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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

Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch

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

Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch, Right of Way Branch, and
Division 13

The Human Environment Unit will provide Right of Way with notification of the prepared
archaeological Date 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

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.

The Roadway Design Unit will coordinate with the Human Env1ronment Unit (HEU)-Archaeology

to accurately depict archaeological sites on the design plans. If design modifications are required,
the Roadway Design Unit will contact the HEU-Archaeology.

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” (15A NCAC
04B.0124). Detailed plans for the placement of appropriate hydraulic drainage structures will be
determined during the final design of the project.

Division 13

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.

Hydraulic Design Unit

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 cooperatlng agency for this
project.

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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State Environmental Assessment

Prépared by the
Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch
of the North Carolina Department of Transportation

SUMMARY

1. Type of Action
This is a North Carolina State Administrative Action, State Environmental Assessment
(SEA).

2. Description of Action

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) proposes to improve
US 19E in Yancey and Mitchell Counties. The project begins at SR 1186 west of Micaville
and ends at the existing multilane section west of Spruce Pine as shown by Figure 1. .
Figure 2 shows an aerial view of the project area. The length of the US 19E improvement
project is approximately 7.5 miles. The purpose of the project is to add capacity, correct
roadway deficiencies, and provide system linkage along US 19E. ’

Improvements to US 19E are state funded and identified as Project Number R-2519B in
the NCDOT’s latest approved Transportation Improvement Program. Proposed
improvements consist of widening two-lane US 19E to a multilane facility. Right of way
acquisition is scheduled to begin in the 2006-2012 Draft TIP during fiscal year 2008.
Construction is scheduled for fiscal year 2010.

3. Alternatives Considered
Two alternatives were considered for the proposed project. The alternatives include the
No-Build Alternative and Build Alternative.

The No-Build Alternative does not increase capacity or correct existing roadway
deficiencies along US 19E. Since the No-Build Alternative does not address the purpose and
need, it is not recommended.

The Build Alternative contains one roadway improvement option along US 19E,
identified as the “Best Fit” Alternate. This improvement option generally follows the
existing alignment of US 19E to minimize impacts to the human and natural environments.
The location of this alignment was approved by the Merger Team during the concurrence
process explained in Section VL

There are a variety of natural and human environment constraints in the Estatoe
Community. Three preliminary alignment options were developed at the request of the
Merger Team to determine the “Best Fit” alignment through this area. The three preliminary



alignment options are approximately 4000 feet in length and identified as Alternate 1,
Alternate 2, and Alternate 3. Alternate 1 widens US 19E to the north, Alternate 2 widens
US 19E to the south, and Alternate 3 widens symmetrically about the existing US 19E
centerline. The Merger Team selected Alternate 2, widen to the south, as the “Best Fit”
alignment through the Estatoe Community. Alternate 2 had fewer residential relocations,
minority relocations, stream impacts, and archaeological site impacts than Alternates 1 or 3.
In addition, Alternate 2 has the lowest total cost of the three design options. Consequently,
Alternates 1 and 3 were eliminated from further consideration.

The proposed typical section for the proposed action includes a four-lane median divided
facility with 10-foot shoulders. Shoulders include four feet of pavement to accommodate
bicycles. Figure 5 shows the typical section for the proposed action.

4. NCDOT Recommended Alternative

The NCDOT recommends the Best Fit Alternate for the improvements proposed in this
State Environmental Assessment. The total estimated cost of the proposed action is
$63,040,400 consisting of $51,200,000 for construction and $11,840,400 for right of way
acquisition.

5. Coordination
The following federal, state, and local agencies were consulted during the preparation of
this Environmental Assessment:
US Army Corps of Engineers — Asheville
US Fish and Wildlife Service — Asheville
US Environmental Protection Agency — Raleigh and Atlanta
Tennessee Valley Authority
NC Department of Administration, NC State Clearinghouse
NC Department of Public Instruction
NC Department of Cultural Resources - SHPO
NC Department of Environment and Natural Resources
Division of Water Quality
Division of Soil and Water Conservation
Division of Forest Resources
Division of Land Resources
Division of Parks and Recreation
NC Wildlife Resources Commission
High Country Regional Planning Organization
Yancey County
Mitchell County
Town of Spruce Pine

6. Summary of Beneficial and Adverse Environmental Impacts

Table 1 contains a summary of the quantifiable impacts associated with the Best Fit
Alternate. The impacts associated with the proposed project are described in detail in
Section V of this document.
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Table 1
Summary of Impacts

Category Units Best Fit Alternate
Length miles 7.5
Residential Relocations total 75
minority 3
Business Relocations total 26
minority 0
Farm Relocations each 0
Total Relocations total 101
Non-Profit Relocations total 5
Potential Hazardous Mat. Sites each 20
Wetlands acres 0.869
Stream Impacts linear feet 9365.90
Natural Communities acres 162.47
o 9
Protected Species each Appalachian elktoe mussel
Historic Architecture properties (No A dveise Effect)
Archaeology sites 2
Air Quality 1-Hour &ﬁ:‘;ﬁﬁ‘;ﬁfg 2.0
Construction Cost Dollars $51,200,000
Right of Way Cost Dollars $11,840,400
Total Cost Dollars $63,040,400

National Ambient 1-hour Air Quality Standards: 35 ppm

7. Actions Required By Other Agencies

Constructing the proposed action will result in impacts to jurisdictional surface waters.
In accordance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344), the US Army
Corps of Engineers will determine which type of permit is needed for the project. NCDOT
will implement erosion and sedimentation control measures, as specified by NCDOT's
“Design Standards in Sensitive Watersheds” (15A NCAC 04B.0124).
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9. Additional Information
Additional information concerning the assessment can be obtained by contacting:

Gregory J. Thorpe, Ph.D., Environmental Management Director
North Carolina Department of Transportation

Project Development and Environmenta] Analysis Branch

1548 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-154g
Telephone 919-733-3 141
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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
I. . PURPOSE AND NEED

A. General Description of Project

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) proposes to improve
US 19E in Yancey and Mitchell Counties. The project begins at SR 1186 on the west side of
Micaville in Yancey County and ends at the existing multilane section west of Spruce Pine in
Mitchell County. The length of the US 19E improvement project is approximately 7.5 miles.
US 19E is identified as a Rural Principal Arterial in the Functional Classification System.
The route is also within North Carolina Strategic Highway Corridor 10 between Asheville
and Boone (I-26, US 19/US 19E, NC 105). Figures 1a and b show the location of the project.
Figure 2 shows an aerial view of the project area.

Improvements to US 19E are state funded. Project Number R-2519B is included in
NCDOT’s latest approved Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). Right of way
acquisition is scheduled in the 2006-2012 Draft TIP for state fiscal year 2008 and
construction is scheduled to begin in state fiscal year 2010.

B. Purpose and Need

The purpose of this project is to add traffic capacity, improve existing roadway
deficiencies, and provide system linkage along US 19E. The need is based on future capacity
limitations and upgrading US 19E as. part of Strategic Highway Corridor 10 in northwest
North Carolina.

C. Traffic Capacity

The term “capacity” is used to express the maximum hourly rate at which vehicles can
reasonably be expected to traverse a point during a given time period under prevailing
roadway and traffic conditions. When traffic volumes approach or exceed the capacity of the
roadway, operating levels of service are diminished and congestion results. Simply defined,
level of service is a qualitative measure that describes operational conditions of a traffic
stream along a roadway or at an intersection of two roadways. Six levels of service are
defined from A to F, with Level of Service A representing the best and Level of Service F the
worst operational conditions.

1. Existing Conditions
Existing average daily traffic volumes along US 19E, within the project limits,
are 11,000 vehicles per day (vpd) near Micaville and 12,000 vpd near Spruce Pine. These
traffic volumes result in a Level of Service D near Micaville and Level of Service E near
Spruce Pine as shown in Figure 3. There are no signalized intersections within the project
limits.



2.  No-Build Conditions - Year 2025
No-Build conditions in the year 2025 assume that US 19E improvements will not
be constructed. By the year 2025, average daily traffic volumes are expected to increase to
18,600 vpd near Micaville and 20,000 vpd near Spruce Pine, resulting in Level of Service E
conditions. Year 2025 traffic volumes are located in Appendix 3.

3.  Build Conditions - Year 2025
The Build condition widens the existing two-lane US 19E to a four-lane divided
facility. Widening US 19E increases capacity to Level of Service B conditions in the

year 2025.

D. Roadway Deficiencies

The existing design along US 19E within the project area has several design
deficiencies according to current NCDOT design practices. The following table separates
these deficiencies into either horizontal (curves to the left or right) or vertical (curves uphill
or downhill) areas of the roadway and the corresponding design speed of the existing curve.
The approximate location of the deficient curves are shown in Figure 4. The proposed
project will improve the design speed of these curves to 60 miles per hour.

Table 2
Existing Deficient Horizontal and Vertical Curves
Horizontal Curves Vertical Curves

. Horizontal . Vertical
Station Design Speed Station Design Speed

50+40 52 mph 45+50 52 mph

61+70 \ 52 mph 72+00 54 mph

- 384+70 47 mph- 87+00 41 mph

397+00 45 mph 97+00 52 mph

412420 50 mph 103+00 52 mph

' 252+00 46 mph

292+00 54 mph

E. System Linkage

The US 19E improvement project is located in northwest North Carolina where
mountains rise to heights over 6000 feet (1800 meters). In addition to providing abundant
recreational opportunities, these mountains form transportation barriers with few roadway
options for travelers in the area. Two and three-lane US 19/US 19E is the most important
transportation facility between Madison, Yancey, Mitchell, and Avery Counties in
northwestern North Carolina. In addition, US 19/US 19E is part of Strategic Highway
Corridor 10 providing regional mobility between Asheville and recreational opportunities in
the Boone area (I-26, US 19/US 19E, NC 105).



US 19/US 19E directly connects travelers in Madison, Yancey, Mitchell, and Avery
Counties with newly constructed I-26 (TIP Project Number A-10). This new section of
interstate recently opened between the US 19 interchange and the Tennessee State line.
Interstate 26 will attract local, regional, and nationwide travelers, thereby enhancing the
importance of US 19/US 19E in northwest North Carolina.

“II. 'EXISTING CONDITIONS

A. Length of Roadway Section Studied
The total length of the project is approximately 7.5 miles.

B. Existing Typical Section
US 19E is currently a two-lane rural highway with travel lane widths of 12 feet and
variable width grass shoulders.

C. Speed Limits
The speed limit through the project area is 55 miles per hour.

D. Sidewalks
No sidewalks are currently in place along US 19E.

E. Right of Way
The existing right of way width along US 19E is approximately 150 feet.

F. Railroad Crossings

There are no active railroad crossings along US 19E. The abandoned Black Mountain
Railroad intersects at-grade with US 19E in Micaville near NC 80. Over the years of railway
inactivity, businesses were established along US 19E within the railroad corridor. There are
no plans to resume railway service.

G. Intersecting Roads

All roadways in the project area have at-grade intersections with US 19E except for the
grade separation at SR 1308 (Double Island Road) in Micaville. All intersections are stop -
sign controlled; there are no traffic signals in the project area.

H. Structures

There are two existing bridges within the project area. Bridge 35 is located inYancey
County at the grade separation of US 19E and SR 1308 (Double Island Road) in Micaville.
The bridge was constructed in 1962 and is in fair condition.

Bridge 43 is located in Yancey County on US 19E over the South Toe River. The
bridge was constructed in 1956 and has an estimated remaining life of 10 years.



I.  Utilities
All major utilities are located within the project area, with the exception of water and
Sewer service.

J.  Bicycle Routes
There are no bicycle routes in the project area.

K. School Bus Data
US 19E is a primary school bus route in Yancey and Mitchell Counties. School buses
use this route to access secondary roads and schools in the project area.

L. Navigable Waters
There are no navigable waters in the project area.

M. Greenways
There are no greenways in the project area.

III. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

Two broad range alternatives were considered for the proposed project. The alternatives
include the No-Build Alternative, and Build Alternative.

A No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative does not increase capacity or correct existing roadway
deficiencies along US 19E. Since the No-Build Alternative does not address the purpose and
need, it is not recommended.

B. Build Alternative

The Build Alternative contains one roadway improvement option along US 19E,
identified as the Best Fit Alternate. This improvement option generally follows the existing
alignment of US 19E to minimize impacts to the human and natural environments. The
location of this alignment was approved by the Merger Team during the concurrence process
explained in Section VL

There are a variety of natural and human environment constraints in the Estatoe
Community. Three preliminary alignment options were developed at the request of the
merger team to determine the “Best Fit” alignment through this area. The three preliminary
alignment options spanned approximately 4000 feet in length and labeled as Alternate 1,
Alternate 2, and Alternate 3. Alternate 1 shifts the US 19E centerline slightly to the north,
Alternate 2 shifts the US 19E centerline slightly to the south, and Alternate 3 widens
symmetrically about the existing US 19E centerline. The merger team selected Alternate 2,
widen to the south, as the Best Fit alignment through the Estatoe Community. Alternate 2
had fewer residential relocations, minority relocations, stream impacts, and archaeological
site impacts than Alternates 1 or 3. In addition, Alternate 2 has the lowest total cost of the
three design options.



IV. PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS

A. Length of the Proposed Project
The total length of the proposed action is approximately 7.5 miles.

B. Typical Section Description

The proposed typical section is a four-lane median divided facility with 10-foot
shoulders. The median is raised with a width of 20 feet. A four-foot paved shoulder width
will accommodate bicycle travel throughout the project. Figure 5 shows the typical section
for the proposed action.

C. Right of Way

The proposed right of way width varies throughout the length of the project and is
dependent on the terrain and other constraints. A minimum right of way width of 150 feet is
needed for the four-lane median divided typical section. The steep terrain in the project area
will extend the cut and fill areas beyond the 150-foot minimum right of way requirement.

D. Access Control

Partial control of access will be used along the US 19E improvement project. Partial
control of access provides one access point for each property owner along US 19E. Median
openings will be spaced according to current design standards.

E. Intersection Treatment and Type of Control

At-grade intersections will be used throughout the proposed project, except for the
grade separation (Bridge 35) at US 19E and SR 1308 (Double Island Road) in Micaville. All
intersections will remain unsignalized, except for the intersection of US 19E and SR 1186 in
Micaville; this intersection is recommended for signalization. Figure 6 shows the lane
configurations of major intersections along US 19E.

F. Speed Limit and Design Speed '

‘ The current speed limit of 55 miles per hour will likely be maintained with the
proposed improvements along US 19E. The design speed is typically 5 miles per hour higher

than the posted speed limit.

G. Maintenance of Traffic
All traffic control devices used on this project will conform to the most current Manual
of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD).

H. Noise Barriers
No noise barriers are proposed as part of this project.

I.  Sidewalks
No sidewalks are proposed along the US 19E improvement pro_]ect



J. Bicycle Accommodations
The typical section selected for the project includes 4-foot paved shoulders. The paved
shoulder is located throughout the project and will accommodate bicycles.

K. Structures

There are two existing bridges along US 19E within the project area. Bridge 35 is
located inYancey County at the grade separation of US 19E and SR 1308 (Double Island
Road) in Micaville. The bridge was constructed in 1962 and is in fair condition. As
proposed, the bridge will be removed and replaced with a new structure.

Bridge 43 is located in Yancey County on US 19E over the South Toe River. The
bridge was constructed in 1956 and has an estimated remaining life of 10 years. As
proposed, the bridge will be removed and replaced with two separated two-lane bridges.

L. Greenways
There are no existing or planned greenways located in the project area.

M. Right of Way Cost
Right of way costs are based on the preliminary design of the three alternates studied in
detail. Right of way costs include: residential and business relocation, land and damage,

utilities, and acquisitions. The estimated right of way cost for the proposed action is
$11,840,400. :

N. Construction Cost

Estimated construction costs are based on preliminary design of the proposed action.
The construction cost estimate includes items such as clearing and grubbing, earthwork,
drainage, structures, paving, and guardrail. The estimated construction cost of the proposed
action is $51,200,000. Table 3 shows the right of way cost, construction cost, and total cost
‘of the Best Fit Alternate.

Table 3
Cost Summary
Cost Item Best Fit Alternate
Construction Cost $51,200,000
Right of Way Cost $11,840,400
Total Cost $63,040,400

0. NCDOT Recommended Alternate

The Best Fit Alternate is the construction option recommended by NCDOT. The Best
Fit Alternate provides the best balance of alignment improvements while minimizing impacts
to the human and natural environment.



V. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

A. Community Description

The proposed action is located in Yancey and Mitchell Counties. Both Yancey and
Mitchell Counties are served by the High Country Council of Governments (COG) and
Regional Planning Organization (RPO) located in Boone, approximately 40 miles to the east
of Spruce Pine.

Small-scale commercial uses (convenience stores, gift shops, etc.) are concentrated
along the US 19E corridor, especially in towns or at major intersections, such as NC 80 in the
Micaville community and NC 226 in Spruce Pine. Some scattered industrial uses can be
found along the corridor, primarily between Burnsville and Spruce Pine. Low-density,
single-family housing is scattered throughout the area, but much of the land is unsuitable for
development due to the steep topography, stream crossings, and wetlands.

B. Farmland

North Carolina Executive Order Number 96, Preservation of Prime Agricultural and
Forest Lands, requires all state agencies to consider the impact of land acquisition and
construction projects on prime farmland soils, as designated by the US Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS). These soils are determined by the SCS based on criteria such
as crop yield and level of input of economic resources.

The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) is designed to minimize the degree to
which federally sponsored programs contribute to the “unnecessary and irreversible
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses,” and to ensure that these programs are
consistent with state, local, and private programs to protect farmland. No published soil
surveys are available for Yancey and Mitchell Counties. Only Christmas tree farms exist
along US 19E; however, it does not appear that these tree farms or transportation to or from
these tree farms would be directly impacted by the proposed action.

C. Social and Economic Effects
1. Community Characteristics
a. Population Characteristics
Over the past decade, this region has experienced slower growth than
North Carolina. This could possibly be attributed to job losses in the manufacturing industry,
increased unemployment rates, and general economic recession. Table 4 indicates that the
Demographic Area had a growth rate of 13.1% from 1990 to 2000, which was higher than in
Spruce Pine (1.0%) and Mitchell County (8.7%) but less than Yancey County (15.3%) and
the State (21.4%).



Table 4
Population Growth, 1990-2000

Population Growth
Area 1990 2000 Difference %0 Change
Demographic Area 7,537 8,523 986 13.1%
Spruce Pine 2,010 2,030 20 1.0%
Mitchell County 14,433 15,687 1,254 8.7%
Yancey County 15,419 17,774 2,355 15.3%
North Carolina 6,628,637 8,049,313 1,420,676 21.4%

Source: US Census Bureau

The Demographic Area had the highest percentage of Whites (97.8%)
when compared to the Town of Spruce Pine (95.4%), Mitchell County (97.0%), Yancey
County (95.8%), and North Carolina (70.2%). Likewise, the corresponding percentages of
minorities are very low as compared to the State as shown in Table 5. African Americans
make up less than 1% of the populations of the Demographic Area, Spruce Pine, Mitchell
County and Yancey County. The total percentage of Hispanics is relatively low in the
Demographic Area; however, the percentage in Spruce Pine is only slightly less than that of
North Carolina. Hispanic populations in Mitchell and Yancey Counties are higher than in the
Demographic Area, but less than in Spruce Pine and North Carolina.

In terms of age distribution, the Demographic Area had a similar
percentage of persons 65 years or older (18.7%) when compared to Spruce Pine (19.7%),
Mitchell County (18.6%), and Yancey County (18.2%). All four of these population areas
have a much higher percentage of persons 65 years or older when compared to North
Carolina (12.0%), as shown in Table 6. This could be due in part to the influx of retirees,
and the exodus of younger people in search of jobs elsewhere

In 1999, the Demographic Area had a higher median household income
(832,087) than that of Mitchell and Yancey Counties ($30,508 and $29,674, respectively),
and the Town of Spruce Pine ($24,766). This may be attributed to the construction of
relatively upscale retirement and vacation homes in the area. All geographic areas studied
had a lower median household income than the State ($39,184); however, the growth rates
between 1989 and 1999 for all areas except Spruce Pine were comparable to the State’s rate,
as shown in Table 7.

In 1999, the Demographic Area had the lowest percentage of persons living
below the poverty level (13.4%) when compared to Spruce Pine (17.0%), Mitchell County
(13.8%), and Yancey County (15.8%). All four population areas studied had higher poverty
levels than North Carolina (12.3%) as shown in Table 8.



Table 5

Population by Race, 2000
Demographic . Mitchell .
Area. Spruce Pine County Yancey County North Carolina
% % % % %
Race Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop.
White 8332 | 97.8% | 1,936 | 954% | 15,210 | 97.0% | 17,033 | 95.8% | 5,647,155 | 70.2%
White Hispanic 68 | 08% | 20 | 1.0% 143 | 09% | 384 | 22% | 157,501 2.0%
Blackor African | 16 | g0, | 8 | 04% | 33 | 02% | 101 | 06% | 1,723301 | 21.4%
American
Black Hispanic 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.0% 0 0.0% 14,244 0.2%
AmericanIndian/ } 45 | g0 | 1 | 00% | 23 |o01% | 38 | 02% | 95333 | 12%
Alaska Native ‘
American Indian / .
Alaska Native 17 | 02% 10 | 05% 47 0.3% 22 0.1% 4218 0.1%
Hispanic
Asian 6 0.1% 1 0.0% 32 0.2% 22 01% | 112416 | 1.4%
Asian Hispanic 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.0% 1,273 0.0%
Native Hawaiian/ | | g0 | 0 | 00% | o |o00% | o |o0o0%w | 3165 | 00%.
Pacific Islander
Native Hawaiian /
Pacific Islander 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 818 0.0%
Hispanic A
Other Race 5 0.1% 0 0.0% 3 0.0% 7 0.0% 9,015 0.1%
0}‘!‘.‘“ Race 20 | 02% | 46 | 23% | 100 | 06% | 66 | 04% | 177614 | 22%
ispanic
Two or More Races | 38 | 0.4% 7 0.3% 75 0.5% 95 0.5% 79,965 1.0%
Two ‘;;iM“‘? Races | ¢ 1 o1w | 1 |oom | 19 01w | 5 | 0o0% | 23205 | 03%
spanic .
Total 8,523 | 100% | 2,030 | 100% | 15,687 | 100% | 17,774 | 100% | 8,049,313 | 100%
Total Hispanic 113 | 13% | 77 | 38% | 311 | 20% | 4718 | 27% | 378963 | 4.7%
Source: US Census Bureau
Table 6
Population by Age and Median Age, 2000
Deng::ph:c Spruce Pine Lé:::::;l Yancey County North Carolina
% % % % %
Age Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop.
19 years and under | 2,010 | 23.6% | 523 | 25.8% | 3,649 | 233% | 4,150 | 23.3% | 2,193,360 | 27.2%
20-64 years 4,920 | 57.7% | 1,108 | 54.6% | 9,121 | 58.1% | 10,387 | 58.4% | 4,886,905 | 60.7%
65ormoreyears | 1,593 | 18.7% | 399 | 19.7% | 2917 | 186% | 3,237 | 182% | 969,048 | 12.0%
Total 8,523 | 100% | 2,030 | 100% | 15,687 | 100% | 17,774 | 100% | 8,049,313 | 100%
Median Age 425 39.8 42,0 419 353

Source: US Census Bureau




Table 7

Median Household Income, 1989-1999

Median Household Income Growth, 1989-1999
Area 1989 1999 $ Difference % Change
Demographic Ar;aa $21,498 $32,087 $10,589 49.3%
Spruce Pine $18,915 . .$24,766 $5,851 30.9%
Mitchell County $20,554 $30,508 $9,954 48.4%
Yancey County $19,401 $29,674 $10,273 53.0%
North Carolina $26,647 - $39,184 $12,537 47.0%
Source: US Census Bureau
Table 8

Percentage Below Poverty Level, 1989-1999

Percent Below Poverty Growth, 1989-1999
Area 1989 1999 Difference % Change
Demographic Area 14.0% 13.4% -0.6% -4.3%
Spruce Pine 16.1% 17.0% 0.9% 5.8%
Mitchell County 16.0% 13.8% -2.1% -13.3%
Yancey County 18.7% 15.8% -2.9% -15.5%
North Carolina 13.0% 12.3% -0.7% -5.4%

Source: US Census Bureau

b. Business and Employment Characteristics

The major employment centers for the Demographic Area are as far away
as Asheville and Boone, with smaller business centers at Burnsville and Spruce Pine. Local
officials identified the 19E corridor as a targeted area for potential growth. Several
businesses are located at the intersection of US 19E and NC 808, including a Taylor Togs
plant (Levi Jeans). There is also a cluster of businesses in the area around the intersection of
US 19 E and SR 1002 (Crabtree Creek Road). Commercial and institutional uses
(convenience stores, small retail uses, schools, light industry, etc.) currently exist in several
places along the US 19E corridor, particularly around the community of Micaville and the
Town of Spruce Pine.

Both Yancey and Mitchell Counties have depressed economic situations
when compared to the rest of the State. In 2003, the North Carolina Department of
Commerce identified Mitchell County as a 21st Century Community. This program was
developed to help those counties in North Carolina that are most affected by the national
~ economic slow-down and changes in the State’s economy. The counties are chosen based on
criteria such as economic stress, rising unemployment, reliance on “at-risk” manufacturing,
the commitment of local officials and the geographic location of the county. The goal of the
program is to build partnerships to help these counties prepare for economic development
opportunities.
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c¢.  Plans and Regulations
The Yancey County and Town of Burnsville Land Development Plan was
completed in September 2001. The land development plan is based upon a combination of
the technical components of land use planning and the goals and aspirations of the
community. Improving US 19E to a multilane facility is consistent with the land
development plan. A primary challenge identified in the land use plan is to guide
development along the improved US 19E transportation corridor.

Mitchell County does not have formal land use plans; however, the local
officials vision for growth is a close-knit community with cottage industries such as tree
farming, lantern making, and crafts. Tourism is also important to Mitchell County.
Improving US 19E is consistent with and included in the Region D study prepared by the
High Country Council of Governments. The Mitchell County Thoroughfare Plan is included
in this Region D study.

Neither Yancey nor Mitchell Counties have zoning regulations. However,
the Town of Spruce Pine does have a zoning ordinance enforced by the Mitchell County
Department of Inspections. A low-density residential district (R-1) is located near the eastern
project limit in Spruce Pine.

d. Community Resources
There are no police stations or EMS facilities located along the project.
The Newdale Fire Department is located on US 19E just east of SR 1435 in Yancey County.
Another volunteer fire department is located in the Estatoe community near US 19E and
Hoot Owl Road in Mitchell County.

2. Community Impact Analysis
a. Visual and Aesthetic Impacts
: Visual and aesthetic impacts from the proposed action may include cutting
into hillsides and/or filling in steep slopes where the road will be widened. The addition of
two travel lanes and the median will also change the visual environment of the corridor. Any
trees or vegetation along US 19E where the roadway will be widened will need to be
removed.

b. Land Use Patterns and Compatibility
Due to the availability of sewer and water service, the greatest potential for
new residential, industrial, and commercial development is along US 19E near the Town of
Spruce Pine. Other commercial and industrial developments already exist in the relatively
large population center. If topography allows, residential development can also occur outside
of sewer and water service areas by using wells and septic systems.

Development patterns may change with the addition of a median along
US 19E. New commercial development may be driven by concerns and issues associated
with accessibility issues created by the new median. Additionally, existing commercial
development may be affected if the median restricts access to the business, particularly any
gas stations on the corridor that rely on drive-by traffic. According to local planners, some

11



truckers have expressed displeasure with the plan to make US 19E a divided highway, as it
makes it more difficult for them to access certain businesses or perform U-turns.

c. Economic Conditions
Parcels not located where median cuts are planned may experience less
growth in property values than those properties that enjoy direct access. In addition, some
existing businesses and residences may be displaced or lose parking with the construction of
a wider roadway.

Local officials, in Mitchell County and Spruce Pine, are concerned that the
proposed action would encourage travelers to speed through Yancey and Mitchell Counties
on their way to other places. Additional signage may help to promote tourism and protect the
viability of local businesses and industry.

d. Transportation Access
1) Neighborhood Access
Small-scale commercial uses are scattered throughout the project
corridor at towns or major intersections, but land use is primarily low-density, single-family
housing along US 19E. Much of the land is unsuitable for development due to the steep
topography, stream crossings, and wetlands.

There is currently no control of access along the entire US 19E
corridor. The proposed typical section is a four-lane, divided facility with a 20-foot median.
As proposed, drivers will use U-turns and median openings to access destinations on the
opposite side of the highway. Other movements may be limited to right-in/right-out. The
proposed action will have minimal impact on the neighborhoods located in the area.

2) Commercial Access and Economic Impacts
Access along this portion of US 19E could change if a four-lane

divided facility is constructed. Left turns would not be allowed out of most driveways.
Although access to existing driveways will be maintained, some may be restricted to right-
in/right-outs due to limited median cuts. Commercial development is scattered along US 19E
and primarily located at major intersections. Therefore, much the existing commercial access
may not be affected by the widening of US 19E. There are few locations where the widening
of US 19E could affect parking availability for some of the businesses in the US 19E
corridor.

3) Pedestrian and Bicycle Access
The current US 19E facility does not contain sidewalks or bicycle
facilities within the project area. There are no proposed bicycle path projects or multi-use
trails near US 19E. The improvements to US 19E include a four-foot paved shoulder, which
will accommodate bicyclists. The four-foot paved shoulder is consistent with the other
US 19/US 19E improvements between future I-26 and Micaville.
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4) The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
No sidewalks or wheelchair ramps currently exist along US 19E in
the project area and none are proposed in the future. Therefore, this project will not impact
any facilities for the disabled. However, a wider US 19E will be more difficult to cross.

5) Public Transit
Yancey County Transportation Authority (YCTA) provides daily
route service to residents of Yancey County. YCTA primarily coordinates transportation for
human service agencies, but also provides transportation for the general public. Service for
regular routes runs from 7:30 am to 4:30 pm, Monday through Friday, but the YCTA also
provides service on non-regular routes.

Mitchell County Transportation Authority (MCTA) provides
transportation services by contract to a number of human service agencies, as well serving
the general public with on-call service. Routes generally run from 7:30 am to 4:30 pm,
Monday through Friday.

e.  Transportation Network
1) Change in Commuting Patterns
Changing commuting patterns are not likely to occur as a result of
the proposed action. US 19E is the only east-west route through both Yancey and Mitchell
Counties.

2) Consistency with Thoroughfare Plans
Both Yancey County and Mitchell County Thoroughfare Plans were

included in a Region D (High Country Council of Governments) study in the early 1990s.
Spruce Pine has a Thoroughfare Plan from the same time period. The Region D Plan lists
US 19/19E as a rural principal arterial system, which consists of a connected network of
continuous routes with substantial statewide or interstate travel. TIP Project Number R-2519
is included in the Region D plan. The Spruce Pine Plan classifies US 19E as a major
thoroughfare that serves as the primary carrier of east-west traffic. It indicates that US 19E is
an intrastate highway that is important to the region’s economic development effort. The
Spruce Pine Plan also includes mention of the NCDOT plan to widen US 19E both east and
west of town.

- The widening of US 19E is part of an NCDOT Strategic Highway
Corridor, and is in the NCDOT 2006-2012 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).
Other NCDOT TIP projects in the area include:

e R-2519A - Widening of US 19 from SR 1336 west of Burnsville to SR 1186 in
Micaville. Construction scheduled to begin in 2008.

e R-2520 - Widening of US 19E/NC 194 to multi-lanes from east of Spruce Pine to
US 221. Post year construction.

e R-2598 - Upgrade of NC 226 from US 19E in Spruce Pine to the Blue Ridge
Parkway. Under construction.
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3) Travel Time
Travel times along the corridor could improve slightly with the
widening of US 19E. The proposed action will increase capacity on US 19E and provide
exclusive left-turn lanes at median openings. When considered in conjunction with other
proposed NCDOT TIP projects like R-2518, R-2519A and R-2520, the travel time savings
would be greater.

f. Community Safety
There currently are no pedestrian or bicycle facilities along US 19E within
the project area. The widening of the road would change US 19E to a partially controlled
access facility with no amenities for pedestrians. Bicyclists would be accommodated on the
four-foot paved shoulder.

Emergency response time should improve with the construction of the
proposed action. By reducing the congestion in this area, emergency vehicles would likely
have reductions in emergency response times. By adding a median to US 19E there may be a
small delay when U-turns are required to access properties.

By reducing the number of conflict points and adding travel lanes, the
proposed project should have a positive impact on traffic congestion, traffic flow, and
vehicular safety. The widened roadway will be safer for large trucks to navigate the steep
terrain.

3. Qualitative Indirect and Cumulative Effects Assessment
An Indirect and Cumulative Effects (ICE) Assessment for TIP R-2518 and R-2519

was prepared in March 2004. This report encompassed the entire US 19/US 19E corridor
between future I-26 and Spruce Pine. It was determined that while much of the land is
unsuitable for development due to steep topography, it is possible that small-scale retail or
industrial uses, or single-family residential uses would locate along US 19/US 19E. The
greatest potential for induced commercial and/or industrial growth is near the Towns of
Burnsville and Spruce Pine. The ICE concluded that TIP R-2518 and TIP-R-2519 are
unlikely to cause substantial indirect impacts to water quality.

Water and sewer service is limited within most of the US 19/US 19E corridor.
However, water and sewer are available within the Town of Spruce Pine. Local officials
plan to construct a new wastewater treatment plant in Micaville, between Burnsville and
Spruce Pine. It is anticipated that the selected location will support the extension of water
and sewer service from Burnsville to Spruce Pine.

The proposed action may have some potential to stimulate complementary land
development by creating small-scale commercial or industrial development opportunities
along US 19E. Residential development, particularly second homes and retiree homes, may
occur in areas where the topography will allow. However, this type of development is
typically dependent on water and sewer services. For this reason, it is difficult to determine
where these residential developments would be constructed.
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To further determine the magnitude of indirect and cumulative effects as a result of
the proposed action, an analysis of a set of environmental and economic conditions was
completed. This analysis roughly quantifies the potential for land use change over a 20-year
timeframe. A strong rating indicates a high likelihood of land use changes related to
transportation investments. Table 9 shows the results of the rating analysis for the proposed
action.

Table 9
Potential for Land Use Change, 2000-2020
Change Land
in Supply
Changein  Property Forecasted vs.Land Water/Sewer Market For
Rating | Accessibility _ Values Growth Demand  Availability Development Public Policy
>3% <10- Less
Travel Time Annual Year Current Extremely Stringent; No
Savings > > 50% Pop. Supply of Services High Growth
Strong 10 min. Increase Growth Land Exist Potential Management
A
” x
”" x x
" x
" X X X
<1% > 20- o , More
Travel Time Annual Year No Plans For Extremely Stringent;
Savings < 2 No Pop. Supply of Future Low Growth
Weak min. Change Growth Land Service Potential Management

There are several factors that seem to indicate a low potential for land use change as
a result of the proposed action. These factors include change in accessibility, change in
property values, low forecasted annual growth rate (less than 1%), and a relatively low
market for development. The change in accessibility and mobility as a result of the proposed
action will be minimal; however, travel time savings will be greater when considered
cumulatively with TIP R-2518, TIP R-2519A and TIP R-2520. Local officials indicate that
land values are already high in areas where development is possible. The widened roadway
is not expected to change these property values dramatically. In addition, forecasted growth
levels are relatively low (less than 1% annually) in both Yancey and Mitchell Counties. This
has not been a high growth area, and the population growth is not expected to increase,
perhaps indicating that the potential and magnitude for commercial development is limited.

On the other hand, there is available land to be developed. Some of the land along
the corridor is constrained by steep slopes and wetlands; however, there are relatively large
tracts of land just off the corridor that could be developed (primarily for residential
purposes). The water and sewer service area for Spruce Pine extends just beyond its town
limits. There are also plans to extend water and sewer services from Burnsville, west of the
project corridor, to Spruce Pine and along NC 80N to Bakersville. This, coupled with the
lack of growth management controls, indicates a slightly greater potential for land use change
along the corridor.
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Local planners indicate development momentum is occurring along the US 19E
corridor from Burnsville to Spruce Pine, and they support the potential for economic benefits
of the proposed action. However, the relative isolation of these towns from large
employment centers, and the lack of commercial or industrial development momentum may
suggest that any induced residential, industrial and/or commercial growth would be nominal.

4. Evaluation of Indirect and Cumulative Analysis
a. Evaluation of Indirect Effects
The proposed action, along with the other related NCDOT TIP projects in the
area, may induce some small-scale commercial and industrial development on vacant tracts
of land, or re-development of vacant buildings and single-family residential uses along the
project corridor. The type of induced growth will vary depending on the location.

The land adjacent to US 19E between Micaville and Spruce Pine, which is
expected to eventually be serviced by water and sewer, and the land near the Spruce Pine
Town Limits are most likely to experience land use change. Since the proposed action is a
widening project and no new access will be provided, impacts should be primarily limited to
an area within one to two miles of the project corridor. While some of the land along the
corridor is unsuitable for development due to steep topography, streams, wetlands or other
natural features, it is possible for development (primarily residential) to occur on smaller
tracts of land. Larger tracts of developable land may be available within a couple miles of
the corridor; however, this land may have to be serviced by septic systems and wells.

New commercial uses will most likely be clustered near and in Spruce Pine at
the intersection of US 19E and NC 226. These are the most likely locations for new
commercial development because of proximity to other commercial uses and relatively larger
population centers, as well as higher traffic volumes and availability of water and sewer.
There is a slightly lower potential for growth near Micaville and NC 80 near the Taylor Togs
plant, where north-south accessibility (because of NC 80) is greater than the majority of the
rest of the proposed project corridor. In addition, local officials indicate water and sewer
services will be expanded to this area.

Although there have been industrial closings in recent years, local officials
hope that the improved accessibility provided by a widened roadway will encourage future
industry to locate in the area. It does not seem probable that large-scale industry would
locate along US 19E because of the proposed action, but the project may encourage the
location of small, tourist-related industries. If industry does locate to the area, it is likely that

some of the existing vacant buildings and sites would be filled before new buildings or sites
are developed.

It is difficult to pinpoint where residential development may occur, although it
is still most likely to take place within one to two miles of the US 19E corridor, as this is the
main east-west roadway through the region.
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b. Evaluation of Cumulative Effects
The cumulative impact of the proposed action increases when considered along
with other proposed NCDOT TIP projects such as R-2518, R-2519A, R-2520 and R-2598.
The combination of these transportation improvements will improve regional accessibility
throughout this part of western North Carolina.

c¢. Indirect and Cumulative Effects Conclusions
Although some of the factors used to evaluate indirect and cumulative impacts
indicate there is potential for land use change along the US 19E corridor, it is unlikely that
these NCDOT TIP projects will cause substantial indirect impacts to water quality. Slow
population growth and employment growth and other natural barriers (steep slopes, wetlands,
etc.) to development should minimize any deterioration in water quality that could occur due
to these NCDOT TIP projects. '

5. Relocation Impacts
According to the relocation report (Appendix 1), the proposed action displaces 75
residences and 26 businesses. Three of the residences are minority dispacees. Additional
relocation information is included in Table 10. Appendix 1 also provides information on the
NCDOT relocation assistance program.

Table 10
Relocation Impact Summary
Proposed Action

Owners 62

. Tenants 13
Residences Total 75
~ Minority 3

Owners 22

Businesses Tenants 4
Total 26

Minority 0

Farms 0

Non-Profit Organizations 5

6. Title VI and Environmental Justice
Federal programs, under the statutes of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
have requirements to protect individuals from discrimination on the basis of race, color,
national origin, age, sex, disability, and religion. Furthermore, Executive Order 12898
“directs that programs, policies, and activities not have a disproportionately high and adverse
human health and environmental effect on minority and low-income populations”.

The demographic area has a very small minority population. Approximately 97.8%
of the demographic area population is White. Hispanics are the largest minority group at
1.3%, followed by two or more races at 0.4%, and Black or African American at 0.2%. The
potential for impacts to minority populations appears to be low.
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Within the demographic area, there is a much higher percentage of persons age 65
or older (18.7%) than the percentage in North Carolina (12.0%). This same trend is evident
in Spruce Pine (19.7%), Yancey County (18.2%), and Mitchell County (18.6%). However, it
appears that this statistic is attributable to the relatively large number of retirees moving into
the area. Most of the new development geared towards these retirees has been located off the
US 19E corridor, and negative impacts to these communities area not anticipated.

According to the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) web site, Dayton
Elementary and Micaville Elementary Schools are both Title 1 Schools. While Micaville
Elementary is located within the project area, Dayton Elementary is located just outside of it.
Approximately 50.0% of Dayton Elementary students are eligible for free or reduced-price
lunch, while none of Micaville Elementary students are eligible. The relatively high
percentage of students at Dayton Elementary that received free or reduced lunch may
indicate some isolated pockets of low-income families.

It does not appear that there will be disproportionate impacts to minority, low-
income or other special populations. As reported earlier, the demographic area had the
lowest percentage of persons living below the poverty level (13.4%) when compared to
Spruce Pine (17.0%), Mitchell County (13.8%), and Yancey County (15.8%). Although
poverty levels were slightly higher than North Carolina (12.3%), it is unlikely that the
widened roadway will unfairly and disproportionately affect special populations along the
corridor. In addition, the relocation report (Appendix 1) indicates the ma_]onty of displacees
have income levels between $25,000 and $35,000 per year.

7. Cultural Resources
a. Historic Architectural Resources
This project is subject to compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and with the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation’s Regulations for Compliance with Section 106, codified as 36 CRF Part 800.
Section 106 requires Federal agencies to take into account the effect of their undertakings
(federally funded, licensed, or permitted) on properties included in or eligible for inclusion in
the National Register of Historic Places and to afford the Advisory Council a reasonable
opportunity to comment on such undertakings.

Field survey of the Area of Potential Effects (APE) was conducted during 1999
and 2003. All structures fifty years or more in age within the APE were photographed and
evaluated, and later reviewed by NCDOT architectural historians and the North Carolina
State Historic Preservation Office (HPO). NCDOT in consultation with HPO determined
that two properties within the APE — the Micaville Historic District and the E.W. and Dollie
Huskins House — are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.

1) Micaville Historic District

: The Micaville Historic District is located in the heart of the Town of
Micaville in Yancey County at the intersection of SR 1186 and NC 80 south of US 19E. The

district consists of commercial and residential buildings that served the small mining and

timbering community during the first half of the twentieth century and still define its center
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today. The Micaville Historic District is eligible for listing in the National Register under
Criterion A for community planning and development and for commerce. It is also eligible
under Criterion C for architecture as a collection of early to mid-twentieth-century structures
built during the town’s most significant period of growth. The National Register boundary
encompasses the remaining intact buildings that comprise the historic center of the
community. The improvements to US 19E are a minimum distance of 60 feet from the
Micaville Historic District.

2) E.W. and Dollie Huskins House
The E.W. and Dollie Huskins House is located on US 19E in Yancey

County near the Yancey/Mitchell County line. The National Register boundary encompasses
less than two acres on the south side of US 19E, containing the house, original stone shed,
the non-contributing cinder-block garage, and the well groomed lawn. Built in the 1930’s
and essentially unchanged, the E.W. and Dollie Huskins House is eligible for the National
Register under Criterion C for its Craftsman-style architecture and local stone construction.
The improvements to US 19E retain the existing right of way line along the north boundary
of the E.W. and Dollie Huskins House property.

NCDOT and HPO met on April 19, 2005 and June 28, 2005 to discuss
effects to the aforementioned properties eligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places. It was determined the proposed action has no effect on the Micaville
Historic District. The proposed action will have an effect on the E.W. and Dollie Huskins
House because the fill slope will be closer to the house. NCDOT will mitigate the effect by
creating a seeded slope that is feasible for mowing by the owner.

b. Archaeological Resources
This project complies with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act of 1966, as amended, implemented by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s
Regulations for Compliance with Section 106. Two of the four archaeological sites (Sites
31YC31 and 31ML380) recommended eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic
places are impacted by the Best Fit Alternate. If site avoidance is not possible, data recovery
excavations may be required for mitigation purposes.

Section 4(f) does not apply to archeological sites where the Administration,
after consultation with the SHPO and the ACHP, determines that the archeological resource
is important chiefly because of what can be learned by data recovery and has minimal value
for preservation in place. This exception applies both to situations where data recovery is
undertaken or where the Administration decides, with agreement of the SHPO and, where
applicable, the ACHP, not to recover the resource.

Two archaeological sites have been determined to be culturally significant.
Sites 31YC31 and 31YC183 are documented as lying within the project’s APE (Area of
Potential Effects). Roadway Design will consult with the Human Environment Unit in order
to determine that these sites are adequately and accurately depicted on the design plans. The
site locations will be carried forward on the plans throughout the life of the project. Should
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design modifications be required for the project, the Roadway Design Unit will contact the
Human Environment Unit to assess the need for additional archaeological investigations.

Data Recovery Plans to recover archaeological materials for analysis and
interpretation of the occupation of the sites will be drawn up. Clearly defined research goals
and objectives should be stated and addressed by recovering archaeological materials for
analysis and interpretation. Such an endeavor will include documenting the depth and extent
of deposits and defining any additional intact deposits and features present within the
archaeological sites.

The Human Environment Unit will provide the Right of Way Branch with
notification of the prepared date 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. The Right of Way Branch will notify the
Human Environment Unit as to the availability of these parcels so the data recovery
investigations may proceed. No construction activities will be allowed within either site’s
limits until the data recovery investigations are completed and accepted by the Human
Environment Unit. Special provisions will be provided to the Roadway Design Unit by the
Human Environment Unit for incorporation into the final design plans that will detail the
Contractor’s responsibilities regarding archaeological resources within or near the project
limits. These responsibilities will include avoiding staging activities within the limits of
known significant sites adjacent to or near the project limits that may have been avoided
during the design process as well as following the Department’s Standard Specification’ s for
Roads and Bridges with regard to borrow pits.

D. Wild and Scenic Rivers and Watersheds

There are no water supply watersheds, Wild and Scenic Rivers, or 303 (d) listed water
bodies within the project area. The South Toe River is an Outstandmg Resource Water and
is crossed by Bridge 43 on US 19E.

E. Environmental Effects

Prior to the site visit, published resource information pertaining to the project area was
reviewed and used for the site evaluation. Water resource information was obtained from
publications posted on the World Wide Web by NCDENR and NCDWQ. Information
concerning the occurrence of federally protected species in the study area was obtained from
the USFWS list of protected and candidate species (January 29, 2003) prior to initiation of
the field investigation. Information concerning species under state protection was obtained
from the NCNHP database of rare species and unique habitats. NCNHP files were reviewed
for documented sightings (July 30, 2003) of species on state or federal lists and locations of
significant natural areas. Records maintained by the NCNHP were consulted for documented
occurrences of federally- and state-listed species before commencing the field effort.
Subsequent reviews of NCNHP files were conducted to provide periodic record updates.

A general field survey was conducted along the proposed project route during August,

September, and early October 2003. Water resources were identified and their physical
characteristics were recorded. For the purposes of this study, a habitat assessment was
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performed within the project area. Plant communities and their associated wildlife were
identified using a variety of observation techniques, including active searching, visual
observations, and identifying characteristic signs of wildlife (sounds, tracks, scats, and
burrows).

Jurisdictional areas, if present, were identified using the three parameter approach
(hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, wetland hydrology) established in the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987).
Jurisdictional areas were characterized according to a classification scheme established by
Cowardin et al. (1979). ‘

- 1. Physical Resources
The study area is located in the Blue Ridge physiographic province of western

North Carolina. The topography in the project study area is generally characterized as rolling
hills with steeply sloping, deeply cut drainage ways. Elevations in the study area range from
2,600 to 3,000 feet above mean sea level (USGS 1978, 1994). The project study area
consists of existing maintained right-of-way including fill slopes, rural residential,
commercial, agricultural, and forested areas. Surrounding land uses include agricultural,
residential, commercial, and forested lands.

a. Soils
As shown in Table 11, there are thirty-two (32) soil mapping units identified
within the project study area. Only one of these soils, Nikwasi sandy loam, is listed as a
hydric soil for Yancey County. No hydric soils are listed for Mitchell County (USDA 1995).
Of the remaining thirty-one (31) non-hydric soils, eight are known to include hydric soils in
depressions.

b. Water Resources
The project study area is located within sub-basin 06 of the French Broad River
Basin (04-03), (NCDWQ 2000) and is part of the USGS hydrologic unit for the French Broad
River (Hydrologic Unit Code 06010108) (USGS 1974). Sixty-eight (68) streams are located
within the project study area. The locations of these streams are shown in Appendix 4,
Sheets 1-13, and the physical characteristics of each of these streams is shown below in
Table 12.

The project contains sixty-seven (67) perennial streams and one intermittent
stream segment. Stream UT2D (Appendix 4) begins as an intermittent stream, and scored 14
points on the NCDWQ Stream Classification Form along its intermittent segment.

All streams in the study area classified by NCDWQ have been assigned a Best
Usage Classification of B, C, and may contain Tr and/or ORW supplemental classifications
(NCDENR 2003). The unnamed tributaries (UT) present within the project area have not
been individually classified by NCDWQ; therefore, they carry the same classification as their
receiving streams. ’
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Table 11

Soil Mapping Units
Soil Mapping Unit Classification County Ingz‘:i‘::;s,.

Bandana sandy loam, 0-3 percent slopes Aeric Fluvaquents Yancey & Mitchell Yes
Biltmore sand, 0-3 percent slopes Typic Udipsamments Yancey Yes
Buladean-Chestnut complex, 30-50 percent slopes Typic Dystrudepts Mitchell No
Cashiers fine sandy loam, 30-50 percent slopes Typic Dystrudepts Yancey & Mitchell No
Chandler loam, 8-15 percent slopes Typic Dystrudepts Mitchell No
Chandler loam, 30-50 percent slopes Typic Dystrudepts Mitchell No
Chandler-Micaville complex, 15-30 percent slopes Typic Dystrudepts Yancey & Mitchell No
Chandler-Micaville complex, 30-50 percent slopes Typic Dystrudepts Yancey No
Chandler-Micaville complex, 50-95 percent slopes Typic Dystrudepts Yancey No
Clifton clay loam, 8-15 percent slopes Typic Hapludults Yancey No
Clifton clay loam, 15-30 percent slopes Typic Hapludults Yancey No
Dellwood-Reddies complex, 0-3 percent slopes Oxyaquic Dystrudepts Yancey & Mitchell Yes
Dillard loam, 2-8 percent slopes Agquic Hapludults Yancey * Yes
Evard-Cowee complex, 8-15 percent slopes Typic Hapludults Yancey & Mitchell No
Evard-Cowee complex, 15-30 percent slopes Typic Hapludults Yancey & Mitchell No
Evard-Cowee complex, 30-50 percent slopes Typic Hapludults Yancey & Mitchell No
Fannin sandy clay loam, 15-30 percent slopes Typic Hapludults Yancey & Mitchell No
Fannin sandy clay loam, 30-50 percent slopes Typic Hapludults Yancey No
Huntdale clay loam, 15-30 percent slopes Umbric Dystrochrepts Yancey No
Huntdale clay loam, 30-50 percent slopes Umbric Dystrochrepts Yancey & Mitchell No
Nikwasi sandy loam, 0-3 percent slopes Cumulic Humaquepts Yancey #

Porters-Unaka complex, 50-95 percent slopes Typic Dystrudepts Yancey No
Rosman fine sandy loam, 0-3 percent slopes Fluventic Humic Dystrudepts Yancey Yes
Saunook sandy loam, 2-8 percent slopes Humic Hapludults Yancey Yes
Saunook sandy loam, 8-15 percent slopes Humic Hapludults Yancey & Mitchell No
Saunook-Thunder complex, 15-30 percent slopes Humic Hapludults Yancey & Mitchell No
Toecane-Tusquitee complex, 8-15 percent slopes HumicDI;;ztpri‘uggfl‘)p ic Yancey No
Udorthents, loamy NA Yancey & Mitchell Yes
Unison loam, 2-8 percent slopes Typic Hapludults Yancey Yes
Unison loam, 8-15 percent slopes Typic Hapludults Yancey No
Watauga loam, 15-30 percent slopes Typic Hapludults Mitchell No
Watauga loam, 30-50 percent slopes Typic Hapludults Mitchell No
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Table 12

Physical Characteristics of Surface Waters

_ USACE
Bank | Bankfull Stream
Stream1Dand | Height | Width | Sinuosity Substrate Jater | Quality | porermeant .
P (feet) (feet) Y | Assessment
Score
UT2A 3-6 3 -None -Gravel/sand -Clear 45.5 Perennial
2A 18-20 15 Low Sand/gravel/cobble Clear 74.5 Perennial
2UT2A 3 2.5 None Sand/gravel/cobble Clear 48.5 Perennial
3UT2A 10 15 Low Sand/cobble Clear 63 Perennial
2B 5-10 3 Low Sand/cobble Clear 60 Perennial
uT2B 0.5 2 Low Sand/cobble Clear 51 Perennial
2C 3-40 3 Moderate Sand/cobble Clear 65 Perennial
STR 10-30 60-100 Moderate Sand/gravel/cobble Clear 83 Perennial
2UT STR 5 3 Low Sand/cobble Clear 41 Perennial
UT STR 5 3 Low Sand/cobble Clear 63 Perennial
3UT STR 0.5-10 2 Low Sand/gravel/cobble Clear 34 Perennial
2D Upstream 3-4 5-6 Moderate Sand/gravel/cobble Clear 60 Perennial
2D Midstream 3-40 10 Low Sand/gravel/cobble Clear 88 Perennial
2D Downstream 2-8 12 Low Sand/gravel/cobble Clear 75 Perennial
UT2D Upstream 2 4 Low Sand/gravel Clear 32 Intermittent
UT2D Downstream 1-3 0.5-1 Low Sand/gravel Clear 55 Perennial
2UT2D 4 2-3 Moderate Sand Clear 62 Perennial
3UT2D 3 3-156 Low Sand Clear 59 Perennial
4UT2D 0.5-10 2-20 Moderate Sand/gravel/cobble Clear 61 Perennial
UT4UT2D 0.5-6 2-3 Low Sand/gravel/cobble Clear 62 Perennial
5UT2D 1-3 1-3 Low Sand/gravel/cobble Clear 51 Perennial
6UT2D 1-3 1-3 Low Sand/gravel/cobble Clear 43 Perennial
7UT2D 2-3 2-3 Low Sand/gravel/cobble Clear 25 Perennial
8uUT2D 1-3 2-6 Low Sand/gravel/cobble Clear 25 Perennial
9uT2D 1-2 1-4 Low Sand/gravel/cobble Clear 35 Perennial
10UT2D 0.5 1 Low Sand/gravel/cobble Clear 42 Perennial
11UT2D 3-5 1.5-3 Moderate Sand/gravel/cobble Clear 50 Perennial -
12UT2D 3-18 2-3 Moderate Sand/gravel/cobble Clear 35 Perennial
14UT2D 1-3 1-1.5 Moderate Sand/gravel/cobble Clear 45 Perennial
13UT2D 1-3 1-1.5 Low Sand/gravel/cobble - | Clear 54 Perennial
1H 2-30 3-40 High Sand/gravel/cobble Clear 72 Perennial
4UT1H 2 1-3 Low Cobble/gravel/silt Clear 64 Perennial
UT1H 1-3 1-2 Low Cobble/gravel/silt Clear 77 Perennial
2UT1H 2-10 2-6 Moderate Cobble/gravel/silt Clear 54 Perennial
11 Upstream 1-3 1-3 Low Gravel/sand/mud Clear 75 Perennial
11 Downstream 0.5-10 0.5-6 Low Cobble/sand Clear 60 Perennial
UT1l 0.5 1 Low Sand/gravel/cobble Clear 47 Perennial
1CC 5-20 25 Moderate Sand/gravel/cobble Clear 77 Perennial
uT1CC 5-20 1-5 Moderate Sand/gravel/cobble Clear 67 Perennial
UTUT1CC 1 1 Low Silt/cobble Clear 57 Perennial
2UTUTICC 1-20 1 Low Silt/cobble Clear 54 Perennial
2UT1CC 1 2 Moderate Silt/cobble Clear 78 Perennial
3UTUT1CC 0.5-5 1-56 Moderate Silt/cobble Clear 72 Perennial
UT3UTUTICC 0.5-5 1-2 Moderate Silt/cobble Clear 69 Perennial
UTUT3UTUTICC | 0.5-3 1-5 Low Silt/cobble Clear 67 Perennial
2E 2-4 6 Moderate Cobble/gravel/sand Clear 69 Perennial
UT2E 1 4 -Moderate Cobble/gravel/sand Clear 54 Perennial
2UT2E 2 5 Moderate Silt/cobble Clear 50 Perennial
3UT2E 2 3 Moderate Silt/sand/gravel Clear 69 Perennial
UT3UT2E 2 0.5 - Low Sand/gravel Clear 37 Perennial
2BC 2-4 15 Moderate Cobble/gravel/sand Clear 21 Perennial
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USACE
Bank Bankfull Stream
Sweam Dt | Height | Width | Sinuosity Substrate qaer | Qualty | perermear ..
P (feet) (feet) y Assessment
: Score

UT2BC 1 3 Low Gravel/sand Clear 55 - Perennial
11UT1G 3-5 3-6 Low Gravel/cobble/sand Clear 68 Perennial
1G Upstream 0.5-1.5 2-8 Low Gravel/cobble/sand Clear 73 Perennial
1G Downstream 1-4 4-10 Moderate Silt/sand/gravel/cobble | Clear 58 Perennial
UT1G 0.5-29 - 2-4 Low | - -—Sand/cobble | Clear - 50 Perennial
2UT1G 1-2 3-6 Moderate Sand/cobble Clear 66 Perennial
3UT1G 2-6 2-4 Low Sand/cobble Clear 12 Perennial
4UT1G 0-2 1-4 Low Sand/cobble Clear 51 Perennial
5UT1G 2 5 Low Sand/silt/gravel Clear 40 —__Perennial
6UT1G 1 2 Low Sand/gravel Clear 18 Perennial
7UT1G 0.5 1-2 Low Silt/sand Clear 6 Perennial
8UT1G 0.5 1 Low Silt/gravel Clear | 53 Perennial
9UTI1G 4 1 Low Gravel/sand Clear 52 Perennial
10UT1G 0.5 1 Low Silt Clear 72 Perennial
1D 0.5-2 1-8 Low Gravel/Sand Clear 52 Perennial
1B 2-8 2-4 Moderate Sand/clay Clear 60 Perennial
1C 0.5-3 2-8 Moderate Sand/clay Clear 64 Perennial
1F 0.5-2 1-3 Moderate Sand/clay Clear 70 Perennial
UT1F 0.5-2 0.5-2 Moderate Sand/clay Clear 60 Perennial
2UT1F 3-15 1-2 Moderate Sand/clay Clear 57 Perennial
1A 4-8 1.5-2 Low Clay/sand Clear 59 Perennial
1Z 2-18 1-2 Moderate Sand/clay Clear 51 Perennial

*UT = Unnamed tributary
** Stream Determination is derived from information gathered during the completion of USACE Stream
Quality Assessment Worksheets and NCDWQ Stream Classification Forms

Table 13 lists the stream field identification and map code assigned in the field,
_the stream name assigned by NCDWQ, the NCDWQ stream index number (SIN), and the
NCDWQ Best Usage Classification for the named streams that are either crossed by the
study area or that receive drainage from the study area. Within each drainage, all UTs carry
the same SIN and Best Usage Classification as the named stream.

Table 13
NCDWQ Stream Identification and Classification for Major Drainages
NCDWQStream | . S8 | NCDWQ Stream DWQ Best Usage
Identification M. Index Number (SIN) Classification
ap Code
South Toe River STR 7-2-52-(30.5) B; Tr, ORW
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