Parsons with an 
understanding of our impact finding. If they would like some additional 
thoughts from us, I am happy to provide that for them. I have no mitigations 
to offer that would reduce the minor impacts that may result from this 
improvement project.

I have taken the liberty to copy Mr. Quabain and Mr. Vick on this email to 
facilitate our response given the noncontroversial nature of our response and 

Page 1
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minimal concern over this project.

Let me know what else you may need.

Thanks,

Gary

Gary W. Johnson
Chief RPPS Division
Blue Ridge Parkway
199 Hemphill Knob Road
Asheville, NC  28803
Phone: 828.271.4744 ext. 210
Fax:      828.271.4119

Page 2



1

Robbins, Ed

From: Robbins, Ed
Sent: Tuesday, April 16, 2013 1:00 PM
To: 'russtown@nc-cherokee.com'
Subject: US 221 Widening in NC: Archaeological Survey
Attachments: R-2915 Archaeological Survey.pdf; R-2915 Archaeological Survey Townsend.doc

Dear Mr. Townsend: 
 
The NCDOT and FHWA propose to widen US 221 to a four-lane, median-divided facility from US 421 in the Deep Gap 
Community of Watauga County to the US 221 Business/NC 88 intersection in the town of Jefferson in Ashe County, North
Carolina. The project is approximately 16.1 miles in length  
 
Please find attached a copy of the revised archaeological report describing the results of the archaeological survey for the
proposed improvements.  
 
If you have any comment or concerns about this project, please contact me at (919) 854-1347, or by email at 
ed.robbins@parsons.com. 
 
If you have no comments or concerns, a quick email stating so would be appreciated. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ed Robbins, P.E.  
 

 
5540 Centerview Drive, Suite 217  
Raleigh, NC  27606  
T: (919) 854-1347  
C: (919) 539-7765 
F: (919) 851-2103 
Ed.Robbins@Parsons.com 
www.Parsons.com 
 
 



Parsons 
5540 Centerview Drive  Suite 217  Raleigh, North Carolina 27606  (919) 854-1345   www.parsons.com 

 

 
April 16, 2013 
 
 
Mr. Russell Townsend 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians 
PO Box 455 
Cherokee, NC 28719 
 
 
RE: US 221 ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY, T.I.P. I.D. NO. R-2915 
          Archaeological Survey 
 
 
Dear Mr. Townsend: 
 
The NCDOT and FHWA propose to widen US 221 to a four-lane, median-divided facility 
from US 421 in the Deep Gap Community of Watauga County to the US 221 
Business/NC 88 intersection in the town of Jefferson in Ashe County, North Carolina. 
The project is approximately 16.1 miles in length  
 
Please find attached a copy of the revised archaeological report describing the results 
of the archaeological survey for the proposed improvements.  
 
If you have any comment or concerns about this project, please contact me at (919) 
854-1347, or by email at ed.robbins@parsons.com. 
 
If you have no comments or concerns, a quick email stating so would be appreciated. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
PARSONS TRANSPORTATION GROUP, INC. 

 
 
 
Ed Robbins, PE 
Project Manager 
 
 
 
 
Attachments (1) 
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Robbins, Ed

From: Lisa LaRue-Baker - UKB THPO [ukbthpo-larue@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, April 19, 2013 11:50 AM
To: Robbins, Ed
Cc: lstapleton@unitedkeetoowahband.org
Subject: Re: US 221 Widening in NC: Archaeological Survey

The United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma has reviewed your project under Section 106 of 
the NHPA and at this time, have no comments or objections.  However, should there be any inadvertent 
discovery of human remains, please cease all work and contact us immediately. 

 
Lisa C. Baker    
Acting THPO 
United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma 
PO Box 746 
Tahlequah, OK 74465 
 
c  918.822.1952   
ukbthpo-larue@yahoo.com 
 
Please FOLLOW our historic preservation page and LIKE us on FACEBOOK 

 
 

 
 
 
--- On Tue, 4/16/13, Robbins, Ed <Ed.Robbins@parsons.com> wrote: 
 
From: Robbins, Ed <Ed.Robbins@parsons.com> 
Subject: US 221 Widening in NC: Archaeological Survey 
To: "ukbthpo-larue@yahoo.com" <ukbthpo-larue@yahoo.com> 
Date: Tuesday, April 16, 2013, 11:56 AM 

Dear Ms. LaRue-Baker: 

  

The NCDOT and FHWA propose to widen US 221 to a four-lane, median-divided facility from US 421 in the Deep Gap Community 
of Watauga County to the US 221 Business/NC 88 intersection in the town of Jefferson in Ashe County, North Carolina. The project 
is approximately 16.1 miles in length  

  

Please find attached a copy of the revised archaeological report describing the results of the archaeological survey for the proposed 
improvements.  

  

If you have any comment or concerns about this project, please contact me at (919) 854-1347, or by email at
ed.robbins@parsons.com. 
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If you have no comments or concerns, a quick email stating so would be appreciated. 

  

Sincerely, 

  

Ed Robbins, P.E.  

  

 

5540 Centerview Drive, Suite 217  
Raleigh, NC  27606  
T: (919) 854-1347  

C: (919) 539-7765 
F: (919) 851-2103 

Ed.Robbins@Parsons.com 

www.Parsons.com 
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Appendix D 
 

Noise Abatement Review Study 

Archaeological Consultation Letters 
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Noise Wall NW1 
 
Noise wall “NW1” is recommended to be 806 feet in length, and 9,249 square feet in 
above-ground area.  NW1 is recommended to be an average of 11.5 feet in height, ranging 
between 6.0 feet and 16.0 feet as necessary to meet the acoustic profile. 
 
The recommended noise wall NW1 will provide at least a 7 dB(A) noise level reduction to 
4 first-row receptors, and at least a 5 dB(A) noise level reduction benefit to a total of 10 
noise sensitive receptors.  The 925 square feet average noise wall area per benefited 
receptor is less than the maximum allowable 2,710 square feet. 
 
 

Table 1: US 221 Widening Project Noise Barrier NW1 Performance  
Without-Barrier and With-Barrier Noise Levels 

Receptors 
Predicted Noise Levels, 

L eq(h) (dB(A)) 

ID# Use NAC D.U.s Address Build1 
With-
Bar 

NLR 

R-044 Res B 1 242 Crescent Drive 58 58 0 
R-045 Res B 1 310 Crescent Drive 57 55 2 
R-046 Res B 1 320 Crescent Drive 62 58 4 
R-047 Res B 1 279 Crescent Drive 51 50 0 
R-048 Res B 1 211 Crescent Drive 52 50 1 
R-049 Res B 1 311B Crescent Drive 54 53 1 
R-050 Res B 1 311A Crescent Drive 55 51 4 
R-051 Res B 1 320 Crescent Drive 56 52 4 
R-052 Res B 1 329 Crescent Drive 58 52 6 
R-053 Res B 1 351 Crescent Drive 60 53 7 
R-054 Res B 1 357 Crescent Drive 62 54 8 
R-055 Res B 1 361 Crescent Drive 64 55 9 
R-056 Res B 1 387 Crescent Drive 66 56 10 
R-057 Res B 1 421 Crescent Drive 68 56 12 
R-058 Res B 1 341 Crescent Drive 60 53 7 
R-059 Res B 1 387A Crescent Drive 71 58 13 
R-060 Res B 1 455 Crescent Drive 70 61 9 
R-061 Res B 1 433 Crescent Drive 62 57 5 

Predicted “Build-Condition” With-Barrier Benefits:2 102,3 

1. Predicted traffic noise level impacts to 4 receptors due to approaching or exceeding 
NAC.  Predicted impacts to 0 receptors are due to a predicted “substantial increase” in 
noise levels. 

2. The optimized US 221 noise barrier -NW1- is predicted to provide at least 5 decibels (5 
dB(A)) in noise level reduction (NLR) to 10 receptors. 

3. The predicted NLR for several benefited receptors is greater than 7 dB(A) to facilitate 
breaking line-of-sight between impacted receptors and US 221 traffic. 
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Table 2: US 221 Widening Project Noise Barrier NW1 (TIP #: R-2915) – Noise Wall Analysis 

Noise 
Wall 

Start End 
Length 

(ft.) 
Area 

(sq. ft.) 
Height (ft.) 

(Min. / Avg. / Max.) 

NW11 
-NW1- Sta. 10+00.00 -NW1- Sta. 18+06.04 

806 9,249 6.0 11.5 16.0 -L- Sta. 681+11.47 
100.57’ LT 

-L- Sta. 689+31.80 
90.54’LT 

1. The newly recommended traffic noise abatement noise wall design meets the feasibility and 
reasonableness criteria of the 2011 NCDOT Traffic Noise Abatement Policy. 

 
 
Noise Wall NW2 
 
Noise wall “NW2” is recommended to be 2,430 feet in length, and 30,230 square feet in above-
ground area.  NW2 is recommended to be an average of 12.4 feet in height, ranging between 8.0 feet 
and 14.1 feet as necessary to meet the acoustic profile. 
 
The recommended noise wall NW2 will provide at least a 7 dB(A) noise level reduction to 2 first-row 
receptors, and at least a 5 dB(A) noise level reduction benefit to a total of 12 noise sensitive 
receptors.  The 2,519 square feet average noise wall area per benefited receptor is less than the 
maximum allowable 2,570 square feet. 
 
 
 

Table 3: US 221 Widening Project Noise Barrier NW2 Performance  
Without-Barrier and With-Barrier Noise Levels 

Receptors 
Predicted Noise Levels, Leq(h) 

(dB(A)) 

ID# Use NAC D.U.s Address Build1 
With-
Bar 

NLR 

R-062  Res B 1 327 Long Street 68 61 7 
R-063 Res B 1 341 Long Street 67 61 6 
R-064 Res B 1 401 Long Street 67 62 5 
R-065 Res B 1 409 Long Street 66 61 5 
R-066 Res B 1 417 Long Street 65 60 5 
R-067 Res B 1 433 Long Street 62 57 5 
R-068 Res B 1 114 Cherry Drive 62 57 5 
R-069 Res B 1 314 Long Street 65 62 3 
R-070 Res B 1 342 Long Street 63 60 3 
R-071 Res B 1 406 Long Street 61 59 2 
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Table 3: US 221 Widening Project Noise Barrier NW2 Performance  
Without-Barrier and With-Barrier Noise Levels 

Receptors 
Predicted Noise Levels, Leq(h) 

(dB(A)) 

ID# Use NAC D.U.s Address Build1 
With-
Bar 

NLR 

R-072 Res B 1 418 Long Street 61 58 3 
R-073 Res B 1 430 Long Street 59 56 3 
R-074 Res B 1 101 Stone Street 62 59 3 
R-075 Res B 1 105 Cherry Drive 62 56 6 
R-076 Res B 1 125 Cherry Drive 60 54 6 
R-077 Res B 1 135 Cherry Drive 59 54 5 
R-078 Res B 1 224 Cherry Drive 68 58 10 
R-079 Res B 1 110 Oak Grove Circle 60 55 5 
R-080 Res B 1 314 Cherry Drive 64 62 2 

Predicted “Build-Condition” With-Barrier Benefits:2 122 

1. Predicted traffic noise level impacts to 4 receptors due to approaching or exceeding NAC.  
Predicted impacts to 0 receptors are due to a predicted “substantial increase” in noise levels. 

2. The optimized US 221 noise barrier -NW2- is predicted to provide at least 5 decibels (5 dB(A)) 
in noise level reduction (NLR) to 12 receptors. 

 
 

Table 4: US 221 Widening Project Noise Barrier NW2 (TIP #: R-2915) – Noise Wall Analysis 

Noise 
Wall 

Start End 
Length 

(ft.) 
Area 

(sq. ft.) 
Height (ft.) 

(Min. / Avg. / Max.) 

NW21 
-NW2- Sta. 10+00.00 -NW2- Sta. 34+29.70 

2,430 30,230 8.0 12.4 14.1 -L- Sta. 818+67.58 
84.53’ RT 

-L- Sta. 842+99.09 
60.37’ RT 

1. The newly recommended traffic noise abatement noise wall design meets the feasibility and 
reasonableness criteria of the 2011 NCDOT Traffic Noise Abatement Policy. 

 
 
Please contact me if additional information is required in this matter. 



Traffic Noise Analysis  R-2915/ US 221  
NCDOT – September 2012 

 
Watauga/Ashe Counties 
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Public Hearing Map Comments 

US Army Corps of Engineers Public Comments & Correspondence 
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