




APPENDIX A 

TUNNEL FEASIBILITY EVALUATION MEMORANDUM 



MEMORANDUM TO FILE

To: Project File

From: Tom Hepler
AECOM

Date: September 6, 2017

RE: Tunnel Feasibility Evaluation
NCDOT STIP Project I‐2513 (I‐26 Connector)

Tunneling Concept for I‐26 in Asheville

This memorandum considers the feasibility and practicality of a subsurface passage of the French Broad

River by I‐26 and the I‐240 connection ramps in Asheville, NC.   The location of the crossing is north of the

existing Patton Avenue crossing of the river.  The alignment of I‐26 is controlled by the design speed, (60

mph), the corresponding maximum grade (4 percent for rolling terrain), and the minimum horizontal

curve radius (1,200 feet).  However, for special conditions in mountainous areas, up to 6 percent grade

could be employed.   The connecting ramps of I‐240 to I‐26 cross the river and have a design speed of 50

mph with maximum grade of 5 percent and minimum horizontal curve radius of 833 feet.  AASHTO

recommends holding upgrades on ramps between 2 percent and 5 percent and downgrades the same,

with special cases where the downgrade could be up to 7 percent.  The DEIS alignment of I‐26 passes

under Patton Avenue and elevates to provide vertical clearance over two railroads, the river and

US 19/23/70.  Both I‐240 ramps must clear these vertical obstacles and the westbound ramp must cross

over I‐26.  Other vertical controls include the on‐ramp from Patton Avenue west of the river and the

crossing of Hill Street on the east side of the river.  The proposed structures are slightly higher in elevation

(approximately 10 to 15 feet) than the Captain Jeff Bowen bridges.

Tunnel construction can be classified in two major categories:  1) tunnels constructed by mining methods,

and 2) tunnels constructed by cut and cover methods.  The first category (mining) can be subdivided into

two groups based upon the specific construction method: a) tunnel boring machine and b) drill and blast.

Drill and blast is less expensive and can be employed to tunnel through stable homogeneous rock.  Tunnel

boring machine methods are used in unstable conditions, especially through softer soils and unstable rock

material.  This latter method is becoming more common method due to environmental issues, geologic

conditions and technology advancements.

The second category (cut and cover) is suitable for shallow tunnels where disturbance of the surface

above the tunnel during construction is acceptable.  Two methods of construction can be employed under

this category:  a) trenching and b) cut and cover.   Trenching methods are normally used for long

expansive subaqueous tunnels where pre‐cast tunnel sections are hauled to an excavated trench and



connected and upon completion, dewatered. This method may be used where environmental, stream

flow, sedimentation issues are of little concern and accessibility and staging areas are available.

Site conditions, environmental issues, accessibility and subsurface geology must be evaluated in

determining what type of tunnel construction is appropriate.

Geology: The geology of the area was reviewed based upon information provided by the NC Geological

Survey (see attachment).  Generally it can be expected to encounter a metamorphic suite of material

referred to as Schistose Metagraywacke, which is a non‐foliated to weakly foliated; fine to medium

grained; granoblastic to lpidoblastic.(35‐58% quartz, 20‐41% plagioclase, 2‐15% K‐feldspar, 10‐20%

biotite, 0‐10% muscovite, 0‐5% almandine). In general this material lends itself to both 1) drill and blast:

and 2) tunnel boring machine.  The preferred method to be used will be based upon more detailed

geology data, tunnel size, local concerns and conditions, and contractor preference.

Site Conditions:  The area is urban with extensive development and infrastructure in place.  Cut and cover

methods would impact and/or displace all within the corridor.  The river front contains a lot of

development, utilities, roadways, trails and railroad corridors on both sides of the river.  Staging for

trenching would be difficult due to the surrounding urban development. Although the river is not used for

commercial navigation it is used extensively for sports recreation and it is a FEMA regulated narrow

floodplain.  Outside of the floodplain the terrain becomes rolling to mountainous.  Temporary impacts to

the flow and floodplain would need to be considered. Cut and cover and trenching methods are not

practical for the most part of this alignment nor would they be acceptable from an impact standpoint.

Environmental Issues: In addition to the accessibility and economic issues, the river environment is

protected via wildlife resources and pollution control.  The French Broad River is classified as a trout

stream and trenching would be prohibited due to the negative impact it would have.  Trenching would

also create downstream sediment pollution.

Recommended Method:

Based upon information available, if a tunnel is deemed an option to carry forward, the tunnel method

recommended would be “mining”, consisting of either drilling and blasting or tunnel boring machine.

Further geologic exploration is needed to verify which method would be most appropriate.  The following

considerations would apply to both methods.

Depth and clearances:  The primary obstacle which must be cleared is the riverbed.  For mining

operations the depth below the bed of the river will depend upon the stability of the riverbed material.

Based upon the information available, a conservative depth would be a distance equal to the actual width

of the tunnel.  If adequately stable material exists this depth can be reduced to as little as one‐half the

width.  This study assumed the material below the riverbed as reasonably stable and therefore a cover of

two‐thirds the width of the tunnel has been assumed.

Number of I‐26 Tunnels and geometry:  The number of tunnels required is based upon the number of

lanes to be carried and the requirement for redundancy to assure safe escape and alternative routing of



traffic when necessary.  Due to the required arch of the tunnel, the wider the tunnel the higher the

ceiling.   A three‐lane roadway width tunnel is the practical maximum.  For a multilane divided facility it is

most practical to employ two tunnels, one in each direction.  For more than three lanes in one direction

additional tunnels may be necessary or stacking the traffic (2 x 2) in a single large tunnel.  The latter

requires vertical transitions at entrances and exits to the tunnel.   I‐26 is a six‐lane divided freeway

therefore two tunnels (3 lanes each) constructed parallel with connecting passages between the two

would be the most practical.  AASHTO recommends that left and right shoulder widths, adequate to store

a disabled vehicle, be carried through the tunnel. In curved tunnels stopping sight distance requires

shoulders so that adequate stopping sight distance is provided. Taking this into consideration, a clear

width of 58 feet under the following conditions will provide adequate stopping sight distance:   3 12‐foot

lanes, a 5‐foot inside shoulder plus a 5‐foot walkway, and a 10‐foot outside shoulder along with a 758‐

foot minimum horizontal curve. A minimum vertical clearance of 17.5 feet must also be provided (see

attached typical section).   A minimum 60‐foot diameter tunnel would be needed for a tunnel bore and a

60‐foot width for a drill and blast.   The grade point of the roadway to the structural ceiling of the tunnel

would be approximately 39 feet and would not differ greatly due to the method of mining. Assuming two‐

thirds diameter or width of the tunnel for cover under the river bed and the 39 feet from ceiling to grade

point, the grade point would be 79 feet below the riverbed at a minimum.

Grades and I‐26 Tunnel Geometry: The minimum radius for a Tunnel Boring Machine is 1,500 feet;

however, as concluded in the foregoing discussion in order to provide adequate stopping sight distance,

the minimum radius is 2,750 feet.  The existing alignment of I‐26 would need adjusting to flatten the

reverse curves west and east of the river crossing. Assuming a maximum grade of 6 percent and a 79‐foot

elevation below the river bed, entry points for the excavation would potentially be located just north of

Patton Avenue and north of the Montford Area Historic District.

I‐240 Tunnel: It is impractical to tunnel I‐240 in conjunction with I‐26 due to the fact that it is not safe to

have entrances and exits within a tunnel and crossing I‐240 over I‐26 is vertically impractical. For this

reason I‐240 connector ramps would cross the French Broad River and other obstacles with aerial grade

separations similar to the designs presented in the Public Hearing Map.

Conclusions and Challenges: The following is a summary of findings resulting from a conceptual alignment

study for tunneling of I‐26.  This is not a comprehensive list and many others will arise once preliminary

design is entered.

1. The grade of I‐26 at Patton Avenue drops approximately 20 feet to an elevation of at least 45 feet

or more below the Patton Avenue bridge on the north side.  This would present major challenges

in making ramp ties as discussed later.

2. The alignment would require curves within the tunnel with both entrances and exits on curves.

This would require greater shoulder widths to provide adequate sight distance.  The resulting

width of 60 feet is pushing the maximum limit for a tunnel boring machine.  The horizontal curves

must be flattened, which changes the alignment from that shown on the 2015 Public Hearing

Map.  This means the bank to bank river crossing would increase from 400 feet to 700 feet.



3. Smith Mill Creek would require significant relocation at the southern entrance to the tunnel. The

alignment assumes the vertical clearance under the relocated Smith Mill Creek could be less than

40 feet.

4. The northbound entrance ramp from Patton Avenue to I‐26 would place the gore at the tunnel

entrance which is prohibited under AASHTO guidelines, and is not possible with the entrance to

the tunnel being so close to Patton Ave.  The grade differential from Patton to I‐26 discussed in

item 1 would result in a ramp grade greater than 10 percent, making the ramp tie impractical.

This is a 3‐lane ramp and could not be reconfigured into a loop, and even if it was possible it

would create a weaving problem. Diverting this traffic east across the existing Patton Avenue

bridges would create a major traffic issue that would not be addressed with improvements.

5. The I‐240 eastbound ramp exit would need to be shifted south prior to Patton Avenue.   This

would force the Patton Avenue exit ramp farther south, both of which would increase impacts to

the C.F. Worley House, which has been determined eligible for listing on the National Register of

Historic Properties.

6. The I‐240 eastbound ramp would remain aerial and follow the grade of the I‐26 aerial alignment,

thereby slightly lowering it.

7. The I‐240 westbound ramp entrance would be shifted south, which would create a weaving issue

between the entrance and the Patton Avenue exit loop.  The grade differential discussed in item 1

forces the loop grade beyond the maximum loop grade.  Elimination of the loop forces the traffic

to I‐240 eastbound and exiting onto Patton Avenue east of the existing bridge

8. The I‐240 westbound ramp would remain aerial. The alignment should be evaluated to determine

if it can be shifted such that bridge piers can be strategically placed between the tunnel and the

river as not to impact either.  Long spans would be required, potentially incorporating special

bents or structures.

9. The US 19/23/70 northbound connection to I‐26 could be lowered to reduce the retaining wall

height adjacent to the Riverside Cemetery. However, US 19/23/70 northbound must follow to

east of I‐26 until north of the tunnel entrance. Although the grade would be lowered significantly,

the alignment would be forced to the east, impacting the Montford Area historic property.

10. The capacity of the tunnel is fixed and cannot under the current design criteria, be increased by

widening.  Addition of lanes via additional tunnels or surface facilities would be possible but

presents spatial problems of tying to other facilities outside the tunnel.

11. Construction costs of a tunnel would be at least double that of the bridge structure and

maintenance costs would also be greatly elevated with the inclusion of storm water pumps,

lighting, ventilation, and constant monitoring for accidents and disabled vehicles.







Hill Street controls. With I-240 and US 19-23-70 going
over.  Hill St. is at max. grade to tie with Atkinson St.  Hill
St. and Atkinson are new connections across freeway.

Grade on 240WB Ramp is controlled by clearance over US23SB but can be
lowered with Tunnel of I-26.
US 23NB must follow the grade on 240WB until it diverges causing it to be high
above existing ground.  Retaining wall height can be reduced.

I240 EB is controlled by clearance over Railroad and US23SB

YWB

I-26 passing ~45 feet under Patton Ave in a
cut.

clearance under railroad, Riverside and US 19-23

investigate realignment of
ramp to cross river and tunnel
simultaneous

special bents required

The horizontal curves for I-240 are both at minimum radius for the design speed
and cannot be squeezed together.  The Patton Ave. ramp is as compressed as
it can be in order to vertically clear I-240.  Moving this closer to I-240 increases
the bridge length which will in turn increase the bridge depth with the result of
moving the I-240 merge point to the north and thereby shorting the weave
distance below the minimum.

End of Tunnel
stage NB tunnel
first along with US
23NB tie.

Begin Tunnel

Grade Change extends to this area.

Grade change begins here

Entrance of I-240 WBRamp would be near the Patton Ave underpass which creates unacceptably short
weave between ramp and loop.

I-240 EB Ramp would exit in this area which along with
grade change moves Patton Exit Ramp south and into
Worley Historic property.

Grade on US 23NB will drop to tie with tunnel but
the tie cannot be made until north of the tunnel.
US 23NB must be spaced adequate distance
from I-26 until north of the tunnel entrance. A
significant cut is requiring retaining walls and
combined with the alignment change will impact
historic area.

Stream relocation required
with tunnel

tunnel staging area

tunnel staging area
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MEMORANDUM TO FILE      
 
 
To:  Project File  
 
From:   AECOM 
 
Date:  June 17, 2019 
 
RE:  Tunnel Feasibility Evaluation   
  NCDOT STIP Project I-2513 (I-26 Connector) 
 
Tunneling Concept for I-26 in Asheville 

This memorandum serves as an addendum of the Tunnel Feasibility Memorandum, dated September 5, 
2017. That memo considers the feasibility and practicality of constructing a tunnel for either I-240 or I-
26 traffic in Asheville, NC. Discussions include the potential location of tunnels, right-of-way 
considerations, and comparisons to other tunnels of similar nature for a high-level cost analysis.  

Preliminary Design of the Preferred Alternative 

As studied in the I-2513 Final Environmental Impact Statement, the preferred alternative completes I-26 
across the French Broad River and re-connects the existing highway network. The proposed 
configuration includes three bridges over the French Broad River; the northernmost bridge carries I-240 
westbound, the middle bridge carries I-26, and the southernmost bridge carries I-240 eastbound (See 
Figure 1). Additionally, to provide connectivity between Patton Avenue and I-26/I-240, a tight diamond 
interchange is shown west of the Jeff Bowen Bridges. To provide connectivity with US 19/23, the designs 
include one entrance ramp and one exit ramp to Patton Avenue east of the Jeff Bowen Bridge.  The 
design criteria for this project is derived from AASHTO’s A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and 
Streets, (2011, 6th Edition). 

Potential I-240 Tunnel Option  

A tunnel option was explored which would eliminate the I-240 eastbound and westbound flyover 
bridges (See Figure 2). In this scenario, the new bridge proposed to carry I-26 over the French Broad 
River would still be constructed. The I-240 eastbound and westbound tunnels would proceed along a 
new route and follow parallel alignments. These alignments begin southwest of the Jeff Bowen Bridges, 
would begin south of Dellwood Street, proceed under the French Broad River south of the Jeff Bowen 
Bridges, cross under Patton Avenue, and then surface just before Montford Avenue to tie into existing 
I-240. Due to the proximity of the tunnel entrances to the north of the Haywood Road ramps, the 
northern ramps at Haywood Road would likely be eliminated. The I-240 connections to Patton Avenue 
would also be eliminated in this scenario. Additionally, US-23 southbound traffic would lose the 
proposed connection to I-240 eastbound and I-240 westbound traffic would lose the proposed 
connection to US 23 northbound.  



Figure 1: I-26/I-240 Flyover Vicinity 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2:



 

 

The I-240 eastbound and westbound tunnels would each be approximately 48 feet wide, carrying two 
travel lanes in each direction. It is assumed the distance between the tunnels should at minimum one 
tunnel width, 48 feet. Approach plazas would be constructed on either end of the tunnels. This includes 
the entrance/exit ramps, retaining walls, and necessary structures housing support facilities such as 
mechanical rooms, HVAC infrastructure, lighting controls, and tunnel management facilities. It is 
assumed the approach plazas would each be approximately 1,575 linear feet. Building upon the design 
assumptions discussed in the 2017 Tunnel Feasibility memo, the minimum turning radius would be 
approximately 2,750 feet. An I-240 tunnel could adhere to this design criteria for horizontal curvature as 
the alignment would be fairly linear as shown in Figure 2. From the approach plazas, the tunnel would 
descend approximately 200 feet vertically to provide the necessary clearance of the French Broad River. 
It is assumed the top of the tunnel would be approximately 40 feet below the riverbed. The design 
criteria used for the preliminary plans identifies utilizing maximum 4 percent grades. To minimize the 
footprint of the tunnel, 5 percent grades or steeper would be needed, triggering design exceptions. 
Based upon these assumptions, the full length of the tunnel would be approximately 11,650 linear feet 
(8,500 linear feet of underground tunnel).  

In North Carolina, NCDOT owns right-of-way over tunnels. The required limits of right-of-way would 
extend approximately 100 feet beyond the outer limits of the tunnels. Based on the alignment described 
above, additional right-of-way impacts would occur in the Burton Street Community, East West 
Asheville, the River Arts District, and the residential area north of Clingman Avenue. Furthermore, the 
Burton Street Community Baptist Church and New Belgium Brewing Company, along with businesses 
along Haywood Street from Patton Avenue to Montford Avenue would be directly impacted. These 
impacts are in addition to those described in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, thereby 
increasing right-of-way costs and impacts to the human and natural environments. Right-of-way costs 
have not been determined for this level of analysis.  

Potential I-26 Tunnel Option 

The 2017 Tunnel Feasibility Memorandum studied a tunnel route which follows the I-26 alignment for 
the Preferred Alternative. Because of the required depth and the minimum practicable radius for boring 
the tunnel, this alignment was found to be infeasible. For the purposes of this memo, a second 
alignment was developed which follows a straighter path as shown in Figure 3. This tunnel would begin 
at the proposed Patton Avenue interchange, west of the Jeff Bowen Bridges, and extend north under 
the French Broad River, terminating at Broadway. The proposed I-240 flyover bridges would remain to 
allow for a connection to downtown Asheville. However, all proposed connections between US 23 and 
I-26 would be eliminated. 



 

Figure 3: Potential I-26 Tunnel Option 



 

 

The I-26 northbound and southbound tunnels would each be approximately 60 feet wide, carrying three 
travel lanes in each direction. As noted above, it is assumed the distance between the tunnels should be 
at minimum one tunnel width, 60 feet. Approach plazas would be constructed on either end of the 
tunnels. It is assumed the approach plazas would each be approximately 1,575 linear feet.  From the 
approach plazas, the tunnel would descend approximately 200 feet vertically to provide the necessary 
clearance of the French Broad River. It is assumed the top of the tunnel would be approximately 40 feet 
below the riverbed. To minimize the footprint of the tunnel, a 5 percent grade would also be needed for 
the I-26 tunnels, triggering design exceptions. Based upon this information, the full length of the tunnel 
would be approximately 11,650 linear feet (8,500 linear feet of underground tunnel).  

As discussed above, right-of-way above the tunnels would be acquired by NCDOT. Based on the 
alignment described, it is likely that additional right-of-way impacts would occur in the Montford Hills 
and Hibritten historic districts. Additionally, the Freeman House Historic property would potentially be 
adversely affected. Businesses along Riverside Drive would likely be directly impacted. Division of 
Highways and the Rail Division would need to coordinate regarding potential impacts to the Norfolk 
Southern Railway, which runs along Riverside Drive and the French Broad River. These impacts would be 
additional to the impacts currently reported in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, thereby 
requiring avoidance and minimization efforts to address impacts to historic resources and increasing 
right-of-way costs. Right-of-way costs have not been determined for this level of analysis. 

Cost Considerations  

It should be noted that tunnel construction methods and costs vary wildly between projects. Many 
considerations must be evaluated, including land constraints, elevation, construction method, soil type, 
and others. Six roadway tunnels in North America were referenced in order to prepare an assumed cost 
range for the I-26 Connector project. These tunnels traverse under marine environments, undeveloped 
mountainous regions, and developed mountainous regions. Table 1 includes a cost comparison of the 
tunnels and known design features. The costs shown below have been adjusted for inflation.  

 

 



 

Table 1: Representative Tunnel Construction Cost Estimates 

Tunnel 
Tunnel 

Construction 
Cost 

Number 
of 

Tunnels 

Number of 
lanes in 

each 
tunnel 

Tunnel 
Length 

(linear feet)a 
Cost per foot 

Single Tunnel 
Diameter 

Features 

John H. Bankhead 
Tunnel (1941)b $73,000,000 1 2 3,389 $21,500 21 ft 

• Marine Environment  
• Travel lanes are narrow, no large trucks 

permitted 
• Travels under Mobile River  
• Western terminus in downtown 

Mobile, Alabama 

George Wallace Tunnel 
(1973)c 

$287,000,000 2 2 3,000 $47,800 ~30 ft 

• Marine Environment 
• Travels under Mobile River 
• Located south of John H. Bankhead 

Tunnel in Mobile, Alabama 

Eisenhower-Johnson 
Tunnel (1973)d 

$965,000,000 2 2 8,976 $53,700 40 ft 

• Mountainous undeveloped terrain 
• 1.64 percent grade 
• Additional $50 million cost in non-

boring expenses during construction  

Hamptons Roads Bridge 
Tunnel (1957 & 1976)e 

$826,800,000 2 2 7,479 $55,000 ~30 ft 
• Marine environment 
• Travels under shipping lanes in 

Chesapeake Bay 

Monitor Merrimac 
Memorial Bridge-Tunnel 

(1992)f 
$728,500,000 2 2 4,800 $75,000 ~30 ft 

• Marine environment 
• 4 percent max grades 
• 60 mph design speed 

Proposed I-240 & I-26 Tunnels 

I-240 Tunnels - 2 2 8,500 - 48 ftg 
• Developed mountainous terrain 
• Travels under French Broad River 
• Estimated 5 percent grade  

I-26 Tunnels - 2 3 8,500 - 60 ftg 
• Developed mountainous terrain 
• Travels under French Broad River 
• Estimated 5 percent grade 

a Note: Linear feet is per tunnel. When determining the cost per linear foot, the total length of both tunnels was divided by the total cost.  
b Source: https://www.aaroads.com/alabama/mobile-city-guide-1/ , https://southalabama.edu/libraries/mccallarchives/bankhead.html  
c Source: https://alletting.dot.state.al.us/OfficeEngineer/Docs/GeorgeCWallaceTunnelPublicationeditedforweb.pdf 
d Source: https://www.codot.gov/travel/eisenhower-tunnel/description.html 
e Source: http://www.roadstothefuture.com/I64_VA_HRBT.html 
f Source: http://www.roadstothefuture.com/I664_VA_MMMBT.html  
g Note: It is assumed the distance between the tunnels should be at minimum one tunnel width.

https://www.aaroads.com/alabama/mobile-city-guide-1/
https://southalabama.edu/libraries/mccallarchives/bankhead.html
https://alletting.dot.state.al.us/OfficeEngineer/Docs/GeorgeCWallaceTunnelPublicationeditedforweb.pdf
https://www.codot.gov/travel/eisenhower-tunnel/description.html
http://www.roadstothefuture.com/I64_VA_HRBT.html
http://www.roadstothefuture.com/I664_VA_MMMBT.html


 

Using the number of tunnels for each example, the total length of tunneling, and the diameter of a single tunnel for each, the total tunnel 
volume in cubic yards (CY) was calculated for each tunnel, which was in turn used to calculate the cost per CY of tunnel (see Table 2).   

Table 2 

 
Tunnel 

Construction 
Cost 

Number 
of 

Tunnels 

Total Length 
of Tunneling 
(linear feet)a 

Bore/Tunnel 
Diameter (ft) 

Total Tunnel 
Volume (CY) 

Cost per CY of 
Tunnel 

John H. Bankhead 
Tunnel (1941)b 

$  73,000,000 1 3,389 21 43,453 $  1,680 

George Wallace Tunnel 
(1973)c 

$  287,000,000 2 6,000 30 157,000 $  1,830 

Eisenhower-Johnson 
Tunnel (1973)d 

$  965,000,000 2 17,952 40 835,100 $  1,160 

Hamptons Roads Bridge 
Tunnel (1957 & 1976)e $  826,800,000 2 14,958 30 391,401 $  2,210 

Monitor Merrimac 
Memorial Bridge-Tunnel 

(1992)f 
$  728,500,000 2 9,600 30 251,200 $  2,900 

 

The minimum ($1,160) and maximum ($2,900) cost per CY calculated in Table 2 was used to estimate a potential range of costs for constructing 
a tunnel alternative for the I-26 Connector project using the assumed amount of total tunnel volume needed (Table 3). 

Table 3 

 
Number 

of 
Tunnels 

Total Length of 
Tunneling 

(linear feet)a 

Bore/Tunnel 
Diameter (ft) 

Total Tunnel 
Volume (CY) 

Minimum Cost of 
Tunnel 

Maximum Cost of 
Tunnel 

I-240 Tunnels 2 17,000 48 1,138,773  $  1,321,000,000   $  3,302,400,000  
I-26 Tunnels 2 17,000 60 1,779,333  $  2,064,000,000   $  5,160,100,000  

 



 

Based on the comparison of tunnels constructed in the United States and by using the estimated 
number of CY needed, it can be assumed the construction costs of tunneling I-240 would range from 
$1,321,000,000 to $3,302,400,000 in current dollars. The estimated construction cost of tunneling I-26 is 
assumed to range from $2,064,000,000 to $5,160,100,000. This is based only on the cost per CY of 
tunnel. In comparison, construction cost estimates of bridges for the I-26 Connector project have been 
estimated to cost approximately $65 million to construct based on the current design. The I-26 mainline 
bridge is estimated to cost approximately $91 million to construct. 

Maintenance costs of a bridge and tunnel must also be considered and compared. Generally, the annual 
maintenance cost of tunnels is significantly higher than that of bridges. Maintenance of tunnels includes 
traffic supervision for possible wrecks or other safety issues, management and operation costs, 
stormwater pumping, electricity for lighting and other needs, fire suppression maintenance, ventilation, 
and roadway maintenance. Some estimates note the operation and maintenance of tunnels is 
approximately 20 percent to 30 percent of the construction cost. For maintenance comparison 
purposes, the Lower Thames Crossing Capacity Options Report on Design and Costs1 was referenced. 
This report analyzed the maintenance and operating costs for the three alternatives analyzed in the 
Dartford River Crossing Study (2009). Maintenance costs for an immersed tunnel for Option A, which 
resembles the potential length of a tunnel for I-26, were estimated to be approximately $4,850,000 per 
year for the 60-year lifespan. Maintenance costs for a bridge at the same location were estimated at 
approximately $537,000 per year for the same 60-year lifespan.  

Bridge maintenance costs for the I-26 Connector Project have not yet been determined. It is anticipated 
maintenance costs will include roadway patching and resurfacing, bridge joint maintenance, deicing, 
lighting, and general upkeep due to damage from vehicle collisions.  

Summary  

Based upon the preliminary assumptions developed in this memorandum, constructing a tunnel for 
either I-240 or I-26 in Section B for the I-26 Connector Project would increase residential and business 
impacts, construction costs, and maintenance costs. Due to the proximity of the tunnel entrances to the 
north of the Haywood Road ramps for the I-240 tunnel scenario, the northern ramps at Haywood Road 
would likely be eliminated as well as the I-240 connections to Patton Avenue. Additionally, US-23 
southbound traffic would lose the proposed connection to I-240 eastbound and I-240 westbound traffic 
would lose the proposed connection to US 23 northbound. For the proposed I-26 tunnel options, the I-
240 flyover bridges would remain to allow for a connection to downtown Asheville; however, all 
proposed connections between US 23 and I 26 would be eliminated. 

Due to the length of tunneling needed and the assumed tunnel diameters needed for either scenario, 
costs are assumed to range from $1,321,000,000 to $5,160,100,000 for construction cost only. 

 

1 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/199853/operating-costs-and-revenues-
report.pdf 
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Memorandum 

Introduction 
This technical memo is intended as an addendum to the North Carolina Department of 
Transportation (NCDOT) I-26 Connector Project’s (STIP Number I-2513) Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS), as a means of officially recording the City’s preferred vision for the I-26 
project. That vision is for a project that separates the highway completely from the Captain Jeff 
Bowen Bridges and Patton Avenue, creating the conditions for a truly multi-modal, urban complete 
street on Patton Avenue that extends Downtown Asheville westward, filling a gap in the City’s 
urban fabric. This includes:  
 

 Creating a multi-modal corridor that is walkable, bikeable, and encourages the use of 
transit, and which has an adjacent greenway landscape;  

 Creating property parcels that can be developed into downtown-type, mixed-use buildings 
that front onto Patton Avenue;  

 Connecting the Hillcrest community to the adjacent neighborhoods and streets;  
 Creating a new connection to the French Broad River from Patton Avenue and Burton 

Street;  
 Supporting the creation of an integrated network of greenways (or at a minimum does not 

preclude one), and; 
 Encouraging urban design that reflects these goals and enhances Asheville’s unique 

downtown overall character.  
 
This vision, which is detailed in the following sections, is based on decades of community planning 
and plans, culminating in a comprehensive vision for the future of Downtown Asheville, the Patton 
Avenue corridor, and the I-26 Connector Project. 
 
The City of Asheville has been working with its consultant team, local elected officials, and 
community groups to develop its own vision for the I-26 Connector Project. This process has 
included close collaboration with NCDOT and their consultant. Since the winter of 2017, the City 
and NCDOT have had several correspondences and meetings to help the City understand the 
technical analysis and options being considered by the State for this project. This has included 
videoconference and in-person meetings in October 2017 and April 2018. This dialogue has 
helped the City to conduct its own analysis and develop its own preferred vision. It was also during 
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the course of these meetings that NCDOT asked the City to produce this memo as an addendum 
to the FEIS. 

Previous Visions 
Asheville has a rich history of citizen engagement and planning for the future. The City’s vision 
for the I-26 Connector Project draws on previous community plans and official City plans to create 
a holistic vision for an urban corridor that extends the dense, mixed-use development patterns of 
downtown to the west. 

WECAN Citizens Master Plan, 2000 
The WECAN Citizens Master Plan, developed in 2000 and adopted by City Council on January 
22, 2008, lays out clear vision that emphasizes quality urban design and an interconnected 
neighborhood. The plan includes new roadway connections from Patton Avenue to WECAN and 
to the Hillcrest community. The plan shows mixed-use development along Patton Avenue, and 
does not include an interchange with I-240 between Clingman Avenue and the Captain Jeff 
Bowen Bridges. 
 
Figure 1: Excerpt from the WECAN Citizens Master Plan showing Patton Avenue as an urban boulevard 
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Michael McDonough, 2006 
Michael McDonough, an architect with a practice based in Asheville, created a plan for the I-26 
Connector Project that has new roadways that connect WECAN and Hillcrest to Patton Avenue, 
creates development lots along Patton Avenue, and has a ramp connection from Patton Avenue 
to I-240 between Clingman Avenue and Hillcrest. 
 
Figure 2: The Michael McDonough vision for the I-26 Connector Project incorporates many of the elements from the 
WECAN Citizens Master Plan 

 

Asheville Design Center, 2008 
The Asheville Design Center created a community vision for the I-26 Connector Project that 
emphasizes Patton Avenue as a mixed-used, urban boulevard that support and connects local 
housing and retail. Similar to the previous plans, it also includes new roadway connections from 
Patton Avenue to Hillcrest and WECAN. 
 
Figure 3: The Asheville Design Center compared the existing Patton Avenue with a vision for a mixed-use corridor that 
fills a large gap in the area’s urban fabric. 
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Greenways Master Plan, 2013 
The City’s official Greenway Master Plan lays out a network plan for a series of interconnected, 
mostly off-street multi-use paths on both sides of and across the French Broad River. This 
includes a greenway along Patton Avenue, crossing the river on the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges, 
and connecting West Asheville to Downtown. The plan specifically refers to the I-26 Connector 
Project by saying that the project should “enhance connectivity and not create barriers to the 
pedestrian[s] and cyclist[s]” or between the community and the river. 
 
Figure 4: An excerpt from the City's Greenways Master Plan 
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Asheville in Motion, 2016 
Asheville in Motion is a consolidation of a variety of modal plans into a cohesive strategy for 
Asheville and has a method for prioritizing projects and transportation investments. The plan 
includes the development of a core system of premium bus rapid transit on Patton Avenue for 
east-west travel and a network of connected bicycle facilities (see Greenways Master Plan).  
 
Figure 5: Figure of the core system of premium bus rapid transit from Asheville in Motion 
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Asheville Comprehensive Plan, 2018 
The now adopted Living Asheville Comprehensive Plan directly addresses Patton Avenue within 
the land use plan and with a stated vision for the corridor: 
 

“Return Patton Avenue to a local road knitting Downtown and West Asheville together with 
human-scale development, re-integrate Patton Avenue with traditionally underserved 
neighborhoods, improve access to the river and convert Patton Avenue to a multimodal 
boulevard with enhanced pedestrian, bicycle, transit and greenway connections.” 
 

The desired land use patterns along Patton Avenue include “downtown,” “urban center,” and 
“urban corridor.” 
 
Figure 6: Vision for Patton Avenue, view looking east from the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges 
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Figure 7: Detail of the Preferred Growth Scenario from the Asheville Comprehensive Plan 

 

City of Asheville I-26 Connector City Council Resolutions 
City Council Resolution 15-232 asks NC DOT to reduce the impact of the project on 
neighborhoods and improve connectivity with more bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure as 
required by NC DOT’s Complete Streets policy. The city also asks that NC DOT analyze 
alternatives in Section A and B in an effort to reduce congestion and maintain safety. City Council 
endorses Alternatives 4 and 4B for Section B, and Alternative F1 for Section C. 
 
Resolution 16-163 further emphasizes the benefits of these endorsed Alternatives. Alternative 4B 
will make Patton Avenue a true urban boulevard and result in the least impact on the Burton Street 
community. In addition, City Council notes that more improvements are needed to make the 
project more neighborhood and context sensitive. The complete 15-232 and 16-163 resolutions 
are included as appendices to this memo. 

Summary 
The previous visions presented here come from a nearly 20-year time period and from community 
groups and City government. Despite their varied backgrounds, they have many common themes 
that build toward a shared vision for the Patton Avenue corridor as an extension of the downtown 
urban fabric westward. This vision is reflected in the City’s goals for the I-26 Connector Project, 
which are explained in the next section. 
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City’s Goals 
The City’s own vision for the Patton Avenue corridor and the I-26 Connector Project are informed 
by the previous visions and defined in seven goals, which were drawn from a variety of planning 
documents. 

Goals 

Separate 
Fully separate the interstate traffic from Patton Avenue, allowing it to return to being an 
urban street. 

Gateway 
Patton Avenue and the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges should serve as a gateway to the 
Downtown. 

Mixed-Use 
 Set the stage for mixed-use development along Patton Avenue. 

Complete Street 
 Transform Patton Avenue into a complete street that is safe for all road users. 

Hillcrest 
 Improve conditions at Hillcrest to integrate this community into Downtown. 

River Connection 
 Better connect Downtown to the river neighborhoods. 

Greenways 
Create a connected network of off-street multi-use paths to economic and recreational 
opportunities. 

Goal Sources 
There are a variety of source documents for the City’s goals, including the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DIES) of the I-26 Connector Project. 
 

Goal Sources 
1 Separate DEIS 

Community Coordinating Committee 
2 Gateway Asheville Design Center (ADC) 

Asheville Draft Comprehensive Plan 3 Mixed-Use 
4 Complete Street DEIS 

Community Coordinating Committee 
ADC 
Asheville in Motion (AIM) 
Asheville Draft Comprehensive Plan 

5 Hillcrest 
6 River Connection 

7 Greenways ADC 
Asheville in Motion (AIM) 
Asheville Draft Comprehensive Plan 
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Design Alternatives 
Melding the previous visions, the City’s goals, and new analysis, the City has developed its own 
preferred alternative for 4-B. One primary feature of this alternative is a redesigned Patton Avenue 
and interchange, on the east side of the river, that sets the stage for development and new 
roadway connections. On the west side of the river, the interchange is modified to increase the 
amount of land that could potentially be developed and creating the potential for improved 
connectivity for the Burton Street Neighborhood. 
 
Figure 8: The City’s preferred alternative for 4-B, with a design for Patton Avenue that opens up new options for 
development close to Downtown 
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West Side of French Broad River 
A potential alternative concept for the interchange of I-26, I-240, and Patton Avenue on the west 
side of the French Broad River is shown in Figure 9. This concept replaces the ramps as currently 
proposed with a more traditional diamond interchange, which NCDOT’s consultant AECOM 
confirmed could be feasible from a preliminary geometric analysis within the project requirements 
for horizontal and vertical alignments. Due to vertical clearance requirements over the Blue Ridge 
southern railway adjacent to Emma Road, the I-240 WB Flyover elevations will increase 
approximately 10’-12’ higher than the current (NCDOT) plan proposes. In order to maximize the 
use of the 8 acres of potentially disposable land, the control of access boundary may need to be 
modified through the standard NCDOT control of access adjustment process. 
 
This alternative offers potential benefits including greater developable land and less highway 
ramp infrastructure around Patton Avenue, however it requires taking considerably more land in 
Emma, and the development potential of the parcels along Patton Avenue may be limited by the 
presence of the Smith Mill Creek.  This alternative also has the possibility to provide traffic 
operations improvements, redirecting a currently-designed heavy left-turn movement from I-26 
onto Patton Avenue into a proposed right-turn movement, increasing intersection capacity and 
throughput.  
 
More generally, in line with the City’s urban-style land use and complete street vision for Patton 
Avenue in this section of West Asheville, the corridor should be designed in a manner appropriate 
to a (future) walkable, mixed-use neighborhood: as a tree-lined boulevard with tight, comfortable 
intersections, minimal curb cuts, and a target speed, design speed, and speed limit of 30-35 mph.  
Likewise, in either scenario, the Smith Mill Creek should be daylighted to the extent possible. 
 
City’s Recommendation 
Both alternatives have significant benefits and drawbacks that require more study.  The City 
recommends that both alternatives be kept in consideration through the design process. 
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Figure 9: Conceptual drawing of SB I-26 ramps with Patton Avenue with alternative (black) ramps that could replace 
the original Alternative 4-b alignment (orange) and the remaining NCDOT proposed alignment (white) 
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Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges 
The proposed configuration for the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges includes four moving lanes on the 
westbound bridge (north span) and two moving lanes on the eastbound bridge (south span), 
allowing for a 12’ wide multi-use path on this span. The City’s alternative proposal narrows the 
moving lanes and removes a lane from the westbound span, allowing for a wide multi-use path 
on both spans.  As the westbound roadway approaches the west side of the river, a third lane 
would open up for right turns into the Westgate development.  Bike and pedestrian paths on both 
bridge spans would allow easier travel to Westgate, West Asheville, and downtown. 
 
This alternative configuration has the key benefits of providing generous pedestrian and bicycle 
space on both bridges and calming traffic on this long stretch of roadway between traffic signals, 
while still being able to provide additional storage space to sufficiently accommodate queuing 
vehicles at the signalized intersections to the east and west of the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. 
AECOM has confirmed that the westbound bridge could theoretically be narrowed to 2 or 3 lanes 
but would likely have to widen to 4 lanes as it approaches the interchange with I-26/I-240. Further, 
while the state has committed to the multi-use path on the eastbound bridge, any such 
improvement on the westbound bridge may have to paid for by the City. 
 
The City’s preferred alternative would allocate as much space as feasible to a multi-use path, 
while still allowing for effective progression of vehicle traffic across the bridges. The City would 
prefer the bridges operate at a lower speed limit (e.g. 25 or 30 mph) with narrow travel lanes 
encouraging lower travel speeds as people enter and exit the Patton Avenue downtown 
extension.  The City understands that significant further design work is necessary to finalize the 
specific design of the bridges. 
 
City’s Recommendation 
As described above, the City recommends “right-sizing” the vehicular lanes on the bridges and 
creating pedestrian and bicycle connections over both spans of the bridge, per Figure 10. 
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Figure 10: Existing, NCDOT proposed, and City alternative design for the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges 

 
 
  



I-26 Connector Project, Final FEIS Technical Memorandum Page 14 of 23 
September 19, 2018 

 

East Side of the French Broad River 
The existing interchange to the east of the French Broad River possesses widely varying 
topography, as shown in Figure 11 below. 
 
Figure 11: Study area topography 

  
 
Under the current proposed design, the existing topography in this area would need to be 
significantly altered to site the new roadways and ramps.  The City recognizes that significant 
additional regrading would also be necessary to make the adjoining land developable. 
 

Highway Interchange Alternatives 
As currently designed (see Figure 12 below), the proposed on and off ramp onto Patton Avenue 
on the east side of the French Broad River inhibits the City’s vision in a number of ways. If the 
ramps were to be built as proposed, the number of curb cuts would create a discontinuous street 
wall, the elevations of the ramps would impact developability, the fragmentation of developable 
land would lend itself to auto-oriented land uses, and the overall land value would be impacted 
by this type of highway-related infrastructure. 
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Figure 12: East side development potential 

 
 
 
Given these reasons, three alternatives were explored for this segment of Patton Avenue and its 
associated highway interchanges: 
 

1. Option 1: No interchange with I-240 
This alternative removes the on- and off-ramps that currently intersect with the proposed 
Patton Ave. This is the most preferred alternative from the City’s perspective, but the 
potential impacts to the adjacent interchanges and roadways would need to be studied 
further.  

2. Option 2: Tie the I-240 ramps in at the northern end of the Hillcrest Connector 
The team explored integrating the ramps into the proposed street along Hillcrest. This 
would impact the existing low-income housing development with more vehicular traffic in 
line with that of a typical urban street, but would also help create a more walkable 
connection to and from Hillcrest, particularly along Patton Avenue, better integrating the 
community into Downtown. Therefore, from a land use planning perspective, the increased 
traffic along this proposed street could be justified. However, further analysis by NCDOT’s 
consultants concluded that this alternative may impact the Riverside Cemetery with a new 
retaining wall.  

3. Option 3: Remove I-240 off-ramp and relocate on-ramp east 
This alternative is a compromise between Options 1 and 2.  The off-ramp from I-240 to 
Patton Avenue is removed due to the other existing options available to WB I-240 traffic 
wishing to access downtown Asheville, while the on-ramp is relocated as close as possible 
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to the Patton Avenue intersection with Clingman Avenue.  The on-ramp could be accessed 
via both westbound right turns and eastbound left turns, although restricting access to 
right turns only (to reduce pedestrian crossing distance and optimize signal timing) would 
also be a possibility given the availability of the I-240 on-ramp located just across the river.    
This alternative would significantly increase the amount of contiguous developable land 
and limit the amount of ramp roadway a pedestrian would have to cross when walking 
from Downtown.  

 
Because Options 1 and 2 have some significant challenges, Option 3 may be a strong alternative 
that achieves many of the City’s stated goals. With this configuration, control of access issues are 
minimized because the highway ramps are moved to the extremes of the segment, allowing for a 
potential 13.8 acres of developable land. 
 
The removal of the off-ramp would increase traffic volumes at other interchanges along I-240, and 
possibly the I-26/Patton Avenue interchange west of the river. However, these intersections with 
expressway traffic exiting onto local surface streets are already timed to prioritize the traffic exiting 
the expressway, with the proposed on-ramp providing a needed alternative for traffic on local 
surface streets traveling to the north and east via the I-240 expressway. 
 
Based on the traffic assignments and origin-destination models used by AECOM in developing 
expected traffic volumes, nearly all (95%+) traffic destined to the subject ramp pair in the currently 
proposed condition are traveling to and from the east. This supports the possibility of restricting 
left-turn movements onto the highway at this on-ramp. Traffic entering the expressways from the 
west would likely enter the interstate system via the interchange on the west side of the French 
Broad River. 
 
City’s Recommendation 
The City recommends Option 3, omitting the redundant I-240 off-ramp while relocating the on-
ramp as far to the east as possible to maximize developable land.  The desirability of allowing 
eastbound left turns onto the on-ramp, vs. restricting access to right-turns, should be studied 
further to weigh the relative safety, land development, and traffic capacity benefits. 
 

Patton Avenue Alignment Alternative 
As currently drawn, the proposed Patton Ave in Alternative 4-B is aligned as a straight connection 
from the Jeff Bowen bridge to the Clingman Ave intersection. Alternatively, “bending” Patton 
Avenue in a southward arc along today’s eastbound Patton Avenue alignment (see Figure 13) 
would result in the largest contiguous developable parcel possible. This would attract larger, 
higher quality development proposals, thus maximizing the economic development potential of 
the site. It also has the added benefit of not being dependent on NCDOT’s proposed design of 
Patton Avenue, which, as currently proposed as part of the I-26 Connector project, may end up 
as a 132-foot right-of-way with a highway-like aesthetic.  
 
In general, all three options for the I-240 ramps described above could be accomplished through 
either the straight or curved Patton Avenue alignment.  As can be seen in Figure 13, Option 3 
may be more feasible with the extra space afforded by the curved Patton Avenue alternative. 
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City’s Recommendation 
Per discussions with NCDOT, the City recommends a straight alignment for Patton Avenue. 
 
Figure 13: A conceptual drawing of a new alignment for Patton Avenue, with an on-ramp on the eastern end of the 
segment 

 
 

Patton Avenue Design 
The design of Patton Avenue is a critical piece of the overall 4-B plan, determining if this restored 
surface street will foster an urban extension of downtown as desired. The City has therefore 
recommended a design for Patton Avenue that maximizes adjacent development opportunities, 
connects to the Hillcrest community, and minimizes the overall cross-section of the roadway. By 
altering the location of the highway ramps, the amount of land disposed of can be increased and 
the impedance of control of access can be reduced, increasing the overall urban character of the 
corridor. 
 
The alternative design calls for two primary moving lanes in each direction, widening to include 
turning lanes at intersections (where appropriate). This design also reduces the width of the 
planted median. The overall impact is a cross section that is 97’, as opposed to the proposed 
132’. This significantly reduces the distance for pedestrians to cross the roadway, and, depending 
on urban design and curb cuts, can change the perception of the roadway from a suburban arterial 
to a downtown street. As noted in the ”West Side of the French Broad River” section, Patton 
Avenue in this section should also be designed as a tree-lined boulevard with tight, comfortable 
intersections, minimal curb cuts, and a target speed, design speed, and speed limit of 30-35 mph. 
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This design aligns more closely with the street’s current configuration east of Clingman Avenue. 
In order to accommodate the anticipated traffic volumes, the roadway will widen at ramps, 
intersections, and on the west side of the river as it approaches the interchange with I-26/I-240. 
Additionally, the City’s recommendation would see the proposed speed limit of Patton Avenue 
reduced to 30 mph, reflecting the City’s desire for Patton Avenue to operate as an urban collector 
roadway as opposed to a suburban arterial. 
 
City’s Recommendation 
As described above, the City recommends that Patton Avenue be designed as a walkable, tree-
lined urban boulevard with a greenway along the southern side, while minimizing the street’s 
footprint to the extent possible, per Figure 12: Existing, NCDOT proposed, and City alternative 
design for Patton Avenue east of the French Broad River. 
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Figure 14: Existing, NCDOT proposed, and City alternative design for Patton Avenue east of the French Broad River 
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WECAN Connection 
A connection from Patton Avenue down to WECAN and the river could be accomplished via a 
new roadway that extends south from the new Hillcrest Connector to West Haywood Street and 
the Craven Street Bridge (see Figure 15). This would help achieve the goal of connecting the 
River District with Downtown, relieving pressure on the traffic network and providing more 
convenient connections for those walking and biking through a more interconnected street grid. 
 
City’s Recommendation 
The City recommends studying the possibility for this connection to WECAN and the Craven 
Street Bridge in more depth through the design process. 
 
Figure 15: An example of a potential alignment of the WECAN Connector and adjacent development plots 

 

Greenways 
The I-26 Connector Project is critical to the creation of a network of interconnected, off-street 
multi-use paths in Asheville because key links within the network are affected by the project. At a 
minimum, this project should allow space for the greenways and not preclude the planned 
network. This principally includes the Patton Avenue greenway on the eastbound span of the 
Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges and the Haywood Road greenway connection to Patton Avenue, 
which have already been included in NCDOT’s plans. Other planned greenways that require close 
coordination with the I-26 Connector Project include the Smith Mill Creek and Emma Road 
greenways. 
 
As currently planned, the culvert system near the Montford Complex will not be altered, limiting 
any greenway incorporation/pedestrian barrel within that system. The desire to leave the culvert 
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system as-is stems from the discovery that the existing culvert system serves as a roosting 
location for the federally-endangered gray bat. An inspection of the culvert by NCDOT in February 
also indicated the culvert is structurally sound and will not need to be replaced as part of this 
project. 
 
The Burton Street neighborhood has requested, through their in-progress neighborhood plan, a 
connection to the Smith Mill Creek Greenway as part of this project. 
 
City’s Recommendation 
The City recommends implementation of the greenway plan as shown in Figure 14: 
Recommended Greenways Plan with Construction of I-26 Connector, which has been developed 
to complement and not conflict with the I-26 Connector project.  The I-26 Connector should build 
out those portions of the greenways can be economically designed and constructed as part of the 
interstate project; at minimum, it should not preclude future construction of these planned 
greenways. 
 
Figure 16: Recommended Greenways Plan with Construction of I-26 Connector 
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Next Steps 
This memo is intended to be included in the I-26 Connector Project FEIS as the official record of 
the City and State’s collaboration and agreement to improve the 4-B plan as well as the City’s 
preferences not reflected in the FEIS. This will help to guide the scope and/or Alternative 
Technical Concept (ATC) requests that could be included as part of the design-build project RFP 
(Request for Proposals). 
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Appendices 
 
 

1. Detailed Greenways Recommendations 
 

2. City Council Resolution # 15-232 
 

3. City Council Resolution # 16-163 
 

4. Figg and Lochner I-26 Connector Final Report 
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OBJECTIVES   
On September, 2007 the City of Asheville and Buncombe County (CA/BC) in 
conjunction with the Asheville Design Center (ADC) requested qualifications from 
engineering consultants interested in providing professional services for the analysis 
and review of the Asheville Design Center’s proposed alternate plan for the I-26 
Connector in Asheville, North Carolina. The intent of the study was to determine the 
feasibility of the proposal as a viable alternative for inclusion in the North Carolina 
Department of Transportation’s (NCDOT) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
project.  On November 2, 2007 Figg Bridge Engineers, Inc (FIGG), in association with 
Lochner as a principal subconsultant, was given notice to proceed with the study. 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION    
This portion of the NCDOT project being considered is approximately a two-mile 
connection between two completed segments of I-26 that extend through Asheville 
adjacent to the French Broad River and downtown. NCDOT currently has three 
remaining proposed alternative connections, but the CA/BC and ADC were concerned 
that these alternatives are not context sensitive solutions that satisfy their stated 
sustainable community goals.  A non-profit organization, the Asheville Design Center, 
created a new alternative within the same study area (Figure 1) that was considered by 
the community as a viable alternative that offers a more context sensitive solution.  
 

 
 

Figure 1 – ADC Alternative 

Patton Avenue 

 ADC Alternate  NCDOT 
Alternate 4 

French Broad 
River 
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In the summer of 2007, at the request of the Asheville City Council and local state 
legislators, the NCDOT consultants currently working on the project provided a partial 
analysis of the ADC proposal. Although the ADC proposal was not determined 
infeasible in the NCDOT report, results of the study identified several concerns. In an 
effort to address these concerns, community leaders sought an objective, independent 
analysis and review to determine the viability of the proposed ADC alternative.  
 

BACKGROUND    
The I-26 connector project has been under discussion and review for almost 20 years. 
In June 2006, the AIA Asheville Section was awarded a grant from the American 
Institute of Architects (AIA) for a “Bridging the French Broad: Creating Connected 
Livable Communities” Legacy project.  The goal of this project was to engage the 
community in finding a more context sensitive design solution to the I-26 connector 
alternatives proposed by NCDOT. The ADC adopted a set of specific guidelines for the 
project by incorporating existing, established design goals from the following 
documents: 
 

• The AIA “Ten Principles for Livable Communities” 
• The Community Coordinating Committee’s (CCC) Report 
• Wilma Dykeman River-way Plan 
• The Asheville City Development Plan for 2025  

 
After studying four connector designs proposed by NCDOT, ADC developed a modified 
plan.  This alternative met community goals and honored and satisfied the design 
guidelines listed above.  It also offered opportunities for sustainable growth with 
increased “livability” along the riverfront and in neighborhoods west of downtown 
Asheville.  The project also presented the opportunity for a new “signature” bridge over 
the French Broad River.  Key to the success of this plan was the separation of existing 
I-240 and I-26 traffic from local traffic on Patton Avenue. (These are currently mixed on 
the same roadways.)  The ADC plan proposes a co-location of a new I-26 “signature” 
bridge over the French Broad, with a new interchange between I-240 and I-26 just north 
of existing Patton Avenue/I-240 “Smoky Park” Bridge within sight of downtown. A 
double deck bridge with compact lane movements on each end was proposed as a 
solution that addressed the mountainous terrain, limited roadway widths, and nearby 
historic properties found in the project area.  
 

SCOPE OF WORK    
The CA/BC supported by the ADC requested that the study/analysis identify and 
address the following key engineering elements including: 
 

1. Address NCDOT design concerns with the ADC proposal as described in their 
report to the Asheville City Council.  Concerns identified in the NCDOT report 
include: 

a. Line and grade of bridge approaches 
b. Super-elevation of ramps 
c. Weaving distance between traffic movements on I- 240 
d. Bridge design and dimensions (heights proposed by NCDOT design 

require longer steeper ramps than the ADC proposal) 
e. Horizontal clearance along River Road and the Cemetery 
f. Vertical clearance over the railroad 
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2. Incorporate ADC primary design objectives in the design solution, as follows: 
a. Context sensitive design – provide a compact road alignment and bridge 

structure utilizing the double deck scheme proposed by the ADC or other 
appropriate design for the location that addresses these issues 

b. Separation of local and interstate traffic - achieve city planning goals, 
featuring Patton Avenue/Smoky Park Bridge must be a local urban street 
connecting downtown Asheville to West Asheville and Emma across the 
French Broad. 

c. Traffic movement– design speeds and lane capacities should be 
appropriate for the urban locations planned growth and meet with 
applicable State and federal guidelines. 

d. Constructibility – a smaller highway footprint should require less land 
acquisition and less physical construction. This should translate into 
project savings in time and construction cost, leaving more land along 
the river available for future development. 

e. Time – a major concern of the community has been the continual delay 
of this project. Solutions considered should simplify the project and 
reduce the overall completion schedule 

f. Aesthetics – retain the possibility of a “signature bridge” integrated into 
the urban fabric 

 
3. Propose schematic solutions that address the NCDOT concerns and ADC 

objectives in accordance with standard professional engineering practice that 
satisfies FHWA requirements and standards. 

 
4. Develop a conceptual statement of probable construction quantities for the two-

mile segment in the scope of this proposal. 
 

5. Develop an initial construction schedule for the two-mile segment in the scope 
of this proposal. 

 

APPROACH TO PROJECT   
A. General 

The I-26 Connector project has a long history and over time numerous studies and 
alternates have been considered. There has also been a considerable public 
involvement effort that includes many meetings with community leaders, local 
interest groups, business groups and the affected business owners and 
neighborhood groups since 1989. Due to the voluminous amount of available 
information and project data, it was imperative to develop a project approach that 
would systematically study, analyze and ultimately develop any necessary proposed 
improvements to the alternate for consideration by the CA/BC and ADC. This 
approach would also consider other major project stakeholders such as the FHWA 
and NCDOT. 
 
The following major tasks were identified for evaluating the feasibility of the 
proposed ADC alternate: 

 
1. Develop Approved Design Criteria & Comprehensive List of NCDOT 

Concerns.  This was the starting point of the review process.  For the 
study/analysis to be successful, it was imperative to have a clear understanding 
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of the stakeholders’ objectives, concerns and constraints.  After engaging in 
partnering meetings with the FHWA and NCDOT, it is understood that their key 
objectives can be summarized as follows: 

a. Provide a safe and functional system 
b. Meet local and federal design standards 
c. Consider environmental impact 
d. Meet operation requirements 

 
2. ADC Alternative 4b Analysis.  Once the design criteria were established and a 

comprehensive list of concerns had been prepared, the FIGG Team analyzed 
alternative 4B.  This was an iterative process in which all the stakeholders were 
involved in the decision making process jointly developing solutions to any and 
all challenges.  The constant communication was very important for the quick 
resolution of concerns. 

 
3. Final Plan Development (Schematic Solutions).  This is the last step in the 

process where the alternative has evolved into a schematic solution that the 
NCDOT indicated was acceptable for inclusion into the EIS and subsequent 
advancement into the preliminary design phase. The final plan development 
phase consists of evolving the ADC alternative into a complete functional 
highway design that is compliant with FHWA and NCDOT design guidelines and 
achieves the ADC’s objectives. 

 
The following elaborates further on the results realized from performing this study that 
focuses on these three major tasks. 
 
B. Develop Approved Design Criteria & Comprehensive List of NCDOT 

Concerns 
On October 22, 2007 a project Kick-Off meeting was held at City Hall, Asheville, 
North Carolina.  The intent of the meeting was to meet all the stakeholders, discuss 
in detail the intent of the City’s study, schedule, NCDOT design criteria and 
concerns.  A copy of the meeting minutes and list of attendees can be found in 
Appendix H.  From this meeting, the following list of NCDOT concerns and items to 
accommodate were developed: 

 
1. Address items in these areas: 

a. clearances (shoulders, over and under streets and railroads) 
b. alignment (horizontal and vertical) and 
c. traffic volume capacities (operational). 

2. Address non-standard shoulder offsets, clearance between lanes and gradients. 
3. Accommodate “physical constraints” on the west side relative to footing 

placement where the bridge over the French Broad River will cross the Smith 
Mill Creek floodplain, a railroad and a golf course. 

4. End all alternates at Broadway in order to compare alternatives equitably.  This 
is necessary for the EIS document even if construction is done in phases. 

5. On the east side, there is a landfill running along the French Broad River, the 
Montfort Area Historic District and a railroad spur (runs along landfill).  These 
three constraints pose horizontal clearance challenges (this condition is 
illustrated as Section F in the NCDOT PowerPoint presentation to Asheville City 
Council).  North of Section F available horizontal clearance increases. 
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6. The grade on I-240 EB ramp (west side of river) required to provide the 
necessary vertical clearance over I-26 (at the double deck bridge) is acceptable.  
However, the profile on I-240 WB ramp (west side of river) required to provide 
the necessary vertical clearance over I-26 (at the double deck bridge) is not 
acceptable.  Unlike the I-240 EB lanes, the I-240 WB lanes are at the low point 
of the 6% super-elevation prior to passing over I-26.  This condition requires a 
steep grade approaching the double deck structure.  There is also a low point 
on the structure which is unacceptable to the NCDOT.  NCDOT does not allow 
sag profile low points on structures. 

7. If the I-240 ramp profile (west of river) is lowered, the ramp length can be 
reduced. 

8. Maintain a bridge cross-section approaching double-deck structure is 216 ft. 
out-to-out including 10 lanes plus shoulders to interstate criteria. 

9. Operational issues (queue storage and weave distances) were identified as 
questionable at the following locations: 

a. I-240 EB Exit Ramp to Patton 
b. I-240 EB Entrance loop from Patton 
c. I-240 WB Exit Loop to Patton 
d. I-240 WB Exit to Hill Street 
e. I-240 WB Entrance from Hill Street 
f. Hill Street Connector 

10. Develop cost estimates strictly as construction costs.  Detour costs have not 
been included yet on the other NCDOT alternates. 

11. TGS Engineers, working for NCDOT, did not review the Hill Street Interchange 
for possible improvements.  Their scope of work consisted of evaluating 
Alternate 4b as presented to them. 

12. The bridge cross-section approaching the double-deck structure has a 6% 
super-elevation.  Vertical separation of the I-240 ramps will be a constraint. 

13. Freeman and C.G. Worley Historic Properties are constraints on the other 
NCDOT alternates. 

14. Traffic storage on the southwest loop that is approximately 500 feet long needs 
to be improved. 

15. Fiber Optics near Patton is a concern due to the high cost of relocation.  This is 
also a constraint for NCDOT alternates 3, 4 & 5.  Overhead Power is a constraint 
for all alternates. 

16. The Railroad on the east side of the river runs about 3 trains per week.  Each 
train has between 3 to 6 cars each which corresponds to 13 to 26 tractor 
trailers. 

 
The following figures illustrate the major design, environmental and operational 
concerns raised by the NCDOT. 
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Figure 2 – NCDOT Design Concerns 

 
Figure 3 – NCDOT Environmental Concerns 
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Figure 4 – NCDOT Operational Concerns 
 
With regards to the design criteria, NCDOT noted the following: 
 

• Design criteria for alternate 4B are the same as for all other alternates 
• FHWA requires no design exceptions 
• A copy of the design criteria will be provided via e-mail 

 
The list of approved design criteria for this project is provided in Appendix A. 
 
C. ADC Alternative 4B Analysis 

During this phase the review was focused on coordinating with all the stakeholders 
and performing the appropriate level of engineering analysis to assist in determining 
the feasibility of the proposed alternative. The basis for this analysis was the design 
criteria and list of NCDOT concerns established above and the study corridor 
mapping developed by NCDOT for the other alternatives. Factors included in the 
study corridor mapping include jurisdictional wetlands (as identified by field 
delineations), floodplains, parks and recreational areas, recorded hazardous waste 
generators and underground storage tank sites, cultural resources, businesses, 
communities and community facilities (such as cemeteries, schools, and churches).  
The analysis of Alternative 4B included performing the following principal technical 
tasks by the review team: 
 
Bridge Geometry Alternatives – Performed conceptual level engineering analysis 
using resources from previous projects to establish bridge typical sections and pier 
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layouts.  This included a focus on reducing the grade of bridge approaches along 
with increasing vertical clearances over existing railroads and roads.  This was 
provided while maintaining consistency with the ADC objective for using compact 
roadway alignments.  The analysis also assumed preserving the possibility of a 
“signature bridge” that can be integrated into the urban fabric. 
 
Traffic and Operational Analysis – Conducted a traffic analysis (capacity analysis) on 
the ADC Alternative.  It included a weaving analysis, ramp merge analysis, ramp 
diverge analysis, freeway analysis, multi-lane analysis, signalized intersections and 
traffic network solutions. This analysis was performed utilizing traffic counts 
provided by NCDOT.  
 
Horizontal and Vertical Curve Alignment Evaluation – Reviewed the ADC alternative 
for conformance with NCDOT and FHWA design criteria. This review included lane 
widths, shoulder widths, cross slope, horizontal curvature, super-elevation, tangent 
grade, vertical curvature, vertical clearance, stopping sight distance, bridge width, 
horizontal clearance and design speed.  
 
During the initial review of Alternative 4B, the focus was on five areas that were 
considered fundamental because they could impact the intent of the concept 
developed by the CA/BC and ADC.  The FIGG Team provided the results from our 
analysis of these key areas and the associated recommendations for consideration 
by CA/BC and ADC. 
 
The following timeline of communications outlines the evolution of addressing the 
results from our review with adjustments to the original ADC alternative alignment. 

 
November 30, 2007 Meeting 
The FIGG Team’s original recommendations were shared during the first progress 
meeting with the CA/BC and ADC at City Hall in Asheville, North Carolina.   
 
The five key areas of recommendations that were prepared for discussion at this 
meeting were: 
 

1. Developing a conceptual bridge superstructure clearance envelope that is 
reasonable and does not preclude any structure types from consideration.  
This envelope shown in Figure 5 was developed to check all vertical clearances 
and allow the City, County, ADC and NCDOT flexibility in selecting various 
superstructure types in the future.  To develop the superstructure clearance 
envelope, it was important to consider structure types that are feasible for this 
project.  Bridge superstructure types considered for this study as shown in 
Figure 6 and 7, include concrete box girder, steel plate girder and precast Bulb-
T configurations. 
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Figure 5 – Conceptual Superstructure Clearance Envelope 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 6 – Possible Box Girder Bridge Superstructure Concept 
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Figure 7 – Possible Beam Bridge Superstructure Concepts 
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2. I-240 ramps super-elevation and required radius.  This challenge was 
selected for review based on the potential to impact a double deck bridge 
concept.  The preliminary horizontal alignment developed by the NCDOT had an 
8% super-elevation on the I-240 ramps.  The I-240 ramps super-elevation and 
required radius were reviewed with a focus on meeting the most current NCDOT 
design criteria of 50 mph with a 6% super-elevation.  Given the increased radii 
required to satisfy the 6% super-elevation, it was not feasible to tie I-240 back 
to I-26 in the vicinity of the river crossing.  A concept revision as shown in Figure 
8 was developed to preserve the ADC objective for minimizing the structural 
footprint, while satisfying the NCDOT design criteria and preserving the 
possibility of a signature structure.  This concept locates I-240 EB on a structure 
that crosses over I-26, with I-26 / I-240 WB crossing the French Broad River on 
a separate lower level structure.  The benefits of this concept as shown in Figure 
8 are that it: 

a. satisfies AASHTO minimum required radii (uses identical radius to those 
in the NCDOT alternate), 

b. preserves the intent of the double deck structure by minimizing the 
structural footprint, and 

c. enhances the ability to explore structural forms (structure depth, span 
length and pier shapes) that are less visually intrusive. 

   

 
 

Figure 8 – Alternative 4B Revised French Broad River Crossing Concept 
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3. Merger of I-26 with US 19-23. The initial review of merging I-26 with US 19-23 
focused on developing a concept that satisfies the super-elevation design 
criteria for structures (6% maximum) and is within the environmental and 
horizontal clearance constraints identified by NCDOT.  The concept as 
presented in Figure 9 extends the I-26 structure through the horizontally 
constrained areas until the available right-of-away allows the structure to 
transition back down to grade.  In this concept, the I-26 NB structure is elevated 
along the existing US 19-23 median; and the I-26 SB structure is elevated along 
the area between US 19-23 SB and Riverside Drive.  The benefits of this 
concept are that it: 

a. Reduces and possibly eliminates the need for additional right-of-way. 
b. Eliminates impacts to the historic cemetery and railroad right-of-way. 
c. Provides the opportunity to minimize retaining walls. 
d. Preserves possible use of existing shoulders as temporary traffic lanes 

for maintenance of traffic during construction. 
e. Prevents the need to relocate Riverside Drive and the railroad spur. 
f. Serves as an attractive horizontal buffer to noise from vehicles on the US 

19-23 roadways below the new elevated deck with the wide wings of the 
box girder structure. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 9 – Alternative 4B I-26 Merger with US 19-23 Concept 
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4. Patton Avenue / I-26 Interchange.  The I-26 and Patton Avenue interchange 
review focused on developing a concept that satisfies several operational 
concerns identified by NCDOT.  The concept shown in Figure 10 was developed 
to provide an additional connection for Regent Park and Holiday Inn Drive.  This 
also accommodates a triple left turn on the I-240 EB exit loop to Patton as a 
means of addressing the queue storage needs identified by NCDOT.  A triple left 
turn as shown in this concept is not an uncommon design element to NCDOT 
and is currently being considered by NCDOT for other projects in the state.  

 

 
 

Figure 10 – Alternative 4B Patton Avenue Interchange 
 

5. Patton Avenue / Hill Street / I-240 Interchange.  The Patton Avenue / Hill 
Street / I-240 interchange was reviewed to address several NCDOT operational 
concerns associated primarily with traffic storage at the Hill Street.  Our analysis 
indicated it is difficult to add an interchange with Hill Street due to the close 
proximity of the Montford Avenue Interchange.  A possible improvement was 
proposed by adding a service road to connect Hill Street with Patton Avenue 
and Riverside Drive as shown in Figure 11.  Another option was presented which 
added a connection between Hillard Street and Patton Avenue along with 
connecting Patton Avenue and I-240 EB as shown in Figure 12.  The City, 
County and ADC advised that the first option was more consistent with the 
objectives of converting Patton Avenue into a future boulevard. 
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Figure 11 – Alternative 4B Patton Avenue I-240 Access 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 12 – Alternative 4B Patton Avenue I-240 Access Option 
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The impact of all these proposed revisions to the original ADC alternative are illustrated 
by superimposing the revised alignment over the initial 4B alternate, as shown in Figure 
13.  This illustrates that the proposed revisions will achieve the ADC goals for 
maintaining a small footprint and preserving the ability to integrate a signature bridge 
into the final configuration. 
 

 
 

Figure 13 – Superimposition of Original and Revised 4B Alternates 
(see appendix for 11” X 17” print) 

Original 4B Alternate 
(in purple) 

Revised 4B Alternate 
(in gray) 
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The efforts following the initial recommendations and feedback from the CA/BC and 
ADC were directed towards completing the Alternative 4B traffic capacity analysis for 
the I-26 / Patton Avenue interchange and developing vertical profiles for the horizontal 
alignment concepts that were presented at the meeting. 
 
After the initial proposed improvements were discussed with the CA/BC and ADC and 
as the review continued, a progress meeting was scheduled with the NCDOT.  This 
allowed our team to maintain constant coordination and communication with all the 
stakeholders during the review process.  This also marks the beginning of an iterative 
process of sharing concepts between the CA/BC/ADC, NCDOT and FHWA to 
determine an acceptable Alternative 4B alignment for all the parties involved with this 
process. 
 
December 11, 2007 Meeting 
The subsequent meeting on Tuesday morning, December 11, 2007 was performed at 
the North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) Century Building in Raleigh. 
The NCDOT was updated on the status of the ADC Alternate 4B review along with a 
discussion regarding possible improvements that have been identified and discussed 
with the City of Asheville, Buncombe County, and the Asheville Design Center. 
 
Appendix H contains a copy of the minutes and attendees sign-in sheet associated with 
the communications at this meeting. 
 
Discussions focused on five key areas that the review team had shared with the CA/BC 
and ADC: 
 

1. I-240 WB Exit Loop to Patton Avenue 
2. I-240 EB Exit Ramp to Patton Avenue 
3. Double Deck Structure Concept over the French Broad River 
4. I-26 Merger with US 19-23 (Montford Historic District) 
5. Hill Street / Patton Avenue / I-240 interchange 

 
The FIGG Team presented in detail the proposed improvements and received the 
following summary of primary responses from NCDOT: 
 

1. I-240 WB Exit Loop to Patton Avenue. NCDOT noted that all movements need 
to be at a minimum level of service “D”. 

 
2. I-240 EB Exit Ramp to Patton Avenue. The FIGG Team was evaluating the 

possibility of revising the I-240 EB Entrance Loop to shift the I-240 EB Exit 
Ramp further west and minimize or eliminate impacts on the C.G. Worley House 
Historic Property. 

 
3. Double Deck Structure Concept over the French Broad River. NCDOT noted 

that if the concept to replace the double deck structure concept is advanced 
and a gore area is located over the French Broad River, then pier placement and 
orientation will need to consider any skew with respect to the river hydraulics. 

 
NCDOT raised concerns about the gore area for I-26 NB and I-240 EB being 
located on a bridge. The concern was with excessive rollover between the two 
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alignments since I-26 curves to the left with a 6% super and I-240 EB curves to 
the right with a 6% super.   NCDOT was also concerned about having the super 
elevation reach 0% on the bridge. 
  

4. I-26 Merger with US 19-23 (Montford Historic District). NCDOT noted that 
they prefer a 0.5% minimum longitudinal grade on structures and that design 
termini for alternate 4B should remain consistent with NCDOT’s other 
alternatives. 
 
FIGG/LOCHNER stated that the bridge limits along US 19-23 were estimates 
only to show conceptual location, and recommend that a detailed study during 
final design be completed to determine the actual bridge limits. 

 
5. Hill Street / Patton Avenue / I-240 interchange. NCDOT suggested that it may 

be beneficial to extend the I-240 bridges past Hill Street.  In this manner, Hill 
Street will go under the bridges and prevent an excessive steep grade on the 
relocated Hill Street connection, as currently proposed. 

 
In addition, the FIGG Team also discussed with NCDOT the following two optional 
horizontal alignments that were under consideration to address the footprint over the 
Freeman House and horizontal curvature design criteria requirements. 
 

1. The first optional alignment as shown in Figure 14 is primarily a tangent section 
on the west side of the river with horizontal curves used to cross the French 
Broad River and merge into the elevated structure on the east side of the river.  
It was developed subsequent to the meeting with the CA/BC/ADC on November 
30, 2007 and prior to this meeting with the NCDOT.  The radii for this alignment 
were selected on the basis of using the 8% super-elevation charts, a minimum 
radius of 2,320 ft., which provides for a 6% super-elevation at 60 mph.   

 
2. The second optional alternative as shown in Figure 15 is a variation of the first 

option.  This option is characterized primarily as a series of horizontal curves 
intended to minimize impacts to the Smith Mill Creek and Freeman House 
historic properties west of the river and merge into the elevated structure on the 
east side of the river.  The radii on this alignment were selected on the basis of 
those used on other NCDOT alternatives, which appear to be based on the 6% 
super-elevation chart.  This is the same alignment that was presented to the 
CA/BC/ADC during the November, 30, 2007 progress meeting. 
 
While meeting with NCDOT, the FIGG Team requested clarification on the use of 
the 6% and 8% super-elevation charts for the I-26 mainline.  NCDOT stated that 
the 6% super-elevation charts (tighter radius) would be allowed for sections of I-
26 that are located on a bridge. 
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Figure 14 – Alternative 4B Alignment Option 1 
(see appendix for 11” X 17” print) 
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Figure 15 – Alternative 4B Alignment Option 2 
(see appendix for 11” X 17” print) 
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NCDOT also offered the following comments regarding their constructibility 
considerations with these options: 
 

• maintain traffic on the existing Patton Avenue and I-240 Interchange during 
construction. 

• address the significant cut on the I-240 EB Exit Ramp to Patton Avenue. 
• contact and discuss with Norfolk Southern about the elevated alignments over 

the Norfolk Southern Bridge spanning the Smith Mill Creek Bridge. 
• address traffic control during construction of the elevated structure over US 19-

23. 
 
NCDOT indicated that these construction sequence comments are important; however, 
they will only need to be addressed later during the functional plan development phase. 
 
December 19, 2007 Teleconference Meeting 
The CA/BC and ADC were updated during this teleconference regarding the outcome 
of the December 11, 2007 progress meeting with NCDOT.  A copy of the minutes from 
this meeting can be found in Appendix H. 
 
After summarizing the December 11, 2007 meeting with the NCDOT, the following 
discussions proceeded with the CA/BC and ADC.   
 
It was noted that Option 2, as previously shown in Figure 15, provided a larger footprint 
over the Freeman House historic property than Option 1 and both Options 1 and 2 have 
a larger footprint over the Freeman House Historic Property than NCDOT Alternate 4.  
 
Based on the outcome of discussions during the December 11, 2007 meeting with 
NCDOT regarding the two options presented to address horizontal curvature and 
impacts to the Freeman House historic property, the FIGG Team developed a third 
conceptual alignment for consideration of the CA/BC and ADC.  This third adjusted 
alignment as shown in Figure 16 is similar to Option 1 with a tangent section west of the 
river and a horizontal curve used to cross the French Broad River and tie into US 19-23.  
However, this Option 3 alignment is shifted west to avoid the Freeman House property 
completely.  This concept was developed to achieve two distinct advantages over the 
NCDOT alternates.  First, it eliminates all impacts to the Freeman House historic 
property.  Secondly, the horizontal curvature is in accordance with the most stringent 
interpretation of AASHTO (8% super-elevation charts).  The footprint of Option 3 does 
extend over the commercial properties on the east side of the river and is significantly 
larger than Option 1 and Option 2. 
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Figure 16 – Alternative 4B Alignment Option 3 
(see appendix for 11” X 17” print) 
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After reviewing these three options, the CA/BC and ADC offered the following 
comments: 
 

1. Option 1.  The CA/BC and ADC had previously looked at a similar tangent 
alignment west of the river and NCDOT had advised them that it may not satisfy 
constructibility.  This option also has a larger footprint over the Freeman House 
Historic Property. 

2. Option 2 (preferred alternate).  It is consistent with their objectives by 
minimizing the footprint on the waterfront properties and is anticipated to have 
the most public support. 

3. Option 3.  This alignment does provide technical and environmental advantages 
over NCDOT alternates; however, most of the commercial business properties 
on the east side of the river are affected.  Minimal public support for this 
alternate is expected. 

 
The FIGG Team also noted that they had received the Norfolk Southern contact 
information from NCDOT, and FIGG initiated communications with the Norfolk Southern 
Railroad.  A request was made for any policies and criteria regarding construction of 
highway bridges directly over their railroad structures in North Carolina. 
 
During this teleconference, the CA/BC requested that the FIGG Team provide a 
progress update for the Asheville City Council and representatives from Buncombe 
County in January 2008.  It was agreed that another progress meeting with the NCDOT 
should be scheduled prior to the briefing meetings with the City of Asheville and 
Buncombe County. 
 
January 4, 2008 Meeting 
On the afternoon of Friday, January 4, 2008 a progress meeting was held at the City of 
Asheville 6th Floor Conference Room with the CA/BC, ADC and NCDOT.  A copy of the 
minutes and attendees sign-in sheet is provided in Appendix H.  
 
The City of Asheville noted that they had scheduled an I-26 Alternate 4B Study 
progress update to be delivered at the next Asheville City Council meeting on the 
evening of January 15, 2008.  The City of Asheville also agreed to submit the study of 
the Asheville Design Center (ADC) I-26 Alternate 4B to NCDOT on January 18, 2008.  
NCDOT requested that the following material be included in the January 18, 2008 
submittal for them to determine the feasibility of including Alternate 4B in their 
Environmental Study Documents: 
 

1. Functionality – include slope limits, grades, capacity analysis and a staging 
plan for the project.  Construction staging needs to specifically address 
construction of the Patton Avenue interchange and I-26 elevated portion over 
US 19-23. 

 
2. Standards and Movements – demonstrate that the alternate satisfies the 

project design standards and movements. 
 
The NCDOT indicated that they will need 2 months from the time the study is submitted 
to complete their review and determine if the ADC revised alternate is feasible to 
include as one of the Environmental Study feasible alternatives.  NCDOT is currently 



Creating Bridges As Art®
 

 

Page 23 of 32 

working on the other alternates and suggested reviewing Alternate 4B concurrently.  
They suggested accommodating the schedule by including Alternate 4B as a 
supplement to the Draft Environmental document.  However, NCDOT needed consent 
from FHWA to pursue a supplement to the Environmental Study process.  The NCDOT 
also indicated that they did not need cost estimates to commence their review.  They 
would need a rough cost estimate later in the review process.  Since Alternate 4B 
incorporates portions of Alternate 4, it was agreed that the NCDOT would provide the 
breakdown of those quantities common to both alternates.  Selection of the preferred 
alternate is done by a large group of stakeholders that considers in aggregate the 
environmental impact of the overall project and not just the effect on historic properties.  
Community support is an important consideration when selecting the preferred 
alternate. 
 
Based on the alternate versions they had seen to date, NCDOT provided the following 
advanced comments: 
 

• The mainline grade at Patton Avenue is approximately 30’ below the loop. The 
construction staging needs to address construction sequence in this area. 

 
• During construction of the elevated portion of I-26 over US 19-23, the solution 

needs to maintain two lanes open in each direction with an allowance from 8 pm 
to 6 am for some traffic control. 

 
• No major concerns with triple left turn on the Patton Avenue Loop, pending 

further review. 
 

• Traffic analysis needs to consider existing traffic conditions outside of the 
project limits and prevent creating capacity concerns.   

 
January 15, 2008 Meeting 
A PowerPoint presentation was provided by FIGG to representatives from Buncombe 
County and at the Asheville City Council meeting on January 15, 2008.  A copy of this 
presentation is provided in Appendix C. 
 
D. Final Plan Development (Schematic Solutions) 

This phase commenced after the January 18, 2008 Revised Alternate 4B submittal 
to the NCDOT.  At this stage in the process, improvements to Alternate 4B had 
been identified and incorporated with approval from the CA/BC and ADC.  Progress 
meetings were held with NCDOT to update them on the review and various 
improvements that were considered and adopted, including adjustments based on 
NCDOT input up to this date. 
 
However, the NCDOT had noted that their formal review did not begin until the 
requested information was submitted on January 18, 2008.  During this period of 
the formal review process, comments were received from the NCDOT and resolved 
with NCDOT input while also coordinating with the CA/BC and ADC.  This led 
ultimately to a notification from NCDOT at a progress meeting in the Raleigh 
NCDOT headquarter offices on June 20, 2008 that they had not found any fatal 
flaws and the NCDOT would move forward with incorporating the revised Alternate 
4B into their environmental process. 
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The following timeline of communications outlines the evolution of additional 
adjustments to the revised ADC Alternative 4B alignment as submitted on January 
18, 2008 that were triggered by comments from the NCDOT through their formal 
review. 

 
January 22, 2008 Meeting 
To discuss the review process, review assignments, schedule and materials submitted 
by the FIGG Team, a meeting was held on January 22, 2008 at the NCDOT Highway 
Building in Raleigh.  A copy of the minutes and attendees sign-in sheet is provided in 
Appendix H.    
 
The NCDOT project team started their review of the ADC modified Alternative 4B 
concept with a focus on identifying any fatal flaws.  The review assignments for the 
NCDOT project team members were as follows: 

• Engineering Plan review – Roadway Design Unit, Structures Unit and TGS 
(primary), Division Office and URS (secondary) 

• Capacity Analysis – URS 
• Construction Staging – Work Zone Traffic Control Unit 
• Environmental Impacts – TGS and URS 

 
Issues discovered during the review process were brought directly to the attention of 
the FIGG Team through NCDOT staff.  NCDOT agreed to complete the review by 
February 22, 2008. 
 
The goal of this review was to determine if the ADC Alternate 4B was a feasible 
alternative.  If it was identified as a viable alternative, then it would be adopted as a 
project alternative eligible for further detailed study by NCDOT prior to a LEDPA 
decision.  
 
The concept alternative review package as provided by the FIGG Team in the January 
18, 2008 submittal (see Appendix D) included: 

• Plan, profiles and cross sections 
• Construction staging plans  (These represent the FIGG Team’s proposed initial 

construction schedule for the modified Alternate 4B.) 
• Compact disc containing the above and a capacity analysis 

 
January 22 through March 13, 2008 Progress 
As the NCDOT team proceeded with their review, both formal and informal meetings 
were held to discuss comments and possible solutions.  Many informal 
communications occurred in the spirit of partnering between the FIGG Team and 
NCDOT staff to fine-tune the alignment characteristics during the course of the NCDOT 
review.  This interaction with the NCDOT led to the March 13, 2008 comment resolution 
meeting. 
 
March 13, 2008 Meeting 
The first formal comment resolution meeting was held on March 13, 2008, at the 
NCDOT Highway Building in Raleigh.  The purpose of the meeting was to discuss and 
resolve review comments related to the operational and design issues identified by the 
NCDOT Roadway Design Unit in their review of the FIGG Team functional designs of 
the ADC modified conceptual alternative.  
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The main review comments that were discussed are: 
 

• The two lane collector/distributor for I-26 northbound to I-240 eastbound was 
considered a left hand exit 

• Elimination of a movement at the interchange west of the French Broad River 
where eastbound Patton Avenue traffic would cross the river west (north) on I-26 

• Concerns with the operation of braided ramps that they considered to conflict 
with driver expectation (i.e. exit right to go left) 

• Concerns with route continuity 
 
NCDOT noted that they had not checked the design in detail because they identified 
these primary issues for resolution before proceeding with a full review of the plans. 
 
During the meeting, several options were discussed as possibilities for resolving these 
concerns: 
 

• The simplest solution to the braided ramps concern is to include a loop in the 
southeast quadrant of the interchange, west of the river.  TGS and NCDOT 
stated that it had been considered in the past and had proven difficult to resolve 
along with concerns about truck rollovers on the tight radius loop.  Adding a 
loop would also significantly impact neighborhoods, businesses and a historic 
property.  This would conflict with objectives of the City and ADC to minimize 
the project footprint. 

 
• None of the NCDOT alternatives provide all movements at all interchanges, but 

the movement that would not be included from Patton Avenue eastbound to I-
26 northbound with this Alternative 4B is considered a primary required 
movement by NCDOT and FHWA. 

 
• NCDOT is concerned that their traffic forecast numbers are too low and a left 

turn movement on to I-26/I-240 from Patton Avenue will not accommodate the 
traffic. 

 
• NCDOT was concerned with the length of the ramps before they split to I-26 

and I-240 and stated that they felt a minimum of 1,000 feet was needed for 
decision making and to provide adequate signing. 

 
• Discussion of traffic – Highway Capacity Software (HCS) used by the NCDOT 

representatives indicated that some weaving movements will work but HCS has 
anomalies in the analysis of complex traffic operations, so we should not rely on 
HCS alone.  They may need to use micro simulation for evaluating traffic 
operations. 

 
• The sag on the bridge for the braided ramp option is not acceptable. 

 
• In addition to the initial review comments focused on operations, the NCDOT 

also felt that concerns over constructibility and cost were not yet satisfied. 
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• I-240 was identified as a Collector/Distributor (C/D) on the ADC alternative, but 
NCDOT considers it as the I-240 mainline.  Thus NCDOT believes the I-26 
northbound movement functions as a left hand exit. 

• URS, as a consultant working for NCDOT, also mentioned that there were 
concerns with how the proposed triple lefts from Patton Avenue eastbound to I-
26/I-240 west (south) bound would be accommodated relative to the location of 
the Haywood Street interchange.  The weaving section and lane drops would be 
an important issue relative to maintaining access to Haywood Street. 

 
To resolve these concerns, the following course of action was agreed to: 

• The FIGG Team will further address three potential solutions: 
o Braided ramp (also removing the sag on the bridge) 
o Add a loop to the interchange west of the river in the southeast quadrant 
o Provide the Patton Avenue EB to I-26 NB movement east of the river. 

 
• After the FIGG Team revised and resubmitted the alternative, NCDOT would 

conduct a full review of the alternative.  
 
March 13 through April 16, 2008 Progress 
After evaluating the three potential solutions discussed above during the comment 
resolution meeting of March 13, 2008, it was determined by the FIGG Team that the 
best solution was the braided ramp option.  This solution consisted of: 

• Adding a second lane to I-240 EB (2 lane C/D) 
• Using a braided ramp to eliminate the left hand exit for driver on Ramp D 

intending to continue north on I-26. 
 
This new revised Alignment 4B (see Figure 17) was submitted to the NCDOT on March, 
28, 2008 for their continued review. 
 
Concurrent with development of the braided ramp option, the FIGG Team also 
prepared responses to constructibility comments that were received on April 9, 2008 
from the Traffic Control Project Engineer and Division 13 Construction Engineer.  On 
April 9, 2008 the FIGG Team provided responses to the construction comments 
received.  See Appendix E for a copy of the construction comments and associated 
responses.  



Creating Bridges As Art®
 

 

Page 27 of 32 

 
 

Figure 17 – Alternative 4B Braided Ramp Concept 
(see appendix for 11” X 17” print) 

Braided Ramps 
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April 16, 2008 Meeting 
In order to discuss review comments on the revised horizontal alignment of the 
Alternate 4B (braided ramp option) that was submitted on March 28, 2008 and 
constructibility comments responses submitted on April 9, 2008, a second comment 
resolution meeting was held on the morning of April 16, 2008 at the NCDOT Century 
Center in Raleigh.  A copy of the minutes and list of attendees from the meeting is 
provided in Appendix H.  Review comments were provided by the following NCDOT 
representatives: 

• NCDOT Roadway Section – Design Review 
• TGS – Design Review 
• URS – Capacity Analysis 
• NCDOT Congestion Management Section – Traffic Operations Review 
• NCDOT Eastern Work Zone Traffic Control Region and Highway Division 13 – 

Construction Phasing and Constructibility 
• NCDOT Bridge Section – Structures Review (via handout) 
• TGS – Environmental Impact Review 

 
On the basis of the review comments presented during this meeting, the following 
course of action was agreed to by NCDOT and the FIGG Team: 
 

• The FIGG Team would address and provide responses to major comments from 
NCDOT within two weeks. Major concerns included the following: 

1. Operation of the I-26 EB/I-240 WB weaving movement between Patton 
Avenue and Haywood Street and Patton Avenue westbound triple lefts to 
I-26 EB/I-240 WB. 

2. Remove the Hazel Mill intersection and terminate with a cul-de-sac.  
Then check if Patton Avenue/Loop B intersection will operate at an 
acceptable LOS.  NCDOT also noted a concern with the cycle length 
used in the provided analysis, given that the adjacent signalized 
intersections may control. 

3. With the removal of Hazel Mill intersection, the FIGG Team will re-
analyze the Patton Avenue and Regent Park Boulevard/Loop B 
intersection. 

4. Evaluate the gore width for the I-240/I-26 split. 
5. Investigate the rollover issue with the US 19-23-70 NB diverging traffic 

from I-240. 
• Forward vertical clearance correspondence with Norfolk Southern Railroad to 

Vince Rhea and Lonnie Brooks (see Appendix G). 
• Provide Mr. Brooks with a copy of the preliminary pier location plans. 

 
The NCDOT indicated that, until their most recent comments were addressed, there 
would not be any further consideration of Alternate 4B as a feasible alternative.  It was 
agreed that the remainder of comments that NCDOT had generated to date were less 
serious in nature and could be addressed in the preliminary design phase of Alternative 
4B if these major comments could be resolved to the satisfaction of NCDOT. 
 
April 16 through June 20, 2008 Progress 
After evaluating and studying these additional review comments from NCDOT, and in 
an effort to determine a version of the alternative that would be acceptable to the 
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NCDOT, the FIGG Team revised the alternative to address the comments discussed 
during the April 16, 2008 meeting. 
 
The primary revisions to the Alternative 4B (braided option) as presented during the 
April 16, 2008 meeting, consisted of locating the I-26 new alignment over Patton 
Avenue.  The primary consideration for this modification was to use the existing I-240 
WB and I-26 EB ramp (Ramp DB) as the means for providing free flowing traffic from 
west bound Patton Avenue onto I-26 SB without triple lefts at the Regent Park 
intersection traffic signal. 
 
This resulted from a previous NCDOT position that west bound Patton Avenue traffic 
required a means for accessing I-26 SB at a location near the Regent Park intersection 
traffic signal rather than only using the I-240 WB to I-26 SB ramp connection.  As a 
result of including this traffic connection for west bound Patton Avenue traffic at this 
intersection, the projected volume of traffic moving through this signal was larger than 
could be accommodated to achieve an acceptable Level of Service with only two lanes.  
The solution was to use triple left turn lanes from west bound Patton Avenue onto 
Ramp B for merging onto I-26 SB.  This presented a difficult scenario for reducing the 
number of lanes on the ramp from three to one before the next interchange at Haywood 
Street, thus resulting in an unacceptable weaving condition on I-26 SB. 
 
Locating the new I-26 alignment over Patton Avenue also avoids a complex on-site 
detour for Patton Ave. since the existing bridge on Patton Ave over the ramps to I-
26/240 can remain in place during construction.  This would eliminate the numerous 
and expensive construction staging phases that would otherwise be necessary to 
perform the earthwork cuts where I-26 would pass under Patton Avenue. 
 
The following modifications were also incorporated into the I-26 over Patton Avenue 
revision to further address other NCDOT comments: 

• Eliminate the triple left on Patton Avenue WB accessing I-26 SB by preserving 
the existing I-240 WB and I-26 EB ramp (Ramp DB). 

• Add Ramp B for Patton Avenue EB traffic accessing I-26 SB. 
 
This newest revised alignment as shown in Figure 18 that addressed the NCDOT 
comments from the April 16, 2008 meeting was discussed with the City of Asheville and 
the ADC and subsequently submitted to NCDOT for their continued review on May 27, 
2008. 
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Figure 18 – Alternative 4B I-26 over Patton Avenue Concept 
(see appendix for 11” X 17” print) 

over Patton Avenue 
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June 20, 2008 Meeting 
The review comments on the revised Alternative 4B were discussed during a resolution 
meeting on Friday, June 20, 2008 at the NCDOT Transportation Building in Raleigh. For 
a copy of the minutes and list of attendees refer to Appendix H. 
 
Review comments that had been submitted from various NCDOT branches, TGS and 
URS were discussed at this meeting.  The review comments were provided by: 

• NCDOT Roadway Design Unit 
• NCDOT Congestion Management 
• NCDOT Structure Design Unit 
• URS 
• TGS 
• NCDOT Work Zone Traffic Control and Division 13 Construction 

 
After discussing the review comments, NCDOT noted that no fatal flaws had been 
identified with the concept as shown in Figure 18, and NCDOT would proceed with this 
alternative into preliminary design for inclusion in the NEPA process.  NCDOT also 
noted that this alternative would be presented as a Corridor Hearing/Public Workshop 
map.  
 
It was also agreed that the Quantity Estimates would be done by the FIGG Team and 
these quantities would be used by NCDOT to develop the Cost Estimates for this 
Alternative 4B. 
 
August 15, 2008 Submittal 
As agreed during the June 20, 2008 meeting, the FIGG Team prepared and submitted 
the requested quantities on August 15, 2008 to the NCDOT.  A copy of the submitted 
quantities for the approved Alignment 4B is provided in Appendix F. 
 
It is noted that the original recommended adjustments to the ADC Alternate 4B includes 
the possibility for using an elevated segmental box girder structure type.  This bridge 
type has provided value to previously completed FIGG bridges with minimal on-site 
construction time, reduced on-site construction staging requirements, less 
inconvenience to the traveling public during construction and cost savings from the 
economies of segmental construction.  Given the estimated quantities that were 
submitted for Alternate 4B in combination with using a segmental box girder structure 
type, the estimated cost for Alternate 4B should be competitive with the costs 
estimated for Alternate 4. 
 

SUMMARY   
On November 2, 2007 the City of Asheville and Buncombe County (CA/BC) in 
conjunction with the Asheville Design Center (ADC) provided the FIGG Team notice to 
proceed with a feasibility study of the ADC proposed Alternative Alignment for the I-26 
Connector in Asheville, North Carolina.  The FIGG Team performed an analysis and 
proposed modifications to obtain NCDOT acceptance of the ADC proposed Alignment 
Alternative 4B for including in the NEPA Environmental Study as a feasible alternative.  
The goal of the CA/BC and ADC is to receive preferred alternative status for the 
proposed Alternative 4B. 
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The FIGG Team engaged in numerous formal and informal meetings with the NCDOT 
while also coordinating with the technical team representing the CA/BC and ADC 
throughout the study period that extended from October 2007 through August 2008.  A 
summary listing of the formal meetings is provided in Table 1. 
 
Through this partnering process the NCDOT has agreed to accept the Alternative 4B 
functional plans that were submitted on May 27, 2008 for continuing through 
Preliminary Design in the NEPA environmental study process.  The next major milestone 
for Alternative 4B is inclusion in the NCDOT Corridor Hearing and Public Workshop. 
 
 
 

Date 
 
Purpose of Meeting 

October 22, 2007 Kick-off meeting with CA/BC & ADC (Asheville) 
November 30, 2007 Progress meeting with CA/BC & ADC (Asheville) 
December 11, 2007 Progress meeting with NCDOT (Raleigh) 
December 19, 2007 Progress teleconference with CA/BC & ADC 

January 4, 2008 Progress meeting with CA/BC, ADC & NCDOT (Asheville) 
January 15, 2008 Progress meeting with CA/BC, ADC & NCDOT (Asheville) 
January 22, 2008 Coordination meeting with NCDOT (Raleigh) 

February 28, 2008 Progress meeting with CA/BC & ADC (Asheville) 
March 13, 2008 Progress meeting with NCDOT & FHWA (Raleigh) 

April 16, 2008 Progress meeting with NCDOT (Raleigh) 
June 20, 2008 Progress meeting with NCDOT & FHWA (Raleigh) 

July 7, 2008 Status meeting with CA/BC & ADC (Asheville) 
August 19, 2008 Status meeting with CA/BC, ADC & NCDOT (Asheville) 
August 24, 2008 Rendering review meeting with ADC (Asheville) 

 
Table 1 – Project Meeting Summary 
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APPENDIX C1

CORRESPONDENCE FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES



 

Date From To General Subject 

11/02/2015 National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, 
Marine Fisheries Service 

USACE Comments on USACE public notice. 

11/24/2015 State Historic Preservation 
Office 

USACE Comments on USACE public notice. 

11/30/2015 Southern Environmental Law 
Center 

USACE Comments on USACE public notice.  

12/07/2015 US Department of Interior FHWA Comments on DEIS 

12/07/2015 US Environmental Protection 
Agency 

NCDOT Comments on DEIS 

12/17/2015 USACE NCDOT USACE public notice 

01/04/2017 United States Coast Guard; 
Fifth Coast Guard District 

FHWA Notification that Coast Guard bridge permit not required for project 
due to Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) exemption. 

02/21/2018 USFWS NCDOT Gray bat monitoring 

06/18/2018 USACE NCDOT Comments on CP 4A merger meeting packet 

03/01/2019 Office of Federal Agency 
Programs – Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation 

FHWA Notification that consultation not needed to resolve adverse effects. 

05/17/2019 USCG NCDOT I-26 French Broad River Monitoring 

08/16/2019 FHWA City of Asheville Approval to designate the City of Asheville Transportation and 
Planning & Urban Design Department as a Consulting Party under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. 



 

 

 

 

November 2, 2015 

 

(Sent via Electronic Mail) 

 
Colonel Kevin P. Landers Sr., Commander 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wilmington District 
69 Darlington Avenue 
Wilmington, North Carolina 28403-1398 
 
Dear Colonel Landers: 

 

NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) reviewed the projects described in the public 

notice(s) listed below. 

 

Based on the information in the public notice(s), the proposed project(s) would NOT occur in the 

vicinity of essential fish habitat (EFH) designated by the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council or 

NMFS.  Present staffing levels preclude further analysis of the proposed activities and no further action 

is planned.  This position is neither supportive of nor in opposition to authorization of the proposed 

work. 

 

NOTICE NO. 

 

APPLICANT NOTICE DATE DUE DATE 

2004-9986803 

 

NCDOT 

 

October 28, 2015 

 

November 30, 2015 

 

Please note these comments do not satisfy your consultation responsibilities under section 7 of the 

Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended.  If the activity "may effect" listed species or critical 

habitat that are under the purview of NMFS, consultation should be initiated with our Protected 

Resources Division at the letterhead address. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Pace Wilber (for) 

 

Virginia M. Fay 

Assistant Regional Administrator  

Habitat Conservation Division 
 



 
 

North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources 
State Historic Preservation Office 

Ramona M. Bartos, Administrator 
Governor Pat McCrory                             Office of Archives and History  

Secretary Susan Kluttz                          Deputy Secretary Kevin Cherry 

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

 

 

November 24, 2015 

 

Lori Beckwith 

US Army Corps of Engineers 

Asheville Regulatory Field Office 

151 Patton Avenue, Room 208 

Asheville, NC  28801-5006 

 

Re: Discharge Fill Materials into US Waters for the I-26 Connector, Asheville, I-2513, 

 Buncombe County, CH 96-0472  

 

Dear Ms. Beckwith: 

We have received a public notice concerning the above project. 

We have conducted a review of the project and are aware of no historic resources which would be affected 

by the project. Therefore, we have no comment on the project as proposed. 

 

The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 

CFR Part 800. 

 

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions concerning the above comment, 

contact Renee Gledhill-Earley, environmental review coordinator, at 919-807-6579 or 

environmental.review@ncdcr.gov. In all future communication concerning this project, please cite the 

above referenced tracking number. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Ramona M. Bartos 

 

 

mailto:environmental.review@ncdcr.gov
































United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 

Richard B. Russell Federal Building 

75 Spring Street, S.W., Suite 1144 

Atlanta, Georgia 30303 

ER 15/0584 

9041.3 

December 7, 2015 

 

 

 

 

John F. Sullivan, III, P.E.  

Federal Highway Administration  

310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410  

Raleigh, NC 27601-1418 

 

Re: Comments and Recommendations on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 

Section 4(f) Evaluation I-26 Connector, I-40 to US 19/23/70 North of Asheville in 

Buncombe County, North Carolina 

 

Dear Mr. Sullivan: 

 

The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact  

Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation I-26 Connector, I-40 to US 19/23/70 North of Asheville in  

Buncombe County, North Carolina.  The following comments are provided in accordance with 

the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C.§4321 et seq.) and Section 7 of the 

Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543) (Act).  

  

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) proposes to improve the existing I-

240 and US 19-23 corridors from the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange to the US 19-23-70 interchange 

with SR 1781 (Broadway Street).  The project is approximately 7 miles long and is described in 

three sections; A, B and C. 

 

We have been involved as a Merger team member for this project since 2002 and has been 

involved for the last 13 years.  The US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) provided comments 

and concurrence on the Purpose and Need (CP 1), the Alternatives to be Studied in Detail (CP 2) 

and the Bridging and Alignment Review (CP 2A). 

 

Impacts to Federally Listed Species 

 

We recommend the NCDOT and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) continue 

coordination with the Department regarding required surveys as this project progresses through 
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the Merger Process.  Given the urban nature of this project, the alternatives currently displayed 

in the DEIS are very similar in potential impacts to federally listed species. 

 

Impacts to the Natural Environment 

 

Reducing the footprint of this project has been a goal, particularly in developing later 

alternatives.  We agree that a smaller, more compact project reduces direct impacts, especially to 

the human environment.  However, those benefits may be negated if increases in stormwater 

cannot be properly treated to reduce thermal, chemical and velocity inputs to the French Broad 

River and its tributaries in the project area.  Given the project’s proximity to the French Broad 

River and the addition of impervious surface to this area, special and early attention should be 

paid to making sure that adequate area for stormwater detention and treatment is available.  All 

of the alternatives should provide consideration of stormwater management.   

 

We recommend that the NCDOT and FHWA continue coordination with the USFWS in the 

Merger Process.  If you have questions about the above comments, please contact Marella 

Buncick on (828) 258-3939 ext. 237. 

 

Section 4F 

 

There is an extensive record of coordination with land owners and managers of 4F properties as 

well as the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) for this project.  The potential uses of 

these resources were discussed, avoidance alternatives and other measures to minimize harm to 

the resources are identified and coordination with the public official having jurisdiction over 

each resource is documented.  Section 4F resources that have the potential to be impacted are 

listed below:  

 

Biltmore Estate 

Asheville School 

French Broad River Greenway 

Carrier Park 

West Asheville/Aycock School Historic District and Expansion 

William Worley House (formerly C.G. Worley House) 

Montford Hills Historic District 

Montford Hills/Hibriten Drive Boundary Expansion 

Archaeological Site 31BN623 

 

Since a preferred alternative has not been identified at this time and a Memorandum of 

Agreement has not been developed, we cannot concur that the section 4F document includes all 

planning to avoid, minimize and mitigate all harm to 4F resources; and that there is no other 

prudent or feasible alternative at this time. 
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The Department has no objection to the demimimis determination provided that a MOA is 

developed outlining who is responsible for each avoidance, minimization and mitigation effort 

and the MOA is signed with the SHPO and land owners/managers. 

   

Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comments.  If you have questions, please 

contact Anita Barnett on (404) 507-5706.   I can be reached on (404) 331-4524 or via email at 

joyce_stanley@ios.doi.gov. 

      Sincerely,  

  
      Joyce Stanley, MPA 

      Regional Environmental Protection Specialist 

cc: Anita Barnett – NPS 

 Gary Lecain – USGS 

 Christine Willis – FWS 

 Chester McGhee – BIA 

 Robin Ferguson – OSRME 

 OEPC - WASH 
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Rocco, Joanna

From: Buncick, Marella <marella_buncick@fws.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 10:53 AM
To: Cox, Marissa R; Weaver, Derrick G; Rocco, Joanna; Susan Cameron
Subject: I-2513 bat monitoring

Good Morning, 
 
I wanted to follow‐up from our meeting yesterday regarding I‐2513 and the bat monitoring questions and the comments 
I made.   
 
First, thanks much for the roll map.  It really helps to be able to see the whole project.  Second, I was able to coordinate 
with Sue Cameron regarding the overall monitoring scheme and detector placement.  We were not able to coordinate 
with Katherine Caldwell because she is doing field work this week and is not available.  Both Katherine and Sue are out 
next week at meetings so the soonest we will be able to review the information will be the first week of March‐‐
assuming Katherine is available. 
 
In my conversation with Sue, she agrees that more coverage in the area of the new bridges over the FB in the B section 
would be helpful information.  She also agreed with trying to locate another detector in the area where the A and C 
sections overlap.   
 
Hopefully this is enough for you all to move forward until we can meet on our end to review and provide any further 
comments. 
 
If you have questions, please let me know. 
 
marella 
 
 
‐‐  
Marella Buncick 
USFWS 
160 Zillicoa St 
Asheville, NC 28801 
(828) 258‐3939 ext 237 
fax (828) 258‐5330 
 
NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) and 
may be disclosed to third parties. 
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Rocco, Joanna

From: Beckwith, Loretta A CIV USARMY CESAW (US) <Loretta.A.Beckwith@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Monday, June 18, 2018 1:02 PM
To: Rocco, Joanna
Cc: Matthews, Monte K CIV USARMY CESAW (US); Buncick, Marella; Weaver, Derrick G; Moore, Kevin E
Subject: USACE comments on revised CP 4A packet for I-2513

Hi Joanna, 
 
I reviewed the additional information and revised CP4 packet. I apologize but I think there has been a misunderstanding. 
I've discussed information about the river users in the CP4A information for this project with NCDOT a number of times. 
This has also been a big issue with the revised CP 4A for another project ‐ I‐4400/I‐4700. Through conversations, I 
thought that NCDOT was going to include this information in the CP4A packet for the I‐2513 project, but based on the 
revised packet, it doesn't seem like that information has been conveyed to you. I thought it had just been left out of the 
CP4A packet which is why I briefly mentioned it in my previous comments, but based on the revised language, it seems 
like it hasn't really been considered in detail for this project (I‐2513). Because of this, this email is long. What I've done 
below is taken a lot of my comments for the I‐4400/I‐4700 project and pasted them below. Please revise the CP4A 
packet as noted below. 
 
We'll need at least a summary of the information described below for the CP 4A meeting, then we'll need a detailed plan 
for the final review (earlier is fine, too). The summary points should be listed on the revised CP4A form. The type of 
information we'll need is outlined below:  
 
While a detailed river user safety and access plan (plan) is not required to issue a public notice for this project, we will 
need a detailed plan for our review of the final application. If we don't receive it with the final application, we will ask for 
it in our post public notice letter. Also, if NCDOT submits a detailed plan with the final application for this project (vs. at a 
later time during our review process), we'll be able to reference it in the public notice and a lot of concerns from the 
public may be answered. If NCDOT chooses to not submit this detailed plan in the final application for this project, it's 
possible that more comments from the public will be received re these issues.  
 
Either way, we will transmit comments that we receive after the close of the public notice comment period and ask 
NCDOT to respond to all substantive comments; we will also note if we have any outstanding informational needs. These 
issues (river user safety and access) factor into our public interest review (PIR) (e.g., safety, economics, recreation, 
navigation, etc.), which is part of our overall process to determine whether or not we can issue a permit for a proposed 
project. 
 
For the I‐4400/I‐4700 project I know that NCDOT talked to businesses (that use the river) and groups of people who float 
the river (clubs, organizations, etc.). If you haven't already, you can probably get this information from them and see if it 
would be useful fort this project as well. If applicable to this project, the information would be extremely helpful in 
drafting your proposed plan, as I expect those people/groups to comment on this part of the public notice. If NCDOT 
talked to them and listens to their concerns and unique perspectives, I wouldn't expect there to be a lot of surprises in 
the public comments about this issue.  
 
If the information already gathered won't help with this project (due to location mainly), you may want to have a 
meeting where you discuss these issues with river users. If you need to do this, I would make sure to advertise it 
sufficiently ‐ i.e., send an invitation to all businesses that use the river, to the environmental groups and river user 
groups in Buncombe Co., newspapers, and even radio and TV. Again, that way you'll capture many, if not most, of the 
concerns/issues and factor these into your plan. This is an extremely important issue up here, as there are a lot of 
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people that use the French Broad River; this is why I mentioned it in the post public notice letter and discussed it with 
Jennifer when I emailed that letter. River use has gone up considerably in the last few years. 
 
Also, something to consider ‐ is NCODT going to propose putting in a take‐out and put‐in for river users so that they 
don't have to float through an active construction zone? If not, why was that decision made? Keep in mind that a lot of 
river users are families with small children, and many of these children are in their own tubes, kayaks, etc. River use has 
increased in the last few years and it would be beneficial to any decision that NCDOT makes to have data concerning 
that use. Again, recreation, safety, etc. are some of our PIR factors and these issues need to be addressed in our decision 
document.  
 
In additional to the plan for the river user safety and access, the below information goes to what will be needed re 
bridge/causeway discussion. Again, a summary will work for CP4A, but a detailed plan needs to be included in the final 
application or I will ask for it post public notice. Submitting it with the application may prevent a lot  of public comment 
on this issue..  
 
1. The summary and/or plan for the bridge work in and over the French Broad River should include documentation 
concerning how NCDOT proposes to manage high water flows, whether expected or unexpected. This should include, 
among other things, any proposed measures to avoid or minimize adverse effects from the causeways to upstream and 
downstream areas. Adverse effects include things such as bank erosion, scour, flooding, etc. This documentation should 
include details concerning monitoring of conditions preconstruction, during construction, and post construction. Details 
should include number of cross sections, locations, explanation of the issues examined and monitored, to include bank 
erosion. 
 
2. This documentation should also include a plan to address remediation measures for any streambank instability as 
soon as possible after a high water event, or in the case of a destabilizing issue that arises for some other reason related 
to the causeways ‐ e.g., debris caught on the causeways, etc. Plans to ensure that equipment and supplies are not placed 
in locations that will flood in the event of high water should also be detailed. 
 
3. The summary and/or plan should include information that details how the causeways and any other temporary 
structure(s) will not cause or exacerbate any upstream flooding under both normal and high flow conditions. A text 
description should be included.  
 
4. As noted in #1 above, please include details of preconstruction, during construction, and post construction cross 
sections and monitoring both above and below the causeways. These details should include number of cross sections, 
locations, explanation of the issues examined and monitored, to include bank erosion. 
 
5. The summary and/or plan should also detail the efforts NCDOT will undertake for ensuring that river users (while on 
the water) are sufficiently notified of their options ‐ e.g., float through the area, take out (if an option), etc. Warning 
signs with this information should be posted upstream and immediately downstream of the work area. Lights for those 
that use the river at night (red lights are being used on the I‐4400/I‐4700 project due to bat presence). 
 
6. Creation of a Public Involvement Plan for river users during construction ‐ this includes details about how NCDOT will 
inform river users about issues, such as closures, safety, etc. Again, I would think that you could use the information that 
has already been developed for the I‐4400/I‐4700 project.  
 
While some of the above mentioned information will be in the BA for this project (you are doing formal consultation, 
correct?), it would be beneficial if NCDOT would draft a plan that includes all of these issues (as noted), as opposed to 
these issues being scattered in numerous documents.  As noted above, if NCODT submits the detailed plan with the final 
application for this project (or earlier), we can then reference this plan in the public notice, as these issues (river use and 
effects to the river and adjacent properties from the causeways) will most likely generate many comments from the 
public. 
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Other comments on the revised CP 4A packet for the I‐2513 project ‐  
 
Thank you for addressing my previous comments. I just have a few comments, other than those noted above. 
 
Page 13, second paragraph from the bottom of the page ‐ please define "longitudinal impacts" to Upper Hominy Creek 
and Ragsdale. Are these direct impacts, such as pipe or a retaining wall? 
 
Page 16, 2nd paragraph from top ‐ this information isn't sufficient re river user safety and access for the CP 4A packet. 
Please see comments above. 
 
Page 18, minimization method column for Ragsdale Creek ‐ it looks like the end of the sentence was cut off. 
 
Page 20 ‐ why is the retaining wall necessary? That's a question I had for all of the increases where retaining walls were 
the cause of the increase. 
 
Page 21 ‐ I may have missed it, but why are the 2018 FEIS designs currently being reconfigured? 
 
Table 9, page 23 ‐ I apologize if I missed this the first time, but all of the TBDs in Table 9 ‐ is this normal to have these at 
this point (CP 4A)?  
 
Table 9, page 24 ‐ Derrick mentioned the adverse effect to the cemetery being avoided by putting in a wall, so please 
remind me what the adverse effect to historic properties is in Section B. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions about what I've written above. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Lori 
 
 
 under 
 
 





1

Rocco, Joanna

From: Stillwell, Charles <cstillwell@usgs.gov>
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2019 4:00 PM
To: Kat Bukowy
Cc: Lauffer, Matthew S; ljbodkin@usgs.gov; trowley@usgs.gov; jriley@usgs.gov; jmfine@usgs.gov; 

giorgino@usgs.gov; jessicamoore@usgs.gov; dwagner@usgs.gov; wfhazell@usgs.gov; 
awhaling@usgs.gov; jmazurek@usgs.gov; Ward, Mark G; Cox, Marissa R; Dagnino, Carla S; Weaver, 
Derrick G; Bryan, Roger D; Austin, Wanda H; Adams, Theodore B; Bishop, Joseph M; Moneyham, 
Nathaniel S; Mckinney, Randall J; McHenry, David G; Rocco, Joanna; Lee, Claudia; Ellerby, Theresa T; 
Hulsey, Steven L; Mullins, Ryan M; Honeycutt, Keith E; Morgan, Stephen R; McDaniel, Andrew H.; 
Kincannon, William C.

Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] RE: USGS I-26 Monitoring Kickoff Meeting

Hi everyone,  
 
Thanks Kat for those contacts, and thanks to everyone who was at today's meeting. 
 
Below is the list of action items that arose during today's meeting ‐ If I am forgetting something please let me know. I 
have also added the meeting minutes to the sharepoint website, which you should have access to sometime next week. 

 Matt Lauffer and Charlie Stillwell – Complete the communication plan  
 Matt Lauffer – Invite all project personnel to sharepoint website  
 Kat Bukowy (and others as needed) – Add reference documents to sharepoint (BA, EIS, etc.)  
 Bill Hazell and Roger Bryan – Add raingage at or near existing I‐26 bridge?  
 Mark Ward and Dan Wagner (and others) – Follow up meeting to coordinate surveys  
 Everyone – Verify contact information in Project Personnel spreadsheet (Documents folder in sharepoint)  

 
 
Thanks again, USGS is very excited for this project to begin! 
 
Charlie 
 
 
Charles C. Stillwell, E.I.T 
Student Hydrologist 
USGS South Atlantic Water Science Center 
(919) 571‐4018 
 
 
On Fri, May 17, 2019 at 1:17 PM Kat Bukowy <kbukowy@hntb.com> wrote: 

Good afternoon, 

  

As requested during the meeting, the following are the agency representatives for I‐4400/I‐4700 and for I‐2513: 
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Lori Beckwith (Loretta.A.Beckwith@usace.army.mil) – US Army Corps of Engineers 

Claire Ellwanger (claire_ellwanger@fws.gov) – US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

Jay Mays (jason_mays@fws.gov) – USFWS  

Kevin Barnett (kevin.barnett@ncdenr.gov) – NC Division of Water Resources (NCDWR) 

Amy Chapman (amy.chapman@ncdenr.gov) – NCDWR 

Robert Patterson (robert.patterson@ncdenr.gov) ‐ NCDWR 

  

The first four people are located in/near Asheville, the latter two are in Raleigh.  Please let me know if you need any 
additional information regarding the I‐4400/I‐4700, I‐26 Widening project. 

  

Thanks, 

  

Kat 

  

‐‐‐‐‐Original Appointment‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Lauffer, Matthew S <mslauffer@ncdot.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, May 8, 2019 11:04 AM 
To: Lauffer, Matthew S; Stillwell, Charles C; ljbodkin@usgs.gov; trowley@usgs.gov; jriley@usgs.gov; jmfine@usgs.gov; 
giorgino@usgs.gov; jessicamoore@usgs.gov; dwagner@usgs.gov; wfhazell@usgs.gov; awhaling@usgs.gov; 
jmazurek@usgs.gov; Ward, Mark G; Cox, Marissa R; Dagnino, Carla S; Weaver, Derrick G; Bryan, Roger D; Austin, 
Wanda H; Kat Bukowy; Adams, Theodore B; Bishop, Joseph M; Moneyham, Nathaniel S; Mckinney, Randall J; McHenry, 
David G; Joanna.rocco@aecom.com; 'Lee, Claudia'; Ellerby, Theresa T; Hulsey, Steven L; Mullins, Ryan M; Honeycutt, 
Keith E; Morgan, Stephen R; McDaniel, Andrew H.; Kincannon, William C. 
Subject: USGS I‐26 Monitoring Kickoff Meeting 
When: Friday, May 17, 2019 10:00 AM‐12:00 PM (UTC‐05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada). 
Where: 4809 Beryl Road, Raleigh, NC 27606 /Skype ‐ Conference Call ‐ 888‐204‐5984 ACCESS CODE: 2324725 ( Don't 
Use Skype Audio) 
Importance: High 

  

The USGS will be performing “Monitoring and Assessment of Surface Water‐quality and Geomorphologic Conditions 
Before, During, and After Construction of the I‐26 Projects in Western North Carolina” to meet Endangered Species, 
401/404 and NPDES requirements for the I‐2513, I‐4700/I‐4400 projects. This currently scoped monitoring is scheduled 
to start 2nd Quarter 2019 and continue through 2023. 
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This meeting will help kick‐off the project and provide an opportunity to communicate and coordinate with project 
professionals. A second meeting will be held in the field later this summer in Asheville as well.  

  

Directions to the meeting facility are below. For those not attending in person, a Skype meeting ( Don’t Use Skype 
Audio) will be available and the following conference call number: 888‐204‐5984 ACCESS CODE: 2324725 

  

  

Agenda: 

  

Welcome and Introductions 

Overview of I‐2513 and I‐4700/I‐4400 ( Scope and Schedules of Projects) 

Overview of USGS Study 

Coordination between USGS and NCDOT 

General Discussion 

Next Steps  

Adjourn 

  

  

If you have any questions please do not hesitate to call 

  

Charlie Stillwell, USGS – 513‐378‐8302 

Matt Lauffer, NCDOT – 919‐621‐0443 

  

......................................................................................................................................... 

Join Skype Meeting  

Trouble Joining? Try Skype Web App 

  







APPENDIX C2 

COORESPONDENCE FROM STATE AGENCIES



Date From To General Subject 

11/23/2015 N.C. Department of Public 
Safety, Emergency 
Management 

NCDOT Comments on DEIS 

11/24/2015 N.C. Department of Natural and 
Cultural Resources, State 
Historic Preservation Office 

USACE Public Notice 

12/01/2015 N.C. Department of 
Transportation, Planning 
Branch 

NCDOT Comments on DEIS 

12/02/2015 N.C. Department of Natural and 
Cultural Resources, N.C. 
Natural Heritage Program 

NCDOT Comments on DEIS 

12/10/2015 N.C. Division of Waste 
Management, Hazardous Sites 
Branch 

NCDOT Comments on DEIS 

12/11/2015 N.C. Division of Waste 
Management, Solid Waste 
Section 

NCDOT Comments on DEIS 

12/16/2015 N.C. Wildlife Resources 
Commission 

NCDOT Comments on DEIS 

12/17/2015 N.C. Department of 
Environmental Quality 

NCDOT Comments on DEIS 

12/18/2015 NC State Environmental 
Review Clearinghouse 

NCDOT Comments on DEIS 

05/02/2016 N.C. Department of Natural and 
Cultural Resources, Division of 
Land and Water Stewardship 

NCDOT Carrier Park Speedway Easement 

07/17/2018 NCWRC NCDOT Gray bat telemetry study results 

08/14/2018 N.C. State Parks NCDOT Concurrence letter for Section 4(f) de minimis impact on 
French Broad River 

11/27/2018 N.C. Department of Natural and 
Cultural Resources, State 
Historic Preservation Office 

NCDOT Supplemental Concurrence Form for Assessment of 
Effects 
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Rocco, Joanna

From: Summer, Will <will.summer@ncdcr.gov>
Sent: Monday, May 02, 2016 6:11 PM
To: Rocco, Joanna
Cc: Werner, Christopher (Morrisville); Foushee, Celia
Subject: RE: I-2513 I-26 Connector: Carrier Park conservation easement

Sorry to be so delayed in getting back to you.  The line you drew on the attached image appears more or less correct and 
indicates that your project should be well outside of the 100 foot riparian corridor on the French Broad River that is the 
subject of the conservation easement in question (Buncombe BK2060 PG53).  If you have any other questions or 
concerns, please contact  me. 
Thanks, 
Will 
 
***NOTE: Our email addresses have changed to “@ncdcr.gov” effective 4/11/2016.  Mail sent to the old 
“@ncdenr.gov” address will only be deliverable for a short time.  Please update your contacts.*** 
 
Will Summer 
Stewardship Director 
Clean Water Management Trust Fund 
Division of Land and Water Stewardship 
North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources 
1651 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1651 
 
919.707.9127    office/fax 
will.summer@ncdcr.gov 
 
 

 
 
Email correspondence to and from this address is subject to the 
North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties. 
_____________________________________________________________ 
            
Facebook  Twitter  Instagram  YouTube 
 

From: Rocco, Joanna [mailto:joanna.rocco@aecom.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, April 27, 2016 12:36 PM 
To: Summer, Will <will.summer@ncdcr.gov> 
Cc: Werner, Christopher (Morrisville) <christopher.m.werner@aecom.com>; Foushee, Celia 
<celia.foushee@aecom.com> 
Subject: I‐2513 I‐26 Connector: Carrier Park conservation easement 
 
Hi Will, 
 
Thanks again for the information regarding the Carrier Park easement.  To follow up, I wanted to confirm with you that 
the I‐2513 project will not impact the easement.  Attached you will find a graphic of the I‐2513 public hearing map with 
the conservation easement limits drawn in red within Section A, approximately 100 feet from the edge of the French 
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Broad River.  The design limits at Old Amboy Road are approximately 300 feet from the edge of the river; therefore, we 
conclude the project impacts are outside of the 100 foot conservation easement. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns regarding our assessment.   
 
Thanks again for your assistance! 
Joanna 
 
 

From: Summer, Will [mailto:will.summer@ncdenr.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, March 03, 2016 10:22 AM 
To: Rocco, Joanna 
Subject: I-26 Expansion and Carrier Park 
 
Ms. Rocco, 
Per your request, I have attached the conservation easement that covers a portion of Carrier Park.  The area of the tract 
specifically subject to the easement is a greenway buffer that extends 100 feet from the French Broad River.  There is a 
map exhibit in the document, but it is difficult to read.  You might get a better copy directly from the Buncombe County 
Register of Deeds, the City if Asheville, or perhaps even Riverlink as the original CWMTF grantee for this project. 
 
From our conversation, it sounds like your project will not impact our area of interest.  However, if it does, please be 
aware that the State has set a high bar for amending permanent conservation easements, so it is prudent to avoid any 
impacts wherever possible.  If an impact is unavoidable and has a clear benefit to the greater public interest, there is a 
process.  An amendment to the easement must be approved by the Clean Water Management Trust Fund Board and 
subsequently the Governor and Council of State.  The latter only after a conservation benefit analysis has demonstrated 
that the amendment will result in a net positive for the conservation values, per recent legislation that has strengthened 
the permanence of State‐held conservation agreements.   
 
If you find that there will be an intersection between your project and the easement area, please contact me with any 
further questions.   
Thanks, 
Will 
 
 
Will Summer 
Stewardship Director 
Clean Water Management Trust Fund 
Division of Land and Water Stewardship 
North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources 
1651 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1651 
 
919.707.9127    office/fax 
will.summer@ncdenr.gov 
 
 

 
 
Email correspondence to and from this address is subject to the 
North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties. 
_____________________________________________________________ 
            
Facebook  Twitter  Instagram  YouTube 
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Rocco, Joanna

From: Caldwell, Katherine <katherine.caldwell@ncwildlife.org>
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2018 3:10 PM
To: Marella Buncick; Cox, Marissa R; Manley, Chris; Heather Wallace; Miller, Melissa R; Rocco, Joanna; Joy 

O'Keefe; joey.weber@indstate.edu
Subject: Follow-up from MYGR Update Call
Attachments: 2016-2017 NCWRC Gray Bat Telemetry Summary.pdf

Hi Everyone, 
 
I’ve attached the telemetry summary from our 2016 and 2017 tracking efforts that was mentioned on the call today. I 
also wanted to clarify the emergence count totals at the Parkway bridge that Marella asked about: 

 5/9/2016: 240 bats. Only counted on east side of bridge because we didn’t realize bats were roosting in joints on 
the west side 

 7/18/2016: estimated over 1000 bats ‐‐ not prepared to count so many bats, needed night vision. 

 7/11/2017: 1078 bats. Used night vision for the first time during this count. 
 
Let me know if you have any questions. Thanks! 
 
Katherine 
 
----------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Katherine Caldwell 
Wildlife Diversity Biologist 
Associate Wildlife Biologist® 
  
NC Wildlife Resources Commission 
Asheville, North Carolina 
828-545-8328 
  
ncwildlife.org  
 
  

             
 
 

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



 

2016-2017 NCWRC Gray Bat Telemetry Summary 

2016 Gray Bat Telemetry Summary 

Two gray bats were captured and outfitted with radio-transmitters by NCWRC personnel in Buncombe 

County, NC on August 30, 2016. The bats were tracked for 12 days until the transmitters became 

inactive (Aug 30 - Sept 12). The bats returned to the primary roost every day and routinely foraged in 

their respective areas during the seven nights of radio-tracking. Bat A foraged on Hominy Creek in the 

area where Pond Rd. crosses Hominy Creek and Bat B foraged on the French Broad River just North of 

the I-40 crossing of the river (Fig 1). During two nights of tracking, Bat B left its typical area and was not 

detected again that night.  

2017 Gray Bat Telemetry Summary 

Three gray bats were captured and outfitted with radio-transmitters by NCWRC personnel in Buncombe 

County, NC on August 9, 2017. The bats were tracked until their signals were no longer detected or until 

the transmitter fell off (Aug 9 – Aug 21). Bat A returned to the primary roost every day and Bat B 

returned to the primary roost 8 of the 12 days of tracking (Fig 3). Bat C returned to the primary roost 3 

of the 12 days of tracking and was found roosting in Madison County approximately 21 miles straight-

line distance (~32 river miles) from the primary roost on 3 of the 12 days (Figs 3-4). On 7 days, roosts for 

at least one of the bats were not located despite tracking efforts along the entire length of the French 

Broad River, Swannanoa River, and Hominy Creek and at known roosts in Madison County. In contrast to 

2016 tracking results, bats did not routinely forage in the same areas each night or spend a considerable 

amount of time in one particular area, though many areas where bats were detected were similar to 

2016 results. Bats were again detected traveling North on the French Broad River by Hwy 191 in the 

Bent Creek area, on Hominy Creek in the vicinity of Pond Rd., and on the French Broad River near the I-

40 crossing. Additionally, bats were detected using a greater extent of Hominy Creek than in 2016 

including the area near the I-240 crossing of Hominy Creek, north of I-240 along Sand Hill Rd., and along 

Hominy Creek Rd (Figs 1-2). Bats B and C were frequently detected on the Biltmore Estate property 

adjacent to Hwy 191 on the stretch that extends from I-26 to the area east of the Hominy Creek-French 

Broad River confluence. Bats B and C were also detected in the vicinity of the Asheville Outlet Mall and 

seemed to cross I-26 in this area, though without triangulation it is difficult to pinpoint exactly where 

this crossing occurred. Bat A was detected traveling South on the French Broad River during one night of 

telemetry. The bat’s signal was detected between Clayton Rd. and Hwy 191 near Ashley Branch. This bat 

was also detected Northwest of the Long Shoals Rd. bridge during the same night. On two other nights, 

Bat A was detected foraging at the North Carolina Arboretum and Bent Creek Experimental Forest. 

Finally, Bat C was tracked from the Marshall roost on one night, but was lost approximately 10 minutes 

after emergence when personnel were delayed from tracking the bat by a train. The bat was last 

detected heading north, but was not detected after searching the French Broad River to the Tennessee 

border.  
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Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, USGS, Intermap, INCREMENT P,
NRCan, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), Esri Korea, Esri
(Thailand), MapmyIndia, NGCC, © OpenStreetMap contributors, and
the GIS User Community

Gray Bat Radio-Telemetry Results
Gray Bat Detection 2016
Gray Bat Detection 2017

Katherine
Typewritten Text
Figure 1. All areas in Buncombe County that radio-tagged gray bats were detected during 2016-2017 tracking efforts.



Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, USGS, Intermap, INCREMENT P,
NRCan, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), Esri Korea, Esri
(Thailand), MapmyIndia, NGCC, © OpenStreetMap contributors, and
the GIS User Community

Gray Bat Radio-Telemetry Results
Gray Bat Detection 2017

Katherine
Typewritten Text
Figure 2. All areas that radio-tagged gray bats were detected during 2017 tracking efforts.



 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Occupancy of the primary roost by radio-tagged bats during 2017 tracking efforts. 

 

Figure 4. Occupancy of the Madison County roost by Bat C during 2017 tracking efforts. 
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APPENDIX C3 

COORESPONDENCE FROM LOCAL AGENCIES



Date From To General Subject 

12/01/2015 City of Asheville NCDOT Comments on DEIS 

12/08/2015 City of Asheville Mayor and City Council 
(Asheville) 

Comments on DEIS 

12/15/2015 Town of Woodfin 
 

NCDOT Resolution for I-26 Connector 

12/16/2015 Asheville Area Chamber of 
Commerce 
 

NCDOT Comments on DEIS 

12/12/2016 City of Asheville NCDOT Bicycle and pedestrian accommodations 

01/25/2017 FBRMPO NCDOT Amboy Road complete streets resolution 

11/29/2017 City of Asheville NCDOT Traffic capacity analysis 

01/18/2018 City of Asheville NCDOT Transit impacts  

11/29/2018 City of Asheville NCDOT Traffic Noise Studies 

01/08/2019 City of Asheville NCDOT Carrier Park Improvements 

04/25/2019 City of Asheville NCDOT Patton Avenue design 

06/24/2019 City of Asheville NCDOT Carrier Park de minimis concurrence 



1

Foushee, Celia

From: Werner, Christopher (Morrisville)
Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 10:18 AM
To: Rocco, Joanna; Foushee, Celia
Subject: FW: I-26 Connector Project Memo
Attachments: I-26 DEIS Comments Memo 12-08-15.doc; ATT00001.htm; Attach 1 - Project Overview 

Map.pdf; ATT00002.htm; Section B Comments 11-30-15.docx; ATT00003.htm; Section C 
Comments 11-30-15.docx; ATT00004.htm; General Comments 11-30-15.docx; 
ATT00005.htm; Section A Comments 11-30-15.docx; ATT00006.htm

FYI 
 
Thanks, 
Chris 
 
NEW CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER 11/5/2015 
 
Christopher M. Werner, PE 
Transportation Engineer, Planning Department, North Carolina D +1‐919‐239‐7168 christopher.m.werner@aecom.com 
 
AECOM 
701 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 475 
Raleigh, NC 27607, United States 
T +1‐919‐271‐4622 
aecom.com 
 
Built to deliver a better world 
 
LinkedIn  Twitter  Facebook  Instagram  
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Solberg, Kristina L [mailto:klsolberg@ncdot.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 2:23 PM 
To: Weaver, Derrick G; Wray, Michael G; Werner, Christopher (Morrisville) 
Cc: Tipton, Ricky A 
Subject: FW: I‐26 Connector Project Memo 
 
FYI 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Begin forwarded message: 
 
From: Ken Putnam <KPutnam@ashevillenc.gov<mailto:KPutnam@ashevillenc.gov>> 
Date: December 1, 2015 at 1:48:16 PM EST 
To: "Bruce & Day Ann Emory (emory22@charter.net<mailto:emory22@charter.net>)" 
<emory22@charter.net<mailto:emory22@charter.net>>, "Don Kostelec 
(don.kostelec@gmail.com<mailto:don.kostelec@gmail.com>)" 
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<don.kostelec@gmail.com<mailto:don.kostelec@gmail.com>>, Gwen Wisler 
<gwenwisler@avlcouncil.com<mailto:gwenwisler@avlcouncil.com>>, Jim Grode 
<jimgrode@gmail.com<mailto:jimgrode@gmail.com>>, "John Ridout (jridout@unca.edu<mailto:jridout@unca.edu>)" 
<jridout@unca.edu<mailto:jridout@unca.edu>>, "Joshua OConner 
(Joshua.OConner@buncombecounty.org<mailto:Joshua.OConner@buncombecounty.org>)" 
<Joshua.OConner@buncombecounty.org<mailto:Joshua.OConner@buncombecounty.org>>, "Julie Mayfield 
(julievmayfield@gmail.com<mailto:julievmayfield@gmail.com>)" 
<julievmayfield@gmail.com<mailto:julievmayfield@gmail.com>>, "Kristy Carter 
(kristy.carter@jmteagueengineering.com<mailto:kristy.carter@jmteagueengineering.com>)" 
<kristy.carter@jmteagueengineering.com<mailto:kristy.carter@jmteagueengineering.com>>, Martha McGlohon 
<mmcglohon@ashevillenc.gov<mailto:mmcglohon@ashevillenc.gov>>, Mary Weber 
<mary@maryweberdesign.com<mailto:mary@maryweberdesign.com>>, "Philip Lenowitz" 
<paladin@ncchangeagent.com<mailto:paladin@ncchangeagent.com>>, Richard Lee 
<ric.hardlee@live.com<mailto:ric.hardlee@live.com>>, Terri March 
<terri.march@mahec.net<mailto:terri.march@mahec.net>>, Till Dohse 
<till.dohse@gmail.com<mailto:till.dohse@gmail.com>> 
Cc: Gary Jackson <GJackson@ashevillenc.gov<mailto:GJackson@ashevillenc.gov>>, Cathy Ball 
<cball@ashevillenc.gov<mailto:cball@ashevillenc.gov>>, councilgroup 
<AshevilleNCCouncil@ashevillenc.gov<mailto:AshevilleNCCouncil@ashevillenc.gov>>, "Keith Young 
(williamkyoung@hotmail.com<mailto:williamkyoung@hotmail.com>)" 
<williamkyoung@hotmail.com<mailto:williamkyoung@hotmail.com>>, "Brian Haynes 
(brianhaynes57@yahoo.com<mailto:brianhaynes57@yahoo.com>)" 
<brianhaynes57@yahoo.com<mailto:brianhaynes57@yahoo.com>>, "Maggie Burleson" 
<MBurleson@ashevillenc.gov<mailto:MBurleson@ashevillenc.gov>>, Janet GeorgeMurr 
<JGeorgeMurr@ashevillenc.gov<mailto:JGeorgeMurr@ashevillenc.gov>> 
Subject: FW: I‐26 Connector Project Memo 
 
Greetings all!  Attached, please find staff's comments regarding the I‐26 Connector Project that will be shared at the 
MMTC meeting tomorrow afternoon.  This is the same information that will be shared with City Council on December 
8th and then it will be sent to the NCDOT via a cover letter signed by me as the Transportation Department Director. 
 
Please let me know if additional information is needed. 
 
From: Ken Putnam 
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2015 5:23 PM 
To: Maggie Burleson 
Cc: Gary Jackson; Cathy Ball 
Subject: I‐26 Connector Project Memo 
 
Attached, is the memo, staff comments, and project overview map which will now be made as a presentation.  Please let 
me know if additional information is needed. 
 
________________________________ 
 
Email correspondence to and from this sender is subject to the N.C. Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third 
parties. 





I-26 CONNECTOR DEIS REVIEW 
 
 
General Comments 
 

• The City of Asheville’s City Council approved a resolution adopting a complete streets 
policy on June 26, 2012 (Resolution # 12-154).  NCDOT adopted a similar policy during 
July 2009.  In order to be consistent with these policies, the City of Asheville strongly 
encourages the NCDOT to implement complete streets elements consistent with design 
guidelines published by the National Association of City Transportation Officials 
(NACTO) along all of the -Y- lines including the bridges that cross the -L- line throughout 
the entire project length for all sections.  As the -Y- lines are streets that are generally 
local in nature, the City of Asheville strongly encourages collaborative planning 
throughout the design and construction phases. 

 
• The City of Asheville has committed $2,000,000 of co-funding to the I-26 Connector 

project in order to ensure that local needs are met. 
 
• The City and County approved a joint resolution regarding the I-26 Connector on March 

18, 2014 (Resolution # 14-54 and # 14-03-12).  The resolution included the following 
quote, “…in preparation of the draft Environmental Impact Statement for the project, 
NCDOT clearly include elements that will address community needs for sound barriers 
and bicycle, pedestrian and neighborhood connections, including location, design, and 
the funding methodology of associated infrastructure elements.”  The City of Asheville 
strongly encourages NCDOT to fully address these elements in the Final EIS document. 

 
• Now that the City of Asheville (and other cities throughout North Carolina) is limited in 

the ability to annex, the City’s geographical area has now become finite and as a result, 
land is more valuable to the City’s tax base and is necessary for downtown infill 
redevelopment especially along Patton Avenue east of the Jeff Bowen Bridges.  
Therefore, the City of Asheville strongly encourages the NCDOT to make all efforts to 
minimize the overall footprint throughout the entire project length for all sections with the 
use of additional retaining walls and additional urban design strategies to make sure that 
all of the on/off ramps are placed as close to the -L- line as possible.  Design exceptions 
should be considered in cases where greater land preservation would result.  The City of 
Asheville would like to be involved in discussing these suggestions during the design 
phase. 
 

• Summary, Page xi, it states that “NCDOT policies prescribe that certain pedestrian 
improvements require partial funding by and formal requests from the local 
governments; therefore, until a preferred alternative is selected, it cannot be definitively 
determined what elements will be included in the final design of the project.”  The City of 
Asheville is very interested in assuring the best possible pedestrian and bicycle 
improvements and would like to be actively involved in the design phase of the project 
regarding the pedestrian elements after a preferred alternative has been selected.  This 
involvement is critical in order for the City of Asheville to conduct its own transportation 
and financial planning. 
 

• The City of Asheville’s preferred sidewalk cross-section includes a 5-foot sidewalk and a 
5-foot utility strip (buffer area) with a 10-foot overall width.  The City of Asheville strongly 



encourages this cross-section at all sidewalk locations throughout the entire project 
length for all sections.  If the preferred sidewalk cross-section cannot be provided in 
specific areas, a reduced-width utility strip should be considered, and if that is not 
possible, then a 6-foot back of curb sidewalk should be used. 
 

• The City of Asheville strongly encourages the NCDOT to consider wider (6’) minimum 
bicycle lane widths along roads with traffic volumes greater than 10,000 vpd and/or 
operating speeds greater than 35 mph to be consistent with the City of Asheville 
Standard Specifications and Details Manual, City of Asheville Comprehensive Bicycle 
Plan, and NACTO recommendations. In addition, The NC Bicycle Facilities Planning and 
Design Guidelines (1994), calls for a preferred bicycle lane width of 5’ or greater. It 
recommends additional width “where substantial truck traffic is present, where prevailing 
winds are a factor, on grades, or where motor vehicle speeds exceed 35 mph. (p 31)” As 
do other guides, the NC Bicycle Facilities Planning and Design Guidelines shows bicycle 
lane width measured exclusive of gutter, and shows a minimum 2’ gutter area in Figure 
5-2 (p 32). 
 

• The City of Asheville strongly encourages the NCDOT to consider multi-use paths to 
measure 14-16 feet wide with an absolute minimum width of 12 feet. 

 
• The City of Asheville would like to be actively involved in the Aesthetics Advisory 

Committee (AAC) in order to help integrate aesthetics features into the proposed design 
after a preferred alternative has been selected and final design begins.  Retaining walls 
should include aesthetics standards consistent with the City of Asheville Standard 
Specifications and Details Manual. 

 
• The City of Asheville strongly encourages the NCDOT to include bus stops along all of 

the transit routes within the project limits.  These bus stops must be designed and 
constructed to meet ADA requirements. 
 

• The City of Asheville would like for the NCDOT to consider “bus on shoulder system” to 
be authorized within the project limits. 
 

• The City of Asheville strongly suggests that NCDOT create a collaborative working 
group that would meet regularly starting in early 2016 and throughout the design phase 
to ensure adequate consideration of the concerns listed above.  This group could also 
examine the travel demand model, capacity analysis, and the methodology of calculating 
Level of Service in an effort to gain consensus. 

 
• The City of Asheville is pleased that NCDOT will be using the new local travels demand 

model to re-examine travel demand and to conduct a new capacity analysis with a 6-
lane alternative in Section A.  

 
• Maps included in the DEIS do not seem to indicate the placement of sound walls as 

were indicated in earlier versions.  The City of Asheville would like more information 



about the placement and sufficiency of sound walls, and assurance that sound walls will 
be fully included in the Final EIS. 

 
 

 
 

 



Memorandum 
 
Date:    December 8, 2015 
 
To:  Mayor and City Council    
   
Via:  Gary Jackson, City Manager 
 
From:  Ken Putnam, PE, Transportation Department Director  
 
Subject: I-26 Connector Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Comments  
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to update City Council regarding staff’s comments about 
the I-26 Connector Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 
 
The I-26 Connector Project is an interstate freeway project that is being proposed to connect I-
26 in southwest Asheville to US 19-23-70 in northwest Asheville.  The North Carolina 
Department of Transportation (NCDOT) has programmed this project to upgrade and widen I-
240 from I-40 to Patton Avenue, and then proceed northward from Patton Avenue on new 
location across the French Broad River and connect to US 19-23-70 just south of Exit 25 
(Broadway).  Upon completion, this project will be part of the I-26 interstate that extends from 
Charleston, South Carolina to Kingsport, Tennessee.  It is about 7 miles long and includes three 
sections: C, A, and B (see attached project overview map).  
 
The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) completed and released the I-26 
Connector Project Draft Environment Impact Statement (DEIS) for review and comment on 
October 16, 2015.  As a part of the release, copies of the actual document were provided to the 
following locations; the NCDOT local Division 13 office on Orange Street, the Land-of-the-Sky 
offices on New Leicester Highway, the City of Asheville Transportation Department in City Hall, 
the Pack Memorial Library, the West Asheville Library, and the Buncombe County Law Library.  
In addition, the public hearing maps were provided to the following locations; the NCDOT local 
Division 13 office on Orange Street, the Land-of-the-Sky offices on New Leicester Highway, and 
the City of Asheville Transportation Department in City Hall.  All of the project materials can also 
be viewed at the project website at http://www.ncdot.gov/projects/i26connector/. 
 
The Open House and Public Meeting were held on Monday, November 16, 2015 at the 
Renaissance Hotel located at 31 Woodfin Street.  The informal open house was held from 4:00 
pm until 6:30 pm and during this time, NCDOT representatives were available to answer 
questions and receive comments on a one-on-one basis.  Earlier in the day (from noon until 
1:00 pm, an informational meeting with local officials was held.  The formal public hearing began 
at 7:00 pm with a presentation including an explanation of the proposed corridor location, 
design, right-of-way, relocation requirements/procedures, and the state-federal relationship.  
After the presentation, statements, questions, and comments were received by the persons 
attending the meeting.  All of the comments were recorded and a transcript is being prepared.  
The official comment period ends on December 16, 2015 and the NCDOT has provided many 
ways for comments to be submitted.  In addition, the City’s public media staff has worked 
closely with the NCDOT to ensure that all comments are submitted to the NCDOT. 
 
City staff conducted two “work sessions”; one on November 6, 2015 and the other one on 
November 17, 2015 to review the materials and prepare comments.  Attendees included staff 
members from the Transportation Department, the Planning Department, the Public Works 



Department, the Multi-Modal Transportation Commission, the Asheville Design Center, and the 
Southern Environmental Law Center.  Staff comments (see attachment) focused on multi-modal 
transportation elements and the City’s transportation plans as outlined in the joint resolution 
approved by the City of Asheville, Buncombe County, and the French Broad River Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (FBRMPO) on March 25, 2014 (Resolution # 14-54).  Staff’s comments 
are more technical in nature and staff does not recommend a specific alternative.  The 
comments will be submitted to the NCDOT via a cover letter on December 16, 2015. 
 
Please let me know if additional information is needed. 
 
        Attachments: 

(1) Project Overview Map 
(2) Comments 



I-26 CONNECTOR DEIS REVIEW 
 
 
Section A Comments 
 

• The City of Asheville strongly encourages that an updated Travel Demand Model for the 
project be developed as quickly as possible to assess a scenario for six lanes through 
Section A, that the analysis in the six-lane scenarios carefully avoid assuming induced-
demand levels associated with an eight-lane design, that the analysis include the 
resulting impact of six lanes on Section B, and that final design of the project include the 
fewest number of lanes and smallest footprint possible through the A and B Sections of 
the project. 

 
• The Haywood Road bridge (-Y6-) and associated intersections do not seem to include 

complete streets elements as indicated by the public hearing corridor maps.  The City of 
Asheville strongly encourages the NCDOT to include complete streets elements 
consistent with NACTO guidelines on the subject bridge and through the intersections 
and to make all efforts to make the bridge and intersections as pedestrian and bicycle 
friendly as possible especially since a proposed greenway (multi-use transportation 
path) will be located in the northeast quadrant.  These elements should include a 
minimum sidewalk width of 6 feet measured back of curb, bicycle lanes, reduced lane 
width and intersection dimensions, and reduced radii at the on/off ramps. 

 
• Amboy Road (-Y4-) is indicated as a four-lane facility.  The City of Asheville strongly 

prefers that Amboy Road be designed as a two-lane facility, possibly with wider 
intersections for turn lanes, in order to reduce the footprint of the entire project and the 
taking of property, to make it more compatible with adjoining neighborhoods, to make 
Amboy Road more bicycle and pedestrian-friendly, and to reduce project cost, even if it 
means achieving level-of-service E for that section of Amboy Road.   

 
• Amboy Road (-Y4-) is not pedestrian and bicycle friendly with the proposed 4-lane cross-

section which is recommended simply to match the proposed design for project # U-
4739.  The City of Asheville is currently designing a project identified as RADTIP which 
is a complete streets project along Lyman Street/Riverside Drive from Amboy Road 
(near the French Broad River) to Hill Street.  Construction will begin during Calendar 
Year 2017.  The proposed cross-section along the southern section of the project 
includes two travel lanes, sidewalks, a greenway (multi-use transportation path), and a 
protected two-way bikeway (1 bicycle lane in each direction).  In addition, the 2040 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) no longer recommends major widening for 
project # U-4739 but instead recommends spot widening, roadway modernization and 
access management with complete streets elements.  The City of Asheville strongly 
encourages the NCDOT to redesign Amboy Road (-Y4-) to be consistent with the City’s 
ongoing project with a design speed no greater than 40 mph. 

 
• The typical cross-section for Amboy Road (-Y4-) between NC 191 (Brevard Road) and I-

26 does not provide enough width for the City’s preferred sidewalk cross-section.  The 
City of Asheville strongly encourages the NCDOT to design and construct the preferred 
sidewalk cross-section. 

 



• The City of Asheville greatly appreciates the inclusion of the West Asheville Greenway 
from Haywood Road across the Jeff Bowen Bridges, and to Clingman Avenue.  The City 
of Asheville anticipates that this facility will be very heavily used by bicycle commuters, 
recreationists, pedestrians, and visitors.  Given the anticipated high usage levels, the 
City strongly encourages that this Greenway, as with all greenways reflected in the 
DEIS, should reflect the AASHTO and National Association of City Transportation 
Officials (NACTO) design standards, which would result in a greenway that is roughly 
14-16 feet wide to safely accommodate bikes, and would also include appropriate shy-
distance from any barriers, consistent with AASHTO guidelines and NACTO guidelines  
Additionally, the path should be marked with 2-way bicycle and pedestrian lanes. 

• The proposed closing of Hanover Street at its intersection with Haywood Road adversely 
impacts transit routes W1 and W2 regarding its service to the Pisgah View Apartments 
(a public housing complex). 

 
• The City of Asheville strongly encourages the NCDOT to include bicycle/pedestrian 

infra-structure at the beginning/end of the Hominy Creek Greenway at Hominy Creek 
Road. 

 
• The City of Asheville is concerned about the impact to the French Broad River 

Greenway during the construction of the proposed retaining wall. 
 

• The City of Asheville would like the opportunity to collaborate with NCDOT on the design 
for the new interchanges at Brevard Road and Amboy Road in order to identify 
opportunities for urban design strategies and the possible use of roundabouts. 
 

 



I-26 CONNECTOR DEIS REVIEW 
 
 
Section B Comments 
 

• The City of Asheville greatly appreciates the inclusion of the West Asheville Greenway 
(identified as # 20 on the City of Asheville Greenway Master Plan that was adopted on 
November 12, 2013) from Haywood Road to the eastern end (Asheville side) of the Jeff 
Bowen Bridges.  There is a section of the West Asheville Greenway that intersects with 
Hazel Mill Road which then follows Hazel Mill Road and the Craven Connector before it 
ties back into the Jeff Bowen Bridges.  The City of Asheville strongly encourages the 
NCDOT to keep the West Asheville Greenway “running” parallel to the C/A fence and 
the -Y7- EBL in order to avoid the 18%+/- vertical grade along Hazel Mill Road and to be 
routed underneath, via culvert, any street crossings in its path.  This greenway, as with 
all greenways reflected in the DEIS, should reflect the National Association of City 
Transportation Officials (NAACTO) design standards, which would result in a greenway 
that is roughly 14-16 feet wide, plus necessary shy distance from barriers, to safely 
accommodate bikes and pedestrians.  The City of Asheville strongly encourages that 
this greenway be extended southward to connect to the French Broad River Greenway 
and that it be extended eastward to connect with Clingman Avenue. 

 
• The City of Asheville strongly encourages the inclusion of the Emma Greenway 

(identified as # 7 on the City of Asheville Greenway Master Plan that was adopted on 
November 12, 2013), the Montford Greenway (identified as # 14 on the City of Asheville 
Greenway Master Plan that was adopted on November 12, 2013), and the Smith-Mill 
Creek Greenway (identified as # 17 on the City of Asheville Greenway Master Plan that 
was adopted on November 12, 2013).  The City of Asheville notes that there appears to 
be the opportunity to “daylight” Smith-Mill Creek as it runs through the project area and 
the City of Asheville strongly encourages NCDOT to pursue that option. 

 
• The City of Asheville is concerned that there is no direct access to Haywood Road from 

I-26 eastbound under alternatives 3 and 3C which might encourage that traffic to go to 
the Amboy Road interchange using NC 191 (Brevard Road) and other neighborhood 
city-maintained streets (Virginia Avenue and Fairfax Avenue) to gain access to Haywood 
Road. The proposed access requires vehicles to travel through four signalized 
intersections before reaching Haywood Road. 

 
• The City of Asheville is concerned about the adverse impact that Alternatives 3 and 3C 

will have on the long-term viability of the Westgate Shopping Center including the impact 
of a new hotel currently under construction at the same location that -Y7I- will terminate. 

 
• The City of Asheville is concerned about the adverse impact that Alternatives 3 and 3C 

will have on the Burton Street Community.  Regardless of the alternative chosen, the 
City of Asheville strongly encourages a collaborative planning process to identify 
opportunities to reduce the overall footprint of the project. 

 
• The City of Asheville strongly encourages the NCDOT to minimize as much traffic on the 

Jeff Bowen Bridges as possible in order to extend the life of the two existing bridges.  
 



• The City of Asheville is concerned that Alternatives 3 and 3C will not completely 
eliminate the existing weaving maneuvers and congestion on the Jeff Bowen bridges. 

 
• The City of Asheville is concerned about the adverse impacts to business and industrial 

sites with Alternatives 3 and 3C. 
 
• The City of Asheville strongly encourages continuous sidewalks along both sides of 

Patton Avenue from the west side of the French Broad River to Clingman Avenue for 
Alternatives 4 and 4B. 

 
• The City of Asheville strongly encourages the NCDOT to improve access to the Hillcrest 

Community. 
  



Pros and Cons 
 
Alternatives 3 and 3C 
 

• Lower overall cost compared to Alternatives 4 and 4B 
• Does not separate local and interstate traffic (weaving maneuvers and traffic congestion 

on the Jeff Bowen bridges not eliminated). 
• Adverse impacts to the Burton Street Community. 
• Adverse impacts to the Westgate Shopping Center (including a new hotel currently 

under construction). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Alternatives 4 and 4B 
 

• Separates local and interstate traffic (creates a gateway into downtown Asheville). 
• Minimizes traffic volumes on the Jeff Bowen bridges; therefore extending the life of the 

bridges. 
• The existing bridge(s) could accommodate the multi-use transportation path without 

widening or constructing a new bridge. 
• Improved transit service between downtown Asheville and West Asheville (more direct 

and faster travel times). 
• Higher overall cost compared to Alternatives 3 and 3C. 

 

 
 

 
 



I-26 CONNECTOR DEIS REVIEW 
 
 
Section C Comments 
 

• The City of Asheville strongly encourages the NCDOT to minimize the overall footprint 
for the section at and near I-40 Exit # 44 by using retaining walls and keeping the 
separation between the collector-distributor ramps and the –L- line as narrow as feasibly 
possible.  Alternative F1 minimizes the footprint and cost. 

 
• Will project # I-4759 not provide much needed relief regarding traffic congestion at I-40 

Exit # 44, and if so, could the overall footprint be reduced?  The City of Asheville 
questions the additional investment in the collector roads shown along I-40 west of I-26.  
These roads would take a significant number of homes and would not resolve the 
congestion at Exit #44 but simply move it to a new location.  Making this additional 
investment in this location makes the previous widening here appear excessive and may 
call into question the need for the proposed Liberty Road interchange (Project # I-4759), 
which was proposed to help relieve congestion at Exit #44.  The new collector road on 
the south side of I-40 seems a significant new investment to address something that is 
not clearly a current problem. 

 
• The City of Asheville suggests than an additional exit ramp from I-40 westbound onto 

Smoky Park Highway eastbound at Exit # 44 be considered in order to relieve 
congestion at the existing ramp.  

   
• The City of Asheville is concerned about the need to widen I-40 east of the Brevard 

Road interchange since there is no data to support the proposed widening and it adds 
significantly to the cost. 

 
• As a general matter, if there is an additional $100,000,000 to spend on this project, the 

City of Asheville would prefer those additional investments be made in Section B rather 
than in Section C. 
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Joyner, Drew

From: Jeff Joyce <jjoyce@ashevillechamber.org>

Sent: Wednesday, December 16, 2015 8:26 AM

To: Joyner, Drew

Subject: I-26 Comments

Drew: 

 

On behalf of the Asheville Area Chamber of Commerce and our 1,800 members from across Western North Carolina, I 

would like to thank you and the NC DOT for your work on addressing I-26. I-26 serves as the backbone of commerce and 

transportation for our region. The Asheville Chamber is an active partner with the other chambers in the region (Black 

Mountain, Henderson County, Haywood County, Brevard/Transylvania, and Madison County) and we have formed the 

WNC Chambers Coalition. This group primarily works to advocate for regional issues at the North Carolina General 

Assembly and for the last three years the completion of the I-26 projects has been our top priority. This is a great 

testament to the importance of this piece of highway for our region. Here in Buncombe county we are a ten county 

labor shed. Everyday the workforce is dependent on I-26 to come to work. Please, work as quick as possible to make the 

improvements to this critical piece of highway. 

 

My best, 

 

Jeff 

 

 

 

Jeff Joyce, Director of Public Policy 

Public Policy Department- Asheville Area Chamber of Commerce 

36 Montford Avenue - Asheville, NC 28801 - 828.258.6122 ph - 828.251.0926 fax 

jjoyce@ashevillechamber.org - www.ashevillechamber.org 
 

 
 

#getmovingoni26 
 

Upcoming Events:  | December Business After Hours – Dec. 3 | December Educational Series – Dec. 9 | 

December Business Before Hours – Dec. 15 

 
AVL 5x5 Vision 2020 – Uniting our community for higher-wage jobs and a healthy local economy 

 

Visit Spain with the Chamber! – Nov. 2016  
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Rocco, Joanna

From: Ken Putnam <KPutnam@ashevillenc.gov>
Sent: Monday, December 12, 2016 2:50 PM
To: Dean, Neil
Cc: Werner, Christopher (Morrisville); Rocco, Joanna; Foushee, Celia; Wray, Michael G; Weaver, Derrick G; 

Johnson, Edward R; Johnson, Edward R
Subject: RE: Cycle track typical section and questions

Good afternoon Neil!  I apologize for the delayed response.  I think for purposes of the I‐26 Connector project, option 2 
would be the preferred treatment.  Please let me know if additional information is needed. 
 

From: Dean, Neil [mailto:neil.dean@aecom.com]  
Sent: Friday, December 02, 2016 1:37 PM 
To: Ken Putnam 
Cc: Werner, Christopher (Morrisville); Rocco, Joanna; Foushee, Celia; Wray, Michael G; Weaver, Derrick G; Johnson, 
Edward R; Johnson, Edward R 
Subject: FW: Cycle track typical section and questions 
 
Ken, 
 
I wanted to touch base with you and see if you had any ideas on the Asheville’s preferred typical section for the cycle 
tracks. 
We’re working hard with DOT to come up with suggestions on how to resolve the requests and I need a little input from 
you. 
 
The Betterments List you provided to us describes these as “Provide a 2‐way protected bicycle "track" ….” For our 
internal discussions and estimating efforts, I  need some clarification on what the City would like as the protection. 
 
I’m aware of three typical sections for cycle tracks: 

1) A raised island that separates the bicycle traffic completely from the motor vehicles, similar to this:  

 
 

2) The Bicycle facility would be separated from motor vehicles by a painted island and flexible delineators, similar 
to: 



2

 
 

3) The cycle track would be separated from vehicular traffic an edge line and delineators, similar to: 

 
 
 
Obviously any of these have plusses and minuses and I’d be happy to discuss these with you further, but for the 
purposes of this e‐mail, I didn’t want to drill too far down into those issues 
 
If you need to discuss this further, don’t hesitate to call me at the information below. 
 
 
Neil J. Dean, PE 
Senior Highway Engineer, Transportation, Southeast Region 
D +1-919-239-7155 
neil.dean@aecom.com 
 
AECOM 
701 Corporate Center Drive 
Suite 475 
Raleigh, NC 27607, United States 
T +1-919-854-6200 
aecom.com 
 
Built to deliver a better world 
 
LinkedIn  Twitter  Facebook  Instagram  
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Rocco, Joanna

From: Foushee, Celia
Sent: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 3:08 PM
To: Werner, Christopher (Morrisville); Rocco, Joanna
Cc: Bell, Andrew; Gore, Heath; Dean, Neil; Spalding, Eric
Subject: FW: I-2513 I-26 Connector: Amboy Road
Attachments: 2013_10_31_CompleteStreetsCrosssectionsResolution_Signed.pdf

FYI in regards to our call with Lyuba today.  
 
Celia Foushee 
Environmental Planner, North Carolina 
D 919.854.6255 
celia.foushee@aecom.com 
 
AECOM 
701 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 475 
Raleigh, NC 27607 
T 919.854.6200   F 919.854.6259 
www.aecom.com  
 

From: Lyuba Zuyeva [mailto:lyuba@landofsky.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 3:02 PM 
To: Foushee, Celia; andrew.belz@aecom.com 
Subject: RE: I-2513 I-26 Connector: Amboy Road 
 
Celia and Andrew‐ 
 
Good to talk to you both today. 
Please find attached a copy of the FBRMPO Board resolution which included a two‐lane rural avenue recommendation 
for Amboy Road form I‐240 to Amboy Road bridge (see p. 4, project SPOT 491).  The Wilma Dykeman Riverway Plan (this 
plan dates back to 2004, so slightly outdated at this point and in parts unrealistic, but still presents a nice overall vision 
for multi‐modal transportation network development along the French Broad River) envisioned a two‐lane cross‐section 
with a median, on‐road bicycle accommodation and a multi‐use path for this portion of Amboy‐see District 3 
http://riverlink.org/wp‐content/uploads/2014/10/WilmaDykemanSm.pdf  A bike lane along this corridor is 
recommended in the Asheville in Motion Plan, as well as in the Blue Ridge Bike Plan. 
 
As discussed over the phone, due to the physical and topographic constraints along the corridor, as well as the ROW 
constraints resulting from new development, I see the Amboy Road section from I‐240 to Amboy Road bridge as a two 
or three‐lane future cross‐section.  Four‐lane divided cross‐section would likely be unrealistic with the consideration for 
existing park and new development along the river, and would likely be unpopular with West Asheville 
neighborhoods.  Recent developments include: 

         New climbing gym—Smoky Mountain Adventure Center, a 6,000 sq ft building with a bar upstairs, 
see  http://www.citizen‐times.com/story/money/business/2015/08/07/climb‐smoky‐mountain‐adventure‐
center‐gets‐ready‐rock/31276245/ 

         New development with about 15‐20 homes on a new road cut into the hillside between Amboy Road and 
Joyner Avenue—“Upstream Way”, see http://www.ashevillerealestate.com/community/upstream‐way 

         The Asheville Food Park which offers rotating food trucks as well Edna’s Café 
 
Please let me know if you have further questions. 
You might also want to reach out to Rick Tipton to pick his brain about this project. 
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Best, 
Lyuba 
 
Lyuba Zuyeva 
FBRMPO Director 
Land of Sky Regional Council 
828.251.7454 
This institution is an equal opportunity provider and employer.  
All email correspondence to and from this address is subject to public review under the NC Public Records Law. 
 

From: Foushee, Celia [mailto:celia.foushee@aecom.com]  
Sent: Monday, January 23, 2017 9:53 AM 
To: Lyuba Zuyeva <lyuba@landofsky.org> 
Subject: I‐2513 I‐26 Connector:  
 
Good morning Lyuba,  
 
In review of the dossiers in the 2040 MTP, are there plans available for the Amboy Road Extension between the existing 
Amboy Road and NC 191 that are not included in the MTP? This would be segment A27, which is shown in the Dossier 
for A22, but not mentioned in the improvements. We also want to confirm that the dossier for A27 (Existing Amboy 
Road) on the FBRMPO website is the latest and greatest. We want to make sure we have all the available information 
needed for the traffic concepts and designs.  
 
Thank you!  
Celia 
 
Celia Foushee 
Environmental Planner, North Carolina 
D 919.854.6255 
celia.foushee@aecom.com 
 
AECOM 
701 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 475 
Raleigh, NC 27607 
T 919.854.6200   F 919.854.6259 
www.aecom.com  
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Rocco, Joanna

From: Bell, Andrew (Raleigh)
Sent: Wednesday, November 29, 2017 2:01 PM
To: Julie@mountaintrue.org
Cc: Foushee, Celia; Rocco, Joanna; mgwray@ncdot.gov; Weaver, Derrick G (dweaver@ncdot.gov)
Subject: I-2513 - Draft Traffic Operations Tech Memo
Attachments: I-2513 Draft Traffic Operations Tech Memo 171114.pdf

Hi Julie, 
 
As requested, please find attached the draft Traffic Operations Technical Memorandum, which was submitted to NCDOT 
on November 14th.  I have excluded all of the analysis output sheets to cut down on file size.  Please let me know if you 
have any questions. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Andrew Bell, PE, PTOE 
Transportation Engineer, Capacity Analysis and Safety Leader, Project Manager 
+1-919-239-7189 
andrew.bell@aecom.com 
 
AECOM 
701 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 475 
Raleigh, North Carolina, 27607 
T+1-919-854-6200 F +1-919-854-6259 
www.aecom.com 
 
This electronic communication, which includes any files or attachments thereto, contains proprietary or confidential information and may be privileged and otherwise protected 
under copyright or other applicable intellectual property laws. All information contained in this electronic communication is solely for the use of the individual(s) or entity to 
which it was addressed. If you are not the intended recipient(s), you are hereby notified that distributing, copying, or in any way disclosing any of the information in this e-mail 
is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately, and destroy the communication and any files or attachments in their 
entirety, whether in electronic or hard copy format. Since data stored on electronic media can deteriorate, be translated or modified, AECOM, its subsidiaries, and/or affiliates 
will not be liable for the completeness, correctness or readability of the electronic data. The electronic data should be verified against the hard copy. 
 
Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 
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Rocco, Joanna

From: Rocco, Joanna
Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2018 6:13 PM
To: Julie Mayfield
Subject: RE: couple of questions

Hi Julie! 
 
Sorry it took me a little while to respond.  Regarding the noise studies, we are in the process of updating the noise 
analysis based on the most recent design, however it has not been completed so we have decided not to show anything 
on the Public Hearing Maps at this time.  The NCDOT Noise Policy has changed since the last Public Hearing where we 
showed Noise Study Areas – which are the areas that were studied for the feasibility of noise walls based on the 
policy.  Under the new policy we normally show Noise Abatement Areas, which indicate where a noise wall could be 
built if most residents vote to have one, but we’re not prepared to show those areas yet.   
 
We will have our Traffic Noise Analysis staff at the hearing to answer questions.  I know people will want to know if they 
are going to get a wall or at least if they were considered and our staff will be able to answer the latter question 
(because every area is considered‐the noise model assesses changes in traffic noise for the entire project). Staff can also 
explain the policy and let them know where we placed noise detectors for the analysis, including several additional 
detectors that were added within the project study area since the last hearing.  
 
Our Final Environmental Impact Statement will include the updated noise analysis.  Additionally,  once the design build 
team starts to prepare final designs, noise abatement measures will be re‐analyzed based on updated designs, and there 
will be public involvement with the neighborhoods/residences/businesses that are candidates for receiving a noise wall. 
 
As for the 360 visualizations, they have been updated to reflect the most current designs – you are correct that the 
ramps in View #13 at the Crowne Plaza are not complete and we will make sure that’s corrected before the meeting. 
 
I’m happy to answer any other questions you may have, please let me know if you’d like more info – we look forward to 
seeing you on Tuesday! 
 
Thanks and have a great night, 
Joanna 
 
Joanna H. Rocco, AICP 
AECOM 
Office: 919-239-7179 
Mobile: 919-607-7975 
joanna.rocco@aecom.com 

 

From: Julie Mayfield [mailto:julie@mountaintrue.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2018 12:41 PM 
To: Rocco, Joanna 
Subject: couple of questions 
 

Hi	Joanna	–	I	hope	you	are	well.		Looking	forward	to	seeing	you	next	week.	I’ve	had	a	couple	of	questions	
from	residents	about	the	project	that	I’m	hoping	you	can	help	with. 
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1.					 I	believe	I	heard	that	new	sound	studies	are	starting	again	now	that	the	design	is	largely 
complete.		Is	there	a	map	of	the	areas	being	studied	that	you	can	share	with	me?	 If	there	are 
disagreements	about	whether	those	areas	are	inclusive	enough,	I’d	rather	they	happen	now	than	when	
the	studies	are	complete.		Some	Montford	residents on	the	western	part	of 	Westover	drive	are	concerned	
that	they	were	not	included	in	the	previous	study,	and	they	would	like	to	be	included	in	the	new	study. If	
that’s	easy	enough	to	do,	maybe	that	can	just	happen.		If not,	maybe	we	can	have	a	discussion	about	that	
at	the	hearing	next	week.		Will	DOT’s	sound	study	people	be	there?	  

2.					 Are	the	360	degree	visualizations	being	updated	to	reflect	any	changes	to	the	maps?		The	view	from	
the	Crowne	Plaza	seems	to	have	something	resembling	the	new	ramps	but	it	doesn’t	seem	quite	
complete. 

Thanks 

Julie 

Julie	Mayfield,	Co‐Director 

MountainTrue 

29	N.	Market	Street,	Suite	610 

Asheville,	NC	28801 

828‐258‐8737,	X202 

<<...>>  

MountainTrue	is	committed	to	keeping	our	mountain	region	a	beautiful	place	to	live,	work	and	play.	Our	
members	protect	our	forests,	clean	up	our	rivers,	plan	vibrant	and	livable	communities,	and	advocate	for	a	
sound	and	sustainable	future	for	all	residents	of	WNC. 

BUILD	A	BETTER	TOMORROW	FOR	WESTERN	NORTH	CAROLINA.	
BE	MOUNTAINTRUE. 

mountaintrue.org/join 
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Rocco, Joanna

From: Ken Putnam <kputnam@ashevillenc.gov>
Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2018 9:15 AM
To: Dean, Neil
Cc: Rocco, Joanna; Foushee, Celia; Weaver, Derrick G
Subject: Re: I-2513 Betterment Requests - Transit
Attachments: PVA Route.pdf

 

To help protect you r 
privacy, Micro so ft Office 
prevented au tomatic  
download of this pictu re 
from the Internet.

 W1 & W2 Transit Routing 01-18-18.pdf 

 

Good morning Neil!  I hope you are enjoying the cold weather and the snow that came your way yesterday.  We are due 
for a good warm‐up beginning late today and lasting for the next several days.  I apologize that it has taken so long for 
me to respond regarding the transit requests but I believe I now have good news regarding the major issue. 

 
The major issue is the closing of Hanover Street which would affect two existing routes; specifically, W1 and W2 (see 
attached map section).  At this time, the transit master plan (TMP) is being updated and as a part of that update, a new 
route is being explored which would provide relief to routes W1 and W2 (see attached summary).  Based on the 
anticipated construction schedule for the I‐26 Connector project, staff is confident that we would want to implement 
this new route much quicker.  So, based on this information there is no need to explore other solutions that might 
require improvements along other city streets as a part of the I‐26 Connector project. 
 
Please let me know if additional information is needed. 
 
On Mon, Aug 21, 2017 at 3:46 PM, Dean, Neil <neil.dean@aecom.com> wrote: 

Ken, 

At the last working group you mentioned that you guys were still working out the transit requests. Please let me know 
when you have more information on this part of the betterments requests. 

  

If you have any questions or need to discuss how these may be incorporated in the project, I’d be happy to coordinate 
that discussion with the project team. 

  

Thanks for your help. 

  

Neil 

  



West Asheville / Pisgah View Apartments Route 
 
 
Background 
 
A circulator route that would connect both Pisgah View Apartments (PVA) and Hillcrest 
Apartments (Hillcrest) to Downtown was included as a recommendation in the original Transit 
Master Plan (TMP) as an enhancement that would be implemented in 2013.  The City is now 
considering including this recommendation in the current update to the TMP. 
 
Benefits 
 
There are multiple benefits of creating a new route for PVA.  1.) It would allow W1 and W2 to be 
removed from PVA which would add more time to those routes and alleviate on-time 
performance issues.  Both of those routes currently experience significant timing issues due to 
traffic and growing ridership, and those issues will only increase as development continues in 
those areas of West Asheville.  2.) Depending on the final routing, this would either add 
frequency to the Haywood Rd Corridor, or bring new service to the River Arts District which 
currently does not have proper transit access.  3.) A new route that serves PVA directly would 
provide this area with an enhanced level of service. 
 
Route Option 1 
 
Option 1 would create a new route along the Haywood Rd Corridor, similar to the current W1 
and W2 routes.  Coupled with the W1 and W2 routes, this would create a high frequency 
corridor along Haywood Rd, with 15-min frequency all the way to State Street.  This would also 
fill in a large service gap on Haywood Rd which currently exists between Hanover St and State 
St, due to the fact that W1 and W2 are currently deviating down Hanover St.  
 
This route option would be the primary recommendation of staff given that it is the most efficient 
option and would improve service frequency along Haywood Rd. 
 
Route Option 2 
 
Option 2 would create a new route through the River Arts District along Lyman St and Amboy 
Rd.  The benefit of this option would be to provide service to areas that currently have no transit 
access, however these areas are not heavily developed at present.  The downside of this option 
as compared to Option 1 is that it would not create a high frequency corridor, and it would not 
connect to Haywood Rd via State St.  Because of this lack of a western connection, residents of 
PVA would have to travel further into town and then transfer to W1 or W2 on Clingman Ave. 
There are also potential issues with on-time performance with this route because it crosses the 
railroad tracks in the River Arts District, which could cause major delays in service. 
 



OPTION 1 

 
 
 
 
  



OPTION 2 
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Rocco, Joanna

From: Ken Putnam <kputnam@ashevillenc.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, January 08, 2019 12:31 PM
To: Rocco, Joanna
Cc: Al Kopf; Mark Halstead; Debbie Ivester
Subject: Fwd: Carrier Park - I-26 Amboy Rd. improvement impact
Attachments: Carrier Park Site Plan Amboy Rd Improvment.pdf

Good afternoon Joanna!  As a follow‐up to our conference call yesterday, here is the information that the City needed to 
provide.  Please let me know if additional information is needed. 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Debbie Ivester <divester@ashevillenc.gov> 
Date: Mon, Jan 7, 2019 at 3:27 PM 
Subject: Carrier Park ‐ I‐26 Amboy Rd. improvement impact 
To: Ken Putnam <kputnam@ashevillenc.gov> 
Cc: Mark Halstead <mhalstead@ashevillenc.gov>, Al Kopf <akopf@ashevillenc.gov> 
 

Ken 
Thanks for organizing the phone meeting today with DOT and the consultant to better identify impacts to Carrier Park 
associated with the I‐26 and Amboy Rd improvements.  
 
We were able to find our follow up info very quickly. 
 
Carrier Park as built site plan 
Please see the attached document that identifies the various park features within Carrier Park that were built with the 
Parks and Recreation Trust Fund grant (items highlighted in green). This was back in the day when we were still drawing 
things by hand so it is not 100% to scale. The two locations in which the temporary easement could impact the portion 
of the trail closest to Amboy Rd are highlighted with a red box. 
 
Unofficial road side parking on Amboy Rd by park users  
We estimate this area accommodates about 45 vehicles. 
 
 
During our conversation after the phone meeting, we suggested the areas of concern and the agreed upon options be 
identified in the letter dated 7/24/18 on which the city is asked to sign. Whether its an attachment to the existing letter 
or if the letter is renewed and included in the letter.  
 
Thanks and let me know if need anything else for this round of info.  
Debbie 
‐‐  
Debbie Ivester 
City of Asheville 
Parks and Recreation Department 
PO Box 7148 
Asheville, NC 28802 
Office:  828‐259‐5804 
Cell:  828‐280‐6387 
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Rocco, Joanna

From: Julie Mayfield <juliemayfield@avlcouncil.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 25, 2019 4:34 PM
To: 'Weaver, Derrick G'; 'Bruce & Day Ann Emory'
Cc: Rocco, Joanna; 'Gibbs, Mark T'; 'Cannon, Steven L'; 'Merithew, Brendan W'; 'Ken Putnam'; 'Alan 

McGuinn'; 'Gwen Wisler'; Miars, Celia; 'Todd Okolichany'; 'DeWayne Barton'; 'Mckinney, Randall J'; 
Dean, Neil; Spalding, Eric

Subject: RE: [External] Re: I-26 Connector and Diverging Diamond

Thanks Derrick.  Disappointing that it doesn’t tighten that interchange up very much at all.  Probably not worth pursuing, 
especially given the bike/ped challenges, but I’ll pass this on to our bike advocates and see if they have any thoughts.   
 
So I would then ask whether there are design exceptions or anything (seriously, ANYTHING) else that can be done to 
tighten up that interchange. Same question stands for the Haywood Rd. interchange that anyone who looks at it (most 
recently the aesthetics committee) thinks is too wide and impactful.   
 
I know we’re talking about changes that will come post‐EIS but these two interchanges – along with the interchange on 
the east side of the river and the cross section of the northern bowen bridge – remain critical outstanding design issues 
that we need to work hard to fix as designs get refined.   
 
Julie 
 

From: Weaver, Derrick G [mailto:dweaver@ncdot.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, April 25, 2019 9:55 AM 
To: Julie Mayfield <juliemayfield@avlcouncil.com>; Bruce & Day Ann Emory <emory22@charter.net> 
Cc: Joanna.rocco@aecom.com; Gibbs, Mark T <mgibbs@ncdot.gov>; Cannon, Steven L <slcannon@ncdot.gov>; 
Merithew, Brendan W <bwmerithew@ncdot.gov>; Ken Putnam <KPutnam@ashevillenc.gov>; Alan McGuinn 
<alan.mcguinn@arca‐design.com>; Gwen Wisler <gwenwisler@avlcouncil.com>; celia.miars <celia.miars@aecom.com>; 
Todd Okolichany <tokolichany@ashevillenc.gov>; DeWayne Barton <bloveproductions@bellsouth.net>; Mckinney, 
Randall J <rmckinney@ncdot.gov>; Dean, Neil <neil.dean@aecom.com>; Spalding, Eric <Eric.Spalding@aecom.com> 
Subject: RE: [External] Re: I‐26 Connector and Diverging Diamond 
 
Attached is a concept that AECOM developed to show the footprint of a DDI at Patton Ave.  There are 3 PDF’s attached, 
the first is the plan sheet of our current design, the second has the new DDI concept with survey information, and the 
third has the DDI concept with survey information PLUS the current design in red, which is probably most useful.  As you 
see, the design does keep the bike/ped accommodation to the Greenway side of the proposed design, but also the DDI 
doesn’t significantly reduce the footprint.  The skew of I‐26 as it crosses Patton doesn’t facilitate a tighter option due to 
turning radius needed. 
 
The current design for Patton and I‐26 only provides the minimum clearance, so to consider a bike/ped facility under the 
Patton bridge would require lowering I‐26 and/or raising Patton Ave to gain an additional 10‐15 feet of clearance.  As 
Bruce mentioned either option would increase the cost and impacts, especially to ramps behind Westgate.  The grade 
along these ramps is already at the maximum due to the required weave to connect to I‐240 and I‐26.  Therefore, any 
significance changes in vertical proposed at Patton and I‐26 would create additional impacts and would likely affect the 
grade of the new crossing of the French Broad.  Additionally, there are concerns with maintaining the connection to 
Westgate and Hazel Mill if Patton is raised too much.  Therefore, I don’t think the DDI is the best option. 
 
The idea of a separate elevated Greenway could be feasible, so I will have AECOM investigate where a structure could be 
located that would work grade wise and be the most cost effective. 
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Please let me know if you would like any additional information on the DDI option. 
 
Derrick G. Weaver, P.E. 
Unit Head 
Environmental Policy Unit 
North Carolina Department of Transportation 
 
919 707 6253    office 
919-673-7526     mobile 
dweaver@ncdot.gov 
 

From: Julie Mayfield <juliemayfield@avlcouncil.com>  
Sent: Saturday, April 20, 2019 2:43 PM 
To: Bruce & Day Ann Emory <emory22@charter.net> 
Cc: Weaver, Derrick G <dweaver@ncdot.gov>; Joanna.rocco@aecom.com; Gibbs, Mark T <mgibbs@ncdot.gov>; Cannon, 
Steven L <slcannon@ncdot.gov>; Merithew, Brendan W <bwmerithew@ncdot.gov>; Ken Putnam 
<KPutnam@ashevillenc.gov>; Alan McGuinn <alan.mcguinn@arca‐design.com>; Gwen Wisler 
<gwenwisler@avlcouncil.com>; Todd Okolichany <tokolichany@ashevillenc.gov>; DeWayne Barton 
<bloveproductions@bellsouth.net> 
Subject: [External] Re: I‐26 Connector and Diverging Diamond 
 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an attachment to 
report.spam@nc.gov 

 
Thanks Bruce. You ask a good, threshold question, which is how much smaller would the interchange be as a diverging 
diamond. If it’s not much, then we just leave it. But if it’s dramatic, then new bike/PED options are worth exploring. 
Derrick, how can we know how much smaller a diverging diamond would be?  
 
Julie  

Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Apr 20, 2019, at 11:31 AM, Bruce & Day Ann Emory <emory22@charter.net> wrote: 

Hi Julie: 
  
I am pessimistic about the idea of running the bike/ped facility under the Patton bridge.  I doubt if there 
is enough vertical clearance to allow this without either lowering I‐26 or raising Patton. [The plans don’t 
show elevations, but I’d be surprised if there is more than the minimum vertical clearance, since the 
new I‐26 alignment would require excavation.]  Lowering I‐26 would be expensive, as would raising 
Patton; the latter might also cause problems at the adjacent intersections.  Also, the on‐ramps and off‐
ramps might have to be lengthened, which would increase impacts.  I’m also not enthusiastic about the 
idea of walking or riding underneath a long and wide bridge.  I agree that being in the median of Patton 
is not desirable, so I would only favor a DDI if it allows a significant reduction in the footprint of the 
interchange. Have we seen a diagram of what that might be?  I would also like to see an option of a 
separate elevated structure for the Smith Mill Creek Greenway, some distance south of Patton.  It would 
be expensive, but maybe less than an under‐Patton option. 
  
Bruce 
  

From: Julie Mayfield <juliemayfield@avlcouncil.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 19, 2019 3:31 PM 
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To: Derrick Weaver <dweaver@ncdot.gov>; Joanna.rocco@aecom.com; Mark T Gibbs 
<mgibbs@ncdot.gov>; Cannon, Steven L <slcannon@ncdot.gov>; Brendan Merithew 
<bwmerithew@ncdot.gov> 
Cc: Ken Putnam <KPutnam@ashevillenc.gov>; Bruce Emory <emory22@charter.net>; Alan McGuinn 
<alan.mcguinn@arca‐design.com>; Gwen Wisler <gwenwisler@avlcouncil.com>; Todd Okolichany 
<tokolichany@ashevillenc.gov>; DeWayne Barton <bloveproductions@bellsouth.net> 
Subject: I‐26 Connector and Diverging Diamond 
  

Hi	all	–	I’ve	met	with	Mike	Sule and	Clark	Mackey	of	Asheville	on	Bikes	to	talk	about	how	to	
make	the	bike/ped	aspects	of	a	diverging	diamond	on	the	west	side	of	the	river	work	in	
order	to	make	that	interchange	smaller.		After	significant	discussion,	we	concluded	that	
putting	people	through the middle	of	the	interchange,	as	has	been	done	in	other	diverging	
diamonds,	is	just	a	terrible	idea.		Also	not	safe	to	keep	them	on	the	edges	of	the	interchange	
due	to	the	conflict	points	with	free	flowing	traffic. 

So,	our	best	solution	is	to	put	the	bikes/peds	under	the	entire	interchange,	on	a	suspended	
bike/walkway.		One	way	to	think	about	it	is	to	take	the	bike/ped	infrastructure	that	is	used	
in	a	diverging diamond to	bring	people	to	the	center and	sink	it	under	the	
interchange.	 They	would	go	down	before	the	first entrance/exit	ramp	and	emerge	on	the	
other	side beyond	the	other	entrance/exit	ramp.		Underneath	the	bridge,	the	two	directions	
would	come	together	on	one	path.	 Here’s	an	image	Mike	found	of	a	suspended	path	under	
a	bridge	that	might	help	you	visualize	it.	  

So	this	depends	on	there	being	enough distance between	Patton	and	the	interstate to	hang	
something	like	this	AND on being	able	to	drop	the	bike/ped	paths	below	the	entrance/exit	
ramps	so	they don’t	have	to	cross	any	portions	of	the	intersection.	 I	know	that	messing	
with	the	height	of	things	on	either	side	of	the	bridge	has	implications	for	the	other	side,	and	
I	have	no idea	what	those	are,	but	I	wanted	to	pass	this	on	and	get	people	thinking	about	
it.	 I	also	realize	cost	would	be	a	factor	to	consider. 

Just	fyi,	we	are	about	to	convene	a	group	of	designers	and	engineers	to	explore	new	options	
on	the	east	side	of	the	river	as	well,	given	the	parameters	we	now	know.	 Will	share	the	
outcome	of	that	with	you	when	it’s	ready. 

We’re	doing	all	of	this based on	the	assurance	that	these	kinds	of	changes	can	be	
incorporated	into	the	design	process	post‐FEIS	and	ROD,	provided	they	don’t	significantly	
change	or	increase	impacts.		If	that is	not	correct,	someone	tell	me	now.		 

Thanks 

Julie 

‐‐	 

Mike	Sule	
Executive	Director	 

Asheville	on	Bikes 
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II EIS R E L O C AT I O N REPORT JI 

� E.I.S. 0 CORRIDOR 0 DESIGN 

North Carolina Department of Transportation 
RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

WBS ELEMENT: I 34165.1.2 I COUNTY Buncombe I Alternate 1 of 1 Alternate 
T.I.P. No.: 11-2513 A
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: 1-26 / 1-240 lnterchani:;e in Asheville1 

NC; 1-26 Connector

ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL 

Type of 
Displacees Owners Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-SOM 50 UP 
Residential 51 20 71 3 0 3 20 31 17 
Businesses 0 14 14 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE 
Farms 0 0 0 0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent 

Non-Profit 1 0 1 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 1 
ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40M 0 150-250 0 20-40M 2 150-250 0 

Yes No Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70M 2 250-400 3 40-70M 4 250-400 0 
□ � 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100M 2 400-600 7 70-100M 12 400-600 2 

� □ 2. Will schools or churches be affected by 100 UP 47 600UP 10 100UP 1916 600UP 68 
displacement? TOTAL 51 20 1934 71 

� □ 3. Will business services still be available REMARKS (Respond by Number) 
after project? 2. One Church (Parcel 180) is affected but other

Churches remain in the project area.
18! □ 4. Will any business be displaced? If so, (#10 on EIS Worksheet)

indicate size, type, estimated number of 3. Businesses will remain available as much of the
employees, minorities, etc. project area is commercial.

□ � 5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage? 4. See EIS Worksheet

X 6. Source for available housing (list). 14 Business Relocatees 

□ �
7. Will additional housing programs be 1 Church Relocatee 

needed?

� □ 
8. Should Last Resort Housing be 6. MLS, Newspaper, Realtor, Real Estate Publications, Internet

considered?

□ � 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. 8. As required by Law and in accordance with the Uniform
families? Relocation Act.

□ � 10. Will public housing be needed for project? 11. Buncombe County has Public Housing

18! □ 11. Is public housing available? 12. Based on current market, housing and storefront business

18! □ 12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing locations should be available.
housing available during relocation period? 14. MLS, Newspaper, Realtor, Real Estate Publications, Internet

□ � 13. Will there be a problem of housing within
financial means? Note: DSS Dwelling Availability was obtained from Realtor.com 

18! □ 14. Are suitable business sites available (list For Buncombe County 
source). 

15. Number months estimated to complete
RELOCATION? 18 to 24 months I 

<:;=>£,:L__DLA--,)� 8/13/18 l,.4-lu hO.·/t.1 / >ol 'i
Riqht of Wav Aaent Date Relocation Cllbrdinator Date 

FRM15-E 

Phil Ward Chris Coughlin
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IZI E.I.S. 0 CORRIDOR 0 DESIGN

North Carolina Department of Transportation 
RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

WBS ELEMENT: I 34165.1.2 I COUNTY Buncombe I Alternate 1 of 1 Alternate 

T.I.P. No.: I I-2513 B
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: 1-26 I 1-240 Interchange in Asheville

1 
NC; 1-26 Connector

ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL 

Type of 
Displacees Owners Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-S0M 50 UP 
Residential 22 7 29 2 0 2 3 10 14 
Businesses 4 15 19 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE 
Farms 0 0 0 0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent 
Non-Profit 2 0 2 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 1 

ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40M 0 150-250 0 20-40M 2 150-250 0 
Yes No Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70M 0 250-400 0 40-70M 4 250-400 0 

□ 181 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100M 0 400-600 2 70-100M 12 400-600 2 

[81 □ 2. Will schools or churches be affected by 100 UP 22 600UP 5 100 UP 1916 600UP 68 
displacement? TOTAL 22 7 1934 71 

[81 □ 3. Will business services still be available REMARKS (Respond by Number) 
after project? 2. Churches and Rescue Ministry will remain available

l8J □ 4. Will any business be displaced? If so, as the project area has other civic related uses.
indicate size, type, estimated number of 3. Businesses will remain available as much of the
employees, minorities, etc. project area is commercial.

□ 181 5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage? 4. See EIS Worksheet

X 6. Source for available housing (list). 19 Business Relocatees

□ 181
7. Will additional housing programs be 1 Church Relocatee & 1 Non-Profit Rescue Ministry 

needed? 

l8J □ 
8. Should Last Resort Housing be 6. MLS, Newspaper, Realtor, Real Estate Publications, Internet

considered? 

□ 181 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. 8. As required by Law and in accordance with the Uniform
families? Relocation Act.

□ 181 10. Will public housing be needed for project? 11. Buncombe County has Public Housing.

[81 □ 11. Is public housing available? 12. Based on current market, housing and storefront business

[81 □ 12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing locations should be available.
housing available during relocation period? 14. MLS, Newspaper, Realtor, Real Estate Publications, Internet

□ [81 13. Will there be a problem of housing within
financial means? Note: DSS Dwelling Availability was obtained from Realtor.com 

[81 □ 14. Are suitable business sites available (list For Buncombe County 
source). 

15. Number months estimated to complete
RELOCATION? 18 to 24 months I 

<:? � L-L/� 
8/13/18 I.D �Jli� oftf,. • 1-u;, <1

RiQht of Way Agent Date '"Relolation Cocfrdinator 
. 

Date 
FRM15-E 

Phil Ward Chris Coughlin



II EIS R E L O C AT I O N REPORT 11 

cgj E.I.S. 0 CORRIDOR 0 DESIGN 

North Carolina Department of Transportation 
RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

WBS ELEMENT: [ 34165. 1.2 I COUNTY Buncombe I Alternate 1 of 1 Alternate
T.I.P. No.: 1-2513 C
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: 1-26 / 1-240 Interchan2e in Asheville

1 
NC: 1-26 Connector

ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL 

Type of 
Displacees Owners Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-S0M SOUP 
Residential 3 11 14 0 0 1 2 8 3 
Businesses 2 0 2 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE 
Farms 0 0 0 0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent 
Non-Profit 0 0 0 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 0 0-20M 0 $ 0-150 1 

ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40M 0 150-250 0 20-40M 2 150-250 0 

Yes No Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70M 0 250-400 0 40-70M 4 250-400 0 

□ 181 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100M 0 400-600 1 70-100M 12 400-600 2 
□ 181 2. Will schools or churches be affected by 100 UP 3 600UP 10 100 UP 1916 600UP 68 

displacement? TOTAL 3 11 1934 71 
181 □ 3. Will business services still be available REMARKS (Respond by Number) 

after project? 3. Businesses will remain available as much of the
181 □ 4. Will any business be displaced? If so, project area is commercial.

indicate size, type, estimated number of 4. Two Business Relocatees are:
employees, minorities, etc. Parcel 1 - Burger King-3,160 SF, 10 Employees w/ 4 Part Time

□ 181 5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage? Employees
X 6. Source for available housing (list). Parcel 111 - Gathering Center for Campground - 3,742 SF, 5

□ 181 7. Will additional housing programs be Employees w/ 2 Part Time Employees
needed? 6. MLS, Newspaper, Realtor, Real Estate Publications, Internet

181 □
8. Should Last Resort Housing be 8. As required by Law and in accordance with the Uniform

considered? Relocation Act.

□ 181 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. 11. Buncombe County has Public Housing.

families? 12. Based on current market, housing and storefront business
locations should be available.
14. MLS, Newspaper, Realtor, Real Estate Publications, Internet

□ 181 10. Will public housing be needed for project?

181 □ 11. Is public housing available?

181 □ 12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing
housing available during relocation period? 

□ 181 13. Will there be a problem of housing within
financial means? Note: DSS Dwelling Availability was obtained from Realtor.com 

181 □ 14. Are suitable business sites available (list For Buncombe County 
source). 

15. Number months estimated to complete
RELOCATION? 18 to 24 months I

<:? .aJJ £,J� 
8/13/18 fnlc-� na l"ll /'1_,-.a 

Rii:iht of Way Agent Date �Rel<'cation Co'tfrdinator Date 

FRM15-E 

Phil Ward Chris Coughlin
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Neighborhood and Mitigation Strategies Project Background 

The proposed State Transportation Improvement Project (STIP) I-2513 I-26 Connector project is 
a 7-mile interstate freeway that would connect I-26 in southwest Asheville to U.S. 19/23/70 in 
northwest Asheville.  Once completed, the freeway would be a part of the I-26 interstate that 
extends from Charleston, SC to Kingsport, TN. 
 
The Burton Street neighborhood is one of ten communities being impacted by the proposed I-26 
improvements. The neighborhood was first impacted by interstate development in the 1960s 
when I-240 was built.  The construction of I-240 displaced residents and took land from many 
areas in West Asheville, resulting in significant impacts to the Burton Street neighborhood.  As a 
result of the proposed widening of I-26 in Segment A, additional right-of-way will be required in 
the Burton Street neighborhood. Due to the demographics of the community, the Burton Street 
neighborhood has been identified as an Environmental Justice population that has experienced 
recurring impacts. With an Environmental Justice designation, NCDOT can provide additional 
mitigation opportunities to lessen the burden of the project on the Burton Street neighborhood. 
 
The Burton Street Community Association (BSCA) with the assistance of the Asheville Design 
Center developed the 2010 Burton Street Community Plan. The goal of the plan initially was to 
outline projects to mitigate the planned widening of I-26 along the eastern boundary of the 
neighborhood, but the scope of the plan expanded to include a variety of community goals. The 
Burton Street Community Plan was accepted, but not approved as an official city neighborhood 
plan by the Asheville City Council. 
 
In 2016 the City of Asheville began updating its Comprehensive Plan. In an effort to ensure the 
inclusion of a Burton Street neighborhood plan in the comprehensive plan update, the City of 
Asheville Planning and Urban Design Department requested that a neighborhood planning 
component be added to NCDOT’s mitigation planning process for the Burton Street 
neighborhood. 
 
To address and remedy the anticipated impacts to the Burton Street Community as a result of 
the I-26 improvements, a community driven Neighborhood and Mitigation Strategies (NMS) Plan 
project was initiated by NCDOT.  The goal of the NMS plan project was to develop a Burton 
Street Neighborhood plan that would be adopted by the City and that includes a list of mitigation 
strategies to be implemented by NCDOT. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Burton Street Neighborhood Plan Purpose 

The Burton Street Neighborhood Plan was developed by NCDOT, in partnership with the 
Burton Street Community Association, to address potential impacts resulting from the I-26 
Connector project and current community concerns, enhance the quality of life of the Burton 
Street community and to preserve the strong sense of community among Burton Street 
residents. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Plan Development Process 
 
Community Open House #1  

The two-session open house was held on Monday, January 15, 2018. Burton Street residents 
were introduced to the Neighborhood and Mitigation Strategies Plan (NMS) project and provided 
feedback on community priorities and concerns. A total of forty-one residents attended the two 
sessions. Thirty-one comments were received via mail, email, paper and online survey during 
the 30-day comment period. 
 
Stakeholder Group Meeting  

A small group meeting was held on Monday, January 15, 2018. Burton Street community 
businesses and organizations were introduced to the Neighborhood and Mitigation Strategies 
Plan (NMS) project and provided feedback on their specific concerns and issues surrounding 
the I-26 Connector project and the Burton Street community. 
 
Community Open House #2  

A community open house was held on Tuesday, March 20, 2018. Burton Street residents were 
provided an opportunity to review the results from the January 15th survey and provided 
feedback on the draft neighborhood vision, themes and community goals. Twenty-eight 
residents were in attendance. Three comments were received via mail, email, paper and online 
survey during the 25-day comment period. 
 
Based on the community feedback provided during the Burton Street community open houses, 
stakeholder group meeting and online community survey, a neighborhood vision, as well as plan 
themes, community goals and strategies were developed. These components served as the 
framework for the draft Burton Street Neighborhood Plan. 
 
Community Meeting #3 

A community meeting was held on Monday, April 30, 2018 to present the Draft Burton Street 
Neighborhood Plan. Thirty four residents were in attendance. Burton Street residents were 
provided with a 21-day review and comment period following the meeting to provide feedback 
on the proposed plan draft.  Sixteen comments were received via mail, email, paper and online 
survey during the review period.  An additional 104 form letter comments were received outside 
of the official comment collection process.  The priorities identified in these comments were 
consistent with those submitted during the official comment process. 
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BURTON STREET HISTORY 
 
Founded in 1912 by civic leader E.W. Pearson, the Burton Street neighborhood was established 
as an African-American neighborhood in one of the first parts of West Asheville to be 
subdivided. Burton Street was originally named Buffalo Street but was changed in the late 
1920s to honor Asheville’s founder John Burton. The original area, extending east to Argyle 
Lane and just north of Smith Mill Creek, was primarily wooded and comprised of small family 
farms where residents grazed livestock. The once considered rural area began to change 
rapidly as the population increased and community churches, stores, and a school were built.  
 
The Burton Street neighborhood continued to grow and thrive until the 1950s when the first of 
many road improvement projects encroached upon the neighborhood, ultimately changing the 
character of the community. The extension of Patton Avenue into West Asheville in the early 
1950s resulted in a loss of land in the Burton Street neighborhood’s northern boundary, 
residential displacement, and the culverting of Smith Mill Creek. Construction of the I-240 Cross-
town Expressway served as the second major encroachment into the neighborhood. Originally 
constructed in the 1960s, I-240 was the first major highway system to enter this residential 
region.  Its creation displaced residents and bisected the Burton Street neighborhood, severing 
Wilmington Street which had connected the Burton Street and Westwood Place community.  
Post construction of I-240, the Burton Street’s eastern boundary that originally extended to 
Argyle Lane was redefined as I-240. 
 
During the 1970s and 1980s founding families of the neighborhood left the area or passed 
away, leaving homes to be abandoned, sold or rented to newcomers. With the turnover in 
residents came a decrease in community cohesion, and the vacant school, abandoned homes 
and uncared for rental property left a sense of emptiness within a once vibrant neighborhood. 
The absence of a tight community network contributed to the growing influx of drug use and 
drug dealing during the late 1980s into the 1990s.  In the early 2000s drug activity and other 
crime persisted in and around the Burton Street community until neighborhood residents 
initiated efforts to take back their neighborhood through community activism.  In 2006 the Burton 
Street community was the beneficiary of funding from the Weed and Seed program, a City of 
Asheville initiative awarded by the U.S. Department of Justice to eradicate crime and drug 
problems while bolstering positive community initiatives.  The initiative provided funding for 
increased policing in the Burton Street neighborhood and improvements including community 
center renovations, small home repairs, community cleanups, the installation of speed bumps 
and stop signs, a neighborhood entrance sign, and programing including drug abuse treatment 
resources, mentoring, arts education, and afterschool programs. 
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BURTON STREET HISTORY 
 

E.W. Pearson Sr. 

E. W. Pearson Sr. was born in 1872 in Glen Alpine, NC. After serving as a 
Buffalo Soldier in the U.S. Army, Pearson moved to Asheville in 1906 where 
he used his real estate training from his studies in Chicago to create 
subdivisions for African-Americans in West Asheville, including the Burton 
Street neighborhood. In addition to his numerous real estate developments, 
Pearson established many businesses, organizations and community 
resources in West Asheville including Pearson Real Estate, Mountain City 
Mutual Insurance Company, Grocery and Confectionary Company, and 
Pearson Park. E.W. Pearson made many other contributions to the city of 
Asheville, Buncombe County and beyond. He organized Asheville’s first 
African American semi-pro baseball team, the Asheville Royal Giants (1916), 
which played at Pearson Park in West Asheville.  Pearson founded the area’s 
first regional Agricultural Fair (1913-1947), and organized North Carolina’s first 
chapter of the NAACP (1933), as well as several fraternal and other civic 
groups. His tireless work to improve the quality of life for African Americans 
ultimately garnered him the title the “Black Mayor of West Asheville”. Pearson 
died in 1946 in Asheville at the age of 74. 

 
 

Burton Street School (1916-1965) 

The Burton Street school (originally the Buffalo Street school) was established 
in 1916 as school for African-Americans in West Asheville. The original school 
was a two-room building that had two teachers and one principal and 
accommodated 120 students through grade six.  A second building was 
erected in 1928 to accommodate additional students and consisted of four 
classrooms, an auditorium, a lunchroom, a library and a principal’s office.  
Integration left the Burton Street school sitting vacant, so in the late 1960s, the 
site was turned into the Burton Street Community Center and park by the City 
of Asheville.  
 

 
Agricultural Fair 

The Buncombe County District Agricultural Fair was 
established in 1913 by E.W. Pearson to celebrate the 
fall harvest.  The first fair was held in Pearson Park in 
West Asheville. The Fair grew in size and numbers, 
drawing as many as 10,000 people of all races to 
become a regional event until its end in 1947.  The 
Agricultural Fair was revived in 2012 by the Burton 
Street Community Association to celebrate the 
upstanding citizens of the past who maintained the 
vibrant spirit of the Burton Street neighborhood.  The 
Burton Street Agricultural Fair is held annually at the 
Burton Street Community Center park. 

E.W. Pearson Sr. 
Burton St. Community 

Center Mural 

Burton Street School 

Source: Heritage of Black 
Highlanders Collection, 
UNC Asheville Ramsey 

Library 

Buncombe County District Agricultural Fair  

Source: North Carolina Humanities Council 
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EXISTING CONDITIONS 

 
Neighborhood Boundaries 

The Burton Street neighborhood is located in west Asheville, in the southwest corner of the 
Patton Avenue interchange of I-240.  It is generally defined by Patton Avenue to the north, I-240 
to the east, Haywood Road to the south, and Florida Avenue/ Dorchester Avenue to the west.  
While Haywood Road is the physical southern boundary, churches and businesses along 
Haywood Road do not identify as being a part of the Burton Street neighborhood. (Figure 1: 
Neighborhood Map) 
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EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Figure 1: Neighborhood Map 
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EXISTING CONDITIONS 

 
Land Use 

The neighborhood contains a mix of older single and multifamily duplex housing with recently 
constructed infill single family housing, and mixed commercial along the northern and southern 
boundary.   
 
Zoning 

The Burton Street neighborhood is primarily zoned as medium density multi-family (RM8) which 
permits a full range of medium density multi-family housing types along with single-family 
detached and attached residences. High density multi-family (RM16) zoning which permits a full 
range of high density multi-family housing types along with limited institutional, public and 
commercial uses appropriate within high density residential areas is located within the 
northwest area of the neighborhood near the Florida Avenue and Burton Street intersection.  
The northern border with Patton Avenue is classified as highway business (HB), and the 
southern border along Haywood Road is classified as the HR-3 Corridor and is a part of the 
Haywood Road Form District, which focuses on residential and office uses and encourages 
pedestrian activity. 
 
Figure 2: Burton Street Zoning Map 
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LOCAL AREA PLANS 

 
Burton Street Community Plan, 2010  

The Burton Street Community Plan was developed in 2010 by the Asheville Design Center and 
Western North Carolina Alliance in collaboration with the Burton Street Community Association. 
The goal of the plan initially was to outline projects to mitigate the planned widening of I-26 
along the eastern boundary of the neighborhood, but the scope of the plan expanded to include 
a variety of community goals pertaining to improving community cohesion, neighborhood 
infrastructure, the creation of community spaces, and to guide residential and economic 
development. The Burton Street Community Plan was accepted, but not approved as an official 
city neighborhood plan by the Asheville City Council. 
 

City of Asheville Greenway Master Plan Update, 2013  

The City of Asheville Parks, Recreation, Cultural Arts and Greenway Master Plan, adopted in 
2009, creates a vision and guideline for the development of parks, greenways, recreation and 
cultural arts services  within the city over a 10 to 15 year period.  In 2013 the City developed and 
adopted a Greenway Master Plan as an update to the 2009 plan to address the need for a 
comprehensive greenway development plan and potential I-26 Connector project impacts to the 
proposed greenway network.  The Plan includes a list of adopted greenway corridors and 
proposed greenways requiring in depth studies to determine their exact alignment.  Smith Mill 
Creek is listed as a proposed greenway beginning at Falconhurst Park and travels eastward 
along the creek through the Burton Street neighborhood to the French Broad River, 
approximately 1.75 miles, with a connection to the West Asheville Greenway. 
 

City of Asheville Haywood Road Form-Based Code, 2017 

The City of Asheville Haywood Road Form-Based Code, adopted in 2017, was developed to 
implement the former adopted Haywood Road Corridor Charette Report and Haywood Road 
Vision Plan.  The Code’s purpose is to guide growth and development, improve walkability, and 
enhance multimodal transportation options along the 2.5 mile stretch of Haywood Road from the 
French Broad River to Patton Avenue in West Asheville.  The Code addresses historic 
preservation, economic development, and issues pertaining to transportation and streetscapes, 
zoning and land use, neighborhoods and safety.  The HR-3 Corridor sub-district applies to all 
property located within the Haywood corridor from I-240 to Dorchester Avenue along the 
southern boundary of the Burton Street neighborhood.  The HR-3 Corridor provides a green 
frontage along Haywood Road to provide relief from the urban areas of the Core and Expansion 
sub-districts, and allows for a variety of uses, with a focus on residential and office uses. 
 

City of Asheville Living Asheville Comprehensive Plan, 2018 

The City of Asheville Living Asheville Comprehensive Plan provides a framework to help guide 
the pattern of development, land use policies, development decisions and investments in public 
infrastructure throughout the city for the next 10 to 20 years.  The Plan’s goal is to “help guide 
decision-making with respect to the key ongoing challenges and opportunities of fostering a 
livable and affordable built environment, ensuring harmony with the natural environment, 
growing a resilient economy, promoting interwoven equity, ensuring a healthy community, and 
bolstering responsible thinking at the regional scale.”  
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LOCAL AREA PLANS 

 
City of Asheville Living Asheville Comprehensive Plan, 2018 continued... 

The Plan categorizes the Burton Street neighborhood as Traditional Neighborhood on its Future 
Land Use map.  Traditional neighborhood emphasizes a range of housing types including 
smaller scale multifamily residential 'missing middle' housing. This classification prioritizes 
infrastructure additions and completed facilities where they may be lacking, such as sidewalks 
that connect to parks, commercial centers and nearby transit stops, along with continued 
maintenance, in addition to street lighting, stormwater facilities, street trees and parks and 
greenways among other community infrastructure.  

The portion of the Patton Avenue corridor bordering the Burton Street neighborhood is 
categorized as a transit-supportive Urban Corridor with an Urban Center located near the 
intersection of Patton Avenue and Florida Avenue.  Urban Corridors encourage transit-
supportive zoning and small area planning that includes strategies for enhancing the 
streetscapes for pedestrians, bicyclists and transit. Urban Centers encourage mixed-use 
development, higher density residential development, affordable housing, and street networks 
that emphasize placemaking features such as wider sidewalks, crosswalks, and building 
standards for new construction, that connect to and benefit the surrounding community. The 
portion of the Haywood Road corridor bordering the Burton Street neighborhood is categorized 
as a transit-supportive Traditional Corridor. Traditional Corridors encourages a main street 
pattern of development, transit-supportive zoning, and small area planning with a focus on 
improving streetscapes for pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit. 
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BURTON STREET NEIGHBORHOOD  
 
Burton Street Community Overview 

Today, the Burton Street neighborhood is a diverse community comprised of residents of all 
races and ages, founding families, and newcomers.  Burton Street is a cohesive community with 
strong ties among residents and to its neighborhood institutions.  These connections along with 
its dedicated, active community members have allowed Burton Street to overcome many 
challenges including crime and drug infestation, gentrification, lack of basic services, loss of 
land and natural resources and residential displacement to become a model of resiliency for 
other neighborhoods.  
 

Burton Street Community Association 

The Burton Street Community Association (BSCA), established in 1967 as the Burton Street 
Advisory Board, was formed for the purpose of promoting the educational, social, economic and 
cultural welfare of its members, improving the neighborhood through democratic citizen 
participation and involvement in activities which affect their everyday lives.  Today, the BSCA is 
governed by a four-member board and comprised of Burton Street residents and serves as the 
advocates and voice of the Burton Street neighborhood. 
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BURTON STREET NEIGHBORHOOD  
 
Community Resources  

The Burton Street neighborhood has a number of community resources including three 
churches, a community center, two parks, a community garden, and a peace garden with art 
installations and history exhibits.   

 

Community Baptist Church 

Community Baptist Church was built in 1925 on the site of the former Wilson 
AME church established in 1888. 
 
St. Paul Missionary Baptist Church 

St. Paul MBC was established in 1914 under the leadership of Mrs. Jennie 
McMickens as the first African-American Baptist church in West Asheville.  
Since its inception, St. Paul’s has been a fixture of the Burton Street 
neighborhood and greater Asheville area.  St. Paul’s many community 
contributions include its support of Burton Street’s preservation and 
revitalization efforts, community-wide Alcoholics Anonymous classes, after 
school programs, community garden, and community meeting space. 
 
Burton Street Community Center 

The City of Asheville Burton Street Community Center features an 
auditorium, game room, billiard room, weight room, a commercial kitchen, 
and provides programming for youth and seniors. The park surrounding the 
center features two basketball courts, a playground, and a play field used 
for community events. 
 
Burton Street Community Peace Garden 
Located on Bryant Street, the Burton Street Community Peace Garden was 
established in 2003 by community activist and organizer DeWayne Barton 
as a peaceful response to the war on drugs and the war in Iraq.  The garden 
includes art installations, flower and produce gardens, a greenhouse, 
pavilion and outdoor classroom, stage, fire pit, and history exhibits.  The 
garden serves as a community gathering space, provides training and 
educational opportunities for neighborhood youth, and produce delivery to 
neighborhood seniors.  Since its inception, three additional produce garden 
sites have been developed within the neighborhood.  Garden maintenance 
is provided by Mr. and Mrs. Barton, community youth, and other volunteers.   

Community Baptist Church 

St. Paul MB Church 

Burton Street Community 
Center 

Burton Street Community 
Peace Garden 
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BURTON STREET NEIGHBORHOOD  
 
Demographic Data Trends 

The Burton Street neighborhood comprises approximately one half of U.S. Census Bureau, 
Census Tract 11, Block Group 1.  According to American Community Survey (ACS) 2016 (5-
year estimates) data, 14.0 percent of residents in Census Tract 11, Block Group 1 are African-
American and 11.9 are Hispanic, compared to 6.3 and 6.3 percent in Buncombe County. 
Poverty levels in this block group (15.0 percent) are higher than the County (9.1 percent), 
however, median household income is slightly higher ($48,603) compared to the County 
($46,902). 
 
According to 2010 Census data, in Census Tract 11, Block Group 1, 38.4 percent of residents 
were African-American (6.4 percent in Buncombe County), and 7.6 percent were Hispanic (6.0 
percent in Buncombe County).  Poverty levels in this block group (21.2 percent) were higher 
than in the County (15.6 percent), and the median income was lower at $31,950 as compared to 
$44,321 in the County.  New home construction in the Burton Street neighborhood area has 
likely attributed to the shift in the demographic makeup of the area. 
 
Since 2010 total housing units in the block group have slightly declined from 717 to 638 in 2016. 
Vacancy rates have also declined from 7.4 percent in 2010 to 5.5 percent in 2016.  Owner 
occupancy rates have increased since 2010 from 53.6 percent to 72.3 percent in 2016. 
 
Figure 3: Demographic Study Area Map 
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THE BURTON STREET NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN 

THEMES, GOALS AND STRATEGIES 
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NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN 

 
Burton Street Neighborhood Vision  

The Burton Street Community is a diverse and welcoming neighborhood that celebrates and 
preserves its unique history and culture and is a model for sustainability through a strong 
community association; green, affordable development; local economic activity; and a safe, 
walkable network of streets, parks and productive gardens. 
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NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN 

 
Theme 1: A Livable Built Environment 

The Burton Street community strives to be a sustainable neighborhood with complete, sufficient 
and inclusive infrastructure, affordable housing, and walkable access to transit and 
neighborhood-oriented commercial development. Development that is context sensitive, 
environmentally friendly, that preserves existing neighborhood character and celebrates its 
cultural heritage and historic resources is essential to maintaining a strong sense of place.  
Future development must be determined in a predictable, equitable manner, and built on a 
foundation of community collaboration and engagement to ensure that it reflects the needs and 
aspirations of the Burton Street community. 
 

 



 

The Burton Street Neighborhood Plan    20 

NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN 

Theme 1: A Livable Built Environment 

 
Goal 1.1: Encourage Responsible Growth and 
Development 

The Burton Street neighborhood has experienced a 
renewed interest due to its proximity to downtown Asheville, 
surrounding commercial corridors, and affordable housing.  
Gentrification is a prominent influence, and as outside 
investment increases affordability for existing residents 
diminishes. And increased demand for higher density 
development and recent infill is changing the physical 
character of the neighborhood.  The following strategies are 
critical to preserving the character and affordability of the 
Burton Street neighborhood. 
 
Strategy 1: Support design standards and policies that aim 
to preserve or enhance neighborhood character such as 
community design recommendations and/ or a 
Neighborhood Conservation Overlay District 

Strategy 2: Engage residents and other community 
stakeholders in plans for new development, capital 
improvements, amenities and other neighborhood planning 
efforts 

Compatibility with Living Asheville 
Comprehensive Plan 

 

Goal 1: Encourage Responsible Growth 

• Promote clear and effective 
communication between city residents 
at all stages of development to ensure 
development responds to the needs 
and goals of affected residents.  

• Create a program to develop corridor 
and small area plans at the community 
level.  

 
Goal 3: Promote Great Architecture and 
Urban Design to Enhance Placemaking  

• Encourage public and neighborhood 
engagement when shaping design 
decisions for their neighborhoods.  

 
Goal 7: Celebrate the Unique Identity of 
Neighborhoods Through Placemaking 

• Develop a palette of design 
recommendations for neighborhoods 
that focus on major character defining 
elements and allow neighborhoods to 
select the appropriate elements for 
their community and apply them on a 
voluntary basis for new construction 
and additions.  

• Continue to support contextually 
appropriate infill development and a 
variety of housing types.  

• Protect distinct neighborhood 
characteristics using zoning tools, such 
as conservation overlay districts and 
compatible infill development.  

 
Goal 32: Improve Community 
Involvement in  Decision-Making  

• Conduct inclusive outreach and public 
engagement when preparing studies 
and carrying out other city initiatives 
that affect communities. Through all 
outreach exercises, promote education 
about planning topics in plain spoken, 
lay language and in understandable 
terms as an integral component of 
feedback solicitation.  

 
Goal 34: Create a More Formal 
Neighborhood Planning Process 

• Develop a palette of design 
recommendations for neighborhoods 
that focus on major character defining 
elements and allow neighborhoods to 
select the appropriate elements for 
their neighborhood and apply them on 
a voluntary basis for new construction 
and additions.  

• Explore city overlays and optional 
neighborhood incentives (e.g. 
affordable housing minimums) to be 
discussed as part of community 
planning as a tool for implementing 
neighborhood planning ideas.  
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NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN 

Theme 1: A Livable Built Environment 

 
Goal 1.2: Make Streets More Walkable and Comfortable 

Most streets in the Burton Street neighborhood lack 
sidewalks, and the few existing sidewalks are narrow and 
are obstructed by utility poles.  As a result, pedestrians are 
required to walk along the narrow neighborhood streets, 
often impeded by parked cars, flooded intersections, and 
overgrown shrubbery. Flooding and standing water is a 
constant issue throughout the Burton Street neighborhood 
due to limited stormwater drainage infrastructure. The 
following strategies are essential to creating a safe and 
comfortable environment for school children, the elderly, 
disabled and other pedestrians and bicyclists in the Burton 
Street neighborhood. 
 
Strategy 1: Improve existing sidewalks to meet ADA design 
standards 

Strategy 2: Enforce neighborhood no parking regulations 
where appropriate 

Strategy 3: Expand and improve existing stormwater 
infrastructure to minimize flooding 

Strategy 4: Maintain trees and vegetated areas along 
public rights-of-way 

 

 
 

Compatibility with Living Asheville 
Comprehensive Plan 

 
Goal 5: Make Streets More Walkable, 
Comfortable and Connected 

• Add pedestrian infrastructure at street 
crossings on major streets and where 
there are high volumes of traffic and 
pedestrians.  

• Work to eliminate gaps in the city-
wide sidewalk network and especially 
where sidewalks tie in to greenways.  

• Prioritize construction in underserved 
communities that have no sidewalks, 
as well as within designated growth 
areas as depicted on the Preferred 
Growth Scenario Map.  

• Continue to retrofit sidewalks citywide 
to meet requirements in the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
and to achieve universal design.  

• Ensure pedestrian facilities are 
equitably provided across geographic 
areas and all neighborhoods.  

 
Goal 16 Create and Promote the 
Infrastructure to Attract Jobs 

• In coordination with other service 
providers, maintain and make 
enhancements to existing 
infrastructure, including roads, 
sidewalks, signage, public parking, 
stormwater, sewer, water, and 
sanitation. Continue to strategically 
invest in and maintain aging 
infrastructure and expand 
transportation and utility networks, 
especially in underserved 
communities, innovation districts, near 
anchor institutions and in other growth 
areas identified in the Preferred 
Growth Scenarios section of Living 
Asheville. Ensure new development 
meets current infrastructure 
guidelines.  

 
Goal 25 Encourage Naturalized 
Stormwater Management Techniques 

• Support stormwater maintenance and 
capital improvement programs so that 
existing infrastructure can be 
maintained and improved and new 
infrastructure can be constructed 
using current technology and best 
practices, including green 
infrastructure.  
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NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN 

Theme 1: A Livable Built Environment 

 
Goal 1.3: Increase Neighborhood Connectivity 

There is a lack of sidewalks throughout the Burton Street 
neighborhood. Additionally, direct travel connections within 
the neighborhood are limited due to a lack of connectivity 
between neighborhood roads and high number of dead-end 
streets. This makes pedestrian travel between destinations 
within the community and to commercial corridors difficult 
and time inefficient. The following strategies are essential to 
creating a well-connected pedestrian network that provides 
shorter, direct travel throughout the Burton Street 
neighborhood. 
 
Strategy 1: Improve pedestrian connections between 
community resources by installing a sidewalk on Downing 
Street per agreement of property owners 

Strategy 2: Improve sidewalk connections between 
commercial corridors, and include a pedestrian path from 
Buffalo Street to Patton Avenue that will connect to future 
greenway 

 
 

Compatibility with Living Asheville 
Comprehensive Plan 

 
Goal 5: Make Streets More Walkable, 
Comfortable and Connected  

• Add pedestrian infrastructure at street 
crossings on major streets and where 
there are high volumes of traffic and 
pedestrians.  

• Eliminate gaps in the city-wide 
sidewalk network and especially where 
sidewalks tie in to greenways. 

• Ensure pedestrian facilities are 
equitably provided across geographic 
areas and all neighborhoods. 

 
Goal 15: Provide Resources to Connect  
Businesses and Workforce  

• Improve physical accessibility to 
employment opportunities through 
transit, pedestrian infrastructure, and 
greenway expansion.  

 
Goal 19: Facilitate Real Estate 
Development that Maximizes Public 
Benefit 

• Establish accessible and well-
connected commercial nodes 
(corridors, town centers). 

 
Goal 35: Increase Access to 
Opportunities for All  

• Encourage accessibility between 
neighborhoods with complete streets, 
sidewalks, trails and greenways.  

 
Goal 39: Enhance and Celebrate 
Asheville’s Unique Places and 
Destinations  

• Increase connectivity between 
Downtown and other urban centers 
within the city through bike routes, 
greenways, sidewalks and transit, and 
improve linkages through 
placemaking, heritage wayfinding and 
other promotional materials.  
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NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN 

Theme 1: A Livable Built Environment 

 
Goal 1.4: Improve Access to Transit 

Currently there are two transit stops located outside the 
neighborhood that serve the Burton Street neighborhood.  
Due to their location at the western boundary of the 
neighborhood on the north and south commercial corridors, 
it takes approximately 16 minutes or more to reach a stop 
from any of the primary neighborhood destinations.  And 
reaching these stops on foot is difficult due to the lack of 
sidewalks, road conditions, and lack of direct travel routes 
throughout the neighborhood.  Additionally, there are no 
sidewalks along the south side of Patton Avenue between 
transit stops and commercial destinations.  Additional 
transit stops, and sidewalks are needed along transit 
routes accessed by the neighborhood and within the 
neighborhood between transit stops and neighborhood 
destinations to improve access to transit for the Burton 
Street neighborhood. 
 
Strategy 1: Evaluate opportunities for new transit stops, 
such as near Burton Street and Haywood Road 

Strategy 2: Install a sidewalk along Patton Avenue to 
connect pedestrian path and transit stop 

 
 
 

Compatibility with Living Asheville 
Comprehensive Plan 

 
Goal 10: Improve Transit Service 

• Provide viable public transportation 
options for work commuting for 
residents of lower income 
neighborhoods and neighborhoods 
with a high percentage of affordable 
housing.  

• Ensure transit service is meeting the 
needs of those who depend on it most, 
especially disadvantaged or 
marginalized communities.  

 
Goal 15: Provide Resources to Connect  
Businesses and Workforce  

• Improve physical accessibility to 
employment opportunities through 
transit, pedestrian infrastructure, and 
greenway expansion.  

 
Goal 19: Facilitate Real Estate 
Development that Maximizes Public 
Benefit 

• Support value creation through 
placemaking and public transportation. 

 
Goal 35: Increase Access to 
Opportunities for All  

• Ensure neighborhood facilities such as 
transit facilities, parks and city services 
are ADA compliant and universally 
accessible. 
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NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN 

Theme 1: A Livable Built Environment 

 
Goal 1.5: Celebrate Burton Street’s Unique Identity 
 
The Burton Street neighborhood’s rich history and cultural 
heritage is the foundation of its strong sense of place, and 
its special events and community resources add to its 
unique identity. The following strategies are key to 
establishing and celebrating the unique identity of the 
Burton Street neighborhood. 
 
Strategy 1: Participate in community dialogue and identify 
potential strategies to honor history and contributions of the 
African American community in the Burton Street 
neighborhood 

Strategy 2: Install bus shelters and other improvements at 
transit stops located near Burton Street. Consider 
neighborhood specific designs if feasible 

 

 
 

Compatibility with Living Asheville 
Comprehensive Plan 

 
Goal 3: Promote Great Architecture and 
Urban Design to Enhance Placemaking  

• Enhance educational programming 
relating to Asheville’s historic 
architectural character. Prioritize 
programs that address the contribution 
of minority groups to Asheville’s 
architectural heritage and which 
document heritage that was lost 
through urban renewal.  

 
Goal 7: Celebrate the Unique Identity of 
Neighborhoods Through Creative 
Placemaking  

• Encourage “soft” neighborhood design 
interventions to celebrate local identity, 
including street sign toppers, banners, 
and special events. 

 
Goal 8: Elevate the Arts and Cultural 
Sectors to Strengthen and Preserve 
Heritage and History  

• In partnership with others, participate 
in community dialogue and identify 
potential strategies to honor history 
and contributions of the African 
American community in Asheville.  

• Work with the African American 
Heritage Commission to develop 
community oriented artistic heritage 
wayfinding which could include a 
partnership with neighborhoods 
through soft neighborhood design 
interventions.  

• Continue to inclusively engage 
community members in policy 
decisions regarding public art and 
heritage.  

• Partner with NCDOT on creative 
placemaking efforts, and work with 
them to promote contextually sensitive 
design decisions in historical 
neighborhoods. 
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NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN 

Theme 1: A Livable Built Environment 

 
Goal 1.6: Preserve and Promote Burton Street’s History 
and Culture 
 
The recent influx of newcomers to the Burton Street 
neighborhood and continued loss of historic resources and 
longtime residents due to transportation and redevelopment 
projects has caused a concern that the neighborhood’s rich 
history will be lost over time.  The following strategies are 
necessary to ensure that Burton Street’s history and African-
American culture are preserved and promoted for years to 
come. 
 
Strategy 1: Install Burton Street community gateway signs 
at both the northern (Florida Avenue) and southern (Burton 
Street) neighborhood entrances 

Strategy 2: Install historic markers throughout the 
neighborhood 

Strategy 3: Incorporate a history mural on proposed I-26 
Connector sound wall if built 

 
 

Compatibility with Living Asheville 
Comprehensive Plan 

 
Goal 3: Promote Great Architecture and 
Urban Design to Enhance Placemaking  

• Work with artists and regional art and 
architecture students to help improve 
the quality of the built environment. 

 
Goal 8: Elevate the Arts and Cultural 
Sectors to Strengthen and Preserve 
Heritage and History 

• Continue to support the identification, 
stewardship and preservation of 
historic properties and districts 
including features of the public realm. 
Pursue their historic designation as 
appropriate.  

• Devote particular attention to the 
preservation of areas with historic 
value to communities of color.  

• Continue to inclusively engage 
community members in policy 
decisions regarding public art and 
heritage.  

 
Goal 39: Enhance and Celebrate 
Asheville’s Unique Places and 
Destinations  

• Devote marketing resources to 
celebrating Asheville’s unique places 
outside of Downtown, including West 
Asheville, the River Arts District, 
Biltmore Park, and others.  
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NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN 

 
Theme 2: A Healthy Community 

The Burton Street community strives to be a stable, economically and socially healthy 
neighborhood that fosters the physical health and well-being of its residents through the 
provision of accessible parks and green spaces; opportunities for social interaction, personal 
education and development; and a safe environment. 
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NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN 

Theme 2: A Healthy Community 

 
Goal 2.1: Increase Neighborhood Housing Stability  

New infill development in the Burton Street neighborhood 
along with an increase in citywide housing values has 
created barriers to homeownership for existing residents and 
significantly reduced housing affordability in the Burton 
Street neighborhood. Since 2000, median home values in 
the Burton Street area have tripled from $81,700 to 
$245,300 in 2016. And Burton Street residents have seen an 
approximate 54.5 percent on average increase in taxable 
property value between 2016 and 2017.  The median year of 
homes built in the Burton Street neighborhood is 1950, with 
45.3 percent of homes built in 1939 or earlier.  Investment is 
needed to improve and maintain the existing aging housing 
stock to minimize redevelopment and preserve affordability.  
The following strategies are critical to stabilizing the 
escalating real estate tax burden on existing residents and 
increasing housing affordability in the Burton Street 
neighborhood. 
 
Strategy 1: Establish and implement programs to reinvest 
into current residential properties 

Strategy 2: Stabilize property tax rates by promoting 
affordability by design principles in new development 

 

Compatibility with Living Asheville 
Comprehensive Plan 

 
Goal 7: Celebrate the Unique Identity of 
Neighborhoods Through Creative 
Placemaking  

• Preserve neighborhood identity with 
the development and maintenance of 
housing that is affordable to a wide-
range of income levels.  

• Explore options for housing 
rehabilitation and neighborhood 
stabilization.  

 
Goal 13: Increase and Diversify the 
Housing Supply 

• Promote affordability by design 
principles and educate the public on 
these techniques. 

• Establish a program for monitoring 
housing availability for low to very low-
income households based on resident 
demographics and other metrics such 
as location and distribution.  

 
Goal 14: Promote the Development and 
Availability of Affordable and Workforce 
Housing  

• Continue to explore community land 
trust models to support community 
development and long-term housing 
affordability.  

• Promote and support homeownership 
assistance programs and services, as 
well as community development 
initiatives/assistance programs.  

 
Goal 33: Prioritize Investments Equitably 
and Fairly Across Neighborhoods 

• Ensure that historically marginalized 
or disadvantaged communities are 
better incorporated in broader 
Citywide investment strategies. 
Empower the City’s new Equity 
Manager with a voice in ensuring this 
percolates across departments. 

• Encourage policies that ensure each 
neighborhood is providing affordable 
housing and other public services, 
where contextually appropriate. 
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NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN 

Theme 2: A Healthy Community 

 
Goal 2.2: Enhance and Preserve Community Resources 

The Burton Street neighborhood has an active community 
center and a robust community garden network.  The Burton 
Street Community Center serves as a hub for all community-
related events and activities.  However, additional center 
investments and programming is needed to support the 
evolving needs of the Burton Street community.  The 
following strategies are critical to the provision of equitable 
access to healthy food, education and recreational 
opportunities for Burton Street residents. 

 

Strategy 1: Improve community center infrastructure by 
including additional parking, a computer lab, center Wi-Fi, 
create additional community meeting space, and improve 
existing outdoor basketball courts and playground 

Strategy 2: Expand community center programming, to 
include year-round programs for youth, and educational and 
vocational training for youth and adults 

Strategy 3: Expand community center programming to 
include produce processing and preservation, nutrition 
education, and community farmers market/ stand to enhance 
the community garden program 

Compatibility with Living Asheville 
Comprehensive Plan 

 
Goal 18: Promote Social Equity and 
Paths to Upward Economic Mobility 

• Encourage partners to promote job 
placement and workforce development 
services in disadvantaged 
communities. Provide career path 
mentoring across all skill and education 
levels, especially for those living in 
poverty.  

• Work with anchor institutions and 
flagship employers to develop 
programs and resources to facilitate 
capacity building for community leaders 
in disadvantaged communities and to 
promote upward economic mobility.  

• Encourage community partners to link 
working-family and single-parent 
households with affordable childcare 
support services and afterschool 
programs and explore strategies to 
expand preschool access.  

• Develop and leverage partnerships and 
support programs and initiatives that 
aim to reduce the achievement gap in 
schools.  

 
Goal 21: Promote Access to Well-
Maintained Parks and Open Space for All 

• Strengthen park programming citywide 
and develop unique programs that fit 
with neighborhood character to ensure 
new and existing park amenities are in 
line with neighborhood needs and 
demographics. Seek out improved 
engagement strategies to ensure the 
programming needs of neighborhoods 
are met equitably.  

• Promote community gardens as part of 
parks design and programming to 
encourage social interaction and 
healthy food choices 

 
Goal 32: Improve Community 
Involvement in Decision-Making  

• Maximize public accessibility and utility 
of existing meeting centers. Over time, 
create more community meeting 
spaces by encouraging developers to 
supply privately owned public space as 
part of large projects. 

 
Goal 33: Prioritize Investments Equitably 
and Fairly Across Neighborhoods 

• Work with neighborhoods to prioritize 
community-level improvements.  

• Ensure each neighborhood has access 
to designated indoor and outdoor 
community gathering spaces.  
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NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN 

Theme 2: A Healthy Community 

 
Goal 2.3: Improve Access to Parks and Greenspace 

Greenspace and community gathering space is limited in 
the Burton Street neighborhood.  Additional parks and open 
spaces that accommodate all ages is needed to support 
community events and activities, and to promote healthy 
living for all Burton Street residents. 
 
Strategy 1: Construct a new park and community gathering 
space at Smith Mill Creek that will include an access point to 
the future greenway 

Strategy 2: Conduct a feasibility study to consider a future 
Smith Mill Creek greenway through the Burton Street 
neighborhood 

 

Compatibility with Living Asheville 
Comprehensive Plan 

 
Goal 11: Build Out the Greenway 
Network  

• Improve quality standards for 
greenway development in accordance 
with best practices.  

• Where feasible, link greenways to 
transit nodes, employment, shopping, 
schools, parks, and other greenways 
so that they can be used as a 
practical alternative to vehicular 
transportation.  

 
Goal 21: Promote Access to Well-
Maintained Parks and Open Space for 
All 

• Foster racial equity in parks and 
recreation planning and programming, 
and support policies and programs 
that aim to close the achievement gap 
within marginalized neighborhoods.  

• Encourage the preservation and 
improvement of green spaces, lots, 
parks, gardens, natural waterways 
and sensitive ecological areas 
throughout the city.  

• Develop more pocket and 
neighborhood-scale parks citywide 
within walking distances (quarter mile 
to half mile) of residences, especially 
in areas where residents do not 
currently have access to a park.  

• Monitor spending on park 
maintenance and development to 
ensure spending is equitable across 
neighborhoods.  

• Enhance neighborhood engagement 
in the design and maintenance of 
parks.  

• Ensure all city parks are safe and 
secure and accessible to all levels of 
ability. 

 
Goal 31: Promote General Health and 
Wellness 

• Promote accessibility to parks and 
open spaces to encourage their use 
for health, wellness and recreation. 
Promote health and wellness activities 
and programs in these amenities.  

 
Goal 35: Increase Access to 
Opportunities for Everyone 

• Encourage accessibility between 
neighborhoods with complete streets, 
sidewalks, trails and greenways.  

• Ensure neighborhood facilities such 
as transit facilities, parks and city 
services are ADA compliant and 
universally accessible.  
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NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN 

Theme 2: A Healthy Community 

 
Goal 2.4: Minimize Neighborhood Crime 

Like most urban neighborhoods, Burton Street has 
experienced on-going issues with neighborhood crime. 
While the Burton Street community has overcome its history 
of drug infestation, public safety and security continues to 
be a priority for the Burton Street neighborhood.  The 
following strategies are key to minimizing crime in the 
Burton Street neighborhood. 
 
Strategy 1: Establish a neighborhood watch program 

Strategy 2: Increase police presence and patrolling 
throughout neighborhood 

 
Goal 2.5: Increase Pedestrian Safety  

The lack of adequate pedestrian facilities, poor road 
conditions and speeding cars that use Burton Street as a cut 
through route to commercial corridors makes pedestrian 
activity in the Burton Street neighborhood dangerous.  
Additionally, the lack of sidewalks and pedestrian crossings 
along the commercial corridors makes it difficult for 
pedestrians to safely access transit stops and area 
businesses.  The following strategies are critical to 
improving pedestrian safety in and around the Burton Street 
neighborhood. 
 
Strategy 1: Implement traffic calming measures on Burton 
Street and Florida Avenue including improved speed 
bumps, and consistent speed limits throughout the 
neighborhood 

Compatibility with Living Asheville 
Comprehensive Plan 

 
Goal 5 Make Streets More Walkable, 
Comfortable and Connected  

• Coordinate with NCDOT to increase 
pedestrian comfort and safety along 
arterial roadways through various 
design strategies and best practices.  

• Create and implement street traffic 
calming strategies in suitable locations 
where traffic speeds impact the 
pedestrian environment.  

 
Goal 29 Enhance the Safety of the 
Public Realm 

• Continue to implement and monitor the 
citywide program for street calming 
strategies to enhance safety in select 
locations in conjunction with NCDOT 
as applicable.  

• Increase enforcement, education and 
awareness of safety-related 
regulations to enhance safety for 
pedestrians, bicyclists and 
automobiles.  

• Coordinate policies for roadway and 
public realm safety with the needs of 
local safety officials.  

• Construct pedestrian facilities that 
enhance pedestrian safety, such as 
crosswalks, pedestrian signals, traffic 
signals, traffic calming and pedestrian 
refuge islands, for users of all abilities. 

 
Goal 30 Ensure Public Safety Citywide  

• Invest in best practices to ensure 
public safety citywide. Provide 
services equitably and fairly 
throughout the city.  

• Continue to implement community-
oriented policing models.  
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NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN 

Theme 2: A Healthy Community 

 
Goal 2.6: Enhance Safety of the Public Realm 

There are a limited number of streetlights throughout the Burton Street neighborhood.  This, in 
addition to the heavy tree cover throughout the neighborhood, and intersections with sharp turns 
or blind corners creates hazardous conditions for motorist traveling the neighborhood at night.  
And due to the high traffic volumes and configuration of the Florida Avenue and Patton Avenue 
intersection, navigating, entering and exiting the neighborhood is difficult for motorist.  The 
following strategies are necessary to reduce opportunities for automobile and pedestrian 
conflicts and increase the overall safety of the Burton Street neighborhood. 
 
Strategy 1: Conduct an assessment of streetlight needs at intersections, dead end streets and 
cul de sacs throughout the neighborhood 

Strategy 2: Improve the Florida Avenue and Patton Avenue intersection by adding pavement 
markings, and left turn signals 
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NCDOT MITIGATION 

 
I-26 Connector Project Summary  

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) is proposing improvements to 
upgrade the I-240 corridor from south of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange through the I-240 
interchange with US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue west of the French Broad River so that I-240 can 
be redesignated as I-26.  The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the I-26 
Connector was approved in October 2015. The DEIS analyzed three sections, Sections C, A, 
and B. Section C included four detailed study alternatives, Alternatives A-2, C-2, D-1, and F-1. 
Section A included the I-240 Widening Alternative. And Section B included four detailed study 
alternatives, Alternatives 3, 3-C, 4, and 4-B.  In May 2016, Alternative F-1 in Section C, I-240 
Widening Alternative in Section A, and Alternative 4-B in Section B were selected as the least 
environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) for the proposed project.   
 
Section A is the widening of existing I-240 from a four-lane freeway to an eight-lane freeway 
between the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and a point just south of the Patton Avenue 
interchange.  Alternative 4B was developed to separate the local Patton Avenue traffic from the I
-240 through-traffic, and to minimize the footprint of the design. The Section A Widening and 
Section B Alternative 4-B will directly impact the Burton Street neighborhood. 
 
Due to the anticipated project impacts to the Asheville community, NCDOT has held numerous 
meetings with community stakeholders since the project’s inception. Beyond the traditional 
Citizens Informational Workshops, public hearings, and small group meetings, NCDOT has 
incorporated feedback from several community committees and/or organizations. In 2007 the 
Burton Street neighborhood was one of five neighborhoods that was identified for additional 
outreach. 
 
I-26 Impacts Summary 

Some residential and business relocations are anticipated within the Burton Street Community 
as a result of the Section A Widening Alternative.  The anticipated number of relocations 
resulting from Section A include 71 residential, 14 business and one religious institution 
relocation.  
 
Additionally, Burton Street would experience impacts primarily due to increased noise levels, 
physical intrusion from the roadway, reduced community cohesion and neighborhood stability, 
and temporary construction effects. Potential difficulties associated with finding replacement 
housing within financial means is also anticipated.  In Section A, access to Burton Street is 
proposed to become a right-in/right-out only facility from Haywood Road as a result of an 
interchange modification at Haywood Road and I-26. Due to the modifications to the Haywood 
Road interchange, it may be more difficult to access the Burton Street neighborhood and an 
increase in traffic on Baker Avenue may occur as motorist will likely use it as an alternative to 
turn left from the neighborhood to Haywood Road. 
 
Burton Street would experience impacts primarily attributed to increased noise levels, physical 
intrusion, and temporary construction impacts as a result of Section B Alternative 4-B. 
Additionally, right of way acquisitions related to Sections A and B may affect the amount of 
parking available for businesses along Burton Street and will result in the displacement of 
Community Baptist Church.  
 
Burton Street has been identified as a neighborhood that has been impacted by previous 
transportation-related projects and has the potential to experience recurring impacts from the  
I-26 Connector project that are considered to be high and adverse. 



 

The Burton Street Neighborhood Plan    34 

NCDOT MITIGATION 

 
I-26 Mitigation Strategies 

Due to the demographics of the community, Burton Street has been identified as an 
Environmental Justice population which has experienced recurring impacts, due to having a 
minority population and/or low-income population that meets the appropriate criteria within 
Buncombe County to be designated as such. With an Environmental Justice designation, 
NCDOT can provide additional mitigation opportunities to lessen the burden of the project that 
other communities are not subject to receive. 
 
To address and remedy the anticipated impacts to the Burton Street Community as a result of 
the I-26 improvements, the following mitigation strategies will be implemented by NCDOT: 
 
1.2.1  -  Improve Existing Sidewalks to Meet ADA Design Standards 
1.3.1  - Improve Pedestrian Connections Between Community Resources by Installing a 

Sidewalk on Downing Street per Agreement of Property Owners 
1.3.2  - Improve Sidewalk Connections Between Commercial Corridors, and Include a 

Pedestrian Path from Buffalo Street to Patton Avenue That will Connect to Future 
Greenway 

1.4.1  -   Evaluate Opportunities for New Transit Stops, Such as Near Burton Street and 
Haywood Road 

1.4.2  -   Install a Sidewalk along Patton Avenue to Connect Pedestrian Path and Transit Stop 
1.5.2  -  Install Bus Shelters and Other Improvements at Transit Stops Located Near Burton 

Street. Consider Neighborhood Specific Designs if Feasible 
1.6.3  -  Incorporate a Burton Street History Mural on Proposed I-26 Connector Sound Wall if 

Built 
2.2.1  -   Improve Community Center Infrastructure by Including Additional Parking 
2.3.1  -  Construct a New Park and Community Gathering Space at Smith Mill Creek that will 

Include an Access Point to the Future Greenway 
2.6.2 - Improve the Florida Avenue and Patton Avenue Intersection by Adding Pavement 

Markings and Left Turn Signals 
 
And per the request of the City of Asheville, NCDOT will increase the tree canopy within the 
interstate buffer along the Burton Street neighborhood where possible. 
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Burton Street Community Priorities 
 
During the draft plan comment review period, Burton Street residents were asked to rank the top 
five plan strategies that they would like to see implemented first.  The following strategies were 
listed as the top priorities of the Burton Street Community: 
 
2.2.1 - Improve Community Center Infrastructure by Including Additional Parking, a Computer 

Lab, Center Wi-Fi, Creating Additional Community Meeting Space, and Improving 
Existing Outdoor Basketball Courts and Playground 

1.2.1 -  Improve Existing Sidewalks to Meet ADA Design Standards 
1.1.1 -  Support Design Standards and Policies That Aim to Preserve or Enhance Neighborhood 

Character  
2.2.2 -  Expand Community Center Programming to Include Year-round Programs for Youth, 

and Educational and Vocational Training for Youth and Adults 
2.3.1 - Construct a New Park and Community Gathering Space at Smith Mill Creek that will 

Include an Access Point to the Future Greenway 
1.6.2 -  Install Historic Markers Throughout the Neighborhood 
1.6.1 - Install Burton Street Community Gateway Signs at the Northern (Florida Ave.) and 

Southern (Burton St.) Neighborhood Entrances 
2.1.1 -  Establish and Implement Programs to Reinvest into Current Residential Properties 
2.1.2 - Stabilize Property Tax Rates by Promoting Affordability by Design Principles in New 

Development 
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Implementation Plan 
 
The following strategies were submitted to the North Carolina Department of Transportation and 
the City of Asheville for approval. The agency responsible for funding and leading 
implementation is identified for each strategy. 
 
Implementation of the strategies contained in the plan are subject to available funding and 
resources by the implementing or coordinating agency. 
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Implementation Plan  
 

 THEME  1 Implementing Agency 

  STRATEGY CoA NCDOT 

1.1.1 Support Design Standards and Policies That Aim to Preserve or 
Enhance Neighborhood Character  X   

1.1.2 Engage Residents and Other Community Stakeholders in Plans for New 
Development, Capital Improvements, Amenities and Other 
Neighborhood Planning Efforts 

X   

1.2.1 Improve Existing Sidewalks to Meet ADA Design Standards 
  X 

1.2.2 Enforce Neighborhood No Parking Regulations Where Appropriate X   

1.2.3 Expand and Improve Existing Stormwater Infrastructure to Minimize 
Flooding X   

1.2.4 Maintain Trees and Vegetated Areas Along Public Rights-of-Way 
X   

1.3.1 Improve Pedestrian Connections Between Community Resources by 
Installing a Sidewalk on Downing Street per Agreement of Property 
Owners 

  X 

1.3.2 Improve Sidewalk Connections Between Commercial Corridors, and 
Include a Pedestrian Path from Buffalo Street to Patton Avenue That will 
Connect to Future Greenway 

  X 

1.4.1 Evaluate Opportunities for New Transit Stops, Such as Near Burton 
Street and Haywood Road   X 

1.4.2 Install a Sidewalk along Patton Avenue to Connect Pedestrian Path and 
Transit Stop 

  X 

1.5.1 Participate in Community Dialogue and Identify Potential Strategies to 
Honor History and Contributions of the African American Community in 
the Burton Street Neighborhood 

X   

1.5.2 Install Bus Shelters and Other Improvements at Transit Stops Located 
Near Burton Street. Consider Neighborhood Specific Designs if Feasible  X  

1.6.1 Install Burton Street Community Gateway Signs at the Northern (Florida 
Ave.) and Southern (Burton St.) Neighborhood Entrances X    

1.6.2 Install Historic Markers Throughout the Neighborhood X   

1.6.3 Incorporate a Burton Street History Mural on Proposed I-26 Connector 
Sound Wall if Built   X 
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Implementation Plan Continued 

THEME 2 Implementing Agency 

  STRATEGY CoA NCDOT 

2.1.1 Establish and Implement Programs to Reinvest into Current Residential 
Properties X   

2.1.2 Stabilize Property Tax Rates by Promoting Affordability by Design 
Principles in New Development X   

2.2.1 Improve Community Center Infrastructure by Including Additional 
Parking, a Computer Lab, Center Wi-Fi, Creating Additional Community 
Meeting Space, and Improving Existing Outdoor Basketball Courts and 
Playground 

X 

 X 

Parking lot 

2.2.2 Expand Community Center Programming, to Include Year-round 
Programs for Youth, and Educational and Vocational Training for Youth 
and Adults 

X   

2.2.3 Expand Community Center Programming to Include Produce 
Processing and Preservation, Nutrition Education, and Community 
Farmers Market/ Stand to Enhance the Community Garden Program 

X   

2.3.1 Construct a New Park and Community Gathering Space at Smith Mill 
Creek that will Include an Access Point to the Future Greenway   X 

2.3.2 Conduct a Feasibility Study to Consider a Future Smith Mill Creek 
Greenway Through the Burton Street Neighborhood X  

2.4.1 Establish a Neighborhood Watch Program 
X   

2.4.2 Increase Police Presence and Patrolling Throughout Neighborhood 
X   

2.5.1 Implement Traffic Calming Measures on Burton Street and Florida 
Avenue Including Improved Speed Bumps and Consistent Speed Limits 
Throughout the Neighborhood 

X  

2.6.1 Conduct an Assessment of Streetlight Needs at Intersections, Dead 
End Streets and Cul de Sacs Throughout the Neighborhood X   

2.6.2 Improve the Florida Avenue and Patton Avenue Intersection by Adding 
Pavement Markings and Left Turn Signals   X 
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Agency Coordination 
 
North Carolina Department of Transportation  

NCDOT will coordinate with the City of Asheville, and the Burton Street Community Association 
whenever neighborhood engagement and input is necessary to the project planning process. 
The following strategies will require coordination between NCDOT and the City of Asheville for 
implementation: 
 

1.3.2 - Improve Sidewalk Connections Between Commercial Corridors, and Include a 
Pedestrian Path from Buffalo Street to Patton Avenue that will Connect to Future 
Greenway 

 
NCDOT will coordinate with the City of Asheville for the construction of the pedestrian path and 
sidewalks.  The City of Asheville will be responsible for all future maintenance of the pedestrian 
path and all sidewalks constructed as a result of this plan. 
 

1.5.2  -  Install Bus Shelters and Other Improvements at Transit Stops Located Near Burton   
Street. Consider Neighborhood Specific Designs if Feasible. 

 
NCDOT will coordinate with the City of Asheville to determine appropriate design 
accommodations for the proposed bus shelters. 
 

2.2.1 -  Improve Community Center Infrastructure by Including Additional Parking 
 
NCDOT will coordinate with the City of Asheville to construct additional parking at the Burton 
Street Community Center to support the implementation of strategy 2.2.1.  The City will be 
responsible for all remaining infrastructure improvements included in this strategy. 
 
 
The City of Asheville  

The following strategies will require coordination between the City of Asheville and NCDOT for 
implementation: 
 

1.4.1 -  Evaluate Opportunities for New Transit Stops, Such as Near Burton Street and  
Haywood Road 

 
The City of Asheville will coordinate with NCDOT to complete a feasibility study to identify 
opportunities for the implementation of new transit stops near Burton Street on Haywood Road. 
 

2.5.1 -     Implement Traffic Calming Measures on Burton Street and Florida Avenue 
Including     Improved Speed Bumps and Consistent Speed Limits Throughout the 
Neighborhood 

 
The City of Asheville will coordinate with NCDOT once an improvement plan is developed for 
additional funding support for its implementation. 
 
The City of Asheville will coordinate with the Burton Street Community Association to engage 
and inform residents of all plans for strategy implementation. 
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