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PROJECT COMMITMENTS
US 19E Improvements

From SR 1186 in Micaville to the existing multilane section west of Spruce Pine
Yancey and Mitchell Counties
WBS Element 35609.1.1
State Project Number 6.909001T

TIP Project Number R-2519B
Updates to the Project Commitments appear in Italics

Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch

* Additional surveys are needed for the federally protected Virginia spiraea. The affect of the
proposed action on these species will be identified in the project's final environmental
document.

* Additional surveys for the Virginia Spiraea were performed in June 2006. No plants were
found in the project vicinity. A biological conclusion of “No Effect” was rendered by
NCDOT and concurred upon by the US Fish and Wildlife Service. This State Finding of
No Significant Impact is the final environmental document on the proposed action.

»  The improvements to US 19E will have an adverse effect on archaeological sites 31YC31 and
31YCI183. Data Recovery Plans to recover archaeological materials for analysis and
interpretation of the occupation of the sites will be drawn up by the Project Development and
Environmental Analysis (PDEA) Branch. Additionally, the Human Environment Unit of
PDEA will coordinate with the US Army Corps of Engineers to develop a Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) concerning mitigation for archaeological sites 31YC31 and 31YC183. The
recovery plans and the MOA will be completed prior to project letting.

Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch, Right of Way Branch, and

Division 13

e The Human Environment Unit will provide the Right of Way Branch with notification of the
prepared archaeological Data Recovery Plans so they may acquire parcels that contain
eligible sites as soon as possible after Right of Way authorization. Acquisition of these
parcels will occur at least 12 months prior to the let date. No construction activities will be
allowed within either site’s limits until the data recovery investigations are completed.

Roadway Design Unit
e The improvements to US 19E will have an effect on the National Register eligible E.W.

and Dollie Huskins House (Station 220). The proposed design will include a seeded
slope that is feasible for mowing by the owner.

e The Roadway Design Unit will coordinate with the Human Environment Unit (HEU)-
Archaeology to accurately depict archaeological sites on the final design plans. If design
modifications are required, the Roadway Design Unit will contact and coordinate with
the HEU-Archaeology.

State Finding of No Significant Impact page 1 of 2
July 2009



PROJECT COMMITMENTS (Cont.)

US 19E Improvements
From SR 1186 in Micaville to the existing multilane section west of Spruce Pine
Yancey and Mitchell Counties
WBS Element 35609.1.1
State Project Number 6.909001T

TIP Project Number R-2519B

* Updates to the Project Commitments appear in Italics

Roadway Design Unit, Hydraulic Design Unit, and Roadside Environmental Unit

¢ The proposed project is located within a critical habitat area for the federally protected
Appalachian elktoe mussel. Therefore, NCDOT will implement erosion and sedimentation
control measures, as specified by NCDOT's “Design Standards in Sensitive Watersheds”
(I5A NCAC 04B.0124 (a)-(e)). Detailed plans for the placement of appropriate hydraulic
drainage structures will be determined during the final design of the project.

e On the previous sections of this corridor (Projects R-2518A & R-2518B), for the
commitment for Design Standards in Sensitive Watersheds, the North Carolina
Department of the Environment and Natural Resources, Division of Water Quality
(NCDENR-DWQ) has granted NCDOT an exemption from part (a) of the Design
Standards in Sensitive Watersheds referenced above. Part (a) restricts the amount of
"uncovered acres" at any one time to 20 acres. Due to the nature of our construction
processes for a project of this magnitude, this restriction is impractical for NCDOT.
NCDOT will apply for a similar exemption to part (a) on this project for construction.

Division 13

e In-stream work and land disturbance within the 25-foot wide trout stream buffer zone should
be prohibited during the trout spawning season of October 15-April 15 to protect the egg and
fry stages of trout from off-site sedimentation during construction.

e Updated trout moratoriums for this project include:
e Big Crabtree Creek (& UTs) - October 15 to April 15
e Brushy Creek (& UTs) - January I to April 15
e Long Branch (& UTs) - January 1 to April 15

Hydraulic Design Unit
e A TVA Section 26a permit is required for all proposed obstructions involving streams or

floodplains in the Tennessee River drainage basin. The TVA is a cooperating agency for this
project.

e Coordinate with the Federal Emergency Management Agency and local authorities in the
final design stage to ensure compliance with applicable floodplain ordinances.
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US 19E Improvements

From SR 1186 in Micaville to the existing multilane sattizest of Spruce Pine
Yancey and Mitchell Counties
WBS Element 35609.1.1
State Project Number 6.909001T
TIP Project Number R-2519B

l. TYPE OF ACTION

This is a state administrative action, State Findinj@fSignificant Impact
(SFONSI).

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCD®&p determined this
project will not have any significant impact on the hanand natural environments.
This SFONSI is based on the July 2005 Environmental Assegsiwhich has been
independently evaluated by the NCDOT and determined to adeqaaiglpccurately
discuss the environmental issues, providing sufficient eemleand analysis for
determining that an Environmental Impact Statement igewptired. The NCDOT takes
full responsibility for the accuracy, scope, and contéhe Environmental Assessment.

Il. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
A. General Description

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCD@TQposes to improve
US 19E in Yancey and Mitchell Counties. The project begih$SR 1186 west of
Micaville and ends at the existing multilane sectiostwd Spruce Pine as shown by the
vicinity map in Figure 1 in Appendix A. Figure 2 shows a magwof the project area.
The length of the US 19E improvement project is approximat® miles. The purpose
of the project is to add capacity, correct roadway daiies, and provide system
linkage along US 19E. The route is also within North CasolStrategic Highway
Corridor 10 between Asheville and Boone (1-26, US 19/US NIE 105).

Improvements to US 19E are state funded and identifiedogscPNumber R-2519B
in the NCDOT’s latest approved (2009-2015) State Transportatprovement Program
(STIP), including $53,600,000 for construction, $22,000,000 for rightayfacquisition,
and $3,005,000 for mitigation. Proposed improvements corfsidening the existing
two-lane US 19E to a multilane facility. The proposedgmbjmprovements are shown
in Figure 3.

Right-of-way acquisition is scheduled to begin in the®0015 STIP during fiscal
year 2010. Construction is scheduled in the 2009-2015 STIP dat fisar 2013. As of
the date of this document, the start of right-of-waguasition has been revised by
NCDOT to fiscal year 2012 and the start of constructienleen revised to an estimated
fiscal year 2014 due to fiscal and scheduling constraints.



B. Recommended Cross Section

Based on information from comprehensive studies of thwral and human
environment, engineering evaluations, and comments froimedested groups, NCDOT
recommends a four-lane median divided facility with 10-fslwulders for the proposed
action. The proposed median is raised with a width ofe2@ Shoulders include four
feet of pavement to accommodate bicycles. This prefemess section is consistent with
the Strategic Highway Corridor vision for this sectmnCorridor 10, which calls for a
Boulevard facility.

C. Right of Way

The proposed right-of-way width varies throughout the lergjtthe project and is
dependent on the terrain and existing facility and envieomtad constraints. A minimum
right of way width of 150 feet is needed for the four-lamedian divided typical section.
The steep terrain in the project area will extend theandtfill areas beyond the 150-foot
minimum right of way requirement.

D. Estimated Project Cost

Estimated construction and right-of-way costs forNi@DOT-preferred alternative
are $65,702,000 and $20,348,000 respectively.

Il SUMMARY OF BENEFICIAL AND ADVERSE IMPACTS

A. Beneficial Impacts

The overall direct adverse impact from the widening of19& will be low, and has
potential positive effects by providing improved traffic capgcimprovement to
existing roadway deficiencies, and system linkage alondl@ES to serve existing and
planned future development in the area.

US 19/US 19E is the most important transportation facibstween Madison,
Yancey, Mitchell, and Avery Counties in northwesterortd Carolina. In addition, US
19/US 19E is part of Strategic Highway Corridor 10. The ptoyall provide regional
mobility between Asheville and recreational (skiing, parg, etc.) opportunities in the
Boone area (I-26, US 19/US 19E, NC 105).

US 19/US 19E directly connects travelers in Madison, ¥gnMitchell, and Avery
Counties with 1-26, between the US 19 interchange in Alaeand the Tennessee State
line. Interstate 26 will attract local, regional, araionwide travelers, thereby enhancing
the importance of US 19/US 19E in northwest North Carplingther facilitating the
beneficial effect of this project.

B. Adverse Impacts

The proposed four-lane section with a raised mediahcatuse access changes for
area businesses and residents. The primary change arehi will be right-turn in, right-
turn out movements only. However, a sufficient numifeintersections exist along the
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road to allow vehicles to change directions for aco&dditionally, U-turn bulb out areas
will be located along the project to accommodate langering vehicles. Impacts to the
natural and human environment are detailed in Table 1 anchatired in Table 2.

Table 1 - Anticipated Project Impacts

Category Units Recommended Alternate
Length miles 7.5
Residential Relocations total 65
minority 0
Business Relocations total 12
minority 0
Farm Relocations each 0
Total Relocations total 80
Non-Profit Relocations total 3
Potential Hazardous Mat. Site each 20
Wetlands acres 0.0
Stream Impacts linear feet 6494
Natural Communities acres 162
Noise impacted receptors 100

(residence and business)

Protected Species each Appalachian elktoe musgel
1
Historic Architecture properties (No Adverse Effect -
Conditional)
Archaeology sites 2
, . carbon monoxide
Air Quality 1-Hour (parts per million) 2.0
Construction Cost Dollars $65,702,000
Right of Way Cost Dollars $20,348,000
Total Cost Dollars $86,050,000

National Ambient 1-hour Air Quality Standards: 35 ppm



Table 2 - Summary of Impacts

Type of Impact

Amount of Impact

Air Quality

The project is not anticipated to create any advdfsets.

Endangered Species

There are twelve Federally Protected Species for YaadWitchell Counties.
The proposed project will affect the endangered AppalacHidoeEmussel. A
Biological Opinion by USFWS in the Section 7 Consubiatprocess states that
implementing this project is not likely to jeopardize toatinued existence of th
Appalachian Elktoe nor will adverse impaatcritical habitat be significant enoy
to destroy or adversely modify designated critical labit

D

Hazardous Material Sites

There are 20 hazardous material sites, with 13 sites thatdmhential UST
involvement and seven known potentially contaminatess$ sit

Environmental Justice Issue

3U.S. Census data indicate minority and low-income populaiiatinin the vicinity
of the project. The project is not expected to direzfigct any of these
populations. Increased public involvement will ensuiearticipation and
outreach.

Noise Receptors

A total of 92 residences, 7 businesses, and 1 churchettieted to be impacted.

Churches/Schools

There are three churches within the project areantiiate displaced by the
proposed action.

Perennial Streams

6,494 linear feet impacted on the project.

Section 106/4f Properties
Archaeological Sites

1/0 — No Adverse Effect is anticipated with condition (spe &reensheet for
environmental commitment. The project will have dwease effect on two
archaeological sites. Data Recovery Plans will be cetagland coordination with
the US Army Corps of Engineers to develop a Memorandufgafement
concerning mitigation for the two archaeological sitdsbe completed - See
Greensheet for environmental commitment.

Relocations

There are 65 residences and 12 businesses, and 3 Naa-{&hbtirches) that will
need to be relocated. An updated relocation report isdadlin Appendix B.

V.

COORDINATION AND COMMENTS

A. Circulation of the Environmental Assessment and Other Coorthation

The Environmental Assessment (EA) was approved by the hN@arolina
Department of Transportation, Division of Highways aryJ25, 2005. Copies of the
approved EA were provided to the North Carolina DepartmeAdatfinistration - State

Clearinghouse.

The approved EA was circulated to the following fedetates and local agencies for

review and comment.
agency.

An asterisk (*) indicates a resporse ngceived from that

US Department of Army Corps of Engineers
US Fish and Wildlife Service
* U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
* Tennessee Valley Authority
NC Department of Environment and Natural Resources

NC Division of Water
NC Division of Forest

Quality
Resources

NC Division of Parks and Recreation
NC Division of Environmental Health
* NC Wildlife Resources Commission

NC Department of Ad
NC Department of Cu
High Country Council

ministration (State Clearinghouse)
ltural Resources

of Governments
4



Yancey County
Mitchell County

1. Citizens Informational Workshop

NCDOT held a Citizens’ Informational Workshop (CIW) Btarch 13, 2003 at
Mayland Community College in Spruce Pine. NCDOT's purdoséiolding the CIW
was to educate the public about the project and to recep& from government,
businesses and citizens. Attendance at the workshop wdsrate, with 43 people
signing the attendance record.

Most attendees supported the project. Handouts providedirehta comment
sheet, so everyone could record their opinions and sugggestFour (4) comment sheets
were received.

2. NEPA/404 Merger Process

A National Environmental Polity Act (NEPA) / 404 Mergesdm was established
for the project to improve environmental protection ang bgulatory process. The
merger team consists of representatives from thewiolg state and federal agencies:

US Army Corps of Engineers

US Fish and Wildlife Service

US Environmental Protection Agency
Tennessee Valley Authority
NCDENR-Division of Water Quality/Wetlands
NC Wildlife Resources Commission

NC Department of Cultural Resources

Merger team meetings were held prior to publishing the Envieotsh
Assessment (EA) to discuss and agree on the projectgaugoal need, alternatives under
consideration, and to review the impacts associatedh Wlike alternates under
consideration.

Concurrence Point 1 (Purpose and Needfoncurrence on 8/20/03
Concurrence Point 2 (Alternatives): Concurrence on 9/15/04

Subsequent to the published EA, merger team meetings weieréohdiscuss and
agree upon project alternatives to carry forward forilgetatudy and bridging decisions,
the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable AlternatileEDPA), and
Avoidance/Minimization efforts on the project.

a. Concurrence Point 2A (Alternatives to Carry Forward/Bridging) &
Concurrence Point 3 (LEDPA)

A Merger Team meeting was held on April 14, 2005 to discussagrek upon
bridging/major stream crossings and refine or elimiradternates. The Merger Team
recommended Alternate 2 (Estatoe South) as the BeAtt&ihate. The team was unable
to provide concurrence for bridging of major stream sirgs because additional
hydraulic analysis was requested at several areas iddmdlifiring this meeting:



Culvert 42 @ Station 49+00 (4 @ 12’ x 9° RCBC on Little CrabtCreek) in
Yancey County - Hydraulics suggested shifting the alignmerthward to avoid
the Taylor Togs building. The Merger Team recommengdileceng the culvert
with a bridge and possibly shifting NC 80 eastward.

Bridge 43 @ Station 127+00 in Yancey County - US 19E over SaghRiver.
Streams 2d and 3uststr flow directly into the South Roer at the bridge and
will require further hydraulic study.

Culverts @ Station 140+00 and 142+00 Right (2 @ 6’ x 6 RCBC ongL
Branch) in Yancey County — The Merger Team recommendsaud hydraulic
study for the stream and culvert combination, including tobdess design, if
possible.

Culvert 48 @ Station 253+25 (4 @ 11’ x 11'on Big Crabtree Cregkdhe

Yancey/Mitchell County Line — According to the local gowaent, the culvert is
not adequately sized. The Merger Team recommends neplde culvert with a
bridge and an October to April Moratorium.

Culvert 241 @ Station 325+00 (3 @ 8’ x 8’ on Brushy Creek) in Mitdbounty
— The Merger Team recommends replacing the culvert aitbridge. This
crossing will require additional hydraulic study.

A merger team meeting was held on July 26, 2006. The purpase meeting

(Concurrence Points 2A & 3) was to further discusdding and major stream crossings
identified as requiring further study in the April 14, 2005 GQorence Point 2A merger
team meeting and discuss the Least Environmentally Diagndracticable Alternative
for the subject project. The following items related Goncurrence Point 2A were
discussed (Items in italics were tabled for further disiousat Concurrence Point 4A):

Culvert 42 — Station 49+00 — Yancey County — 4 @ 12’ x 9' R@BCLittle
Crabtree Creek.

= Intersections of SR 1307 and NC 80 with US 19E near thiged will be
realigned to a single, full movement intersection doieschool bus travel
safety concern. Merger team concurred with the reakgnm

= Realignment will make construction of a bridge impractieattlthis crossing.

= Merger team recommends removing the existing culvert anglling a
bottomless culvert at this locationbettomless design will be studied and
decision on type of culvert will be discussed at the Concurrence RAint
team meeting.

Bridge 43 — Station 127+00 — Yancey County — US 19E over SoutRiVee

= The Merger Team recommends removal and replaceméntawiew bridge.

= Appalachian elktoe mussel present, bridge replacement leioglinated
through USFWS.



= Stream 2d and Stream 3 will be impacted significantlyewvegl areas under
the current designAvoidance and minimization efforts, as well as a
bottomless culvert design option will be evaluated and finalized at the
Concurrence Point 4A stage.

. Culverts @ Station 140+00 and 142+00 — Yancey County — 2 @6RCBC
on Long Branch.

= Merger Team recommends a bottomless culvert designssilge.

= NCDOT will evaluate bottomless design and discuss further at the
Concurrence Point 4A stage.

. Culvert 48 - Station 253+25 — Yancey/Mitchell County Line - 418 x11’ on
Big Crabtree Creek.

= Merger team requests further information on all impassoaated with: 1)
Replacement of existing culvert with a bridge (USFW®&R®Wfecommended),
2) Extension of existing culvert (NCDOT recommended), 3n@eplacement
of existing culvert with an extended, bottomless culvert.

= NCDOT to provide more detailed analysis of bridging akére including
construction and scheduling, relocation impacts, alignndesign impacts,
and cost. Additionally, NCDOT will evaluate a bottonslesilvert design.

= USFWS and WRC to provide specific information on enviromialebe nefit
of a bridge at this location, including fish passage, basite issues, and
impact to recovering species (Appalachian Elktoe).

= The Merger team agrees to concur on Concurrence Poinar#Atable the
decision on the appropriate structure at this crossing until the Conccere
Point 4A team meeting.

e Culvert 241 — Station 325+00 — Mitchell County — 3 @ 8’ x 8’ oudBy Creek.

= The Merger Team concurs with the NCDOT recommended d¢udwéension
at this crossing.

The Merger Team reached concurrence for bridging comsiijeam crossings —
Concurrence Point 2A on July 26, 2006- with the exception that the items for further
discussion, as noted in italics above, will be carfedvard to be finalized at the
Concurrence Point 4A team meeting. The Merger Tearheeh concurrence on
Concurrence Point 3 (LEDPA) on July 26, 2006choosing the Best Fit Alternate,
including Alternate 2 (Estatoe South) in the Estatodmeof the project.

b. Concurrence Point 4A (Avoidance and Minimization)

A merger team meeting was held on April 17, 2007. The purpiot® meeting
(Concurrence Point 4A) was to discuss Avoidance andnhimation of impacts for the
subject project and to further discuss several majaastrcrossings discussed and
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identified as requiring further study in the July 26, 2006 ConnooerePoint
2AJ/Concurrence Point 3 merger team meeting.

Avoidance and Minimization

The following avoidance and minimization measures H@en incorporated into
the proposed project design to avoid and/or minimize imjgastreams and wetlands in
the project area.

The following sites that represent avoidance and meatan of impacts on the
project to date are summarized below in Table 3:

Table 3 — Avoidance and Mitigation Efforts
Water Water

Item No. e Avoidance and Mitigation Description
ID/Name Classification 9 P
1 Various Various Install rock sills to maintain normal channel width.
2 STR/RS_OU"h To8  ~ass B:Tr: ORW | Proposed retaining wall to reduce impact to South ToRiver.
iver Y
1) No bridge supports in the channel of the river for Soth
STR/South Toq — Toe bridge replacement.
3-4 River Class B;Tr; ORW 2) Hazardous spill basins to be installed in the Southde
River crossing area.
5 2D/Long Branch Class C;Tr Proposed retaining wall to reduce impact to Long Branch
) Remove existing culvert (~ 125’) and access road betwee8
6 |2DltongBranch  Class C/r 19E and SR 1424 (Deneen Road).

1) Three Options for culvert extension/stream relocation

! 2DiLong Branch Class CiTr 2) Bridge removal at Sycamore Circle.

Revised Alignment of Sycamore Circle to reduce wetlanand

8 Various Various 4
stream impacts.

Stream 1I/UT tq

9 Big Crabtree Class C;Tr Proposed retaining wall to reduce impacts to stream and
Creek PEM1E wetlands.
Wetland 11B
1CC/Big ) Proposed bridge to replace the existing culvert oveBig
10 Crabtree Creel Class C;Tr Crabtree Creek.
11 1G/U(T:rt§eirush CTr Revised Alignment to reduce stream impact.
12 1G/U(T:rt§eirush CTr Proposed retaining wall to reduce stream impact.

In total, stream impacts on the projects have been redumedapproximately
9,368 linear feet as presented in the Environmental Assessmapproximately 6,494
linear feet. Additionally, wetland impacts on the projdmve been reduced from
approximately 0.869 acres as presented in the Environmentassgksent to less than
0.01 acres.




Stream Crossings

The following items carried forward from the July 26, 2@ 2A/CP 3 meeting
were discussed:

Culvert 42 — Station 44+00 — Yancey County — 4 @ 12’ x 9' RG@BCLittle

Crabtree Creek

The intersection of SR 1307 and NC 80 with US 19E near thisert is
proposed to be realigned to a single, full movemeetsection due to school
bus travel safety concern. Realignment will make cantbn of a bridge
impracticable at this crossing.

Utilizing a bottomless culvert was investigated by theDXDO Geotechnical
Unit and Hydraulics Unit. The subsurface at this locatidhnot geologically
support a bottomless culvert. The Merger team verbalhcwoed with the
proposed extension of the existing culvert at this looati

Bridge 43 — Station 127+00 — Yancey County — US 19E over SoutRiVee

The Merger Team has recommended removal and replacemiténa new
bridge.

Appalachian elktoe mussel present, bridge replacement leioglinated
through USFWS.

= Stream 2d and Stream 3 will be impacted significanthgemeral areas
under the current design. Avoidance and minimization tsff@as well as a
bottomless culvert design option were evaluated. An apmitely 500
foot long retaining wall is proposed to reduce fill slopgact to Stream
2d. Additionally, approximately 125 linear feet of culvertdan
embankment material will be removed to daylight approtetgal 25 feet
of Stream 2d.

Culverts @ Station 140+00 and 142+00 — Yancey County — 2 @6RCBC

on Long Branch

NCDOT found that a bottomless culvert design is techiyidasible in this
area Four alternates were evaluated in this area, includingtajning and
extending the existing culverts, 2) retaining and extending existing
culverts with some stream relocation, 3) removadarhe existing culvert and
replacement with bottomless culvert and stream ratota and 4) removal
and replacement of all existing culvert with bottomlesivert.

The merger team agreed to discuss finalized culvert desitins area at the
Concurrence Point 4B and 4C stage.



* Culvert 48 - Station 253+25 — Yancey/Mitchell County Line @ 11’ x11' on Big

Crabtree Creek

NCDOT investigated a bottomless culvert design at tlissing and found
that the subsurface material in the area is unsuitabke fottomless culvert.

NCDOT provided more detailed analysis of 1) Alternat®dtain and extend
the exiting culvert by 116 feet, 2) Alternate 2: Remove dRisting culvert

and replace with a 191 foot long bridge, and 3) AlternateBain and extend
the existing culvert by 23 feet using a retaining wall to mmémequired fill

slope. Alternate 3 had not previously been considered andsitdeveloped
during detailed analysis of the crossing.

NCDOT recommended Alternate 3 for this crossing basetefotlowing:

0 Addition of the retaining wall reduces stream impact a th
crossing from approximately 116 feet (NCDOT previously
recommended alternative) to 23 feet.

0 The stream is stable currently and a 23-foot extensicuidmvaot
significantly affect stream stability or quality.

0 The existing culvert appears adequate for fish and aquétic i
passage and this condition would not be significantlyctéte by
the proposed extension.

o The proposed extended culvert would adequately pass the
anticipated 50 year or 100 year flood event in the area.

o0 Alternative 2 (Bridge Alternative) would require one dadahal
business relocation and one additional residential redocaear
the crossing.

o0 Removing the existing culvert would involve a significant iases
in construction time, project detours during constructioth ask
of sediment release during removal.

o Alternative 3 was estimated at this time to be sigaiftty less
costly overall (Approximately $2,000,000 less) than the resourc
agency-preferred Alternative 2.

The North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission atiteo merger team
members from resource agencies presented information inrsabpobridge,
and concerns with the existing culvert at this crossimgluding the
following:

o0 Concerned that the existing culvert is inhibiting fishsage at the
crossing.

o0 The existing culvert has caused stream over widening and
instability. An extension would worsen these problems.

0 The existing culvert and an extended culvert would contribute
flood issues in the area.

o0 Big Crabtree Creek is a tributary to the North ToeeRiwvhich
supports critical habitat for the endangered Appalachidbo&l
mussel.

0 A bridge at this crossing would mitigate future indirectd an
cumulative impacts to the project area.

10



0 A bridge at this crossing would provide animal passage uhéer t
proposed roadway.

0 A bridge at this crossing is a more environmentally soundtisal
and is more consistent with NCDOT’s Environmental Stewapds

policy.

Concurrence was not reached in the Concurrence Poimegiing of April 17,
2006, mainly due to disagreement over the most appropriagsiregostructure to install
over Big Crabtree Creek. The participating merger teambmees agreed to resolve the
non-concurrence through the established Merger Elevatiaegso

c. Merger Elevation Process

Following the April 2006 Concurrence Point 4A meeting, honecoring merger
team members prepared summary briefs of their positioms.United States Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS), the United States EnvironmenRabtection Agency
(USEPA), the North Carolina Department of Environmend &tatural Resources —
Division of Water Quality (DWQ), and the North Carolibepartment of Environment
and Natural Resources — Wildlife Resources Commis3dR() submitted issue briefs
to NCDOT presenting their objections to the proposed duéteBig Crabtree Creek and
arguments in support of a bridge at this crossing. Table dwbsummarizes the

comments, the agencies that presented them and NCD€xpsnse:

Table 4 — Elevation Issue Summary

Comment/Objection

Agency (s)

NCDOT Response

Current culvert has caused stream over USFWS

widening; extending will worsen strea
stability.

m DWQ

The channel was realigned and widened during orig

channel. The downstream banks are vegetated

inal

construction of culvert to tie back into the natyral

and

the culvert, indicating stream stability. 23 foot exten
will not significantly degrade stream stability or w.
quality.

stable. A point bar exists in the channel downstreajw of

on
er

Culvert and extension negatively affe
fish passage.

cts USFWS
WRC

During site visits the stream water appears clear
existing culvert invert is buried, stream depth
generally been observed to be adequate for fish
aquatic life passage, and natural bed material €

downstream the stream slope increases signific
with a number of steep drops that would appe
hinder fish passage in the immediate area currently.

within the culvert. Additionally, less than a haIf-r:Ee

the
nas

and
Xists

ntly
to

Culvert unnaturally restricts flow and USFWS

Preliminary hydraulic analysis on the proposed cul

ert
and

contributes to flood issues in the area; EPA indicates that it is adequately sized for present
disconnects stream from flood plain DWQ anticipated future flood conditions in the area.
WRC flooding issues due to the culvert have been note

NCDOT Division 13 personnel. A 23 foot extens
will not significantly degrade the ability of the culvert
pass the anticipated 50 year or 100 year storm ir
design year.

No

i by

on

to
the
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Table 4 — Elevation Issue Summary (Continued)

Comment/Objection Agency (s) NCDOT Response

Culvert causes stream instability and USFWS The channel was realigned and widened during original

contributes to sedimentation and erosion of DWQ construction of culvert to tie back into the natdral

the stream WRC channel. The downstream banks are vegetated| and
stable. A point bar exists in the channel downstreacﬂn of
the culvert, indicating stream stability. A 23-fgot
extension will not significantly degrade stream stabllity
or water quality.

Big Crabtree Creek is a tributary to Nofrth USFWS This culvert crossing is approximately 4 miles from fhe

Toe River, which supports Critical Habitat EPA confluence of the stream with the North Toe River. [[he

for endangered Appalachian Elktoe mussel DWQ relatively small culvert extension proposed is |pot

WRC anticipated to degrade existing water quality or fish

passage in the area or lead to a significant indjrect
impact to the Critical Habitat.

Economic development in the area will USFWS While development may increase immediately adjagent

lead to increased development — replacing EPA to the proposed highway corridor, the overall chardcter

with a bridge will help mitigate future DWQ of the entire drainage basin is expected to remain fural

flood and sedimentation issues WRC in character.

Bridging provides a large animal USFWS The existing culvert has a large cross section (11'x]1’),

passageway along the creek EPA and relatively shallow flow the majority of the year. The

WRC existing and proposed culvert may be feasible as a |arge

animal crossing using the proposed configuraton.
Consideration to augmenting the culvert configuratjon,
providing fencing and other enhancements will |be
considered during final design.

Bridging is consistent with NCDOT's USFWS Avoidance and minimization effort to date on the

Environmental Stewardship policy apnd WRC project and at this specific crossing have en

context sensitive solutions. significant  and consistent  with NCDOT|s

Environmental Stewardship Policy and Context
Sensitive Solutions guidelines. Additionally, substarjtial
stream and habitat disruption would be required to
demolish the existing culvert, install and demolish a
temporary culvert, and convert the existing crossing|to a
bridge. The perceived long-term environmental benefit
suggested by the Agencies, in some ways, would| run
counter to the specifics of NCDOT's environmerjtal
policies. The perceived benefit would involye
substantial impact to the human environment, signifi¢gant
disruption to the natural environment, an increasg¢ in
project cost, and a lengthening of the project
construction schedule to detour and maintain trgffic
during construction. It is NCDOT's opinion that the
perceived benefits in this case are largely outweighgd by
the potential costs to multiple environmental,
constructability and fiscal aspects of the project.
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Table 4 — Elevation Issue Summary (Continued)

Comment/Objection

Agency (s)

NCDOT Response

NCDOT comparative

bridging cost

EPA

estimates are elevated when compared to DWQ

average bridge unit costs across system

WRC

Converting the crossing from a large culvert to a stripam
will require a number of actions which are more gofstl
on a unit basis than the “average” bridge construction:
1) Demolition of the existing culvert and constructior] of
a new bridge will require that a separate, tempqfary
culvert and stream crossing be built and maintajned
during construction to detour and maintain traffic on[US
19E, 2) The existing culvert is large and currently bufied
beneath approximately 20 feet of fill material. This will
increase demolition costs and, more significantly,
increase the time of demolition, construction and detour
operations, 3) Bridge construction will involve @n
additional right-of-way, including acquisition of two ()
additional properties and a Y-line realignment.

Project stream impacts are higher th

other similar projects; bridging provides

mitigation of impacts

an EPA

Project avoidance and mitigation efforts to dateeha
significantly reduced the overall anticipated strgam
impacts on the corridor. The proposed retaining wallfand
short extension of the culvert provide significant
avoidance of stream impact at the proposed crossing.

Bridging would improve
opportunities in and around Big Crabtr
Creek

recreationa

EPA
ee WRC

Improving recreational opportunities in the area is npt a
stated purpose or goal of the project, nor are finds
included in this project for recreational purposes.

Bridging meets the intent of th

Endangered Species Act

e USFWS
WRC

The relatively short (+/- 23 feet) proposed culyert
extension does not cause significant direct of indifect
harm to the endangered species present in the pfoject
area.

Section 7 Consultation and Permitting

A formal Consultation process with USFWS, to satidfig requirements of
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), waswetloon this project to assess
the impact of the project to the endangered Appalachikto&imussel. The Section 7
consultation process was executed concurrently witivibeger process. Additionally,
the Section 7 Consultation process was combined for héQJcorridor extending from
the intersection of I-26 and US 19 in Madison Countypou€e Pine in Mitchell County.
This encompasses TIP projects R-2518A, R-2518B, R-2519A, and R-Z8®R9
Corridor).

A Qualitative Indirect and Cumulative Effects Assment for the corridor was
prepared for NCDOT in 2004 (HNTB North Carolina 2004). An updsdt¢he 2004
Indirect and Cumulative Effects (ICE) Assessmenttifier US 19 Corridor was prepared
in July 2007. The update evaluated the development potentiahadd$ within the study
area, under build and no-build scenarios. The repostps@pared utilizing the NCDOT
Guidance for Assessing Indirect and Cumulative Impatt§ransportation Projects in
North Carolina and Council on Environmental Quality (CE@Jinitions that implement
NEPA and guide the EIS process. (40 C.F.R. Section 1500-1508).uptiate is
described in detail in Section V. A. of this report.
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NCDOT prepared and submitted, to USFWS, a Biological #ssent (BA) of
the corridor in August 2007. Supplemental materials in suppohedBA were submitted
to USFWS in December 2007 and January 2008. The USFWS issisalogical
Opinion (BO) on the corridor in March 2008. The BO camtdi a specific condition
requiring that a bridge be installed at the Big CrabtregekCicrossing on project R-
2519B, in order to minimize the impact to Critical Habitat the Appalachian Elktoe
mussel.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) subsequentlyesdsa Clean Water
Act Section 404 permit incorporating the conditions ofBl@ and covering projects R-
2518A, R-2518B, and R-2519A in April 2008.

The ACOE, which is the lead federal agency for theddeiprocess of project
R-2519B, informed NCDOT in May 2008 that any further elevatiodigsagreement with
installing a bridge at Big Crabtree Creek crossing shoudd fie resolved by NCDOT
through the Section 7 ESA process. The condition oBtbenandating a bridge over Big
Crabtree Creek required NCDOT to obtain a revision @d®0®, removing or altering the
condition, for the corridor before any further elevataf the issue could occur through
the Merger process.

NCDOT developed further detailed hydraulic, design, constbility, and cost
analysis on both Alternative 3 (retaining wall/culverxtension) and Alternative 2
(bridge) at the Big Crabtree Creek crossing. Rising coctbn costs for the retaining
wall construction in Alternative 3 lead to a revised comapee cost analysis, including
right of way cost, in which the cost difference betwéhe two alternatives was estimated
to be approximately $864,000. The updated estimated cost fonatier 2 (bridge) is
$10,992,000 and the updated estimated cost for Alternative 3n{ngtaivall/culvert
extension) is $10,128,000. NCDOT’s conclusions from the furdhalysis of the
crossing were otherwise unchanged from those preseniedbia 4 above.

However, in due consideration of potential project delagsociated with re-
opening the Section 7 Consultation process, NCDOT reitises@commendation for this
crossing and recommended removal of the existing cubsdlt construction of dual
bridges over Big Crabtree Creek. Figure 4 depicts the peddasdge at this crossing. A
summary of recommended structures along the project essenpeel in Table 5 below.
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Table 5 — Recommended Structures

. . Existing Stream Stream Existing
Sl LI Structure | Crossing Name Classification| Structure P ielpsist) SIS
Retain and extend 4 @
, 4 @ 12'x9' QO .
Sta. 49+00 +/- Culvert 42 | Litle Crabtree | o oo o1p |RCBC (+/- 105 12X9 RCBCE up
Creek stream & 142' down
length)
stream
. .| Class B;Tr; . Remove and Replaceg
Sta. 127+00 +/- Bridge 43 South Toe Riyer ORW Bridge Existing Bridge
Retain and Extend
Sta.140+00 +/- & . 2@ 6'x6" | existing, replace Black
142+00 +/- Culverts Long Branch | Class CiTl “pepe | Jack Rd. culvert, final
design TBD at CP 4B/4C
Big Crabtree 4@ 11'x11' | Remove existing cuIvth
Sta. 253+00 +/- Culvert 48 9 Class C;Tr | RCBC (125'| and replace with 216’
Creek .
length) long dual bridges

Minimization inJuly 2009,

3. Historic Architecture/Archaeology Coordination

The merger team reached concurrence on ConcurrendediroinAvoidance and

The improvements to US 19E will have an effect on théoNal Register of

Historic Places eligible E.W. and Dollie Huskins Hols@ure 3). After consultation
with the State Historic Property Office (HPO), NCD@foposes to mitigate potential
adverse effect to the property by including a seeded slapestfeasible for mowing by
the owner in the proposed design. In a letter dated Ma@Q@7, the lead federal agency
for this project, the United States Army Corps of Engieg USACOE), has concurred
with the determination of effects under Section 106 eflational Historic Preservation
Act and the coordination to date with HPO with respecthistoric structures. The
correspondence from the USACOE is presented in Appendix C.

archaeological sites 31YC31 and 31YC183.

The improvements to US 19E will have an adverse effectidemtified

Data Recovery Plans to recover archaeological ma#gerfor analysis and

interpretation of the occupation of the sites will bavan up. Clearly defined research
goals and objectives should be stated and addressed by megoaechaeological

materials for analysis and interpretation. Such anasrdewill include documenting the
depth and extent of deposits and defining any additionaltimtegosits and features
present within the archaeological sites.

In a letter dated May 7, 2007 (Appendix C), the USACOE (LesteFal Agency)

indicated that NCDOT’s coordination with the HPO toedast acceptable. However, the
letter noted the need for further consultation and tiweldpment of a Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) between USACOE and HPO regarding advempact mitigation for
sites 31YC31 and 31YC183. Additionally, the USACOE extendedhaitaiion to the
Tribal Historic Office of Historic Preservation ftine Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians
(THPO) to participate as a consulting party in complianth 36 CFR 800. The THPO
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has been copied on all relevant historic informatlmoughout the project development
process.

B. Comments Received on the Environmental Assessment

Written comments on the Environmental Assessment wateived from several
agencies. Agency comments are presented in their tgntime Appendix D. The
following are excerpts of the substantive commenith wesponses intalics, where
appropriate:

1. United States Environmental Protection Agency

Comment: “For the Best-fit Alternative, wetland impacts astimated at 0.869
acres and stream impacts at 9,365.9 linear feet. EPépmtts that additional avoidance
and minimization measures can additionally reduce potesttimam impacts. Based
upon EPA's BASELINE analysis for WESTERN WIDENING mdjs, stream impacts
typically range between 500-600 linear feet per mile of wiite (i.e., 548.1 linear feet
per mile). This project indicates potential stream intgpat 1,248.8 linear feet per mile
of widening improvement. As with the R-2519A project, ERjés that NCDOT fully
explore all on-site stream mitigation opportunitiesngldJS 19E. EPA plans to stay
actively involved in this Merger project.”

Response:  Avoidance and minimization measures for streams and wetlands on
the project to date include installation of retaining walls to redudeskipes, revising
roadway alignments, and removal of existing culverts on the projedsd®estream and
wetland impacts are calculated to be 6,494 feet and 0.0088 acres, reslyeciiis
represents a reduction of 2,874 feet (31%) of stream impact and 0.9 (89%g of
wetland impact.

A full analysis of investigated on-site stream mitigation pogsasilifor the
project is discussed in the document titleBidlogical Assessment Prepared Under
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, US 19 and US 1€Enivg in Madison,
Yancey, and Mitchell Counties (TIP # R-2518, R-2519A and R-2513RgnHal Effects
to the Appalachian ElktoeA{asmidonta ravenelianaand Other Federally Listed
Species’prepared by The Catena Group and the NCDOT Biological Survey Unit for The
US Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE) and the Tennessee Valley Au(iifA),
submitted on August 9, 2007, as well as additional information submitted to A@QES
on February 7, 2008.

2. Tennessee Valley Authority

Comment: “Section V.E.3.d., Federally Protected SpecieAs indicated in the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service letter of December 11, 2G02re is a potential for
cumulative effects issue with other bridge replacement the North Toe River. This
could be acknowledged here, along with the note thabrigeing Section 7 consultation
is considering potential cumulative effects to the Apglilan Elktoe.”

Response:  As part of an Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation on US
19 projects R-2518A, R-2518B, R-2519A and R-2519B, a Qualitative Indirect and
Cumulative Effects Assessment of these projects was prearddCDOT in 2004
(HNTB North Carolina 2004) and a subsequent Indirect and Cumulative EffquistRe
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(ICE) was prepared by Earth Tech in 2007 that specifically addiessder quality
impacts (NCDOT 2007).

A Biological Assessment (BA) for the Section 7 Consultation was sty SACOE
and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in August 2007 and an addendhgm to t
BA was submitted in February 2008 addresses direct and indirect impastsiangered
species on the project. The USFWS issued a Biological Opinion &@fying the
conditions of the Section 7 Consultation under the ESA.

Comment: *“Section V.C.7.b. Archaeological Resources. It is ¢atkd that
archaeological sites 31YC31 and 31ML80 are impacted sitesatbdatligible for listing
in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHPatdr, it is indicated that sites
31YC31 and 31YC183 are within the project’s Area of PotentiédEf(APE) and
culturally significant. These conclusions appear to bensistent and the status of all
three sites as to their NHRP-eligibility and whethegy would be affected should be
clarified.”

Response:  Four archaeological sites (31YC6, 31YC31, 31YC183, and 31ML80)
that are recommended eligible for the National Register of HisRlaces (NRHP) were
identified in the project study area. Two of these sites (31YC31 andl82) @ill be
adversely affected by the proposed project and will require data recawastigations
prior to project letting. Additionally, a Memorandum of Agreement regardiagtoject
effects and any required mitigation between the US Army Corps of Ermgithead
Federal Agency) and the State Historic Preservation Officebwilcoordinated prior to
project letting.

3. North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission

Comment: “It is important to note that although the South ToeeRwarries the
Trout designation by NCDWQ, the river is expected tddmelow in the watershed for
trout reproduction in the project vicinity and will requ different moratorium than the
rest of the project. As indicated in our scoping lettetediday 23, 2003 and included in
the EA document, NCWRC recommends an in-water workataaum from April 1 to
June 30 in the South Toe River to protect the Appalachian Elktothside logperch,
and olive darter during their breeding seasons, as wslnaimouth bass reproduction.
Cranberry Creek and other perennial stream crossing$dshave an in-water and 25-
foot trout buffer moratorium from October 15 to AptB. Sediment and erosion control
measures should adhere to the design standards fotiveemsatersheds and be strictly
maintained until project completion.”

Response:  Since the published date of the Environmental Assessment and
concurrent with the Section 7 consultation process, the following in-watek w
moratoria have been developed for this project in consultation with tWWRC 1) Big
Crabtree Creek (and associated Unnamed Tributaries) — October 15 to ¥qri2)
Brushy Creek (and associated Unnamed Tributaries) — January 1 to April 15ng)
Branch (and associated Unnamed Tributaries) — January 1 to April 15.

Sediment and erosion control measures on the project will adhere to ilga des
standards for sensitive watersheds and will be maintained through praewyiletion,
with the following exception: On the previous sections of this cor(limjects R-2518A
& R-2518B), for the commitment for Design Standards in Sensitive Wats/sine
North Carolina Department of the Environment and Natural Resources,iddividf
Water Quality (NCDENR-DWQ) has granted NCDOT an exemption from(gjaaf the
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Design Standards in Sensitive Watersheds referenced above. Partrfa)srés¢ amount
of "uncovered acres" at any one time to 20 acres. Due to the nature obrmstruction
processes for a project of this magnitude, this restriction is actral for NCDOT.
NCDOT will apply for a similar exemption to part (a) on this profectconstruction.

Additionally, the Biological Assessment, and the Biological Opinion cosadplet
and issued on the project corridor covering projects R-2518A, R-2518B, R-2819A,
R-2519B present specific sediment and erosion control measure tglaenented on
this project.

Comment: “Indirect and cumulative impacts are a concern fos thioject.
While much of the land is unsuitable for development dwsteep topography, it is likely
that small scale retail or industrial uses or siffglmily residential uses would locate
along and near the project corridor. Also, there aenplto extend sewer and water
service along US 19 in the project area. Local plannmediate there is development
momentum along the roadway and they support the potentiabdonomic benefits
resulting from the project and subsequent development. ICEhould provide strong
stormwater treatment that will protect water qualitgnstive species, and aquatic
habitats at current and future levels of development. atvengly encourage local
officials to guide future development in a manner thalt prvotect wildlife habitat, water
guality, and aesthetic values that are also importanbuagsts that visit this area and
therefore valuable to the local communities. Wetlastigams, and wide natural areas
surrounding these features should be preserved in perpdtuitynany long-term
benefits.”

Response: As part of an Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation on US 19
projects R-2518A, R-2518B, R-2519A and R-2519B, a Qualitative Indirect and
Cumulative Effects Assessment of these projects was premarédCDOT in 2004
(HNTB North Carolina 2004) and a subsequent Indirect and Cumulative EffquistRe
(ICE) was prepared by Earth Tech in 2007 that specifically adddessder quality
impacts (NCDOT 2007). The 2004 study identified a “Potential Growpla¢trArea” of
small-scale development mainly within 1 - 2 miles (1.6 — 3.2 kiloshetbthe US 19E
corridor in the form of residential uses and to a lesser extent carralimdustrial uses
(HNTB North Carolina 2004). The highest potential for impacts is withencities of
Burnsville and Spruce Pine, where industrial uses are most likedgdur. A “Medium
Potential for Impact” was identified in the areas along the Cane Riveafdistance of
approximately 5 river miles (8.1 river kilometers), along the Sow& River for a
distance of approximately 2 river miles (3.2 river kilometeasy] along NC 80 from US
19 north to its crossing of the North Toe River. The identifié dtidy area uses the 2-
mile wide area on either side of the existing roadway whichdeseated in the 2004
report. The ICE study indicates that there is potential for inducedtgreathin the ICE
study area, primarily in areas where water and sewer servides@xare planned. GIS
modeling indicates that potential for growth is mainly due to the expansiwatef and
sewer services rather than the road improvement project, as ogeoalth under the no-
build scenario is projected to be only slightly lower than with the maéhario (NCDOT
2007).

C. Public Hearing and Comments

In accordance with the North Carolina Environmentaldyofict of 1971, the North
Carolina Department of Transportation certifies thapublic hearing for the subject
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project has been held and the social, economic, andoamamntal impacts, consistency
with local community planning goals and objectives, and gmneents from individuals
have been considered in the selection of the recoahdeslternative for the project.

Following circulation of the Environmental Assessmentuhblic hearing was held at
Mayland Community College on February 21, 2006. The hearingcaagucted as an
open house workshop followed by a formal hearing. Astnapt was prepared of the
formal hearing. The hearing transcript is presented in AgigeE. Approximately 194
people attended the hearing and three citizens spokedaetiord. Numerous citizens
commented verbally at the open house and hearing, andtingnbefore and after the
hearing, requesting changes to the proposed design. Oppasitioments expressed
general concern regarding 1) the proposed 20-foot raised geasarmnwhich will limit
left turn movements and U-turns on the project, 2) Impaetarious properties along the
project including relocations, and 3) Access changegdlmproject.

A Post-Hearing Meeting was held on May 2, 2006. This mgetas held to discuss
comments received at the public hearing. The followisglitions were developed for
concerns arising from public comment on this project:

1. Concern: A request was made to provide an access for school basesSR 1307
to eastbound US 19.

Action: SR 1307 is located close to the intersection of NC 80 anti9JSR 1307
is only 250 feet from the median opening at NC 80. An axfditimedian
opening will not be possible at SR 1307 because it will teokhe
NCDOT’s median cross-over policy. NCDOT will ali@R 1307 with the
intersection of NC 80 and US 19 to improve access andysafet

2. Concern: Opposition has been expressed to the proposed typicibrsewhich
consists of a 4-lane divided shoulder section with ao2®-faised grass
median.

Action:  Because US 19E is on the Strategic Highway Corridor ptgct will
remain a 4-lane divided facility with a 20-foot raised raedi

3. Concern: The potentiakelocation of the Newdale Fire Department and the ®pruc
Pine (Estatoe) Fire Department is a concern.

Action:  NCDOT will work with the Newdale Fire Department ahe Spruce Pine
Fire Department to make sure that with any required aéfmts, the
process is smooth so the fire stations will not lbbsed at any point during
the project life.

The Newdale Fire Department has plans to acquire gyopejacent to its
current location to relocate the station. NCDOT peg®0to install an
emergency signal and a depressed median break at thev&kdroad
and US 19E to accommodate the relocated station.

A retaining wall is proposed near the Spruce Pine Fire iDepat
property, which will substantially reduce the impact to pheperty and
maintain access to US 19 for the existing emergency leshimused at
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. Concern:

Action:

. Concern:

Action:

. Concern:

Action:

. Concern:

Action:

this location. Figure 5 illustrates the proposed retainirgl &t this
location.

Access for the residents of the Red Bird Road areastb@ad US 19 has
been requested by the Red Bird Association.

A median cross-over will not be provided at Red Bird Roechuse it will
be a violation of the Median Crossover Policy. éast NCDOT will
provide an intermediate U-turn median opening for passevefacles
approximately midway from SR 1002 (Crabtree Creek Road) antilSR
(Hoot Owl Road).

Concerns were expressed by the Newdale Church and thee€eStatirch
of God.

The Newdale Church is concerned about drainage problemshen
property. Since it is private property, DOT will not beindp any
improvements except those necessitated by the roadwiaying.

The Estatoe Church of God’s building is just outside &3 right of
way, but their parking lot is on DOT's right of wayThe church is
concerned about losing their parking. This project igrotlad by partial
access and DOT is planning to control and maintain ittiagiand future
right of way.

Some local citizens did not receive notification & ublic meeting.

The Public Notice was announced in the Yancey County Tioasnal
and Mitchell News Journal on January"2February T, 8", and 18' of
2006. In addition, NCDOT mailed out 281 Public Notices to tlopenty
owners in Yancey and Mitchell Counties.

A request was made to realign US 19 to avoid impactsusindésses
owned by Bill and Bobby Young on the north side of US 19.

Realignment of the proposed roadway to the south woulskcsignificant
impact to an existing historic property (Huskins House) aand
jurisdictional stream that runs parallel to south of 185 Therefore, the
proposed alignment will be maintained as presented.

The NCDOT has reviewed and thoroughly considered all@frtboming comments

from the public and the environmental agencies. A posifiteaneeting was held to
discuss the comments and make final decisions regardipgdpesed action. While it is
not reasonable or feasible to expect that all pubtomenendations can be adequately
incorporated
prevailing consensus of the motoring public and their lo&tials while serving the
best interest of their welfare.

into the final design, the proposed highwaydmgment does reflect the
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V. REVISIONS TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

The following revisions to the Environmental Assessmanelbeen made:

A. Indirect and Cumulative Effect Update

An update to the 2004 Indirect and Cumulative Effects (I@E3essment was
prepared in March 2007. This updated assessment covered theQd®itidr (R-2518A,
R-2518B, R-2519A and R-2519B) and took additional steps beyond tmeldsté level
of ICE assessment (as requested by the US Fish and fé/iRHrvice) to evaluate the
development potential of lands within the study area, uselegral scenarios. The report
was prepared utilizing the NCDOT Guidance for Assessingrdadiand Cumulative
Impacts of Transportation Projects in North Carolinad &ouncil on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) definitions that implement NEPA and guide EIS process. (40 C.F.R.
Section 1500-1508). A summary of the report and its concladmlows.

The 2007 ICE report focused on the potential for land usagds, presence of
various infrastructure and changes to impervious surfaceghwhi turn affect the
endangered Appalachian elktolgsmidonta raveneliana and its habitat. The
Appalachian elktoe is federally listed as endangered angrasected under the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA). The Appalachian Elktesehis documented
to occur within the Nolichucky River Basin, including thertoToe, South Toe and
Cane Rivers. This species has been found in the Canediideésouth Toe River near the
crossings of US 19E over these water bodies. NCDOTssesdethe combined indirect
and cumulative effects of these two projects on taeemquality in water bodies draining
the proposed projects that also serve as habitatdokppalachian elktoe.

Summary of Project Effects (Build Scenario)

While there is potential for some induced commercial gnolmiting factors include
the watershed water supply restrictions, availabilityvater and sewer, low population
growth, and topography constraints. Induced growth thattisipated is likely to occur
within or adjacent to the three municipalities whereewand sewer services exist or are
planned. Modeling indicates that the potential for glow due to the expansion of
water and sewer services and not the road improvemegatipro

Effectson Travel Patterns

The initial ICE report concluded that most of the destial development is expected
to be second homes and retirees. Additionally, lotfdials believe that a substantial
number of residents commute outside of the county fopl@yment and that the
improved roadway would make commuting more attractive aimdy mew residents to
the area. United States Census commuting to work data ssigiggtsas the distance from
Asheville, the largest employment center in the regincreases, the number of
commuters’ decreases.

Local travel patterns will not be altered as a resitilthe project, but traffic service
will be enhanced by the proposed improvements to a fourdamged highway. The
cumulative effect of the road widening of US 19 combined witter TIP improvements,
including 1-240, and US 221 widening will help to improve regi@aaessibility.
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Land Use Patterns

Land cover data for the fifteen-year period (1986 to 2001)ewveeralyzed. The
analysis shows that within the study area there wsimall increase in the acreage of
urban/municipal areas and very little change in rural resmleland cover. Historical
land cover data, as well as analysis of the pastylas of building permit data, do not
indicate a significant trend towards urbanization or dgwekent in the ICE study area.
The building permit data also do not indicate a signiticdange in residential growth
outside the study area in the past five years. The laacand population trend data do
not suggest a likely increase in the rate of growtharamge in land use patterns.

The GIS model results indicate that even when proxinoitg primary road(s), such
as the US 19 widening, is the dominant feature, its incdeiasieence to land suitability
overall does not substantially increase developmentomé. The model indicates a
minimal influence of road widening on the overall develepmpotential of the study
area. Availability of water and sewer is the more ohamt factor influencing land
development suitability.

Market for Devel opment

The project will contribute incrementally to an imprdvenfrastructure that will
enhance the overall accessibility of the region wiemsidered with all other
transportation improvement projects. The project wal’dn minimal effects on market
activity, and large areas of the study area are unselitédsl development due to
topography and other land development constraints.

Natural Resource Effects

Increased runoff pollution and volume from increased dewedop induced by water
and sewer extensions, transportation improvements, imc@ased discharges from
upgraded or newly constructed water and wastewater treapia@is is anticipated over
time. These effects are likely to occur with or withdhe project, as growth is planned
and anticipated in municipal growth centers.

The impervious surface analysis of historical data shewstal impervious surface
estimate in 2001 of 5.5 percent in the portion of the stwdg drained by the North Toe
River, 5.2 percent in the South Toe River drainage aed,4.9 percent in the Cane
River drainage area. The change during the period of 1986 to 28 havgreater than
0.2 percent in any of the drainage areas. Total imperviotecsun the entire study area
was 5.1 percent in 2001. The land use, population and impersiofece trend data do
not indicate a significant effect on water qualityiintthe study area.

Cumulative natural resource effects resulting frompitagect area are not anticipated
to be significant, as the proposed project does not gigntfy change the rate or pattern
of development according to the model. Increased coaiahegrowth within the
municipalities is limited by topography, sewer and watetergsions, zoning, and
watershed regulations. Cumulative hydrologic impacts ave expected to differ
significantly between the build and no-build scenafize assessment has concluded that
indirect and cumulative effects to water quality willio@imal.
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| CE Conclusion

The No-Build alternative in the ICE study area exclutles construction of the
widening of R-2518 and R-2519. Under the No-Build scenario, hestigppbpulation and
land use trends would continue in the project study &@ad use plans and associated
growth projections include the proposed project, so ovgralivth under the no-build
alternative would be expected to be slightly lowec@mpared with the projections under
the build scenario.

Analysis of the Build Condition using the Land Suitabilkgalysis model indicates
there is little difference in land development suitpitalues when the model is adjusted
by increasing the weighting factor of primary roads. Mhigéest development suitability
classification occurs near water and sewer infrastruetithen the municipalities. Given
the low population growth rates and low number of boddpermits issued over the past
few years, the effect on water quality from projedticed growth is anticipated to be
small.

The partial control of access and grassed median alwngdrridor, along with
zoning controls will help to limit urban sprawl and gtcommercial development.
NCDOT has coordinated with the local jurisdiction in dasig the road-widening
project and has incorporated appropriate design standartsvithdelp to mitigate
effects to water resources.

B. Relocation Update

According to the updated relocation report (Appendix B), pineposed action
displaces an estimated 65 residences and 12 businessestithated three non-profit
establishments (churches) will be displaced by the propas#sh. However, based on
experience with prior projects on the US 19 corrido2BR8A and B and R-2519A), the
number of displacees may increase, primarily due tceetieet of the project on private
septic and water systems and the absence of public stilitithe area to replace these
facilities. Also, the relatively small number of raptment housing properties for sale in
the area may result in the necessity to look fartleayafrom the project site to find
comparable properties for sale to use in evaluationsefglacement housing payment
calculations. This could result in higher payments to tisplacees. Additional
relocation information is included in Table 6.

Table 6 - Relocation Impact Summary

Displacees Proposed Action
Owners 46
Residences Tenants 19
Total 65
Minority 0
Owners 3
Businesses Tenants 9
Total 12
Minority 0
Farms 0
Non-Profit Organizations 3
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C. Stream and Wetland Direct Impact Update

Direct impacts to jurisdictional streams and wetlamdghe project area have been
updated to reflect the preliminary design as well as anc@land minimization efforts
on the project. Anticipated impacts to jurisdictionakams in the project area appear
below in Table 7. Anticipated impacts to jurisdictionatlaeds appear below in Table 8.

Table 7 — Updated Jurisdictional Stream Impacts

Previously Identified Impacts

Updated Impacts

=

Impact Impact Difference
Stream Name | Stream ID (ft) Stream Name | Stream ID (ft) (ft) Reason
piped under
2ut?a 188 2ut?2a 43 -145 bridge
Ayles Creek 3ut?a 0 Ayles Creek 3ut?a 0 0
Little Crabtree Little Crabtree
Creek 2a 236 Creek 2a 148 -88 culvert desig
ut2b 15 ut2b 21 6
2b 308 2b 319 11
2c 154 2c 85 -69 retaining wall
South Toe South Toe
River STR 304 River STR 284 -20
Long Branch 2d 216 Long Branch 2d 123 -93 retaining wa
3utstr 345 3utstr 432 87
Long Branch 2d 45 Long Branch 2d 0 -45 retaining wal
Long Branch 2d 459 Long Branch 2d 35 -424 retaining wa
ut2d 154 ut2d 146 -8
2ut2d 95 2ut2d 90 -5
-- -- Long Branch 2d 236 236 alighment
3ut2d 233 3ut2d 83 -150 alignment
Long Branch 2d a7 Long Branch 2d 0 -47 slope
Long Branch 2d 100 Long Branch 2d 0 -100 slope
7ut2d 102 7ut2d 95 -7
Long Branch 2d 536 Long Branch 2d 266 -270 alighment
Long Branch 2d 187 Long Branch 2d 239 52
10ut2d 13 10ut2d 0 -13
-- -- Long Branch 2d 61 61
Long Branch 2d 544 Long Branch 2d 0 -544 alignment
Long Branch 2d 636 Long Branch 2d 0 -636 Alignment
11lut2d 6 11lut2d 0 -6
12ut2d 120 12ut2d 95 -25
Long Branch 2d 48 Long Branch 2d 21 -27
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Table 7 — Updated Jurisdictional Stream Impacts (Continuejl

Previously Identified Impacts

Updated Impacts

Impact Impact Difference
Stream Name | Stream ID (ft) Stream Name | Stream ID (ft) (ft) Reason
-- -- Long Branch 2d 71 71
alignment/recal
Long Branch 2d 407 407 culation
13ut2d 96 13ut2d 94 -2
Long Branch 2d 249 Long Branch 2d 285 36
Long Branch 2d 381 Long Branch 2d 81 -300 recalculatiof
1h 51 1h 42 -9
utlh 29 utlh 43 14
2utlh 55 Parsnip Branch 2utlh 152 97
1i 252 i 0 -252 retaining wall
1i 46 1i 147 101 Recalculation
utli 78 utli 0 -78 Recalculation
1i 402 i 296 -106 retaining wall
Remove
Big Crabtree Big Crabtree culvert/install
Creek lcc 230 Creek lcc 0 -230 dual bridges
2e 229 2e 290 61
Brushy Creek 2bc 96 Brushy Creek 2bc 107 11
1g 256 1g 300 44
1g 158 1g 224 66
7utlg 56 7utlg 58 2
1g 351 1g 125 -226 alignment/sloge
1g 143 1g 0 -143 retaining wall
8utlg 46 8utlg 62 16
2-1g 448 1g 12 -436 retaining wall
Sutlg 167 5utlg 0 -167 retaining wall
5utlg 56 5utlg 67 11
1g 384 384
1g 11 1g 0 -11
19 17 1g 0 -17
1d 83 1d 38 -45
1b 86 1b 108 22
1c 134 1c 114 -20
1z 71 1z 165 94 Alignment
Total 9368 Total 6494
Total Stream Impact
Difference -2874
Notes: Previous Impacts calculated at Concurrence Pdi2 using preliminary surveys/mapping

Current Impacts calculated using Final surveys/mapping
Impacts calculated to preliminary construction line (toe of cut/fill slope) + 10 feet
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Table 8 — Updated Jurisdictional Wetland Impacts

Previously Identified Impacts Updated Impacts
Wetland ID Impact (acres) Wetland ID Impact (acres)
2d 0 2d 0.00
5ut2d 0.01 5ut2d 0.00
5ut2d 0.00 (0.002) 5ut2d 0.00
6ut2d 0.00 (0.003) 6ut2d 0.00
6ut2d 0.74 6ut2d 0.00
10ut2d 0.00 10ut2d 0.00
2dn 0.03 2dn 0.00
qut2d 0.00 qut2d 0.00
2dm 0.04 2dm 0.00 (0.0028)
2do 0.00 2do 0.00
2utlh 0.00 2utlh 0.0
1h 0.00 1h 0.00
1i 0.00 1i 0.00
1lib 0.02 1lib 0.00
lic 0.00 (0.003) lic 0.00 (0.003)
utlcc 0.00 utlcc 0.00
utlcc-b 0.00 utlcc-b 0.00
utlcc-c 0.00 utlcc-c 0.00
3ut2e 0.00 3ut2e 0.00
2e 0.00 2e 0.00
ut2bc 0.02 ut2bc 0.00
Pond 1C 0 (0.003)
1g-d 0.00 (0.006) 1g-d 0.00
1g-b 0 1g-b 0.00
2utlg 0 2utlg 0.00
utlg 0 utlg 0.00
1g-c 0 1g-c 0.00
la 0 la 0.00
Total 0.9 Total 0.0 (0.0088)
Total Wetland Impact Difference -0.9

In total, stream impacts on the projects have been rddume approximately 9,368
linear feet as presented in the Environmental Assessmeapqproximately 6,494 linear
feet. Additionally, wetland impacts on the project hbeen reduced from approximately
0.9 acres as presented in the Environmental Assessniess tihan 0.01 acres.

D. Design/Other Changes

A retaining wall is proposed to be installed in the adjacent to the existing Spruce
Pine Volunteer Fire Department building in Estatoer riba intersection of SR 1157
(Hoot Owl Road) and US19. Installation of the retaining waelild a reconfiguration of
the existing access drive to the station to exit on Ro1357 (Hoot Owl Road), will
enable the Spruce Pine Volunteer Fire Department tatanaitheir existing location.

Multiple retaining walls are proposed throughout the ptoje reduce impact to
streams and wetlands in the project area. The losatémhe proposed retaining walls
and the water bodies affected are presented in Table Badite 6 above.

26



SR 1185 (Sycamore Circle) is proposed to be realignedhendxisting bridge over
Long Branch is proposed to be removed.

Additional biological surveys for the Virginia Spirag&piraea virginiang a
federally threatened vascular plant species identifredhé project study area, were
completed in June 2006. No plants were found in the vicofitye project. Therefore, a
biological conclusion of “No Effect” for Virginia Spaea has been rendered by NCDOT
and concurred upon by USFWS.

The intersections of SR 1307 and NC 80 with US 19E will bkgresd to form one
intersection, with NC80 intersecting US 19E to the sauith SR 1307 intersecting US
19E from the north. This will improve access and saéthis intersection.

Removal of the existing 4-barrel, 11'x11’ box culvert ag Birabtree Creek is
proposed. The culvert will be replaced by dual, 216-foot lomdges at this crossing to
minimize the project’s impact to the critical habitdtthe Appalachian Elktoe mussel
which exists in the project vicinity.

VI. BASIS FOR FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Based on a study of the impacts of the proposed actiomjoasmented in the
Environmental Assessment, and on comments from fectadéd, and local agencies, it is
the finding of the North Carolina Department of Transgitoh that the project will not
have a significant impact upon the quality of the humamnatural environment. The
proposed action is not controversial from an environalgrgrspective. No significant
impacts on natural, ecological, cultural, or scenioueses are expected. In view of the
above evaluation, it is determined that a Finding of Nmicant Impact is applicable
for this project. Neither an Environmental Impact Stateinmor further environmental
analysis is required.
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EIS RELOCATION REPORT

North Carolina Department of Transportation
RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

E.LS. D CORRIDOR ' D DESIGN

WBS ELEMENT: l 35609.1.1 l COUNTY Yancey/Mitchell Alternate 3 of 3 Alternate
T.I.P.No.: [ R-2519B
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: US 19E from SR 1186 to the existing multilane west of Spruce Pine
: . ESTIMATED DISPLACEES = . i o Lo ~ . INCOME LEVEL
Type of
Displacees Owners Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-26M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP
Residential 46 19 65 0 0 41 24 0 0
Businesses 3 9 12 0 VALUEOFDWELLING L% DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE
Farms [ 0 0 0 §§ Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent
Non-Profit 1 2 3 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0 0-20M 0 $0-150 2
o ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS o i ol 20-40m 2 150-250 15 20-40m 5 150-250 7
Yes No Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70m 9 250-400 3 40-70m 8 250-400 6
X 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100m 31 400-600 1 70-100m 40 400-600 3
X 2. Will schools or churches be affected by 100 up 4 600 up 0 100ur 18 600 up 5
displacement? TOTAL 46 19 71 23
Will business services still be available REMARKS (respond by N’umber)‘ :
after project? 2. Liberty Co’\:znant Church, Martins Chape! United Methodist Chl;;ch &
Christ Baptist Church.
Will any business be displaced? if so, 3. Will not be disrupted due to the project.
indicate size, type, estimated number of 4. See attached sheet for list of businesses.
employees, minorities, etc. 5. Due to limited rental housing and the number of tenant-displacees, the
project may affect available rental housing in the area.
Will relocation cause a housing shortage? 6. Burnsville Realty, New Horizons Realty & local monthly newspapers and
real estate internet services.
Source for available housing {list). 8. As necessary in accordance with State Law.
Will additional housing programs be needed? 10. if low rent housing is not available at the time of acquisition, public
housing might be necessary.
X 8. Should Last Resort Housing be considered? 11, HUD housing.
X g Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. 12. Given the last resort housing programs and proper lead time it is felt
families? that DSS housing couid be made available to those persons being
displaced. Adequate lead time should be 24-36 months.
13. It is felt that our last resort housing program will enable any person(s)
being displaced to obtain or maintain housing within their financial
means.
X 10. Will public housing be needed for project? 14. Suitable busi sites will be available during the relocation period.
Sources are the same as those listed in No. 6 above.
X 1. is public housing available?
X 12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing ** You may notice a difference in the number of displ, on the Rel ion EIS Report and the Appraisal
housing available during relocation period? Cost Estimate. This is due to
proximity damage being a factor on the Cost Estimate Report (improvements not actually in the proposed
take, but considered damaged
Will there be a problem of housing within to the point of no value) as well as potential loss of access due to the control of access right of way. The
financial means? displacees shown on this report only
jude those Hiy | d within the proposed right of way of this
Are suitable business sites available {list project.
source).
Number months estimated to complete
RELOCATION? 30 months
% 2 9-22-08 2-09-09
Daryt C. Roberts Date Relocation Coordinator Date
Right of Way Agent

FRM15-E



LIST OF BUSINESSES for Alternate 3 of 3:

a)  Liberty Covenant Church * ;

b)  Unnamed Automotive Service & Auto Sales, 2200 SF, 3 employees, O minorities
¢)  Unnamed NC Inspection Station/Rock Quarry business, 3000 SF, 15 employees, 0 minorities
d) G &R Power, 3500 SF, 5 employees, 0 minorities

e} Martins Chapel United Methodist Church *

f)  Chevron Gas/Service Station, 2000 SF, 5 employees, 0 minorities

g)  McGee Body Shop, 1800 SF, 2 employees, 0 minorities

h)  Black Mountain Metal Works, 2200 SF, 4 employees, 0 minorities

i) The Glass Station, 3000 SF, 2 employees, 0 minoritics

j) BP Gas Station/Store, 3000 SF, 5 employees, 0 minorities

k)  Northeast Construction, LLC, 2 employees, 0 minorities

1) Christ Baptist Church *

m)  Murphy’s Auto Center, 1200 SF, 2 employees, 0 minorities

n)  Blue Ridge Paint & Body Shop, 2500 SF, 3 employees, O minorities

0)  Unnamed Carwash, 1500 SF, 1 employee, 0 minorities

* 3 churches are noted above (which are shown on the front page as non-profit). The other 9 are the businesses.
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
MICHAEL F. EASLEY LYNDO TIPPETT
GOVERNOR SECRETARY

February 16, 2007

Mr. Scott McLendon

Regulatory Division - Wilmington
US Army Corps of Engineers

69 Darlington Avenue
Wilmington, North Carolina 28403
Phone: (910} 251-4511

Dear Mr. McLendon:

RE:  R-2519 B, Widen US 19E from SR 1186 to existing multi-lanes west of
Spruce Pine, Mitchell and Yancey Counties, State Project No. 6.909001T

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) is conducting
planning studies for R-2519 B in Mitchell and Yancey Counties. The purpose and
need of this project is to widen US 19E from a two-lane roadway to a multi-lane
facility and improve safety for the traveling public. The project does not utilize
federal funds however, we anticipate that the project will require a Department
of Army permit.

As the lead Federal agency on the project, we are providing you with this
information so that you may review the eligibility and effects determinations
made in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.
These actions were initiated and completed prior to your designation as the lead
Federal Agency, nevertheless, consultation with the State Historic Preservation
Office (HPO) has occurred throughout the project.

An architectural historian conducted a survey for historic structares in 2003 and
two properties were determined eligible for the National Register of Historic

Places (NRHP). The HPO concurred that the Micaville Historic District and the
E.W. & Dottie Huskins House were eligible for the NRHP. In 2005 NCDOT and

MALING ADDRESS: TeLgenong: 9197151800
e FAX: 81857151522

WEBSITE. WWW.NCDOT.ORG

Rarpos NC 276981585



HPO met to discuss effects on the two properties and both parties agreed that the
project would have no effect on the Micaville Historic District and no adverse
effect on the Huskins House provided that NCDOT creates a grassy slope in the
fill section in front of the house that could be easily mowed by the property
owner. Documentation of each of these steps are attached to this letter for your
Yeview.

Archaeological surveys completed in 2004 resulted in the identification of four
sites recommended as eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D. Two of these
sites (31YC31 and 31YC183) will be adversely effected by the proposed project
and will require data recovery investigations. Documentation including the 2004
archaeological technical report and 2005 draft finding of adverse effect is
included for your use in further Section 106 consultations with the HPO relative
to the USACE defined permit areas. Please note that itis our recommendation
that you enter into a Memorandum of Agreement with the HPO concerning the
adverse effects to archacological sites 31YC31 and 31YC183.

I request that you review the attached documentation and determine whether or
not the findings are acceptable to your agency. Once this determination is made,
I would appreciate written confirmation of your findings so that they may be
included in the project record.

If you have any questions concerning the accompanying information, please
corttact me at (919) 715-1515.

Sincerely,

MWJQ‘

Carl B. Goodeg, Jr., P.E.
Human Environment Unit, NCDOT

Attachments
Cc (w/o attachments):
Peter Sandbeck, State Historic Preservation Office
Greg Thorpe, Ph.D., PDEA, NCDOT
Linwood Stone, PDEA, NCDOT
Mary Pope Furr, Historic Architecture, NCDOT
Matt Wilkerson, Archaeclogy, NCDOT
Stephen Claggett, State Archaeologist, Office of State Archacology



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
WILMINGTON DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
151 PATTON AVENUE

ROOM 208
ASHEVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 28801-5006
i};‘;‘zz?s» oF May 7.2007

Regulatory Division

Action 1D 200430631

North Carolina Department of Transportation
Mr. Carl B. Goode, Jr., P.E.

Hurnan Environmental Unit

1583 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1583

Dear Mr. Goode:

Reference your February 16, 2007 letter regarding NCDOT’s planning studies for R-2519
B in Mitchell and Yancey Counties. The proposed project involves the widening of the two-
lane roadway segment of US 19E from SR 1186 to existing multi-lanes west of Spruce Pine,
North Carolina,

Since the project does not utilize federal funds, the Corps of Engineers will serve as the
lead Federal agency with respect to compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act. A section 404 permit will be required for construction of the project as the
undertaking will consist of the discharge of fill material into numerous waters of the United
States throughout the corridor. Based on our review of the available information, we have
determined that the permit area (Area of Potential Effects) will be defined as the entire
construction corridor from the beginning to the end of the R-2519 B project and extend to the
limits of the right-of-way along this distance,

Significant consultation between NCDOT and the State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) has occurred throughout development of the project. The findings of architectural
surveys conducted in 2003 and archaeological surveys conducted in 2004 have identified two
properties determined to be cligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), as well
as four sites recommended as eligible for the NRIP under Criterion D.

The SHPO has concurred that the project will have no effect on the Micaville Historic
District and no adverse effect on the Huskins House provided that NCDOT creates a grassy slope
in front of the house that is casily maintainable by the property owner. It has been determined
that two of the sites, 31YC31 and 31 YC183 will be adversely affected by the proposed project
and will require data recovery investigations.
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We have determined that the coordination to date with the SHPO is acceptable regarding

our Section 106 responsibilities; however, further consultation and the development of a
Memorandum of Agreement will be required for the adverse effects to sites 31YC31 and

31YCI83, In addition, T am forwarding copies of all relevant information to the Tribal Historic
Preservation Office of the Fastern Band of Cherokee Indians (TH P()) as an invitation to
parlicipale as a consulting party in compliance with 36 C.FR. 800. The THPO should provide
this office with any additional information regarding any arcas that may be of religious or
cultural significance to the Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians (EBCT) which could potentially be
impacted by the project. 1t is requested that they respond by letter within 45 days.

Our scope of analysis will be limited to such wetlands. streams, and other waters of the
United States within the permit area, as well as the uplands immediately adjacent to those waters
and wetlands, and the primary, secondary, and cumulative impacts that the activities authorized
by a permit would have on those waters and dssociated uplands.

It additional surveys/studies are warranted as a result of the information received from
the THPO, we will coordinate with yvour office in order to fulfill our obligations in the Section
106 process. I you have any further questions. please contact me at (828) 271-79840, extension
225.

Sincerely,

D) m»v%@ﬁl/»é Bt

Pavid }?’:al\u
Project Manager
Asheville Regulatory Field Office

Facls:
CF wiencls:

Mr. Tyler Howe

Historie Preservation Specialist
Fastern Band of Cherokee Indians
Tribal Historie Preservation Office
Post Office Box 455

Cherokee, North Carolina 28719

Mz, Renee Gledhill-Earley

State Historic Preservation Office

North Carolina Depurtiment of Cultural Resources
4617 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-4617
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EPA Review of B-2576 & R-2519B

Subject: EPA Review of B-2576 & R-2519B
Date: Mon, 07 Nov 2005 10:47:02 -0500
From: Militscher.Chris @epamail.epa.gov
To: bdkluchar@dot.state.nc.us, thart@dot.state.nc.us, jbridges @dot.state.nc.us
CC: angie.pennock @saw02.usace.army.mil, steven.w.Jund @ saw02.usace.army.mil,
clarence.coleman @fhwa.dot.gov, gthorpe @dot.state.nc.us, mdickens @dot.state. nc.us

Teresa/Bryan/James: Based upon your re-organization, I'm not positive who are the current project
managers for these two project. I completed EPA's review of the Addendum to the Federal EA for
B-2576 & the State EA for R-2519B.

B-2576 is a non-Merger project located in Statesville, Iredell Co. EPA reviewed the April 2004 EA and
had no environmental issues or concerns at that time. EPA notes that the Addendum primarily
addresses local community concerns and the specific relocation of a church. EPAS has no
environmental concerns concerning the revised Alternative A.

R-2519B is a Merger project and EPA has been previously involved with this 7.5 mile widening project
for US 19E from Micaville to Spruce Pine, Yancey and Mitchell Counties. The EA is generally a very
thorough document. EPA appreciates the inclusion of Table 1, Summary of Impacts. These summary
tables, when comprehensive, substantially aide in EPA's timely review of the EA. Table 1 includes
potential impacts to all key environmental indicators. For the Best-fit Alternative, wetland impacts
are estimated at 0.869 acres and stream impacts at 9,365.9 linear feet. EPA anticipates that
additional avoidance and minimization measures can additionally reduce potential stream impacts.
Based upon EPA's BASELINE analysis for WESTERN WIDENING projects, stream impacts typically
range between 500-600 linear feet per mile of widening (i.e., 548.1 linear feet per mile). This
project indicates potential stream impacts at 1,248.8 linear feet per mile of widening improvement.
As with the R-2519A project, EPA hopes that NCDOT fully explore all on-site stream mitigation
opportunities along US 19E. EPA plans to stay actively involved in this Merger project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions, please contact me at your
convenience. Also, please feel free to forward these comments to the newly-assigned PDEA projects
managers.

Christopher A. Militscher, REM, CHMM

USEPA Raleigh Office
919-856-4206

lTofl 2/7/2006 12:19 PM



Tennessee Valley Authority, 400 West Summit Hill Drive, Knoxville, Tennessee 37902-1499

October 27, 2005

Gregory J. Thorpe, Ph.D., Director

Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch
North Carolina Department of Transportation

1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1548

Dear Dr. Thorpe:

STATE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA) - US 19E IMPROVEMENT
PROJECT FROM SR 1186 IN MICAVILLE TO THE EXISTING MULTILANE WEST
OF SPRUCE PINE, YANCEY AND MITCHELL COUNTIES, NORTH CAROLINA,
STATE PROJECT NUMBER 6.909001T, R-2519B

Thank you for the opportunity to review the EA for the proposed four-lane construction
of US 19E between Micaville and Spruce Pine. TVA appreciates the opportunity to
participate in the interagency concurrence process and to serve as a cooperating
agency in the state environmental review process during the development of this
project. It appears that the major environmental issues have been addressed in the
EA. At this time, we have the following comments and suggestions.

e Section V.E.3.d., Federally Protected Species. As indicated in the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service letter of December 11, 2002, there is a potential cumulative
effects issue with other bridge replacement actions on the North Toe River. This
could be acknowledged here, along with the note that the ongoing Section 7
consultation is considering potential cumulative effects to the Appalachian elktoe.

o Section V.C.7.b. Archaeological Resources. It is indicated that archaeological
sites 31YC31 and 31ML80 are impacted sites that are eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Later, it is indicated that sites
31YC31 and 31YC183 are within the project’s Area of Potential Effect (APE) and
cuiturally significant. These conclusions appear io be inconsistent and the status
of all three sites as to their NRHP-eligibility and whether they would be affected
should be clarified.

TVA appreciates the opportunity to serve as a cooperating agency on this project.
Upon completion of the Finding of No Significant Impact, please send a copy to this
office. We look forward to continued participation in the concurrence process for this
project. Should you have any questions, please contact Harold M. Draper at (865)
632-6889 or hmdraper@tva.gov.

Sincerely,

Jon M. Li ey, M
NEPA Administration
Environmental Policy and Planning



€ North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission &l

Richard B. Hamilton, Executive Director

TO: Gregory J. Thorpe, Environmental Management Director
Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch, NCDOT

FROM: Marla Chambers, Western NCDOT Permit Coordinator 7’? 751/1,5‘:1 Wﬁw
Habitat Conservation Program, NCWRC

DATE: November 21, 2005

SUBJECT:  Review of the Environmental Assessment for improvements to US 19E from SR
1186 in Micaville to the existing multilane section west of Spruce Pine, Yancey
and Mitchell Counties. TIP No. R-2519B.

North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) has submitted for review an
Environmental Assessment (EA) document for the subject project. Staff biologists with the
North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC) have reviewed the information
provided and have participated in field and concurrence meetings for the project. These
comments are provided in accordance with the provisions of the National Environmental Policy
Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(c)) and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as
amended; 16 U.S.C. 661-667d).

NCDOT proposes to widen US 19E to a four-lane divided highway with partial control of
access for a project length of approximately 7.5 miles. The document indicated approximately
0.87 acres of wetlands at eight locations and about 9,366 linear feet of stream will be impacted.
Of the 68 jurisdictional streams located in the project study area, 33 are expected to be impacted
by the proposed action. The project crosses the South Toe River, Cranberry Creek and several
other tributaries, all designated as trout waters by the North Carolina Division of Water Quality
(NCDWQ). The South Toe River is designated B Tr ORW (Outstanding Resource Waters) and
nearly all of its tributaries are classified as ORW. The following protected species have been
found in the South Toe River in the US 19E project area: Appalachian elktoe (4lasmidonta
raveneliana), federal and state Endangered (E); wavy-rayed lampmussel (Lampsilis fasciola),
state Special Concern (SC); blotchside logperch (Percina burtoni), state E; olive darter (Percina
squamata), Federal Species of Concern (FSC) and state SC; and hellbender (Cryprobranchus
alleganiensis), FSC and state SC.

Mailing Address: Division of Inland Fisheries + 1721 Mail Service Center * Raleigh, NC 27699-1721
Telenhone: (919)707-0220 o Fax: (919) 707-0028



US 19E, TIP No. R-2519B
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It is important to note that although the South Toe River carries the Trout designation by
NCDWAQ, the river is expected to be too low in the watershed for trout reproduction in the
project vicinity and will require a different moratorium than the rest of the project. As indicated
in our scoping letter, dated May 23, 2003 and included in the EA document, NCWRC
recommends an in-water work moratorium from April 1 to June 30 in the South Toe River to
protect the Appalachian elktoe, blotchside logperch, and olive darter during their breeding
seasons, as well as smallmouth bass reproduction. Cranberry Creek and other perennial stream
crossings should have an in-water and 25-foot trout buffer work moratorium from October 15 to
April 15. Sediment and erosion control measures should adhere to the design standards for
sensitive watersheds and be strictly maintained until project completion.

Indirect and cumulative impacts are a concern for this project. While much of the land is
unsuitable for development due to steep topography, it is likely that small-scale retail or
industrial uses or single family residential uses would locate along and near the project corridor.
Also, there are plans to extend sewer and water service along US 19 E in the project area. Local
planners indicate there is development momentum along the roadway and they support the
potential for economic benefits resulting from the project and subsequent development. NCDOT
should provide strong stormwater treatment that will protect water quality, sensitive species, and
aquatic habitats at current and future levels of development. We strongly encourage local
officials to guide future development in a manner that will protect wildlife habitat, water quality,
and aesthetic values that are also important to tourists that visit this area and therefore valuable to
the local communities. Wetlands, streams, and wide natural areas surrounding these features
should be preserved in perpetuity for many long-term benefits.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this project. If you have any
questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (704) 545-3841.

ce: Marella Buncick, USFWS
Brian Wrenn, NCDWQ
Sarah McRae, NCNHP
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OFFICIAL PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT
Combined Public Hearing for US 19E Improvements
From SR 1186 in Micaville to the Existing Multilane Section West of Spruce Pine
Mayland Community College
February 21, 2006
TIP #R-2519B

Good evening. I would like to welcome you to the public hearing for the US 19E

highway improvements between Micaville loop to the existing multi-lane section west of
Spruce Pine. We appreciate the opportunity to come out and speak with everybody
tonight. My name is Ed Lewis. I’'m a Public Involvement Officer with the North
Carolina Department of Transportation. I’ll be your Moderator for tonight’s public
hearing.

I want to do a few more introductions. First off, we have several folks here tonight from
DOT and some other folks as well. The first person I would like to introduce tonight is
Representative Phillip Frye. Thank you sir for coming out. From the local Department
of Transportation, we have Mr. Ricky Tipton who is the Division Construction Engineer.
We have Norman Redford who is with our Right of Way Branch. We have Mr. John
Taylor. (Tape goes out at this point so it will pick up at more introductions.) Also from
our Right of Way Branch we have Mr. Kevin Brandon. A lot of you had an opportunity
to talk to some of those folks over here earlier tonight. We also have Mr. Darryl Roberts.
Thank you Darryl. And, Mr. Tom Battle. Thank you Tom.- From our Roadway Design
Branch, we have Brenda Moore. Thank you Brenda. We have Reeka Patel and also
Catrina Washington. Then from our Project Development and Environmental Analysis
Branch we have Mr. Linwood Stone, Mr. Bryan Kluchar, Karen Reynolds, Steve Brown,
Ryan Huff, and then he’s out there manning the table. I’ve got Kimberly Hinton, with
me tonight, and Mr. Jamille Robbins. Bryan Kluchar wrote the environmental document
that we’re going to talk a little bit about tonight and the results of it that you see on the
map. That project is switching over to Karen Reynolds. She’ll be handling it after
tonight from here on out.

I appreciate Mayland Community College also for allowing us to use the facilities
tonight.

All right, did everybody get a handout when they came in or when they signed in? If you
don’t have one and you need one, raise your hand and we’ll get you one. Kimberly is
going to get some for you so just raise your hand and she’ll take those up to you. We’ll
wait just a moment. Okay, go ahead and raise your hand and we’ll get those up to you.
Raise them high please. Okay, let’s go ahead and look at that handout. On the front,
there’s a number up there and it’s called the TIP number. It’s R-2519B. If you write in
to me or to anybody else about this project, please use that number and we’ll know
gxactly which project that it’s about. Let’s go ahead and turn to the next page.

We'll just go through this real quickly and then we’ll go through the map. Then we’ll
also take your recorded comments as well. The Purpose of the Project, the project calls
for providing transportation improvements to US 19E. The purpose of the project is to
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add vehicle capacity, improve roadway design and improve highway connections to the
other areas along the exiting US Highway 19E corridor. What we’re doing is we’re
adding capacity. We’re adding more room for more cars to be out there on 19E. So there
will be an extra lane in each direction separated by a 20-foot median. As you all know the
road is pretty curvy right and left and up and down. We want to go ahead and try to
improve that as well, so we’re going to do that. Also, the reason we’re wanting to do it is
that, as you all know, 19E is a pretty important highway not only here locally but
regionally as well. It connects Asheville to Boone. So it’s a very important regional
highway, it’s a very important local highway.

The Purpose of the Public Hearing. We’re here tonight to do what we did 3 years ago
and what we’ve done if you’ve called us or written us. We want to hear from you.

We’re out here tonight to let you know where we are in the process. The map shows that.
But we also want to give you all an opportunity to tell us what you think or ask us
questions about this project. It’s a continuing effort on our part to get input from the
public so that input can be incorporated into the development and the continuing
development of this project. So it’s very important. That’s the purpose.

Again, your Participation, that’s what we’re out here for. We want to hear from you
tonight during the formal recording that we’re doing now. You’re going to hear people
say things that you do not agree with. That’s perfectly okay. I may say some things that
you may not agree with, that’s okay. We want to respect what everybody says even
though our opinions may be different. We’re not going to make any decisions tonight.
We’re not going to hold a vote tonight to see what we’re going to do. Really we’re out
here to make sure we’ve covered everything that we need to cover. We’ve already found
out tonight that there’s a couple of businesses that are not out here that we need to locate.
We just found out right before we started that there’s a trucking company that we’re
going to have to look at and see if we can help that business out. Again, our opinions are
going to be different. Again, we want to respect each other’s opinions. I’m not going to
try to convince you of anything. I’m just here to let you know where we are and what
we’re going to do and to also get some input from you all.

Okay, let’s turn to the next page. What is Done with the Input? Well for the next 30
days we’re going to be taking comments from you all. You don’t have to leave them
with us tonight. You can go home, think about it, think about it over the next week or so,
write me a good letter, send it in to me. After that 30-day period, we’re going to set up a
meeting at DOT and we’re going to go through all of those comments. We’re going to
find out some things that we didn’t know. We’re going to see if we can probably take
care of some of the those issues that have come up. Some of the issues we may not be
able to come up with a solution. Even after that meeting, we’ll have a meeting with
Federal and State agencies to talk about the project and determine what else we can do as
far as the road project. We will have minutes transcribed of the meeting tonight. We’re
recording it. We’ll also have minutes of the post hearing meeting that will be available as
well.

The Need for the Project. Let’s go to the next section there. “Capacity”, I used that term
a while ago. Really, as I say there, it really talks about the number of cars that passes a
given segment of road in an hour. That’s a way that we measure how good the road is
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performing. There’s other measures too. As you go on down there we talk about levels
of service. We’ve got different levels of service that we talk about “A” through “F”, “A”
being good “F” being bad. Right now, we’re operating at a level of service “D” near
Micaville and a level of service E near Spruce Pine. Now that’s right now. In 2025,
which is what we design for, if we didn’t do anything to the road, we would be at a level
of service “E” which is unacceptable. That means you would have pretty much a parking
lot out there. If I went ahead and did these improvements based on our calculations and
studies, we would end up with a level of service “B” in the year 2025, which is much
better.

As I talked about before, 19E has several curves out there. We’re going to try to smooth
those out and straighten those out as much as we can up here in the mountains and
everything. Also, I talked about how important US 19E is there to the local folks and to
the regional folks as well. It is part of the Strategic Highway Corridor. The Strategic
Highway Corridor Program was set up to increase mobility in a region and to provide a
longer lasting road that’s going to serve the state longer.

The Project Description. Let’s go to the next page. The project is about 7 ¥ miles long.
Again, I just talked about that, what we’re going to do. We’re proposing to widen US
19E to a four-lane median divided road from Micaville Loop to the four-lane section
there near Spruce Pine. I’ve got a couple of figures here that I refer to. If you look in the
back, Figure 1 is just a line map. It kind of shows the project and it’s relationship to
Micaville, Newdale and Estatoe.

The next page is the typical section. Typically, that’s what the road is going to look like.
You can see that we’ve got 24 feet of pavement out there. That’s two 12-foot lanes in
each direction. If you look right in the middle, we’ve got a 20-foot median. We’ve got a

- 10-foot shoulder there just beside both lanes and a 4-foot. Four foot of that is actually

paved for depth and that’s to accommodate bicycles. After that, you can see where we tie
back in to the existing ground.

Okay, let’s go back to where we were. As you all know, additional right of way is going
to be needed for the project. We’re actually getting into a lot of residences and
businesses in order to widen the road out enough to get those four lanes in there. The
design speed is set up for 60 miles per hour. It won’t be signed at 60 miles per hour,
more than likely it will be signed at 55 but that decision will be made a little further down
the line. I think for the most part it is 55 out there in most sections. With the 60 miles
per hour design speed, we could sign it for 55 and most motorists would be able to drive
it 55. Again, we’ll make that decision a little ways down the road.

The project is typically scheduled to start the right of way acquisition process in June of
2009 and construction in October of 2010. I say tentative because these schedules
sometimes change. If they do, we usually try to get the word out to everybody and the
news media and let you know that.

The next part there, the Proposed Project Information. It’s just a quick look as far as
what’s going on there. If you look at the relocatees, it should be 101. I can’t do math,
I'm sorry. Ididn’t add up those things correctly. But again, that number may change up
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or down when we get into the final design stages of the process here. Another correction
we just found out Friday, the roadway cost has gone up. It has now gone up to
$53,600,000. So it’s gone up a couple of million dollars. The right of way cost will stay
the same. That gives you a total new cost of $65,440,000.

Now the most important piece of paper in this packet is the last piece of paper. So
everybody turn to it please. It’s the comment sheet. A lot of you have filled it out
tonight. This is just one way you let us know what your questions, concerns and issues
are about this project. You can use this form. My contact information is down here.
You can choose just a straight email to me or send something on your letterhead as long
as you send it to this information here. Ifit’s a roadway question, I’ll go ahead and pass
it on to the roadway folks. Ifit’s a planning question, I’ll get it to the planning folks.

- Again, once all those comments are in, we’ll have a meeting and we’ll go over all those

comments. Now if you’ll look down at the bottom, I’ve given you a few extra days to get
the comments in. I would like to get them in by March 24. So, you’ve got 30+ days to
get those comments in to me. Again, as I said, we go through all of those once we get
those in. Again, you can choose to leave them with me tonight. You can mail them in to
me. You can fax them to me. I’ve got all the different ways that you can contact me
right down here. We do want to hear from you. Half of what we’re here for is to let you
know what’s going on. You need to tell us what you think and what your concerns are
and what your issues are. If we don’t hear from you, we won’t know that there’s an
issue. Now is the time. We were out here 3 years ago. We were pretty wide open with
what we were going to be able to do. We really didn’t know what we had out here and
what we were going to do but we’re starting to narrow it down as far as what we can do

- out here. Let’s go ahead and get those comments in to me so we can go ahead and

address those.

Okay, with that we’ll go ahead and I’ll go ahead and go through the map really quickly.
Okay, let’s talk about the colors on this map first. This is what we call a public hearing
map. This map is a representation of the State EA or the State Environmental
Assessment that Brian wrote for this project. So the colors, let’s talk about the colors.
Probably the most important color on this map is the Light Green color. I think that
everybody who had an opportunity early tonight realizes that is the proposed right of way
that we’re going to need to purchase in order to build the project. The Dark Green color
is the existing right of way that we already have. We’ve got all this information on the
legend here as well. The Orange color is the existing road that is out there now that we
are going to re-pave. That’s the part of the road that we’re going to use. The Yellow
color represents the new part of the road, the other part that we’re going to build. The
Red color represents structures associated with the highway like bridges or culverts or
pipes or tile, retaining walls or anything like that. Of course the Blue color represents
water bodies. The Brown represents structures, houses, sheds, and businesses. As we
talked about earlier tonight what we’ve had a lot of is where the Green gets over into the
Brown, that’s where our right of way gets into a business or a residence. I hope that
everybody that has happened to has seen that tonight and has had an opportunity to talk to
one of our right of way agents. That means that we will have to purchase that building.
We’re going to talk about some right of way things in just a minute. Of course again, I
said Blue is water. Then the Gray is the existing road that is going to stay there. Then
we’ve got the Gray with the hatch mark, that’s existing road that’s going to go away.
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So starting down here on this end of the project on the Burnsville side is Micaville Loop
Road. This is where we start the two lanes and we’re widening to the south side. North
is straight up, south is down on the map. We’re coming through. Here where Micaville
Loop comes back in, we’ve got what is called a full movement intersection here where
folks will be able to come from this direction and turn left and hit the Micaville Loop or
they can come in and turn right in here. They can actually come from Micaville Loop
and turn left and go back this way. This situation, the folks coming down from White
Town Road, they’re not going to be able to turn left. We’re going to ask them to go
down here and turn right and do a U-turn down here. We’re going to have to look and
see about getting a U-turn location down here. But, we’ve got similar situations to this
all the way through the whole map, through Micaville, through Newdale, and through
Estatoe as well. You’re probably asking why are these big green areas not in other
places? Well this is areas where we either have what we call field sections or cut sections
so they’re may be a hole there that we have to fill in. There may be a cliff there that we
may have to float back. That’s why we need the extra property in there.

This is Rice Road. That is also what we would call a full movement intersection. You
can turn left in and left out. Here at Stream Road, we’re cul-de-sacing the access to 19E
here but you’ll still have access just like you’ve always had over here. This again would
be what we call a full movement intersection. Everybody can make any move that they

~want to. Here’s the bridge of the South Toe River. We’re going to replace it and put two
- bridges in for each direction of traffic. Again, we’re widening to the south side there.

-Let us go to the next map. This is getting into the Newdale community. Here we’ve got

a situation where the folks coming from Dennon Road would be able to turn right or left.
The folks coming up out of Blackjack Road would only be able to turn right. The way

- that works is if you’re not going to be able to turn left out of your business or home,

we’re going to ask you to turn right and go down to a safe U-turn location which would
be one of these intersections that we’ve got set up for that to turn back in that other
direction. Even with the extra lanes out there, it’s going to be pretty difficult to try to
make a left turn in some of those places. Again, it’s those places where we don’t have
these full movement intersections. Sycamore Circle, we’re also cutting it off here. The
access would remain the same in this location.

Newdale Church Way will have their access here and down here as well. You can see
this area right here, this big patch of Yellow. That’s extra pavement that’s going to allow
larger vehicles to make a turn around, a U-turn there. So we don’t have them set up at
every U-turn location but we’ve got them set up at certain locations along the project so
they can make that turn as safely as possible. Of course the next road is Aubuckle Road.
Aubuckle Road is also a full movement intersection so you can turn left into and out of
and right into and right out of. Here at Hamlock, at Hamlock is what we refer to as a
right in, right out. What that means is that you would only be able to turn right in and
you would only be able to turn right out. There would be no left turns into or out of that
type of intersection. What you would do is you would come down to Crabtree Creek
Road, do your U-turn there if you get to back towards Burnsville. Crabtree Creek Road
has a full movement intersection as well. Again you can see that we’re well widening for
the most part to the north.
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Okay, here at Hoot Owl Road, Hoot Owl Road would be a full movement intersection as
well. Here at Burrelson Road, we’re cutting off access here at the cul-de-sac but they will
still have access like they normally do. Brushy Creek Road and Penland Road will have
full-legged, full movement intersection. You can turn left, right go straight across a full
movement type of intersection type of move. Old US 19, again we’ll cul-de-sac it in this
location but the access down here, will still remain. Here is another one of those
locations where we’ve got what we call the bulb out location where the big tractor trailers
can come in and make those turns, those U-turns there. As we continue on through
Estatoe, you can see where we’re trying to straighten some of these sharp turn out. We
continue on up to Ted Miller Road and we get to that intersection. That’s a full
movement intersection. That ties in to the existing four-lane section. We’ve got a couple
of notes up here on the map. One is what is called a proposed partial control of access. If
you’ve got an access to US 19E now, you’ll continue to have access if you’re not a
relocated person. If you have access to US 19E by some other road, we may limit your
access or eliminate our access to 19E. That’s what that means. You’ve got a larger
property with a large amount of frontage, we may look maybe at another access point as
well. Again, this is what is in your handout.

There is the typical section that is basically what it’s going to look like. Some of you
may notice some numbers that have circles around them. Those correspond to those lists
over here. What it is, is it’s the property owner names were so small based on the scale
of this map that we couldn’t get the name in there so that’s what these represent over
here. Again, we’ve got a note that these are preliminary plans. They’re still subject to
change but they’re not going to change that much. There is some fine turning that we
need to do.

There’s one other thing I’d like to go over. There’s one page I missed and it was the
second most important page, the Right of Way Procedures. We’ve advertised the project
for the last 30 days in the paper. 1had the opportunity to talk to a lot of your fellow
citizens about the project and about the rumors that have been going around and
everything. Really these right of way procedures are a required process that we go
through. If we’re going to acquire your property, there is several things that we have to
do and we’ve got them listed there, one through four. Number one, treat all owners and
tenants equally. Number two, fully explain the owners rights. Number three, pay just
compensation in exchange for property rights. And, furnish relocation advisory
assistance. We also pay the current market value. We’ve had our right of way folks here
tonight. Those are the folks who are eventually going to be coming out and talking with
you. Once we get the final design done as we talked about in 2009, our location and
surveys folks are going to come out and if we’re going to buy any right of way from you,
they’re going to stake that line out on your property. Then our right of way agents will
set up a time to come out and meet with you at a time at your convenience to talk about
what that line means and go through this whole right of way acquisition process. It’s the
same also if they have to purchase your entire property, if they have to get your house or
your business, it’s the same process. We’ve got to be clear and open and honest as we’re
going to be. We’re going to let you know what your rights are. We’re going to explain
the whole process to you. So by the end of it, you’ll be pretty close to an expert in this
whole right of way process.
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We’ve had some brochures that were available tonight. If you didn’t get a chance to pick
those up, and you are going to have some right of way that is going to be purchased by
the department, make sure you get one of those “Frequently Asked” brochures. We’ve
also got the “Relocation Assistance Program” brochures that is also available if you are a
business or a resident relocatee.

Again, there is no mystery about it. There’s no black box. There’s no smoking mirrors.
It’s all out in the open. You’ve asked questions and I’ve told folks who have called me
up in the last couple of weeks, get you a pad and piece of paper and start writing
questions down now because you’ve got questions now and you’ve got three years to be
thinking about what you need to do. The folks that you really need to be talking to are
the folks from our Right of Way Branch. Okay?

Okay. Now comes the part of the program where you get an opportunity to ask us
questions or make comments. Again, we are recording these. We’ll try to answer them
tonight. Some of them we may not be able to answer here tonight. Just bear with us.
What we’re going to do is make sure we get the best answer possible. It may mean that
we need to go back to Raleigh and figure out exactly the best way to answer your
questions. We had a speakers’ roster out here. Anybody who wanted to sign up to speak
could do so. I'm going to go through that list. I don’t have any time limits on any of the

- speakers here tonight. Again, if you feel uncomfortable speaking in front of a large

audience, again, that comment sheet carries the same weight as what you would say here
tonight. We look at both of them and they both carry the same weight.

So with that, again, I’'m going to call people up. I would like you to state your name
clearly, your address and then make your comments. Again, let’s keep in mind that
everybody has their opinion and their own concern. Let’s respect each other’s opinion
and everything.  With that, I’11 go ahead and call the first name. Then, that person can
come up and ask his question and make his comments. Jerry Garland. Jerry Garland.
Okay. Some folks may have accidentally signed this. That’s okay that if they have
accidentally signed this rather than a regular sign-in roster, don’t worry about it. Sherrill
Byrd. Okay. Dale Shook. Okay. James Hayle. Maybe James Hagle. Larry Fortner.
Again these are signatures, I’'m having difficulty reading some of them and I apologize.
Representative Phillip Frye.

Representative Phillip Frye: Thank you Mr. Lewis and the Department of
Transportation representatives. I appreciate y’all being here tonight to have this public
hearing. Some of us have waited a long time to just get to this point tonight. 1am Phillip
Frye. Irepresent the 84" District in the North Carolina House. That’s Mitchell, Avery,
Yancey and part of Caldwell County.

So this road, you know how important it is to me and how important it is
to the District. I was just getting ready to tell you that Senator Keith Presnell would have
been here but he is in Raleigh today for a meeting. But Senator Presnell has just showed
up. He can speak for himself now.
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I just want to let you all know that I’ve been working hard to try to get this
project moved along. I’ll continue to do everything I can. If you’re not from around here
in Mitchell, Avery, Yancey, it’s hard to understand to the importance of this one
highway. Yancey County doesn’t have any four lane. Mitchell County has got just a
little teenie bit if you can call it a four-lane highway. Of course Avery is in the same
situation. Government Martin put this on the plan when he was Governor back in 1995
or 1996, I’'m not sure of which. He called it part of his intra state corridor system. That’s
when he was planning corridors for most people in the rural areas. It would put at least
10 miles of a four-lane highway for everybody who lived in North Carolina. We’ve been
10 years getting to tonight. Nobody but us can even start to imagine the impact that this
is going to have on Mitchell, Avery, Yancey Counties. This is going to help
tremendously when it opens up Yancey and Mitchell to I-26. When we are talking to
companies coming in here, wanting to create industry and wanting to create jobs, they
say, let’s see your road situation. It ain’t been too good and you know it. It’s been a
disappointment for us to try to sell our area for good jobs. But now we can tell them
look, you come on now and we guaranteed you it ain’t going to be long, just a few years
you’re going to have access to I-26 just a few miles away. Even more importantly when
these other projects R-2519B, R-2566 and all the others going up through, if you can
imagine a corridor going from Mars Hill through Boone, through Watauga County and
into Virginia. This will be, I think, one of the last corridors that can possibly be built to
accommodate Western North Carolina. If you could imagine up in Virginia all that
traffic, all the tourists, plus all the tractor trailers, all of the economy, now having to
travel down 81 and down through Tennessee in order to get on down to 26 and down into
Georgia. We’re going to see a tremendous amount of those vehicles coming right down
the highway right here helping our economy in ways that we can never ever realize
except the ones of us that are here that have been waiting and praying for this road for so
long.

So having said that, I just want to let you all know that I’ll do everything
in my power to keep this on track to hopefully speed it up if at all possible. We certainly
don’t want any delays if we can. We have been very patient and we have waited a long
time. We do have some jobs coming in now and a lot of it is on the promise of this road.
This will continue to help us tremendously in doing what we need to do for you. You
have my assurance that I will do everything I can. As I’ve told a lot of you tonight, when
you do see those little glitches and those little problems that are creeping up, I want to be
involved. Give me a call and I speak for Keith too I’'m sure. Give Keith a call. We will
pass the word along to these gentlemen and try to get those glitches worked out so that it
can be the best situation for us possible. I’m just very proud to represent you all and glad
this road is finally coming. Thank you very much.

Moderator: Thank you Mr. Frye. Senator Presnell did you want to say
anything tonight? Okay. Okay. Now the next person on the list is Peter Franklin. Come

on up here. State your name and address.

Peter Franklin: I’m Peter Franklin. I live in Estatoe at the Red Bird Road across
from (Inaudible) Road.
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I signed the list because I want to make a comment and I had some
questions. First off, one of my questions is we have 30 days to write you and address our
concerns. But, the project is going to be taking place over the next 10 years. With
changes in that and all are we going to be able to make comments all throughout in order
to request changes if we don’t agree with something? Is that correct?

Moderator: That’s a good question. The 30 day comment period is for us to
have good ample opportunity to answer questions as good as we can. As the project goes
forward there’s another environmental document that we will have to write but as we
continue to go through the design process these things are going to come up. Again,
we’ll just meet them as they come up.

Peter Franklin: One of the other concerns that I had in looking at the maps is for
our road in particular is the turn out and certain roads that aren’t getting a turn out they’re
going to have to drive a good ways down to make a U-turn just to get to Spruce Pine or to
Burnsville whichever county is closer to you that you normally go to. That’s something
that I want to make sure that all of us have an opportunity to fight for our openings to get
out on this road.

I guess my last comment is that, you know, growing up here all my life
seeing new roads as they’re built we get a bypass in Spruce Pine when I'm a little boy

-which is a four lane road that opens up to a crooked two lane road. They dropped the

speed limit to 45 on it. The two lane road is a 55. We’ve got a nice four lane going to
Marion and they dropped it to 45 and then finally after some complaining got it back to

50 at least. We don’t need a highway patrol speed trap from here to Mars Hill. We’ve
.got enough of that. We would like to see 50 miles and hour that way we can keep it all

the way through. Thank you.

Moderator: Thank you Peter for those comments. Any other questions that
come up like those after tonight go ahead and send that in and we’ll look at it with the 60
miles per hour design speed. That’s the design in which a vehicle can travel the safest.
Normally if we have a design speed set at 60 miles per hour it is rare if ever that we
actually sign a road for 60 miles and hour. Again, we’ll make a decision as to what the

- road will be signed at, at a later time. Again, any comments that come up, you’ve got our

contact information here. Even after the 30 days you can go ahead and give us a call and
we’ll have an opportunity to have a look at it.

Conrad Weatherman. No comment? Okay sir. Shawn Hartley. Okay.

Okay, that is it as far as everybody that signed up to speak. I’ll now open
up the podium to anybody else that has a comment or questions. If you do have a
comment or questions and you would like to speak it tonight if you would please raise
your hand. Okay sir, come on down.

David Hughes: My name is David Hughes. I'm the Fire Chief at the

Spruce Pine Fire Department. I know it doesn’t say Spruce Pine up there but we do have
a station in the Estatoe Community.
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My question to the representatives here, in the past highway projects that
you’ve done, what 7 72 miles section of highways have you done that took two fire
stations?

Moderator: I wouldn’t be able to answer that tonight. I don’t think there are

that many though.
David Hughes: I don’t think so either. You as homeowners in those

‘affected areas need to understand that if for any reason your fire station is deemed

inoperable you insurance class rating goes to a 10. You as a homeowner will be subject
to those insurance premium changes. My question to the State is what provisions have
they made to relocate the fire departments that they will be taking?

Moderator: We have dealt with fire departments on other projects. Access to
the road has been a big question. Because he is right, there’s a lot of things the way a fire
department is located that does affect your insurance. Right now if a fire department is a
relocation, again we will work real hard with the fire department to try to determine a
new location that is going to be to the best benefit of the community. Right now I won’t
be able to say anything to night as far as where those relocations might be but on other
projects similar to this where we had claims and concerns from other fire departments
we’ve actually gone out and met with them and scheduled meetings and made sure that
we’ve heard exactly what they are telling us. We’re able to tell them what we can and
can’t do. But again, the situation right now allows us about 3 years to figure that out.
Again, we won’t be purchasing any right of way for 3 years. So we’ve got 3 years to
figure out if indeed these need to be relocated and where we can relocate those. We’ll be
depending on the chiefs at both locations to let us know what we need to be looking for
and looking after and everything,

David Hughes: I only speak for the Estatoe Fire Department and those that
are here from that community. I applaud you for your support when we built that fire
department and for Liberty Hill Baptist Church that donated land for exception so that we
have a lease at this time. You should committed to that project. I only inherited that fire

- station when they were looking for somebody to manage it. That’s all we do at Spruce

Pine is we manage and operate it and provide community service. Fire protection is our
primary order of business. If it is relocated, bear in mind, from the point of origin that it
is now, after 5 miles, we move a half a mile closer to Spruce Pine, you may loose fire
protection. Or if we move a half a mile toward Burnsville you people who live on the
(Inaudible) may loose fire protection, which will definitely affect your homeowners
insurance. If you look at the geographical location of that fire station up on that hill there
aren’t a whole lot of places we can go that aren’t already taken or will be taken by the
road. I hope that if the road can be moved a little bit down the hill and leave the fire
station where it is at that would be wonderful. I don’t know if that is feasible but I would
hope that they would at least consider that.

Then my last question is, you are adding a 12 foot roadway in each

direction to carry vehicle traffic. Correct? What traffic travels on the 20 foot section of
green grass?
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Moderator: The 20 foot section of green grass is a median which separates the
traffic in both directions. We talked about capacity earlier. With that type of median in
there and the 10 foot wide shoulders and 24 foot of pavement the room that we have out
there that increases that capacity, that increases that level of service for what we talked
about and again, what we’re doing all across the state on the types of roads. So, there
will be no vehicles that will be allowed in that 20 foot grass area. Now in certain cases
and I’'m just guessing where we have a fire department that may need access across that
median for one reason or the other. Again, that is something that we would want to talk
about with the local fire departments.

David Hughes: That is another concern. If that 20 foot track of grass is not
needed that would move the road 20 foot that way and that might allow the fire station to
stay where it is at. If it’s needed, why not go ahead and take it out and we wouldn’t
endure that cost of digging up that grass and mowing it for all those years that we have to
maintain it. Thank you very much.

Moderator: Thank you for those comments sir. Anyone else tonight who
would like to make a comment or ask a question? Okay, now don’t forget that the
comment sheet that is on the back carries the same weight just as if you came up and
spoke tonight. We’re going to be here a little bit while we’re breaking some things down.
Be sure to grab us if you’ve got a question and let us know. I appreciate everybody
coming out tonight. I look forward to hearing from everybody. Thank you and have a
good night.

Hearing Adjourned.

Ed Lewis, Moderator
Public Involvement Unit
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