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Memo To: File 
 
From:  J. Kenneth Burleson, PE 
 
Subject: I-2513 Meeting with Asheville City Parks and Recreation about Carrier 


Park and FBR Greenway 
 
 On Friday, April 13, 2007 I met with Jim Orr and Al Kopf of COA Parks 


and Recreation concerning plan revisions to I-2513 to minimize impacts to 
Carrier Park and the FBR Greenway. They reviewed the revisions and 
made several comments as noted below: 


 
1) They would like to see a connection to the driveway to the parking 


lot on the western side of the speedway track. 
2)  They wanted to remove the parking from the area beside the 


concession stand and like the curb and gutter proposed. 
3) They would like to see cross sections along the proposed Amboy 


Road beside the park. 
4) They provided me functional drawings for a new conceptual 


concession stand and restroom facility that is located east of and 
slightly further from Amboy Road than the existing building. 


5) They provided me with a copy of the deed for the former motor 
speedway property listing restrictions that 1) the property will 
never be used as a motor speedway and 2) the property will be held 
for sole use as a greenway and recreational facility. 


6) They provided me with a copy of the conservation easement 
showing the conservation area next to the French Broad River. 


7) Informed me of a slight alignment revision of the proposed FBR 
Greenway to avoid Southern Waterway’s property. 


8) They desired landscaping improvements to the disturbed areas of 
Carrier Park along the proposed Amboy Road. 


9) They showed me the routing of the FBR greenway through Carrier 
Park 


10) Informed me the right of way for the FBR Greenway would be 
obtained through easements. 


11) Suggested the use of NCDOT Bicycle Program Guidelines for the 
greenway clearances. 


12) Confirmed that no LWCF moneys were used in the park or 
greenway purchase or development. 


13) They would check to see if there were other revisions to the 
proposed greenway plans and would assist in providing a copy of 
the revised plans. 


 
I informed them we would add the driveway connectors noted above to the 
project plans and provide them with a copy of the plans and cross sections 
in front of Carrier Park. I also agreed to suggest landscaping 







improvements in the area and to provide them suggested wording for their 
documented response to NCDOT regarding the impacts to the park and 
greenway facilities. 
 
We discussed a northern shift in the alignment to provide complete 
avoidance of the park and greenway facilities and they noted that such 
avoidance would not benefit the facilities to the same degree as the 
currently proposed plans. 







 
 
 
 


MEMO TO: File 
 


FROM: Ken Burleson 
 
 


SUBJECT: New I-26 Route, Asheville Connector along I-240 from I-26 to US 19-23-70 
in Buncombe County, NCDOT Division 13, NC TIP No. I-2513, State 
Project 8.U843701, Federal No. MANHF 26-1 (53) 


 
DATE:  January 22, 2004 


 
 


 On Wednesday January 21, 2004 Earl Willis and I met with Drew Joyner, David 
Scheffel and Cathy Houser in the TGS Conference Room to go over the functional plans 
for the five alternative alignments under consideration for the I-26/I-40/I-240 
interchange. 


 
 Earl presented the alternative drawings on 1:2500 base mapping along with 
design assumptions, typical sections, a written discussion of the alternatives, bridge 
inventories of each alternative and sketches showing alignment, traffic level of service 
and number of lanes for the ramps and freeway segments.  A copy of all presented 
material was provided to Dave and Cathy. Also, we provided Drew a notebook of the 
capacity runs for forwarding to the NCDOT congestion management section. 


 
 Earl described each of the alternatives, including design constraints, advantages 
and disadvantages. He then provided sketches of four basic alignment alternatives that 
were suggested to be considered for further development. 


 
 At the conclusion of the meeting, Dave and Cathy agreed Alternative C3 as 
presented should be eliminated from further consideration.  They will present the studied 
alternatives to other NCDOT design officials and determine which alternatives should be 
further developed for public and agency review. It was noted this should occur as soon as 
possible to keep the project on schedule. Drew indicated the base mapping showing 
centerlines, bridges and directional arrows would be suitable for presentation to the 
public at a workshop this spring.   


 











 
 
 


 
Memorandum To: File 
 
From:   TGS Engineers 
 
Subject:  Meeting with City of Asheville personnel concerning the proposed I-26 


Route, Asheville Connector along I-240 from I-26 to US 19-23-70 in 
Buncombe County, NC TIP No. I-2513, State Project 8.U843701, Federal 
Number MANHF 26-1 (53) 


 
Date:   July 27, 1999 
 
On Thursday, July 22, 1999, at 9:00 A.M., Tom Kendig (NCDOT), Ken Burleson, and Rich 
Fontanilla attended an I-2513 coordination meeting at the City of Asheville Public 
Works/Engineering Building with the following City of Asheville personnel: 
 


Ron Fuller    Planning and Development 
Mark Combs    Fire Department 
Wayne Hamilton   Fire Department 
Suzanne Malloy   Public Works 
Mark Slaughter   Public Works 
Michael Moule   Traffic Engineering 


 
The purpose of this meeting was to follow-up and discuss project issues Ron Fuller collected 
from the City and local agencies which he presented to NCDOT several months ago.  Ron Fuller 
was the main facilitator for the meeting while Tom and Ken addressed these issues and concerns 
with the City of Asheville personnel. 
 
The meeting started by everyone introducing themselves.  All of the City personnel present at the 
meeting were knowledgeable on the project.  Tom provided a general outline of the project 
parameters while Ken discussed some of the specific issues concerning the project.  Plans for the 
entire project, provided by TGS Engineers, were available during the meeting.  The main issues 
presented by Mr. Fuller that were discussed during the meeting are summarized as follows: 
 
Proposed asphalt bicycle/pedestrian path in conjunction with NC 191.  There was some 
misunderstanding about how this project related to I-2513 and not the current U-2971 under 
construction. Tom said this project is separate from I-2513 and is to be handled accordingly. 
 
Coordination for proposed bicycle/pedestrian facility from Amboy Road to Hominy Creek 
Park.  The I-2513 project will accommodate this facility to the end of the access road along the 
river.  However, no extra R/W exists for construction beyond this point. 
 
 







Full access interchange at I-240/Amboy Road.   Ken showed a plan from Ko and Associates 
that displayed a full interchange at I-240/Amboy Road.  He left the plan with Ron Fuller for City 
comments. 
 
Design improvements for Amboy Road with respect to park and recreation amenities.  
NCDOT is studying this as a separate project. 
 
Removal of Stewart Street pedestrian overpass and improvements to State Street 
underpass.   Sufficient clearances at State Street are planned to allow a future 32' face to face 
with 5' sidewalks.   The issue concerning the underpass lighting is currently being studied by 
NCDOT.  
 
Salvage existing housing by moving them to another lot instead of using demolitions.  
NCDOT is supportive of this effort and will cooperate with City efforts later in the project 
process. 
 
Construction of noise barriers and retaining walls.  The City of Asheville requests that the 
construction materials for noise barriers and retaining walls be indigenous to the area. If the City 
will provide betterment costs, NCDOT will consider this when wall locations are determined. 
 
Lower I-240 instead of raising Haywood Road.  This request is not possible since bridge 
construction for the Haywood Road overpass must be done before the connector is constructed.  
The bridge construction must be the first phase once construction starts. The longer bridge will 
require a deeper superstructure and to achieve appropriate clearance over the new I-26, will 
require raising Haywood Road. 
 
The bridge at Haywood Road and I-240 should be constructed with wide sidewalks to 
ensure the safety of bicyclist and pedestrians in the area.  This request cannot be 
accommodated without further raising Haywood Road due to clearance restrictions. 
 
Improve traffic intersections along Patton Avenue.  Ken displayed Alternate 2 (Revised) to 
the City personnel , which shows combining several Patton Avenue intersections. This plan is 
currently being investigated. 
 
Open space between the French Broad River and the new I-26 connector.  The City of 
Asheville wants to use possibly available land between the river and the new roadway for a 
linear recreational park.  Tom said NCDOT will look into the matter if lands are available. This 
would happen during the right of way phase of the project. 
 
Bike and pedestrian linkage across French Broad River.  The City would like to have this 
linkage implemented with the new I-26 bridge structure.  NCDOT will consider this issue if the 
City has definite plans for connecting facilities on both sides of the river. 
 
 
Another issue of considerable concern was the design of Burton Street at Haywood Road.  
Because of the proximity of historically eligible Friendly Grocery Store, Burton Street is slated 







to become dead-ended or a “right-in only” access at Haywood.  Ken suggested a “jug-handle” 
configuration for a turn-around to allow two-way traffic along much of Burton Street south of 
Baker Street. However, this action will result in Baker Street providing service to much of the 
current Burton Street traffic. A desire to accommodate emergency vehicles on Burton Street was 
noted.  Tom and Ken addressed this issue by acknowledging that improvements to Baker Street 
may be necessary. They asked the City for their recommendations for these improvements. 
 
Ken provided Ron Fuller a Ko and Associates developed plan of the Amboy Road/I-26 full 
interchange for the City to use in developing comments. 
 
cc: Tom Kendig 







 
 
 
 
Memorandum To: File 
 
From:   TGS Engineers 
 
Subject:  Meeting with City Council Members of City of Asheville concerning 


Project I-2513 concerning the proposed I-26 Route, Asheville Connector 
along I-240 from I-26 to US 19-23-70 in Buncombe County, NC TIP No. 
I-2513, State Project 8.U843701, Federal Number MANHF 26-1 (53) 


 
Date:   September 30, 1999 
 


On Monday and Tuesday, September 27-28, 1999, Ken Burleson (TGS Engineers), Tom 
Kendig (NCDOT-PD&EA), and Rich Fontanilla (TGS Engineers) conducted sessions at the City 
of Asheville Municipal Building concerning I-2513 with the following personnel: 


 
Name    Position   Time/Date of Session 
Leni Sitnick   Mayor-COA   2:00 PM/Sept. 27 
Earl Cobb   Council Member-COA 2:00 PM/Sept. 27 
Barbara Field   Council Member-COA 3:00 PM/Sept. 27 
Chuck Cloninger  Council Member-COA 4:00 PM/Sept. 27 
Edward Hay   Council Member-COA 9:00 AM/Sept. 28 
O.T. Tomes   Council Member-COA 9:00 AM/Sept. 28 
Tommy Sellers  Council Member-COA 10:00 AM/Sept. 28 


 
  Colored functional maps of Alternate 2, Alternate 3, and the proposed Amboy Road full 
interchange were displayed.  Other visual aids included hand-outs on cost/relocation alternate 
comparison, Burton St. neighborhood needs list, and project map showing the proposed roadway 
alignment. 
 


Tom started the sessions by discussing the general project parameters.  During the 
sessions, he addressed the following issues: designating Alternate 2 as the preferred alternate, 
mitigation for the Burton St. neighborhood, and the proposed improvements to Amboy Road 
interchange.   The council members were also given the opportunity to discuss any questions and 
concerns they might have. 
 


Tom explained that Alternate 2 has been designated as the preferred alternate by 
NCDOT.  He noted several reasons for this decision.  Alternate 1 is essentially no longer being 
considered due to its proposed alignment in the near vicinity of Montford Historic District which 
includes historic Riverside Cemetery.  The two main factors in not choosing Alternate 3 as the 
preferred alternate are the substantial impacts to the Burton St. neighborhood, and the access 
problems to Westgate Shopping Center.   Alternate 3 would relocate a substantial number of 
residencies in the Burton St. neighborhood that would be avoided by Alternate 2.  Since Burton 
St. is a low-income, minority community, impacts to this area involve environmental justice 







policy.    The access plan to Westgate in Alternate 3 is viewed to be inconvenient and 
troublesome and, therefore, it is assumed the center would eventually suffer.  Alternate 3 also 
has more impacts to the natural environment than Alternate 2 
 


Tom presented the Burton St. mitigation efforts to the Council.  It included a list of needs 
for their benefit compiled by the neighborhood.  He explained that NCDOT is willing to provide 
the community with infrastructure-type services (ie:  repavement of Fayetteville St., HVAC 
repair, new tennis courts, etc.).  A proposed noise wall and retaining wall are also being planned 
in the Burton St. area.  The retaining wall is not considered cost-justifiable, but with the 
forecasted environmental justice impacts associated with the neighborhood, the wall was 
approved. 
 


 A revised proposed plan for a full Amboy Rd. interchange requested by the City, was 
also presented to the Council.  An exit loop from proposed I-26 South to Amboy Rd. and an exit 
ramp from Amboy Rd. to I-26 North was added.  It was noted additional right-of-way purchase 
and relocations would occur if this proposed interchange was approved.  Tom could not give an 
exact number of additional relocations due to the lack of and mapping information for the 
impacted area, but it was estimated approximately 15-20 residential units would be affected. 
 
             A major concern the council wanted to discuss was the decision to provide eight lanes on 
proposed I-26/I-240 from I-40/I-240 interchange to Patton Ave./I-240 interchange.  Tom noted 
that the future 20-year design traffic volumes, which were based on the region’s projected 
growth rate, would require eight lanes for an acceptable level of service.   
 


Mayor Sitnick provided the attached proposed plan that would route I-26 around West 
Asheville to avoid eight lanes along I-240.  It was pointed out that the “bypass” would not 
alleviate congestion problems along the Smokey Park Bridges.  She and Councilman Cobb 
suggested both the new connector and the bypass be provided in lieu of widening existing I-240 
to eight lanes. 


 
Barbara Field was supportive of the planned project but indicated reservations 


concerning eight-lanes along I-240.  Chuck Cloninger was also supportive and showed concern 
for noise walls and other betterment features.  Earl Hays was especially concerned with the 
additional impacts from a full interchange at Amboy Road.  O.T. Tomes seemed most concerned 
about the impacts to the Westgate businesses.  Councilman Sellers was also concerned about the 
additional Amboy Road interchange impacts noting planned development in the area.  With the 
exception of the Mayor and Councilman Cobb, the Council seemed supportive with all having 
reservations about eight-lanes along I-240.  All wanted attractive noise walls and landscaping 
betterments. 
 
 
 


  
 



















































































































































































 
 
 
 
Memorandum To: File 
 
From:   TGS Engineers 
 
Subject:  Meeting with City Council Members of City of Asheville concerning 


Project I-2513 concerning the proposed I-26 Route, Asheville Connector 
along I-240 from I-26 to US 19-23-70 in Buncombe County, NC TIP No. 
I-2513, State Project 8.U843701, Federal Number MANHF 26-1 (53) 


 
Date:   September 30, 1999 
 


On Monday and Tuesday, September 27-28, 1999, Ken Burleson (TGS Engineers), Tom 
Kendig (NCDOT-PD&EA), and Rich Fontanilla (TGS Engineers) conducted sessions at the City 
of Asheville Municipal Building concerning I-2513 with the following personnel: 


 
Name    Position   Time/Date of Session 
Leni Sitnick   Mayor-COA   2:00 PM/Sept. 27 
Earl Cobb   Council Member-COA 2:00 PM/Sept. 27 
Barbara Field   Council Member-COA 3:00 PM/Sept. 27 
Chuck Cloninger  Council Member-COA 4:00 PM/Sept. 27 
Edward Hay   Council Member-COA 9:00 AM/Sept. 28 
O.T. Tomes   Council Member-COA 9:00 AM/Sept. 28 
Tommy Sellers  Council Member-COA 10:00 AM/Sept. 28 


 
  Colored functional maps of Alternate 2, Alternate 3, and the proposed Amboy Road full 
interchange were displayed.  Other visual aids included hand-outs on cost/relocation alternate 
comparison, Burton St. neighborhood needs list, and project map showing the proposed roadway 
alignment. 
 


Tom started the sessions by discussing the general project parameters.  During the 
sessions, he addressed the following issues: designating Alternate 2 as the preferred alternate, 
mitigation for the Burton St. neighborhood, and the proposed improvements to Amboy Road 
interchange.   The council members were also given the opportunity to discuss any questions and 
concerns they might have. 
 


Tom explained that Alternate 2 has been designated as the preferred alternate by 
NCDOT.  He noted several reasons for this decision.  Alternate 1 is essentially no longer being 
considered due to its proposed alignment in the near vicinity of Montford Historic District which 
includes historic Riverside Cemetery.  The two main factors in not choosing Alternate 3 as the 
preferred alternate are the substantial impacts to the Burton St. neighborhood, and the access 
problems to Westgate Shopping Center.   Alternate 3 would relocate a substantial number of 
residencies in the Burton St. neighborhood that would be avoided by Alternate 2.  Since Burton 
St. is a low-income, minority community, impacts to this area involve environmental justice 







policy.    The access plan to Westgate in Alternate 3 is viewed to be inconvenient and 
troublesome and, therefore, it is assumed the center would eventually suffer.  Alternate 3 also 
has more impacts to the natural environment than Alternate 2 
 


Tom presented the Burton St. mitigation efforts to the Council.  It included a list of needs 
for their benefit compiled by the neighborhood.  He explained that NCDOT is willing to provide 
the community with infrastructure-type services (ie:  repavement of Fayetteville St., HVAC 
repair, new tennis courts, etc.).  A proposed noise wall and retaining wall are also being planned 
in the Burton St. area.  The retaining wall is not considered cost-justifiable, but with the 
forecasted environmental justice impacts associated with the neighborhood, the wall was 
approved. 
 


 A revised proposed plan for a full Amboy Rd. interchange requested by the City, was 
also presented to the Council.  An exit loop from proposed I-26 South to Amboy Rd. and an exit 
ramp from Amboy Rd. to I-26 North was added.  It was noted additional right-of-way purchase 
and relocations would occur if this proposed interchange was approved.  Tom could not give an 
exact number of additional relocations due to the lack of and mapping information for the 
impacted area, but it was estimated approximately 15-20 residential units would be affected. 
 
             A major concern the council wanted to discuss was the decision to provide eight lanes on 
proposed I-26/I-240 from I-40/I-240 interchange to Patton Ave./I-240 interchange.  Tom noted 
that the future 20-year design traffic volumes, which were based on the region’s projected 
growth rate, would require eight lanes for an acceptable level of service.   
 


Mayor Sitnick provided the attached proposed plan that would route I-26 around West 
Asheville to avoid eight lanes along I-240.  It was pointed out that the “bypass” would not 
alleviate congestion problems along the Smokey Park Bridges.  She and Councilman Cobb 
suggested both the new connector and the bypass be provided in lieu of widening existing I-240 
to eight lanes. 


 
Barbara Field was supportive of the planned project but indicated reservations 


concerning eight-lanes along I-240.  Chuck Cloninger was also supportive and showed concern 
for noise walls and other betterment features.  Earl Hays was especially concerned with the 
additional impacts from a full interchange at Amboy Road.  O.T. Tomes seemed most concerned 
about the impacts to the Westgate businesses.  Councilman Sellers was also concerned about the 
additional Amboy Road interchange impacts noting planned development in the area.  With the 
exception of the Mayor and Councilman Cobb, the Council seemed supportive with all having 
reservations about eight-lanes along I-240.  All wanted attractive noise walls and landscaping 
betterments. 
 
 
 


  
 



















































 
 
 
 
Memorandum To: File 
 
From:   TGS Engineers 
 
Subject:  Bicycle Task Force Meeting concerning Asheville Connector along I-240 from I-


26 to US 19-23-70 in Buncombe County, NC TIP No. I-2513, State Project 
8.U843701, Federal Number MANHF 26-1 (53) 


 
Date:   August 23, 1999 
 


At 5:30 p.m. on Thursday, August 19, 1999, the following attended a meeting to discuss concerns 
expressed by the local Bicycle/Pedestrian Task Force at the Land-of-Sky Regional Council offices in 
Asheville: 
 


Bill Marley   FHWA 
John Schrohenloher  FHWA 
Gerry Hardesty   Bicycle/Pedestrian Task Force 
Connie Duncan   Bicycle/Pedestrian Task Force 
Oliver Gajda   City of Asheville, MPO 
Claudia Nix   Bicycle/Pedestrian Task Force 
Dwayne Stutzman  NC Division & Parks & Recreation 
Tom Redinger   TCC & Bicycle/Pedestrian Task Force 
Elizabeth Teague  Land-of-Sky Regional Council 
Rich Fontanilla   TGS Engineers 
Ken Burleson   TGS Engineers 
Tom Kendig   NCDOT 
Susan Roderick  Quality Forward 


 
All attendees introduced themselves and Ken provided an overview of the project displaying the 


conceptual plans for Alternates 2 and 3 explaining that Alternate 1 was no longer being given serious 
consideration due to the cemetery involvement. He then pointed out several issues which indicate 
Alternate 2 may result in fewer impacts than Alternate 3. 
 


Several points concerning the routing of the project and the development of an 8-lane width along 
existing I-240 were noted. The differences in 6-lanes verses 8 were discussed and it was explained how 6 
would require almost the same impacts as 8 without providing adequate capacity. Safety improvements 
and constructibility were noted during this discussion. 
 


The attendees then reviewed a list of concerns expressed by the Bike/Pedestrian Task Force 
which were almost identical to a list submitted by the MPO. Each item of concern was discussed and Tom 
Kendig of NCDOT provided the responses given to the MPO. Tom, Ken, and John Schrohenloher of the 
FHWA elaborated on the design modifications that have been adopted as a result of the comments, and 
also on the constraints that have prevented the adoption of all of the request made in the comments. 
 


The meeting adjourned at approximately 8:45 p.m. 
 







































































































 
 
 
 







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Appendix B3 


Records of Public Meetings 
 







 











 
I-2513 Public Meetings and Presentations Record 
 
 
DATE OF MEETING: 3/10/1998  
 
GROUP: WNC Corridor Assn.  
 
LOCATION: Cornerstone Restaurant 
 
PROJECT REPRESENTATIVES: Ken Burleson, Joe Westbrook  
 
ATTENDANCE: Approximately 20 
 
NOTES: I presented the current project preliminary plans and schedule. We encouraged their 
participation in the public involvement process. 























 
I-2513 Public Meetings and Presentations Record 
 
 
DATE OF MEETING: 10/14/98  
 
GROUP: Leadership Asheville Seniors  
 
LOCATION: Riverlink Office Lyman Street 
 
PROJECT REPRESENTATIVES: Ken Burleson, Tom Kendig  
 
ATTENDANCE: Approximately 30 
 
NOTES: We attended this meeting to inform attendee about the proposed project and participated in 
a panel discussion concerning growth issues. 



















































































































 
I-2513 Public Meetings and Presentations Record 
 
 
DATE OF MEETING: 9/28/99  
 
GROUP: City Seeds Conference  
 
LOCATION: Wortham Theatre Pack Place 
 
PROJECT REPRESENTATIVES: Ken Burleson 
 
ATTENDANCE: Approximately 100 
 
NOTES: I attended this conference presentation to address concerns about the project and as it 
relates to urban design and sprawl issues. 



































































 
I-2513 Public Meetings and Presentations Record 
 
 
DATE OF MEETING: 4/12/2000  
 
GROUP: I-26 Connector Awareness Group  
 
LOCATION: City Hall 
 
PROJECT REPRESENTATIVES: Ken Burleson, Tom Kendig, Drew Joyner, Carl Goode, Chris 
Gatchill (FHWA) 
 
ATTENDANCE: Approximately 20 
 
NOTES: The meeting was to improve relationships and to inform the group about the project and 
upcoming education and design forums. Encourage their participation through the CCC which was 
being formed.  







 
I-2513 Public Meetings and Presentations Record 
 
 
DATE OF MEETING: 5/3/2000  
 
GROUP: I-26 Connector Awareness Group  
 
LOCATION: City Hall 
 
PROJECT REPRESENTATIVES: Tom Kendig, Drew Joyner, Carl Goode, Mary Clayton and 
myself along with Ron Fuller and Michael Moule of the City of Asheville 
 
ATTENDANCE: Ron Ainspan 
   Bette Jackson 
   Betty Lawrence 
   Roger Derrough 
   Hugh Huntington 
   Philan Medford 
 
 
NOTES: The meeting was to discuss the conceptual plan developed by Walter Kulash of Glatting 
and Jackson for the subject project. Drew thanked the group for attending and I described first the 
pros, and then the cons of our evaluation that was given to the group. After going through this 
evaluation, Tom emphasized that NCDOT was very disappointed in the plan, and that Glatting & 
Jackson had not contacted NCDOT to obtain the project design criteria or information about any of 
the design constraints. The group seemed encouraged that the plan had been evaluated and appeared 
determined to find a plan supporting the ideas of separating I-240 and Patton Avenue traffic across 
the Smoky Park Bridges. Before adjourning, I pointed out the project design criteria and several 
design constraints for their consideration.  







 
I-2513 Public Meetings and Presentations Record 
 
 
DATE OF MEETING: 6/15/00  
 
GROUP: Asheville Public 
 
LOCATION: UNCA  
 
PROJECT REPRESENTATIVES:  Tom Kendig, Drew Joyner, Alan Thornburg, Ken Burleson, 
Blake Norwood, David Hyder 
 
ATTENDANCE: Over 400 
 
NOTES:  
Welcome/Introduction- Who is the Community Coordinating Committee Mission Statement. Lou Bissette 
 
Discussion of project history, focusing primarily on the early 1990s.   Norma Price 
Blake Underwood 
 
Recent efforts to involve the public in the I-26 project.  Tom Kendig 
 
Description of current I-26 project noting changes that have been made in past 1-2 years. Use of slide 
media to illustrate project component and design constraints.  Ken Burleson 
 
Macro-level discussion of air quality issues relevant to interstate projects. David Hyder 
 
Land Use – Transportation Link Discussion of traffic modeling and induced traffic concepts relevant to 
the I-26 project. Scott Shuford 
 
Interstate Design - Issues and Innovations Discussion of state-of-the-art issues and innovations in 
interstate design. Fred Craig 
 
Importance of maintaining local street connectivity in interstate design  Michael Moule 
 
Question & Answer Public questions on issues regarding interstate projects in general and the  
I-26 project in particular (written questions preferred). Lou Bissette (facilitator) 
 
Information on Design Forum/ Wrap-up and Breakout topics;    Brownie Newman 
 























































 
I-2513 Public Meetings and Presentations Record 
 
 
DATE OF MEETING: 07-11-2000  
 
GROUP: I-26 Connector Awareness Group (CAG) 
 
LOCATION: Westgate Shopping Center  
 
PROJECT REPRESENTATIVES:  Drew Joyner, Fred Craig, Ken Burleson 
 
ATTENDANCE: Approximately 20 
 
NOTES: Project representatives discussed the Design Forum format and encouraged their 
participation. 



































 
I-2513 Public Meetings and Presentations Record 
 
 
DATE OF MEETING: 1/15/2002  
 
GROUP: Asheville COC Trans. Task Force  
 
LOCATION: Chamber Headquarters  
 
PROJECT REPRESENTATIVES:  Drew Joyner, Alan Thornburg, Ken Burleson 
 
ATTENDANCE: Approximately 50 
 
NOTES: Project representatives gave a project status and process presentation at this luncheon 
meeting. 







 
I-2513 Public Meetings and Presentations Record 
 
 
DATE OF MEETING: 05/30/2002  
 
GROUP: Asheville COC  
 
LOCATION: GPI Country Club  
 
PROJECT REPRESENTATIVES:  Drew Joyner, Alan Thornburg, Ken Burleson, Janet Diaginasio,  
 
ATTENDANCE: Approximately 40 
 
NOTES: Project representatives gave a project status and process presentation at this evening 
meeting. 



















































 
I-2513 Public Meetings and Presentations Record 
 
 
DATE OF MEETING: 06-26-2003  
 
GROUP: I-26 Connector Awareness Group (CAG) 
 
LOCATION: Westgate Shopping Center @ 6pm 
 
PROJECT REPRESENTATIVES:  Drew Joyner, Ken Burleson 
 
ATTENDANCE: Approximately 20 
 
NOTES: Project representatives discussed the project status and schedule at this evening meeting. 







 
I-2513 Public Meetings and Presentations Record 
 
 
DATE OF MEETING: 11/13/2003  
 
GROUP: Asheville Rotary Club  
 
LOCATION: Asheville Country Club 
 
PROJECT REPRESENTATIVES:  Drew Joyner, Alan Thornburg, Ken Burleson, Greg Thorpe, Jay 
Swain, Derrick Weaver 
 
 
ATTENDANCE: Approximately 40 
 
NOTES: Project representatives gave a project status presentation at this luncheon meeting. 







 
I-2513 Public Meetings and Presentations Record 
 
 
DATE OF MEETING: 12/15/2003  
 
GROUP: Asheville COC  
 
LOCATION: COC Headquarters  
 
PROJECT REPRESENTATIVES:  Drew Joyner, Alan Thornburg, Ken Burleson 
 
ATTENDANCE: Approximately 40 
 
NOTES: Project representatives gave a project status and schedule update presentation at this 
luncheon meeting. 























































































































 
 
 
 












 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Appendix C 


Relocation and Right of Way Reports 
 
 







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



























































































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 












 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Appendix D 


Federal Register Publication of the Notice of Intent 
 
 







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







40921 Federal Register / Vol. 72, No. 142 / Wednesday, July 25, 2007 / Notices 


15 15 U.S.C. 78s(b)(3)(A)(ii). 
16 17 CFR 240.19b–4(f)(2). 17 17 CFR 200.30–3(a)(12). 


particular, in that it is an equitable 
allocation of reasonable dues, fees, and 
other charges among Exchange 
members. 


B. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement on Burden on Competition 


The Exchange does not believe that 
the proposed rule change will impose 
any burden on competition that is not 
necessary or appropriate in furtherance 
of the purposes of the Act. 


C. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement on Comments on the 
Proposed Rule Change Received From 
Members, Participants, or Others 


No written comments were either 
solicited or received. 


III. Date of Effectiveness of the 
Proposed Rule Change and Timing For 
Commission Action 


The foregoing proposed rule change 
has been designated as a fee change 
pursuant to Section 19(b)(3)(A)(ii) of the 
Act 15 and Rule 19b–4(f)(2) 16 
thereunder, because it establishes or 
changes a due, fee, or other charge 
applicable only to a member. 
Accordingly, the proposal became 
effective upon filing with the 
Commission. At any time within 60 
days of the filing of such proposed rule 
change, the Commission may summarily 
abrogate such rule change if it appears 
to the Commission that such action is 
necessary or appropriate in the public 
interest, for the protection of investors, 
or otherwise in furtherance of the 
purposes of the Act. 


IV. Solicitation of Comments 


Interested persons are invited to 
submit written data, views, and 
arguments concerning the foregoing, 
including whether the proposed rule 
change is consistent with the Act. 
Comments may be submitted by any of 
the following methods: 


Electronic Comments 


• Use the Commission’s Internet 
comment form (http://www.sec.gov/ 
rules/sro.shtml); or 


• Send an e-mail to rule- 
comments@sec.gov. Please include File 
Number SR–Phlx–2007–50 on the 
subject line. 


Paper Comments 


• Send paper comments in triplicate 
to Nancy M. Morris, Secretary, 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
100 F Street, NE., Washington, DC 
20549–1090. 


All submissions should refer to File 
Number SR–Phlx–2007–50. This file 
number should be included on the 
subject line if e-mail is used. To help the 
Commission process and review your 
comments more efficiently, please use 
only one method. The Commission will 
post all comments on the Commission’s 
Internet Web site (http://www.sec.gov/ 
rules/sro.shtml). Copies of the 
submission, all subsequent 
amendments, all written statements 
with respect to the proposed rule 
change that are filed with the 
Commission, and all written 
communications relating to the 
proposed rule change between the 
Commission and any person, other than 
those that may be withheld from the 
public in accordance with the 
provisions of 5 U.S.C. 552, will be 
available for inspection and copying in 
the Commission’s Public Reference 
Room, 100 F Street, NE., Washington, 
DC 20549, on official business days 
between the hours of 10 a.m. and 3 p.m. 
Copies of such filing also will be 
available for inspection and copying at 
the principal office of the Exchange. All 
comments received will be posted 
without change; the Commission does 
not edit personal identifying 
information from submissions. You 
should submit only information that 
you wish to make available publicly. All 
submissions should refer to File 
Number SR–Phlx–2007–50 and should 
be submitted on or before August 15, 
2007. 


For the Commission, by the Division of 
Market Regulation, pursuant to delegated 
authority.17 
Florence E. Harmon, 
Deputy Secretary. 
[FR Doc. E7–14357 Filed 7–24–07; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8010–01–P 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


Federal Highway Administration 


Environmental Impact Statement; 
Buncombe County, NC 


AGENCY: Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), DOT. 
ACTION: Notice of Intent. 


SUMMARY: The FHWA is issuing this 
notice to advise the public that an 
environmental impact statement will be 
prepared for the proposed extension of 
I–26 from I–40 to US 19–23–70, 
including widening I–240 from the 
I–26/I–40/I–240 interchange to US 19– 
23–74 (Patton Avenue), and 


construction on new location from US 
19–23–74 (Patton Avenue) across the 
French Broad River to US 19–23–70 in 
Buncombe County, North Carolina. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Clarence W. Coleman, P.E., Operations 
Engineer, Federal Highway 
Administration, 310 New Bern Avenue, 
Suite 410, Raleigh, North Carolina 
27601–1418, Telephone: (919) 856– 
4350, Extension 133. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
FHWA, in cooperation with the North 
Carolina Department of Transportation 
(NCDOT), will prepare an 
environmental impact statement (EIS) 
on a proposal for extending I–26, partly 
on new location, from I–40 to US 19– 
23–70 including the I–26/I–40/I–240 
interchange. The project is commonly 
referred to as the I–26 Connector and is 
intended to provide a link between 
existing I–26 and US 19–23–70 north of 
Asheville, completing a gap in the I–26 
corridor through Asheville. The project 
includes upgrading the I–26/I–40/I–240 
interchange and improving I–240 
(including the interchanges) north to the 
I–240/US 19–23–74A/Patton Avenue 
interchange west of the French Broad 
River. The project also includes 
construction of a multilane freeway 
segment on new location from the I– 
240/US 19–23–74A/Patton Avenue 
interchange across the French Broad 
River, merging into US 19–23–70 south 
of the existing US 19–23–70 interchange 
with SR 1781 (Broadway). 
Improvements to the corridor are 
considered necessary to provide for the 
existing and projected traffic demand 
and improve connectivity between I–26 
south of Asheville and US 19–23–70 
north of Asheville. In addition, 
upgrades are needed on existing 
interstates within the study area to meet 
current design standards. 


Opportunities have been provided for 
involvement with the public in defining 
the project purpose and need and 
determining the range of alternatives to 
be considered for the project. Further 
opportunities for the public to comment 
on the environmental review process 
will be provided throughout the 
remainder of the project development 
process. From 1989 to 1995, the I–26 
Connector was studied as part of the 
Asheville Urban Area Corridor 
Preservation Pilot Project in order to 
develop the Asheville Urban Area 
Thoroughfare Plan, a long-range 
regional transportation plan. Extensive 
public involvement was incorporated to 
identify overall transportation goals, 
specific projects in the Asheville area 
that would fulfill those goals (which 
identified the I–26 Connector as one of 
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those projects) and potential corridors 
for the I–26 Connector. NCDOT 
published a final Phase I Environmental 
Analysis for the Asheville Urban Area 
(Phase I Study) in April 1995. 


Prior to the initiation of 
environmental studies in preparation of 
an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS), a scoping letter soliciting 
comments on the proposed project was 
sent in 1996 to the local, state, and 
federal agencies, by NCDOT. No further 
scoping actions are planned. 


In 1997, the United States Army 
Corps of Engineer (USACE), FHWA, and 
NCDOT signed an Interagency 
Agreement integrating Section 404 and 
the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) of 1969, known as the Section 
404/NEPA Merger Process. The 
agreement requires the establishment of 
a project team at the beginning of each 
transportation project and outlines the 
coordination process with a series of 
Concurrence Points in order to promote 
cooperation and coordination during the 
study process and to ensure 
compatibility with local, state and 
federal planning projects and policies. 


In addition to the project merger team 
providing guidance and input, 
involvement with the public continued 
with a Project Educational Forum and a 
separate Project Design Forum in 2000. 
In the summer of 2004, public 
informational meetings were held to 
receive public comments on the 
functional alternatives presented. The 
engineering designs for the project 
alternatives were then presented at 
Community Informational Workshops in 
October 2006. Upon completion of the 
draft EIS, a public hearing will be held, 
with public notice of the time and place 
of the hearing. The draft EIS will be 
available for public and agency review 
and comment prior to the public 
hearing. 


To ensure that the full range of issues 
related to the proposed action is 
addressed and all significant issues are 
identified, comments and suggestions 
are invited from all interested parties. 
Comments and questions concerning the 
proposed action should be directed to 
the FHWA at the address provided 
above. 


(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program Number 20.205, Highway Research 
Planning and Construction. The regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
regarding intergovernmental consultation on 
Federal programs and activities apply to this 
program.) 


Issued on: July 19, 2007. 
Clarence W. Coleman, 
P.E., Operations Engineer, Raleigh, North 
Carolina. 
[FR Doc. E7–14353 Filed 7–24–07; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910–22–P 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


Federal Highway Administration 


Supplemental Final Environmental 
Impact Statement; Graham County, NC 


AGENCY: Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), Department of 
Transportation. 
ACTION: Notice of Intent. 


SUMMARY: The FHWA is issuing this 
notice to advise the public that a 
Supplemental Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (Supp. FEIS) will be 
prepared for the proposed relocation of 
U.S. 74 from U.S. 129 in Robbinsville to 
NC 28 in Stecoah, Graham County, 
North Carolina. The proposed project 
would be the construction of a four-lane 
divided highway approximately 11 
miles in length. This project is 
identified as TIP Project No. A–9 B&C. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. 
Clarence W. Coleman, P.E., Operations 
Engineer, Federal Highway 
Administration, 310 New Bern Avenue, 
Suite 410, Raleigh, North Carolina 
27601–1418, telephone: (919) 856–4350, 
Extension 133. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
proposed relocation is part of the North 
Carolina Department of Transportation 
(NCDOT) Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP) Project No. A–9, which 
includes four different relocation 
projects, identified as TIP Project Nos. 
A–9 A, B, C, & D. The ‘‘A’’ portion of 
the project begins in Cherokee County 
with a proposed terminus in Andrews 
and extends into Graham County with a 
proposed terminus in Robbinsville. The 
proposed relocation from Robbinsville 
to Stecoah is the ‘‘B & C’’ portion of the 
project. The ‘‘D’’ portion of the project 
begins in Stecoah and extends east into 
Swain County, terminating in Almond; 
most of this segment is complete. 


An FEIS for the entire A–9 project 
was completed in 1984. Federal 
regulations impose a three-year 
restriction, commencing from the time a 
document is signed, for action to be 
taken on a project. If action is not taken 
within this period, a reevaluation of the 
FEIS is required. The Supp. FEIS will 
serve as this reevaluation (40 CFR 
1502.9). The FEIS identified a Preferred 
Corridor for the entire A, B, C, & D 
corridor from Andrews to Almond. A 


reevaluation was completed for A–9D (a 
widening project), while A–9 A, B, & C 
(the new location portion) was subject 
to further analysis due to the project’s 
potential impacts. The Supp. FEIS and 
its associated technical memorandum 
(indirect and cumulative effects report, 
air analysis, noise analysis, etc.) are 
being prepared only for the B & C 
portion of the project. The A portion of 
the project is currently unfunded. The 
project includes a tunnel under Stecoah 
Gap where an easement will be obtained 
from the U.S. Forest Service. The project 
corridor follows the existing NC 143 
alignment in some areas; however, the 
majority of the project is on new 
location, as is the area through Stecoah 
Gap. The project also includes several 
new stream crossings including a bridge 
over Stecoah Creek. 


The purpose of this project is to 
improve the US 74 corridor throughout 
the state providing better system 
linkage, economic and social 
development, highway capacity, and 
safety resulting in road user savings 
from a more efficient highway facility. 
It will also provide better accessibility 
with highway connections for Graham 
County. The proposed US 74 relocation 
is part of the Appalachian Development 
Highway System (ADHS), which would 
complete a missing link in the 
Appalachian Highway Corridor K. In 
summary, the purpose of the ADHS is 
to improve the economic conditions of 
the region by providing the 
infrastructure necessary for economic 
and human resource development. 


A scoping letter was sent to federal 
and state resource agencies on 
December 5, 1995, and an interagency 
scoping meeting held on January 4, 
1996. Additional interagency meetings 
were held on July 31, 1996, December 
9, 1999, January 20, 2004, and 
September 19, 2006. An interagency 
meeting is currently scheduled for 
August 14, 2007. Public involvement 
has occurred for this project. The first 
Citizens Informational Workshop was 
held in two locations to accommodate 
interests at each end of the entire ABC 
project study area. The first workshop 
was held on March 11, 1996, at the 
Robbinsville High School in 
Robbinsville; the second was held at the 
Andrews Community Center in 
Andrews. The second Citizens 
Informational Workshop was also held 
in two locations on subsequent days. 
The workshop in Robbinsville was held 
October 28, 1996, at the Robbinsville 
High School; the second on October 29, 
1996, at the Andrews Community 
Center in Andrews. The third Citizens 
Informational Workshop was also held 
on subsequent days in Robbinsville and 
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I-26 Connector 
Report from Project Comment/Response Database 


 
The following comments were received from local citizens in response to a project newsletter that requested comments 
from the public on the project Purpose and Need Statement and project alternatives. Each comment was considered. 
Responses follow each comment. The individual correspondence letters were coded with unique “letter code” as they 
were received.  For cross referencing purposes, each comment within a correspondence letter was coded first by subject 
matter using subject matter codes (1-33) and secondly by the number of comments received under the given subject 
matter. For example comment code 1-1 represents the first comment received under subject number 1, Purpose and 
Need. Correspondence letters are appended by reference and can be found in the NCDOT project files. 


 
1. Purpose and Need 


 
1-1 Comment 


It is crucial that the Report of the Community Coordinating Committee (CCC) of September 2000, which includes nine key project design 
goals, be included in the NC DOT'S Purpose and Needs Statement for the I-26 Connector Project, I-2513. This report, created by 
Asheville area residents, including members of the business community, elected officials, neighborhood groups, and others, was officially 
adopted by the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) on September 21, 2000. Most importantly, the Purpose and Needs Statement 
must include the separation of local and interstate traffic, which will result in eliminating the dangerous merging situations that currently 
exist on the Smoky Park Bridge. Creating a local traffic connection will reunify and connect the community. The scale of the project must 
match the character of this unique community. The nine Evaluation Criteria of the CCC Report address the purpose and needs of the 
project and were adopted by the City and the MPO as an effective method of gaining extensive public input on the Connecter project while 
keeping the project on schedule. The evaluation criteria were developed specifically to be included in the Purpose and Needs Statement. 
Any Purpose and Needs Statement that excludes the CCC report is incomplete. I thank you for your attention to this matter. 


 Response 
The CCC report of September 2000 and the nine Key Design Goals that it presented were considered in the development of the project 
Purpose and Need Statement and the DEIS.   Refer to Chapter 1 of the DEIS where the CCC report and its recommendations are 
addressed. The report recommends that the goals be included in the project Purpose and Need Statement.  Although these goals and 
recommendations emphasize local considerations developed during the planning process, many are considerations that are evaluated 
during the alternative selection process (refer to Chapter 2 of the DEIS). Such considerations should be weighed with other factors and 
should not be used to eliminate the evaluation of viable alternatives that solve the transportation problem. While the goals were not 
specifically included in the purpose and need statement, NCDOT understands their importance to the local community.  Many local 
citizens believe that the separation of local and interstate traffic should be included in the purpose and need.  The FHWA and NCDOT 
considered whether or not to include separation of local and interstate traffic as a need for the project and determined that to do so would 
limit, or too narrowly define the range of alternatives that could be evaluated through the NEPA process.  Furthermore, truly separating 
local and interstate traffic would be in direct conflict with other identified needs such as system linkage. The local community has also 
expressed a desire for the project to address the issue of separating I-240 traffic from Patton Avenue traffic. This issue is addressed the in 
DEIS and has been considered in the evaluation of alternatives presented in Chapter 2 of this Draft EIS.  This issue is also addressed in 
Chapter 8 of the DEIS.  NCDOT understands that undesirable merging/weaving conditions, which are perceived as unsafe by local 
citizens, are currently present on the Patton/US 19-23/I-240 section of the project. Construction of the I-26 project, once completed, will 
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remove I-26 traffic from the Smoky Park Bridges helping to relieve congestion on this route to and from downtown Asheville. Alternative 4 
was developed to directly address the local concerns of separating I-240 traffic from Patton Avenue.  At the time of this response, NCDOT 
was also working with the City of Asheville, Buncombe County to study another locally developed conceptual alternative presented by the 
Asheville Design Center that also addresses separating interstate traffic from Patton Avenue.  Should this conceptual alternative be 
determined to be a viable alternative it will be studied in detail in a supplemental DEIS before a preferred alternative is selected. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0003 PP0005 PP0010 PP0015 PP0019 PP0021 PP0022 PP0023 PP0026 PP0028 PP0029 PP0031 PP0032 PP0034 PP0035 PP0040 
PP0041 PP0042 PP0044 PP0045 PP0047 PP0048 PP0049 PP0050 PP0051 PP0052 PP0053 PP0054 PP0058 PP0059 PP0060 PP0063 
PP0064 PP0069 PP0081 PP0083 PP0085 PP0087 PP0088 PP0090 PP0091 PP0092 PP0093 PP0098 PP0099 PP0105 PP0107 PP0110 
PP0111 PP0112 PP0113 PP0114 PP0116 PP0117 PP0119 PP0121 PP0122 PP0123 PP0124 PP0125 PP0127 PP0128 PP0129 PP0130 
PP0133 PP0135 PP0141 PP0143 PP0145 PP0149 


  
1-2 Comment 


One of the main needs for I-26 as it passes though the City of Asheville is to replace the current dangerous merging situations on the 
Smokey Park Bridge.  These problems stem from the lack of separation of local and interstate traffic. I believe the Purpose and Needs 
Statement should specifically include the separation of local and interstate traffic. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0008 PP0074 PP0075 PP0076 PP0079 PP0089 PP0099 PP0100 PP0101 PP0103 PP0106 PP0108 PP0132 PP0139 PP0142 


  
1-3 Comment 


Do whatever is necessary to separate I-26 and Patton Avenue. This old design would never pass muster today so please correct a long 
time problem. 


 Response 
Each of the project alternatives studied in the DEIS would remove I-26 traffic from Patton Avenue. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0009 


  
1-4 Comment 


Thanks for making the I-26 and I-40 connection that was left off of your original plans. 
 Response 


Comment noted. 
 Letter Codes 


PP0009 
  


1-5 Comment 
We need to separate interstate and local traffic. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0016 
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1-6 Comment 


I request that the purpose and need statements regarding the I-26 connector project include separation of 
local and interstate traffic at the existing Smoky Park Bridge. It is a dangerous mix, and the community has to 
be clear and consistent in requesting this separation. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0012 


  
1-7 Comment 


It is crucial that the report of the CCC of Sept. 2000, which includes nine key goals for project design, be included in the NCDOT's purpose 
and need statement for the I-26 connector. This report was created by Asheville area residents, including members of the business 
community, elected officials, neighborhood groups, and others, and was adopted by the MPO on Sept. 21, 2000. MOST IMPORTANTLY, 
the NCDOT must include THE SEPARATION OF LOCAL AND INTERSTATE TRAFFIC, in order to reunify and connect the community, 
and must match the scale of the project with the character of this unique community. This feature has been left out of the current draft of 
the purpose and need statement of Dec. 2007. Any attempt by the NCDOT to ignore the criteria in this CCC report will likely result in a 
delay of the project. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0007 PP0013 PP0014 


  
1-8 Comment 


I consider it vitally important for the local and interstate traffic to be separated in Asheville. The character of the traffic flow has changed 
drastically since the changing of 19/23 to I-26, with much more tractor trailer traffic. Also, Asheville's population is growing by leaps and 
bounds with people who are not used to driving in WNC.  


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0138 


  
1-9 Comment 


I am writing to comment about a serious concern concerning the I-26 connector project.  One of the main needs of I-26 as it passes 
through the City of Asheville is to replace the current dangerous merging situation on Smoky Park Bridge.  The Purpose and Needs 
Statement should include SEPARATION of local and interstate traffic. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0017 PP0018 PP0096 


  
1-10 Comment 
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The nine Evaluation Criteria of the CCC Report address the purpose and needs of the project and were adopted by the City and the MPO 
as an effective method of gaining extensive public input on the Connecter project while keeping the project on schedule. The evaluation 
criteria were developed specifically to be included in the Purpose and Needs Statement. Any Purpose and Needs Statement that excludes 
the CCC report is incomplete. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0022 PP0146 PP0148 


  
1-11 Comment 


It has been brought to my attention that you are seeking public input on the Purpose and Needs for the I-26 Connector Project in Asheville. 
I believe that it is essential that the Report of the Community Coordinating Committee (CCC) of September 2000, which includes nine key 
project design goals, be included in the NC DOT'S Purpose and Needs Statement for the I-26 Connector Project, I-2513. This report was 
created by Asheville area residents, including members of the business community, elected officials, neighborhood groups, and others, 
and was officially adopted by the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) on September 21, 2000.  I travel I-240/26 daily and the 
Purpose and Needs Statement must include the separation of local and interstate traffic, which will result in eliminating the dangerous 
merging situations that currently exist on the Smokey Park Bridge. It is extremely dangerous merging from Westgate East and trying to 
cross 4 lanes to get on I-26/19/23 or to leave from Patton Ave downtown and try to get to Westgate. Creating a local traffic connection will 
reunify and connect the community and make it much safer! I find it also very important that the scale of the project must match our unique 
community character.  The nine Evaluation Criteria of the CCC Report address the purpose and needs of the project and were adopted by 
the City and the MPO as an effective method of gaining extensive public input on the Connecter project while keeping the project on 
schedule. The evaluation criteria were developed specifically to be included in the Purpose and Needs Statement. Any Purpose and 
Needs Statement that excludes the CCC report is incomplete. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0025 


  
1-12 Comment 


I've been looking at the all of the maps and proposed routes for the I-26 Connector Project (I-2513), and I think it is important for the 
Report of the Community Coordinating Committee (September, 2000), be included in the NC DOT'S Purpose and Needs Statement for the 
project. I like that this report was created by Asheville area residents, including members of the business community, elected officials, 
neighborhood groups, and others, and was officially adopted by the Metropolitan Planning Organization.  The CCC report seems to have 
considered the importance of creating a local traffic connection in a city that has already been divided by interstate traffic. Due to the 
enormity of the project and the dramatic, long-term impact it will have on the lives of so many people, careful considerations need to be 
made during the planning phase and ALL options carefully considered. This means that a Purpose and Needs Statement that without the 
CCC report is incomplete. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0027 
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1-13 Comment 
As someone who crosses the Smokey Park Bridge at least once daily, it's clear to me that one of the main needs for I-26 is to correct the 
current dangerous merging situations on the Smokey Park Bridge.  I have heard that traffic experts agree that these problems stem partly 
from the lack of separation of local and interstate traffic.  Therefore, I believe the Purpose and Needs Statement should specifically include 
the separation of local 
and interstate traffic. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0030 


  
1-14 Comment 


I live in West Asheville and use the Smoky Park Bridge daily. Please consider the following:  One of the main needs for I-26 as it passes 
though the City of Asheville is to replace the current dangerous merging situations on the Smokey Park Bridge. These problems stem from 
the lack of separation of local and interstate traffic. I believe the Purpose and Needs Statement should specifically include the separation 
of local and interstate traffic. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0033 


  
1-15 Comment 


I believe that the Purpose and Needs Statement should specifically include the separation of local and interstate traffic. Also, that our city 
is in need of a way to connect our communities on both sides of the river. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0036 PP0097 


  
1-16 Comment 


I am writing to urge you to reconsider the I-26 connector Purpose and Need Statement to take into account the needs put forth by the 
Community 
Coordinating Committee (CCC) Report of September 20. 
The main recommendations of that report were: 
1) Separation of local and interstate traffic 
2) Compatibility with long term community planning goals stated in adopted plans 
3) Incorporation of community-selected design features 
4) Minimization of impact on neighborhoods and local businesses 
5) Match the scale of the project to the unique character of the City 
6) Reunification and connectivity of community 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 
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 Letter Codes 
PP0037 PP0038 PP0095 PP0104 


  
1-17 Comment 


As a resident of western North Carolina and truck owner-operator who frequently uses both the I-26 corridor and Asheville's local 
infrastructure personally and professionally, I think it is crucial that the Report of the Community Coordinating Committee (CCC) of 
September 2000, which includes nine key project design goals, be included in the NC DOT'S Purpose and Needs Statement for the 1-26 
Connector Project, I-2513. This report was created by Asheville area residents, including members of the business community, elected 
officials, neighborhood groups, and others, and was officially adopted by the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) on September 21, 
2000.   
 
Most importantly, the Purpose and Needs Statement must include the separation of local and interstate traffic, which will result in 
eliminating the dangerous merging situations that currently exist on the Smokey Park Bridge. Creating a local traffic connection will reunify 
and connect the community. The scale of the project must match the character of this unique community.   
 
The nine Evaluation Criteria of the CCC Report address the purpose and needs of the project and were adopted by the City and the MPO 
as an effective method of gaining extensive public input on the Connecter project while keeping the project on schedule. The evaluation 
criteria were developed specifically to be included in the Purpose and Needs Statement. Any Purpose and Needs Statement that excludes 
the CCC report is incomplete. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1.  


 Letter Codes 
PP0039 


  
1-18 Comment 


I urge you to include the September 21, 2000 report of the Asheville/Metropolitan Planning Organization Community Coordinating 
Committee in NC DOT'S I-2513 Purpose and Needs Statement for the I-26 Connector Project. The Asheville report's inclusion of the need 
to separate local and interstate traffic, and thus greatly reduce traffic on the Smokey Park Bridge, is of great significance to us, both for its 
effect on local vehicular congestion, and for its potential to allow for pedestrian connection between W. Asheville to downtown. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0043 PP0057 PP0118 


  
1-19 Comment 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the purpose and needs statement for the I-26 Connector project, and you willingness to allow 
me a few extra days to submit the comment. I am not a resident of Asheville, but rather of an unincorporated part of Buncombe County. I 
commute to Asheville daily for work, and I do the majority of my shopping and other activities in Asheville. I travel to Asheville six to seven 
days per week, so what is done to and for transportation in Asheville affects me daily. 
 
The purpose and needs statement for the I-26 Connector that I found on your website is to “connect I-26 south of Asheville with US 19-23 
north of Asheville, relieve traffic congestion on existing I-240 in West Asheville, and enhance regional travel along the I-26 to US 19-23 
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corridor.” I think that purpose and needs statement includes part of the story, but I do not think it is complete. The purpose and need 
statement must recognize the need to separate Patton Avenue traffic from interstate traffic, and reconnect Patton Avenue as a main 
thoroughfare connecting West Asheville and downtown. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0046 


  
1-20 Comment 


As a resident of West Asheville I'm very concerned about the impact of I-26 construction on the Smokey Park Bridge.  Many West 
Asheville residents are young professionals who work in downtown Asheville but live in more affordable West Asheville.  West Asheville is 
a growing community that needs easy access across the river. 


 Response 
Construction of the I-26 project, once completed, will remove I-26 traffic from the Smoky Park Bridges helping to relieve congestion on this 
route to and from downtown Asheville. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0051 PP0085 


  
1-21 Comment 


Attached is a letter from the Asheville Design Center expressing our concern that the purpose and need statement does not incorporate all 
of the design principles identified in the Community Coordinating Committee (CCC) report of September 2000.  This report was created by 
Asheville/Buncombe area residents, including members of the business community, elected officials, neighborhood groups, and others, 
and was officially adopted by the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) on September 21, 2000.  With such strong community 
support, we trust you will consider inclusion of these important design objectives in your revisions to the I-26 project Purpose and Need 
Statement.  Attachment follows: 
  
As representative of the Asheville Design Center (ADC), a nonprofit organization dedicated to promoting quality design in the Asheville 
region, I am writing to express that our group feels it is crucial that the Report of the Community Coordinating Committee (CCC) of 
September 2000, which includes nine key project design goals, be included in the NC DOT'S Purpose and Needs Statement for the I-26 
Connector Project, I-2513. This report was created by Asheville area residents, including members of the business community, elected 
officials, neighborhood groups, and others, was officially adopted by the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) on September 21, 
2000.  
 
The report includes nine key project design goals, but most importantly, the Purpose and Needs Statement must include the separation of 
local and interstate traffic on Patton Avenue, particularly across the Smoky Park Bridge. This will obviously help eliminate the dangerous 
merging situations that currently exist, but it will also allow the development of a local boulevard that can reunify and connect our city with 
the larger community.  We think it is important that the design of the project must match the scale and character of this unique region.  
 
The nine Evaluation Criteria of the CCC Report were developed to specifically address the purpose and needs of the project and were 
adopted by the City and the MPO as an effective method of gaining extensive public input on the Connecter project while keeping the 
project on schedule. These 9 goals were intended for inclusion in the Purpose and Needs Statement.  We feel that any Purpose and 
Needs Statement that excludes the CCC report is incomplete.  
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 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0054 


  
1-22 Comment 


The Community Coordinating Committee (CCC) was a group of Asheville area residents assembled to provide a representative range of 
input on 
the I-26 Connector Project and to coordinate the associated public involvement process. I ask that you incorporate the key design goals 
listed in the CCC Report in the Purpose and Need Statement. The CCC Report was adopted by both the Asheville City Council and the 
MPO. It lists evaluation criteria for each goal. In particular I ask that the following goals be explicitly included: 
1) Separation of local and interstate traffic 
2) Matching scale of project to character of community 
3) Maintain compatibility with community's design vision and plans; incorporation of community-selected design features 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0056 PP0068 


  
1-23 Comment 


I am writing concerning the Purpose and Need statement for the I-26 Connector project.  As a retired transportation planner and Life 
Member of ITE, I have had considerable experience with the EIS process for transportation projects.  I believe that the current Purpose 
and Need statement is incomplete.  It deals only with traffic issues, and does not address a key element of the traffic problem. 
 
The small amount of congestion that currently occurs on I-240 is due primarily to the weaving movements on the Smoky Park Bridge. The 
sharp single-lane ramps are not ideal, but they are not really the problem. The problem results from the mixing of traffic from Patton 
Avenue and I-240 in both directions. This results in excessive weaving movements, and considerable confusion and resulting last-minute 
sudden weaves. The obvious solution to this problem is to separate local (Patton Avenue) traffic from interstate traffic. This should be 
included as a specific point in the Purpose and Need statement. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0061 


  
1-24 Comment 


As a 17-year resident of Asheville and an active member of the regional design community, I think it is very important that you hear from 
me regarding the inclusion of the Report of the Community Coordinating Committee (CCC) of September 2000, which has nine key project 
design goals, in the NC DOT'S Purpose and Needs Statement for the I-26 Connector Project, I-2513. This report was created by Asheville 
area residents, including members of the business community, elected officials, neighborhood groups, and others, and was officially 
adopted by the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) on September 21, 2000. 
 
The nine Evaluation Criteria of the CCC Report address the purpose and needs of the project and were adopted by the City and the MPO 
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as 
an effective method of gaining extensive public input on the Connecter project while at the same time keeping it on schedule. The 
evaluation criteria were developed specifically to be included in the Purpose and Needs Statement, and thus any Statement that excludes 
the CCC report would be not only incomplete but also inaccurate. Thank you for all your work on this vital project. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0062 


  
1-25 Comment 


Most importantly, the Purpose and Needs Statement must include the separation of local and interstate traffic, which will result in 
eliminating the dangerous merging situations that currently exist on the Smokey Park Bridge. I advise my 2 teenage drivers and visiting 
guests to avoid those areas because, even when familiar with it, I have often found it a crazy and unsafe place to drive. Creating a local 
traffic connection will eliminate this safety issue and reunify the disconnected parts of the community. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0062 PP0136 


  
1-26 Comment 


As the North Carolina Department of Transportation formulates the "Purpose and Need Statement," for the Interstate-26 Connector, I 
request that the NCDOT consider the needs of the community as it pertains to the reconfiguration of Interstate-26 and as it is stated in the 
Community Committee Report. The issue at stake goes beyond reducing the volume of traffic and improving the traffic patterns of the 
Smokey Park Bridges; 
 
...The goals set forth in the Community Coordinating Committee (CCC) Report are reflections of the needs and desires of the people of the 
City of Asheville, have been recognized by City and MPO as such, and must take precedent in the development of the Purpose and Need 
Statement. 
 
The goals set forth address the following issues: the separation of local and interstate traffic; the compatibility with long term community 
planning goals stated in adopted plans; the incorporation of community-selected design features; the minimization of the negative impacts 
on neighborhoods and local businesses; matching the scale of the project to the unique character of the City; and the reunification and 
connectivity of community... 
 
...The purpose of this letter is to speak in advocacy of separating local and interstate traffic with the rerouting of I-26 in a manner which 
respects the needs and desires of the City of Asheville, and allows for sustainable development to occur; this letter also speaks in favor of 
the CCC report and requests that the NC-DOT respond holistically to the goals described in this report when constructing the Purpose and 
Need Statement for the I-26 Connector. Thank You! 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0065 
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1-27 Comment 


The first section is the Summary of Need. 
This section should also include the need to remove Interstate traffic from the local traffic crossing the Smoky Park bridge.   
Under the sub-section Capacity, if local traffic were to be separated from the Interstate traffic, it is unclear whether I-240 would need 
additional capacity (ie: more than 4 lanes, two lanes each way). It has been shown in studies that the largest volume of traffic on the 
Smoky Park bridge is local, not interstate.   
 
This statement about capacity also fails to factor in future declines in the rate of private passenger vehicle use per capita which will occur 
as a result of the increase of fuel costs due to anticipated reductions in the worldwide supply of oil and the necessity of humans to reduce 
fossil fuel consumption due to global climate change. 
 
There are several other needs which should be added: 
The need to minimize the impact of the project on housing stock and business infrastructure. 
The need to align the project with future design goals of the local communities. 
 
The second section is the Purpose of the Action. 
I believe that the third statement: "To improve the capacity of existing I-240 west of Asheville to accommodate the existing and forecasted 
(2030 design year) traffic in this growing area." should be removed. As mentioned above, the need for an increase in the capacity of this 
roadway is not clear. Simply separating Interstate traffic from local traffic will decrease traffic volumes on the interstates. Also there are 
likely to be significant decreases in per capita use of private passenger vehicles by the year 2030, due to increasing fuel costs because of 
reductions in the worldwide supply of oil and the necessity of humans to reduce fossil fuel consumption due to global climate change 


 Response 
The need for additional capacity is addressed at length in Section 1.9 of Chapter 1 of the DEIS. Refer to comment response 1-1.  Impacts 
to housing and businesses are addressed in Chapter 4 of the DEIS.  


 Letter Codes 
PP0067 


  
1-28 Comment 


I am writing to urge you to incorporate the report of the Community Coordinating Committee of September 2000 into the NCDOT Purpose 
and Needs Statement for the I-26 Connector Project. Asheville's citizens have actively pursued refinement of the design of the connector 
to lessen the adverse impact it could have on our Community.  We have asked the DOT plan to be revised to protect the integrity of our 
neighborhoods, to maintain the continuity of our traffic patterns within the community and perhaps most importantly, to separate local and 
interstate traffic so that the merge at Smokey Park Bridge will no longer be a nexus of confusion and accidents. My understanding was 
that the CCC Report was developed specifically to be included in the Purpose and Needs Statement. To leave the CCC report out of the 
Purpose and Needs Statement will make that document incomplete. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0070 


  
1-29 Comment 







 I-26 Connector 11
 


As a resident of the City of Asheville for nearly 25 years, I have a concern about the current project going forward with the I-26 Connector 
in my city.  The decisions about completion of this project impact how the city grows, serves, and gives access to its citizens, as well as 
commercial and passenger traffic just "passing through." The Smokey Park Bridge is already a bottle neck. There needs to be provision for 
a separation of local and interstate traffic.  


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0072 


  
1-30 Comment 


I-26 and the French Broad River separates West Asheville from the rest of the city; there is no connection except the busy highway bridge.  
Separating the traffic should be priority in determining the new configuration. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0077 


  
1-31 Comment 


This letter is to voice concern about the plans for future I-26 through Asheville. I am worried primarily that an already hazardous road will 
be made more dangerous for me and my family and my community by further merging Interstate traffic with our already heavy local traffic. 
It is a truly risky proposition exiting from 19/23 into Asheville, or from 240 onto an Asheville exit already. The plan for merging all future 
traffic from I-26 with our local town traffic will funnel speeding cars just wanting to "get through" Asheville and on their way with those of us 
who live here and try to drive in a manner which will ensure our safety as we go about our daily lives. Asheville's highway and exiting 
systems are already so poorly laid out, without thought to future traffic growth, that compounding it with the plan for I-26 will seriously 
endanger all of us. As the mother of young children who are my sacred duty to protect, and who are at the mercy in our car of those who 
drive around us, please rethink the plans for I 26 and come up with a proposal which takes into account Asheville as a community. Thank 
you, 


 Response 
Construction of the I-26 project, once completed, will remove I-26 traffic from the Smoky Park Bridges helping to relieve congestion on this 
route to and from downtown Asheville. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0080 


  
1-32 Comment 


As the Purpose and Need Statement will be used to compare and evaluate the alternative designs being considered for I-26 Connector, I 
urge that it be rewritten to call for separating local and interstate traffic on the bridges. It is important to minimize the negative impact on 
neighborhoods and local businesses in this Asheville community. Creating a local traffic connection will serve to reunify this community. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1.  Impacts to neighborhoods and businesses are presented in Chapter 4 of the DEIS. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0084 
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1-33 Comment 
I think it is crucial that the Report of the Community Coordinating Committee (CCC) of September 2000, which includes nine key project 
design goals, be included in the NC DOT Purpose and Needs Statement for the I-26 Connector Project, I-2513 in Asheville, NC. This 
report was generated through consensus at meetings of the Community Coordinating Committee (CCC) comprised of Asheville area 
residents, including members of the business community, elected officials, and neighborhood groups. The West End/Clingman Avenue 
neighborhood, which I represent, was involved in this process. 
The evaluation criteria are: 
1. Separation of local and interstate traffic 
2. Matching scale of project to character of community 
3. Reunification and connectivity of community 
4. Minimization of neighborhood and local business impacts 
5. Use of updated traffic modeling software and data 
6. Maintenance of compatibility with community's design vision and plans; incorporation of 
community-selected design features 
7. Creation of full interstate movements between I-26 and I-40 
8. Minimization of air quality and other environmental impacts 
9. Emphasis on safety during construction and in the design of the final product 
Most importantly, the Purpose and Needs Statement must include the separation of local and interstate traffic, which will result in 
eliminating the dangerous merging situations that currently exist on the Smokey Park Bridge. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0090 PP0120 


  
1-34 Comment 


I am writing to comment on the I-26 Connector project in advance of the development of the purpose and need statement.  As a resident 
of West Asheville, I travel on Patton Ave / the Smoky Park Bridge daily. I would prefer that local and interstate traffic be separated. I am a 
fan of the  alternatives offered by the Asheville Design Center, particularly as they lessen the impact of the connector on our community, 
physically,  environmentally and financially. It is important to me that this project has aesthetic merit, mirror our unique community and not 
encourage more traffic. Also, I would like for West Asheville to have a better route connecting us to downtown Asheville; one that allows 
for pedestrians and bicycles.   
Please use the Community Coordination Committee report from September 2000 to inform the purpose and need statement. Our 
community needs a community endorsed solution to the I-26 Connector. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0094 


  
1-35 Comment 


Please keep in mind several things when considering I-26 .... Very important for you to be sure to separate local and interstate traffic and  
remember that the community of Asheville is unique and has long term planning goals and the DOT plans need to incorporate community 
selected design features whereever and whenever possible. The city needs to be connected and not separated by your construction. 
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Please keep in mind neighborhoods and local businesses.  Don't make the project so big that it outsizes the size of the city. Don't forget 
about the CCC report!!!  
Thank you so much for your consideration of these concerns. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1.  Impacts to neighborhoods and businesses are presented in Chapter 4 of the DEIS. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0109 


  
1-36 Comment 


I've heard you are asking for citizen input on the purpose and need statement for the I-26 Connector Project in 
Asheville. Thanks for doing that. There are a number of concerns I have: 
1. Separation of local and through traffic would help dangerous mixing. 
2. Matching the design of the project to the Asheville style and using community suggestions. 
3. As little impact on area residences and businesses as possible. 
4. Consideration for community long-term plans. 
This is quite a complex project. Thanks for your help in getting it done right. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1.  Impacts to neighborhoods and businesses are presented in Chapter 4 of the DEIS. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0115 


  
1-37 Comment 


I have lived in Asheville over a year now, but when I first moved here, the drive I most dreaded was anything about going over the bridge 
that  borders the Westgate area. It is confusing and weirdly conceived. Traffic is the worst there. It is also very ugly and is not indicative of 
the beauty of Asheville.   


 Response 
Comment noted.   


 Letter Codes 
PP0131 


  
1-38 Comment 


I believe strongly that "Purpose and Need Statement" must specifically call for separation of local and interstate traffic. I cross the Smoky 
Park Bridges traveling east and west on I 26 frequently and each time it's a "white knuckle" event. This is especially true when I'm traveling 
on I 26 West. I can only imagine the confusion and terror of the I 26 traveler encountering this connection for the first time.   
 
I trust that you will agree to change the "Purpose and Need Statement" so that it is clear that separation of local and Interstate traffic is an 
urgent need in order to correct the very dangerous situation that exists on the Smoky Park Bridges today for both local and Interstate 
travelers. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1 and 1-20. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0137 
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1-39 Comment 


As a commuter from West Asheville to downtown Asheville, I am writing to say that I believe there is only one sound approach to the I-26 
connector, and that is to TOTALLY separate local traffic from the Interstate traffic. I feel I have to take my life in my hands every morning 
as confused I-26 travelers try to move across multiple lanes of traffic in the shortest span of bridge to make it to the I-26 exit. This is 
absolutely one of the poorest designs I have ever witnessed. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1and 1-20. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0140 


  
1-40 Comment 


As a representative of the City of Asheville Community Coordinating Committee I request that DOT adopt the CCC's Key Project Design 
Goals listed below: 
REPORT OF THE COMMUNITY COORDINATING COMMITTEE FOR THE DESIGN OF THE I-26 CONNECTOR THROUGH 
ASHEVILLE 
This report documents the goals identified by public input at the I-26 Connector Design Forum held July 21-22, 2000 in Asheville and 
recommends that these goals be included in the Purpose and Needs Statement and thoroughly studied as a design alternative in the 
project 
Environmental Impact Study. 
 
The goals described are generated from official records of discussion table comments at the forum and summaries of citizen-developed 
mission statements at the forum wrap-up session. They have been evaluated by the Community Coordinating Committee and 
recommended 
for consideration. These goals provide the foundation for a citizen-based design alternative to be given engineering and environmental 
study 
both preliminarily and through the EIS. They also provide recommended criteria for EIS evaluation of all alternatives. 
 
Section 1 - Project Goals Identified by the Design Forum 
Many facets of the project were discussed at the forum. The themes listed below summarize the most prominent concerns of area citizens 
They provide a set of specific goals the community would like to see accomplished through the course of completing the I-26 Connector 
Project.  We, as a community, want a thorough, full and proper study of an alternative design which will accomplish these goals. At the 
same time, the community feels strongly that the ultimate completion date for the project should be maintained and expedited, if possible. 
We are hopeful that building community consensus around the design alternative that best accomplishes these goals will ultimately help 
expedite the project.  Due to the inter-related nature of the issues raised, the immediate proximity of areas to be affected and the need to 
expedite completion of the work, the strong preference of the Community Coordinating Committee is for these to be addressed as a single 
project rather than multiple "phased projects." 
 
Key Project Design Goals 
- Separation of local and interstate traffic 
- Matching scale of project to character of community 
- Reunification and connectivity of community 
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- Minimization of neighborhood and local business impacts 
- Use of updated traffic modeling software and data 
- Maintenance of compatibility with community's design vision and plans; incorporation of community-selected design features 
- Creation of full interstate movements between I-26 and I-40 
- Minimization of air quality and other environmental impacts 
- Emphasis on safety - during construction and in the design of the final product 
 
Section 2 - Evaluation Criteria 
This section restates our community's design goals and establishes a set of criteria, or standards, by which their achievement should be 
measured. 
Evaluation Criteria For: 
Separation of Local and Interstate Traffic 
Eliminate Patton Avenue/Smokey Park Bridges as an Interstate Link 
Reclaim land for community use (including expansion of taxable base) 
Create Patton Avenue gateway possibilities (which complies with City of Asheville 2010 Plan) 
Generate redevelopment possibilities in Corridor in compliance with City's "smart growth" principles 
Simplify traffic movements 
Create a more convenient and safer driving environment 
Matching Scale of Project to Character of Community 
Be sensitive to the prominence of the highway relative to Asheville's unique topography, landscape and built environment 
Recognize the highway's relationship to the river and downtown 
Retain the "feel" of a small city in the mountains 
Select the lowest design speed compatible with safe and proper functioning of the various components of the highway facility 
Consider the impact of highway widening and alignment decisions on property takings and neighborhood division 
Do not use a "Jersey barrier" approach to median design; the raised median in the I-240 cut is a much better example of sensitive median 
design in a constrained space 
Reunification and Connectivity Of Community 
Provide well-defined pedestrian/bicycle facilities throughout the project corridor 
Improve opportunities for reconnecting neighborhoods and Downtown with the French Broad Riverfront 
Expand accessibility for Hillcrest Community 
Create a better local street network (including linkages between West Asheville and Downtown, within Downtown and within West 
Asheville) 
to relieve interstate traffic pressure 
Minimization of Neighborhood and Local Business Impacts 
Minimize residential property acquisitions 
Limit impact on neighborhood connectivity 
Minimize number of businesses needing to be closed or relocated 
Prioritize safety and traffic-routing during construction 
Maximize opportunities for hiring of local workers for construction of project 
Use of Updated Traffic Modeling Software and Data 
Determine that project scale achieves safe and adequate traffic flow with the minimal number of lanes 
Create an opportunity to reinforce and/or redirect land use decisions that relate to transportation 
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Optimize transportation alternatives (balancing of thoroughfare plan with mass transit, bike/pedestrian, local street grid improvements and 
other alternatives) 
Assess "induced traffic" phenomenon and interrelationship of highway capacity and development patterns 
Maintenance of Compatibility with Community's Design Vision and Plans 
Achieve compatibility with riverfront use and development plans (particularly limiting the loss of riverfront property for highway use) 
Achieve compatibility with "smart growth" direction of city planning 
Reclaim land for non-highway use 
Create recognizable community character in design features 
Develop unique and attractive bridge design(s) 
Include gateway elements 
Include local artists in creating design features 
Use quality materials 
Creation of Full Interstate Movements Between I-26 and I-40 
Reduce through-traffic volume (especially trucks) In Asheville central district (I -240) 
Enhance driving safety on I-240 
Remove interstate traffic (especially trucks) from West Asheville street network 
Determine best highway design with least impact on air quality 
Protect water quality 
Preserve tree canopy and wildlife habitat 
Emphasis on Safety - During Construction and in the Design of the Final Product 
Improve simplicity of design for weaving, merging, and diverging 
Segregate local and through truck traffic 
Provide for incident management 
Alleviate complexity and safety risks of current road and ramp configuration 
Provide effective maintenance of traffic flow during construction 
 
KEY RECOMMENDATIONS 
Make a strong recommendation to the City Council and MPO that the alternative alignment concept developed at the Design Forum 
receive serious study for inclusion in the project Environmental Impact Statement. 
Make a strong recommendation to the City Council and MPO that the NCDOT, FHWA and local citizens work together as a "Committee on 
Visual Design" to develop ideas for bridge design, signage, overpass design, landscaping and other aesthetic issues that reflect our 
community's character. 
Make a strong recommendation to the City Council and MPO that the NCDOT and FHWA expedite the development of new and updated 
traffic models for use on the ultimate design of this project, including regional air quality modeling. 
Make a strong recommendation to the City Council and MPO that the NCDOT and FHWA explore engineering and signage options to 
improve the north-to-east connection of eastbound I-26 traffic with I-40 in an easterly direction as part of this project or a simultaneous 
project. The specific concerns involve limiting commercial truck through-traffic on I-240 and on lesser-classified roadways proximate to 
residential areas. 
Make a strong recommendation to the City Council and MPO reflecting the Committee's general consensus that the bicycle and 
pedestrian connectivity be restored to link neighborhoods and the river while simultaneously exploring traffic calming measures to reduce 
the vehicular impact on residential streets. 
Make a strong recommendation to the City Council and MPO that the NCDOT and FHWA ensure that all interchange design is community 
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sensitive. To achieve this end, it would be helpful to provide artist's renditions of feasible design alternatives for public review. 
Make a strong recommendation to the City Council and MPO that the NCDOT and FHWA seriously examine safety issues in project 
construction and design including maintenance of traffic during construction and emergency access after construction. 
Make a strong recommendation to the City Council and MPO that the NCDOT and FHWA release any unneeded right-of-way at the 
completion of this project to the City of Asheville to be zoned and used in accordance with a land use plan to be developed by the City in 
cooperation with the NCDOT. 
Make a strong recommendation to the City Council and MPO that the NCDOT and FHWA keep the I-26 Connector project on its current 
or, preferably, an expedited schedule. 
 
Section 3 - Potential Tradeoffs 
We realize that the achievement of our design goals involves tradeoffs. While the accomplishment of some of them may reduce 
construction costs, the accomplishment of others may increase the overall cost of the project. Aesthetic improvements may carry their 
added costs. In order to produce a separation of Patton Avenue from I-240, there may need to be additional bridging of the French Broad 
River which carries with it some visual impact. New and improved traffic and air quality modeling, though providing a more accurate picture 
of transportation system needs, could slow key decisions about capacity and design speed. 
 
In other areas, the selection of a lower design speed to minimize neighborhood impact may affect travel time. Fewer lanes may create 
challenges to planning for maintenance of traffic during construction. Shrinking the footprint of the highway could result in a more 
"engineered" highway in terms of landscaped medians and grade differentials between east and west travel lanes. 
 
It is too early in the process to fully understand the costs and benefits of each alternative design for the project. We mention some possible 
costs we have considered in order to demonstrate our awareness of them, in order to enhance our capability for addressing them, but 
most of all, in order to express that, despite the potential tradeoffs, we as a community are united in support for achieving our set of project 
design goals. 
 
Section 4 - Design Forum Background 
In December 1999, the Asheville City Council, in response to active and continuing citizen involvement, requested City staff to formulate 
plans for a community design process related to the I-26 Connector Project that would allow extensive public input while keeping the 
project on schedule. A month later, the North Carolina Department of Transportation joined the City in this effort by agreeing to incorporate 
the idea of an I-26 Connector Design Forum into its public involvement program. It was seen as an opportunity to enhance community-
wide input from Asheville area citizens to the design of the I-26 Connector. This, in turn, would expand on recent efforts to solicit 
neighborhood-based involvement.   
 
In April 2000, the North Carolina Department of Transportation and the City of Asheville agreed to create a Community Coordinating 
Committee (CCC) to guide this public participation in the design process. In addition to planning the design process format, the 
composition of the CCC would help achieve community consensus in the identification and interpretation of key issues. Representatives 
from a broad base of community organizations as well as project stakeholders were chosen to comprise the CCC. The design process 
they selected took place in two stages. 
 
During mid-June, an Education Forum was held to inform the public about project design issues. This was attended by over 300 people 
who listened to expert presentations and participated in project component breakout sessions.   
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In late July, an intensive two-day Design Forum was scheduled to draw from the public both general design concepts and specific design 
ideas.  This Forum attracted between 500-600 community residents over the two-day period.  It was staffed by representatives of the 
Federal Highway Administration, North Carolina Department of Transportation, City of Asheville, the American Institute of Architects, and 
several independent consulting engineers and community mediators. Fred Craig, Vice President of Parsons Brinkerhoff's Ohio office, 
acted as overall Forum facilitator. 
 
The overwhelming sense from participants was one of appreciation for the privilege of taking part in the process. Repeatedly stated was 
the fact that this highway project could either impose negative impacts or provide beneficial opportunities for the community. Continuing 
citizen input to defining design criteria was seen as central to maximizing project benefits while minimizing the costs. This report by the 
CCC contributes to its ongoing function - that of translating community concerns into specific goals which can be achieved through 
integration into ultimate project design. 
 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1.  


 Letter Codes 
PC0126 


  
1-41 Comment 


These comments are submitted on behalf of the Western North Carolina Alliance and the Southern Environmental Law Center.  The 
Department of Transportation's (DOT) latest newsletter sought comment on the "purpose and need for the project and project 
alternatives." 
 
Concerning project purposes, these purposes should be expanded to incorporate the project goals set forth in the Report of the 
Community Coordinating Committee For the Design of the I-26 Connector Through Asheville (2000). This Report represented the 
consensus of this community about how to proceed with the I-26 Connector and formally was endorsed by both the Asheville City Council 
and the Buncombe County Commission. 
 
A primary purpose of the Community Coordinating Committee (CCC) Report was to influence the project's Purpose and Need and for the 
community's goals to be included in the project's purposes. CCC Report at 1.  Unfortunately, this has not occurred; the project's purposes 
do not include any of the goals from the CCC Report.  The DOT should remedy this deficiency by amending the "Summary of Need" and 
"Purposes of Action" in its Draft EIS. The "Summary of Need" should be modified to include a paragraph titled "Community Enhancement," 
or something similar, that sets forth the need to incorporate the goals of the CCC Report into the project. The "Purposes 
of Action" should be supplemented to include the primary goals of the CCC Report. 
 
Chief among these goals of the CCC Report are (1) separation of local interstate traffic; (2) matching the scale of the project to the 
character of the community; and (3) minimizing neighborhood, business, and environmental impacts. CCC Report at 2. The goals can and 
should be incorporated into the purposes of the action to guide the development of and selection among alternatives. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 1-1.  Impacts to neighborhoods and businesses are presented in Chapter 4 of the DEIS. 


 Letter Codes 







 I-26 Connector 19
 


PG0078 
  


1-42 Comment 
I am sure that by now you have been receiving more letters than you could possibly need regarding this project.  As an architect who had 
an office in Raleigh for thirty years, I am well aware of your very important function within the NCDOT. This is the most important Western 
North Carolina project in the last fifty years.  It is my hope that you will succeed in making this highway/bridge project Governor Easley's 
legacy to Western North Carolina as he completes his term in office. It will not be to anyone's advantage if it should fail.  Thank you for 
what you do. 


 Response 
Comment noted. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0147 
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I-26 Connector 
2. Alternatives 


 
2-1 Comment 


Ever since the early 1990's I have recommended that the I-26 connector should be a ring road around the western part of city of Asheville, 
not through it.  For apparent political reasons this solution was summarily rejected. Instead, the discussions centered around the widening 
of I-240 and the location of the interchange with US19-23. Any solution afforded by these limited alternatives will ultimately prove 
hazardous to traffic, borne out by the examples of where interstates are routed through cities. If we don't build a ring road around Asheville 
now we'll end up doing it 25 years later and at ten times the cost. 


 Response 
Refer to Chapter 2 of the DEIS where project alternatives are addressed. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0001 


  
2-2 Comment 


The ADC plans work for the community. Maybe some tweaking is necessary, but the overall idea is sound. Reconnect Asheville across the 
river. Increase commercial possibilities; reduce the footprint of the highway.  Maybe a more community-friendly plan would slow down 
traffic. Okay, Duh? Is that so bad in the universal flow of things? There are too many communities where a huge increase of lanes has 
later resulted in an expensive decrease in lanes. Let's err here on the side of conservatism. No reason to force an increase now that could 
easily demand a reduction later. 


 Response 
The NCDOT is working with the ADC, City of Asheville, Buncombe County, and their chosen engineering consulting firm to determine if 
the ADC's conceptual alternative can be modified/developed to meet interstate design criteria. Should the ADC alternative be determined 
to be feasible, it will be studied in detail prior to selection of a preferred alternative. Also refer to the response to comment 4-1 and to 
Chapter 2 of the DEIS where project alternatives are addressed. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0004 


  
2-3 Comment 


I write to urge the NC DOT to give serious consideration to the alternative proposals for the restructuring of the I-26 connector over the 
French Broad River, as submitted by the Asheville Design Center, for a much more economical, space efficient, logical and reasonable 
design for the separation of interstate and local traffic, whether by double-decker bridge or in some other way. The old and current routing 
has done significant damage to the sense of community in West Asheville and has been totally out of scale in relation to the unique 
aspects of the community as a whole. The Design Center proposals could greatly help to redress this mistake. 
Asheville is a very special community, comparable to Savannah and Charleston in its national and international appeal, and deserves a 
'signature' bridge, similar to those in those two cities, for the new I-26 crossing, one that will be easily identifiable as only-in-Asheville. That 
separation would allow the creation of a grand, monumental boulevard entry for local traffic from West Asheville, along Patton Avenue, 
incorporating the current interstate bridge into the community as a whole.  These proposals have significant support from the business 
community as well as from both city council and county commissioners, all of whom are being copied with this expression of support. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 2-2. 


 Letter Codes 
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PP0006 
  


2-4 Comment 
The design that runs the new I-26 behind West Gate Center is the best for all concerned. I takes advantage of poorly used and maintained 
land called a golf course. If you have ever seen it you would know that no serious golfer would play there. It is not a tourist drawing card. 


 Response 
Comment noted.  Refer to Chapter 2 of the DEIS where project alternatives are addressed. A preferred alternative will be selected after 
the public has had the opportunity to comment on the DEIS.  


 Letter Codes 
PP0009 


  
2-5 Comment 


I am greatly opposed to this present plan which brings the highway expansion so close to our wonderful neighborhood. Please consider 
other alternatives. 


 Response 
Comment noted. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0011 


  
2-6 Comment 


I would also like consideration of a small alignment footprint that respects and compliments the somewhat 
urban context, with thoughtful connections that disperse traffic rather than consolidate it, while allowing 
neighborhoods and destinations on each side of the corridor to remain integrated and cohesive. 


 Response 
Comment  noted. Project alternatives will be designed to have as small a footprint as possible while still achieving interstate design 
criteria.  


 Letter Codes 
PP0012 


  
2-7 Comment 


Any design should include provisions for other means of transportation, such as mass-transit, pedestrian and bicycle. 
 Response 


The project will be consistent with the Asheville Pedestrian Plan and Draft Bicycle Plan.  Mass transit alternatives are considered in 
Section 2.4 of Chapter 2 of the DEIS.   


 Letter Codes 
PP0012 


  
2-8 Comment 


Please do everything in your power to use the results of the Asheville Design Center process. The people who have devoted hundreds of 
hours to that project know this city, love this city and want the best. My impression as a journalist covering this I-26 process since the 
1990s is that NCDOT tends to have a one-size fits all answer, a box of bridge plans and a commitment to the asphalt companies to use as 
much as possible. 
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The ADC plan is cheaper, more elegant, uses fewer bridges, preserves and increases usable, taxable land for the city, and is in every 
observable way a better plan than any of the options we have been shown by NCDOT. Please don't force an ugly 8-lane down our throats 
just because you can. 


 Response 
Refer to response to comment 2-2. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0016 


  
2-9 Comment 


It is time for the NCDOT to show that it knows how to develop Context Sensitive Solutions and that it truly embraces multimodalism. The 
separation of local from interstate traffic should allow pedestrian, bicycle, and transit features to be included in this project. These features 
help replace car trips with walking, bicycle, and bus trips, extending the capacity life of the project for vehicular traffic. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 2-7.  


 Letter Codes 
PP0038 


  
2-10 Comment 


I am writing you concerning the I-26 connector that is going to be built in Asheville. I am a homeowner who lives literally blocks from the 
current and future connector. I would like to offer a very brief account of my transportation habits since moving to West Asheville. 
 
If the roads enabled me to, I could jog to the outer part of downtown (where my job is) in probably about ten minutes. If the roads enabled 
me to, I could ride my bike downtown even more quickly. Instead I am stuck to a convoluted and dangerous trek towards downtown. Or I 
can travel way out of my way, adding a safer but more inconvenient amount of time to my commute. Anyone who lives in Asheville and 
lives anywhere off of Hazel Mill Road and West Patton, and the hundreds of streets that service these, would have these same issues. 
There are thousands of people who are in need of a system that suits the needs of the community more completely than the current 
design(s). It would be unfortunate to miss an opportunity to create a positive change for this community. Whatever the final design, it must 
support all types of transport. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 2-7. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0020 


  
2-11 Comment 


Patton Avenue facilities must include reasonable and convenient accommodation of pedestrians and bicyclists, who are part of the local 
traffic. I see pedestrians dodging across interstate traffic on the east side of the Smoky Park bridge with frightening regularity. That is 
strong evidence of need for pedestrian connections from east to west along Patton Avenue and from a reunited Patton Avenue to the 
Hillcrest public housing community which is located North and West of the junction of US 19/23 and I-240. This project would indeed be an 
ideal opportunity to undo the isolation imposed upon the Hillcrest public housing community by the location of US 19/23 and I-240. It is 
also important that gain in one area is not offset by loss in another – convenient and reasonable pedestrian and bicycle access must be 
maintained throughout the project area. 
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 Response 
Project planners understand that isolation of the Hillcrest Community and pedestrian safety is an issue that should be considered in the 
development of project alternatives. Refer to Sections 3.1.4, 4.1.1.1, 3.1.4.1, and other sections of the DEIS for discussions of 
Neighborhoods, Safety, and other issues involving the Hillcrest community. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0046 


  
2-12 Comment 


Living with the current interchange that involves using the Smoky Park bridge for both interstate and local traffic is a nightmare that must 
end. However, we do not want to settle for a solution that solves one problem and creates other problems just as serious. 
 
After evaluating all the schemes for solving the troubles at "malfunction junction" the scheme generated by the local working group of 
architects, engineers and planners is by far the superior plan and the one that best meets all the needs of both the City of Asheville as well 
as the users of the interstate system. It is simply unacceptable to continue mixing local and interstate traffic on any bridge or roadway that 
requires the two traffic streams to interact in the normal course of travel. It is dangerous and induces all manner of unnecessary delays in 
travel. This objective must be a vital part of any scheme that is adopted. Having interstate highways and related interchanges and 
roadways intrude into the interior of an urban area is extremely destructive of the quality of life under the best of circumstances. We want 
the locally developed scheme because it does the best job of solving the interstate travel issues. At the same time it solves the needs of 
the urban community to reclaim the area now consumed by interstate roadways and exchanges, area that we need to reclaim a cohesive 
community and re-establish the link between our downtown core area and the rapidly developing urban corridor along Patton Avenue west 
of the Smoky Park bridge. 
 
The current interchange system is a confusing mess that has too much asphalt for the job it does and is far too confusing for those who 
must use it every day. The new locally generated scheme will be much more compact and straightforward in terms of entry and exit to the 
interstate systems than any of the others. This is not surprising as local people know how our area works:  how people need to travel and 
how we want to use the road system and urban environment. We strongly urge adopting the new locally generated scheme and 
proceeding with construction as soon as possible. We want an interstate system that works and a local road system that works and that 
allows us to reclaim the space now used for interchange just west of the downtown core area. This space is badly needed for urban 
growth and improvement of the local environment and business and residential need for growth. 
 
The locally generated scheme is the only one that doesn't give us more interstate sprawl.  None of the other schemes meet any of our 
needs for our urban development.  None of them really solve the interstate problems and they make the local traffic and development 
problems worse, not better. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 2-2. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0055 


  
2-13 Comment 


The project should facilitate transportation by modes other than single-occupant autos: walking, bicycle, transit, and carpools. 
 Response 


Refer to comment response 2-7. 
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 Letter Codes 
PP0061 


  
2-14 Comment 


I urge you, both as a concerned tax-paying citizen and as a design professional (architect) with 15 years of working history in the Asheville 
area to include the following comments in the revised documents in the Purpose and Needs Statement.   
1) First priority is to design a freeway interchange that separates local, east/west river-crossing traffic from interstate traffic. This can only 
be achieved via a (or several) new bridges to serve the new Interstate traffic as the existing Smoky Park bridge is not suited, either by 
design or alignment for anything but local traffic. 
2) Reworking of local lanes to improve community connectivity to the primary urban East/West artery- Patton Ave. including 
accommodations for bike, pedestrian and rapid transit. 
3) Placement and alignment of Interstate structures so as to minimize negative visual impact, for example by staying within the low-ravine 
property and passing UNDER Patton Ave. to tie-in with the existing low grade of I-240 south of the bridge, thereby reducing noise, 
pollution, and visibility of thru-traffic. 
4) Efforts applied to the new bridge(s) design that is compatible with the scale and character of Asheville and can be admired as a scenic 
asset to the riverway. 


 Response 
Refer to comment responses 2-2 and 2-7. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0066 


  
2-15 Comment 


The third section is Project Alternatives. 
I am sending on the comments which I made previously about the alternatives. I have not re-reviewed the alternatives to see whether they 
have been changed. If they are the same then all of these comments should still be relevant. 
 
On Section A:  
There is not very much traffic that gets on and off of the freeway at Amboy Rd. Your current design reconnects Amboy Rd. across the 
freeway and down to Brevard Rd. My Recommendation is to eliminate the interchange at Amboy Rd. altogether. Still connect the road 
across the freeway however, but do not connect up to Haywood Rd. This allows people who want to go onto Amboy from the freeway to 
get off at Brevard. This allows people who want to get onto the freeway from Amboy to get on at Brevard. I recommend this because it 
would allow the elimination of on and off ramps at Arnboy and the connection up to Haywood. This can save houses from being bulldozed 
and it can also be less costly. Please consider eliminating the Amboy interchange, but do connect Amboy across the freeway and down to 
Brevard Rd. 
On Options for Section B: 
Option B2: This is a terrible idea. Please do not consider any option that destroys Westgate shopping plaza. 
Option B3: This option is overly wasteful and destructive of existing infrastructure. It does not take advantage of existing roadways and 
destroys way too many houses. 
Option B4: This design is the best design from my point of view and the only one which I think is OK. It destroys less houses and 
disconnects the freeway from Patton Ave. These are essential components which are the most important considerations in my view. I think 
that the ability of the city to take back the Patton roadway and to reconnect to the Hillside development and to the Westgate shopping 
plaza in a way that is bicycle and pedestrian friendly make this a good design. 
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Section C:  
I prefer alternative F-1 the best. I like its simplicity. As a frequent driver of I-40 (I pass this interchange daily and will sometimes take I-240 
and sometimes I-40 depending upon my destination), the interchanges in this design make sense to me. I also like that this design 
consumes less of the landscape. 
General Comments: 
I see that the Draft EIS is now being developed.  I think that it is important to include the No Option alternative in your EIS. I also think in 
addition to the selected 8 lane design, there should be, for comparison, a list of impacts for the same design if implemented as 6 lanes and 
if implemented as 4 lanes. The reasons for including these comparisons are that the world supply of fossil fuels is declining. Our city will 
be creating alternative transportation options because of decreasing supplies of fossil fuel as well as the fact that burning that fuel 
contributes to global warming. By the time the final EIS is created, it may be that the building of an 8 lane freeway will be an obvious waste 
of money and other resources. It would be good if we could move ahead with less lanes, if it seems appropriate without doing the whole 
process over again. 


 Response 
Comments noted. An evaluation of the project alternatives is presented in Chapter 2 of the DEIS.  The need for an eight-lane typical 
section is presented in Section 1.9 of Chapter 1 of the DEIS.   


 Letter Codes 
 


  
2-16 Comment 


Regarding the I-26 Connector Project, I-2513, I have definite concerns that I hope will be addressed in the upcoming meetings. First, since 
this is an Interstate highway, there must be a separation of local and interstate traffic. If possible, I would like to see local traffic not have to 
merge onto the Interstate to cross the French Broad River. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 2-2. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0073 


  
2-17 Comment 


As a land owner adjacent to the proposed I-26 Connector Project going through and over what is now known as I-26 / Patton Avenue, I 
have concerns with the design of the proposal presented by your department as it may compare to the Asheville Design Center's alternate 
design. I have been following the Asheville Design Center development of their alternative plan since they were organized last summer. I 
find their design to be more acceptable as it separates the local and interstate traffic which will result in eliminating the now dangerous 
merging situation on or about the Smoky Park Bridge. Their design allows the faster Interstate traffic to flow through our City while allowing 
the slower local traffic to flow within the community joining the Downtown Commercial District with the communities to the West.  I hope 
you will give consideration to their alternative(s) and will do all within your department's power to separate the fast moving Interstate traffic 
from the slower local traffic.  


 Response 
Refer to comment response 2-2. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0086 
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2-18 Comment 
In addition to separating local and interstate traffic, pedestrian and bicycle traffic needs to be accommodated. As is, it is nearly impossible 
and extremely dangerous to cross to West Asheville using this route unless traveling in a vehicle, effectively cutting off a section of town 
and businesses from the central part of Asheville.  Creating a local traffic connection will reconnect and reunify the community. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 2-7. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0090 


  
2-19 Comment 


Additionally, I feel strongly that citizens should have the right to walk or bike through the city and that bike paths / sidewalks should be in 
place under all interstate bridges. One glaring example is that it is not possible to safely walk from Fairview (Hwy 74) to Fairview Road 
(there is a maze of on and off ramps from I-40 and I-240). The town of Fairview is completely cut off from Asheville without going on an 
expressway or expressway ramp. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 2-7. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0091 


  
2-20 Comment 


Please just give us eight lanes of highway around Asheville and six lanes to Hendersonville. No matter where you put the connector it can 
be no worse than the planning solutions we commonly see coming from the local experts. 


 Response 
Comment noted. Refer to Chapter 1of the DEIS where the number of lanes needed is addressed and to Chapter 2 of the DEIS where the 
project typical sections for construction alternatives are addressed. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0102 


  
2-21 Comment 


I think that the alternate design assembled by the Asheville Design Center has many valid points -can't the DOT use their expertise AND 
work with the local community's vision?  Reclaiming the Patton Avenue bridge for local only traffic, eliminating the dangerous intersection 
with 240 by looping 240 around to tie in to the north, and doing so with the design footprint that takes up LESS asphalt and engineering, 
impacts less land, and reclaims developable, taxable prime real estate downtown all seem like the most logical solutions. Combining 
engineering and design to create a signature bridge for Asheville (like Charleston) addresses the need for more than moving traffic-it can 
create a visual entrance that is in keeping with our unique, aesthetically oriented city.  We're not, nor do we wish to be Charlotte or Atlanta! 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 2-2. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0108 


  
2-22 Comment 


I am a biker, a walker and a driver. I am interested in keeping Asheville as a vibrant community-centered place to live. I believe people 
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need their cars in many cases to get where they are going, and I know from experience that many in the Asheville area are happy to 
bicycle to their destinations when the routes are safe and car exhaust is minimized. I WANT TO BIKE TO WEST ASHEVILLE on a safe 
route. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 2-7. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0110 


  
2-23 Comment 


These nine Evaluation Criteria of the CCC Report, plus the Asheville Design Center's improvements to the variation on DOT's Alternate 
Plan 4, demonstrate both the competency and the high levels of commitment this community holds for this project. The Asheville Design 
Center (ADC) plan calls for a double-decker bridge just north of Westgate Shopping Center, with I-26 and I-240 on separate levels. The 
design will make the Smoky Park Bridge a local boulevard re-connecting downtown with West Asheville. The plan takes up less land, 
saves about $150 million, and frees up significant land currently part of the highway configuration on the downtown side of the river. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 2-2. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0120 


  
2-24 Comment 


I support the alternative plan designed at their own time and expense by local engineers who care. 
 Response 


Refer to comment response 2-2. 
 Letter Codes 


PP0131 
  


2-25 Comment 
May I respectfully suggest that what Asheville and Western North Carolina really needs are not more investments in roadways, but rather 
an extension of passenger rail service. NCDOT presently provides some subsidy which makes possible regular daytime passenger rail 
service between Raleigh and Charlotte.  The tax dollars of WNC residents are helping to pay for this service, but we do not get any benefit 
for it.  Presently, when we want to take the train, we must drive ninety miles to Greenville, SC. The northbound Amtrak Crescent arrives 
after 11PM (if it is even on time), the southbound leg arrives before sunrise (ditto). This is simply unacceptable.  Oil prices are going up 
fast, and motor fuel prices are sure to follow this trend. Given the increasing difficulty and expense in finding and developing new reserves 
of oil, this trend is unlikely to reverse; more likely, it will accelerate. People will very soon be needing alternatives to private passenger 
cars. That "very soon" will likely occur within NCDOT's normal planning horizon. As I understand that there are several technical issues 
that will require several years to extend passenger rail service to Asheville, it is time to bring this project off the back burner and move 
forward with it now. I understand that the project would also require funding, which is why I am opposing the I-26 connector project; the 
funds can be better spent on passenger rail.  The same energy price increases that drive more people toward energy-efficient passenger 
rail will be driving more people off the road. It would be a tragedy to spend money that could have been used to provide passenger rail 
service on yet another roadway project that will end up being under-used. In just a few years time, it is likely that reduced traffic will take 
care by itself of the problems that this connector project is intended to solve.  Forget the connector; let's move forward with passenger rail 
to Asheville now! 
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 Response 
Other modes of transportation are considered in Chapter 2 of the DEIS.  


 Letter Codes 
PP0134 


  
2-26 Comment 


These comments are submitted on behalf of the Western North Carolina Alliance and the Southern Environmental Law Center.  The 
Department of Transportation's (DOT) latest newsletter sought comment on the "purpose and need for the project and project 
alternatives." 
 
Concerning project alternatives, the Southern Environmental Law Center submitted extensive comments dated November 10, 2006, that 
still apply. The DOT and the draft EIS must give full consideration to the design alternative proposed by the Asheville Design Center (ADC) 
and also to alternatives of less than eight travel lanes.  Indeed, much has occurred since November 2006 that strengthens the  case for 
consideration of these alternatives. Foremost among these developments is an engineering review of the ADC alternative that has found 
that this alternative is feasible and can be implemented with minor modifications, according to recent news articles. 


 Response 
The NCDOT and FHWA have given careful and deliberate consideration to the comments dated November 10, 2006 submitted by the 
Southern Environmental Law Center.  Each of the comments have been addressed in the DEIS. As stated in response to comment 2-2, 
the NCDOT is working with the ADC, City of Asheville, Buncombe County, and their chosen engineering consulting firm to determine if 
their conceptual alternative can be modified/developed to meet interstate design criteria. Should the ADC alternative be determined to be 
feasible, it will be studied in detail prior to selection of a preferred alternative. Also refer to Chapter 2 of the DEIS where project alternatives 
are addressed.   


 Letter Codes 
PG0078 


  
2-27 Comment 


Sir, May I suggest that the Smoky Park Bridge AND the interchange at its west end be bypassed.  This interchange is not bad. It serves its 
purpose well enough, and when relieved of I-26 traffic, and much local north/south traffic, it should be adequate for a long time. It should 
be seen as being outside of the Interstate System and not subject to those regulations. 'If it ain't broke don't fix it" 
 
Accordingly, I suggest that I-240 be expelled from the west side of the French Broad River and be joined to I-26 at the north end of the 
bypass by way of 19/23/70.  Some discussion is attached. 
 
[ILLUSTRATION PROVIDED IN ATTACHED PDF.] 
 
Thank you for the new invitation to submit comments and suggestions concerning the proposed I-26 bypass for Asheville. I attended 
several showings of possible plans for the bypass and was impressed with the one on 9/10/06. The colorful display occupied two long 
tables and most of the wall space of two large rooms, but my proposed plan was nowhere to be seen.  I had handed the idea to some 
DOT representatives at earlier meeting and mailed it off to your offices at Carey, but I never knew whether it was ignored or lost. That 
might be due to the fact that I do not represent any local group or organization, but I think the idea should be given some serious 
engineering study.  I suggest a simple, straightforward, uncluttered bypass with no complicated "options".  There should, of course, be an 
off ramp from the north to bring 19/23 to Patton Ave. and one to take 19/23 to I-26 northward. There are those who would attach a major 
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remaking of the whole area just east of the river. Let's discard all of that.  If I understand the need for highway funding, this is not a time to 
splurge. 
 
My general idea boils down to one large question. Does the interchange at Patton Ave. and I-240, just east of the Smoky Park Bridge 
really require massive rebuilding at huge cost, and a year or two of disruption, or would it be sufficient with some relative minor 
improvements and a bypass? The bypass I suggest would remove interstate traffic from the interchange and from the Smoky Park Bridge, 
and also much local traffic, as between south and west Buncombe and such places as UNCA, Woodfin and Weaverville. With that done, 
the present bridge and adjacent structures might be sufficient for a very long time. 
 
The bypass would begin with a split between I-240 and I-26 in West Asheville about a quarter mile south of Patton Ave. It would veer a bit 
eastward, overpass Patton Ave. and continue northward through or along side the Westgate shopping center. It would end, as DOT has 
planned, in a similar split where the bypass would merge with what is now designated 19/23/70. 
 
The interchange at Patton and I-240 seems to me, as a frequent user of the area, to serve its purpose very well. Patton Ave. is, of course, 
headed into West Asheville's "inner city", a mile long clutter of businesses, and there is often a back up into the interchange. There is a lot 
of traffic exchange between Patton Ave. and I-240, on the westward running bridge, however straight through  I-240 keeps to the right and 
avoids being entangled with any traffic jam. The last DOT plan I have seen for the area has I-240 mixing with Patton Ave. on the bridge, 
crossing over and turning left (southward) at the interchange. The present arrangement seems to have an advantage here, but 
this is the main place where some simple fixing is needed. The right turn-left turn ramp leading to the Patton Ave. underpass is too short, 
and the turns too sharp. The right turn should begin closer to the west end of the Bridge. How much is that worth if one compares cost with 
benefits? I don't know. There is an occasional truck wreck, but I haven't heard of anyone being Killed or maimed. 
 
A major reason for the high cost of redoing the interchange is that, as the DOT sees it, I-240 must be rebuilt to conform to the latest 
interstate specifications. For this reason and others, I suggest that I-240 need not cross the river at all, but be altogether on the east side. 
Whatever problem the area has should be seen as being outside the Interstate System. 
 
A proposal that has been around for some time, would disconnect I-240 from the Bridge, have it cross the river on a magnificent new 
bridge and join the I-26 bypass in an interchange just north of the Westgate Shopping Center. I had expected the idea to quietly 
disappear, or be flatly rejected by the DOT as being awkward, too expensive and unnecessary. However, it keeps reappearing, and lately 
promoted by persons connected with the Asheville Design Center. They are no doubt aware that I-240 is already connected to future I-26 
by a first class four-lane road currently designated 19/23/70, I propose that this section be eventually designated I-240 and its junction with  
I-26 be its northwest end. I-240 is heavily used by local commuters, shoppers and commercial traffic. Its actual interstate traffic is 
understood to be much lighter, but it does provide a valuable short cut link between I-26 and I-40 at exit 53. I recommend we leave it very 
nearly as is. May I add a postscript below on a slightly different matter? 
 
Priorities. 
The latest DOT thinking on the sequence of constructions places high priority on the interchange at I-40/I-26. Drivers looking turn eastward 
on I-40 expects to find a ramps connecting I-240 to I-40 in that direction. In stead, this connection has been provided by directing traffic to 
shortcut using Brevard road. This connection is a bit awkward and may be missed by drivers. From Brevard Road drivers find on and off 
ramps connecting to I-40.  A magnificent four-lane was recently finished to carry little old Brevard road over Hominy Creek. Presumably 
this was to smooth this flow from I-240 to the ramps that connect Brevard road to eastward I-40. Then it turned out that the new bridge 
was not supposed to be the final solution to this connection!  DOT is proposing a complicated, and very expensive, restructuring of this 
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sprawling interchange, and the new arrangement would include ramps connecting I-26/I-240 to eastward I-40. 
 
It may very well be that many years ago the planners for this area opted to use the Brevard Road short cut because they expected it to be 
lightly used. The way to and from eastward I-40 is to use eastward I-240, and connect to I-40 at exit 54. This is five miles shorter than 
going by the west end of I-240. Something probably should be done eventually to improve the connection to I-40 for those drivers who find 
themselves in West Asheville going the wrong way on I-240.  However, I would urge that priority be given to a bypass for the Smokey Park 
Bridge and its approaches. 
 
I should introduce myself. I am a native of western NC. I was employed by the US government as a physicist in the Washington DC area 
for 30 years. 


 Response 
Comments noted. Refer to Chapter 2 of the DEIS where project alternatives are addressed.  Specific bridge design will be considered after 
selection of a preferred alternative. The DEIS present a rang of alternatives that address the need for better system linkage and increased 
capacity and that would improve safety and reduce roadway deficiencies. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0144 
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I-26 Connector 
3. Noise 


 
3-1 Comment 


Noise pollution also has serious effects including hypertension increase. I would like to know how much noise and air pollution will ncrease 
due to the building and presence of the expansion. 


 Response 
Noise and air quality impacts are addressed in Section 4.1.3 of the DEIS. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0011 
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I-26 Connector 
4. Land Use 


 
4-1 Comment 


We need to maximize the usable land along the Patton Ave. corridor and to bring together West Asheville and the downtown at the river. 
 Response 


Every effort will be made to minimize property acquisition and relocations.  
 Letter Codes 


PP0016 
  


4-2 Comment 
Property taking should be kept to a minimum. Since the project will be located very close to downtown Asheville, as much land as possible 
should be saved (or freed up) for denser development. Rural interstate standards should not be applied to this project; slower design 
speeds and curvatures should be employed in order to conserve land and reduce takings. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 4-1. Please refer to Chapters 1 and 2 for information on the project traffic analysis and project design criteria. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0061 


  
4-3 Comment 


In giving their considerations, I would also look forward to greatly reducing the I-26 Connectors foot print through the City. As proposed by 
your department a great deal of land area will be consumed which could be better used in development giving the City a more valuable 
economic base.  


 Response 
Refer to comment response 4-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0086 


  
4-4 Comment 


Don't eat up valuable close-in real estate with Atlanta-sized roads. We are constrained enough by our topography to suffer additional 
losses of real estate to the interstate. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 4-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0122 
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I-26 Connector 
5. Social Impacts 


 
5-1 Comment 


We're owners of a property that has been repeatedly identified as potentially in the path of Project # 34165.1.2 I'd appreciate you giving 
me an update on exactly what NCDOT's latest plans are for this. 


 Response 
At this time we are working on completing the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and plan to hold a public hearing in Spring of 
2008 in Asheville. We will send out a newsletter several weeks before the hearing to everyone on the project mailing list with the time and 
place.  There is a project web site at http://www.ncdot.org/projects/I26Connector/ that has maps of the alternatives currently being 
considered. There are also hard copies of the maps at the NCDOT Division office in Asheville.   


 Letter Codes 
PP0002 


  
5-2 Comment 


I would like to add my comments on the I-26 expansion. Since I live in Montford Hills, on Westover Drive, I live in one of the houses that 
will be greatly impacted by the proposed plan. I think that increased traffic noise and increased pollution would be extremely detrimental to 
our wonderful, close community. I think a plan that separated local and interstate traffic and routed heavy interstate traffic away from our 
Montford Hills neighborhood would be much better. 


 Response 
Environmental consequences of the project alternatives are addressed in Chapter 4 of the DEIS.  


 Letter Codes 
PP0011 


  
5-3 Comment 


Neighborhoods that were fragmented by previous highway construction should be re-connected. 
 Response 


Comment noted. Issue of community cohesion are addressed in Chapter 4 of the DEIS. 
 Letter Codes 


PP0061 
  


5-4 Comment 
Personally, I would like to emphasize that West Asheville, particularly the Burton Street community and the commercial districts, suffered 
greatly when the I-240 by-pass was constructed originally & divided them. It is vital that we consider alternatives that preserve and 
reconnect the community. Else will Asheville ever be whole? 


 Response 
Refer to Section 4.1 where community impacts are addressed. Also refer to Section 4.2 where indirect and cumulative effects are 
addressed. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0113 
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I-26 Connector 
6. Induced Socioeconomic Impacts 


 
6-1 Comment 


Whatever choice is selected for Asheville, it will profoundly affect development and livability for the next century. Let's not let assumptions 
based on past mistakes force us into bad decisions for the future. 


 Response 
Comment noted. Refer to Section 4.2 where indirect and cumulative effects are addressed. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0004 


  
6-2 Comment 


As you have undoubtedly found in your work on this project, Asheville has a strong tourism component to it’s local economy. It is important 
that the community and it’s economic base not be scarred by a project that does not compliment the community both in scale and in 
design. 


 Response 
Comment noted. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0046 


  
6-3 Comment 


...the issue at stake also concerns the condition of future development patterns following the I-26 reconfiguration: neighborhood 
connectivity, environmental conditions, the future wealth and state of the community. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 6-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0065 
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I-26 Connector 
7. Air Quality 


 
7-1 Comment 


I have been told that there are no studies about increased pollution as a result of both the building and the presence of the highway 
expansion.  This is a serious mistake as children and adults who live near busy highways suffer from more asthma and respiratory 
diseases. 


 Response 
Air quality impacts are addressed in Section 4.1.3 of the DEIS. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0011 


  
7-2 Comment 


The statement should also address other issues that are related to the potential project. It is surprising that in this day there is no 
recognition of the problem of global warming; instead, the assumption is business as usual, with ever-increasing traffic volumes.  Any 
urban project that is built in the future should attempt to reduce the future volumes of traffic, not simply accommodate future volumes 
based on past, and now unsustainable trends. 


 Response 
Comment noted. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0061 
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I-26 Connector 
8. Hazardous Materials 


 
8-1 Comment 


I think that it is also important to include within the EIS information about the impacts of various types of hazardous materials which will 
travel on the newly designed freeway to compare with the impacts from the types of materials which are currently allowed to travel on the 
freeway.  This should include radioactive materials. Impacts to consider should include possibilities of accidents which cause leakage or 
spillage of such hazardous materials. 


 Response 
Highway safety is FHWA's and NCDOT's primary concern in the development of any interstate project. Developing the I-26 project with 
current interstate design criteria should improve safety on I-26 through the Asheville area. The types of materials, hazardous or otherwise, 
transported on the future interstate are not like to change from what is currently being transported. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0067 
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I-26 Connector 
16. Energy and Natural Resources 


 
16-1 Comment 


This statement about capacity also fails to factor in future declines in the rate of private passenger vehicle use per capita which will occur 
as a result of the increase of fuel costs due to anticipated reductions in the worldwide supply of oil and the necessity of humans to reduce 


fossil fuel consumption due to global climate change.... 
...Also there are likely to be significant decreases in per capita use of private passenger vehicles by the year 2030, due to increasing fuel 
costs because of reductions in the worldwide supply of oil and the necessity of humans to reduce fossil fuel consumption due to global 
climate change/ 


 Response 
NCDOT uses a traffic forecast derived from the traffic model adopted the Asheville Area Metropolitan Planning Organization. Capacity is 
addressed in Chapter 1 of the DEIS. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0067 


  
16-2 Comment 


May I respectfully suggest that what Asheville and Western North Carolina really needs are not more investments in roadways, but rather 
an extension of passenger rail service. NCDOT presently provides some subsidy which makes possible regular daytime passenger rail 
service between Raleigh and Charlotte.  The tax dollars of WNC residents are helping to pay for this service, but we do not get any benefit 
for it.  Presently, when we want to take the train, we must drive ninety miles to Greenville, SC. The northbound Amtrak Crescent arrives 
after 11PM (if it is even on time), the southbound leg arrives before sunrise (ditto). This is simply unacceptable.  Oil prices are going up 
fast, and motor fuel prices are sure to follow this trend. Given the increasing difficulty and expense in finding and developing new reserves 
of oil, this trend is unlikely to reverse; more likely, it will accelerate. People will very soon be needing alternatives to private passenger 
cars. That "very soon" will likely occur within NCDOT's normal planning horizon. As I understand that there are several technical issues 
that will require several years to extend passenger rail service to Asheville, it is time to bring this project off the back burner and move 
forward with it now. I understand that the project would also require funding, which is why I am opposing the I-26 connector project; the 
funds can be better spent on passenger rail.  The same energy price increases that drive more people toward energy-efficient passenger 
rail will be driving more people off the road. It would be a tragedy to spend money that could have been used to provide passenger rail 
service on yet another roadway project that will end up being under-used. In just a few years time, it is likely that reduced traffic will take 
care by itself of the problems that this connector project is intended to solve.  Forget the connector; let's move forward with passenger rail 
to Asheville now! 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 2-25. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0134 
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I-26 Connector 
21. Public Involvement 


 
21-1 Comment 


In response to the request for public comment I offer the following for your consideration. 
This project has a long history and is recognized as needed to correct a bad, and often times dangerous highway situation that has grown 
as Asheville has grown, and will get worse with the projected growth in this area. Many good and knowledgeable people have worked on 
this project, with I hope and believe, the good intent of solving the highway problem with its related issues. 
Various proposals for the project have been put forth which have plus and minuses that are difficult to fully evaluate for anyone who is not 
very knowledgeable in the subject matter, and who has not been deeply immersed in the project. It seems that even being moderately 
informed does not fully lead to a truly good understanding of the best way to go. 
Please actively listen to and work with local groups who have worked on this project to fairly evaluate options. I believe that having a 
connector in character with the Asheville area, along with a well functioning highway system, will significantly add to the economy of the 
region. As there are many things to balance in a project of this magnitude, input from people, who will live with the decisions made for 
many years to come, is very important. 


 Response 
Public input is very import to project development process and each comment collected through the public involvement process is 
considered by the project team. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0024 


  
21-2 Comment 


The evaluation criteria of the CCC report were adopted by the city and the MPO as a means of gaining and expressing public input on the 
connector project and were written to be included in the Purpose and Needs Statement. In the name of fairness and the democratic 
process, I am requesting that they be included. 


 Response 
The evaluation criteria and Key Design Goals of the CCC report have been considered. Refer to Chapter 1 of the DEIS. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0119 


  
21-3 Comment 


We thank you for taking the time to hear the concerns of members of the community here in Asheville. A great part of this process and this 
proposal is that it has greatly energized members of the community to create solutions and ideas that serve the needs of the commuters 
who 
travel through the region as well as the people who live here and value the character of our town. Your time and consideration is greatly 
valued by those of us invested and enthusiastic about this project. 


 Response 
Comment noted. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0141 
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I-26 Connector 
23. EIS Process and Scope 


 
23-1 Comment 


My impression is that your minds have been made up by whatever or whomever the powers that be regarding the widening I-26 in West 
Asheville. Unless things have changed recently even the old models of traffic flow prediction, let alone the newer models, don't justify the 
four lanes in each direction. How about restoring some faith in the publics mind for DOT by not just doing what some decision maker 
wants done regardless of what the data says and without regard to the impact on people's lives who loose their homes unnecessarily. 


 Response 
Careful consideration has been given to the number of lanes required for the project.  Refer to Chapters 1 and 2 of the DEIS. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0009 


  
23-2 Comment 


Please help to move this project in timely manner so that it is not delayed further. This important project for the region is very much 
needed. 


 Response 
Comment noted. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0024 


  
23-3 Comment 


Asheville also has a high level of citizen participation, and it is important that the local voice is listened to and respected. All of the 
recommendations of the community coordinating committee that were adopted by the city and the MPO in 2000 should receive 
consideration in the purpose and needs statement for the project. I recognize that some alternatives were created with those criteria in 
mind, but I suggest that those recommendations as to purpose and need be included in the formal statement. 


 Response 
The comments and concerns from local communities has been and will continue to be considered throughout the course the project.   The 
recommendations of the Community Coordinating Committee have been considered in the development of the project and the DEIS.  
Refer to Chapter 1 of the DEIS.  


 Letter Codes 
PP0046 


  
23-4 Comment 


As decision makers for the City of Asheville, North Carolina, the State of North Carolina, and the entire Southeastern Region, it is the 
NCDOT's responsibility to design and build that which will efficiently and effectively, service current needs of the people, improve the 
quality of life, preserve natural resources, and create profitable situations for now and for many years to come.  The most effective means 
of meeting these goals is to follow the goals set forth by the Community Coordinating Committee Report.... 
 
...To ignore the contents of the CCC report, would be comparable to ignoring the people of the Asheville community, residents of the State 
of North Carolina, American citizens, and the democratic process; anything less than aspiring to these goals would be regressive and 
unsustainable. 
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 Response 
Refer to comment response 23-3. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0065 


  
23-5 Comment 


I believe these goals echo the points conveyed in many community forums and guide-lines painstakingly developed by local citizens on 
volunteer time, because of a strong local commitment to local quality of life.  Thank you for your consideration and we look forward to a 
positive process and outcome of which we can all be proud, and confirmation that our state government is interested in what is best for the 
citizens, not just the trucking or transportation interests. 


 Response 
Comment noted. Comments received during the EIS process are considered and addressed in the DEIS. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0066 


  
23-6 Comment 


I am writing to you as a resident of Biltmore Forest regarding the I-26 connector proposals. I strongly support the principles outlined by the 
I-26 Awareness Group and the proposal put forward by the Asheville Design Center based on those principles. Highways in urban areas 
must be designed to relate to the cities they go through. Context Sensitive Design is now part of the vocabulary of many State DOTs. 
Some do better than others in implementing CSD. CSD is in the guidelines adopted by the NCDOT. These guidelines should be followed.  
The impact of the I-26 connector on the future of the Asheville region will be very great. This project should be designed with sensitivity to 
surrounding land uses, the French Broad River, and to the economic base of the city and county.  I urge the NCDOT to review the 
proposals being put forward by the community and to work cooperatively to make this project a success, one which will be appropriate to 
the special place that Asheville is. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 2-2.  


 Letter Codes 
PP0071 


  
23-7 Comment 


This could be accomplished by incorporating local community suggestions to reconnect the community with a local traffic connection.  I 
understand the period for local comment will close next week. Please consider the feedback from our community before investing tax 
payer dollars in a solution that may look good on paper but not serve our local business and personal needs. 


 Response 
Please refer to the purpose and need statement presented in Chapter 1 of the DEIS.  The comments and concerns from local communities 
has been and will continue to be considered throughout the course the project. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0072 


  
23-8 Comment 


I think it is time to get this project off top dead center.  The main thing is, stop studying and GET TO WORK on the connector. I'd like to 
see it done in my lifetime (I'm tuming 70 in April). 
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 Response 
Comment noted. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0122 


  
23-9 Comment 


We appreciate your time and consideration in listening to the concerns of Asheville citizens. This project has tremendous potential for 
serving the traffic needs of the community and all that travel through the area while also protecting the character of our town. 


 Response 
Comment noted. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0128 


  
23-10 Comment 


As a person who appreciates the unique beauty of my hometown and who wishes to see this expensive-but-necessary upgrading of the 
bridge portions of the Connector, I also STRONGLY advocate your cooperation with the Asheville Design Center and the Asheville City 
Council and the many, many involved citizens of this area who have produced an alternative route for the Connector that would benefit 
drivers (first and foremost), our heritage, our aesthetics, our economic development, and other aspects that make a city thrive.   
 
Do the right thing. Work with these good people who want to have a DOT project that will make everyone proud! 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 2-2. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0140 
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I-26 Connector 
24. Quality of Life 


 
24-1 Comment 


Please scale this project to the unique characteristics of the city. We are having a hard enough time preserving this city's beauty and 
character; Roadways, as necessary as they are, don't preserve beauty. Please be considerate in your decisions. 


 Response 
Consideration is given to potential environmental impacts through the environmental impact study process and the selection a "least 
environmentally damaging practicable alternative" (LEDPA).  Where possible, adverse project impacts will be avoided.  Unavoidable 
project impacts, will be minimized to the extent possible and mitigated where practicable. Environmental Consequences are addressed in 
Chapter 4 of the DEIS. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0009 PP0101 


  
24-2 Comment 


To preserve the character of our fine little city, I strongly urge NCDOT to revisit all proposed plans, and to choose the one which will 
separate the interstate traffic from local traffic. 


 Response 
Comment noted.  Prior to selection of a preferred alternative, potential impacts of the project, as document in the DEIS, and comment form 
agencies and public will be considered.  


 Letter Codes 
PP0017 


  
24-3 Comment 


This project should reflect the values of the Asheville community as captured in the CCC report of September, 2000, because the 
Asheville community will have to live with this project for most of a lifetime. It should enhance the quality of life in Asheville. 


 Response 
Comment noted.  The project has considered the information provided in the CCC report and will include this consideration in the DEIS.  
Refer to Chapter 1 of the DEIS. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0038 


  
24-4 Comment 


The scale of the project must match the character of this unique city. 
 Response 


Comment noted. 
 Letter Codes 


PP0062 PP0090 
  


24-5 Comment 
As an Asheville native, I'm excited about new ideas that have been proposed in connection with plans for I-26.  The Community 
Coordinating Committee report of 2000 calls for separating local and Interstate traffic.  Removing Interstate highway traffic from the Smoky 
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Park Bridge would allow development of an attractive local boulevard joining Asheville and West Asheville. It would free up land for public 
uses other than a highway interchange. These would bring economic benefit and new amenity to what has been a bleak part of town.  
Greenville and Chattanooga have created delightful, pedestrian-friendly connections to their riverfronts and added public facilities such as 
museums and theaters to those areas, drawing tens of thousands of visitors every year. Asheville should have the opportunity to do the 
same.  I urge the NC DOT to join in support of the wonderful possibilities your work can offer our community. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 24-3. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0082 


  
24-6 Comment 


We are one of the top destinations in the country. We care about good urban design, livable scale, environmental sustainability, 
connectivity within our community, and the protection of local businesses and neighborhoods through thoughtful, progressive design.  


 Response 
Over the last 12 years NCDOT has worked with the community and citizen groups in the project development process and has 
incorporated many of the ideas and suggestion received into the development of project alternatives.  


 Letter Codes 
PP0087 


  
24-7 Comment 


Please do seriously consider keeping Asheville in the lead of innovative, forward moving planning. Don't let us become just another busy 
city. We want to be a green city, with many modes of alternative transportation, clean energy, green space, and community spirit. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 24-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0110 


 







 I-26 Connector 44
 


I-26 Connector 
27. Traffic 


 
27-1 Comment 


I can tell you from a users point of view that the stretch of highway in question, with entrances, exits on the left and right is difficult to 
navigate. Traffic congestion is high during a significant amount of time which adds to the reasonably high potential for accidents. 


 Response 
Traffic and congestion is addressed in Chapters 1 and 2 of the DEIS. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0024 


  
27-2 Comment 


As a property owner in Buncombe County I am often crossing the I-26/Patton Ave. bridge and find it alarmingly difficult to maneuver in the 
speeding traffic as well as quite dangerous. How unrealistic is it to expect people traveling through town on I-26 to pass through our little 
Patton Avenue bridge? 


 Response 
Completion of the I-26 Connector project would remove I-26 traffic from the Smoky Park (Patton Avenue) Bridges.  Chapters 1 and 2 
address traffic and freeway operation.   


 Letter Codes 
PP0036 


  
27-3 Comment 


Capacity should not be over-estimated based on past trends. 
 Response 


Traffic capacity analysis is presented in Chapter 1 of the DEIS. 
 Letter Codes 


PP0061 
  


27-4 Comment 
The statement should also address other issues that are related to the potential project. It is surprising that in this day there is no 
recognition of the problem of global warming; instead, the assumption is business as usual, with ever-increasing traffic volumes.  Any 
urban project that is built in the future should attempt to reduce the future volumes of traffic, not simply accomodate future volumes based 
on past, and now unsustainable trends. 


 Response 
Traffic capacity analysis is presented in Chapter 1 of the DEIS. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0061 


  
27-5 Comment 


This section should also include the need to remove Interstate traffic from the local traffic crossing the Smoky Park bridge.   
Under the sub-section Capacity, if local traffic were to be separated from the Interstate traffic, it is unclear whether I-240 would need 
additional capacity (ie: more than 4 lanes, two lanes each way). It has been shown in studies that the largest volume of traffic on the 
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Smoky Park bridge is local, not interstate.   
 
This statement about capacity also fails to factor in future declines in the rate of private passenger vehicle use per capita which will occur 
as a result of the increase of fuel costs due to anticipated reductions in the worldwide supply of oil and the necessity of humans to reduce 
fossil fuel consumption due to global climate change. 


 Response 
Traffic capacity and the need for 8 lanes in Section A (I-240) of the project is presented in Chapter 1 of the DEIS.  NCDOT uses a traffic 
forecast derived from the traffic model adopted the Asheville Area Metropolitan Planning Organization.   


 Letter Codes 
PP0067 
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I-26 Connector 
28. Design, Art, Architecture 


 
28-1 Comment 


We deserve and can find funding for a beautiful bridge.  We need a design that will contribute to the beauty of Asheville for the next 100 
years. The present I-240 east of the Beaucatcher cut is a travesty, as is the current mess on Smoky Park Bridge. 


 Response 
Before a bridge design can be determined a preferred alterative alignment must first be selected through the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) process.  Bridge structure type and design can be considered during the Final EIS and final design phases of the 
project. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0016 


  
28-3 Comment 


Having a bridge that accomplishes these goals as a signature bridge that makes Asheville stand out 
in our beautiful mountains would be such an accomplishment for our city. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 28-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0036 


  
28-4 Comment 


We need to preserve as much of the natural beauty of the land that we can with the new design. 
Reunification and connectivity of community 
Incorporation of community-selected design features 
The local community wants/longs for/hopes for/ and strongly needs 
- A design that relates to and enhances the look and feel of Asheville. 
- A beautifully designed bridge that is on the par with other great cities like Chattanooga, Milwaukee, etc. 
The scale of the project must match the character of this unique community. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 28-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0022 


  
28-5 Comment 


I urge you, both as a concerned tax-paying citizen and as a design professional (architect) with 15 years of working history in the Asheville 
area to include the following comments in the revised documents in the Purpose and Needs Statement.   
1) First priority is to design a freeway interchange that separates local, east/west river-crossing traffic from interstate traffic. This can only 
be achieved via a (or several) new bridges to serve the new Interstate traffic as the existing Smokey Park bridge is not suited, either by 
design or alignment for anything but local traffic. 
2) Reworking of local lanes to improve community connectivity to the primary urban East/West artery- Patton Ave. including 
accommodations for bike, pedestrian and rapid transit. 
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3) Placement and alignment of Interstate structures so as to minimize negative visual impact, for example by staying within the low-ravine 
property and passing UNDER Patton Ave. to tie-in with the existing low grade of I-240 south of the bridge, thereby reducing noise, 
pollution, and visibility of thru-traffic. 
4) Efforts applied to the new bridge(s) design that is compatible with the scale and character of Asheville and can be admired as a scenic 
asset to the riverway. 


 Response 
Refer to comment responses 1-1. Where practicable and within the scope of the project, improvements to pedestrian and bicycle facilities 
will be considered. Visual impacts, noise, and air quality are addressed in Section 4.1.3 of the DEIS.  Also refer to comment response 28-1 
which addresses bridge design.   


 Letter Codes 
PP0066 


  
28-6 Comment 


Also, with regard to the current Smokey Park Bridge--I consider this bridge to be an eyesore doing very little to enhance the unique 
architectural style of our community.  I would be in favor of a bridge with a unique architectural design with possibly two stacked tiers of 
traffic much like is found in California--one level for local traffic and the second level for Interstate traffic.  This would prevent the need for 
local traffic to merge onto the Interstate-26.  I would also like to see this bridge have a unique architectural design with a character that 
enhances our community like the bridges in Charleston, SC, and certainly on a much smaller scale, a bridge like the Golden Gate has 
done for San Francisco.  I realize that the costs of such a bridge would be higher but like with any beautiful piece of unique architecture, in 
future years, the design would pay dividends. The Biltmore House, the Grove Arcade, and the Parkway are examples of architectural 
design that enhances our community. 


 Response 
Refer to comment response 28-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0073 


  
28-7 Comment 


Please build us a bridge we can be proud of. 
 Response 


Comment noted. 
 Letter Codes 


PP0101 
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I-26 Connector 
30. Safety 


 
30-1 Comment 


I am writing you concerning the I-26 connector that is going to be built in Asheville. I am a homeowner who lives literally blocks from the 
current and future connector. I would like to offer a very brief account of my transportation habits since moving to West Asheville. If the 
roads enabled me to, I could jog to the outer part of downtown (where my job is) in probably about ten minutes. If the roads enabled me to, 
I could ride my bike downtown even more quickly. Instead I am stuck to a convoluted and dangerous trek towards downtown. Or I can 
travel way out of my way, adding a safer but more inconvenient amount of time to my commute. Anyone who lives in Asheville and lives 
anywhere off of Hazel Mill Road and West Patton, and the hundreds of streets that service these, would have these same issues. There 
are thousands of people who are in need of a system that suits the needs of the community more completely than the current design(s). It 
would be unfortunate to miss an opportunity to create a positive change for this community. Whatever the final design, it must support all 
types of transport. 


 Response 
Where practicable and within the scope of the project, improvements to pedestrian and bicycle facilities will be considered.  


 Letter Codes 
PP0020 


30-2 Comment 
As a property owner in Buncombe County I am often crossing the I-26/Patton Ave. bridge and find it alarmingly difficult to maneuver in the 
speeding traffic as well as quite dangerous. How unrealistic is it to expect people traveling through town on I-26 to pass through our little 
Patton Avenue bridge? 


 Response 
Improving safety and reducing traffic volumes on the Patton Avenue (Smoky Park) Bridges are stated purposes of the I-26 Connector 
project.  This issue addressed in Chapters 1 and 2 of the DEIS.  


 Letter Codes 
PP0036 


30-3 Comment 
I can tell you from a user’s point of view that the stretch of highway in question, with entrances, exits on the left and right is difficult to 
navigate. Traffic congestion is high during a significant amount of time which adds to the reasonably high potential for accidents. 


 Response 
Comment noted. The issues of congestion and safety are addressed in Chapter 1 of the DEIS. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0024 


30-4 Comment 
Most importantly, the Purpose and Needs Statement must include the separation of local and interstate traffic, which will result in 
eliminating the dangerous merging situations that currently exist on the Smokey Park Bridge. I advise my 2 teenage drivers and visiting 
guests to avoid those areas because, even when familiar with it, I have often found it a crazy and unsafe place to drive. Creating a local 
traffic connection will eliminate this safety issue and reunify the disconnected parts of the community. 


 Response 
Please see response to comment 1-1.   


 Letter Codes 
PP0062 
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30-5 Comment 


Under the sub-section entitled Safety, there is a sentence which is unclear. It states: "Multiple segments of I-240, west of Asheville, 
currently have an accident rate for similar North Carolina facilities, demonstrating the need for safety improvements..."  It is unclear if the 
statement means that the accident rate is less, the same or more than the rate on similar North Carolina facilities. If the accident rate is 
less or the same, then there would seem to be no need demonstrated and this sub-section should be removed from the Summary of 
Need. 


 Response 
The sentence should read as follows, "Multiple segments of I-240, west of Asheville, currently have an accident rate that exceeds the 
critical crash rate for similar North Carolina facilities, demonstrating the need for safety improvements along this section of the facility." 
Please refer to Section 1.3 of the DEIS. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0067 


  
30-6 Comment 


This letter is to voice concern about the plans for future I-26 through Asheville. I am worried primarily that an already hazardous road will 
be made more dangerous for me and my family and my community by further merging Interstate traffic with our already heavy local traffic. 
It is a truly risky proposition exiting from 19/23 into Asheville, or from 240 onto an Asheville exit already. The plan for merging all future 
traffic from I-26 with our local town traffic will funnel speeding cars just wanting to "get through" Asheville and on their way with those of us 
who live here and try to drive in a manner which will ensure our safety as we go about our daily lives. Asheville's highway and exiting 
systems are already so poorly laid out, without thought to future traffic growth, that compounding it with the plan for I-26 will seriously 
endanger all of us. As the mother of young children who are my sacred duty to protect, and who are at the mercy in our car of those who 
drive around us, please rethink the plans for I 26 and come up with a proposal which takes into account Asheville as a community. Thank 
you, 


 Response 
Safety is an identified need for the project.  Adding capacity and reducing traffic congestion are stated purposes of the I-26 Connector 
project and should help to improve safety with the project study area.  Please refer to Chapters 1 and 2 of the DEIS.   


 Letter Codes 
PP0080 


  
30-7 Comment 


I believe strongly that "Purpose and Need Statement" must specifically call for separation of local and interstate traffic. I cross the Smokey 
Park Bridges traveling east and west on I 26 frequently and each time it's a "white knuckle" event. This is especially true when I'm traveling 
on I 26 West. I can only imagine the confusion and terror of the I 26 traveler encountering this connection for the first time.  I trust that you 
will agree to change the "Purpose and Need Statement" so that it is clear that separation of local and Interstate traffic is an urgent need in 
order to correct the very dangerous situation that exists on the Smokey Park Bridges today for both local and Interstate travelers. 


 Response 
Please see the response to comment 1-1. 


 Letter Codes 
PP0137 
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 July 27, 1999 
 
 
 
Mr. Ron Fuller, AICP 
City of Asheville - Planning Department 
P.O. Box 7148 
Asheville, NC 28802 
 
 
Subject: Asheville MPO TAC concerns about the new I-26 Route, Asheville 


Connector NC TIP No. I-2513, State Project 8.U843701, Federal No. 
MANHF 26-1 (53)  


 
Dear Mr. Fuller: 
 
The Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch of NCDOT has 
investigated the concerns and issues for the I-26 Connector Project as submitted in the 
attached correspondence from the Asheville MPO. We have attended several meetings 
to discuss these issues and offer the following responses to the concerns in the order 
they were submitted. 
 
1. Bike facility under I-240 at Hominy Creek.  This request for a modification to 
Project U-2902 is a direct result of the planning for the project replacing the NC 191 
bridge over Hominy Creek and is not considered as part of the subject project. Project 
U-2902 is currently under construction and therefore, any additions to accommodate 
pedestrians and bicycles should be requested from the NCDOT Bicycle program. 
 
2. Bike Path to connect Amboy Road with Hominy Creek Park. This concern is for 
NCDOT to provide R/W with the I-26 Connector project that will contain a proposed bike 
trail. This trail is part of TIP Project E-3608 to link Hominy Creek Park along the French 
Broad River to the former speedway property along Amboy Road. The I-2513 project 
plans will include bike accommodations from Amboy Road westward to the end of the 
access road serving the properties along the French Broad River. However, no 
additional right of way is available west of this area to extend the proposed bicycle path. 
The I-2513 plans will be coordinated with the property owners including City Parks and 
Recreation. 
  
3. Full interchange at Amboy Road (SR 3556). Ko and Associates, who are designing 
the project for NCDOT, are looking at project revisions to include a full interchange at 
Amboy Road and I-240, adding moves from Amboy to I-240 eastbound, and to Amboy 
from I-240 westbound. These plans have been provided to you for City comments. 
 
4. Improvements to Amboy Road (SR 3556). The NCDOT Program Development 
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Branch is conducting a feasibility study (FS 9913D) considering improvements to this 
route. These improvements are not included in the limits of Project I-2513.  
 
5. Improvements to State Street crossing under I-240.  Since this crossing must be 
replaced by Project I-2513, a bridge length to accommodate anticipated improvements 
to State Street can be provided. The I-2513 project will provide a bridge over State 
Street of sufficient length to allow a future 32-foot face to face typical section with berms 
sufficient to accommodate 5-foot sidewalks and a 5-foot separation along both sides. 
This will allow wide lanes to accommodate bikes. However, no improvements to existing 
State Street are planned as part of this project. If the City agrees to construct sidewalks 
along State Street in conjunction with the project, the project will connect them beneath 
the bridge. We are currently investigating the addition of lighting beneath the crossing. 
 
6. Salvaging Existing Housing.  Since no historic houses are anticipated to be 
impacted, moving houses will be addressed with owners at the R/W procurement stage 
of the project. 
 
7. Noise and Retaining Walls to be of Materials Indigenous to the Area. Noise and 
retaining walls will be considered in eligible areas where they are desired by property 
owners. Construction materials other than concrete can be considered after wall sizes 
and locations are determined. Construction materials other than the most cost effective 
can be provided only if the City agrees to provide the additional costs. Earth berms 
requiring additional R/W cannot be considered in areas where they would require 
additional relocations. 
 
8. Lower I-240 at Haywood Road. Due to the existing I-240 grade and clearance 
beneath Haywood Road, I-240 cannot be lowered while maintaining 4-lanes of traffic 
during construction. A longer and wider bridge needed along Haywood Road will require 
raising the elevation of Haywood Road at the crossing. Efforts are being made to 
reduce this elevation as much as possible. 
 
9. Separated sidewalks along Haywood Road Bridge. Separating the sidewalks with 
planting strips along the Haywood Road bridge would require widening the structure. 
Widening the Haywood Road bridge to the south is not possible without raising 
Haywood Road due to the vertical clearance requirements over the Interstate. However, 
additional width can be considered if the City agrees to provide the additional 
associated costs. 
10. Design Revisions for Alternate 2. TGS Engineers, our consultant for the planning 
phase of this project,  has prepared a preliminary alignment revision to Alternates 1 & 2 
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to consolidate traffic signals along Patton Avenue. They are analyzing the design to 
determine the lanes required and the intersection capacity. Pedestrians would be 
accommodated within R/W. No plans are currently underway to serve pedestrians along 
the southern side of Patton Avenue since there are no current accommodations in that 
area. 
 
11. Available Open Space between Project and the French Broad River. Lands not 
used for highway purposes cannot be condemned and purchased for non-highway use. 
 
12. Bike and Pedestrian Crossing over the French Broad River near Broadway 
Street. Bicycle and pedestrian traffic will not be allowed on the deck of the I-26 bridge 
over the French Broad River. With no connecting parks or potential bike/pedestrian 
facilities on either bank of the River, it is not likely that a bike and pedestrian structure 
suspended from the crossing will be included as part of this project. If the City acquires 
facilities along the river for bike and pedestrian use, such a structure could be 
considered. 
 
13. Access to the French Broad River from I-26 in the Craven Street area. Design 
revisions have been made to Alternate 2 to allow motor vehicle access to the French 
Broad River in the Craven Street area from the proposed I-26. 
 
14. Overpasses to be of Materials Indigenous to the Area with Attention to 
Aesthetics. Any special designs and materials on overpasses other than the most cost 
effective can be considered if the City agrees to provide the additional costs. 
 
At a meeting on Monday, April 26 discussing these concerns, Janet D’Ignazio indicated 
she desired the City’s position on these issues since they may be asked to provide the 
costs of betterments. If I can provide additional information, please let me know. 
 
 


Sincerely, 
 
 
 


William D. Gilmore, P.E., Manager 
Project Development and 
Environmental Analysis Branch 


cc:  File 



































June 21, 2001 
 


The Honorable Leni Sitnick, Mayor 
City of Asheville 
P. O. Box 28802 
Asheville, N.C. 28802 
 
Dear Mayor Sitnick: 
 


I am writing to thank you, once again, for the assistance you and your staff 
provided for the I-26 Connector project.  With the cooperation of the local community 
and City of Asheville staff, we have made great progress over the past year and a half.   


 
I am also writing to request your assistance with another project-related matter.  


As you are probably aware, Stantec Consulting, a private engineering firm, is updating 
the traffic model for the City of Asheville.  Stantec is also providing traffic forecasts 
based on this model for the I-26 Connector project.  The City of Asheville is providing 
socio-economic data (TAZ-level housing and employment data) to Stantec.   


 
I have some concerns about the completion date of the updated traffic model.  


Please let your staff know the importance of a timely completion of the model.  It is 
important that all coordination with Stantec be completed as quickly as possible.  Any 
delays in providing data for the model could be costly.  Traffic projections derived from 
the traffic model are critical for both the planning and design of our project.  Without this 
information, NCDOT cannot complete our environmental studies or functional design.  
The current schedule for the I-26 Connector is based on NCDOT receiving updated 
traffic projections by mid to late summer.  Any delay in receiving this information will 
immediately affect the schedule for completion of the I-26 Connector. 


 
I appreciate your continued assistance with this project.  If there is anything that I 


can do to help, please let me know.  If you have any questions or comments, please feel 
free to contact me at (919) 733-7844 ext. 269. 


 
     Sincerely, 
 
 
     Drew Joyner, P.E. 


      Project Manager 
 
 
cc: Alan Thornburg, Member, Board of Transportation 
 Keith Lewis, P.E., Stantec Consulting 
 James L. Westbrook, Jr., City of Asheville 







bc: Dan Martin, P.E., Division 13, NCDOT 
 Debi Hutchings, P.E., Statewide Planning Branch, NCDOT 
 Scott Shuford, AICP, City of Asheville 
 Ed Hutchinson, AICP, City of Asheville  


Mark Freeman, P.E., Stantec Consulting 
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  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
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January 5, 2004 
 
 


The Honorable Charles Worley, Mayor 
City of Asheville 
P. O. Box 7148 
Asheville, N.C. 28802 
 
 
Dear Mayor Worley: 
 


During our recent meeting with the I-26 Connector Community Coordinating 
Committee, more questions concerning the number of lanes proposed along the I-240 
section of the project came up.  The proposed number of lanes along the I-240 section 
was addressed by the French Broad River Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) in 
June 2002.  The MPO voted to accept the North Carolina Department of Transportation’s 
(NCDOT) recommendation that I-240 be widened from four to eight lanes between 
Patton Avenue and the I-240/I-26/I-40 interchange as part of the I-26 Connector project.  
This allowed us to proceed with the project development. 


 
As you are aware, our initial traffic forecast from the late 1990’s indicated the 


need for an eight-lane facility along this portion of the project in order to meet the 
anticipated future traffic demand.  This forecast was developed using the former 
Asheville Area MPO travel demand model which was challenged by some members of 
the local community.  As a result of this public comment, the MPO elected to update the 
population and employment data for the model.  The resulting updated model indicated 
even higher traffic volumes on I-240 than previously anticipated.  


 
While the existing model was being updated, a new “State of the Practice” traffic 


model was also being developed for a much larger region within the MPO.  This effort 
was undertaken based on considerable public interest in transportation issues in the 
Asheville community, as well as a recognized need for a different approach to 
transportation planning for this area.  The new model was adopted by the MPO early 
enough in the preliminary design phase to allow it to be used for traffic forecasting.  The 
resulting traffic forecasts from the new model support the need for an eight-lane facility. 


 
While each of these models provide a different specific projection of the number 


of vehicles anticipated on I-240 in the future, they all support the need for a capacity that 







 
 


can only be provided by an eight-lane facility.  The NCDOT is continuing project 
development studies based on the new traffic forecasts with a proposed eight-lane cross 
section on I-240.  We will continue to involve the local community in other project 
development issues through meetings, workshops, and hearings to insure that the ultimate 
project design is in keeping with the character of the Asheville community.  I hope this 
information is helpful.  Please let me know if I can be of further assistance. 


 
    Sincerely, 
 
 



























































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Appendix A3 


Correspondence from Local Agencies and Organizations 







 
 
 
 



































































Mr. Bill Gilmore, P.E.       December 28, 1999 
Manager 
NCDOT - Planning and Environmental 
PO Box 25201 
Raleigh, NC  27611-5201 
 
Dear Mr. Gilmore: 
 
 Tom Kendig and Ken Burleson recently met with city staff and presented the newest alternative for a full 
interchange at Amboy Road concurrent with the design of I-2513.  We have reviewed the proposed plans and offer 
the following comments, concerns and suggestions: 
 
• Is it necessary to have two through lanes on the new west bound section of Amboy Road?  It would be 


preferable to not have a free-flow movement off the interstate, as this would be safer for bicyclists and 
pedestrians.  The city would prefer a design that has only one lane in each direction with necessary turn lanes 
added at the signalized intersection. 


• Associated with the above comment, could Ramp 4B be shortened and an off-ramp be added for Brevard Road, 
thus negating the need for two such lanes.   


• If an off-ramp directly to Brevard Road (as requested in the previous bullet) is not feasible, then an alternative 
could be considered to bring Amboy Road into Brevard Road across from the Eastbound I-240 (Westbound I-
26) on ramp. 


• Ramps 4C and 4D should have full access and not the barriers as depicted. 
• Roundabouts should be considered in lieu of the signalized intersections on the NC 191 bridge and associated 


ramps. 
• A lower design speed should be considered, especially related to the curvature of Y4 which could be tightened. 
• The City would like to see plans that show connections from Fairfax and Virginia to the new Amboy Road.  


Two scenarios are: right in-right out and full access. 
• Regardless of final designs for vehicular access from Fairfax and Virginia, it is imperative that bicycle and 


pedestrian access be provided at both of these points to the new Amboy Road, across the interstate and down to 
the old speedway area. 


• We would recommend a base map that shows neither a cul-de-sac or connections as described above also be 
prepared for the purpose of gathering neighborhood input. 


 
 Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment.  Should you have any questions, please feel free to 
contact us.  If it would be more beneficial for a few of our staff to come to Raleigh to discuss these issues or any 
others related to this important project, we would be more than happy to do so. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Ron Fuller 
Transportation Planner 
 
 
 
xc: Mr. Tom Kendig, AICP, NCDOT 


Mr. Ken Burleson, P.E., TGS Engineers 















































































































































































































































































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SENT VIA E-MAIL AND REGULAR MAIL 
 
      November 10, 2006   
 
Vince Rhea    
Project Development & Environmental Analysis Branch   
North Carolina Department of Transportation    
1548 Mail Service Center   
Raleigh, NC  27699-1548   
 
 Re: Comments on the I-26 Connector, TIP Project I-2513 
 
Dear Mr. Rhea:    
 
 These comments are submitted on behalf of the Western North Carolina Alliance 
and the Southern Environmental Law Center.   
 
 We appreciate the recent public meetings organized by the DOT, the maps and 
other information presented, the availability of DOT personnel at those meetings, and this 
post-meetings opportunity for comment.  However, these meetings reinforced our 
concern that, rather than using the EIS process to identify, study, and refine all reasonable 
alternatives as required by the National Environmental Policy Act, the DOT is pursuing a 
predetermined course of action based on significant decisions made outside of the NEPA 
process and is inflexible concerning many significant capacity and design issues that 
greatly will affect this project’s overall impact on our region.   
 
 As discussed in more detail below, it is crucial that the DOT comply with NEPA 
by using the EIS process to “identify and assess the reasonable alternatives to the 
proposed action that will avoid or minimize adverse effects…”  40 C.F.R. § 1500.2(e).  
These alternatives, including differing lane configurations and design modifications to 
the four basic geographic alignments, vastly could augment the benefits of this project for 
the City and region while minimizing its negative impacts.  With roughly two years built 
into the project schedule for the EIS process, and construction not scheduled to begin 
until 2012, a full six years from now, there is plenty of time to comply with NEPA by 
truly considering alternatives, and doing so will result in the best project for the 
community.   
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The NEPA Process Must Identify And Assess 
All Reasonable Alternatives For The Project 


 
 The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires agencies to "study, 
develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any 
proposal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available 
resources."  42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(E).  Consistent with this statutory directive, the NEPA 
regulations require that 
 


Federal agencies shall, to the fullest extent possible:   [u]se the NEPA process to 
identify and assess the reasonable alternatives to proposed actions that will avoid 
or minimize adverse effects of these actions upon the quality of the human 
environment.   


40 C.F.R. § 1500.2(e) (emphasis added).  Reinforcing the emphasis on consideration of 
alternatives, the regulations further provide that alternatives are “the heart of the 
environmental impact statement,”  40 C.F.R. § 1502.14, and that agencies “shall 
rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives.”  Id. (emphasis 
added); Route 9 Opposition Legal Fund v. Mineta, 75 Fed. Appx. 152, 156 (4th Cir. 
2003) (unpublished opinion).    
 
 A primary goal of NEPA is to ensure that  
 


federal agencies infuse in project planning a thorough consideration of 
environmental values.  The consideration of alternatives requirement furthers that 
goal by guaranteeing that agency decisionmakers have before them and take into 
proper account all possible approaches to a particular project (including total 
abandonment of the project) which would alter the environmental impact and the 
cost-benefit balance.   


 
Alaska Wilderness Recreation Tourism Association v. Morrison, 67 F.3d 723, 729 (9th 
Cir. 1995), quoting Bob Marshall Alliance, 852 F.2d 1223, 1228 (9th Cir. 1988), cert. 
denied, 489 U.S. 1066 (1989) (emphasis added).  In the context of significant highway 
projects in urban areas, “all reasonable alternatives” should included options such as 
Transportation System Management (TSM) and mass transit, as well as alternative 
alignments and other design considerations.   Davis v. Mineta, 302 F. 3d 1104, 1120-
1122 (10th Cir. 2002).   "The existence of a viable but unexamined alternative renders an 
environmental impact statement inadequate." Resources Ltd. v. Robertson, 35 F.3d 1300, 
1307 (9th Cir. 1994).   
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The DOT Must Consider Lane Alternatives To An Eight-Travel-Lane Connector, 
As Well As Various Alternative Alignments, Interchange Designs, And Other 
Design Alternatives That Arise During The EIS Process.    


 
A. The EIS Must Rigorously Consider And Assess Lane Alternatives To An Eight-


Travel- Lane Connector.   
 
 Since 2002, the DOT has refused to consider anything less than an eight-travel-
lane Connector.  This approach, if carried forward into the EIS, would violate NEPA and 
be arbitrary and capricious because alternatives of less than eight lanes are reasonable 
and because this decision was made outside of the NEPA process.   
 


1. The Number Of Lanes In This Project Is A Significant Decision, With 
Significant Environmental Impacts, That Should Be Addressed Through 
Appropriate Alternatives In The EIS.    


 
 The issue of the size of the Connector (its number of lanes) long has caused 
significant concern and controversy in the communities that will bear the major impacts 
of this project.  Many community leaders and residents have sought to keep the road as 
small as possible to minimize its impacts.  Notably, in 20000 a Community Coordinating 
Committee, comprised of representatives from various interests adopted the following 
consensus goals, among others:  (1) match the scale of the project to the character of the 
community, (2) minimize impacts to neighborhoods and local businesses, (3) reunify and 
connect the community, and (4) minimize air quality and other environmental impacts.  
All of these goals are best served by a smaller highway than eight travel lanes.  It is 
striking that cities the size of Pittsburgh and Portland do not have freeways larger than six 
travel lanes, yet the DOT has proposed to build a larger, eight-travel-lane highway 
directly through Asheville, a much smaller city.   
 
 The size of this highway is a very significant decision for the long-term quality of 
life in Asheville and the region and for influencing how and where this region grows.  
We can invest all of our resources in more and bigger highways that promote sprawl, 
congestion, and air pollution, or we can devote some of our resources to highways while 
also investing in local transportation improvements, transit, and other alternatives that 
give citizens alternatives to driving and promote more livable communities.  Because 
these decisions in turn affect future traffic volume, the anticipated future traffic should be 
but one factor, rather than the only factor, in making the decision as to the size of this 
project, and all of these community considerations bear on the critical decision as to the 
number of lanes.  The proper place to weigh these considerations and assess their relative 
benefits and costs is in the EIS, and the DOT should consider a full range of alternative 
lane scenarios for this project, as well as alternative geographic alignments and other 
design features.   
 
 In fact, such a true consideration of lane alternatives through the NEPA process is 
exactly what the DOT itself at one time set forth for this community.  In the 2001-2002 
period, the Chief Officer of DOT’s Office of Planning and the Environment gave a 
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presentation in which she outlined these “public policy questions” bearing on the size of 
the Connector as (1) will I-240 be the primary traffic corridor?, or (2) will the region 
increase investments in transit and existing roads if the highway is only 4 or 6 lanes?, or 
(3) will the region implement changes in land use to reduce traffic demand?  See “The 
Transportation Decision-Making Process,” by Janet D’Ignazio, attached as Exhibit A.  In 
turn, these public policy questions and studies of their related environmental and 
community impacts would inform the analysis of alternatives, which she presented as 4 
potential geographic alignments, with “options for 4, 6, and 8 lanes” for “12 total 
scenarios.”   
 


This true consideration of lane alternatives, as outlined by Ms. D’Ignazio, is 
precisely what NEPA requires of the upcoming EIS.  Unfortunately, it appears that the 
DOT intends to avoid consideration of alternatives and thus to violate NEPA.   
 


2. In 2002, The DOT Predetermined The Number Of Lanes Based Solely On 
Vastly Inflated Traffic Projections, And Has Refused To Change This 
Predetermination Even Though The Projected Traffic Has Dropped 
Significantly And Other Considerations Should Bear On This Decision.     


 
 Contrary to Ms. D’Ignazio’s presentation, later in 2002 the DOT began pushing 
the French Broad River MPO for approval to proceed with only an eight-travel-lane 
design of the I-26 Connector, based on an outdated traffic model that was predicting the 
inflated volume of 143,000 cars per day in the year 2025.  The DOT sought this approval 
even though a new and more thorough traffic model was being developed.  When 
questioned about this, the DOT assured the local Technical Coordinating Committee that 
“we don’t expect huge changes between the models.”  Minutes of Technical Coordinating 
Committee, June 20, 2002.  The DOT also stated that it wanted to evaluate only one lane 
cross-section to “speed up the process.”  Id.     
  
 Along with the traffic projections for a 4-lane, 6-lane, and 8-lane Connector, the 
DOT circulated a table that showed traffic volumes for Level of Service (LOS) “E” for 
freeway widths of 4, 6, and 8 lanes.  This table showed that the traffic volume for an 8-
lane freeway to provide that LOS was 138,000 vehicles.  Although the then-projected 
volume for the Connector of 143,000 exceeded this LOS E volume by 5,000 vehicles, the 
DOT strongly urged the MPO to accept its recommendation to build an 8-lane freeway.   
This table also showed that the volume for a six-lane freeway was 103,500 vehicles.  
Handout, I-26 Connector Project, TIP I-2513, May 21, 2002.   
 


Contrary to NEPA, DOT representatives told the MPO that it was appropriate to 
make a decision as to the number lanes at that time, and that it needed to “make a 
decision and move on.”  Minutes of Joint Meeting, Technical Advisory Committee and 
Technical Coordinating Committee, May 8, 2002.  Contrary to the facts, DOT 
representatives told the MPO that “[e]ven if we delay the decision another couple of 
years we would still have the same information to go on.”  Id.   
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Both of Asheville’s representatives to the MPO spoke in favor of the DOT 
considering alternatives to eight travel lanes, and both voted against the resolution to 
study only eight-travel-lane configurations.  However, at that time the MPO voted to 
accepted the DOT’s recommendation and approved an eight-lane Connector, subject to 
the proviso that if the new model results or other new information  became available, then 
this decision would be revisited.  Id.   
 
 The very next year, in 2003, the results of the new model became available.  
Contrary to the DOT’s assurances, these new traffic projections were quite lower than the 
prior model, even though they looked five years further into the future.  The updated 
model predicted a maximum traffic volume of 96,000-99,000 cars per day in the year 
2030, a huge decline in projected traffic of over 44,000 cars per day.  Despite this drastic 
decline in projected traffic volume, the DOT steadfastly has adhered to its predetermined 
decision to evaluate only eight travel lanes for the I-26 Connector.   
 


3. Although The DOT Has Adhered To Its Predetermined Decision, In 2004 
The MPO Encouraged Consideration Of Alternatives By Adopting A New 
Resolution That Requested The Minimum Number Of Lanes As Deemed 
Appropriate.   


 
 After the tremendous reduction in projected traffic volume became public 
information, many community leaders and other citizens expected the DOT to reduce the 
projected size of the Connector to six travel lanes, consistent with the tables that the DOT 
had provided to the public in 2002.  When this did not occur, public pressure led to 
several public forums and meetings, including presentations before the MPO.   
 
 During these meetings, the DOT abandoned the traffic capacity tables it had 
provided to the public in 2002 and came up with a new rationale for why it refused to 
consider less than eight travel lanes.  Now, the DOT claimed that the Connector had to 
meet some sort of requirement to achieve LOS “D,” and that, applying a very basic 
analysis from the Highway Capacity Manual, eight lanes were required to provide LOS D 
at all points in the Connector during the peak hour.   
 
 In response to the huge drop in projected traffic, the MPO adopted a new 
resolution on the I-26 Connector Project.  After noting the NEPA requirement to study all 
reasonable and practicable alternatives, and, in particular, the independent requirement 
under the Clean Water Act to select the Least Environmentally Damaging Practical 
Alternative, this resolution provided, in pertinent part:   
 


The MPO requests that the NCDOT design the I-26 Connector with as few lanes 
as deemed appropriate to meet the projected travel demand in the year 2030.  At 
the same time, the MPO recognizes that the number of lanes must meet the 
purpose and need of the project, and comply with federal standards for level of 
service on interstates.   
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Resolution of the French Broad River Metropolitan Planning Organization adopted 
November 18, 2004. 
 
 In contrast to the prior MPO resolution that approved of studying eight travel 
lanes, this resolution explicitly sought the minimum number of lanes appropriate to meet 
projected travel demand.  The “as few lanes as deemed appropriate” language recognized 
that there may be alternative ways to meet travel demand other than via an eight-travel-
lane freeway.  The only legal way to consider these alternatives, balance their benefits 
and costs, and decide which alternative is most appropriate, as well as the LEDPA, is 
through full consideration of lane alternatives in the EIS.   
  


4. There Is No Requirement That The Connector Achieve LOS D At The 
Peak Hour.   


 
 Although the DOT has asserted that the Connector must achieve LOS D during 
the peak hour in the year 2030, the DOT has not cited any legal authority for this 
requirement because no such authority exists.  .   
 
 Indeed, the claimed requirement to meet LOS D is belied by the DOT’s own 
actions in pushing for the approval of eight travel lanes in 2002.  Given the projected 
traffic demand of 143,000 cars per day, the very table that the DOT provided to the 
public indicated that an eight-lane freeway would exceed LOS E, yet the DOT 
aggressively urged the MPO to approve eight lanes.  Achieving LOS D cannot be a firm 
requirement, or else the DOT itself violated that requirement in 2002.  Since the DOT 
itself was not just willing to consider a Connector that would have exceeded LOS E, but 
also forcefully sought approval for such a Connector,  at a minimum the DOT must 
consider alternatives that would build fewer lanes but would achieve the same LOS that 
was acceptable when the DOT wanted it to be acceptable.   
  


5. The Traffic Demand Model And Its Traffic Projections 25 Years Into The 
Future Cannot Be The Sole Factor Considered In Determining The 
Number Of Travel Lanes For The Connector.    


 
 As argued earlier, the sensible approach to the lanes decision would take 
projected traffic demand as an important factor, but not the only factor, in the decision as 
to the size of this highway.  Community impacts, the need for alternative forms of travel, 
growth and sprawl impacts, and overall costs also are important considerations in this 
decision.  Beyond this, the model itself includes inherent deficiencies that render arbitrary 
the DOT’s reliance on it as the sole consideration in this decision.    
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a. The Projection Of 96.000-99,000 Cars Per Day, And The Model’s 
Other Projections, Are Based On An Assumption That The 
Connector Will Be Eight Lanes, Thereby Creating A Circular 
Decision Process And A Self-Fulfilling Prophecy.    


 
 In generating its projected traffic demand for the Connector, the model itself has 
been programmed with the assumption that the Connector will have eight travel lanes.  In 
turn, this critical assumption underlies the projected traffic demand of 96,000-99,000 
vehicles per day.   
 
 By taking this projected vehicle demand, itself based on an eight-lane freeway, 
and then plugging it into an HCM analysis that, lo and behold, led the DOT to assert that 
an eight-lane freeway is necessary, the DOT has created a circular justification for an 
eight-lane highway.  The model assumed eight lanes and generated a traffic projection, 
which the DOT then analyzed and concluded that eight lanes are needed to carry that 
traffic projection.  Relying solely on this self-fulfilling prophecy to eliminate 
consideration of any fewer travel lanes would be arbitrary and capricious.    
 
 In this regard, it is noteworthy that, in 2002, the old model also generated 
projected traffic volumes for a four-lane and a six-lane Connector, and that these 
projections were substantially lower than the 143,000 cars per day projected for the eight-
lane Connector (the projections for the six- and four-lane Connectors were 137,000 cars 
per day and 117,000 cars per day, respectively).  Comparable traffic projections from the 
new model for a four-lane and six-lane Connector have not been provided to the public, 
but it is certain that these projection would be substantially less than the 96-99,000 cars 
per day figure that has been provided, and that these lower projections would be even 
more consistent with fewer lanes providing an appropriate LOS.  The DOT is required to 
provide these four-lane and six-lane projections to the public and fully to consider them 
and the lane alternatives they represent in the Connector EIS.   
 


b. The Model Includes Six-Lanes For I-26 North And South Of The 
Connector, Even Though Those Expanded Highways Are Neither 
“Existing Nor Committed” Projects.   


 
 The accepted practice is for traffic models to include only “existing and 
committed” projects, meaning other roads that either already exist or already are funded.  
Stantec Traffic Forecast Report for TIP I-2513, February 2002..  This practice has been 
reinforced by the DOT’s public description of these models, which have emphasized that 
these models are based on “existing and committed” roads.  Minutes of Meeting of 
Technical Coordinating Committee, June 20, 2002.   
 
 Despite this accepted practice and public description, the DOT biased the results 
of the models underlying the traffic projections for the I-26 Connector by requiring that 
these models include several large potential expansions of I-26 north and south of the 
Connector that are neither “existing” nor “committed.”  The first of these potential 
expansions (I-26 north from the terminus of the Connector to Mars Hill) merely is in the 
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feasibility stage and may or may not occur.  The other potential expansions (I-26 south 
from the I-40/I-26 interchange to past Hendersonville) are in various stages of planning 
but also are far from committed or funded.  Together, these improperly-included projects 
total over 35 miles of hypothetically-expanded interstate feeding into the Connector and 
substantially inflating the model’s projected traffic volumes.   
 
 It is illegal and misleading to refuse to consider alternatives to eight travel lanes 
based on a model that should be limited to existing and committed projects but that 
nonetheless includes potential projects that inflate the projected traffic volumes on the 
Connector even though these projects may never be funded.  The DOT must provide 
projections from the model that do not include these non-existent and non-committed 
projects and consider these more accurate projections, along with multiple other 
considerations, in deciding among a full range of reasonable lane alternatives less than 
eight travel lanes.    
 


c. The Model’s Projections Are Inherently Speculative In Attempting 
To Look 24 Years Into The Future And Should Not Serve As The 
Sole Basis For The Lanes Decision.    


 
The traffic demand forecast on which the DOT has placed such weight merely is a 


prediction that is attempting to project 24 years into the future.  Like all such models, this 
model has an inherent capacity for error and inherent uncertainty.  The best evidence of 
this uncertainty and capacity for error is the enormous reduction in traffic demand 
between the old and the new models, a reduction of over 44,000 cars per day.  The model 
does not and cannot account for such factor as the likely increase in the price of oil and 
its impact on driving patterns, or the changing approach to the region’s growth, such as 
the changes reflected in recent actions by the Buncombe County Commission.   While the 
model forecasts are useful information, they are inherently speculative and uncertain and 
cannot be the basis for refusing to consider other lane alternatives.  Ultimately, 
transportation decisions should be based not only on models, but also on extremely 
important community considerations that include the impacts of this freeway on 
Asheville’s neighborhoods and businesses, the impacts on air quality, the impacts on 
quality of life and livability, and the relative costs of a smaller versus a larger freeway.   
 


6. Even If Achieving LOS D Is Required, There Is Substantial Evidence And 
Reasonable Expert Opinion That A Six-Travel-Lane Connector Will 
Achieve That LOS.   


 
 Michael Moule, P.E., has used the traffic forecasts provided from the model to 
perform a detailed, segment-by-segment HCM analysis of the likely Connector LOS that 
is far more thorough than any analysis that the DOT has provide to the public.   This 
analysis demonstrated that a six-lane Connector would produce Level of Service D for all 
segments at all times of the day and in both directions, except for a single segment during 
the peak hour in one direction.  As to this segment, minor design improvements could 
improve the Level of Service without adding additional travel lanes.  Moule Letter to 
DOT, August 17, 2004.   
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 Although the DOT’s engineers may disagree with parts of this analysis, that 
disagreement does not render the six-lane alternative so unreasonable that the DOT may 
refuse to address it in the EIS.  Rather, NEPA requires that this disagreement be aired and 
assessed in the EIS, as part of the process of choosing among these alternatives.    
 


7. The DOT’s Own CORSIM Analysis Demonstrated That A Six-Lane 
Connector Would Operate Without Congestion At the Peak Hour.   


 
 Based on the different results of the HCM analyses performed by Mr. Moule and 
the DOT, Mr. Moule suggested that the DOT perform an even more thorough and 
defensible analysis of the Connector using CORSIM, a software that models the flow of 
projected traffic on the Connector as constructed.  Likewise, in September 2004, Anthony 
Butzek, P.E., Asheville City Traffic Engineer, wrote to DOT and requested that the DOT 
perform a CORSIM analysis of the Connector.  This letter described CORSIM as “the 
current state of the practice for  traffic simulation and analysis of freeways in the United 
States, and would provide the most detailed analysis possible.”   
 


DOT agreed to perform this CORSIM analysis, and City Traffic Engineer Butzek 
consulted with DOT during this study.  The results were made available in the Spring of 
2005.    According to Mr. Butzek’s report to Asheville City Council, this study showed 
(1) no congestion in a six-lane configuration, even during the peak traffic time, (2) six 
lanes provided an acceptable overall level of service of C or D during that peak hour, and 
(3) a difference of only a few seconds of travel time for the Connector with six lanes 
versus eight lanes.  Asheville City Council Meeting, July 19, 2005, attached as Exhibit B.   
 
 Thus, the Asheville City Traffic Engineer also has stated that a six-lane Connector 
will provide an appropriate LOS and will meet project traffic demand during the peak 
hour in 2030.  The information and analyses provided by of Mr. Butzek and Mr. Moule 
demonstrate that, even considering traffic projections and LOS alone, the alternative of a 
six-lane Connector is reasonable and must be assessed fully in the EIS.1    
                                                 
1  The history of the lanes decision, the problems with the model, the closeness of 
the LOS determinations, and professional disagreement concerning the Connector’s 
capacity under different lane configurations, all distinguish this matter from that 
addressed in Route 9 Opposition Legal Fund v. Mineta, 75 Fed. Appx. 152, 156 (4th Cir. 
2003).  In that case, lower-lane alternatives did not receive detailed study because the 
facts showed a vast disparity between the capacity of the lower-lane alternatives and the 
expected traffic volume of the road, so vast that the lower lane alternatives “could not 
possibly meet the capacity needs of the project.  75 Fed. Appx. At 156.  In contrast, the  
facts outlined above show that alternatives of less than eight lanes reasonably can meet 
the project’s capacity needs while minimizing the negative impacts of the project, 
especially if these alternatives incorporate design features that augment LOS, such as 
those suggested by Mr. Moule or the TSM and other features required to be considered in 
the case of Davis v. Mineta, 302 F. 3d at 1121-22.  Accordingly, the DOT must assess 
and consider these reasonable lane alternatives in the EIS.   
 







 10


8. The Combined Weight of All Of These Circumstances Demonstrates That 
the DOT’s Refusal To Consider Alternatives Of Less Than Eight Lanes Is 
Arbitrary And In Violation Of NEPA.    


 
 The Fourth Circuit has stressed that NEPA compliance must be measured by the 
totality of the circumstances in each specific case.  National Audubon Society v. 
Department of the Navy, 422 F. 3d 174, 186 (4th Cir. 2005).  Each of the circumstances 
outlined above demonstrates that, to this point, the DOT arbitrarily has predetermined to 
consider only eight travel lanes.  The totality of these circumstances indicates that this 
approach, if continued into the EIS, would violate NEPA’s requirement that the agency 
consider all reasonable alternatives.  The DOT must comply with NEPA by fully  
assessing alternatives of less than eight travel lanes.       
 
B. The DOT Must Consider And Assess Design Alternatives, Such As Alternative 


Alignments, Alternative Design of the Patton Avenue Interchange, Innovative 
Approaches To The Haywood Road Interchange, And An Attractive Bridge, That 
Arise Now Or Through The NEPA Process.  


 
 In the early 2000s several community design forums occurred which led to 
reasonable ideas that now are part of the project, such as alternative alignments for the 
Connector, the inclusion of the I-26/I-40 interchange in the project, and the formation of 
the Connector aesthetics committee.  The pendency of the EIS process has led to renewed 
interest in project design issues, including the formation of a group of architects and 
planners who are focused specifically on I-26 design issues under the sponsorship of the 
local chapter of the American Institute of Architects.  Whether arising from that group or 
from others, ideas that would increase the benefits of the project or reduce its costs must 
be assessed and evaluated in the EIS process, and there is plenty of time to incorporate 
good ideas without delaying this project.    
 
 The guiding principles for design of this project substantially mirror the 
consensus recommendations and goals of the I-26 Community Coordinating Committee, 
which were adopted by the Asheville City Council and which DOT has committed to 
incorporate into this project.  As qualified and capable professionals of varied experience 
and background examine this project, it is highly likely that improved design alternatives 
will arise that significantly would improve the project by enhancing its benefits or by 
reducing its costs and impacts to the community, and often by achieving both.  These 
alternatives may include variations on the proposed alignments, better design of key 
interchanges, innovative approaches to interchange development or highway 
construction, alternatives that reduce the acreage of land condemned and removed from 
the local tax base and the number of homes and businesses lost, design features that 
promote quality commercial and residential growth within the City limits, better 
separation of local from interstate traffic, better integration of this project into local 
traffic patterns and capacity, an attractive bridge across the river, and design innovations 
that would promote the quality of life in West Asheville and other neighborhoods that 
will be impacted by this project.        
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 The NEPA regulations explicitly require that the DOT “shall” use the EIS process 
to “identify” as well as to assess alternatives to the proposed action.  Thus, if reasonable 
design alternatives arise now or during the NEPA process, these alternatives must be 
considered and incorporated, rather than being dismissed as “too late” and “causing 
delay.”   With at least six years remaining until construction is scheduled to begin on this 
project, no reasonable ideas arising during the EIS process are “too late,” and there is no 
defensible reason why incorporating these design modifications or improvements would 
delay the project.  Even in the unlikely event that assessing a design alternative would 
cause delay, the point of the process is to weigh the benefits of the alternative against 
such costs and to make an informed decision, rather than arbitrarily excluding new ideas.    
 
 A primary goal of the NEPA process is to ensure an informed decision and an 
informed public.  National Audubon Society,  422 F. 3d at 184.  Consistent with its 
NEPA obligations, the DOT should welcome public involvement in the design process 
and carefully assess any alternatives that rise from that involvement.  Such an approach 
will produce the best project for the community and bring this project to construction in 
the most timely manner.    
 


Conclusion 
 
 NEPA requires that the DOT study, describe and assess all reasonable alternatives 
for the I-26 Connector.  For all of the reasons stated in these comments, these reasonable 
alternatives include alternative with fewer than eight travel lanes, and design alternatives 
arising now or during the EIS process that augment the project’s benefits or reduce its 
impacts and costs.  We respectfully request that the DOT comply with NEPA and 
produce the best project for this community on a timely schedule by fully considering 
these alternatives in the EIS.   
 
      Sincerely,    
 
 
 
      Douglas A. Ruley     
 
 
cc: Lisa Glover, Assistant Attorney General 























 
 
 
 







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Appendix A4 


Summary of Comments from Federal, State and Local Agencies and Local 
Organizations 







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







# Agency Comment 


FEDERAL 
Tennessee Valley Authority 
February 12, 1996 
1 Best Management and Best Engineering Practices will be used to prevent the introduction of soil or 


any other pollutants into surface or groundwaters as described in Section 26a of the TVA Act. 
2 Culvert (and any culvert extensions) must allow for the creation and maintenance of natural 


streambed substrate, or natural substrate and pool areas, throughout the culvert; and must 
create/maintain velocities and flow patterns which offer refuge for fish and other aquatic life, and 
allow passage of indigenous fish species under all flow conditions. Where new culverts are 
planned, or where existing culverts are to be extended, culvert floors (bottom slabs) must be buried 
at least one foot below natural streambed grade, and natural streambed material placed on the 
culvert floor. 


3 All natural stream values (including equivalent energy dissipation, elevations, and velocities; 
riparian vegetation; riffle/pool sequencing; habitat suitable for fish and other aquatic life) must be 
provided at all stream modification sites. This must be accomplished using a combination of rock 
and bioengineering, and is not accomplished using solid, homogeneous riprap from bank to bank. 


U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 
January 24, 1996 
1 Our records indicate that there are no known occurrences of federally listed endangered or 


threatened species within the general corridor areas, including the Asheville Connector. However, 
thorough surveys for federally listed species have not been conducted for the Asheville area and 
Buncombe County. Thus there is a possibility that federally listed species may occur with [in] the 
project area for the Asheville Corridor. 


U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration 
July 5, 2000 
1 For this project, it is FHWA’s position that a design speed of 60 miles per hour (signed for 55 MPH 


per NCDOT policy) is appropriate. 
2 Since the project will be part of the Interstate System, it should be designed to accommodate the 


types and volumes of traffic anticipated for the twenty-year period from the time construction 
begins.  Any improvement with less than six lanes on existing I-240 is considered a no-build 
alternative and should be treated as such.  It may be possible to provide for staged construction for 
six to eight lanes, but the proper lane balance would need to be provided to make the Patton 
Avenue interchange function properly.   


STATE 
N.C. Department of Cultural Resources 
February 29, 1996 
1 We have conducted a search of our maps and files and have located the following structures of 


historical or architectural importance within the general area of the project: Montford Area Historic 
District (BN 22), Montford Hills Historic District (BN 1152), and Richmond Hill House (BN 13). (All 
listed on the National Register of Historic Places.) Since the survey of historic architectural 
resources in Buncombe County is over fifteen years old, we recommend that a qualified 
architectural historian survey the area of potential effect and report the findings to us. 


2 The new location corridor north of the current I-240 interchange with Patton Avenue includes some 
areas that are considered to have a high potential for the presence of significant archaeological 
resources. We recommend that a survey be conducted in this area to identify significant 
archaeological resources prior to construction activities. 


N.C. Natural Heritage Program County Species List Cover Sheet 







# Agency Comment 


February 1996 
1 The enclosed list cannot be considered a definitive record of natural heritage elements, and it 


should not be considered a substitute for field surveys. When this information is used in any 
document, we request that the printout date be given and that the NC Natural Heritage Program be 
credited. 


LOCAL AGENCIES 
Asheville Area Metropolitan Planning Organization 
April 18, 2002 
1 The Asheville Area MPO requests that all future NCDOT construction projects within the Asheville 


MPO and particularly within all municipalities in the MPO include pedestrian signals and marked 
crosswalks at all planned signalized intersections. 


2 The Asheville MPO requests that other pedestrian crossing improvements be considered in areas 
between signalized intersections on all future NCDOT construction projects within the Asheville 
MPO and particularly within all municipalities in the MPO. 


The Asheville Metropolitan Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Task Forces  
October 1999 
 Fifteen Recommendations and Comments are detailed in a report prepared by the Task Forces: 


Recommendations and Comments, I-26/240 Connector Plans for the City of Asheville, February 
1999, Revised: October 1999. 


City of Asheville 
December 28, 1999 
 The City of Asheville offered nine specific design comments for the full interchange alternative at 


Amboy Road. 
  


City of Asheville – Asheville Urban Area MPO 
February 24, 1999 
 The City of Asheville presented fourteen specific design and recreation comments and project 


concerns. 
City of Asheville – Housing Authority 
November 9, 2006 
1 We want to thank the Department of Transportation for avoiding demolition of Housing Authority 


properties in all of the proposed alternatives for this project. 
2 We believe it is important to do everything possible to reintegrate the Hillcrest community into the 


City of Asheville. From our perspective that means improved street and pedestrian access to the 
property. 


3 We believe that any alternative that eliminates Westgate Shopping Center should be eliminated 
from consideration for economic and environmental justice reasons. Westgate is the only shopping 
area within reasonable walking distance from Hillcrest. 


4 We believe that Alternatives B-4 and B-5 are the only two plans presented by DOT that meet the 
critical economic and environmental justice reasons. We are concerned, however, that the 
relatively high cost of those two alternatives will prevent them from being selected in the final 
analysis 


5 We recommend that DOT consider a new alternative similar to the one proposed by the AIA-150 
group at the public hearings. 


City of Asheville – Engineering Department 
September 24, 2004 
1 The City of Asheville would like to pursue reconnection of neighborhood streets that were severed 


by the original construction of I-240. The streets that we would like to see reconnected are: 







# Agency Comment 


Montana Ave, Pennsylvania Ave, New Jersey Ave, and Stewart Street 
City of Asheville –Mayor 
August 10, 2004 
1 I am writing to request the Aesthetics Advisory Committee’s responsibilities be slightly revised to 


include the I-40 widening project (I-4401). This project ties directly into the Connector Project (I-
2513) and there are many of the same concerns and issues. 


City of Asheville – Mayor 
July 31, 2000 
 I am writing to thank you for your incredible efforts on behalf of the City of Asheville at the recent I-


26 Connector Design Forum.  …I commend you for your outstanding efforts in achieving the 
success of the recent Design Forum. 


City of Asheville – Parks and Recreation Department 
March 14, 2000 
 The Parks and Recreation Department presented fifteen specific design and right-of-way 


comments to improve the recreation in the project study area.  
City of Asheville – Planning and Development  
January 3, 2000 
1 A corridor plan for Haywood road stipulates that Haywood Road will be re-striped for consistency 


throughout its entire length. Although this will not be accomplished during a single phase, it is 
understood that it will be, at most, a two lane facility with parking on one or both sides where 
feasible. A center shared turn-lane will also be striped from Beechum’s Curve to Sulpher Springs 
Road. 


2 The section of Haywood Road as it crosses I-240, on the current plans, is shown as having two 
through lanes in each direction. As indicated above, these two lanes would be transitioning into 
single lanes in both directions, under the proposed corridor plan. 


City of Asheville – Parks and Recreation Department 
October 7, 1999 
 The Parks and Recreation Department developed a list of site improvements and other amenities. 
City of Asheville – Office of the City Manager 
September 20, 1999 
 Amboy Road is critical to the future planning efforts of the city and as such, city staff strongly 


endorses the proposed plans for providing full access 
City of Asheville – Mayor Resolution 
March 9, 1999 
 The Asheville City Council requests that the North Carolina Department of Transportation 


reevaluate its recent decision to postpone funding of the I-26 connector in Asheville. After 
reevaluation of the connector project, the City Council requests that immediate funding for the I-26 
connector be contemporary and coordinated with the completion and opening of Interstate 26. 


City of Asheville – Office of the City Manager 
May 7, 1998 
1 It is the City of Asheville’s request that NCDOT provide a sidewalk under the new State Street 


overpass that will link to the existing sidewalks. 
2 The City of Asheville would strongly urge the NCDOT to investigate the installation of appropriate 


lighting along the new alignment portion of the Connector. 
LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS  
I-26 Aesthetics Advisory Committee 
(no date) 
 Record of public meeting comments for each section of each alternative being considered. 







# Agency Comment 


Asheville Board of Realtors 
July 20, 2000 
 We would like to reiterate our support of this project, with the additional stipulation that our support 


also extends to the timely completion of this project.  This is reiterated in a resolution originally 
signed in 1993 and adopted again on March 8, 1999. 


Asheville Design Center 
(no date) 
1 A list of 20 community concerns was presented. 
2 Report of the Community Coordinating Committee for the Design of the I-26 Connector through 


Asheville. – This report documents the goals identified by public input at the I-26 Connector Design 
Forum… These goals provide the foundation for a citizen-based design alternative to be given 
engineering and environmental study both preliminary and through the EIS. 


First Church of Asheville 
March 10, 2000 
 The First Church of Asheville requests assistance from the NCDOT to obtain the two properties 


adjacent to the church to provide sufficient parking for day to day activities.  
First Church of Asheville 
October 20, 1999 
 Request for renovations to the Burton Street Community Center and other community 


enhancements. 
First Church of Asheville 
September 23, 1999 
 Request for upgrades to the Burton Street Community Center. 
First Church of Asheville 
July 16, 1999 
 Request for upgrades to the Burton Street Community Center. 
First Church of Asheville 
May 19, 1999 
 Request for an advance right of way acquisition and provide a definitive date for negotiation and 


relocation. 
RiverLink 
August 13, 2004 
 We acknowledge that the I-26/I-240 project will have a tremendous effect on our community in 


addition to the impact in the RiverWay area. We hope that our resolutions are effective in 
pinpointing our needs to help make Asheville more livable and the French Broad River a 
destination to live, work, and play. 


RiverLink 
August 13, 2004 
1 RiverLink urges DOT to design the I-26/I-240 project to minimize the impact on water quality by 


employing Best Management Practices (BMPs) throughout the project area that add aesthetic 
value, are innovative and have educational opportunities for the French Broad watershed 
community.  


2 RiverLink urges DOT to follow Smart Growth practices in the decision involved in the design of the 
I-26/I-240 project. 


3 RiverLink urges DOT to design the infrastructure and adjacent land-uses to maximize access to the 
River and neighboring communities. 


RiverLink 
April 20, 1998 







# Agency Comment 


 We are seeking better vehicular access to the urban riverfront with roads and signage and 
pedestrian and bike access across the river. 


Day Wilburn Associates, Inc (for RiverLink) 
November 28, 1997 
 DWA’s review of the proposed I-26 extension alternatives and their potential impacts to RiverLink’s 


plans. DWA provides recommended actions that RiverLink should pursue in light of the I-26 
Extension Project. 


Western North Carolina Alliance and the Southern Environmental Law Center 
November 10, 2006 
 We respectfully request that the DOT comply with NEPA and produce the best project for this 


community on a timely schedule by fully considering these alternatives in the EIS.  
Town of Woodfin  
August 16, 2005 
 The Town of Woodfin recommends and requests that the NCDOT design and construct the section 


if I-240 that will accommodate the proposed I-26 Connector with no less than eight continuous 
lanes. 
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I-26 - Proposed Asheville Connector
NCDOT TIP Project I-2513


Issue No. 1 March, 1998


PROJECT DESCRIPTION


The North Carolina Department of
Transportation proposes building a
four-lane freeway connecting
Interstate 26 southwest of Asheville
to US 19/23/70 north of Asheville.
When completed, the freeway will
join I-26 near Sams Gap at the
Tennessee state line with I-26
southwest of Asheville.


The project involves improving
existing Interstate 240 from the
Interstates 26/40/240 interchange
southwest of Asheville to Patton
Avenue and building a freeway on
new location from Patton Avenue
northward across the French Broad
River to US 19/23/70 south of
Broadway Street (SR 1781) in
Asheville.


The project is included in the 1998-
2004 Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP) as project I-2513.
Right-of-way acquisition is
scheduled to begin in 1999 with
construction to follow in 2001.


PROJECT NEED


The extension of I-26 through
Buncombe and Madison Counties
northward to Tennessee will route
additional traffic along the study
corridor through Asheville. A traffic
study and capacity analyses of I-240
southwest of Asheville confirms the
need for improvements. The existing
facility, including the Smoky Park
Bridges over the French Broad
River, will not accommodate future
traffic demands at an acceptable
level.


ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS


A Phase I Environmental Analysis
completed in 1995 determined the
study corridor for this project. Since
the Phase I analysis, conceptual
plans have been developed to
determine reasonable and feasible
alternatives within the study
corridor. These alternatives include:
improving the existing roadway
southwest of Patton Avenue, and
three alignments on new location
north of Patton Avenue. Each of the
new location alignments cross the
French Broad River and tie into US
19-23-70 south of the Broadway
Street interchange serving UNC-
Asheville.


All alignments will be evaluated
based on engineering,
environmental and socio-economic
factors before selecting a preferred
alternative. Other factors include;
costs, roadway safety, traffic growth,
and maintenance of existing traffic
service. Environmental factors
include; potential impacts to historic
sites, and wetland areas. The socio-
economic factors include
anticipated impacts to existing
homes and businesses.


I-240 Southwest
of Patton Avenue


The capacity analysis indicates
existing I-240 will need eight lanes
from the I-26 interchange to the
I-240/Patton Avenue interchange to
accommodate the estimated 2020
traffic. Widening the existing
roadway will affect most properties
along the route and require the
relocation of an estimated 9
businesses and 59 residences.


New Location Alternatives


Three new location freeway
alignments were developed from
immediately southwest of the
I-240/Patton Avenue interchange
northward across the French Broad
River to existing US 19-23-70. All of
these alternatives improve the
existing I-240/Patton Avenue
interchange before continuing
northward along new location.
Alternatives 1 and 2 cross the
Westgate Shopping Center property
and Alternative 3 crosses a portion
of the golf course at the Holiday Inn
Sunspree. Alternative 1 ties into
existing US 19-23-70 adjacent to the
Riverside Cemetery. Alternatives 2
and 3 tie into US 19-23-70 between
the Riverside Cemetery and
Broadway Street (SR 1781).
Alternative 1 will require the
relocation of an estimated 56
businesses and 20 residences.
Alternative 2 will require the
relocation of an estimated 52
businesses and 49 residences.
Alternative 3 will require the
relocation of an estimated 16
businesses and 58 residences.


CITIZENS WORKSHOP
On Thursday, April 23, 1998, an informal
workshop will be held at the National
Guard Armory on Brevard Road near I-240,
from 4:00 to 7:00 p.m. Engineers will answer
questions and receive comments about the
project. The preliminary conceptual plans
illustrating the project alternatives will be
displayed.


INFO-LINE
To obtain information and offer comments
concerning this project, call:


1-919-319-8850







INFORMATION AND COMMENTS


For more information about this  project, or
to express any comments or concerns, write
to either TGS Engineers or the NCDOT at
the addresses below. Please refer to Project
I-2513 when writing about the proposed
project. All comments and questions will be
addressed as soon as possible.


Mr. Drew Joyner, P.E.
Project Development and Environmental


Analysis Branch
N.C. Department of Transportation


1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC  27699-1548


1-919-733-3141
djoyner@dot.state.nc.us


or


J. Kenneth Burleson, P.E.
TGS Engineers


Suite 141
975 Walnut Street
Cary, NC  27511
1-919-319-8850


PROJECT MAILING LIST


    Add your name to the mailing list by
contacting:


Asheville Connector
TGS Engineers


Suite 141
975 Walnut Street
Cary, NC  27511


PROJECT
INFO-LINE


1-919-319-8850
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Project Expanded As A Result Of Public Involvement
As a result of suggestions received at the 
public design forum held in the July 2000, 
the N.C. Department of Transportation
(NCDOT) has expanded the I-26 
Connector study corridor to include the 
area along the eastern side of the French 
Broad River near the Smoky Park Bridges, 
and the area surrounding the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange southwest of 
Asheville. This expansion allows the 
consideration of additional alternatives as 
well as improvements to the I-26/I-40/
I-240 interchange.


New Alternatives Added


NCDOT has added two new project 
alternatives, Alternatives 4 and 5, to the 
new location portion of the project north 
of Patton Avenue. These alternatives 
separate Patton Avenue and I-240 traffic 
across the French Broad River with new 
river crossings and improvements along I-
240 and Patton Avenue immediately east 
of the river.  These alternatives are
shown on the maps on the inside of this 
newsletter.


Interchange Improvements 
Added


NCDOT also proposes to improve the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange in southwest 
Asheville as part of the I-26 Connector 
project. During the public design forum, 
many local citizens requested that the 
department provide the missing interstate 
connections between the future I-26 and 
I-40. Currently, there are no direct 
connections for vehicles traveling south on 
I-240 to I-40 East and for those traveling 
west on I-40 to north on I-240. 
Improvements to the interchange will add  


these connections as well as relieve existing 
congestion and improve safety through this 
area.


Project Study Progress


NCDOT recently has completed a new 
area traffic prediction computer model. 
Environmental evaluations of cultural and 
natural resources were completed for the 
expanded study area east of the French 
Broad River and are underway in the area 
of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange.


Field Studies


During the next year, NCDOT will 
conduct additional field studies to 
determine potential environmental impacts 
within the project area. Land surveys will 
be conducted to develop detailed maps 
of the study area.  Many areas will be 
surveyed that will not be directly 
affected by the project. 


These surveys will enable NCDOT to 
conduct engineering studies that will help 
determine the environmental impacts of 
each of the alternatives under 
consideration.


Public Involvement


Small group meetings will be held with 
local interest groups such as 
neighborhoods businesses, and civic 
organizations. A project aesthetics 
advisory committee will be formed to 
suggest design details to reflect the 
character of the community. NCDOT will 
hold two more citizens informational 
workshops to display project alternatives 
and receive public comment.


Schedule


As a result of the project improvements 
and the additional studies needed to 
complete the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, the project schedule has been 
updated as follows:


 Conduct I-26/I-40/I-240
 Interchange Workshop   (Spring 04)


  Conduct Alternates
 Workshop                 (Summer 05)


Complete Draft Environmental
Impact Statement     (Winter 05/06)


Conduct Public
Hearing                 (Winter 05/06)


Select Preferred            
Alternative                  (Spring 06)


Complete Final Environmental
Impact Statement             (Late 06)


Conduct Public         
Workshop                 (Summer 07)


Complete Right of Way
Plans                       (Summer 07)


Award Right of Way &
Construction Contract   (Spring 08)


Anticipated Construction 
Completion                        (2012)







WEBSITE


To learn more about the I-26 Connector 
project, please visit the project website at:
www.ncdot.org/projects/I26Connector


I-26 Connector Newsletter
TGS Engineers
975 Walnut Street
Suite 141
Cary, NC  27511


CHANGE SERVICE REQUESTED


INFORMATION AND COMMENTS


For more information or to express any 
comments or concerns about the I-26 
Connector, contact either TGS Engineers 
or the NCDOT at the addresses below. 
Please refer to Project I-2513 when 
writing about the proposed project. All 
comments and questions will be addressed 
as soon as possible.


Mr. Drew Joyner, P.E.
Project Development and Environmental 


Analysis Branch
N.C. Department of Transportation


1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC  27699-1548
919-733-7844 Ext. 269
djoyner@dot.state.nc.us


or


Mr. J. Kenneth Burleson, P.E.
TGS Engineers


975 Walnut Street, Suite 141
Cary, NC  27511


919-319-8850 Ext. 109
kburleson@tgsengineers.com


If you have questions concerning 
other transportation projects, please 
call our Customer Service Office toll 
free at 1-877-DOT-4YOU or check 
our website for more information at 
www.ncdot.org


PROJECT MAILING LIST


Add your name to the mailing list
 by contacting:


I-26 Connector in Asheville
TGS Engineers


Suite 141
975 Walnut Street
Cary, NC  27511


I-26
CONNECTOR
INFO-LINE
919-319-8850
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I-26 CONNECTOR 
ASHEVILLE 


NCDOT PROJECT NO. I-2513 


Project Description 


The proposed I-26 Asheville Connector project will improve the 
existing I-26, I-240 and US 19-23-70 corridors from south of the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange to the US 19-23-70 interchange with 
SR 1781 (Broadway). The proposed project is designated as 
project  number I-2513 in the NCDOT Draft 2009-2015     
Transportation  Improvement Program (TIP).  


NCDOT Seeks Input from Citizens on Project’s Purpose and Need         
and Alternatives 


The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) is conducting planning and environ-
mental studies for the I-26 Asheville Connector from I-40 to US 19-23-70 north of Asheville in      
Buncombe County, North Carolina (Transportation Improvement Program [TIP] Project No. I-2513). 
The proposed project is intended to provide a link between existing I-26 and US 19-23-70 north of     
Asheville, completing a gap in the I-26 corridor within North Carolina. 


The purpose of this newsletter is to provide citizens with information about the project and provide    
citizens with an opportunity to review and comment on the purpose of and need for the project and 
project alternatives.  This newsletter contains a project description, an update on the project status, 
the project Purpose and Need statement, a summary of project alternatives being studied, next steps 
in the project development process, and project contact information.  


This project includes upgrading the I-26/I-40/I-240           
interchange, improving I-240 (including the interchanges)   
between the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and the I-240        
interchange with US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue west of the 
French Broad River. At the I-240 interchange with 
US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue a northward freeway on new 
location will be constructed that would cross the French Broad 
River and merge into existing US 19-23-70. 


Project Status 
In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), as amended, the NCDOT is preparing a Draft           
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed project. The Draft EIS is a federally required environmental     
document that generally describes the purpose and need for the project, identifies project alternatives, and evaluates pro-
ject alternatives for potential environmental effects. As part of the NEPA process, the NCDOT is providing citizens this  
opportunity to review and comment on the project’s Purpose and Need statement and alternatives. 


The alternatives to be evaluated in detail in the Draft EIS were presented at the Citizens’ Informational Workshop held on 
October 9 & 10, 2006.  Since the workshop one of the alternatives in Section B, Alternative 5, was eliminated from further 
consideration because of traffic operational deficiencies that could not be overcome. The alternatives remaining in Section 
B include Alternatives 2, 3 and 4.  All of the project alternatives to be studied in detail in the Draft EIS are described later in 
this newsletter.  


The City of Asheville and Buncombe County have recently retained an engineering consulting firm to study another       
conceptual alignment for crossing the French Broad River. This concept is in the early stages of development. The NCDOT 
will review this concept when it is completed and presented to the Department. 







Roadway Deficiencies: 
Interstates within the study area have roadway            
deficiencies and need to be upgraded to meet current 
design standards.  Existing I-240 west of Asheville and the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange do not meet current interstate 
design standards due to substandard roadway features. 


ISSUE NO.  5  


The following statement of purpose and need for the proposed project is presented for citizens’ review and comment.  Please 
submit any questions or comments that you may have on the purpose and need statement to Mr. Vince Rhea, NCDOT Project 
Engineer, no later than January 15, 2008.  Mr. Rhea’s contact information is included on the back page of this newsletter.     


Summary of Need                                                                                                                               


Page 2 


Purpose and Need 


Capacity: 


I-240 needs additional capacity because increasing traf-
fic volumes have substantially reduced the level of ser-
vice on I-240 west of Asheville.  Several sections of I-240        
currently operate at capacity, resulting in traffic delays and 
queuing on I-240. Traffic congestion and resulting delays will 
continue to worsen in the future as the traffic volumes      
increase due to population increases.  The completion of 
portions of NCDOT TIP Project A-10 has further increased 
traffic demands along I-240 west of Asheville. The increase in 
traffic volumes further contribute to the congestion and delays 
being experienced along I-240. 


Safety: 
I-240 needs safety improvements. Multiple segments of   
I-240, west of Asheville, currently have an accident rate for 
similar North Carolina facilities, demonstrating the need for 
safety improvements along this section of the facility. 


System Linkage: 


A better transportation facility is needed to connect I-26 
south of Asheville with US 19-23 north of Asheville.  I-26 
currently connects the Port of Charleston, South Carolina 
with the mountains of North Carolina joining I-240 at the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange southwest of Asheville. I-240 west 
of Asheville currently connects I-26 with US 19-23-70. The 
I-240 freeway, constructed in the 1960’s, does not meet   
current interstate design standards. The existing interchange 
connecting US 19-23-70 from the north with I-240 contains 
sharply-curved, single-lane ramps. Freeway traffic using this 
interchange connecting I-240 with the US 19-23 freeway is 
restricted to one lane in each direction which causes traffic to 
queue onto I-240.  When the construction of NCDOT TIP 
Project A-10 (US 19-23 Improvements from Asheville to the 
Tennessee state line) is completed, it will allow motorists to 
travel on a fully controlled-access, median-divided freeway 
from I-81 near Kingsport, Tennessee to I-240 in Asheville. 


Purpose of the Action 


The primary purposes of the proposed project are: 


• To provide a freeway-to-freeway connection between I-
26 south of Asheville and US 19-23 north of Asheville. 


• To provide a link in the transportation system connect-
ing a direct, multi-lane, freeway facility meeting inter-
state standards from the Port of Charleston, South 
Carolina to I-81 near Kingsport, Tennessee. 


• To improve the capacity of existing I-240 west of Ashe-
ville to accommodate the existing and forecasted (2030 
design year) traffic in this growing area. 


• To reduce traffic delays and congestion along the I-240 
crossing of the French Broad River, which currently 
operates at capacity. 


• To increase the remaining useful service of the existing 
Smoky Park Bridges by substantially reducing the vol-
ume of traffic on this vital crossing of the French Broad 
River. 


• To improve the safety of I-240 west of Asheville. 
 







ISSUE NO.  5  


The project is divided into three sections; A, B and C. Section A includes the I-240 portion of the project and Section B includes the    
I-240/Patton Avenue interchange and extends across the French Broad River to the US 19-23-70/Broadway interchange. Section C 
includes the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. As indicated on the figure below, Sections A and B encompass the original project study 
area and Section C was added to the project later as the project study area was expanded to include the interchange.  


Four detailed study alternatives including various interchange configurations were developed for Section C. Those alternatives are   
A-2, C-1, D-1 and F-1.  Section A includes the I-240 Widening Alternative which would include a best-fit design for the widening and 
reconstruction of existing I-240 from a four-lane freeway to an eight-lane freeway. Three new location alternatives in Section B, 
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, have been developed for detailed study. Each of the project alternatives can be viewed on the project web-
site     (http://www.ncdot.org/projects/I26Connector/) or at the NCDOT Division 13 Office in Asheville. 
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Project Alternatives 







PROJECT  CONTACT  INFORMATION 


For more information about the project, please contact Mr. Vince Rhea at the address below. All comments on the Purpose and 
Need Statement should be submitted in writing by January 15, 2008.  All  questions and comments will be addressed as soon 
as possible.    


Mr. Vince Rhea, PE                                                                                                                                                                       
Project Development & Environmental Analysis Branch,  North Carolina Department of Transportation                                          
1548 Mail Service Center                                                                                                                                                              
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548     919-733-7844 ext. 261          vrhea@dot.state.nc.us 


Additional project information and maps can be found on the project website at http://www.ncdot.org/projects/I26Connector or at 
the NCDOT Division 13 Office located at 55 Orange Street in Asheville, NC 28802, telephone828-251-6394.  


 


  Next Steps in Process ... 


I-26 Connector Newsletter 


URS Corporation 


1600 Perimeter Park Drive, Suite 400 


Morrisville, NC 27560 


ATTN:  Jeff Weisner 


CHANGE SERVICE REQUESTED 


The Draft EIS should be completed by Spring 2008 and will be  available for review and comment. After the Draft EIS is signed, a 
public hearing will be held where citizens will be able to review project information and comment on the Draft EIS. After citizen      
comments have been received, the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA), or Preferred Alternative, will be 
identified from the alternatives studied and presented to the public. After identification of the Preferred Alternative, the Final EIS will 
be prepared. The final approval of the Preferred Alternative will be documented by the Federal Highway Administration in the Record 
of Decision. 









