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MITIGATION REQUEST FORM
(NCDOT)

NCDOT CONTACT INFORMATION REGULATORY CONTACT INFORMATION
Agency/Division NCDOT-Highways USACE Office Regulatory Field Office
Branch EAU - ECAP USACE Contact Mr. Monte Matthews
Mailing Address 1598 Mail Service Center Mailing Address 3331 Heritage Trade Drive, Ste 105
City, State, Zip Raleigh, NC 27699-1598 City, State, Zip Wake Forest, NC 27587-4346
Project Manager Hemphill, Jeffrey L USACE Fax Number (919) 562-0421
Telephone Number (919) 707-6000 NCDWR Contact Amy Chapman
E-Mail Address jhemphill@ncdot.gov Mailing Address 1650 Mail Service Center
Supervisor City, State, Zip Raleigh, NC 27699-1650
Telephone Number (919) 707-6000 NCDWR Fax Number (919) 807-6494

PROJECT LOCATION INFORMATION AND IMPACTS
TIP Number(s) I-2513B
TIP Description I-26 ASHEVILLE CONNECTOR FROM SR 3548 (HAYWOOD ROAD) TO SR 1781 

(BROADWAY STREET)(COMB W/I-2513D)
Current Let Date 02/20/2024
NCDOT Highway Division 13
County(ies) Buncombe Buncombe
EEP Ecoregion(s) Southern Mountains Southern Mountains
River Basin(s) French Broad French Broad
Cataloging Unit(s) (8-digit) 06010105 06010105

Warm
Cool 1721
Cold 2,960

Total Stream (feet)

TOTAL 2,960 1721

Total Riparian Wetland Impact (acres) 0.04
Total Non-Riparian Wetland Impact (acres)
Total Coastal Marsh Impact (acres)

Zone 1 (square feet)Total Buffer Impact
Zone 2 (square feet)

OTHER INFORMATION
USACE Action ID Number (if known) 2004 30253

NCDWR Project Number (if known)
NCDCM Project Number (if known)

Comments: 2:1

IMPORTANT
Check below if this request is a:

                New Mitigation Request
                Revision to a current acceptance

Signature of Applicant or Agent:  

 ____________________________
                        Date: ________________________
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I-2513B&D – I-26 / I-240 

Buncombe County, North Carolina 

 

 

 
Date:    June 18, 2025 
Location: CCA Structures Conference Room 
Time:  1:00PM 
Attendees: Hannah Headrick – NCDOT    Edwin Fenner – NCDOT 

  John Jamison – NCDOT (Teams)  Marissa Cox – NCDOT 

  Todd Lapham – NCDOT   Brook Anderson – NCDOT (Teams) 

  Carlas Sharpless – NCDOT (Teams)  Nathaniel Moneyham – NCDOT (Teams) 

  Yates Allen – NCDOT (Teams)   Jeffrey Hemphill – NCDOT (Teams) 

  Jennifer Parish – NCDOT (Teams)  Christine Farrell – NCDOT (Teams) 

Daniell Bagley – NCDOT (Teams)  Michael Turchy – ECAP 

Scott Jones – USACE (Teams)   Amy Annino – NCDEQ (Teams) 

Lori Beckwith – USACE (Teams)  Victoria Fowler – TranSystems (Teams)  

Holland Youngman – FWS (Teams)  David McHenry – NC Wildlife (Teams)  

David Moyar – JV (Teams)   Matthew Payne – JV  

Byron Holden – RK&K    Eleni Riggs – RK&K  

Jeremy Keene – RK&K    Matt Cook – RK&K 

Pete Stafford – RK&K (Teams)   Sarah Conner – RK&K (Teams)  

Chris Rivenbark – RK&K   John Williams – RK&K (Teams) 

Vidya Mohandas – WSP   Shane Sharpe – WSP (Teams) 

Kase Schalois – WSP    Jay Twisdale – TGS (Teams)    

Chris Lewis – TGS (Teams) 

 

The Hydraulic Review was held in order to reach compliance on Merger Concurrence Point 4B, further known in the minutes 

as 4B, for I-2513B&D, I-26 / I-240 in Buncombe County.  The following items were discussed and conclusions reached: 

 

Marissa Cox kicked off the 4B meeting with introductions. In person and virtual attendees were noted and introduced. Ms. 

Cox then turned the meeting over to the design build team (DB Team).  Matthew Cook introduced the DB Team for the project 

which is a joint venture team of Archer Western/Wright Brothers (contractors) with RK&K and WSP as the design team.  The 

title sheet was shared which showed the division of the project between RK&K (Section 1) and WSP (Section 2). 

 

This project does currently have a preliminary permit in hand, dated July 2023. The DB Team will be preparing a permit 

modification request to be submitted to the agencies by NCDOT once the Merger Concurrence Point 4C meeting is held and 

the plans / impacts are completed. The plan for the permit modification request would be to keep the same permit site 

numbers as the preliminary permit and then add new numbers for the additional sites.   

 

Current Timeline 

• 25% Roadway design approved for both sections. 

• Hydraulic design for both sections is currently under review anticipating approval in early July. 

• BSR/CSR’s still under design. 

• 4C meeting scheduled for September 10, 2025, at 8:00 AM. 

• Coordination with the I-2513A&C team is ongoing. 

 

 

I-2513B&D Concurrence Point 4B Meeting 
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Buncombe County, North Carolina 

Design Revisions since the Preliminary Permit was issued 

• Mr. Cook shared a PDF which showed the preliminary design which was used for the preliminary permit and the 

current design. 

• Summary of revisions: 

o Tightened bridges over the French Broad River 

o Added a loop to Patton Ave. in the interchange 

o Extended work on the west end of Patton Ave. up to Florida Ave. 

o No work on Broadway or Reed Creek, other than outletting a 15” pipe. 

• Mr. Cook provided a brief description of the process since the preliminary permit was issued which included the 

pursuit work with the design optimizations to save money and schedule durations, the project going Best and Final 

Offer (BAFO) since the bids were more than 10% larger than the NCDOT estimate, the design charrette to generate 

cost saving ideas, the Optimization &Refinement period to further evaluate the ideas generated in the charrette and 

implement the designs to reduce the total project cost, and the final design that we are currently working on. 

• Holland Youngman asked for a date when the design officially changed to I-26 going over Patton Ave. since the 

preliminary design had I-26 under Patton Ave.  January 2025 was determined to be the official date for that change. 

• Due to these design revisions, the original study area with jurisdictional features provided by NCDOT did not cover the 

limits of the project.  Mr. Cook shared a map that noted the areas where additional environmental surveys were 

needed. 

o RK&K Natural Resources was contracted by NCDOT to complete the surveys for the new boundary under a 

separate contract. 

o Additional streams, tributaries, and wetlands were found, and the limits of existing jurisdictional features 

were extended to the new boundary. 

 

Review of Plan Sheets 

Mr. Cook kicked off the review of the 4B plan sheets, starting with the ditch detail sheets.  (Note: permit site numbers below 

correspond to the original permit site number in the preliminary permit.) 

 

Plan Sheet 4 

• No impacts due to I-2513B&D on this sheet. 

• The I-2513B&D team has ongoing coordination with the I-2513A&C team for the design overlap but cannot comment 

on their merger/design status. 

Plan Sheet 5 

• There are no jurisdictional features or impacts on this sheet. 

Plan Sheet 6 

• Tributary TBI was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o This new site will be designated as Site 16 in the permit modification request. 

o It will be carried by a proposed 2GI and 30” PP pipe. 

o It will be a total take. 

• Tributary TBI was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o This new site will be designated as Site 17 in the permit modification request. 

o It will be completely covered by roadway fill so it will be a total take. 

• Stream SG is Permit Site 1 in the preliminary permit. 

o SG is currently fed by an existing 48” CMP. 

o Most of the stream will be covered by roadway fill so a channel change (Detail BG) has been proposed to 

realign the stream. 

 The proposed channel change has a 5’ base and 3’ depth and will be lined with Class II riprap. 

o SG will be a total take on the right side of the roadway. 

Plan Sheet 7 

• Tributary TBJ and stream SG (right side) continue on to sheet 7. 

• Stream SG was carried under I-26 by an existing 54” CMP.  The proposed design is now carrying SG under I-26 in a 72” 

WS pipe that has been buried 1’ due to it being jurisdictional. 
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Buncombe County, North Carolina 

o Mr. Cook asked if burying this pipe would be required since the pipe slope is greater than 3% and the pipe is 

335’ in length. 

 Dave McHenry did not see an issue with it not being buried since headcutting wouldn’t be an issue 

due to the riprap lined channel. 

 Lori Beckwith and Amy Annino agreed that it did not need to be buried. 

• Stream SG (Permit Site 1) continues on the left side of the roadway.  

o There will be various spots with impacts along the left side at the outlets of pipes where bank stabilization 

has been added.  At these locations, bank stabilization will be taken down to the channel bed elevation but 

will have no riprap in the channel. 

o It was noted that some of these outlet points will be revised to better align with existing swales/discharge 

points.  Additionally, drop structures may be used/added, to minimize the velocities at the outfalls. 

o There is a sanitary sewer line adjacent to stream SG, and RK&K is coordinating with the utility design team to 

determine if there are any conflicts and work on resolutions if conflicts are found. 

• Tributary TBH was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o There are no proposed impacts to TBH so a new site number is not needed. 

• Tributary TBK was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o This new site will be designated as Site 18 in the permit modification request. 

o It will be completely covered by roadway fill so it will be a total take. 

o It will be carried by a proposed 54” WS pipe into a storm drain system. 

o Proposed design does not impact the historic boundary that is adjacent to tributary TBK. 

Plan Sheet 8 

• Stream SG (Permit Site 1) continues on the left side of the roadway.  

o SG originally flowed into an existing 60” CMP which tied into the side of the existing box culvert. 

o This pipe was undersized and it was determined that the best way to replace it was to ditch SG to the 

entrance of the existing box culvert. 

 The proposed ditch (Detail BL) has a 6’ base, 3’ depth, and 4.7% slope.  The ditch is proposed to be 

lined with Class II riprap. 

• Stream SU is Permit Site 2 in the preliminary permit. 

o SU is currently carried by an existing 30” RCP.  The proposed design is now carrying SU in a 54” WS pipe that 

has been buried 1’ due to it being jurisdictional. 

 Mr. Cook asked if burying this pipe would be required since the pipe slope is greater than 3% and the 

pipe is 574’ in length. 

• Dave McHenry and Lori Beckwith did not see an issue with it not being buried. 

o Stream SU is not a total take since the stream continues beyond the study boundary. 

• Wetland WC/WC2 were identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o Since these new wetlands are adjacent to stream SU, Mr. Cook asked if they could be added to Permit Site 2 

and everyone agreed to this. 

o Wetland WC is a total take since it is completely under the proposed fill slope. 

o Mr. Cook asked if wetland WC2 should also be a total take or not since only about 50% is under the fill slope. 

 Ms. Beckwith said that it could be done either way.  If NCDOT wanted to consider it a partial take, 

NCDOT would have to monitor the site.  Mr. Cook replied that it would be most conservative to 

consider it a total take so that is how RK&K will proceed. 

• Wetland WF/WF2 is Permit Site 3 in the preliminary permit. 

o This site is completely covered by roadway fill so it will be a total take. 

• Tributary TBG was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o There are no proposed impacts to TBG so a new site number is not needed. 

• Tributary TBF was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o This new site will be designated as Site 19 in the permit modification request. 

o The storm drain system that feeds this tributary is proposed to be removed, and there is roadway fill/bridge 

abutments covering the tributary so this will be considered a total take. 

• Stream SS is Permit Site 5 in the preliminary permit. 
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o SS is currently fed by tributary TBE and wetland WBA. Both the tributary and the wetland will be covered by 

roadway fill, so even though a large portion of stream SS is not covered by roadway fill, it will be considered a 

total take due to loss of hydraulic viability. 

• Tributary TBE was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o This new site will be designated as Site 20 in the permit modification request. 

o It will be completely covered by roadway fill so it will be a total take. 

• Wetland WBA was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o This new wetland is adjacent to stream SS, so Mr. Cook proposed to add it to Permit Site 5 and everyone 

agreed to this. 

o This site is completely covered by roadway fill so it will be a total take. 

• Stream SR is Smith Mill Creek and is Permit Site 6 in the preliminary permit. 

o There are currently 5 permanent stream impact locations and 4 temporary stream impact locations along 

stream SR. 

 There are several ditches that tie to stream SR and the current design is to use bank stabilization 

(Detail BJ) to dissipate the discharge at these outfall locations. 

 Where possible, ditches will be re-aligned to outlet more in line with the flow of Smith Mill Creek. 

 Current design proposes to remove the existing 3@54” pipes along Smith Mill Creek, under Holiday 

Inn Drive, and restore the channel by matching the existing stream SR dimensions and slope. 

• Dave McHenry mentioned that coir fiber matting should be used for stability in this 

proposed channel 

o Mr. Cook brought to everyone’s attention that there are a few proposed bridge piers that will be within 10’ of 

the top of banks, with a couple being in the bank. 

 It was noted that there are approximately 290 piers on this project and the design team has done the 

best that they could to avoid impacts to the stream with the piers but there were some locations 

where it was unavoidable, especially as stream SR winds under and parallel to some of the bridges. 

 Specific locations were noted along stream SR and SP and everyone was in agreement that the best 

course of action would be to go ahead and add impacts for bank stabilization in areas where the pier 

is within 10’ of the bank just to make sure it is covered in the future if the bank becomes de-

stabilized during construction. 

• Ms. Beckwith noted that this was fine as long as the stabilization didn’t de-stabilize the 

banks or channels, especially in the smaller streams. 

o Mr. Cook noted that there are several “localized impacts” along Smith Mill Creek, stream SR, and was 

wondering if the preference would be to permit them as individual impacts or add temporary impacts to the 

whole reach. 

 Michael Turchy noted that if there were impacts for the whole reach, the contractor would be 

covered should they need to do any work outside of the localized locations. 

 It was also argued that permitting the whole reach might mean that unnecessary work or impacts 

might occur since it would be allowable. 

 Chris Rivenbark suggested that temporary impact lengths be included in the permit modification for 

the whole reach but only the localized impact areas would be hatched in the permit drawings.  That 

way, the contractor would know to stay within those localized areas but if something came up at a 

location between the localized areas, it would be permitted so work could be done to stabilize the 

area. 

• Ms. Beckwith asked who would make the determination that work needs to be done beyond 

the localized areas? 

o Mr. Cook noted that RK&K would have an engineer on site periodically and could 

assist NCDOT and the agencies in determining if additional work was needed. 

• No final decision was made but this seemed like a reasonable solution for most agencies. 

o The USACE is fine with this. 

Plan Sheet 9 

• Stream SR, Smith Mill Creek, continues on to sheet 9. 

o There are currently an additional 2 permanent and 2 temporary stream impact locations along SR on this 

sheet. 
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• Tributary TBC was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o There are no proposed impacts to TBC so a new site number is not needed. 

• Tributary TBA was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o There are no proposed impacts to TBA so a new site number is not needed. 

• Stream SBA was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o There are no proposed impacts to SBA so a new site number is not needed. 

• Pond PBA was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o There are no proposed impacts to PBA so a new site number is not needed. 

• Stream SP, Emma Branch, was previously identified but did not have any anticipated impacts so it did not have a site 

number in the preliminary permit. 

o This new site will be designated as Site 21 in the permit modification. 

o There is a proposed 15” CSP that outfalls on the bank.  Bank stabilization (Detail BJ) is proposed to dissipate 

the flow. 

o Existing concrete foot bridge over stream SP is proposed to be removed, creating a temporary impact. 

o Additionally, there are proposed piers that may be within the 10’ from the top of banks that was previously 

discussed so additional bank stabilization may be required for that. 

 RK&K Structures Group is currently working on optimizing their design so there is a possibility that 

the pier locations could change and would no longer be within the impact area. 

• Stream SA, French Broad River, is Permit Site 7 in the preliminary permit. 

o Proposed design has bridges for I-26, I-240 EB and I-240 WB over stream SA.  Due to the length and 

orientation of the bridges, piers had to be placed in the stream, as well as, within 10’ of the top of banks. 

 RK&K Structures Group did their best to minimize the stream impacts with the piers and, when 

possible, aligned the piers between the bridges. 

o In addition to the stream impacts from the bridge piers, there are a couple of locations where proposed pipes 

outlet on the bank of stream SA and bank stabilization has been added to dissipate flow, creating an impact 

to the stream. 

o The first draft of the proposed drainage had a proposed 48” WS pipe tying to an existing 42” CM pipe.  This 

has since been revised to carry the proposed 48” WS pipe all the way to the outlet at the French Broad River. 

• Stream SO is Permit Site 8 in the preliminary permit. 

o SO is currently carried by an existing 66” CMP.  The proposed design is now carrying SO in a 66” WS pipe. 

 Despite this being a jurisdictional stream, the proposed 66” WS pipe is not buried.  The proposed 66” 

WS pipe is part of a storm drainage system that flows through three drainage boxes and takes two 

90 degrees turns before discharging. 

• It was agreed that this pipe did not need to be buried. 

• The design team had received a comment about using the NC-SELDM Catalog, a tool for helping determine 

stormwater treatment goals for project sections, for these bridges and Mr. Cook confirmed with Brook Anderson that 

SELDM is generally used in the planning phase and the design has progressed far enough that it would not be needed. 

Plan Sheet 10 

• Stream SA, French Broad River, extends onto sheet 10 but there are no impacts on this sheet. 

• Stream SM is permit site 9 in the preliminary permit. 

o SM is currently carried by an existing 42” CMP.  The proposed design is now carrying SM in a 48” WS pipe. 

 Despite this being a jurisdictional stream, the proposed 48” WS pipe is not buried.  The proposed 48” 

WS pipe is part of a storm drainage system that flows through seven drainage boxes and is 

approximately 622’ long before discharging. 

• It was agreed that this pipe did not need to be buried. 

• Wetland WAK was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o Since this new wetland is adjacent to stream SM, Mr. Cook asked if it could be added to Permit Site 9 and 

everyone agreed to this. 

o Wetland WAK is a total take. 

• Stream SL is permit site 10 in the preliminary permit. 

o SL is currently carried by an existing 36” CMP.  The proposed design is now carrying SL in a 48” WS pipe. 
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 Despite this being a jurisdictional stream, the proposed 48” WS pipe is not buried.  The proposed 48” 

WS pipe is part of a storm drainage system that flows through four drainage boxes and is 

approximately 541’ long before discharging. 

• It was agreed that this pipe did not need to be buried. 

• Stream SBB was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o This new site will be designated as Site 22 in the permit modification request. 

o Stream SBB was fed by an existing 30” CMP.  It will now be fed by a proposed 42” WS pipe. 

o Stream SBB is impacted by the outfall riprap protection for the proposed 42” WS pipe and will not be a total 

take. 

o There will be no impact to stream SA, French Broad River, as a result of the impacts to stream SBB. 

• Tributary TAB was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o This new site will be designated as Site 23 in the permit modification request. 

o Tributary TAB will be picked up in an open throat catch basin and will be carried by a proposed 30” CS pipe 

into a storm drain system. 

 Pipes in the storm drain system will not be buried since there are 11 inlets and approximately 787’ of 

pipe before discharging. 

• It was agreed that this pipe did not need to be buried. 

Plan Sheet 11 

• Stream SA, French Broad River, extends onto sheet 11 but there are no impacts on this sheet. 

• Stream SI is permit site 11 in the preliminary permit. 

o SI is currently carried by an existing 42” CMP.  The proposed design is now carrying SI in a 48” WS pipe. 

 Despite this being a jurisdictional stream, the proposed 48” WS pipe is not buried.  The proposed 48” 

WS pipe is part of a storm drainage system that flows through seven drainage boxes and is 

approximately 495’ long before discharging. 

o On the downstream end of the proposed storm drainage system, SI will be carried in a proposed riprap lined 

channel with Class I riprap (both the banks and bottom of channel), a 3’ base width and 2.5’ depth.  The slope 

of the proposed channel is 0.42%. 

 The channel is necessary on this end due to the elevation requirements of the drainage system to get 

under the existing railroad tracks. 

• Tributary TAC was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o There are no proposed impacts to TAC so a new site number is not needed. 

Plan Sheet 12 

• Stream SA, French Broad River, extends onto sheet 12. 

o Since it is so far away from the Site 7 impacts in the preliminary permit, it was decided that this impact 

should get a new site number. 

o This new site will be designated as Site 24 in the permit modification request. 

o The impact to stream SA is due to the riprap outlet pad required for the outfall of two proposed 42” WS 

pipes. 

• Tributary TAD was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o There are no proposed impacts to TAD so a new site number is not needed. 

• Tributary TAE was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o This new site will be designated as Site 25 in the permit modification request. 

o Tributary TAE will be picked up in an open throat catch basin and will be carried by a proposed 30” WS pipe 

into a storm drain system. 

 Pipes in the storm drain system will not be buried since there are four inlets and approximately 281’ 

of pipe before discharging. 

• It was agreed that this pipe did not need to be buried. 

• Stream SK is permit site 12 in the preliminary permit. 

o SK is currently carried by an existing 48” CMP.  The proposed design is now carrying SK in a 48” WS pipe. 

 Despite this being a jurisdictional stream, the proposed 48” WS pipe is not buried.  The proposed 48” 

WS pipe is part of a storm drainage system that flows through six drainage boxes and is 

approximately 497’ long before discharging. 
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• It was agreed that this pipe did not need to be buried. 

• Wetland WBB was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o Since this new wetland is adjacent to stream SK, Mr. Cook asked if it could be added to Permit Site 12 and 

everyone agreed to this. 

o It was agreed that wetland WBB will be a total take. 

Plan Sheet 13 

• Stream SK extends onto sheet 13 but there are no impacts on this sheet. 

• Tributary TBL was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o This new site will be designated as Site 26 in the permit modification request. 

o Tributary TBL will be carried by a proposed 36” WS pipe into a storm drain system. 

 Pipes in the storm drain system will not be buried since there are seven inlets and approximately 

740’ of pipe before discharging. 

• It was agreed that this pipe did not need to be buried. 

• Stream SA, French Broad River, extends onto sheet 13. 

o Since it is away from the previous impacts it was decided that this impact should get a new site number. 

o This new site will be designated as Site 28 in the permit modification request. 

o The impact to stream SA is due to the riprap outlet pad required for the outfall of a proposed 42” WS pipe 

and existing 24” CMP. 

• Tributary TAA was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o This new site will be designated as Site 27 in the permit modification request. 

o The upstream portion of tributary TAA was fed by an existing 30” CMP that is being removed.  

o The remaining downstream portion is fed by an existing 24” CMP that is to remain. 

• Stream SJ, Reed Creek, is Permit Site 13 in the preliminary permit for I-2513B. 

o This is the upstream portion of Reed Creek prior to it entering the existing four cell box culvert under 

Riverside Drive. 

o There are no proposed impacts to this portion of stream SJ 

• Stream SJ, Reed Creek, is permit site 1 in the preliminary permit for I-2513D 

o Since this is the only site in the I-2513D section, Mr. Cook requested that this site be added to the I-2513B 

section and be renumbered to Site 13. 

 It was agreed to include this site in the I-2513B section. 

o The existing culvert is no longer being extended, as it was in the preliminary permit, so the only impact is due 

to adding riprap at the outlet of a proposed 18” RC pipe that is carrying storm drainage from Riverside Drive. 

Plan Sheet 14 

• Stream SA, French Broad River, extends onto sheet 14 but there are no impacts on this sheet. 

• Stream SAV is permit site 15 in the preliminary permit. 

o SAV is currently carried by an existing 60” CMP.  The proposed design is retaining this existing 60” CMP.  A 

pipe investigation will determine if a liner is required in this existing pipe. 

 Since the existing pipe is being retained, the pipe will not be buried. 

o There will be impacts where a proposed 24” and 18” pipe are tying down to stream SAV using riprap outlet 

pads. 

• Stream SBC was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o There are no proposed impacts to SBC so a new site number is not needed. 

• Stream ST was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o This new site will be designated as Site 29 in the permit modification request. 

o Stream ST will be impacted by the outlet of a proposed 15” CSP and the riprap outlet pad associated with 

that. 

• Wetland WBC was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 

o There are no proposed impacts to WBC so a new site number is not needed. 

Plan Sheet 15 

• Stream SAU is Permit Site 2 in the preliminary permit. 

o There are no proposed impacts to stream SAU. 

• Wetland WBD was identified by RK&K since the preliminary permit. 



 

 

 

 
I-2513B&D – I-26 / I-240 

Buncombe County, North Carolina 

o There are no proposed impacts to WBD so a new site number is not needed. 

Plan Sheet 16 

• There are no jurisdictional features or impacts on this sheet. 

Plan Sheet 17 

• Stream SR, Smith Mill Creek, is Permit Site 4 in the preliminary permit. 

o This is the downstream portion of Smith Mill Creek at the outlet of the existing three cell box culvert under 

Patton Avenue. 

o There is a proposed impact for riprap bank stabilization at the outlet of a proposed 36” CSP adjacent to the 

box culvert outlet. 

• There is an additional impact upstream of the existing box culvert where a proposed 36” CSP discharges onto bank 

stabilization along stream SR. 

o It was agreed that this impact would be added to Site 4. 

• It was discussed that there is an impact on stream SR that can’t be seen very well on any sheet where stream SG ties 

into stream SR with a proposed base ditch (Detail BL).  This impact occurs between sheet 8 and sheet 17 and an inset 

on sheet 8 was added. 

Plan Sheet 18 

• Stream SA, French Broad River, extends onto sheet 18 but there are no impacts on this sheet. 

 

River Safety Plan 

• Mr. Rivenbark stated that a draft update of the current River Safety Plan has been completed using examples 

provided by NCDOT. 

o Mr. Turchy advised forwarding the draft River Safety Plan to Ms. Beckwith for her review as soon as possible. 

 

Project Commitments 

• Mr. Cook began by noting that the current commitments spreadsheet has 313 commitments listed but he has 

reduced that down to 175 by eliminating duplicates and removing items that have already been addressed. 

o Mr. Cook shared the spreadsheet that has been shared between the design team and NCDOT listing all the 

commitments and their current status. 

• Ms. Cox brought to everyone’s attention that there needs to be coordination with the lighting for under the I-26 

bridge over Patton Avenue. 

o Make sure that Greg Hall is involved. 

• Ms. Beckwith requested that the design build team assemble an Avoidance and Minimization document for all the 

commitments, as it made compliance for the I-4400/I-4700 project easier, but it is up to NCDOT if this document will 

be needed 

o Follow up conversations will be needed to determine what is needed to complete this document. 

• Ms. Beckwith discussed how important the Bridge Construction and Demolition (C&D) Plan is for the permit 

modification.  The draft C&D plans that she reviewed for the Phase 1 application required work and she noted that 

she would be happy to review the plan prior to NCDOT requesting a permit modification. 

o Additionally, Ms. Beckwith noted that information regarding causeways and other C&D related issues will be 

necessary for the 4C meeting. 

 

Field Meeting 

• Mr. Cook asked if a field meeting would be needed and Ms. Beckwith decided it would not be necessary for her to see 

this project but if others want to have it, that would be fine.  No one else noted that they needed a field meeting. 

 

Additional Discussion 

• No additional items were discussed. 

 

The meeting adjourned. 
 
 
 
 
 
C:\pwworking\rkkpw01\eleni riggs\d0106751\I-2513BD 4B Meeting Minutes_Final.docx 



I-2513 B & D 

4C Meeting 

Minutes 



 

 

 

 
I-2513B&D – I-26 / I-240 

Buncombe County, North Carolina 

 

 

 
Date:    September 10, 2025 
Location: CCA Technical Services Conference Room 
Time:  8:00 AM 
Attendees: Hannah Headrick – NCDOT    Edwin Fenner – NCDOT 

  John Jamison – NCDOT    Solomon Mengesha – NCDOT (Teams) 

  Todd Lapham – NCDOT (Teams)  Brook Anderson – NCDOT 

  Carlas Sharpless – NCDOT   Nathaniel Moneyham – NCDOT (Teams) 

  Yates Allen – NCDOT (Teams)   Jeffrey Hemphill – NCDOT (Teams) 

  Susan Locklear – NCDWR   Michael Turchy – NCDOT    

Amy Annino – NCDWR (Teams)  Lori Beckwith – USACE (Teams) 

 Victoria Fowler – GFT (Teams)   Holland Youngman – USFWS (Teams)  

 David McHenry – NCWRC (Teams)  Matthew Payne – JV (Teams)  

David Moyar – JV    Byron Holden – RK&K (Teams)  

 Eleni Riggs – RK&K    Jeremy Keene – RK&K (Teams)  

 Matt Cook – RK&K    Pete Stafford – RK&K (Teams)      

Chris Rivenbark – RK&K   Vidya Mohandas – WSP   

 Garrett Little – WSP    Kase Schalois – WSP    

 Jay Twisdale – TGS (Teams)   Randy Henegar – TGS (Teams) 

 

 

Introductions 

An interagency meeting was held to review the permit drawings in order to reach compliance on Merger Concurrence Point 

4C, further known in the minutes as 4C, for I-2513B&D, I-26 / I-240 in Buncombe County.  The following items were discussed 

and conclusions reached: 

 

In person and virtual attendees were noted and introduced and the meeting was turned over to the design build team (DB 

Team).  Matthew Cook introduced the DB Team for the project which is a joint venture team of Archer Western/Wright 

Brothers (contractors) with RK&K and WSP as the design team.  

• Project Description 

o Matt Cook explained that this project started with procurement and upon award to the DB Team went 

through an Optimization and Refinement (O&R) process to get the design to the point that it is at today. 

o Mr. Cook explained that RK&K is responsible for the design on Section 1 (west side up to French Broad River) 

and WSP is doing the design for Section 2 (east of the French Broad River). 

• Preliminary Permit 

o Mr. Cook explained that the Preliminary Permit for the entire I-2513 corridor was received in July of 2023 and 

that the DB Project is for the B and D sections. 

o Lori Beckwith clarified that a Preliminary Permit was issued and each design section is responsible to 

complete a permit modification request for their section. 

o Per the 4B meeting, the preliminary site numbers were retained and then additional site numbers were 

added sequentially, as necessary. 

• Footprint Reduction 

o Mr. Cook showed a map depicting the preliminary layout of the project with an overlay of the current design.  

He explained how during the procurement process, the DB Team reduced the overall footprint of the project. 

• Environmental Corridor 

I-2513B&D Concurrence Point 4C Meeting 
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o Mr. Cook explained how the original study area with jurisdictional features provided by NCDOT did not cover 

the limits of the project.  He shared a map which noted the areas where additional environmental surveys 

were needed. 

 RK&K Natural Resources was contracted by NCDOT to complete the surveys for the new boundary 

under a separate contract. 

• FEMA Floodplain 

o Mr. Cook used the NC Flood Risk Information System (FRIS) to show how most of the project along the French 

Broad River is within the 100-year floodplain and how the DB Team is constricted by a railroad on one side 

and Riverside Drive on the other side.  It was also noted that the project is within the floodplain of Smith Mill 

Creek and Emma Branch. 

• Design Update 

o 25% Roadway Plans and Redline Drainage Plans have both been approved by NCDOT.  

o All BSR’s and CSR’s have been submitted at this time and are in various stages of review or approval. 

o Right of Way Plans for both sections have now been submitted. 

o Utility design is underway but will be a continuous process.  At this time, no impacts are anticipated but if 

that changes, the DB Team will notify NCDOT and agencies immediately. 

o Susan Locklear asked about using the NC-SELDM Catalog. 

 Mr. Cook stated that we discussed this during the 4B Meeting and it was determined that the design 

has progressed far enough that it would not be needed.  He deferred to Brook Anderson to confirm 

this. 

 Ms. Anderson confirmed that SELDM is generally used in the planning phase and would not be 

required for this project. 

 Ms. Locklear requested that a note be added to the General Summary of the Stormwater 

Management Plan to explain this so there are no questions in the future. 

• A/C Coordination 

o Mr. Cook noted that coordination with the I-2513AC project team is on-going and there are bi-weekly 

coordination meetings.  

 

Section 1 – 4C Permit Drawings 

 

Mr. Cook kicked off the review of the 4C permit drawings, starting with the ditch detail sheets.  

 

Permit Drawing 4 of 81 

• Site 16 - TBI: New site from preliminary permit. 

• There are 0.005 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

• Mr. Cook noted that only acreage was calculated and not linear feet for this impact due to the “T” designation. 

o Ms. Beckwith asked why it was done that way. 

o Chris Rivenbark stated that the “T” designated streams are considered JS non-mitigable. 

o Ms. Beckwith said that in the mountains if there is an OHW mark then it is typically at least intermittent and 

then would be scored that way. 

 If they have been scored as ephemeral then they will be removed from the plans since they are not 

JS. 

 The “T” streams can be removed from the plans. 

 Sites will be re-numbered, as needed. 

 Remove impact hatching and change JS linestyle so that it is no longer shown as JS. 

 The agencies requested copies of the NCDWQ SWIT forms. 

o Amy Annino stated that if they are ephemeral then they should be removed. 

• Site 17 - TBJ: New site from preliminary permit that will now be removed. 

• Site 1 – SG: Total take on right side of project with 556 ft and 0.064 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

Permit Drawing 6 of 81 

• Site 1 – SG: continuation from drawing 4 of 81 

o New channel being diverted into a proposed 66”. 

o Individual impacts for each location on SG on left side of project. 
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 Bank Stabilization at outlet of Standard Base Ditch 

• 49 ft and 0.008 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

• 20 ft and 0.003 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

 Bank Stabilization at outlet of 54” RCP 

• 25 ft and 0.004 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

• 20 ft and 0.004 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

• Ms. Locklear asked if the outlet could be moved back closer to the existing outlet and 

discharge into the existing swale.  

o Mr. Cook said that that was considered during the design but there was concern 

with headcutting so that option was not used. 

 Bank Stabilization at outlet of 54” WSP 

• 29 ft and 0.005 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

• 20 ft and 0.003 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

• Site 18 – TBK: New site from preliminary permit that will now be removed. 

Permit Drawing 9 of 81 

• Site 1 – SG: continuation from drawing 6 of 81. 

o Bank Stabilization at outlet of 15” CSP. 

 9 ft and 0.002 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 21 ft and 0.004 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

o Replacing 60” RCP with base ditch due to HW/D concerns 

 3 ft and 0.001 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 10 ft and 0.002 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

• Site 4 – SR: shown in Inset 8A. 

o Impacts from Bank Stabilization at Channel Change tie-in to Smith Mill Creek following the removal of the 

existing 60” RCP. 

 21 ft and 0.005 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 10 ft and 0.003 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

• Site 2 – SU/WC/WC2: WC and WC2 are new from the preliminary permit and were added to Site 2 per 4B meeting. 

o Stream SU  

 410 ft and 0.026 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 12 ft and 0.001 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

o Wetland WC/WC2 

 0.029 acres of Fill in Wetlands. 

 Impact summary table shows quantities for a total take of the wetlands but hatching impacts are 

only shown to right of way line, per discussion during 4B. 

 Ms. Beckwith asked for clarification on this and Mr. Cook explained further.  Impact quantities cover 

the entire wetland but hatching does not.  This was done so that the contractor does not think that 

they can work beyond the right of way line. 

• Site 3 – WF/WF2: total takes due to roadway fill. 

o 0.104 acres of Fill in Wetlands. 

Permit Drawing 11 of 81 

• Site 6 – SR: working upstream to downstream 

o Bank Stabilization at Standard Base Ditch tie-in to Smith Mill Creek. 

 8 ft and 0.002 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 20 ft and 0.006 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

o Bank Stabilization at Standard Base Ditch tie-in to Smith Mill Creek 

 15 ft and 0.005 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 20 ft and 0.006 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

 Ms. Locklear asked about re-aligning the ditch so that it is perpendicular to Smith Mill Creek, as 

requested during the 4B meeting. 

• Mr. Cook pointed out that the interior bents prevent this ditch from being re-aligned but, in 

general, the design tried to adhere to this request from the 4B meeting. 
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 Ms. Locklear also asked about adding riprap bank stabilization on the opposite side of the channel, 

similar to what was done at Site 1. 

• Mr. Cook said that the wider channel in this area made it so the riprap on the opposite side 

of the channel wasn’t warranted. 

o Removal of (3) @ 54” CMP and proposed Channel Change which will be returning the channel to existing 

dimensions with coir fiber matting. 

 Upstream – 21 ft and 0.019 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

 Downstream – 40 ft and 0.016 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

o Bank Stabilization at Standard Base Ditch tie-in to Smith Mill Creek. 

 15 ft and 0.005 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 20 ft and 0.006 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

o Bank Stabilization at Standard Base Ditch tie-in to Smith Mill Creek. 

 8 ft and 0.002 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 20 ft and 0.006 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

o Cart/Foot Bridge Removal 

 33 ft and 0.011 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

 Mr. Cook noted that the removal of the Cart/Foot Bridges was currently being shown with only 

temporary impacts and asked if the agencies would prefer to show it with permanent impacts in case 

riprap is needed to stabilize the banks after removal. 

• Ms. Beckwith replied that it could be handled in the field and the contractor would have to 

ask if they need to put riprap on the banks to stabilize.  

o Bank Stabilization at Standard Base Ditch tie-in to Smith Mill Creek. 

 20 ft and 0.005 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 20 ft and 0.006 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

o Cart/Foot Bridge Removal 

 26 ft and 0.007 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

o Cart/Foot Bridge Removal 

 27 ft and 0.006 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

o Bank Stabilization at Standard Base Ditch tie-in to Smith Mill Creek. 

 17 ft and 0.004 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 20 ft and 0.006 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

o Site 6 has temporary impacts permitted for the whole channel from right of way to right of way. 

 1221 ft and 0.413 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

 Ms. Beckwith stated that was fine and that it would need to be clearly explained in the permit 

modification. 

 Ms. Annino asked about what types of impacts might be anticipated in those areas. 

• Types of impacts include dewatering, bank stabilization, temporary trestle bridge, etc. 

• These impacts would need to be communicated to agencies as they arise on site. 

 Ms. Beckwith asked about a person on site approving these “impacts” as was mentioned in the 4B 

meeting. 

• NCDOT inspectors, Division Environmental staff, and/or RK&K staff would review the need, 

and if deemed reasonable, allow the work to proceed. 

• Notifications of such additions could be provided to the USACE and NCDWR periodically to 

ensure their awareness. 

• Site 19 – TBF: New site from preliminary permit that will now be removed. 

• Site 5 – SS and WBA: impacts from roadway fill 

o Wetland WBA 

 0.045 acres of Fill in Wetlands. 

o Stream SS (impacted since wetland upstream is being filled so channel is no longer being fed) 

 43 ft and 0.005 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

• Site 20 – TBE: New site from preliminary permit that will now be removed. 

• Mr. Cook noted that all proposed columns are outside of the top of banks though some may be within 5-10 ft of the 

top of bank. 
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• If pipe profiles are to be removed due to “T” streams coming out, it may be easier to leave a blank sheet with a “This 

Sheet Intentionally Left Blank” note rather than re-numbering all permit drawing sheets. 

o There were no issues with this. 

o Mr. Cook flipped through all the profile sheets but there were no comments on any of those sheets. 

Permit Drawing 27 of 81 

• Site 6 – SR: continuation from drawings 9 and 11 of 81. 

o Bank Stabilization at outlet of 24” CSP. 

 12 ft and 0.003 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 20 ft and 0.006 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

o Bank Stabilization at outlet of 15” CSP. 

 11 ft and 0.006 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 20 ft and 0.011 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

• TBA and TBC will be gone but had no impacts.  PBA is a pond with no impacts. 

• Site 21 – SP: Preliminary Permit did not have any impacts on Stream SP – Emma Branch. 

o Cart/Foot Bridge Removal 

 Per comments on the Redline Drainage Plans, riprap was added here for bank stabilization upon 

removal of the bridge. 

• Jay Twisdale confirmed that this comments was made since this bridge seemed more 

substantial than some of the others and it was thought that the riprap would be necessary 

once the bridge was removed. 

 Current design shows 55 ft and 0.019 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

• Due to the addition of riprap bank stabilization, impacts will be updated to Permanent 

Surface Water Impacts. 

o Foot Bridge Removal - Upstream 

 20 ft and 0.005 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

o Bank Stabilization at outlet of 15” CSP. 

 9 ft and 0.003 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 20 ft and 0.007 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

• Site 7 – SA: All impacts other than causeway 

o Bank Stabilization at outlet of 66” WSP. 

 36 ft and 0.008 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 20 ft and 0.004 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

 Dave McHenry asked if the ditch between the 2 @ 54” pipes and 1 @ 66” pipe could be lined with 

coir fiber matting. 

• Mr. Cook replied that could be done. 

o Bank Stabilization at outlet of 54” WSP. 

 36 ft and 0.008 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 32 ft and 0.006 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

o Bank Stabilization at outlet of 36” WSP (excludes all causeway impacts). 

 19 ft and 0.005 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 20 ft and 0.004 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

• Site 7 – SA: Causeway construction 

o Mr. Cook noted that the entire footprint under the bridge (excluding a proposed 36” WSP outlet, bank 

stabilization, and interior bents) was accounted for as temporary stream impacts in the drawings.  The 

impacts were reduced from 197,700 sq. ft. in the preliminary permit to 136,125 sq. ft. as currently shown in 

the 4C permit drawing set. 

o Permit Drawing 29 of 81 – Per project commitments, no geotextile fabric shown under the workpad, will have 

jersey barrier at the base of workpad that is not shown in the detail. 

o Goal of the contractor is to minimize impacts to the channel by not leaving the riprap in for the life of 

construction. 

 Drill the trestle foundations due to rock (top down is not viable) 

• Only 3 week time frame (approx.) 
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• David Moyar pointed out that it wouldn’t be completely reduced to 14% for 3 weeks, as the 

farthest span is built, the rock will be removed and they will continue to work that way 

 Mr. Cook stepped through all phases of the causeway plans (Permit Drawings 30 thru 40 of 81) 

• It was noted that the contractor would need to drill the foundations for the trestle bridge 

due to rock and wouldn’t be able to do top down construction.  Because of this, there is a 

short duration of time that will have more than 50% of the channel blocked (worst case is 

86% blocked or 14% open).  Mr. Cook noted that in the commitments, it was stated that 

“potential additional restrictions of the channel may be necessary for short durations…”.  

o Mr. Cook stated that the approximate timeframe for blocking more than 50% of the 

channel would be about 3 weeks. 

o Mr. Moyar pointed out that it wouldn’t be reduced to 14% for the full 3 weeks.  

After the farthest foundations are drilled, the causeway rock from that span would 

be removed.  Then the next pier foundations will be drilled followed by removing 

the causeway rock from that span.  It will take approximately 1 week to drill the 

foundations and remove the rock from 1 span. 

• Ms. Beckwith asked about commitment to restrict more than 50% of the channel for short 

durations. 

o Mr. Rivenbark pulled out the commitment from the Addendum BO and original 

Demolition and Construction (D&C) plan. 

 Ms. Beckwith pointed out that this is in the BO and is not in a permit, so it 

doesn’t mean that more than 50% restriction of river flow will be 

authorized. 

o Ms. Beckwith said that the draft D&C plan she reviewed when the application for 

Phase 1 was submitted needed a lot of work. 

o Ms. Beckwith asked if we really couldn’t keep it open to 50% and Mr. Cook assured 

her that it wasn’t possible with all the constraints.  

 Ms. Beckwith asked about lowering the causeway height and allowing the 

water to flow over, which was done on a previous project (I-4700), but Mr. 

Cook stated that wouldn’t work too well at this location since the water 

height is so low to start with. 

• Mr. Moyar was also concerned with water quality while having 

water flow on the construction equipment located on the 

causeway. 

o Ms. Beckwith noted that both the USACE and DWR 

approved that for the I-4700 project and that the 

contractor just needed to take additional precautions. 

 Ms. Beckwith stated that the DB team will need a detailed explanation 

(white paper) to respond to everything that was in her email (sent to 

various agencies and NCDOT on 9/9/2025 and forwarded to Mr. Rivenbark 

by Michael Turchy that same day) and they will review but there is no 

guarantee that this will get approved.  Ms. Beckwith also requested that 

NCDOT to respond to WRC’s comment in the chat box regarding elevations 

up and downstream of the causeway, since Dave McHenry had to leave the 

meeting early. 

o Ms. Annino asked if the DB team could provide information about time of year for 

installing the causeways and the typical flow rates at that time of year. 

 Mr. Cook said that we don’t have enough data to adequately address that. 

o Holland Youngman had similar questions and concerns as Ms. Beckwith and Ms. 

Annino. 

 Are there studies or information that shows how this 80% blockage will 

affect the river users? 
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 Could the DB team provide hydraulic plan and scenarios for how different 

situations would be handled (i.e. if a significant storm event was predicted 

to occur during the restricted channel time period). 

 Mr. Cook stated that the team has not put this through a model yet but we 

can provide a summary to address some of these questions once that has 

occurred. 

o Mr. Cook then went back to show the railroad constraint on west side which limits 

access to the river to the east side only. 

o Ms. Beckwith stated that safety and recreation are two of the biggest USACE 

concerns.  What will happen to someone floating the river?  What will the water be 

like in this restricted area?  Could the contractor commit to not working if there is a 

rainfall in the forecast. 

o The question was asked if NCDOT can shut down river traffic for a month?  Mr. 

Turchy noted that USACE did not let them close the river to recreational use for I-40 

Pigeon River so that is probably not an option here.   

o Ms. Annino asked about submitting the River Usage Plan. 

 Mr. Rivenbark stated that the plan is combined River Usage Plan and D&C 

and is in draft form under review by NCDOT. 

o Ms. Beckwith noted that signage is a big thing in these plans. 

o Ms. Youngman asked about the water surface elevations and velocities during the 

various blockages and asked that those numbers be included in the White Paper 

that is developed. 

o Mr. Cook noted that the 10-year storm already overtops the causeway so the 

area/velocity is not constricted during most storm events 

o Ms. Beckwith’s final comment was that she can’t approve the plan at this time but 

will look at the information that we provide and will review with her supervisor. 

o Mr. Cook asked if 4C concurrence can be reached even if the causeway restriction 

isn’t fully resolved.  Ms. Beckwith defaulted to NCDOT and Mr. Turchy said that it 

could be with the understanding that the causeway plans and details were not 

approved by the Merger Team at this time. 

o Ms. Locklear asked about concerns with the RR coordination since it is parallel to 

the river on the west side, and Mr. Moyar mentioned that the DB team has been 

meeting with the RR and started that coordination process. 

• Site 8 – SO: 66” WS, not buried per 4B meeting 

o Bank Stabilization 

 27 ft and 0.003 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

• Mr. Cook went through the pipe profiles applicable to the permit drawing sheet and there were no comments. 

 

Section 2 – 4C Permit Drawings 

 

Permit Drawing 48 of 81 

• Site 9 – SM and WAK: Roadway Fill and 48” WS, not buried. 

o Stream SM – Bank Stabilization 

 33 ft and 0.002 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 7 ft and 0.001 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

o Wetland WAK – Roadway Fill 

 Total take 

 Not originally listing in NRTR so added to Site 9 per 4B meeting. 

 0.009 acres of Fill in Wetlands 

• Site 10 – SL: Channel Change into 48” WSP, not buried. 

o 101 ft and 0.009 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

o 11 ft and 0.001 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

• Site 23 – TAB: New site from preliminary permit that will now be removed. 
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• Site 22 – SBB: not a total take due to the temp impacts at the end of the riprap. 

o Ms. Annino was questioning the current conditions and if there is a defined channel now. 

o Mr. Rivenbark stated that this site scored as intermittent. 

o It was decided that if riprap is not needed to go all the way to the river, then don’t extend and keep the 

temporary impact.  

 21 ft and 0.001 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 0.001 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

Permit Drawing 55 of 81 

• TAC had no impacts but will be removed. 

• Site 11 – SI: Proposed 54” WSP, not buried, with Channel Change at outlet. 

o The channel change had to be extended more than what was shown at 4B due to elevations and stability. 

o Ms. Annino asked about the channel change not lining up with the JS lines in plan view. 

 Vidya Mohandas stated that the JS didn’t line up with the contours but that the channel change lines 

up with the surveyed channel inverts. 

 Mr. Cook stated that we can adjust the JS line to match the existing contours 

o Bank Stabilization on right side of project. 

 12 ft and 0.001 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 10 ft and 0.001 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

o Roadway Fill on right side of project. 

 100 ft and 0.009 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

o Channel Change on left side of project. 

 326 ft and 0.022 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 11 ft and 0.001 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

Permit Drawing 60 of 81 

• TAC had no impacts but will be removed. 

• Site 25 – TAE:  New site from preliminary permit that will now be removed. 

• Site 12 – SK and WBB: Roadway Fill and Channel Change into 48” WSP. 

o Stream SK 

 75 ft and 0.008 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 10 ft and 0.001 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

o Wetland WBB 

 Total take 

 Not originally listing in NRTR so added to Site 12 per 4B meeting. 

 0.003 acres of Fill in Wetlands 

 0.003 acres of Excavation in Wetlands 

• Site 24 – SA: riprap extends to FBR so we do have an impact there. 

o New site number per the 4B meeting. 

o Bank Stabilization 

 34 ft and 0.011 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 30 ft and 0.009 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

Permit Drawing 64 of 81 

• Site 12 – SK: continuation from drawing 60 of 81. 

• Site 26 – TBL: New site from preliminary permit that will now be removed. 

• Site 27 – TAA: New site from preliminary permit that will now be removed. 

• Site 28 – SA: (2) – 30” WSP under railroad. 

o Continuing to work with the RR due to cover issues at this location. 

o Constrained by French Broad River, Railroad and several utilities. 

o New site number per the 4B meeting. 

o Bank Stabilization along French Broad River 

 48 ft and 0.015 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 29 ft and 0.008 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

• Site 13 – SJ: this was site 1 in I-2513D and was renumbered per 4B meeting. 
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o No impacts due to culvert extension only for the pipe tying into the channel. 

o Bank Stabilization at 18” CSP outlet. 

 10 ft and 0.003 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 24 ft and 0.007 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

Permit Drawing 67 of 81 

• Site 29 – ST and WBC: Bank Stabilization and Pipe Lining 

o New site number from the preliminary permit. 

o Pipe lining for the existing 48” CMP required by the RFP. 

 Assumed 20’ x 40’ work area for pipe lining. 

o Stream ST 

 Bank Stabilization 

• 12 ft and 0.001 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 Pipe Lining 

• 29 ft and 0.001 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

o Wetland WBC 

 Not originally listing in NRTR so added to Site 29 per 4B meeting. 

 Not a total take and impacts are considered temporary. 

 0.005 acres of Temporary Fill in Wetlands. 

• Site 30 – SBC: Impact due to pipe lining. 

o New site number from the preliminary permit. 

o Pipe Lining 

 12 ft and 0.001 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

• Site 15 – SAV: Bank Stabilization and Pipe Lining  

o This is the 60” that is mentioned in some of the commitments.   

o Pipe lining for the existing 60” CMP required by the RFP. 

 Assumed 20’ x 40’ work area for pipe lining. 

 28 ft and 0.002 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

o Bank stabilization due to pipes tying into the channel. 

 12 ft and 0.001 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

• Ms. Locklear asked about the direct discharge into the culvert at bottom of the page and was wondering if it was 

possible to put a 2GI or OTCB on top of the culvert and discharge some of the other pipes into the open area to allow 

for infiltration. 

 Ms. Anderson mentioned that the 42” would be difficult to pick back up in a box. 

 Mr. Cook noted that this is near a public housing area and would want to limit access to open 

pipes/boxes. 

Permit Drawing 72 of 81 

• Site 14 – SAU and WBD: Impacts due to pipe lining. 

o Did not have impacts previously but needed to add them due to pipe lining.   

o Assumed 20’ x 40’ work area for pipe lining. 

o Stream SAU 

 43 ft and 0.003 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

o Wetland WBD 

 Not originally listing in NRTR so added to Site 14 per 4B meeting. 

 0.031 acres of Temporary Fill in Wetlands. 

Permit Drawing 76 of 81 

• Upstream of the area that we previously looked at on Permit Drawing Sheet 9 of 81 

• Site 4 – SR: Working upstream to downstream 

o Bank Stabilization at outlet of 36” CSP. 

 20 ft and 0.007 acres of Permanent Surface Water Impacts. 

 20 ft and 0.007 acres of Temporary Surface Water Impacts. 

o Site at culvert inlet was previously discussed 

o Bank Stabilization at outlet of 36” RCP at existing culvert outlet. 

 Received a comment to remove the impact since it is technically away from the JS. 



 

 

 

 
I-2513B&D – I-26 / I-240 

Buncombe County, North Carolina 

• Left the impact in place due to a concern that the “bank/bench” may get washed out and 

want to include the impact just to be safe. 

 

Strategic Communication Plan 

• Includes the River Usage Plan and Demolition & Construction (D&C) Plan. 

• Mr. Rivenbark asked Ms. Beckwith if she would like to see this before the permit modification is submitted. 

o Ms. Beckwith asked if this is in relation to the causeway or just in general and Mr. Rivenbark stated that it 

was for both. 

o Mr. Rivenbark asked if we could reference the Strategic Communication Plan in the White Paper that was 

requested in reference to the causeways and channel blockage (discussed above) and Ms. Beckwith said that 

she would be happy to review the Strategic Communication Plan prior to NCDOT submitting the permit 

modification request in an effort to avoid or minimize delays once the modification request is submitted.  

• Mr. Cook mentioned that he talked to contractor during a break and they thought they could look to install the 

causeway/trestle bridge during the winter months to minimize the impacts to the river users. 

 

Additional Discussion 

• No additional items were discussed. 

 

The meeting adjourned. 

 

Following the meeting, the USFWS and the USACE each sent a summary email to NCDOT (USFWS on 9/10 and USACE on 9/11).  

Those emails are included in the following pages. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
pw:\\rkk-pw.bentley.com:rkk-pw-01\Documents\Projects\2024\24141_I26Connect\Design\Hydraulics\DOCUMENTS\Permitting\4C Meeting\I2513BD 4C Meeting Minutes_Final.pdf 
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Eleni Riggs

From: Beckwith, Loretta A CIV USARMY CESAW (USA) <Loretta.A.Beckwith@usace.army.mil>

Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2025 3:05 PM

To: Youngman, Holland J; Matthew Cook; Fenner, Edwin F

Cc: david.mchenry@ncwildlife.gov; Cox, Marissa R; Weatherford, Morgan D; Annino, Amy; 

Locklear, Susan P; Allen, Yates; Anderson, Brook E; Sharpless, Carlas R; Turchy, Michael A;

Hemphill, Jeffrey L; Hemphill, Jeffrey L; Chris Rivenbark; Jones, M Scott (Scott) CIV 

USARMY CESAW (USA)

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] WRC questions on I-2513 B/D - CP 4C

Hello, 

In response to Holland’s email, below is a list of information that I requested during the meeting 
yesterday. Please note that this is a general list, as we discussed many details during the meeting, so 
I would ask NCDOT and those responsible for responding to the requests made during the meeting to 
refer to the recording and their notes to capture all the details. 

• During the meeting, I requested a narrative/paper that addresses the following: 
o The compelling reason(s) why more than 50% of the river flow needs to be restricted. 
o Why restricting more than 50% of the river flow can’t be avoided. 
o Provide information to the agencies that demonstrates that restriction of more than 50% 

of the river flow at any one time wouldn’t cause adverse effects to the river, aquatic life, 
and recreation. 

o A response to Dave McHenry’s comment/question in the chat re elevations up and 
downstream of the causeway. 

o Since river user safety is a large part of recreation, I asked NCDOT to provide the 
bridge construction and demolition (C&D) plan, river users plan, and communication 
plan, with the understanding that these may be combined into one or two documents 
(I’m not sure what the final product(s) will look like). I asked that the causeway phasing 
be shown in the bridge C&D plan with a narrative. This narrative would explain how long 
each phase would be expected to remain in place, etc. While there was some back and 
forth about when these plans would be ready, I noted that we would need a lot of this 
information to review the causeway issue; ideally, the plans would be included in this 
narrative. 

Also, I’ve mentioned this during previous meetings for I-2513, and in conversations with/emails to Jeff 
and Michael (ECAP), especially while reviewing the initial application for Phase 1, but I’m not sure if 
everyone has heard this since it seems like a lot of people have changed over the years, so here it is 
again - since I haven’t seen the final bridge C&D, river users, and communications plans for this 
project, I don’t know how much detail they go into. Hopefully, these plans have the same level of 
detail about the same topics (if they apply to the I-2513 project) that the plans for the I-4700 project 
did, as the agencies (primarily USACE, USFWS, and DWR) and NCDOT put a lot of effort over a 
number of years to work out the information that was necessary for a successful review and 
evaluation of the application for that project. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Regards, 
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Lori 
 
 
Lori Beckwith 
Regulatory Project Manager 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Wilmington District 
WRDA / Transportation Branch 
828-230-0483 
 

 

From: Youngman, Holland J <holland_youngman@fws.gov>  

Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2025 12:02 PM 

To: Matthew Cook <mcook@rkk.com>; Fenner, Edwin F <effenner@ncdot.gov> 

Cc: david.mchenry@ncwildlife.gov; Cox, Marissa R <mrcox2@ncdot.gov>; Weatherford, Morgan D 

<mdweatherford@ncdot.gov>; Beckwith, Loretta A CIV USARMY CESAW (USA) <Loretta.A.Beckwith@usace.army.mil>; 

Annino, Amy <amy.annino@deq.nc.gov>; Locklear, Susan P <Susan.Locklear@deq.nc.gov>; Allen, Yates 

<ryallen@ncdot.gov>; Anderson, Brook E <beanderson1@ncdot.gov>; Sharpless, Carlas R <crsharpless@ncdot.gov> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Re: [EXTERNAL] WRC questions on I-2513 B/D - CP 4C 

 

Thanks all for the Merger meeting today. Lori, Dave, and Amy - I'm putting together a list of the items we'd requested 

while discussing the causeway P1A. Thinking it may be helpful to list it out to ensure that the items we need to see are 

covered. Hoping it's helpful for those compiling and providing the info. Please add what I missed! 

 

• Narrative explaining: 

o [Briefly] why this causeway configuration is the only way to construct the trestle bridge. 

o Time of year for causeway construction is unknown - so, could occur during summer rainy season. 

o Phasing of 86% NWS blockage and successive blockage %s as work progresses. 

o Explanation of anticipated hydraulic conditions, such as increased water surface levels and velocity, 

from high flow events - during >50% blockage of river. 

o What level of rain/high flow event would result in overtopping of the causeway. 

o Whether scour is expected from high flow events. 

o How river safety will be handled. 

• Any supporting figures and/or reports, etc. that help to depict these topics. 

 

Best, 

 

Holland Youngman  
(she/her) 
Wildlife Biologist 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Asheville Ecological Services Field Office 
160 Zillicoa Street, Asheville, North Carolina, 28801  
Cell: 828-575-3920  

From: Youngman, Holland J <holland_youngman@fws.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, September 9, 2025 5:25 PM 

To: McHenry, David G <david.mchenry@ncwildlife.gov>; Matthew Cook <mcook@rkk.com>; Fenner, Edwin F 

<effenner@ncdot.gov> 
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Cc: Cox, Marissa R <mrcox2@ncdot.gov>; Weatherford, Morgan D <mdweatherford@ncdot.gov>; 

loretta.a.beckwith@usace.army.mil <loretta.a.beckwith@usace.army.mil>; Annino, Amy <amy.annino@deq.nc.gov>; 

Locklear, Susan P <Susan.Locklear@deq.nc.gov>; Allen, Yates <ryallen@ncdot.gov>; Anderson, Brook E 

<beanderson1@ncdot.gov>; Sharpless, Carlas R <crsharpless@ncdot.gov> 

Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] WRC questions on I-2513 B/D - CP 4C  

  

Pardon the late addition, I've just returned from 2 weeks of leave. A rushed review prior to tomorrow morning's meeting 

- Qs as follows: 

 

-Causeway Phase 1A - PDF ps. 35 and 36, Permit Drawing Sheets 30 and 31 - showing 14.1% of river flow open. Is this a 

"short duration" restriction that will be coordinated further with FWS and COE? How long is it expected to be in place? 

And similar concerns to what Dave proposed re. anticipated hydraulic conditions. 

 

-Causeway Phase4 - PDF ps. 43 and 44, permit sheets 38 and 39 - 51.2% is barely over that 50% limit. Concern for 

precision of actual construction and not blocking >50%. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Holland Youngman  
(she/her) 
Wildlife Biologist 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Asheville Ecological Services Field Office 
160 Zillicoa Street, Asheville, North Carolina, 28801  
Cell: 828-575-3920  

From: McHenry, David G <david.mchenry@ncwildlife.gov> 

Sent: Monday, September 8, 2025 2:47 PM 

To: Matthew Cook <mcook@rkk.com>; Fenner, Edwin F <effenner@ncdot.gov> 

Cc: Cox, Marissa R <mrcox2@ncdot.gov>; Weatherford, Morgan D <mdweatherford@ncdot.gov>; Youngman, Holland J 

<holland_youngman@fws.gov>; loretta.a.beckwith@usace.army.mil <loretta.a.beckwith@usace.army.mil>; Annino, 

Amy <amy.annino@deq.nc.gov>; Locklear, Susan P <Susan.Locklear@deq.nc.gov>; Allen, Yates <ryallen@ncdot.gov>; 

Anderson, Brook E <beanderson1@ncdot.gov>; Sharpless, Carlas R <crsharpless@ncdot.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] WRC questions on I-2513 B/D - CP 4C  

  

  

 This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening 

attachments, or responding.   

 

I will be able to remotely attend the meeting till around 0930 but then promptly need to duck out for a field 

meeting.   

  

While reviewing the permit plans a few questions/comments arose, and I’ll try to bring them up in the meeting: 

1. Phase 1A causeway.  What are the anticipated hydraulic conditions that would generate?  We recommend 

considering velocity increases and water drops over discharges for effects on river 

users/boaters.    Theoretically, if lateral scour occurs on west bank, how might that be addressed?     
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2. Detail Y for the flat stream between sites 7 and 8 shows no lining but we recommend coir at least, even 

though channel is almost flat.     

3. AE and AF channel change details now show complete armoring with geotextile underlayment (e.g. Sheet 

14 Y36 ~sta 8 site? and sites 11 and 24).  The channel slopes look low-moderate but maybe there’s scour 

anticipated(?).  We recommend at least avoiding the geotextile underlayment on the stream beds if you 

must have it for the banks. The fabric often seems to impede rock embedment during construction.     

  

Thanks 

  

Dave McHenry 

NCWRC Western DOT Coordinator  

828-476-1966, david.mchenry@ncwildlife.gov  

  

 
  

  

-----Original Appointment----- 

From: Headrick, Hannah S <hsheadrick@ncdot.gov>  

Sent: Thursday, March 20, 2025 1:45 PM 

To: Headrick, Hannah S; Fenner, Edwin F; Jamison, John; Cox, Marissa R; Sharpless, Carlas R; Lapham, Todd D; Anderson, 

Brook E; loretta.a.beckwith@usace.army.mil; Clarence.Coleman@dot.gov; Annino, Amy; somerville.amanetta@epa.gov; 

holland_youngman@fws.gov; scott.jones@usace.army.mil; Allyson.conner@usda.gov; david.mchenry@ncwildlife.org; 

Gledhill-earley, Renee; Locklear, Susan P; Ferrante, Lindsay; Moneyham, Nathaniel S; Cannon, Steven L; Merithew, 

Brendan W; yallen@ncdot.gov; Stutts, David S; Parish, Jennifer S; Cheely, Erin K; Hemphill, Jeffrey L; Paugh, Leilani Y; 

Wilkerson, Matt T; mfurr@ncdot.gov; Mumford (KCA), Glenn W; Clark, Shane C; Ritacco, Timothy J; Jackson (Mott 

MacDonald), Donna; mpayne@walshgroup.com; mcook@rkk.com; vidya.mohandas@wsp.com; Weatherford, Morgan 

D; Southerly, Chris; Mengesha, Solomon 

Cc: Glenn Mumford; Moyar, Jr, David; Sundermeyer, Chelly (FHWA); Sharpe, Shane; Chase, Kimberly R 

Subject: I-2513 B/D - CP 4C 

When: Wednesday, September 10, 2025 8:00 AM-12:00 PM (UTC-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada). 

Where: DOT CCA Technical Services Conf. Room Col. C11 (Cap 30); DOT INTERAGENCY MEETING CALENDAR 

  

If you have any project-related questions while reviewing the meeting materials, please contact the NCDOT 

Project Manager, Edwin Fenner. You may also want to cc FHWA (Clarence Coleman) and USACE (Lori Beckwith), as 

they are also leading the Merger process.  

  

The 4C packet can be found on its Connect site (https://connect.ncdot.gov/site/preconstruction/division/div13/I-

2513BD/Project%20Development/I2513BD_4C_SMP%20and%20Permit%20Drawings.pdf) and on the XFER site 

(https://xfer.services.ncdot.gov/pdea/MergerMeetings/I-

2513/I2513BD_4C_SMP%20and%20Permit%20Drawings.pdf). 

  

The purpose of Concurrence Point (CP) 4C is to allow the Merger Team to review the Permit Drawings (which 

includes the Buffer Permit Drawings, if applicable) before the drawings are submitted with the permit 

application(s).  

For additional information and guidance on the Merger Process, please refer to the 2023 NEPA/404 Merger 

Process Update.    
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I-26 CONNECTOR PROJECT OVERVIEW 

The I-26 Connector project is an interstate freeway project that would connect I-26 in southwestern 
Asheville to US 19-23-70 in northwest Asheville and have a total length of approximately 7 miles. The I-
26 Connector would extend I-26 from I-40 to US 19-23-70 and would allow for the eventual designation 
of I-26 from Charleston, South Carolina, to Johnson City, Tennessee, once a remaining section from the 
north end of this project to Mars Hill, North Carolina, is completed. The I-26 Connector would upgrade 
and widen I-240 from I-40 to Patton Avenue and then cross the French Broad River as a new freeway to 
US 19-23-70 slightly south of the Broadway interchange. 

The project is broken into four sections. The Selected Alternative for the I-26 Connector Project includes 
Section C – Alternative F-1, Section A – Widening Alternative, and Section B – Alternative 4-B. The 2026-
2035 NCDOT STIP further divides Section A into three sub-sections: AA –  East of SR 1224 (Monte Vista 
Road) to pavement joint west of SR 3412 (Sand Hill Road), AB –  I-40 / US 19 / US 23 (Smokey Park 
Highway) interchanges, and AC –  North of I-40 to SR 3548 (Haywood Road). Additionally, a portion of 
Section B that includes improvements to Riverside Drive from Hill Street to Broadway Street is identified 
as Section D. 

The French Broad River, Hominy Creek, Emma Branch, and Smith Mill Creek are bridged by existing and 
proposed roadways and lie within an area occupied by four federally protected species: gray bat (Myotis 
grisescens), Appalachian elktoe (Alasmidonta raveneliana), northern long-eared bat (Myotis 
septentrionalis), and Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis); as well as a species proposed for federal listing, the 
tricolored bat (Perimyotis subflaus, PESU) and an At-Risk Species little brown bat (Myotis lucifugus. For 
the purposes of securing compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act and preparing a 
Biological Assessment (BA) for review by the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the NCDOT evaluated 
the various constraints associated with construction of new bridges, the replacement of existing 
bridges, and the expansion of roadways and impervious surfaces within the I-2513 project. NCDOT has 
coordinated with the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), USFWS, the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA), NC Division of Water Resources (NCDWR), and the NC Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC) 
to gain input on the considerations and likely construction methods. 
 
NCDOT has identified that the two existing bridges over the French Broad River carrying I-40 will likely 
be replaced, as will three bridges carrying I-40 over the French Broad River and four bridges carrying I-
240 over Hominy Creek. Twelve new bridges carrying I-240, I-240 ramps, and I-26 will be constructed 
on new location. (Note: these bridges may be identified separately; however, may be a part of a larger 
structure crossing multiple water bodies). Preliminary designs were used to establish potential impacts 
in a “worst- case scenario” given the current designs at the time. Sections B&D have been let as a design-
build project, and as such, the final designs differ from those previously provided as preliminary. 

This document provides a combined update to the previous versions of the Strategic Communications 
Plan and the Bridge Construction and Demolition Plan, and was created to cover the entire I-2513 
project though primarily focuses on the current design for I-2513 Sections B&D. The likely structure 
type, possible construction and demolition staging, and the additional challenges associated with 
construction and demolition as currently known for Sections A&C are provided. Information presented 
for Section C is based on the preliminary designs that were utilized during project development, but as 
additional constructability details develop this document will be revised, as appropriate. 
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Features of Section C - Alternative F-1 include: 

• Maintaining the existing I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange configuration and adding a loop and a ramp to 
provide for the missing movements. 

• Reconstruction of I-40/US 19/23/74A (Smoky Park Highway) interchange, except Ramp A utilizing 
existing configuration, but realigning ramps on the north of I-40. 

• I-40/NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange maintains existing configuration. 
• Full access to NC 191 (Brevard Road) along I-40 eastbound and westbound for traffic coming to and 

from I-26 and I-240. 

Features of Section A – I-240 Widening Alternative include: 

• Construct Ramp A at US 19/23 (Smokey Park Highway). 
• Improves I-40 between the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and US 19/23 (Smokey Park Highway). 
• Reconstruct the I-26/I-240 and NC 191 (Brevard Road) interchange to a diamond interchange that 

eliminates I- 26 eastbound/I-240 westbound exit to NC 191 (Brevard Road). 
• Upgrades the existing I-26/I-240 and SR 3556 (Amboy Road) interchange to a full interchange with a 

conventional diamond configuration. 
• Extend SR 3556 (Amboy Road) over I-26/I-240 and continue parallel with I-26/I-240 to the existing 

intersection of NC 191 (Brevard Road). 

Features of Section B - Alternative 4-B include: 

• Upgrades the existing I-26/I-240 and US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road) interchange to a tight urban 
diamond interchange (TUDI) configuration. 

• Upgrades the existing I-240 interchange with US 19/23/74A (Patton Avenue) to accommodate the 
connection for the new location portion of I-26. 

• Crosses over the Crowne Plaza Resort golf course. 
• Creates three new crossings over the French Broad River, to the north of the existing Captain Jeff 

Bowen Bridges. Two bridges would carry I-240 traffic, with the third carrying I-26. 
• Separates I-240 traffic from Patton Avenue traffic across the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges and 

includes construction on I-240 east of the French Broad River. 

Features of Section D – Riverside Drive 

• Upgrades include one 11-foot lane in each direction, one five-foot bicycle lane in each direction, and a 
10-foot multi-use path on the west side of the roadway. 

• Construct a buffer to the bicycle lane and add a concrete sidewalk to the east side of Riverside Drive, 
between the US 19/23 southbound retaining wall. 

The project is needed to address traffic capacity problems along the existing I-240 corridor (future I-26), 
across the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges to US 19/23/70. Presently numerous areas do not meet interstate 
design standards and cannot be designated I-26 without being improved. The project would improve 
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traffic flow, address substandard roadway features, and provide an interstate roadway through West 
Asheville for the I-26 Corridor. 

As part of STIP Project I-2513, the project creates three new crossings over the French Broad River, to 
the north of the existing Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges (Section B). Construction of the spans will include a 
“safe passage lane” for river users to use during construction. Construction activities that require work 
to be done from the top of the bridge, such as setting girders, are expected to occur at night. 

 
GOALS OF THE STRATEGIC COMMUNICATIONS PLAN 

• Implement a diversified communication and outreach strategy in coordination with the City of Asheville, 
Buncombe County, N.C. Department of Parks and Recreation, RiverLink and other stakeholders that will 
relay the purpose of the I-26 Connector project as an integral part of the project. It will help ensure that 
river users and businesses dependent on the river understand the river will be open during construction 
with an area of safe passage for river users. 

• Identify stakeholders using or benefiting from the French Broad River and understand their unique 
needs and concerns regarding river use during construction/demolition of the I-26 Connector. 

• Inform citizens of NCDOT’s efforts to avoid and minimize disruptions to the river during 
construction/demolition. 

• Provide thorough, up-to-date information regarding project progress and milestones throughout the life 
of the project. 

• Provide information regarding river conditions at the I-26 Connector and any events that may cause a 
closure (e.g. flooding, overhead construction). 

• Provide safety messaging similar to Work Zone Safety campaigns during construction. Remind I-26 and I-
240 motorists of the purpose, need and benefits of the project. 

• Use various social media platforms to engage the community in two-way dialogue regarding the 
project’s impacts, benefits and progress. 

• Encourage river users to “know before you go” with X, Facebook, TIMS, 511, etc. 
 
Targeted Audiences 
Targeted audiences may include, but are not limited to the following: 
 

• Motorists  
• Tourists 
• Medical Facilities 
• Property owners along the River  
• Biltmore Estate 
 

River users including: 
• Individual paddlers/ paddling groups 
• Paddling/tubing/fly fishing businesses 
• River outfitters 
 

Government officials: 
• Asheville City Council 
• Buncombe County Commissioners  
• Buncombe County Parks and Recreation  
• I-26 Connector Working Group 

• Land of Sky Regional Council 
• NC Department of Parks and Recreation  
• NC Wildlife Resources Commission  

 
 
Civic groups: 

• RiverLink  
• MountainTrue  
• Asheville Greenworks  
• Clean Water for NC  
• Trout Unlimited 
• Sierra Club – WNC Chapter 
• American Whitewater 
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Implementation Strategies and Tactics 
• Develop a construction safety plan for river users that includes signage and river markers to alert river 

users to the safe passage lane. 
• Identify specific stakeholders and partner with RiverLink in contacting the parties. 
• Provide opportunities for small group meetings with identified stakeholders. The meetings will include 

a brief, targeted presentation tailored to the NCDOT identified concerns of the group and provide an 
opportunity for questions and answers. 

• Update and maintain the comprehensive project website, https://www.ncdot.gov/projects/asheville-i-
26- connector 

• Issue news releases as needed regarding project schedule, progress, impacts, and milestones. 
• Provided a station regarding bridge construction at the Design Public Meeting held in November 2018. 

Include river businesses and property owners along the river in the mailing list. 
• Place notification signs at public input locations upstream of the I-26 Connector through Buncombe 

County. Coordinate with NCWRC (https://www.ncwildlife.gov/boating/boating-access-areas) and 
NCDPR to update their information. 

• Provide notification information to identified stakeholders. 
• Continue to coordinate with RiverLink. A meeting was held with the group in November, 2018 which 

helped identify communication channels. Ongoing coordination may take place to update river users of 
the river status. 

• Coordinate strategic social media campaigns. 
• Use an established X feed for the project to keep the public informed of project progress, construction 

activities and project-related events. The postings will consist of specific information about the project, 
information about alternative routes, photos and videos of crews working efficiently, and any good 
news about the project. This effort will also include updates to river users regarding current and 
anticipated conditions on the rivers. 

• Collaborate with project field personnel to document the progress of the project by posting photos to 
the department’s Instagram, Pinterest and Flickr accounts. Links to the photos will be posted on X, 
Facebook and used in news releases. 

• It is the responsibility of the NCDOT Division 13 project engineer office in charge of the project to update 
the Transportation Information Management System of all parts of the project that will affect motorists, 
such as a lane or road closures, temporary detours, etc. as they come up on the project schedule. Once 
posted on the NCDOT website in the Traveler Information section (where it remains until that closure 
or detour is over), and automatically generates a feed for the NCDOT X account that covers this area of 
the state, as well as for our 511 travel phone system. 

• The project engineer office also has the responsibility of informing the NCDOT public relations officer of 
updates. The communications officer and the project engineer office decide whether they justify a news 
release. If it isn’t something that would be sent as a full news release, the communications office or 
project engineer can send a brief email note to local recipients or post to social media each of these 
updates. 

• It is also possible to arrange for the project engineer to send a weekly briefing to the public relations 
officer and local recipients — if project parameters are going to change week to week — with a look ahead 
of what is planned the following week, so the information can be distributed on a more local level than 
we are capable of doing through our traditional news release distribution system. 

• All these steps are flexible and can be adjusted to the requirements of the construction. 

https://www.ncdot.gov/projects/asheville-i-26-connector
https://www.ncdot.gov/projects/asheville-i-26-connector
https://www.ncdot.gov/projects/asheville-i-26-connector
https://www.ncwildlife.gov/boating/boating-access-areas
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Communication Channels 

• Television stations — WLOS (ABC), WYFF (NBC), WMYA, WSPA (CBS), WYCW (CW), WHNS (FOX), 
WETP (PBS), WUNE (PBS) 

• FM Radio Stations — Asheville: WCQS, WLFA, WOXL, WKSF, WTMT, WRES, WMYI, WSFM, WPVM, 
and WMIT ; Biltmore Forest: WOXL 

• Newspapers — Asheville Citizen-Times, Mountain Xpress, and Biltmore Beacon 
• Websites, blogs 
• City government offices 
• Libraries 
• Local businesses 
• West Asheville Business Association 
• I-26 Connector Working Group 

 
Required Resources 

• Public Relations Officer employed by NCDOT, managed by the Communications Office, and located in 
the Division 13 Office in Asheville 

• Community-based, on-the-ground local marketing and communications specialist 
• Responsible for development, coordination and integration of communications including local social 

media efforts and traditional media marketing 
• Partners with local media to promote awareness and ensure project understanding 

 
Timeline for Implementation 

• Fall 2018-Initiate Stakeholder Outreach 
• The project team will continue to work with RiverLink, as done (or currently planned) on the I-4400/I-

4700 project, to coordinate with the users. At the meeting the project team will give a short 
presentation summarizing the project and the safety plan for river users during the construction of 
bridges over the French Broad River. 

• Hold Small Group Stakeholder Meetings: After identifying prominent businesses and other stakeholders 
that rely on access to the river, the project team will plan up to two meetings to gather input from 
stakeholders about the use of the river and how construction around the river will affect their 
operations. The project team plans to coordinate with stakeholder groups as well as locally distribute 
invitations to the meetings. The project team attended a meeting with RiverLink (11/14/2018) to identify 
and discuss the river user methods and common practices. The purpose of this meeting was to gather 
input from the public and other river users. 

November 2018-Held Design Public Hearing and included station to address French Broad River bridge       
construction concerns. 
 
February 2020-Final Environmental Impact Statement approved May 2023-Record of Decision  
approved. 
 
2024 – Design-Build Let 
Now through project construction-Regularly update stakeholders and public regarding progress, 
conditions of the river, etc. 
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STRUCTURES 
I-40 over the French Broad River (Section C: FBR-1) 

EXISTING 
The existing two bridges carry I-40 utilizing eight spans. The bridges are approximately 575 feet long each 
and have a clear space between them of approximately 35 feet. Each structure has spread footings. The 
river is approximately 235 feet wide at this location. It is estimated that five bents are located in the 
waterway. 

PROPOSED 
The project is still in the preliminary design phase, therefore detailed bridge drawings are not currently 
available. The bridge pair is expected to be replaced in place by one bridge using three bents, each within 
the water. Property to the east is owned by the Biltmore Estate and is not available for use during 
construction. Each side of the river, beneath the bridge, has a greenway trail. Access to the site can be 
made by moving goods within the right-of-way of the existing roadway. Property to the west includes a 
power line right-of-way that may be utilized also. Access will occur parallel to the existing roadway, within 
the right-of-way. Areas adjacent to the bridges will be cleared to the right-of-way limits; however, this 
area would need to be cleared as part of typical construction process for this project. 

For the purposes of establishing a “worst-case scenario” of impacts at this location, a 25x25-foot spread 
footing has been used for estimates because it covers more square footage of the river bottom. Using 
the basic estimate for a “worst case” spread footings may cover as much as 6,600 square feet in the 
river. Drilled shafts may also be used, but the construction method will ultimately be decided during final 
design. An uneven span arrangement will allow for avoidance of existing foundations, thereby limiting 
the river disturbance. 

The current bridge foundations exist within the waterway of the French Broad River. During construction, 
the existing piers will be either removed or cut below water level. To accomplish this, causeways may 
need to be constructed that, for short durations, cover more than 50 percent of the river. It is estimated 
that causeways will be used to demolish the existing bridges and to build the new substructure, totaling 
up to 36,600 square feet coverage (temporary fill) of the riverbed. Further discussion of causeways can 
be found later in this document. 
 
I-40 over Hominy Creek (Section C: HC-1, HC-2, HC-5, HC-6) 

EXISTING 
I-40 crosses Hominy Creek in two locations: over Upper Hominy Creek and over Lower Hominy Creek. 
The existing pair of bridges carrying I-40 eastbound and I-40 westbound over Lower Hominy Creek (HC-
5) includes five spans each and are approximately 357 and 345 feet long, respectively. The existing 
bridges have two bents adjacent to the water’s edge currently. The structures have spread footings and 
the creek is approximately 50 feet wide at this location. The I-40 bridges crossing Upper Hominy Creek 
are adjacent to the I-26/I-40 interchange. The pair have 3 spans each. The I-40 eastbound bridge (HC-1) 
is 180 feet long while the westbound bridge (HC-2) is approximately 170 feet long. They currently each 
have three bents each, none of which are in the water, and are expected to be replaced in kind. The 
creek is approximately 50 feet wide at this location also. 
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PROPOSED 
The project is still in the preliminary design phase, so detailed bridge drawings are not currently available. 
The existing bridges carrying I-40 across Lower Hominy Creek (HC-5) will be replaced by a single bridge 
in the same location. It is estimated that the bridge will have a total of five spans and one to two bents 
will be located at the water’s edge. Causeways for demolition are anticipated, covering 825 square feet 
of creek bed, but none are anticipated for construction. No more than 50 percent of the width of the 
river will be blocked by the causeways at any point during demolition or construction. 

The I-40 ramp to NC 191 will be constructed on new location (HC-6). No bents are expected to be located 
in the water at this location; the bridge is expected to span the creek and no causeways will be needed. 

Access to the site may be available via the existing right-of-way. Additional access may be necessary via 
Hominy Creek Road; however this serves as a main access for the Buncombe County Transfer Station 
and will likely require an agreement with the county so as not to block access. Parallel access roads may 
need to be constructed adjacent to the roadway on the west bank, however the area where they may 
be constructed will be cleared during construction. 

The pair of Upper Hominy Creek bridges carrying I-40 eastbound (HC-1) and I-40 (HC-2) westbound east 
of the I-40/I-26/I-240 interchange are also called for replacement. No new bents are expected in the 
water. No causeways are anticipated for demolition or construction of these bridges. Access to the site 
is available via the NCDOT right-of-way on both sides of the creek, and phased construction is expected. 
 
I-26 over Hominy Creek (Section C: HC-3, HC-4; Section AC: HC-7) 

EXISTING 
I-26 crosses Upper Hominy Creek just west of Bear Creek Road (HC-3, HC-4), then it crosses Lower Hominy 
Creek near Brevard Road (HC-7). The existing pair of bridges over Upper Hominy Creek have 3 spans each. 
The bridge carrying the eastbound lanes is 170 feet long and the bridge carrying the westbound lanes is 
200 feet long. The bridge pair over Lower Hominy Creek utilize 3 spans with continuous girders. They 
are 300 feet (eastbound) and 330 feet long (westbound). The creek is approximately 50 feet wide at 
both of these locations along Hominy Creek. The bridges spanning Lower Hominy Creek also span 
another, potentially historic, bridge. The historic bridge currently functions as a footbridge for greenway 
traffic and is closed to vehicles. This bridge has a single bent in the waterway of Hominy Creek and is in 
disrepair. 

PROPOSED 
The bridges over Upper Hominy Creek are expected to be replaced in kind, but widened to accommodate 
3 lanes of traffic each. No bents are expected to be placed in the water at this location, and no causeways 
are anticipated for construction. The bents can currently be reached from land, so causeways needed 
during demolition would be minimal, if even needed at all. The bridges can be accessed via existing right- 
of-way in this vicinity. 

The bridges over Lower Hominy Creek (HC-7) will be replaced with bridge structure that span the creek 
resulting in no bents in the stream.  No causeways will be required for construction or demolition for 
these structures. 
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I-40/I-240 Smith Mill Creek and Emma Branch Bridges (Section B: SMC-1, SMC-2, 
SMC-3, SMC-4, SMC-5, SMC-6, SMC-7, SMC-8, SMC-9, EB-1, EB-2, EB-3, EB-4) 

EXISTING 
No bridges exist in the project construction area along Smith Mill Creek and Emma Branch. One existing 
culvert, carrying Resort Drive, will be removed as part of the project. 

PROPOSED 
Three bridges and associated ramps are proposed to cross the French Broad River north of existing I-26 
(described below). In addition to crossing the French Broad River, the proposed structure will cross 
Smith Mill Creek and Emma Branch at 13 locations. No bridge bents are expected to be constructed 
within the waterway of Smith Mill Creek or other waterways. No causeways are anticipated for the 
Smith Mill Creek and Emma Branch bridges. 

Access to the bridge construction site will be obtained by purchasing right-of-way. Construction activities 
associated with the structures are expected to occur wholly within the right-of-way. SR 1338 (Emma 
Road) crosses the alignment and may be needed for construction traffic. Special considerations may 
need to be taken to accommodate residences along Emma Road. Additionally, the alignment crosses 
the Norfolk Southern rail corridor and coordination with the rail will be necessary. 
 
I-26/I-240 Bridges over the French Broad River (Section B: FBR-2, FBR-3, FBR-4) 

EXISTING 
There are no existing bridges carrying vehicle traffic over the French Broad River downstream of the 
Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges within the project study area. The project includes new location bridges to 
carry I-26 and I-240 over the French Broad River. A railroad bridge crosses the French Broad River 
upstream of the proposed new bridge crossing. 

PROPOSED 
Three bridges are proposed to cross the French Broad River north of existing I-26. The Captain Jeff 
Bowen Bridges that carry existing I-26/I-240/Patton Avenue over the river are to remain in place. The 
three new bridges include one bridge to carry I-26 (FBR-3), and two flyover bridges to carry I-240 
eastbound (FBR- 2) and westbound (FBR-4). The I-26 bridge is expected to be wide enough to carry four 
lanes of traffic in each direction, though only two through-lanes will be utilized. Additional space is 
necessary for shoulders and auxiliary lanes. Analyzing a “worst-case scenario” the footing size estimates 
for these bridges in the French Broad River are 380 square feet (FBR-2), 143 square feet (FBR-3), and 
300 square feet (FBR-4), for a total of 13,125 square feet.  
 
The two flyover bridges carrying I-240 eastbound and westbound are expected to have similar span 
lengths to the I-26 bridges. These two bridges will each be smaller than the I-26 bridge. They are 
expected to be approximately two lanes wide each. 
 
These three bridges will require causeways during construction. Access to the crossing site is limited 
due to the railroad bridge to the west of the river.  
 
Limited access may be available via Emma Road from the west, and by way of right-of-way from the 
south. “Top-down” construction will be considered as a viable construction method to reduce the access 
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requirements needed, but the decision on the method used will be made during final design 
development. Construction activities originating from the east bank of the river will utilize acquired 
right-of-way for staging and construction. Construction time in the river shall be reduced as much as 
possible, and causeways will remain in place for as short of a period as practicable.   
 
Detailed construction methods and timelines/phasing are being developed during the final design 
process. 

 
DEMOLITION AND CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES AND METHODS 
At the time of this writing, Smith Mill Creek (Section B) has been proposed to be included on the 2022 
303(d) list for North Carolina. Design Standards for Sensitive Waters (DSSW) will be used within one mile 
of the French Broad River and Environmentally Sensitive Areas will apply within 50 feet of the river to 
mitigate the amount of sediment and erosion that enters the French Broad River Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas (ESAs) require a 50-foot buffer. USFWS and USACE will have the opportunity to review 
the design of the SEC measures prior to construction. The NCDOT Design-Build Team will provide USFWS 
with the sediment and erosion control plan and allow 15 days for review upon acknowledgement of 
receipt of notice. A revegetation and monitoring plan shall be developed for the bridges once the project 
is complete. 
 
Causeways 

Due to the length of the bridges and the location of the existing and proposed interior bents, causeways 
will be required to provide construction access for some of the bridges. For the purposes of this report, 
causeway sizes are estimated based on the width of the bridge and the location of the bridge bents. The 
size, width, and length of the causeways will vary depending on the construction activities taking place. 
Causeways will be removed from the river when possible.  With the exception of Section B French Broad 
River crossings discussed below, causeways will not restrict more than 50% of the river or stream flow of 
the other crossings of the French Broad River and Hominy Creek unless agreed upon by USACE and 
USFWS.  

SPECIFIC DETAIL FOR SECTION B  

Temporary causeways are needed to install work trestles in order to facilitate the construction of 
bridges (FBR-2, FBR-3, FBR-4) crossing the French Broad River. Interior bents span the river including 
46 concrete drilled shafts supporting 14 interior bents for 5 bridges. The construction access constraints 
limit the ability to construct these elements from the river banks. Additionally, the river topography is 
constrained due to elevation on the west bank of the river along with two railroad tracks. All 
construction access will be from the eastern river bank and centered around a single transverse crossing 
with upstream and downstream causeway fingers. In order to construct the temporary work trestle 
needed for the new bridges, the flow of the French Broad River will be restricted to less than 50% during 
a period of approximately three weeks. 

Causeways will be constructed along each side of the river in stages mirroring the construction of the 
bridge. The design of the causeways has been refined to maximize the free flow area of the river at all 
times. The phasing and construction sequencing will always maintain the central flow channel through 
the work bridge providing five (5) 39 feet spans with at least 8 feet of vertical clearance from the water’s 
surface. At the location of the main transverse crossing, the French Broad River is approximately 320 
feet wide. The work bridge spans a minimum of 160 feet and is connected on each end by a rock 
causeway on the eastern bank as the primary causeway entrance, and to the west bank as the causeway 
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terminus accessing fingers. 

Causeway size will be reduced to the extent practicable during each phase of the construction, and the 
contractor will be required to use clean stone for the causeway material to minimize additional 
sediment input to the river. There are currently ten phases proposed in consideration of the various 
construction activities required. Each activity will optimize the causeway as efficiently as possible to 
minimize the durations of each phase.  

The table below summarizes the anticipated sizes of the causeways in the river needed to perform 
demolition and construction of the bridges. Additionally, updated data for Section B & AC is included 
along with an explanation for the change. Figures illustrating causeway phasing for Section B  are 
provided in the appendix.
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TABLE 1. BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION CROSSINGS AND CAUSEWAY SIZE ESTIMATES 
 

Crossing ID 
Existing/ New 

Bridge Section Road Carried Waterbody 
Causeway 1 

Sizea 
Causeway 2 

Sizea 
Causeway 3 

Sizea 

Demolition 
Causeway 

Sizea 
Total Causeway 

Area (ft2) a 

Updated 
Construction 

Causeway Area (ft2) 

Updated Demolition 
Causeway Size 

Updated 
Combined Total 
Causeway Area 

(ft2)  

Reason For Change 

HC-1 Existing C I-40 EB Hominy Creek 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A 0 -- 
HC-2 Existing C I-40 WB Hominy Creek 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A 0 -- 

HC-3 Existing C I-26 NB/I- 
240NB Hominy Creek 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A 0 -- 

HC-4 Existing C I-26 SB/I-240 
SB Hominy Creek 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A 0 -- 

HC-5 Existing C I-40 Hominy Creek 0 0 0 55X15 825 0 55X15 825 -- 

FBR-1 Existing C I-40 French Broad 
River 200X90 100X90 0 60X160 36,600 27,000 60X160 36,600 -- 

HC-6 New C I-40 RAMP TO 
191 Hominy Creek 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A 0 -- 

HC-7 Existing AC I-26/I-240 NB 
AND SB Hominy Creek 0 0 0 35X35 1,225 0 N/A 0 Reduced due to 

further design 
NONE Existing C NC 191 Hominy Creek 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A 0 -- 
SMC-1 New B RESORT DRIVE Smith Mill Creek 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A 0 -- 
SMC-2 New B I-240 RAMPS Smith Mill Creek 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A 0 -- 
SMC-3 New B I-26 Smith Mill Creek 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A 0 -- 
SMC-4 New B I-240 RAMPS Smith Mill Creek 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A 0 -- 
SMC-5 New B I-26 Smith Mill Creek 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A 0 -- 

SMC-6 New B I-240/I-26 
RAMPS Smith Mill Creek 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A 0 -- 

SMC-7 New B I-240 RAMPS Smith Mill Creek 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A 0 -- 
SMC-8 New B I-240 RAMPS Smith Mill Creek 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A 0 -- 
SMC-9 New B I-240 RAMPS Smith Mill Creek 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A 0 -- 
EB-1 New B I-240 RAMPS Emma Branch 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A 0 -- 
EB-2 New B I-26 Emma Branch 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A 0 -- 

EB-3 New B I-240/I-26 
RAMPS Emma Branch 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A 0 -- 

EB-4 New B I-240 RAMPS Emma Branch 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A 0 -- 

FBR-2 New B I-240 EB French Broad 
River 

350X130 260X60 150X80 N/A 73,100 

136,125 

N/A 

136,125 

Reduced due to 
further design 

FBR-3 New B I-26 EB/WB French Broad 
River 

300X90 350X130 0 N/A 72,500 N/A Reduced due to 
further design 

FBR-4 New B I-240 WB French Broad 
River 

100X80 490X90 0 N/A 52,100 N/A Reduced due to 
further design 

  TOTALS   236,350 a 163,125  173,550  
a Causeway size is an estimated length times width in feet based on the 2018 preliminary designs and coordination with NCDOT Division 13 on 12/18/2018.    
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Access Roads 

Generally, construction locations will be reached using existing roadways where possible and temporary 
access roads may be constructed to physically restricted locations. Access roads will be constructed 
where no existing right-of-way is available for use. The construction of the flyover bridges over the 
French Broad River will likely require the use of access roads due to vertical height restrictions near the 
site, and the constricted access due to the railroad line on the west bank of the French Broad River. 
Additional bridge-specific access road considerations are discussed above. 

 
Construction Lighting 

As part of its evaluation, NCDOT also took into consideration the time of day when construction and 
demolition may take place. It was determined that some work would likely need to be completed at night. 
These activities may include setting girders, drilling shafts, concrete pours, deck concrete pours, beam 
setting, construction material(s) stockpiling, and traffic shifts. The amount and type of lighting for all 
activities will be minimized to the extent possible. All lights will be directed towards the work area and 
will not shine out over any waterways and no nighttime lighting directed away from the work area will 
be permitted within 50 feet of the French Broad River, Hominy Creek, Emma Branch, or Smith Mill Creek 
between March 15 and November 15. Below is a list of some construction operations that may occur at 
night, as well as the likelihood and/or circumstances under which the operation may occur. Lighting 
considerations for each night operation are also included. 

 Causeway construction – Will occur – Access road and causeway construction and removal may take 
place at night throughout the life of the project. This will allow the contractor to utilize the lower 
traffic volume to access the site. Installing the access roads and causeways at night allows longer‐term 
operations to be constructed during daylight hours. Due to the easier site access the contractor may 
be able to construct the access roads and causeways more quickly. Lighting for this operation will 
likely consist of one to two light plants that will be used to directly light up the construction area. Care 
will be taken to not shine light directly out into the river or into the adjacent forest. 

 Drilled shafts – Possible – This is dependent upon construction schedule, contract, and availability of 
the concrete plant. 

o Lighting for this operation will be at water level. Lights on the drill rig will be used, and one light 
plant may be used if needed. Only the active work area (where the hole is currently being 
drilled) will be lit. No lights will be shining down from the bridge deck during this operation. 

 Concrete pours during hot weather – Will occur – Night pours of concrete are required during hot 
weather to achieve the proper cure. These pours may include elements such as bent caps, end bents, 
and barrier rail wall. 

o The use of lights for this operation will be minimal, because these will be small-area and short-
duration (six hours or less) pours. Lights will generally be set up on the causeway, shining 
upward at the bridge member being poured. Small lights, such as headlamps, will be used on 
the structure. There will be pump truck and concrete trucks with headlights either on the 
bridge deck or on the causeway. 

 Deck concrete pours from May to November (summer) – Will occur – Deck concrete pours are 
generally larger, more complex, and more time consuming than other types of concrete pours. 

o Of all potential night time operations, this will be the operation with the most lighting. The 
majority of lighting will be at bridge deck level, with lights shining toward the bridge rather 
than down toward the river. Any lighting that shines down toward the river or adjacent woods 
will be indirect and minimal. 
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o Headlights on concrete delivery trucks will also be used. 
 Beam setting – Will occur – Setting beams at night is required due to the volume of daytime traffic and 

the need to maintain traffic. 
o Cranes sitting on either of the causeways or on the new or existing bridges will be used to set 

the beams for the new bridges. There will be a light plant on the structure where the truck 
with the beams is parked, either on the new or existing structure. These lights will be shining 
toward the truck. There will also be lights shinning toward each structure where the beam 
ends sit. 

o It is difficult to determine if the lights will be placed on the causeway shining up toward the 
structure, or on the bridge deck shining down. This decision will need to be made on site at 
the time of the activity. 

 Traffic shifts – Will occur – Traffic shifts will be necessary to construct the new bridges on existing 
location. These shifts will occur at night and be of short duration, and will likely require minimal 
lighting on the bridge. All other activities with traffic shifts will occur beyond the end bents of the 
bridge and will not be part of the work on the bridge or in the area of the river. 

There are other operations that may occur at night; however, this would be evaluated after phasing and 
final design. The previously listed operations are not operations that occur on a regular schedule. 
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Demolition of Existing Structures 
With the exception of Section B (discussed below), demolition of the existing bridges, including 
superstructure and interior bents, will occur in conjunction with the construction of the new bridges. The 
phases will be staggered to allow for traffic to be maintained during construction. It is anticipated that 
for existing bridges, traffic will be rerouted to accommodate construction.  

Removal of the existing bridges shall be performed in a manner that prevents debris from falling into 
the water. The Contractor shall remove the bridges and submit plans for demolition in accordance with 
Article 402‐2 of the Standard Specifications. However, if bridge material inadvertently ends up in the 
river, it will be removed. 

The USFWS, USACE, NCDWR, and NCWRC will be notified two weeks prior to the start of bridge 
demolition, so they may have a representative on‐site during that stage of the project if they choose to. 

SPECIFIC DETAIL FOR SECTION B  

Demolition of existing structures is anticipated at three locations for I-2513 Sections B. The Haywood 
Road interchange bridge over I-26, Patton Avenue (Bowen Bridges) partial demolition, and existing 
Patton Avenue bridge over I-26/I-240. The Haywood Road bridge demolition occurs after the 
construction of the new replacement structure on an adjacent alignment. The contractor will utilize 
standard construction and safety practices for removals. Deck removal will likely occur at night under 
lane closures in order to minimize falling debris on the traveling public on I-26 below. Substructure 
demolition will occur in protected construction areas and will not impact the traveling public. Work on 
the existing bridge of Patton Avenue over I-26 will occur after the traffic switch of I-26 mainline traffic 
onto the new I-26 bridge over French Broad River. Demolition will be performed in stages to facilitate 
traffic shifts on Patton Avenue. There will be no traffic below the structure. Partial demolition on the 
existing Patton Avenue bridges over the French Broad River (Bowen Bridges) includes removal of the 
pedestrian structure on the north side of the bridge, and removal and replacement of the existing 
exterior barriers on the north and south bridges. Demolition will occur over the French Broad River as 
well as Riverside Road and Emma Road below. All work will be performed from the deck of the existing 
bridge or with the use of overhanging equipment for access. Falsework will be utilized below the 
removals as a working platform and physical barrier to prevent debris from falling below. 

 
Bridge Summary 

The total area anticipated to be covered by causeways in all Waters of the US for new bridge construction 
and bridge replacements is 163,125 square feet, all of which will be in the French Broad River. The footing 
totals for the French Broad River resulting from I-2513 Sections B & D is 532 square feet. 
 
HYDRAULICS 
A review of flood map data of the study area and bridge vicinities indicates there are several residential 
and commercial structures that are currently located in the 100-year floodplain. During the construction 
of the proposed bridges, where causeways are used, they will create a temporary constriction in the flow 
of the river that will cause the upstream water surface elevation (WSE) to rise. The extent of the rise 
will be determined once the causeway phasing and bridge construction phasing is determined during 
final design. If the final design minimizes the number of bridge bents located in the waterways, the 
potential for debris to become lodged and the potential for a WSE rise as a result is lessened. Dangers to 
river users will also be lessened. Strides shall be made to minimize the number of bents in streams. 
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Analysis 

Hydraulic analysis of the French Broad River will be performed in conjunction with final design. Impacts 
will be modeled using the USACE Hydrologic Engineering Center’s River Analysis System (HEC-RAS) and 
the Bureau of Reclamation SRH-2D modeling software may be used for other I-2513 Sections.  Per the 
USACE website, HEC-RAS “allows the user to perform one-dimensional steady flow, one-dimensional 
steady flow, and one- and two-dimensional unsteady flow calculations, sediment transport/mobile bed 
calculations, and water temperature/water quality modeling.” Per the SRH-2D manual, “Sedimentation 
and River Hydraulics-Two-Dimensions (SRH-2D), is a two-dimensional (2D), depth-averaged, hydraulic 
and sediment transport mobile-bed model for simulating shallow waterways.” For this project, models 
are under development to guide final design. The proposed designs and construction phasing will be 
input into the models and storm return periods will be run that will represent conditions during flood 
events along the French Broad River. Using the Flood Risk Information System (FRIS) database provided 
by the North Carolina Emergency Management (NCEM) and the Flood Inundation Mapping Alert 
Network (FIMAN) data, impacts to properties can be estimated, if present. 

SPECIFIC DETAIL FOR SECTION B & D 

Hydraulic analysis of the French Broad River will be performed in conjunction with final design. Impacts 
will be modeled using the USACE HEC-RAS for I-2513 B & D.  The Design Build team is currently working 
on the analysis which when completed will be provided to NCDOT for review before ultimately being 
submitted to NC Floodplain Management for approval.  This process will take approximately two-three 
months before it is finalized. Information pertaining to the FEMA compliance will be provided to the 
USACE and USFWS once available. 
 
Stormwater and Erosion Control 

Access roads, if needed, will use Design Standards for Sensitive Waters (DSSW) to mitigate the amount 
of sediment and erosion control material that enters the French Broad River, Smith Mill Creek, or 
Hominy Creek. The NCDOT Design-Build Team will provide USFWS with the sediment and erosion control 
plan and allow 15 days for review upon acknowledgement of receipt of notice. Roadway and bridge 
construction will be in accordance with appropriate permitting and stormwater plans. 

Sediment and Erosion control plans are required to be in place prior to any ground disturbance. When 
needed, combinations of erosion control measures will be used to ensure protective measures are being 
implemented. 

NCDOT is working with the US Geological Survey to install/monitor gages along the French Broad River 
to collect continuous streamflow, precipitation, and water-quality (temperature, conductance, and 
turbidity) data. The baseline information can be used to compare to water quality in the river during 
construction. 

 
Deck Drainage 

NCDOT makes every attempt to eliminate direct deck drainage into water bodies whenever federally 
protected aquatic species or sensitive habitats are present. It is anticipated that direct drainage into the 
French Broad River can be avoided by conveying runoff via the deck over water. Overland discharge via 
deck drains will provide treatment through vegetative conveyance or other stormwater BMPs. 
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AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION 
Project commitments have been developed through project development, design, and permitting.  Due 
to the number of commitments, they have been consolidated into one spreadsheet that among other 
information, provides: the commitment, the source of the commitment, section applicability, 
responsible unit, and status.  The project commitments spreadsheet will be made available for access. 
 
RIVER USER SAFETY 

Because the French Broad River, Hominy Creek, and Smith Mill Creek are regularly used for recreation, 
they cannot be closed for the life of construction. NCDOT shall commit to providing a safe passage lane 
for users of the French Broad River, Hominy Creek, and Smith Mill Creek. To do so, NCDOT shall employ 
safety measures, including catchment devices on overhead structures to prevent material from falling 
on river users. In addition, floating navigational aids will be used to guide river users to the safe passage 
lane and away from the causeways/construction zone. For new bridges, most work is expected to take 
place during the day. NCDOT will work with river users, businesses, and recreational river and civic 
groups to insure public notification of the temporary closures. 

The safe passage lane for river users will be located in a portion of the river away from the causeways 
for the majority of the life of the project. NCDOT shall use a floating navigational aid to guide river users 
to the safe passage lane. 

NCDOT shall commit to including a containment system on the overhead structures to prevent material 
from falling on river or greenway users, or in the water. NCDOT shall place steady‐state red lights that 
are solar‐powered on the causeway to alert river users to its location. Generators will not be used to 
provide power. These lights will be atop permanent structures, such as a pole, on each causeway for 
the duration of the project. The contractor will be responsible for maintaining these lights at all times 
during construction, replacing them as necessary. 

It is expected that there will be times when the river, creeks or greenways must be closed for the safety 
of recreational users due to the type of work being done (e.g. setting girders, removal of bent caps). 
These closures are not expected to last more than two days and are expected to occur predominantly 
at night. Care will be taken to not close the waterways or greenways during known peak user times, 
particularly the Memorial Day, Fourth of July, and Labor Day weekends. During major storm events, 
portage will be provided while the work trestle is in place. 

SPECIFIC DETAIL FOR SECTION B  
Signage 

Signage for Sections B  will be installed and maintained by Archer Wright Joint Venture (AWJV), both 
upstream and downstream of the I-26 and I-240 Bridges to alert river users to construction. These signs 
will note that the last public pull out is at is Craven Street Boating Access Area, located 0.58 mile 
upstream of the of the bridge. 
 
These signs will be placed at the following locations; all are public with the exception of the privately 
owned launches marked with an asterisk (*).  Additional private locations may be utilized with 
permission of the owner.   
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French Broad River Warning Sign Locations:  
• Pearson Bridge River Access, 704 NC-251, Asheville, NC  
• Craven Street Bridge Boating Access Area, 192 Riverside Dr, Asheville, NC  
• River Arts District Steps, 119 Riverside Dr, Asheville, NC 
• Jean Webb Park, 86 Riverside Dr, Asheville, NC  
• Amboy Riverfront Park, 180 Amboy Rd, Asheville, NC   
• Hominy Creek River Park, 220 Hominy Creek Rd, Asheville, NC   
• Bent Creek River Park, 1610 Brevard Rd, Asheville, NC  
• Corcoran Paige River Park, 9 Pinner Rd, Arden, NC  
• Glen Bridge River Park, 77 Pinner Rd, Arden, NC  
• Westfeldt Park, 83 Old Fanning Bridge Rd, Mills River NC  
• Mills River Park,  124 Town Center Dr, Mills River, NC   
• Horse Shoe River Access Park, 5437 Brevard Rd, Horse Shoe, NC  
• Blantyre Park, 120 Grove Bridge Rd, Hendersonville, NC  
• Penrose Boat Ramp, 500 Crab Creek Rd, Penrose, NC  
• Pisgah Forest River Access, 3520 Wilson Rd, Pisgah Forest, NC  
• Hap Simpson Park, 666 Greenville Hwy, Brevard, NC  
• *Hannah Ford Campground-Headwaters Outfitters, 1017 Green Rd, Brevard, NC  
• Island Ford River Access, 2753 Island Ford Rd, Brevard, NC  
• Lyons Mountain River Access, Lyons Mountain Rd, Brevard, NC  
• Champion Park River Access, Old Turnpike Rd, Rosman, NC  
• *Headwaters Outfitters, 25 Parkway Rd, Rosman, NC 

 
River Warning Signs to be utilized for the information of FBR users (at a minimum) are illustrated as follows: 

 
The sign example shown above is for illustrative purposes and will be revised to display I-2513 B&D 
information. 

• Additional Warning or Danger Do-Not-Enter signage will be installed by AWJV on the causeway to 
warn river users away from potential construction related hazards and to prevent river users from 
using the causeway as a stopping point. 
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• Should work activities require closure of the river in the causeway during construction activities (e.g., 

girder placement, demolition activities, etc.), additional floating signage (similar to the below 
illustration) will be installed by AWJV to warn users of hazards and direct to nearest pull-out. 

 
Refer to the NCDOT I-2513 B&D French Broad River Warning Sign Locations figure on the following page. 
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River Navigational Markers/Aids 
• Steady-state “red” solar powered navigational lights erected by NCDOT on the causeway to 

alert river users shall be maintained in good working order during construction activities by 
AWJV. 

• Navigation rope buoys will be utilized by AWJV in addition to signage prescribed above to 
mark and direct river traffic around hazardous construction work areas/activities. 

• Rope buoys will be completely filled with urethane foam or other materials to prevent 
potential failure (i.e., sinking) which meet or exceed United States Coast Guard 
requirements. 

• Rope buoys will be effectively secured against accidental or intentional displacement. 
• Placement of rope buoys shall be pre-approved by AWJV Construction Management and 

the AWJV Health, Safety, and Environmental (HSE) department. 
Monitors/Flaggers 

• AWJV will provide trained monitors/flaggers to control river user access to hazardous 
construction work area/activities as needed. 

• One or more monitors/flaggers will be staged upstream as needed to stop river use at 
limited times when working over the river via communications of handheld radios. 

• AWJV monitors/flaggers shall be trained in Swiftwater/Flood Rescue (per NFPA 1670 or 
equivalent) to assist those river users that may be in distress when navigating the FBR 
through the causeway. 

o Note: At a minimum, trained monitors/flaggers shall participate in two emergency 
drills annually involving the rescue of a distress boater(s). The emergency drills shall 
be planned and executed by the AWJV HSE department. 

Working Over Water 
• AWJV shall erect a catchment device on the overhead structure from South of Old River 

Road to the opposite side of the FBR to prevent material from falling on river users, 
equestrians, bicyclists, or in the water. 

• The catchment device shall be cleaned of debris and inspected by the responsible AWJV 
Construction Management on a daily/shift basis prior to the initiation of any work activity 
that day/shift. Any deficient conditions shall be brought to the immediate attention of the 
AWJV Construction Manager for repairs or replacement. Daily inspections shall be 
documented on the applicable Safety Task Assignment (STA). All Fall Protection will meet 
the criteria of the AWJV Site Safety Plan.  

Boat/Skiff and Ring Buoys 
• AWJV will provide a boat/skiff for emergency rescue operations, equipped with paddle or 

oars, four (4) adult and four (4) child life preservers, and a reach extension device. 
o Note: When utilized, the boat/skiff shall be manned by a minimum of two AWJV 

trained boater operators. 
• If warranted by strong current conditions, the boat/skiff will be outfitted with motor. 
• A safety line may be connected between the boat/skiff and a structural member capable of 

maintaining the position of the boat/skiff. 
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• Under all conditions, the boat/skiff must be located such that it is available for 
immediate use if an emergency arises. It will be kept secured and all pertinent 
personnel will be able to access as necessary. This will be discussed / implemented 
during morning meetings and all personnel will be privy to immediate needs during 
working operations 

• Ring buoys (four total) will be strategically located on each side of the river both 
upstream and downstream of the causeway during construction activities. Each 
ring buoy shall be equipped at least 90-feet (27.4 m) of rescue line (and throw bag). 

• Prior to use each day/shift, both the rescue boat/skiff and ring buoys will receive a 
visual daily inspection by the assigned personnel to ensure all rescue equipment is 
in good working condition. All deficiencies shall be brought to the attention of the 
AWJV HSE department. Inspections shall be documented on the associated STA. 

• Both the rescue boat/skiff and ring buoys will receive a documented weekly 
inspection by the AWJV HSE department to ensure all rescue is in good working 
condition. Deficient items will be immediately taken out of service and repaired or 
replaced. 

Spill Control 
• Spill containment kits will be procured and strategically placed by AWJV where 

potential spill hazards into the FBR exist, i.e., cranes, heavy equipment, drill rigs, 
etc. 

• Kits will be of sufficient size and type for the hazard being mitigated/cleaned up. 
• Documented monthly inspections shall be conducted by the AWJV HSE 

department. 
• All unplanned and/or uncontrolled spills of hazardous materials into the FBR shall 

be immediately reported to the AWJV Project Management Team, AWJV HSE, and 
NCDOT. 

• Spill response personnel shall be appropriately trained by AWJV. 
Flooding 

• Any equipment on the causeways will be removed any time the water level is 
expected to rise to a point where the equipment could be flooded or during periods 
of long-term inactivity (two or more consecutive weeks). The only exception to this 
measure is that the drill rig and crane may be left in place for periods of inactivity; 
however, they must also be removed if the water level is expected to rise to a point 
where the drill rig and crane could be flooded. 

• Once the water has returned to normal levels, an inspection of the causeway and 
surrounding areas shall be performed by AWJV Project Management, Construction 
Management, and HSE for new hazards as a result of the flooding. All new hazards 
shall be mitigated and/or controlled before resuming construction activities. 

RSP Review 
• The RSP shall be reviewed (at a minimum) annually and revised accordingly by the 

AWJV Project Management Team and HSE department for effectiveness in both 
process development and implementation. The review shall be documented and 
ensure that all deficient conditions and opportunities for improvement are 
identified and addressed. 
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October 8, 2025 
I-2513 B&D Temporary Causeways: Responses to Agencies’ Questions. 
 
This summary provides responses received from the regulatory and resource agencies 
related to the temporary causeway needed to install the work trestles to construct the new 
bridges over the French Broad River. Questions received were grouped by topic, however 
individual responses are provided in line with the original question. 
 

General Questions 
1. What are the compelling reasons why more than 50% of the river flow needs to be 

restricted?  
Archer Wright Joint Venture (AWJV) has evaluated river access options and made several 
considerations for mitigating impacts to the French Broad River. The topography for river 
access is the first restriction. Elevation from the west side of the French Broad is 
approximately 30’ to 40’ above normal water with slopes 1.5:1 or steeper, primarily of rock 
and railroad ballast. Additionally, equipment access on the west side of the French Broad 
River from south of the project is restricted by the active railroad track and existing railroad 
bridge along Emma Road. Low and wide clearance under the railroad bridge is a physical 
barrier to providing the necessary construction equipment from the west side of the river. 
North of the project location there is no viable public access to traverse the river along the 
west bank. 
  

2. Why can’t the restriction of more than 50% of the river flow be avoided? 
Limited to east side construction access, our team has elected to utilize a rock causeway 
that will restrict the river flow temporarily in order to install an elevated trestle. The French 
Broad River in the area of the project has shallow rock. The elevated trestle requires pilings 
to be drilled into the rock. The equipment required to drill in rock requires a solid 
foundation, which has been determined to be the rock causeway. The AWJV team will 
place causeway material to the minimum lateral dimension necessary to safely install the 
elevated trestle foundation at the extreme west of the trestle alignment. Upon pile 
installation, causeway materials will be removed east to the next pile location. This 
sequence will continue until all trestle foundations are installed. The French Broad River 
depth does not provide sufficient clearance for use of floating barges or other temporary 
platform for this installation. This methodology ensures that equipment can safely ingress 
and egress from the river in case of a flood event; provides a safe platform for construction 
operations; and limits the duration of maximum river flow blockage.  
   

3. Can you provide information to agencies demonstrating that restricting more than 50% of 
the river flow at any one time will not cause adverse effects to the river, aquatic life, or 
recreation? 
Impacts to aquatic life will be temporary.  The rip rap will be removed and footprints will be 
restored to preconstruction elevations. 
 



 

Water surface elevations and velocities for each phase of the causeway have been added 
to the causeway exhibits for the baseflow and 10-year storm discharges. Additionally, the 
unobstructed flow and velocities have been shown on the exhibits for comparison 
purposes. The duration for each phase has also been noted on the exhibits to indicate the 
limited time impact of the phase. 
 

4. How do you respond to Dave McHenry’s comment/question in the chat regarding 
elevations upstream and downstream of the causeway?  
We were unable to access Dave’s question from the 4C Meeting. Depending on what he 
asked, we may be able to provide elevation information related to the causeway. 
 

5. Why is this causeway configuration the only viable option for constructing the trestle 
bridge? 
It is anticipated that each trestle bent pile installation is scheduled to be completed within 
a 5 day period, including the removal of causeway materials. Each trestle span is 40’. 
Within a 15 day work period the causeway blockage would result in greater than 50% flow. 
Beyond this timeframe, phasing for causeways and temporary work platforms will provide 
at least 50% flow for the duration of work for all river sections in the work zone. 
  

6. What time of year is planned for causeway construction, and could this coincide with the 
summer rainy season?  
The schedule has not been finalized and AWJV is evaluating performing the work in late 
April of 2026, however this is subject to change. We understand the time of year concerns 
and will make every effort to begin causeway work prior to the start of the rainy season and 
river user’s annual season however we cannot commit to doing so. 
  

7. How will river user safety be handled during construction?  
This is detailed in the I-2513 Draft 2025 Strategic Communications Plan. 
 

8. Can you provide any supporting figures and/or reports that depict these topics? 
Water surface elevations and velocities for each phase of the causeway has been added to 
the causeway exhibits for the baseflow and 10-year storm discharges. Additionally, the 
unobstructed flow and velocities have been shown on the exhibits for comparison 
purposes. The duration for each phase has also been noted on the exhibits to indicate the 
limited time impact of the phase. 

 
 

Construction Plans and Coordination 
9. Has NCDOT provided the bridge construction and demolition (C&D) plan, river users plan, 

and communication plan?  
The I-2513 Draft 2025 Strategic Communications Plan, which updates and combines the 
bridge construction and demolition (C&D) plan and river users plan, is currently being 
reviewed by the USACE. 
 



 

10. Will the causeway phasing be shown in the bridge C&D plan and will a narrative be 
included explaining the expected duration of each phase?  
The draft causeway phasing plans will be replaced with the updated phasing plans 
included with this summary.  The expected duration has been added to each phase’s 
plansheet. 
 

11. How will this information be coordinated with FWS and COE for review of the causeway 
issue?   
This document along with the update causeway plans are being provided to the agencies. 

 
 

Hydraulic and Environmental Impacts 
 

12. What are the anticipated hydraulic conditions (e.g., increased water surface levels and 
velocity) during high flow events when more than 50% of the river is blocked? 
Water surface elevations and velocities for each phase of the causeway have been added 
to the causeway exhibits for the baseflow and 10-year storm discharges. Additionally, the 
unobstructed flow and velocities have been shown on the exhibits for comparison 
purposes. The duration for each phase has also been noted on the exhibits to indicate the 
limited time impact of the phase. 
 

13. What level of rainfall or high flow event would result in overtopping of the causeway? 
Baseflow is estimated to be approximately 4,150 cfs. The causeway overtops with a 
discharge of 4,785 cfs during the most constrictive causeway phase. All causeway phases 
overtop during the 10-year storm as noted on the exhibits. 
 

14. Is scour expected from high flow events? 
The causeway is overtopped in relatively low storm events (less than 10-year). It is not 
anticipated that the causeway will contribute additional scour issues than what the river 
would experience on its own. Additionally, there was minimal scour during Hurricane 
Helene with record discharges due to the elevation of the rock in the river so we do not 
anticipate scour occurring due to the increased velocities while the causeway is in place. 
 

15. How will successive percentages of river flow blockage (e.g., 86% NWS blockage and 
subsequent phases) be phased and managed as work progresses? 
AWJV will utilize survey equipment to verify that the dimensions of the causeway maintain 
the required 50% river flow and that the causeway is constructed in accordance with the 
details provided in the drawings provided. Additionally, supplemental drawings have been 
provided to illustrate the subsequent phases of causeway construction during the 
temporary blockage period, when more than 50% of the river flow will be obstructed. 

 
 

 
 



 

 
Causeway Phase-Specific Questions 

 
16. For Causeway Phase 1A (PDF pages 35–36, Permit Drawing Sheets 30–31), which shows 

14.1% of river flow open: 
• Is this a “short duration” restriction? 

Additional plansheets are included with this report showing subphases for Phase 1 for the 
construction of the trestle bridge.  The 14.1% river flow is associated with Phase 1B which 
will only be in place for approximately 1 week.  
                

• Will it be coordinated further with FWS and COE?  
We are providing responses to the USFWS, USACE, NCDWR, and NCWRC via this 
document. 

 
• How long is this phase expected to remain in place? 

There will be a total of 3 weeks of temporary river flow restricted to greater than 50%. 
• Phase 1B – 1 Week (14.1%) 
• Phase 1C – 1 Week (28.3 %) 
• Phase 1D – 1 Week (42.5 %) 

 
• What are the anticipated hydraulic conditions during this phase? 

Water surface elevations and velocities for each phase of the causeway has been added to 
the causeway exhibits for the baseflow and 10-year storm discharges. Additionally, the 
unobstructed flow and velocities have been shown on the exhibits for comparison 
purposes. The duration for each phase has also been noted on the exhibits to indicate the 
limited time impact of the phase. 

 
• How might lateral scour on the west bank be addressed, if it occurs? 

Our intent is to avoid lateral scour on the west bank. We are investigating the existing 
condition of the west bank to determine its current stability.  We are also developing a plan 
to reduce the potential for impacts. 
 

17. For Causeway Phase 4 (PDF pages 43–44, Permit Sheets 38–39), which shows 51.2% of 
river flow open: 
Given this is just over the 50% limit, how will precision in actual construction ensure 
compliance with not exceeding that threshold? 
 AWJV will utilize survey equipment to verify that the dimensions of the causeway maintain 
the required 50% flow and that the structure is constructed in accordance as detailed in 
the drawings provided.   
  

 
 
 
 



 

Stream and Channel Design Details 
 

18. In Phase 1A, what are the anticipated hydraulic conditions, especially regarding velocity 
increases and water drops? How might these affect river users and boaters? 
Phase 1 has been divided into subphases as mentioned in previous sections. Changes in 
water surface levels and velocities are documented on the causeway plansheets. While 
river velocities increase during the causeway phase, they are not excessive. However, 
using methods discussed in the 2025 Strategic Communication Plan, in addition to the 
overall information about the work associated with the project-specifically the new bridges 
over the French Broad River, additional notifications of the restricted opening will be 
provided and river users will be encouraged to avoid this part the river while phases 1B, 1C, 
and 1D are in place. 
 

19. For Detail Y (flat stream between sites 7 and 8), why is there no lining, and could coir be 
added even though the channel is almost flat? 
Coir fiber matting can be added to that channel. 
 

20. In AE and AF channel change details (e.g., Sheet 14 Y36, sites 11 and 24), why is there 
complete armoring with geotextile underlayment, especially on stream beds? 
No rock is proposed in the stream bed, just along the stream banks. 
 

21. Could the geotextile underlayment be removed from stream beds to improve rock 
embedment during construction? 
Geotextile can be removed where rock is proposed in stream beds for better embedment. 
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