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APPENDIX A

MAPS FROM 2010 LAND DEVELOPMENT PLAN
CITY OF MEBANE
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APPENDIX B

CULTURAL RESOURCES
CONCURRENCE LETTERS





CC/ North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources

Division of Archives and History
William S. Price, Jr., Director

James B. Huat, Ir., Govemor
Betty Ray McCain, Secretary

May 25, 1885

Nicholas L. Graf

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
Department of Transportation
310 New Bern Avenue

Ralpigh, N.C. 27601-1442

Re: Historic Structures Survey Report for NC 119,
Alamance County, U-3108, Eederal Aid Project
STP-119(1), State Project 8.1470901, ER 95-8922

Dear Mr. Graf:

Thank you for your letter of April 26, 1995, transmitting the historic structures
survey report by Scott Owen concerning the above project.

For purposes of compiiance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act, we concur that the following property is eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places under the criterion cited:

Paisley-Cates House {#28). Criterion B--This property is significant for its
association with Charles F. Cates, founder of the Cates Pickle
Manufacturing Company and a leader in business, civic, and agricultural
affairs. Please see our additional comments in the attachment.

Properties #1-27 and #29.42 were determined not eligibie for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places because they lack special historical or
architectural significance. '

The report in general meets our office's guidelines and those of the Secretary of
the Interior. Specific concerns and/or corrections which need to be addressed in
the preparation of a final report are attached for the author's use.

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

Preservation Act of 1966 and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's
Regulations for Compliance with Section 106, codified at 36 CFR Part 800.

109 Easi Jones Street + Raleigh; Northk Carolina 27601-2807





Nicholas L. Graf
May 28, 1995, Page 2

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions
concerning the above comment, please contact Renee Gledhill-Earley,
environmental review coordinator, at 919/733-4763.

Sincerely,

/ ﬂ/{/@
Maok

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

DB:slw

A"ttacl:h/ment
b
ec: H. F. Vick
B. Church
Alamance County Historic Properties Commission





ATTACHMENT

Historic Structures Survey Report for
NC 119, Alamance County, U-3108,
Federal Aid Project STP-118{1),
State Project 8.1470901, ER 95-8922

' Paisley-Cates House

1.

The property is not eligible for its associations with Reverend William D.
Paisley because it lacks integrity from the 1801-1818 period of his residence.
Evidence of the original hall-and-parlor house is scant. Reverend Paisley
would not recognize the house as it exists today.

We believe the property may also be eligible under Criterion A for agriculture.
Considerable evidence remains of the twentieth-century dairy operations on
the farm. The historic structures survey report states that the dairy and
cattle operations “are not significant in the overall agricultural context of
Alamance County,” but does not discuss twentieth-century farming practices
at all. What role did dairy farming play in Alamance and the surrounding
county's agricultural development? |s this farm representative of a trend
towards conversion to dairy farming? We are unable to determine whether
the proposed National Register boundaries are appropriate until these

questions are answered and the property is further evaluated under Criterion
A.





North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources

James B. Hunt, Jr., Govemnor Division of Archives and Hislory
Beity Ray McCain, Secretary William $. Price, Jr., Director

August 25, 1995

Nicholas L. Graf

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
Department of Transportation
310 New Bern Avenue

Raleigh, N.C. 27601-1442

Re: NC 119 from i-85 to south of SR 1917, Alamance
County, U-3109, Federal Aid STP-119{1}, State
Project 8.1470801, ER 96-7189

De'ar Mr. Graf:

Thank you for your letter of July 28, 1995, transmitting an addendum to the historic
structures survey report for the above project.

The Paisley-Cates Farm was determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places
under Criterion B for its association with Charles F. Cates on May 25, 1995. We concur
that the farm is also eligible under Criterion A for agriculture for its dairy operations during
the period 1906-1947, We believe that the proposed boundaries are appropriate for this

property. :

We would like to comment the author for developing an especially thorough history of dairy
operations in Alamance County.

The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations for
Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 CFR Part 800, :

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration, If you have questions concerning the
above comment. piease contact Renee Gledhill-Earley, environmental review coordinator, -at
919/733-4763.

Sincerely,

~David Brook
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

DB:slw
cc: H. F. Vick
~B. Church
Alamance County Historic Properties Commission

109 East Jones Street » Raleigh, North' Carolina 27601-2807 (?38





North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources

James B. Hunt J1., Govemor Division of Archives and History
Belly Ray McCain, Secretary Jtirey J. Crow, Director

September 23, 1996

Nicholas L. Graf

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
Department of Transportation
310 New Bern Avenue

Raleigh, N.C. 27601-1442

Re: Historic Structures Survey Report addendum for
relocation of NC 119, Alamance County, U-
3109, Federal Aid Project STP-119{1), State
Project 8.1470901, ER 97-7371

Dear Mr. Graf:

Thank you for your letter of August 29, 1996, transmitting the historic structures
survey report by Scott Owen concerning the above project.

For purposes of compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act, we concur that the following properties are eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places under the criterion cited:

Cook’s Mill. This property is eligible under Criterion A because it reflects the
important role that grist mills played in the economic development of
Alamance County from the eighteenth through the twentieth centuries, It is
also eligible under Criterion C because it embodies the distinctive
characteristics of mill construction. We believe the proposed boundaries are
appropriate for this property.

Dr. W. N. Tate Farm. This property is eligible under Criterion A as an
example of the family dairy and beef farms that played an important roie in
Alamance County's agricultural development in the tate-nineteenth and early-
twentieth centuries. The farm is also eligible under Criterion C for its
Eastlake-style farmhouse. We believe the proposed boundaries are
appropriate for this property. : :

House #K. This house is eligible under Criterion C because it embodies the
distinctive characteristics of log construction in Alamance County. We
believe the proposed boundaries are appropriate for this property.,

The following property is determined not eligible for listing in the National Register
of Historic Places:

109 East Jones Street * Raleigh, North Carolina 27601-2807 %8





Nicholas L. Graf
September 23, 1996, Page 2

Tate-Lambert House. This house has undergone numerous alterations and
additions, and its original farmland has been subdivided, causing a loss of
integrity of design and setting. _

Until additional information for the property listed below is provided, we are unable
to make a determination of their eligibility for the National Register:

Bud Reed Farm. The report states that the log house’s ruinous condition has
robbed it of its integrity, yet the narrative description does not address its
condition, and it is not apparent from the photographs. Please provide us
with additional information about the condition of the house.

The report in general meets our office’s guidelines and those of the Secretary of the
Interior.

The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's Regulations
for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 CFR Part 800.

Thank you far your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions
concerning the above comment, please contact Renee Gledhill-Earley, environmental
review coordinator, at $19/733-4763.

Sincerely,

David Brocok
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

DB:slw

ce: H,. F. Vick
wC’.VBruton

Alamance County Historic Properties Commission





North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources

James B. Hunt J1., Governor Division of Archives and History
Betty Ray McCain, Secretary Jeffrey 1. Crow, Director

QOctober 24, 1996

Nicholas L. Graf

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
Department of Transportation
310 New Bern Avenue

Raleigh, N.C. 27601-1442

Re: STP 119(1}, Archaeological Survey for
relocation of NC 112 from |-85 to existing
NC 119 at SR 1917, Mebane, Alamance
County, U-3109, ER 94-8152, ER 97-
7318

Dear Mr. Graf:

Thank you for your letter of August 19, 1996, transmitting the
archaeoclogical survey report by Gerold F. Glover of the North Carglina
Department of Transportation concerning the above project. We apologize
for the delay in our response.

For purposes of compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, we cancur that the following property is eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places under the criterion cited:

31AM369** {Cook’s Mill). This property is eligible under Criteria B,
C, and D due to its association with Giles Mebane, its high level of
integrity as shown in the number and variety of mill elements and
mechanisms remaining which are representative of piedmont mills, and
its ability to yield important information concerning the late nineteenth
and early twentieth century millilng industry in the piedmont.

The following sites were determined not eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places:

31AM356, 31AM357, 31AM358, and 31AM370** None of these
sites retain sufficient integrity to yield important information.

The report meets our office’s guidelines and those of the Secretary of the

Interior. Specific concerns and/or corrections which need to be addressed in
the preparation of a final report are attached for the author’s use.

109 East Jones Street » Raleigh, North Caralina 27601-2807 Qjé)





When final design plans are available for this project, please forward a copy
to us along with your opinion concerning potential effects upon Site
31AM369** and proposals for any necessary mitigation measures.

The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s
Regulations for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 CFR Part 800.

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions
concerning the above comment, please contact Renee Gledhill-Earley,
environmental review coordinator, at 919/733-4763.

Si?cerely, ng_&%

David Brook
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

DB:slw

ce: “H. F. Vick
T. Padgett
G. Glover





Specific Comments, Archaeological Report
NC 118 Relocation, Alamance County
TIP U-3109, ER 97-7318

1. Although we concur that the mill site, 31AM369** is eligible for the
National Register, this opinion is based on our pravious experience and -
knowledge of piedmont mill sites, not the evaluation of significance in the
report. A more detailed discussion of the mill's significance would bhe

appropriate. One sentence explaining how a property meets three of the four
National Register criteria is insufficient.

2. Although the report states that the mill mechanisms are remarkably
intact, these mechanisms are not enumerated. What type of wheel was
utilized by the mili? '

3. The name of the mill is problematic. The report states on page 9 that the
Giles Mebane Grist Mill was located on or near the current mill, yet the mill
site is named Cook's Mill or Alexander Mebane's Mill later in the report and
on the site form. Since the mill is associated with Giles Mebane, as the
research indicates, it would be more appropriate to call it Giles Mebane's Mill
or Cook's Mill. The Alexander Mebane House, 31AM205&205%**, was
recorded in 1986 by McManus and Long during a survey of partions of
Alamance County. It is located east of NC 119 approximately one mile
nartheast of 31AM369%*, A revisit to the site in 1994 by staff of the Office

of State Archaeology located the remains of the Alexander Mebane Mill east
of the house. '





Federal Aid # STP-119(1) TiP #U-3109 County: Alamance

CONCURRENCE FORM FOR ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS

Project Description: NC 119 Relocation (Mebane Bypass) from 1-85 to SR 1917

On June 6, 2002, representatives of the

|]/ North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT)
| Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)

[ﬂ/ North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office (HPO)
] Other

Reviewed the subject project and agreed

Mere are no effects on the National Register-listed property/properties located within the
project’s area of potential effect and listed on the reverse.

Q/ There are no effects on the National Register-eligible property/propertiés located within
the project’s area of potential effect and listed on the reverse.

|]/ There is an effect on the National Register-listed property/properties located within the

praject’s area of potential effect. The property/properties and the effect(s) are listed on
the reverse.

@/ There is an effect on the National Reégister-eligible property/properties located within the
praject’s area of potentiat effect. The property/properties and effect(s) are listed on the
reverse.

Signed:

M Mm 4’\,_&.\ (o / (o / o2
Representaﬁv@DOT A Date

2
=\ — L Jyo)oz—
FHWA, Ior the Divigion Administrator, or other Federal Agency Date
OC—/LULL Q-MLQO (:@.LQUJ\ ' éx / {0/ C &
Rep}r%tatwc, HPO [ Date
Band "d"“’Q 2 (a/é/oz
State I-I:storlc Preservation Officer lbate





= AN e5fects baoed on mMaPs Thor oo Oﬁw \

Federal Aid # STP-119(1) TIP #U-3109 County: Alamance

Properties within the area of potential effect for which there is no effect. Indicate if property is
National Register-listed (NR) or determined eligible (DE). _
Al conshuchon

Cooks Mitl (DED - AMs 4,578,410 Al conshy
Hovse "K' (DE)- Als. 4,5,7,8,9, 1o -o P\%Pﬂnlj\-‘t«l\
Tade Foum (DEV- Alts 4,57.8,4,10

Cores Fooun (NR) - Alls 4.8 |

Properties within the area of potential effect for which there is an effect. Indicate property status
(NR or DE) and describe the effect.

Codes Farum (R - At 4 - No adwinse effecdt

AlY.5- No pdvinse efredd
Provic‘Lﬂ.@L NCIOT CL!LUQ!OPS O-

landlscope plon o Aplac-
VQC]EJQ.HOV\P% Yrees P

Alts 9310 - Advense ebfect
Reason(s) why the effect is not adverse (if applicable). ' :

Qoéce% _ No oduitnse efedt fou ALY becowme NDDOT
N plons Yo hold ol conshuckon ofF of Cates
Foorim 2 W L vse hues Consenvathon /

'\Dro‘re(;hom MR OUALD

Initialed: NCDOT MF&: FHWA 184 HPO @ﬂ ¢





Federal Aid #: STP-119(1) TIP#:U-3109 County: Alamance

CONCURRENCE FORM FOR ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS

Sypplemen +s
Project Description: WebaneBypess NC//9 leeécaﬁ‘am_. / / E—02,

£ fﬁcc
On August 21, 2007 representatives of the

X North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT)
X Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
X North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office (HPO)

M Other BAKER CoRP.

Reviewed the subject project and agreed

] There are no effects on the National Register-listed property/properties located within
the project’s area of potential effect and listed on the reverse.

X There are no effects on the National Register-eligible property/properties located within
the project’s area of potential effect and listed on the reverse.

E There is an effect on the National Register-listed property/properties located within the
project’s area of potential effect. The property/properties and the effect(s) are listed on
the reverse.

Il There is an effect on the National Register-eligible property/properties located within the
project’s area of potential effect. The property/properties and effect(s) are listed on the

reverse.
Signed.:
\AAMAM_ é% 8-31-0%
Representative, NCDOT Date
/f jcvgj b /@\\W/ 2-2(-0 D
FHWA, for the Division Administrator, or other Federal Agency Date
Representative, HPO Date

Coree Rl @DM £.31.07

State Historic Preservation Officer Date






Federal Aid #: STP-119(1) TIP#:U-3109 County: Alamance

Properties within the area of potential effect for which there is no effect. Indicate if property is
National Register-listed (NR) or determined eligible (DE).

| - ydeMpmd.
AH.S - Cafes Farm UR) gl [M%”Z’j‘

Bl45.8) 9,10 = Tate Farm CboE) = a%;ﬁ gf,,”,j

& M K gviss. APE based on Affs.8,9,10.
N.B. Cooks Ml and fovse K ﬂyfmé;‘ :f&ud-s Fongubie) g,

Properties within the area of potential effect for which there is an effect. Indicate property status
(NR or DE) and describe the effect.

advense c-F-Fes_:__Jf

.9 withenNpre
j//:: 10 (sdes farm (WR) - bfati;::alwriéf

Reason(s) why the effect is not adverse (if applicable).

Initialed: NCDOT l/£[f FHWA | )& HPO %





SHPO CONSULTATION ON ARCHAEOLOGICAL ISSUES
JANUARY 27, 2003

PROJECT: TIP # U-3109 NC 119 Relocation - Archaeological input on new
Alternatives

NCDOT ARCHAEOLOGIST(S): Brian Overton, Paul Mohler
CONSULTATION WITH: Dolores Hall DATE: January 24, 2003
CONSULTATION TYPE: [ ] TELEPHONE X MEETING

Paul Mohler and I met with Dolores Hall of OSA on January 24, 2003 to discuss
archaeological issues for new and/or selected alternatives for the NC 119 Relocation Project
in Alamance County (TIP # U-3109). Three alternatives (8, 9 and 10) were selected for
detailed study as a result of the NEPA metger team meeting on June 13, 2002. We reviewed
the previous archaeological work completed by NCDOT archaeologists over the past several
yeats (Glover 1996, 1997, 2000). In addition to aerial mapping of the proposed corridors,
topographic mapping showing previously surveyed areas and identified sites were also
studied and discussed. '

We concluded that the previous archaeclogical surveys have covered the APE (Area of
Potential Effects) for the three altetnatives being considered. It is unlikely that the project
will impact any undiscovered archaeological sites eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places. Dolores Hall further commented that the elighle Cock's Mill (31Am369**)
should be avoided, if possible, as noted in previous documents. No further archaeological
work is expected for this project.





North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources
State Historic Preservation Office

Peter B Sandbeck, Adminisiruor

Michael I, Fasley, Govemer Office of Archives and History
Tisbeth €. Tivans, Sceretary Division of Historical Resources
Jeffrey |. Crow, Deputy Secretary David Brook, Director

January 4, 2005
MEMORANDUM

TO: Matt Wilkerson, Archaeology Supervisot
Office of Human Environment
NCDOT Division of Highways

FROM: Peter Sandbeck&ﬁ_,%/ euppr SGALCQW

SUBJECT:  Phase I Investigation of 31AM392, Addendum to the Archaeological Study, J-3109
NC 119 Relocation, State Project 8.1470901, WBS# 34900.1.1, Division 7,
Alamance County, ER 94-8152

Thank you for your letter of November 12, 2004, transmitting the addendum archaeological report by Gerold
Glovet, Ph.D. for the above project. We apologize for the delay in our response.

Fot putposes of compliance with Section 106 of the National Histotic Preservation Act, we concur that the
following property is not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places under criterion D:
31AM392

This Middie and Late Archaic and Late Woodland site has been disturbed by landscaping and etosion and
does not retain sufficient integfity to yield information important to prehistory. We concur with Dr. Glover’s
recommendation for no additional archaeological investigation at this site.

The above comments are made putsuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 CFR
Part 800,

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions concetning the above comment,
please contact Renee Gledhill-Eatley, environmental review coordinator, at 919/733-4763. In all future

communication concetning this ptoject, please cite the above-referenced tracking number.

cc: Gary Glover, NCDOT

Location Muiling Address Telephone/Fax
ADMINISTRATION 507 N, Blount Street, Raleigh NC 4617 Mail Scrvice Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4617 (919)733-4763/733-B653
RESTORATION 515 N. Blount Street, Raleigh NC 4617 Madl Service Center, Ralcigh NC 27699-4617 (919)733-6547/715-4801

SURVEY & PLANNIMNG 515 N. Blount Sireet, Raleigh, NC 4617 Mail Seevice Center, Raleigh NG 276991617 (919)733-6545/715-4801
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RELOCATION REPORT
[ Jers. [X] corripor [] oesien

North Carolina Department of Transportation
DIVISION RIGHT OF WAY OFFICE

PROJECT: | 34900.1.1 COUNTY ALAMANCE Alternate 8 Section A
1.D. NO.: uU-3109 F.A. PROJECT STP-119(1)
DESCRIPTION OF See description of Alternates in the Introduction of the Environmental Document.
PROJECT:
ESTIMATED DISPLACEES l INCOME LEVEL
Type of
Displacees Owners | Tenants Total | Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP
Residential 14 15 29 * 3 8 1 7
Businesses 3 2 5 ¢ VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE
Farms 0 0 0 0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent
Non-Profit 1 0 1 » 0-2m | 0 $0-150 | 0 020m| 0 $0-150 [ o
ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 2040m | 0 150-260 | 0 20-40m 5 160-260 0
Yes | No | Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70m | 2 260400 [ 0 40-70m | 12 250-400 5
X | 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100m 5 400-600 8 70-100m 34 400-600 32
X 2.  Will schools or churches be affect by 100 uP 7 600 uP 7 100 up 85 600 upP 43
displacement? TOTAL | 14 15 136 80
X | 3. Wil business services still be available after REMARKS (Respond by Number)
project? 2 Saint Lukes Christian Church
X | 4. Will any business be displaced? If so,
indicate size, type, estimated number of 3. There are similar businesses in area of project.
employees, minorities, etc.
| X | 5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage? 4. See attachment
6. Source for available housing (list).
X | 7. Will additional housing programs be needed? 8. Will be implemented as necessary.
X 8. Should Last Resort Housing be considered?
X 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. 9. It is possible that there may be some large families,
families? some elderly and disabled persons affected by the
X |10. Will public housing be needed for project? project. However, no large numbers are expected.
X 11. Is public housing available?
X 12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing 11. Federal, State & Local Housing Assistance Programs
housing available during relocation period?
| X ]13. Wil there be a problem of housing within 12. Yes, from information obtained from the local Multiple
financial means? Listing Service, Realtors and local publications.
X | 14. Are suitable business sites available (list
source). 14. Yes, from information obtained from the local Multiple
15.  Number months estimated to complete Listing Service, Realtors and local publications
RELOCATION? | |

* The demographic make up of the community indicates that the probability of different minority groups being affected
by the project are likely. However, exact numbers will not be known until contacts with affected properties are

completed.

ALAN ROTHROCK

Right of Way Agent Date

7i1n—~ éln\\%'m 6-21-07

Approved by ! Date

Form 15.4 Revised 02/95 d

1of2

Original & 1 Copy:  State Relocation Agent
2Copy Division Right of Way Office






GUILFORD

U-3109

34900.1.1

ALTERNATE 8 SECTION A

BP
Gas Station & Convenient Store
6-full time employees 10-part time employees

Kentucky Fried Chicken
Restaurant
4-full time employees 10-part time employees

Taco Bell
Restaurant
6-full time employees 10-part time employees

Sonic
Restaurant
6-full time employees  10-part time employees

Amerigas Propane Station

Propane Distribution
This is a remote re-fill distribution center for company service trucks

20f2





RELOCATION REPORT

[ ]ers [x]corrior [_]pEsieN

North Carolina Department of Transportation
DIVISION RIGHT OF WAY OFFICE

PROJECT. | 34900.1.1 COUNTY ALAMANCE Alternate 8 Section B
1.D. NO.: U-3109 F.A. PROJECT STP-119(1)
DESCRIPTION OF See description of Alternates in the Introduction of the Environmental Document.
PROJECT:
%
ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL
Type of
Displacees Owners | Tenants Total | Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP
Residential 7 8 15 * 1 3 5 6
Businesses 0 0 0 " VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE
Farms 0 0 0 0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent
Non-Profit 0 0 0 0 0-20m | 0 $0-150 | o 0-20m 0 $ 0-150 0
ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40m 0 150-250 0 20-40m 5 150-250 0
Yes | No | Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70m 1 260400 0 40-70m 12 250-400 5
X | 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100m 3 400-600 4 70-100m 34 400-600 32
X | 2. Will schools or churches be affect by 100 up 3 600 uP 4 100 up 85 600 UP 43
displacement? TOTAL | 7 8 136 80
X | 3. Wil business services still be available after REMARKS (Respond by Number)
project?
X ] 4. Will any business be displaced? If so,
indicate size, type, estimated number of 3. There are similar businesses in area of project.
employees, minorities, etc.
[ X | 5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage? 4. See attachment
6. Source for available housing (list).
X | 7. Will additional housing programs be needed? 8. Will be implemented as necessary.
X 8. Should Last Resort Housing be considered?
X 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. 9. It is possible that there may be some large families,
families? some elderly and disabled persons affected by the
X |10. Will public housing be needed for project? project. However, no large numbers are expected.
X 11. Is public housing available?
X 12. s it felt there will be adequate DSS housing 11. Federal, State & Local Housing Assistance Programs
housing available during relocation period?
| X ]13. Wil there be a problem of housing within ' 12. Yes, from information obtained from the local Multiple
financial means? Listing Service, Realtors and local publications.
X | 14. Are suitable business sites available (list
source). 14. Yes, from information obtained from the local Multiple
15. Number months estimated to complete Listing Service, Realtors and local publications
RELOCATION? | |

* The demographic make up of the community indicates that the probability of different minority groups being affected
by the project are likely. However, exact numbers will not be known until contacts with affected properties are

completed.

ALAN ROTHROCK

Right of Way Agent Date

A mpy— 6-2(-07

Approved by Date

Form 15.4 Revised 02/95 d

Original & 1 Copy:  State Relocation Agent
2Copy Division Right of Way Office






RELOCATION REPORT

D E.L.S. m CORRIDOR D DESIGN

North Carolina Department of Transportation
DIVISION RIGHT OF WAY OFFICE

PROJECT: | 34900.1.1 COUNTY ALAMANCE Alternate 9 Section A
I.D. NO.: U-3109 F.A. PROJECT STP-119(1)
DESCRIPTION OF See description of Alternates in the Introduction of the Environmental Document.
PROJECT:
r ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL
Type of
Displacees Owners | Tenants Total | Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP
Residential 14 15 29 * 3 8 11 7
Businesses 3 2 5 * VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE
Farms 0 0 0 0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent
Non-Profit 1 0 1 . 02m | 0 $0-150 | 0 020m | 0 $0-150 | 0
ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40m 0 150-250 0 20-40m 5 150-250 0
Yes | No | Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70m | 2 250400 | 0 40-70m | 12 250-400 5
X | 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100m | 5 400-600 8 70-100Mm 34 400-600 32
X 2.  Will schools or churches be affect by 100 up 7 600 uP 7 100 uP 85 600 uP 43
displacement? TOTAL | 14 15 136 80
X [ 3.  Will business services still be available after REMARKS (Respond by Number)
project? 2 Saint Lukes Christian Church
X [ 4. Will any business be displaced? If so,
indicate size, type, estimated number of 3. There are similar businesses in area of project.
employees, minorities, etc.
[ X | 5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage? 4. See attachment
6. Source for available housing (list).
X | 7. Will additional housing programs be needed? 8. Will be implemented as necessary.
X 8. Should Last Resort Housing be considered?
X 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. 9. It is possible that there may be some large families,
families? some elderly and disabled persons affected by the
X |10. Will public housing be needed for project? project. However, no large numbers are expected.
X 11. s public housing available?
X 12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing 11. Federal, State & Local Housing Assistance Programs
housing available during relocation period?
| X ]13. Will there be a problem of housing within 12. Yes, from information obtained from the local Multiple
financial means? Listing Service, Realtors and local publications.
X | 14. Are suitable business sites available (list
source). 14. Yes, from information obtained from the local Multiple
15. Number months estimated to complete Listing Service, Realtors and local publications
RELOCATION? | |
* The demographic make up of the community indicates that the probability of different minority groups being affected
by the project are likely. However, exact numbers will not be known until contacts with affected properties are
completed.
/| g ;
ALAN ROTHROCK ﬂ?*’\ “\_Sﬂh\f)ﬁf\r— b-2]-07
Right of Way Agent Date Approved by Date

Form 15.4 Revised 02/95 d

1of2

Original & 1 Copy:  State Relocation Agent
2 Copy Division Right of Way Office






GUILFORD

U-3109

34900.1.1

ALTERNATE 9 SECTION A

BP
Gas Station & Convenient Store
6-full time employees 10-part time employees

Kentucky Fried Chicken
Restaurant
4-full time employees 10-part time employees

Taco Bell
Restaurant
6-full time employees 10-part time employees

Sonic
Restaurant
6-full time employees  10-part time employees

Amerigas Propane Station

Propane Distribution
This is a remote re-fill distribution center for company service trucks

20f2





RELOCATION REPORT

[ Jers. [Xx]corribor [_] pEsien

North Carolina Department of Transportation
DIVISION RIGHT OF WAY OFFICE

PROJECT: | 34900.1.1 COUNTY ALAMANCE Alternate 9 Section B
1.D. NO.: U-3109 F.A. PROJECT STP-119(1)
DESCRIPTION OF See description of Alternates in the Introduction of the Environmental Document.
PROJECT.
A Y] e ¥ RS S S
ESTIMATED DISPLACEES l INCOME LEVEL
Type of
Displacees Owners | Tenants Total | Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP
Residential 8 9 17 » 1 4 6 6
Businesses 0 0 0 " VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE
Farms 0 0 0 -0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent
Non-Profit 0 0 0 0 0-20m | 0 $0-160 | 0 0-20m 0 $ 0-150 0
ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 2040m | Q | 150-250 | 0 2040m | 5 150250 | 0
Yes No | Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70m 1 250-400 0 40-70m 12 250-400 5
X | 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100m | 4 400-600 5 70-100m 34 400-600 32
X | 2. Will schools or churches be affect by 100 up 3 6o0ur | 4 100 up 85 600 uP 43
displacement? TOTAL | 8 9 136 80
X | 3.  Will business services still be available after REMARKS (Respond by Number)
project?
X ] 4. Will any business be displaced? If so,
indicate size, type, estimated number of 3. There are similar businesses in area of project.
employees, minorities, etc.
| X |5 Wil relocation cause a housing shortage? 4. See attachment
6. Source for available housing (list).
X | 7. Will additional housing programs be needed? 8. Will be implemented as necessary.
X 8. Should Last Resort Housing be considered?
X 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. 9. It is possible that there may be some large families,
families? some elderly and disabled persons affected by the
X |10. Will public housing be needed for project? project. However, no large numbers are expected.
X 11. Is public housing available?
X 12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing 11. Federal, State & Local Housing Assistance Programs
housing available during relocation period?
[ X |13. Will there be a problem of housing within 12. Yes, from information obtained from the local Multiple
financial means? Listing Service, Realtors and local publications.
X | 14. Are suitable business sites available (list
source). 14. Yes, from information obtained from the local Multiple
15. Number months estimated to complete Listing Service, Realtors and local publications
RELOCATION? | |

* The demographic make up of the community indicates that the probability of different minority groups being affected

by the project are likely. However, exact numbers will not be known until contacts with affected properties are
completed.

ALAN ROTHROCK )47"‘-’3““‘}?4}:%—- é 2|-07¢

Right of Way Agent Date Approved by Date

Form 15.4 Revised 02/95 d Original & 1 Copy:  State Relocation Agent
2Copy Division Right of Way Office





RELOCATION REPORT
[ jers. [X]corribor []pESien

North Carolina Department of Transportation
DIVISION RIGHT OF WAY OFFICE

PROJECT: | 34900.1.1 COUNTY ALAMANCE Alternate 10 Section A
1.D. NO.: U-3109 F.A. PROJECT STP-119(1)
DESCRIPTION OF See description of Alternates in the Introduction of the Environmental Document.
PROJECT.:
ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL
Type of
Displacees Owners | Tenants Total | Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP
Residential 14 15 29 * 3 8 11 7
Businesses 3 2 5 * VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE
Farms 0 0 0 0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent
Non-Profit 1 0 1 = 0-20m | 0 $0-150 [ 0 0-20m 0 $ 0-150 0
ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40m 0 160-260 0 20-40m 5 150-250 0
Yes | No | Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70M 2 250-400 0 40-70M 12 250-400 5
X | 1. Wil special relocation services be necessary? 70-100m | § 400-600 8 70-100m 34 400-600 32
X 2. Will schools or churches be affect by 00up | 7 éoour | 7 100ur | 85 600UP | 43
displacement? TOTAL | 14 15 136 80
X | 3. Will business services still be available after REMARKS (Respond by Number)
project? 2 Saint Lukes Christian Church
X | 4. Will any business be displaced? If so,
indicate size, type, estimated number of 3. There are similar businesses in area of project.
employees, minorities, etc.
| X |5 Wil relocation cause a housing shortage? 4. See attachment
6. Source for available housing (list).
X | 7. Will additional housing programs be needed? 8. Will be implemented as necessary.
X 8. Should Last Resort Housing be considered?
X 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. 9. It is possible that there may be some large families,
families? some elderly and disabled persons affected by the
X [10. Will public housing be needed for project? project. However, no large numbers are expected.
% 11. s public housing available?
X 12. s it felt there will be adequate DSS housing 11. Federal, State & Local Housing Assistance Programs
housing available during relocation period?
| X ]13. Wil there be a problem of housing within 12. Yes, from information obtained from the local Multiple
financial means? Listing Service, Realtors and local publications.
X | 14. Are suitable business sites available (list
source). 14. Yes, from information obtained from the local Muitiple
15. Number months estimated to complete Listing Service, Realtors and local publications
RELOCATION? | |

* The demographic make up of the community indicates that the probability of different minority groups being affected
by the project are likely. However, exact numbers will not be known until contacts with affected properties are

completed.

ALAN ROTHROCK

Right of Way Agent Date

}é]hh“ é““%ﬁ v— b-21-07)

Approved by Date

Form 15.4 Revised 02/95 d
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Original & 1 Copy:  State Relocation Agent
2 Copy Division Right of Way Office






GUILFORD

U-3109

34900.1.1

ALTERNATE 10 SECTION A

BP
Gas Station & Convenient Store
6-full time employees 10-part time employees

Kentucky Fried Chicken
Restaurant
4-full time employees 10-part time employees

Taco Bell
Restaurant
6-full time employees 10-part time employees

Sonic
Restaurant
6-full time employees  10-part time employees

Amerigas Propane Station

Propane Distribution
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RELOCATION REPORT

North Carolina Department of Transportation
DIVISION RIGHT OF WAY OFFICE

[ Jers. [x]corribor [ _]oesien

PROJECT: | 34900.1.1 COUNTY ALAMANCE Alternate 10 Section B
1.D. NO.: U-3109 F.A. PROJECT STP-119(1)
DESCRIPTION OF See description of Alternates in the Introduction of the Environmental Document.
PROJECT.
ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL
Type of
Displacees Owners | Tenants Total | Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP
Residential 8 9 17 i 1 4 6 6
Businesses 0 0 0 * VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE
Farms 0 0 0 0 Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent
Non-Profit 0 0 0 0 0-20m [ 0 $0-160 | o 02m | 0 $0-150 | 0
ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40M 0 150-250 0 20-40m 5 160-250 0
Yes | No | Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70m | 1 250400 | @ 40-70m | 12 250-400 5
X | 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100m | 4 400-600 5 70-100m | 34 400-600 32
X | 2. Wil schools or churches be affect by 100 upP 3 600 uP 4 100 uP 85 600 upP 43
displacement? TOTAL 8 g 136 80
X | 3. Wil business services still be available after REMARKS (Respond by Number)
project?
X | 4. Will any business be displaced? If so,
indicate size, type, estimated number of 3. There are similar businesses in area of project.
employees, minorities, etc.
| X |5 Wil relocation cause a housing shortage? 4. See attachment
6. Source for available housing (list).
X | 7. Will additional housing programs be needed? 8. Will be implemented as necessary.
X 8. Should Last Resort Housing be considered?
X 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. 9. Itis possible that there may be some large families,
families? some elderly and disabled persons affected by the
X _|10. Will public housing be needed for project? project. However, no large numbers are expected.
X 11. Is public housing available?
X 12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing 11. Federal, State & Local Housing Assistance Programs
housing available during relocation period?
[ X ]13. Will there be a problem of housing within 12. Yes, from information obtained from the local Multiple
financial means? Listing Service, Realtors and local publications.
X ] 14. Are suitable business sites available (list
source). 14. Yes, from information obtained from the local Multiple
15. Number months estimated to complete Listing Service, Realtors and local publications
RELOCATION? | |

* The demographic make up of the community indicates that the probability of different minority groups being affected
by the project are likely. However, exact numbers will not be known until contacts with affected properties are
completed.

Ao Syoprei= 2107

ALAN ROTHROCK

Right of Way Agent Date

Approved by " Date

Form 15.4 Revised 02/95 d Original & 1 Copy:  State Relocation Agent

2 Copy Division Right of Way Office










APPENDIX D

PHYSICAL PROPERTIES OF SOILS IN THE
PROJECT STUDY AREA





Physical Properties of Soils in the Project Study Area

Soil Name Depth (inches) Classifications Risk of Corrosion Shrink/Swell

Unified AASHTO Uncoated Steel Concrete Potential
A, 0-8 ML A-4(8) N/A N/A Low

Alamance silt loam, 2 to 6 B,8-32 ML-CL A-4(8) Moderate
Aab percent slopes (Callison) C, 32-72 ML A-4(6) Low
Chewacla fine sandy loam, 0 to A, 0-6 SM A-4 High Moderate Low
2 percent slopes, occasionally C, 6-96 SM A-4 High Moderate Low

Cd flooded

A, 0-18 SM A-4 N/A N/A Low

Colfax sandy loam, 2 to 6 B,18-42 CL A-6 Moderate

Ce percent slopes C, 42-96 CL A-4 Moderate
A, 0-18 SM A-4 N/A N/A Low

Colfax silt loam, 2 to 6 percent B,18-42 CL A-6 Moderate

Cf slopes C, 42-96 CL A-4 Moderate
A, 0-6 ML-CL A-6 N/A N/A Low

Efland silt loam, 2 to 6 percent B,6-36 MH A-7-5 Moderate

EaB2 slopes, eroded (Badin) C, 36-72 MH A-7-5 Moderate
A, 0-6 ML-CL A-6 N/A N/A Low

Efland silt loam, 6 to 10 B,6-36 MH A-7-5 Moderate

EaC percent slopes (Badin) C, 36-72 MH A-7-5 Moderate
A, 0-6 ML-CL A-6 N/A N/A Low

Efland silt loam, 6 to 10 B,6-36 MH A-7-5 Moderate

EaC2 percent slopes, eroded (Badin) C, 36-72 MH A-7-5 Moderate
Efland silty clay loam, 6 to 10 A, 0-6 ML-CL A-6 N/A N/A Low

percent slopes, severely eroded B,6-36 MH A-7-5 Moderate

EbC3 (Badin) C, 36-72 MH A-7-5 Moderate
Efland silty clay loam, 10 to 15 A, 0-6 ML-CL A-6 N/A N/A Low

percent slopes, severely eroded B,6-36 MH A-7-5 Moderate

EbD3 (Badin) C, 36-72 MH A-7-5 Moderate
A, 0-6 ML A-4(6) High High Low

Georgeville silt loam, 2to 6 B,6-36 MH A-7-5(20) High High Moderate

GaB percent slopes C, 36-72 MH A-7-5(20) High High Moderate
A, 0-6 ML A-4(6) High High Low

Georgeville silt loam, 2to 6 B,6-36 MH A-7-5(20) High High Moderate

GaB2 percent slopes, eroded C, 36-72 MH A-7-5(20) High High Moderate
A, 0-6 ML A-4(6) High High Low

Georgeville silt loam, 6 to 10 B,6-36 MH A-7-5(20) High High Moderate

GaC percent slopes C, 36-72 MH A-7-5(20) High High Moderate

NC 119 Relocation - U-3109
DEIS - August 2007






Soil Name Depth (inches) Classifications Risk of Corrosion Shrink/Swell

Unified AASHTO Uncoated Steel Concrete Potential
A, 0-6 ML A-4(6) High High Low

Georgeville silt loam, 6 to 10 B,6-36 MH A-7-5(20) High High Moderate

GaC2 percent slopes, eroded C, 36-72 MH A-7-5(20) High High Moderate
A, 0-6 ML A-4(6) High High Low

Georgeville silt loam, 10 to 15 B,6-36 MH A-7-5(20) High High Moderate

GaD percent slopes (Tarrus) C, 36-72 MH A-7-5(20) High High Moderate
A, 0-6 ML A-4(6) High High Low

Georgeville silt loam, 10 to 15 B,6-36 MH A-7-5(20) High High Moderate

GaD2 percent slopes, eroded (Tarrus) C, 36-72 MH A-7-5(20) High High Moderate
A, 0-6 ML A-4(6) High High Low

Georgeville silt loam, 15 to 25 B,6-36 MH A-7-5(20) High High Moderate

GaE percent slopes (Badin) C, 36-72 MH A-7-5(20) High High Moderate
Georgeville silty clay loam, 6 A, 0-6 ML A-4(6) High High Low

to 10 percent slopes, severely B,6-36 MH A-7-5(20) High High Moderate

GhC3 eroded (Tarrus) C, 36-72 MH A-7-5(20) High High Moderate
Georgeville silty clay loam, 10 A, 0-6 ML A-4(6) High High Low

to 15 percent slopes, severely B,6-36 MH A-7-5(20) High High Moderate

GhD3 eroded (Tarrus C, 36-72 MH A-7-5(20) High High Moderate
Georgeville silty clay loam, 15 A, 0-6 ML A-4(6) High High Low

to 25 percent slopes, severely B,6-36 MH A-7-5(20) High High Moderate

GbE3 eroded (Badin) C, 36-72 MH A-7-5(20) High High Moderate
Goldston channery silt loam, 6 AB, 0-10 ML A-4 Moderate High Low
GcC to 10 percent slopes C, 10-30 Variable Variable Moderate High Low
Goldston channery silt loam, AB, 0-10 ML A-4 Moderate High Low
GeD 10 to 15 percent slopes C, 10-30 Variable Variable Moderate High Low
Goldston channery silt loam, AB, 0-10 ML A-4 Moderate High Low
GcE 15 to 25 percent slopes C, 10-30 Variable Variable Moderate High Low
A, 0-6 ML A-4 High High Low

Herndon silt loam, 2 to 6 B,6-36 MH A-7-5 High High Moderate

HdB percent slopes C, 36-72 MH A-7-5 High High Moderate
A, 0-6 ML A-4 High High Low

Herndon silt loam, 2 to 6 B,6-36 MH A-7-5 High High Moderate

HdB2 percent slopes, eroded C, 36-72 MH A-7-5 High High Moderate
A, 0-6 ML A-4 High High Low

Herndon silt loam, 6 to 10 B,6-36 MH A-7-5 High High Moderate

HdC percent slopes C, 36-72 MH A-7-5 High High Moderate
A, 0-6 ML A-4 High High Low

Herndon silt loam, 6 to 10 B,6-36 MH A-7-5 High High Moderate

HdC2 percent slopes, eroded C, 36-72 MH A-7-5 High High Moderate

NC 119 Relocation - U-3109
DEIS - August 2007






Soil Name Depth (inches) Classifications Risk of Corrosion Shrink/Swell
Unified AASHTO Uncoated Steel Concrete Potential
A, 0-6 ML A-4 High High Low
Herndon silt loam, 10 to 15 B,6-36 MH A-7-5 High High Moderate
HdD percent slopes (Nanford) C, 36-72 MH A-7-5 High High Moderate
Herndon silty clay loam, 10 to A, 0-6 ML A-4 High High Low
15 percent slopes, severely B,6-36 MH A-7-5 High High Moderate
HeD3 eroded (Nanford) C, 36-72 MH A-7-5 High High Moderate
Local alluvial land, poorly Variable Variable Variable N/A N/A Low
Lc drained
Local alluvial land, well A, 0-24 SM-SC A-4 N/A N/A Low
Ld drained B, 24-36 SM-SC A-4 Low
Moderately gullied land, Variable Variable Variable N/A N/A Low
Georgeville and Herndon
materials, 6 to 25 percent
Mf slopes
A, 0-10 ML-CL A-4(8) High Moderate Low
Orange silt loam, 2 to 6 percent B,10-36 CL A-7-6(16) High Moderate High
OaB slopes (Pittshoro) C, 36-60 CL A-7-5(20) High Moderate Moderate
A, 0-10 ML-CL A-4(8) High Moderate Low
Orange silt loam, 2 to 6 percent B,10-36 CL A-7-6(16) High Moderate High
OaB2 slopes, eroded (Pittshoro) C, 36-60 CL A-7-5(20) High Moderate Moderate
Orange silt loam, moderately A, 0-10 ML-CL A-4(8) High Moderate Low
well drained variant, 2 to 6 B,10-36 CL A-7-6(16) High Moderate High
ObB percent slopes (Pittsboro) C, 36-60 CL A-7-5(20) High Moderate Moderate
Orange silt loam, moderately A, 0-10 ML-CL A-4(8) High Moderate Low
well drained variant, 2 to 6 B,10-36 CL A-7-6(16) High Moderate High
percent slopes, eroded C, 36-60 CL A-7-5(20) High Moderate Moderate
0ObB2 (Pittsboro)
Orange silt loam, moderately A, 0-10 ML-CL A-4(8) High Moderate Low
well drained variant, 6 to 10 B,10-36 CL A-7-6(16) High Moderate High
ObC2 percent slopes, eroded C, 36-60 CL A-7-5(20) High Moderate Moderate
Starr loam, 2 to 6 percent A, 0-24 ML-CL A-4 N/A N/A Moderate
Sh slopes, occasionally flooded B, 24-48 ML-CL A-6 Moderate
A, 0-8 ML A-7-5(10) N/A N/A Low
Tirzah silt loam, 2 to 6 percent B,8-48 MH A-7-5(20) Moderate
TaB slopes (Tarrus) C, 48-96 ML A-7-5(11) Low
A, 0-8 ML A-7-5(10) N/A N/A Low
Tirzah silt loam, 2 to 6 percent B,8-48 MH A-7-5(20) Moderate
TaB2 slopes, eroded (Tarrus) C, 48-96 ML A-7-5(11) Low
TaC2 Tirzah silt loam, 6 to 10 A, 0-8 ML A-7-5(10) N/A N/A Low

NC 119 Relocation - U-3109
DEIS - August 2007






Soil Name Depth (inches) Classifications Risk of Corrosion Shrink/Swell
Unified AASHTO Uncoated Steel Concrete Potential
percent slopes, eroded B,8-48 MH A-7-5(20) Moderate
(Tatum)* C, 48-96 ML A-7-5(11) Low
A, 0-18 ML-CL A-4 N/A N/A Low
Worsham sandy loam, 2 to 6 B,18-30 CH A-7-6 Moderate
wd percent C, 30-72 CH A-7-6 Moderate
A, 0-18 ML-CL A-4 N/A N/A Low
Worsham silt loam, 2 to 6 B,18-30 CH A-7-6 Moderate
We percent slopes C, 30-72 CH A-7-6 Moderate
Note: N/A denotes information not available
*Revision made on April 22, 1993
Sources:  Alamance County Soil Survey, NRCS, 1960

Orange County Soil Survey, NRCS, 1977

NC 119 Relocation - U-3109
DEIS - August 2007











APPENDIX E

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT
RATING FORMS (FORM AD-1006)





Joseph R. Bailey 9/18/2006
District Conservationist

NRCS

209 N. Graham-Hopedale Road

Burlington, NC 27217

Subject:  Prime and Important Farmland Soils RE: Proposed Relocation of NC 119 from -
85 to South of SR 1918 Mebane, Alamance County, Federal Aid Project No.
STP-119(1), State Project No. 8.1470901, WBS Element 34900.1.1, TIP Project
No. U-3109

Dear Mr. Bailey:

Thank you for your assistance in completing a Farmland Conversion Impact Rating form
for the subject site. Enclosed please find a copy of the final form, site and locations
mapping, and a soils map of the project site. [ will be happy to make any changes to the
form that you deem appropriate, just let me know. Our fax number is (919) 463-5490

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (919) 459-9035 or
kgilland@mbakercorp.com. Again, we appreciate your assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,
Vi
Ken Gilland

Environmental Scientist
Buck Engineering

ChallengeUs.





FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

U.S. Daparimant of Agriouliure

PART | (To be complalad by Federal Agency) Dae Of Land Evaluation Request 1o/ it /'0 c
' Pr Fedaral
NemeOIPIORA v 0 |1 30]  NE (18 Relocetrpen orel Agancy Imvohved EHWA
Proponed Land Lisa Roqc\waq Caunty Ard Siate ‘ \oiviance o2/
PART U {To ba completed by NRCS) Dato Raquest Receved By NRCS /p/ /f/@;
Does the Sils contain prima, unique, siatewids or local important tarminnd? Yea _ No |Aros krigaied | Avarags Fam Ste
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N&m Cropds) Farmablo Land In Govt. Jurisdiction amounl Ol Farmiand Ag Dafined in FPPA
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PART V {To be compiated by NRCS) Land Evaluation Crilarion
T B o Eamiand To Bo Converted (Scao of 010100 Pointey |°_ 6¢..2 |' 70+ / 0 450
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5. Diptance From Urban Builtup Ares o @] W]
B, Distanca To Urben Bupparl SaNites [ [& [&)
7. Siza Ol Presont Farm \nit Compeared To Avarage o F "
8, Creallon Of Nanfarmalie Farmiand 2.4 25 a5
9. Awvailability Of Farm Support Serviass g K ‘2
10. On-Famm Investments i 2 i3
11, Eftecis Of Conversion On Farm Support Senvoss e @ o 9 25
12. Comparibility Wilh Existing Agriculturel Use 2 G -7
TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 0 7 0 =5 0 57 0
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APPENDIX F

HYDRAULIC RECOMMENDATIONS





STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

James B. HUNT JR DIVISION OF HIGHWAYS GARLAND B. GARRETT JR.

GOVERNOR P.O. BOX 25201, RALEIGH, N.C. 27611-5201 SECRETARY

November 29, 19935

MEMORANDUM TO: Mr. H. Franklin Vick, P.E.
Manager, Planning and Environmental Branch

FROM: /A L. Hankins, Jr, PE. ;4 . (%

State Hydraulics Engineer

SUBJECT: Hydraulic Aspects of the Environmental Impact of the
Relocation of NC 119 from I-85 to existing NC 119 south
of SR 1917, Mebane, Alamance County
State Project No. 8 1470901, TIP No. U-3109

This project involves the relocation of NC 119 from the existing interchange at I-85 to
existing NC 119 south of SR 1917 in Mebane, Alamance County. The proposed NC 119
roadway will be a two-lane shoulder facility with grade separations at US 70 and the
Norfolk Southern/North Carolina Railroad Company and an interchange with US 70. The
project length is 6.8 km (42 mi.) There are three maj or stream crossings on this project,
and it is recommended that alignment be selected to cross the streams perpendicularly to
the extent practicable to minimize encroachment on the floodplain and to avoid
excessively long drainage structures. The terrain throughout most of the project is rolling,
with streams and natural draws located such that the project can be drained without
difficulty. The attached vicinity map shows the proposed corridor and alignment as well
as the location of each major stream crossing. Below is a table summarizing the stream
crossings and recommendations for accommodation of the proposed roadway based on a

preliminary hydraulics analysis.

Stream Recommendation

McAdams Creek 3@30mx21m (10 fix 7 /) RCBC
Tributary to Mill Creek 18mx1.8m (6ftx6ft) RCBC

Mill Creek ' 3@37mx3.7m(12ftx 12 f) RCBC

Site
1
2
3





Both Alamance County and the Town of Mebane are participants in the National Flood
Insurance Regular Program. Site 1 (McAdams Creek) and Site 3 (Mill Creek) are in
designated flood hazard zones. McAdams Creek is included in a detailed flood study for
the Town of Mebane, and Mill Creek is included in a detailed flood study for Alamance
County. Both sites will require a floodway revision. Attached are copies of the Flood
Tnsurance Rate Map on which are delineated the established limits of the 100-year
floodplain at Sites 1 and 3; however, the floodway limits are not shown Site 2, at the
tributary to Mill Creek, is not in a flood hazard zone and is not included in a detailed flood
study. Attached also is a USGS quad map on which are delineated the approximate limits
of the 100-year flood floodplain at Site 2. The floodplains areas in the vicinity of the
three stream crossings are rural and undeveloped. There are no known buildings with
floor elevations below the 100-year flood level. The encroachment into the existing
floodplains and floodways by the proposed roadway and associated drainage structures

" will have no significant adverse impact on existing floodplains, nor on the associated flood
hazards. Recommendations of this report are preliminary and could be subject to change
based on a more detailed analysis during the final design phase of the project.

yg_;g@j_gg__ghgmel modification or realignment is anticipated to be necessary for
accommodation of the proposed roadway and drainage structures. Sites 1 and 2 are

above headwaters, and site 3 is below headwaters. Since the proposed roadway is entirely
on new location, crossing several major floodplain areas and wetlands, it is anticipated that
an individual environmental permit may be required for this project. Hydraulics Design
Unit, in conjunction with the Planning and Environmental Branch, will coordinate with the
Army Corps of Engineers and the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission in final
hydraulics design regarding permit requirements and to ensure that environmental
concerns are appropriately addressed.

North of US 70 the project crosses a high quality water zone, and the stream crossings at
sites 1 and 2 are located within approximately 0.8 km (0.5 mi.) upstream of the water
supply critical intake area; therefore, hazardous spill retention measures will likely be
required. Erosion and sedimentation will be controlied through the specification,
“installation and maintenance of erosion and sedimentation control measures appropriate
for high quality waters in this portion of the project. The remainder of the project south of
US 70 is not in a water supply watershed, nor in a high quality water zone, and standard
erosion and sedimentation control measures are acceptable in this area. Existing drainage
patterns will be maintained to the extent practicable. Groundwater resources should be
evaluated in final design to ensure that measures are taken to prevent groundwater
contamination.

ALHjr/AMR/sat
attachments

cc: Mr. D. R. Morton, P.E.
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

MICHAEL F. EASLEY LYNDO TIPPETT
GOVERNOR SECRETARY

March 24, 2003

MEMORANDUM TO: Mr. Gregory J. Thorpe, Ph.D.,
Environmental Management Director, PDEA
ATTN: Karen Boshoff Taylor, P.E.

FROM: D. R. Henderson, P.E. z; %
for State Hydraulics Engineer W @/

SUBJECT: Hydraulic Aspects of the Environmental Impact for the
Proposed Relocation (Alternates 8, 9 and 10) of NC 119
from 1-40/85 to south of White Level Road (SR 1917) in
Mebane, Alamance County, State Project No. 8.1470901,
TIP No. U-3109

This project proposes to relocate NC 119 from I-40/85 to south of White Level Road (SR
1917) in Mebane, Alamance County. The proposed roadway section being investigated
consists of a four-lane median divided facility with grass shoulders. The Hydraulics Unit
staff conducted an investigation and preliminary study for the subject project in
November of 1995, and the information contained within that report is still valid. Since
that time, alternates 8, 9 and10 have been selected for further studies. These alternates
are located between just south of Mebane Roger’s Road (SR 1921} and just south of the
northemn terminus. The hydraulic recommendations for alternates 8, 9 and10 are
summarized as follows:

Hydraulic Structure Recommendations: :
Three major stream crossing are associated with proposed project. Site 1 (McAdams
Creek) is located between 1-40/1-85 and US 70 and is common to all alternates. Site 2
(tributary to Mill Creek) is Jocated approximately 1,600 feet north of Mebane Roger’s
Road (SR 1921) and is part of the restudy for alternates 8, 9 and 10. Site 2 alternates
cross Tributary to Mill Creek within close proximity to one another and the stream flows
from east to west. Therefore it is anticipated that the environmental impacts will likely
increase from alternate 10 (least impacts) shifting west to alternate 9 (mediumn impacts)
and then to alternate 8 (most impacts). The anticipated increase of impacts for site 2 is
basis on floodplain widths and fill heights. Site 3 (Mill Creek) is located approximately
13,000 feet north of Mebane Roger’s Road (SR 1921} and is also part of the restudy for
alternates 8, 9 and 10. Site 3-alternate 8 is the least desirable alignment as it crosses Mill
Creek linearly for approximately 1,000 feet and would result in the most environmental
impacts. Site 3-alternate 9 is the preferred alignment as it crosses Mill Creek near

MAILING ADDRESS: TELEPHONE: §18-250-4100 LOCATION:
NG DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION FAX: 919-250-4108 CENTURY CENTER COMPLEX
HyDRAULICS LINIT BuiLpine B
1590 MaIL SERVICE CENTER WEBSITE: WWW.DOH.DOT.STATE.NC.US 1020 BiRcH RiDGE DRIVE
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perpendicular and will likely have the least amount floodplain impacts. Site 3-alternate
10 is the second best alignment as it crosses Moll Creek near perpendicular; however, it
appears to have more floodplain impacts than alternate 9. It is recomumended that
alternate 9 be selected as the preferred alternate with the structure sizes listed below.

Site  Stream Aliernate Recommendation
1 McAdams Creek Common To All 3@3.0mx2.1m(10°x7")RCBC
2 Tributary to Mill Cr. 8, 9 (preferred) & 10 1.8m x 1.8m (6’ x 6°) RCBC
3 Mill Creek 8,9 (preferred) & 10 3 @ 3.7m x 3.7m (12° x 12°) RCBC

Recommendations of this report are preliminary and could be subject to change based on
a more detailed analysis during the final design phase of the project.

Floodplain Management:

Both Alamance County and the Town of Mebane are participants in the National Flood
Insurance Regular Program. Site 1 (McAdams Creek) and Site 3 (Mill Creek) are in
designated flood hazard zones where detailed flood studies have been performed. It is
anticipated that a floodway modification will be required at sites 1 and 3. Site 2 (tributary
to Mill Creek) is not located within a flood hazard zone. Attached are copies of the Flood
Insurance Rate Map on which are delineated the established limits of the 100-year
floodplain at site 1 and 3; however, the floodway limits are not shown. Attached also is a
USGS quad map on which are delineated the approximate limits of the 100-year flood
floodplain at site 2. The floodplain area in the vicinity of the stream crossings is rural and
undeveloped. The terrain throughout most of the project is rolling, with streams and
natural draws located such that the project can be drained without difficulty. Existing
drainage patterns will be maintained to the extent practicable.

Environmental Considerations:

Watershed: ' _

The project is located within the Cape Fear River Basin. The northern portion of the
project (north of US 70) is located within water supply watershed protected area and
within one-half mile of the water supply watershed critical area. The northern portion of
the project is also designated as high quality waters. Groundwater resources should be
evaluated in the final design to ensure that measures are taken to prevent groundwater
contarnination.

Regulations:
401/404 certification will be required. Floodway modification approval for McAdams

-and Mill Creeks will be required from the Federal Emergency Management Agency.

Design Constraints:
Hazardous spill retention measures will be required for the portion of the project north of

US 70. Also, erosion and sedimentation will be controlled through the specification,
installation and maintenance of erosion and sedimentation control measures appropriate
for high quality waters in this portion of the project. South of US 70, the project is not in
a water supply watershed, nor a high quality water zone, and standard erosion and





sedimentation control measures are acceptable.

Permit Required:
Sites 1 and 2 are located above headwaters, and site 3 is below headwaters. Since the

proposed project is on new location, crossing several major floodplain areas and
wetlands, it is anticipated that construction of the project may be authorized under a
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE) individual environmental permit.
The Hydraulics Unit will assist the Project Development and Environmental Analysis
Branch, in coordinating with the USACOE and other governmental regulatory agencies to
ensure that all environmental concerns are appropriately addressed.

DRH/MSL/djn
Attachments

cc:  Ms Deborah Barbour, P.E., Highway Design Branch
Mr. Jay Benneit, P.E., Roadway Design Unit
Ms Beth Harmon, Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

MICHAEL F. EASLEY LYNDO TIPPETT
GOVERNDR SECRETARY

November 17, 2003

MEMORANDUM TO: Mr. Gregory I. Thorpe, Ph.D.,
Environmental Management Director, PDEA
ATTN: Karen Boshoff Taylor, P.E.

FROM: D. R. Henderson, P.E.
State Hydraulics Engineer

SUBJECT: Additional information regarding bridges at major stream
crossings for the Proposed Relocation (Alternates 8, 9 and
10) of NC 119 from 1-40/85 to south of White Level Road
(SR 1917) in Mebane, Alamance County, State Project No.
8.1470901, TIP No. U-3109

This project proposes to relocate NC 119 from 1-40/85 to south of White Level Road (SR
1917) in Mebane, Alamance County. The proposed roadway section being investigated
consists of a four-lane median divided facility with grass shoulders. Hydraulics Unit staff
reevaluated this project in March 2002 for the added alternates 8, 9 and10 and it was
determined that the original hydraulic structure recommendations are hydraulically
adequate. However, at the request of Project Development and Environmental Analysis
Branch, preliminary bridge replacement structures will be determined. The new bridge
lengths for the three alternates are summarized as follows:

Bridge Structure Recommendations:

Site | Alternate | Stream Original Minimum Bridge Length From a
No. Name Recommended Hydraulic Point of View
Stracture
1 8,9, & 10 | McAdams 3@ 10’x 7" RCBC | 70’ bridge with spill-through slopes
Creek
2 8 Tributaryto | 1 @ 6’x 6’ RCBC 90° bridge with spill-through Slopes
Mil] Creek
2 9 Tributaryto |1 @ 6’x 6 RCBC 100” bridge with spill-through slope
Mill Creek
2 10 Tributaryto | 1 @ 6’x 6" RCBC 100 bridge with spill-through slope
Mill Creek
3 8 Mills Creek | 3@ 12,x 12° RCBC | 160’ bridge with spill through slope
MAILING ADDRESS: TELEPHONE: 919-250-4100 LOCATION:
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3 9 Mills Creek | 3 @ 12,x 12’ RCBC | 80° bridge with spill-through slopes

3 10 Mills Creek |3 @ 12,x 12’ RCBC | 80° bridge with spill-through slopes

Note: Bridge lengths are estimated assuming 10’ roadway fill above floodplain.
Proposed roadway grades and on the ground alignments will be required for a
more accurate estimate.

RCBC indicates Reinforced Concrete Box Culvert.

It is recommended that alternate 9 be selected as the preferred alternate.
Recommendations of this report are preliminary and could be subject to change based on
a more detailed analysis during the final design phase of the project.

DRH/MSL/djn






STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

MICHAEL F. EASLEY LyNDO TIPPETT
GOVERNOR SECRETARY

March 17, 2005

MEMORANDUM TO: Mr. Gregory J. Thorpe, Ph.D.,
Environmental Management Director, PDEA
ATTN: Karen B. Taylor, P.E.

FROM: %"« D. R. Henderson, P.E. W
State Hydraulics Engineer

SUBIJECT: TIP No. U-3109 - Additional information regarding the
hydraulics aspects associated with extension of Corrigidor
Road (SR 1997) and Roosevelt Street (SR 1970) as part of
the Proposed Relocation of NC 119 from 1-40/85 to south
of White Level Road (SR 1917) in Mebane, Alamance
County, WBS No. 34900.1.1

In response to your request dated December 17, 2004 for additional information regarding
the hydraulics aspects of the proposed inclusion of the subject road extensions, the
Hydrautics Unit staff has completed a preliminary study and ficld review, resulting in the
following comments and recommendations.

Hydraulic Structure Recommendations:

The proposed extension of Roosevelt Street (SR 1970) to Tate Avenue (SR 1973} will
cross an unnamed tributary of McAdams Creek. Based on a preliminary hydraulic
analysis, this stream crossing will require a single-barrel 6 ft. by 5 ft. reinforced concrete
box culvert (RCBC).

For the proposed extension of Corrigidor Road (SR 1997), there were two alternatives
originally presented in the Deceraber 17, 2005 memorandum. Both begin approximately
750 ft. north of Third Street (SR 1962), and end at the proposed Roosevelt Street

(SR 1970) extension, one approximately 250 fi. east of Tate Avenue (SR 1973), and the
other approximately 260 ft. further to the east. Since that time, information has been
provided indicating that the more westerly of the two alternatives is the one that is
currenily considered most feasible based on recent information from meetings and
correspondence with local authorities. Hydraulics Unit concurs with this alternative due
to the potential of the more easterly alternate for lateral encroachment into the unnamed
tributary to McAdams Creek, which could require considerable stream relocation work.

MAILING ADDRESS: TELEPHONE: $19-250-4100 LOCATION:
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This alternate crosses (he unnamed tributary just downstream from the Roosevelt Street
stream crossing mentioned above. Consequently, an identically sized structure

(1 @6 fi. x 5 ft. RCBC) would also be recommended for this crossing, and depending
upon the final design alignment, it may be possible to build a single culvert structure that
could carry both Roosevelt Street and Corrigidor Road.

The proposed Corrigidor Road extension will also cross McAdams Creek approximately
0.4 miles north of Third Street. The recommended structure at this stream crossing is a
2@ 10 ft. x 6 ft. RCBC. If a bridge is considered, it would need to be approximately
60 feet in length, with a minimum gradient of 0.3% to facilitate deck drainage, and a
vertical clearance of approximately 7 ft. above the stream bed.

Floodplain Management

The proposed crossings of the unnamed tributary to McAdams Creek mentioned above
are not in a designaled flood zone. A copy of the USGS Quad map is attached, on which
the approximate limits of the 100-year floodplain are delineated in the project vicinity.
McAdams Creek, as has been noted in previous correspondence, is included in a detailed
flood study for Alamance County, having a regulated floodplain and floodway with
associated established water surface elevations. As such, the proposed Corrigidor Road
extension will require a floodway revision at the McAdams Creek crossing. The
Hydraulics Unit will coordinate with the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) and local authorities in the final design phase regarding the floodway revision in
order to ensure compliance with applicable floodplain ordinances. Attached is a copy of
the Flood Insurance Rate Map on which are depicted the established limits of the 100-
year floodplain and floodway in the vicinity of the proposed stream crossing.

Environmental Considerations: -

The general environmental considerations specified in our earlier comments for this
project remain applicable, and there are no additional specific concerns which need to be
addressed in association with the proposed additional scope of work. Recommendations
of this report are preliminary and could be subject to change based on a more detailed
analysis during the final design phase of the project.

DRH/MSL/jms

Attachments

ce: Mr. Art McMillan, P.E., Highway Design Branch
Mr. Jay Bennett, P.E., Roadway Design Unit
Ms Beth Harmon, Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

MICHAEL F. EASLEY L¥YNDO TIPPETT
GOVERNOR SECRETARY

July 18, 2005

MEMORANDUM TO: Mr. Gregory J. Thorpe, Ph.D.,
Environmental Management Director, PDEA
ATTN: Brian Yamamoto, P.E.

FROM.: D. R. Henderson, P.E.
State Hydraulics Engineer

SUBJECT: TIP No. U-3109 — Additional Information pursuant to
Concurrence Point 2A Hydraulics Issues affecting the
Proposed Relocation of NC 119 from I-40/85 to south of White
Level Road (SR 1917) in Mebane, Alamance County, WBS
No. 34900.1.1

This is to follow up on three concerns raised in the June 16, 2005 Concurrence Point 2A
meeting:

1. It was noted in the meeting that the bridge lengths presented in the “Hydraulic Table” at
the meeting were not based on current information from the latest functional design
alternates. The most recent functional design plans were obtained following the meeting,
and the bridge length recommendations are revised as follows (lengths are in feet):

SITE ALTERNATE PREV.* MTG" NEW* RCBC

1 8,9,10 70 125 3@ 10XT7
2 8 90 175 1@6' X6
2 9 100 145 1@6' X6
2 10 100 215 1@6'X¢6
3 8 160 190 165 3@ 12X 12
3 9 80 150 210 3@12'X12
3 10 80 140 335 3@ 12 X12
4 CORRIGIDOR "A" &0 80 2@ 10X ¢

* Note: Lengths categorized by these abbreviations:

» PREV - previous lengths presented in table

e MTG - approximate revise lengths stated at CP2A meeting
e NEW - based on latest functional design plans and profiles

MAILING ADDRESS: TELEFHOME: 919-250-4100 LDCATION:
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2. Concurrence was not reached for Site 2. DWQ recommended a bridge due fo the
proximity of the site to the critical area of the watershed ( classified WS II, HQW).
Hydraulics agreed to investigate a spanning (three-sided) bottomless culvert at this
location. This will be investigated in the final design stage. This should be so stated
the “green sheet” commitments for Hydraulics in the planning document.

3. Also, at Site 2, DWQ recommended that if a culvert were to be considered for this site,
that an additional barrel be added, with the intent that one barrel would accommodate the
low base flow while the additional barrel would provide for storm: flow conveyance.
Although this approach is often done where a multiple-barrel culvert is warranted
hydraulically, such is not the case at this location; therefore, a double barrel culvert
would not be a good option because the additional barrel would be ineffective for flow
conveyance.

Thank you for your consideration of this information. Any questions or need for additional
information should be directed to Jerry Snead (250-4100).

Cc:  Art McMillan, P.E., State Highway Design Engineer
Jay Bennett, P.E., State Roadway Design Engineer
Phillip S. Harris III, P.E., Natural Environment Unit Head
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

JAMES B. HUNT, JR DIVISION OF HIGHWAYS R.. SAMUEL HUNT 11]
GOVERNOR P.O. BOX 25201, RALEIGH, N.C. 27611-5201 SECRETARY

May 16, 1994

MEMORANDUM TO: Mrs. Chrys Baggett, Director
State Clearinghouse
Dept. of Administration

FROM: H. Franklin Vick, P. E., Manager s
Planning and Research Branch Ay, B gl
' v

s '3
SUBJECT: Mebane, NC 119 Reélocation, from I-85 to existing NC 119
south of SR 1917, Alamance County, Federal Aid Project
No. STP-119(1), State Project No. 8.1470901, TIP Project
U-3109

The Planning and Environmental Branch of the Division of Highways has
begun studying the oroposed relocation of NC 119. The project is included in
the 1994-2000 North Carolina Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and is
scheduled for right of way in the TIP in fiscal year 1999 and construction
after the year 2000. However, we are working towards a 1995 right of way
date and a 1996 construction date.

The subject project calls for constructing a new facility, just west of
Mebane, to serve as a NC 119 bypass. A two-lane facility constructed on a
multilane right of way is proposed. Alternative corridors will be
established for environmental studies. All of these corridors will begin at
the existing NC 119/1-85 interchange and terminate in the vicinity of the
intersection of SR 1917 and existing NC 119, north of Mebane. Figure 1 shows
the project study area.

We would appreciate any information you might have that would be helpful
in evaluating potential environmental impacts of the project. If applicabie,
please identify any permits or approvals which may be required by your
agency. Your comments will be used in the preparation of a federally funded
Environmental Assessment. This document will be prepared in accordance with
the National Environmental Policy Act. It is desirable that your agency

respond by July 15, 1994 so that your comments can be used in the preparation
of this document.

If you have any questions concerning the project, please contact Eddie
McFalis, Project Planning Engineer, of this Branch at (919) 733-7842.
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

JAMES B. HUNT, JR DIVISION OF HIGHWAYS

R. SAMUEL HUNT 111

GOVERNOR PO. BOX 25201, RALEIGH. N.C. 27611-5201 SECRETARY
March 7, 1994
MEMORANDUM TO: Mr. Lubin V. Prevatt, P. E., Assistant Manager
Planning and Environmental Branch
FROM: Eddie McFalls &ént
Project Planning Engineer
SUBJECT: Scoping meeting minutes for the relocation of NC 119,

from I-85 to existing NC 119 south of SR 1917, Mebane,
Alamance County, TIP Project U-3109, State Project
8.1470901, Federal Aid Project STP-119(1)

On February 15, 1994, a scoping meeting for TIP Project U-3109 was held
in the Planning and Environmental Branch Conference Room (Room 470). The
following people were in attendance:

Felix Davila
David Cox

Eric Galamb
Robin Stancil
Al Avant

Eddie Hales
Jerry Snead
Brian Robinson
Darrell Tedder
Jack Matthews
Phi1 Dixon

Paul Worley
Betty C. Yancey
Kathy Lassiter
Jimmy Goodnight
Cuong Vo

Ray Moore

Gary Parker
Wilson Stroud
Eddie McFalls

Federal Highway Administration
NCWRC

NCDEHNR-DEM

NCDCR-SHPO

Program Development
Geotechnical Unit
Hydraulics

Hydraulics

Location and Surveys
Photogrammetry
Photogrammetry

Rail Division

Right of Way

Roadway Design

Roadway Design

Signals and Geometrics
Structure Design

Traffic Control

Planning and Environmental
Planning and Environmental

The meeting was opened with a brief overview of the project, The

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) describes the NC 119 relocation as a
two lane facility on new location between I-85 and SR 1917. The proposed





March 7, 1994
Page 2

facility will utilize the existing interchange at I-85 and will have grade
separations at US 70 and the Norfolk Southern/North Carolina Railroad Company
railroad. An interchange will be constructed to provide access to US 70.

The Transportation Improvement Program includes $3,000,000 for right of way
acquisition in fiscal year 1999 and $13,900,000 for construction in post
years.

The purpose of the project is to provide motorists on NC 119 with a
bypass of Mebane. This bypass will allow through traffic to proceed through
the area without making several stops and turns in town. The NC 119
relocation will also provide existing and potential development in the Mebane
area with improved access to I-85 and US 70.

An environmental assessment will be written for TIP Project U-3109.
This document is scheduled for completion in November of 1994. A Finding of
No Significant Impact will then be begun in February of 1995 and completed in
May of 1995. The current production schedule presented at the scoping
meeting had the project going to right of way in June, 1995 and let for
contract in October, 1996. Since the scoping meeting, Mr. Danny Rogers of
Program Development has reported that the production schedule will be
changing. The right of way date is anticipated to be 1997 and the
construction date 1998.

The Mebane area is expected to absorb a significant increase in
residential and industrial development. The traffic forecasts received from
Statewide Planning reflect this anticipated growth. The predicted average
daily traffic volumes vary from 2200 vpd to 7600 in 1996 and increase to
Jevels varying from 4500 vpd to 42,500 vpd in 2016, The DHV, percentage of
trucks, and directional split were not available at the time of the scoping
meeting.

The Norfolk Southern/North Caroina Railroad Company railroad, which will
be crossed by the proposed NC 119 Relocation, is part of the designated high
speed rail corridor which runs between Charlotte and Raleigh. Therefore, a
grade separation with the railroad must be constructed. Paul Worley also
asked that the closing of redundant and/or unsafe railroad crossings in the
project area be considered in the planning of this project.

No recorded archaeological sites are found in the project area.
However, Robin Stancil reported that the area has a high probability for
archaeological sites and recommended an archaecological survey.

An architectural historic survey of Alamance County was done in 1980.
According to this survey, no structures on the National Register or on the
study list are found in the project vicinity. However, a survey of the
project area was recommended.

The watershed north of US 70 supplies drinking water to Graham and
Mebane. The area is classified as WS-II. The critical area of the watershed
is in close proximity to the project. Critical areas must be avoided if
possible. If the project crosses through the critical area, hazardous spill
catch basins will be needed. Moreover, the Division of Environmental
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Management favors shoulder/ditch facilities over curb and gutter facilities.
The ditches provide filtration of runoff before it reaches streams and other
sensitive areas.

Wetlands associated with the area's creeks are also of concern. The
environmental assessment should compare the wetland impacts of each
alternative studied.

Next, Jerry Snead of the Hydraulics Unit presented information on the
area creeks to be crossed by the project. Two creeks crossed by the project,
Mill Creek and McAdams Creek, are included in detailed flcod studies.
Therefore, a floodway modification will be needed in each case. Mill Creek
will require a bridge and McAdams Creek will Tikely need a two or three
barrel box culvert. David Cox of the North Carolina Wildlife Resources
Commission stated that he supported a bridge over Mill Creek. An additional
stream crossed by the project, the Forest Lake feeder, will require either a
small box culvert or a large pipe. The Forest Lake feeder is not part of a
detailed fliood study. An individual 404 permit is anticipated for the
project, and stringent erosion control measures will be required in the high
quality water area north of US 70.

The design of the facility was then discussed. The feasibility study
included a construction cost estimate for a two-lane facility to be
constructed initially and later widened to a five-lane facility. As a part
of TIP Project U-3109, two lanes should be constructed offset in a multilane
right of way to allow for future widening of the roadway. Because of the
magnitude of the predicted traffic volumes, a four-lane divided facility as
the ultimate facility will be studied. The environmental assessment will
address this ultimate facility and its environmental impacts. The facility
should have partial control of access with full control at its interchanges
with US 70 and I-85.

No hazardous materials spills have been reported along US 70 between
SR 1950 and SR 1951. However, on the north side of US 70 just west of
SR 1951, there are underground storage tanks which should be avoided. The
tank farm associated with McLeod 0i1 Company should also be avoided.

Finally, alternative alignments for the NC 119 relocation facility were
discussed. Each alternative may impact one or more of the following: the
critical area of the Graham/Mebane water supply; potential historic sites
located on the north side of SR 1921 just east of SR 1951; public lands used
for recreation, located south of SR 1973 and accessed at SR 1997; and
neighborhood cohesion in areas adjacent to US 70. Once potential historic
sites are analyzed, alternatives for study in the environmental assessment
will be defined.

EBM/plr

cc: Scoping participants
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Estimated Total Annual Burden
Hours: Total estimated average annual
burden is 14,700 hours.

Public Comments Invited: You are
asked to comment on any aspect of this
information collection, including: (1)
Whether the proposed collection is
necessary for the FHWA'’s performance;
(2) the accuracy of the estimated
burdens; (3) ways for the FHWA to
enhance the quality, usefulness, and
clarity of the collected information; and
(4) ways that the burden could be
minimized, including the use of
electronic technology, without reducing
the quality of the collected information.
The agency will summarize and/or
include your comments in the request
for OMB’s clearance of this information
collection.

Authority: The Paperwork Reduction Act
of 1995; 44 U.S.C. Chapter 35, as amended;
and 49 CFR 1.48.

Issued On: February 7, 2007.

James R. Kabel,

Chief, Management Programs and Analysis
Division.

[FR Doc. E7—2458 Filed 2—12-07; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-22-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Highway Administration

Environmental Impact Statement:
Alamance County, NC

AGENCY: Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), DOT.
ACTION: None of Intent.

SUMMARY: The FHWA is issuing this
notice to advise the public that an
environmental impact statement will be
prepared for the relocation of highway
NC 119 in Mebane, Alamance County,
North Carolina (TIP Project U-3109).
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
Clarence Coleman, PE, Operations
Engineer, Federal Highway
Administration, 310 New Bern Avenue,
Suite 410, Raleigh, North Carolina
27601, Telephone: (919) 856—4350,
Extension 133.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
FHWA, in cooperation with the North
Caroline Department of Transportation
(NCDOT), will prepare an environment
impact statement (EIS) on the relocation
of NC 119 in Mebane, Alamance
County. The proposed action would be
the construction of a multi-lane divided
facility on new location from the -85
interchange southwest of Mebane to
existing NC 119 near SR 1918 (Mrs.
White Lane) north of Mebane. Full
control of access is proposed at the

I-85 interchange and limited or partial

control of access (access only at existing
secondary roads [SRs]) is proposed for
the remainder of the project. The
purpose of this project is to relieve
traffic congestion in the downtown area,
provide access to the local area, and
provide Alamance County with a
primary north/south route. The
proposed action is consistent with the
2030 Long Range Transportation Plan
for Burlington-Graham Metropolitan
Planning Organization last updated in
May 2005. The proposed action is also
consistent with the Burlington-Graham
Urbanized Area Transportation Plan
(which the Thoroughfare Plan map is a
part of) last updated in January 2004.
Alternatives under consideration
include: (1) The “no-build”, (2)
improving existing facility, and (3) three
limited controlled access highways on
new location. Letters describing the
proposed action and soliciting
comments were sent to appropriate
Federal, State, and local agencies. A
public meeting and meetings with local
officials and neighborhood groups were
and will continue to be held in the
project study area. A public hearing will
also be held. Information on the time
and place of the public hearing will be
provided in the local news media. The
draft EIS will be available for public and
agency review and comment at the time
of the hearing. A formal scoping
meeting was held on February 15, 1994.

A result of the scoping meeting, as
well as a meeting held with local
officials, was an environmental study
area comprised of several potential
alignment corridors for the relocation of
NC 119. The project study area
developed from the initial project
scoping process was presented to the
public at two Citizens Informational
Workshops, at which time public input
on this study area was received. In
addition, NCDOT held several small
group meetings with representatives
from the various communities in the
project study area as a way to gain
additional input from residents and
identify ways to minimize community
impacts. In early 1997, the majority of
the supporting documentation for the
Environmental Assessment (EA) was
completed and at that time, the EA was
anticipated to be completed in mid
1997.

In March 1997, NCDOT held a
meeting where local residents suggested
an eastern route for the relocation of NC
119. Over the course of the next year,
NCDOT studied various alternatives that
would relocate NC 119 to the east side
of Mebane. During this process, NCDOT
conducted several meetings with agency
representatives, as well as residents
from the various communities

surrounding the project study area, to
discuss concerns regarding the proposed
relocation of NC 119. Several project
newsletters were mailed to the area
residents and project stake holders
providing updated information about
the project and showing the location of
the NC 119 Relocation alternatives being
considered. In July 2003, another
Citizens Informational Workshop was
held by NCDOT, showing the detailed
study alternatives to the public and
seeking public input. Afterwards, the
NCDOT decided that an Environmental
Impact Statement would be prepared for
this project instead of the EA.

In 2004, the NCDOT hired the Wills
Duncan Group to manage a community
facilitation program for the NC 119
Relocation project. The intent of this
program was to increase citizen
involvement and identify the most
important issues regarding the proposed
project from the perspective of the
various communities within the study
area. A series of community charettes
were conducted by the Wills Duncan
Group as part of this program and the
result was the formation of the NC 119
Relocation Steering Committee; a
diverse group of citizens representing
the neighborhoods and the business
community of the Greater Mebane area.
The primary responsibility of this
Steering Committee was to assist in
increasing citizen participation in the
transportation decision making process
and to identify the most important
issues regarding the project from the
perspective of the local communities.
Due to extensive coordination with the
resource agencies, local officials, and
the public during the EA and EIS
process for the NC 119 Relocation
project, no additional scoping meetings
will be conducted for the DEIS.

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: February 6, 2007.
Clarence W. Coleman,
Operations Engineer, Raleigh, North Carolina.
[FR Doc. 07-615 Filed 2—12-07: 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-22-M
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
WILMINGTON DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

P.O. BOX 1880
WILMINGTON, NORTH CAROLINA 28402-1890

IN REPLY REFER TO July 15, 15994

JuL 1O

Regulatory Branch

Action ID. 199403238 DIVISICN OF
Y

Mr. H. Franklin Vick, P.E., Manager HIGHWA S ﬁ*

Planning & Environmental Branch {:’VWHON

North Carolina Department
of Transportation
Post 0Office Box 25201
Raleigh, North Carolina 27611-5201

Dear Mr. Vick:

Reference is made to your letter of May 16, 1994, requesting our
comments on your proposed relocation of N.C. Highway 119, from I-B85 to
existing N.C. Highway 119 south of S.R. 1917 in Alamance County, North
Carolina (Federal Aid Project No. STP-119(1l), State Project No. 8.1470901, TIP

Project U-3109).

Oour review of your proposed project, utilizing topographic maps and the
Soil Survey for Alamance County, reveals that the propesed relocation of N.C.
Highway 119 may impact several unnamed tributaries to Back and Mill Creeks, as
“well as Mill Creek, and their associated wetlands. Department of the Army

(DA) permit authorization, pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of

1977, as amended, will be required for any discharge of excavated or fill
material in waters of the United States and/or their adjacent wetlands during
construction of the proposed project.

With the exception of Mill Creek, all of the stream crossings occur
above the headwaters of each creek. The proposed crogsings of these headwater
streams may be eligible for nationwide permits depending upon the amount of
wetlands impacted, proposed construction techniques, and project design.
Specific DA permit requirements for the crossing Mill Creek will alsc depend
upon the above criteria, as well as other factors relating to project impacts.

Since gite-specific plans were not included showing corridor locations,
no comments regarding specific permit options can be made at this time. Final
construction plans, with a written description of the proposed work, should be
forwarded te Mrs. Jean B. Manuele, Raleigh Regulatory Field Office, when they
become available. Should you have any questions, please contact Mrs. Manuele
at (519) B76-8441, Extension 24.

yne Wright
ory Branch

Copy Furnished:

Mr. Eddie McFalls
Project Planning Engineer
North Carolina Department
of Transportation
Post Cffice Box 25201
Raleigh, North Carolina 27611-5201





FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecological Services
Post Office Box 33726
Raleigh, North Carolina 27636-3726

July 8, 1994

Mr. H. Franklin Vick

Planning and Environmental Branch
N.C. Divislon of Highways

P.O. Box 25201

Raleigh, NC 27611

Subject: Mebane, NC 119 Relocation, from I-85 to existing NC 119 south of
State Road 1917, Alamance County, North Carolina, TIP Project U-
3109

Dear Mr. Vick:

This responds to your letter of May 16, 1994 requesting an evaluation by the
U. §. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) of the potential environmental
impacts of the above-referenced project. This report provides scoping
information and is provided in accordance with provisicns of the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 661-667e) and Section 7 of
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543}.

Preliminary planning by the North Carolina Department of Transportation
(NCDOT) calls for the construction of a two-lane facility constructed on a
multilane right-of-way. From the southern end of the project at the existing
NC 119/I-85 interchange the proposed road will extent north to the vicinity of
the existing intersection of NC 119 and State Road 1917. We estimate the
total length of the project to be approximately four miles.

The Service’s review of any environmental document would be greatly
facilitated if it contained the following information:

1. A description of the fishery and wildlife resources within existing and
required additional right-of-way and any areas, such as borrow areas,
which may be affected directly or indirectly by the proposed project.

A list of che wetland types wnich wiil be impacted. Wetland types
should follow the wetland classification scheme of the National Wetlands
Inventory. This list should also give the acreage of each wetland type
to be affected by the project as determined by the Federal Manual for

Identifving and Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands.
3. Engineering techniques which will be employed for designing and

constructing any wetland crossings and/or relocated stream channele
along with the linear feet of any water courses to be relocated

[ ]

4., The cover types of upland areas and the acreage of each type which would
be impacted by the proposed project.

5. Mitigation measures which will be employed to avoid, eliminate, reduce,
or compensate for upland and wetlande habitat impacts agsociated with
the project. These measures should include planse for replacing
unavoidable wetland loseea.





6. The environmental impacts which are likely to occur after congtruction
as a direct regult of the proposed project (secondary impacte) and an
agscesment of the extent to which the proposed project will add to"
similar environmental impacts produced by other, completed projects in
the area (cumulative impacts).

The attached page identifies the Federally-listed endangered and threatened
species which occur in Alamance County- At the present time no endangered
species are known to occur in the county. Therefore, an endangered species
survey along the proposed corridor will not be required. However, we recommend
that NCDOT survey for the single candidate species, the eweet pinesap
(Monotropsis odorata), since this species could become officially listed as
threatened or endangered in the future. If new species are listed for
Alamance County, a new survey may be required. The North Carolina Natural
Heritage Program should be contacted for information on species under state
protection.

The Service appreciates the opportunity to comment on this project. Please
continue to advise us of the progrese of this project, including your official
determination of the impacts of this project. If our office can supply any
additional information or clarification, please contact Howard Hail, the
biologist reviewing this project, at (919)~-856-4520.

Sincerely yours, (/’/’
L.K. "Mike” Gantt
Supervieor





REVISED MARCH 30, 1554

Alamance County

There are species which, although not now listed or officially proposed for
listing as eéndangered or threatened, are under status review by the Service.
These "Candidate" (C1 and C2) species are not legally protected under the
Act, and are not subject to any of its provisions, including Section 7,
until they are formally proposed or listed as threatened or endangered. We
are providing the below list of candidate species which may eoccur within the
project area for the purpose of giving you advance notification. These
species may be listed in the future, at which time they will be protected
under the Act. 1In the meantime, we would appreciate anything you might do
for them.

sweet pinesap (Monotropsis odorata} - €2






NORTH CAROLINA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
FM208 DEPARTMENT OF  ADMINISTRATION

116 WEST JONES STREET

RALEIGH NORTH CAROLINA 27603-

06-24-94
INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW COMMENTS '
H
MAILED TO: FROM: /
NeC. DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION MRS. CHRYS BAGG '
He FRANKLIN VICK DIRECTOR _
PLANNING & RES. BRANCH N C STATE CLEARINSG

HIGHWAY BLDG./INTER-DFFICE

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
SCOPING - PROPOSED RELOCATION OF NC 119 IN MEBANE, FROM I-85
TO EXISING NC 119 SOUTH OF SR 1917 TIP #U-3109

SAI NO 94E42200908 PROGRAM TITLE - SCOPING

THE - ABGVE PROJECT HAS BEEN SUBMITTED TO THE NORTH CAROLINA
INTERGCOVERNMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS. AS A RESULT OF THE REVIEW THE FOLLOWING
IS SUBMITTED: ( ) NO COMMENTS WERE RECEIVED

( X ) COMMENTS ATTACHED

SHOULD YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE CALL THIS OFFICE (919) T33-7232.

C+Ce REGION G





State of North Carolina

Department of Environment, W

Health and Natural Resources 120

Legislative Affqirs %
A

.
James B. Hunt, Jr., Governor e ———

Jonathan B. Howes, Secretary D E H N R

Henry Lancaster, Director

MEMORANDUM
TO: Chrys Baggett
State Clearinghouse
FROM: Melba McGee
Project Review Coordinator
RE: 94-0908 - Mebane, NC 119 Relocation, Alamance County
DATE: June 21, 1994

The Department of Environment, Health, and Natural Resources
has reviewed the proposed scoping notice. The attached comments
1ist and describe information that is necessary for our divisions
to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the project.
More specific comments will be provided during the environmental
review,

Thank you for the opportunity to respond. The applicant is
encouraged to notify our commenting divisions if additional
assistance is needed.

j‘“‘"“‘."_::'---- o
INEE T
et N

s

attachments

P.O. Box 27687, Raleigh, North Carolina 27611-7687 Telephone 919-733-4984
An Equal Opportunity Affimative Action Employar 50% recycled/ 10% post-consumer paper





State of North Carolina QW
t

Deparfment of Environment, V
Health and Natural Resources e\ e,

Division of Forest Resources

James B. Hunt, Jr., Governofs
Jonathan B. Howes, Secretary
Stanford M. Adams, Dlrechor{fﬁ ths Forestry Center

2411 OId US 70 West
Clayton, North Carolina 27520

June 7, 1994
MEMORANDUM
TO: Melba McGee, Policy Development
FROM: Don H. Robbins, Staff Forester D@%{

SUBJECT: DOT EA/Scoping for Mebane, NC 119 Relocation From I-85to Existing NC
119 in Alamance County

PROJECT: #94-0908
DUE DATE: 6-17-94

To better determine the impact to forestry in the area of the proposed project, the Environmental
Assessment should contain the following informatin concerning the proposed alternative routes
for the possible right-of-way purchases for the project:

1. The total forest land acreage by types that would be taken out of forest production as a
result of new right-of-way purchases and all construction activities.

2. The productivity of the forest soils as indicated by the soil series, that would be involved
within the proposed project.

3. The impact upon existing greenways within the area of the proposed praject.

4, The provisions that the contractor will take to sell any merchantable timber that is to be
removed. This practice is encouraged to minimize the need for piling and burning during
construction. If any burning is needed, the contractor should comply with all laws and
regulations pertaining to debris burning.

P.O. Box 27687, Raleigh, North Carolina 27611-7687 Telephone 919-733-2162 FAX 919-733-0138
An Equal Oppoitunity Aflirmative Aclion Employer  50% recycledf 10% post-consumer paped





Memo to Melba McGee
PROJECT: #94-0908
Page 2

5. The provisions that the contractor will take during the construction phase to prevent
erosion, sedimentation and construction damage to forest land outside the right-of-way
and construction limits. Trees outside the construction limits should be protected from
construction activities to avoid:

a. Skinning of tree trunks by machinery.

b. Soil compaction and root exposure or injury by heavy equipment.

C. Adding layers of fill dirt over the root systems of trees, a practice that
impairs root aeration.

d. Accidental spilling of petroleumn products or other damaging substances
over the root systems of trees.

We would hope that a route could be chosen, that would have the least impact to forest and
related resources in that area.

DHR:gm

pc:  Warren Boyette - CO
File





Stdfé of Nor’rh Carolina
Department of Environment,
Health and Natural Resources

Division of Sail & Water Conservation

James B. Hunt, Jr., Governor
Jonathan B. Howes, Secretary

June 6, 1994

MEMORANDUM

TO: Melba McGee
FROM: David Harrison ﬁfé/

SUBJECT: NC 119 Relocation, Alamance County.
Project No. 94-0908.

" The proposed project involves new construction for a two-lane
facility on a multilane right of way west of Mebane. The
Environmental Assessment should include an estimate of the amount

of prime, unique, and statewide important farmland that will be
~ impacted.

DH/t1

P.O. Box 27687. Raleigh. North Carolina 2761 1-7687  Telephone 919-733-2302 FAX 919-715-3559
An Equal Opportunity Affirmative Actien Employer 50% recycled/ 10% post-congumar papef
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later-Agency Project Review Response Al e end @

Type of Project _ v Q_ék

The applicant should be advised thac plans and specificacions for all water system
improvements must be approved by the Division of Ervironmental Health prior to.the award
of 2 contract or the initiation of construction (as requized by 15A NCAC 18C .0300 ec. seq.).
For information, contact the Public Water Supply Se:tion, (919) 733-2460.

This project will be classified as a non-communicy putiic water supply and must comply with
stare and federal drinking water monitoring requiremests. For more infarmation the applicant
should contact the Public Water Supply Section, (9151 733-2321. '

If this project is constructed as proposed, we will reccmend closure of feet of adjacent
waters to the harvest of shellfish. For information -sgarding the shellfish sanitation progra
m, the applicant should contact the Shelifish Sanitat:>n Branch ac (919) 726-6827.

The spoil disposal area(s) proposed for this project ma> produce a mosquito bresding problem.
For information concerning appropriate mosquito zontrol measures, the apolicant -should:
contact the Public Health Pest Management Section it (919) 726-897C.

The applicanc should be advised that prior o the removal or demolition of dilapidated
scructures, an extensive rodent control program mer be necessary in order o prevent the
migration of the rodeats to adjacent areas. The :formanon. concerning rodent- control,
concact the local health department or the Pudlic Fzalth Pesc Management Section at (919)

733-6407.

The applicant should be advised o contact the local health department regarding their
requiremnents for septic.tank installations (as required under 154 NCAC 184 1900 et. seq.).

Eor information concerning septic tank and other on-site waste disposal metheds, contact the
On-Site Wastewater Section at (919) 753-2895. : '

The applicant should be advised to contract the locai qealth department regarcing the sanitary

facilities required for this project.

If existing water lines will be relocated during th: construction, ?lans for the water line
relocation must be submitted to the Division o En-ironmental Health, Public Water Supply
Section, Plan Review Branch, 1330 St. Mary’s Street. Raleigh, North Carolina. (919) 733-2460.

S ot oS yy

Zeviewer Secticn/Branch Carte

DEHN! (195 (Revised $/93)





. State of North Carolinz _ Reviewing Otfice:
Department of Environment, Hsatth, snd Natural Resources towing OTiEe: 5P
 INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW — PROJECT COMMENTS Project Number. Due Dae:
94 -0 0% G118\

After coview of this project it has deen determined that the EHNR permits) ancior approvals ingicated Mmay newd (o be Obtained in
orae! for this project 10 comply with Nonh Caroling Law. - . -

Questions reparding these parmits should be addrexssd (o the Regions! Office ingicated on the revene of the form.

All appiicatjons, information and guidslings relstive 10 these pians and permits are svailable from the LMe
Regions! Office. . Homa! Process
: Tor
PEAMITS SPECIAL APPLICATION PROCEDURES or REQUIREMENTS | 1% time
Farmii te Constnuct § operate wasitwaler fregimend Application 80 gays before begin coRsLUTIIoN Of swiard of 20 days
D' (acifiting, sewet sysiem grlgnsions. & sawer eonsiryciion coniracts On-site inppection. Postapplication
systams not Gischarging inio stale suTiacs walers. technica! conlerence weual 0 dayy)
NPDES - parmit te discharpe into surfase wler sngior Application 180 days bafore begin activity. On-site inspacih. 20120 gays
| permit 10 pperals BAY CONSIrUC! warizwhier facHHias Pre-applicaiion conterence viual Additichatly. obiain permil 10
D gachacging ic Bate suriace waiets, ponsitutl wasiewsier trastmant facilily-graniec stier NFDES Raply NIAY
tirme . 30 days after memp! of plans ¢ Issue of NPDES
parmil-whichere i 181,
) . X gays
D Waler Lisa Pormit Pre-applitslibh WChnics! contarence usublly necessary o
. 1A}
o . Y aars
D. Well Construttuon Pemnit Compiate mpplicaiion mupl bt received A0S pamit insund
pno! Ip the nsintalion ol & wall, (15 gays}
' Apphcation copy Mmust be tened on sach aIacent fipatian propbeny 5 sy
Drﬁm ant Fili Parmit oenet Onpite ingpestion. Pre-applicanion conference vaual Filing
may regquite Easement to Fill trom 8.C Depanment of 190 days)
1 Agministration ang Fegeral Drauge ang Ful Permit,
Permit (p conatruet & opesie A Pollution Abasteman! 0 dayr
D facililies $n3/0r Emussion Sources as pat 154 NCAC 21H.083 NiA 5 days)
’?—oﬁen Durhing RESSCIMED wiih subject proposM
usT be in complance with 154 NCAC 2D 0520
Demoliion Of renhovalions of sfiytiures containing :
1} os materia’ mus! be in compliance with 154 &0 cays
CAC 2D 0528 which reguites nolification and removal NA
{ prior 16 demolition Contact Asdesios Control Group
$19733.0820 . O days}
LIl Comates Source Permit required under 154 NCAC 20.08%0. . ) _
The Sedimeniption Poliution Coatr! Act of 1973 must be properly addressed for any fand Gisturbing BClivity. An grosien & sedimeniahiof]

Di conliol plan wilt be tequired if one of more eres 1o be dislurbed Pian tiled wilh proper Rapionst Office (Land Quality Secti ol lexst 30 20 gars
€ays Lefore beginnung pilivity A fee of $3C for the firgt acre ang 32000 for pash #gaiDra’ $civ O1 pant mus! dccompany the plan 130 days)
D The Segimentation Pollution Control Acl of 1073 must be addressed with teapect 1o (he referrenced Local Ordinance: {30 days)
O alie Ingpection usunl Surely bond file¢ wiln EMNR Bond amount
D Muning Parmit yaries wilh type mine ang number of scres of affected fand Any sria 30 days
mined grester than one pcre musl be permited. The spproprate bond 60 days}
mut! be received before the permit can be {3sved.
D Norit Carolina Burning pemit On-alie Inspection by N.C. Division Forest Resources il permil 1dyy
exceeds 4 Jays {NTAY
Spezial Ground Clearance Burning Parmit « 2 On-site inypection by N.D. Division Forest Resources required —if more t day
D counties tn coastat N.C. wilh orgenk: solld han five acres of ground clearing sclivities are Involved Inapechons (NIA}Y
should be requesied a1 feast ten days before sctusl burn s planngd™
| . . 0126 days
)} ou Refining Fachilies - NIA - TINIA)
1 pesrnlt 1equited, application €0 days betore begin consiuction
Applicant must hire N C. quatified enpinser 10 prepare plans, 30 days
D Dam $alety Permit, Inspect conshuc:’an cerii- onstruction fe pccovding 10 EHNR approv- 60 Sy
* ¥

¢d plans. May »fs0 reguire petmit under mosgullo control program. And
2 404 pernit from Cotps of Engincers An inypection of sile is neces:
sary to verlfy Mazard Classification. K minimum fee of 3200 00 mu3l e
comgany (ke spplication. An pdsilionat processing fee based Gn B
aarrantans ar the 1ctaf project cosl will be_:gquiaeq_ .{Q_og_c_gtn_gielian






Norma! Procay,

Time
. [ AT T ;
PERMITS SPECIAL APPLICATION PROCEDURES of REQUIREMENTS .::)"""
File sursly bong of 5,000 with EXNN ronning 10 Biaie of NC. % days
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Ouestions regarding these permils should be addressed 1o the Regional Office marked below.

DAshevllIe Regional Office
£9 Woodlin Place
Asheville, NC 28801
(704] 2516208

DMoore sville Regional Office

8§19 Noith Main Sireet, P.O. Box 950 -

Mootesville, NC 28115
{704} 6631609

D\h’ashington ficgional Ollice
1424 Carolina Avenus
YWashingion, NC 27839
(919] 9466481

. DFareﬂevme Regional Office
. Suite T14 Wachovia Building
Fayetteville, NC 28301
{919) 4856-1541

DRa!e; h Regional Office
ar0 Barcenl Drive, Suite 101
Ra'eigh, NC 27609
919] 71332314

Oviitmington Regionat Office
127 Cardinal Onve Exrlcnsion
wilminglon, NC 28405
{919} 395-3900






State of North Carolina
Department of Environment, Health, and Natural Resources
Division of Land Resources .

Charles H. Gardner

James G. Martin, Govemor PROJECT REVIEW COMMENTS .
Willlam W. Cobey, Jr,, Secretary _ Director
—
Project Number: _ V’ 09 Of County: . 4124/574//(;&
Project Name: e CDC?CZfV . ﬁ{;ﬁ
Geodetic Survey R
This project will impact geodetic survey markers. N. c. Geodétic'ﬁ}
Survey should be contacted prior to construction at P. 0. Box 27687, 'E%
. =

Raleigh, N.C. 27611 (919) 733-3836. Intentional destruction of a * |
geodetic monument is a violation of N.C. General Statute 102-4.

e This project will have no impact on geodetic survey markers.
Other (comments attached)

For more information contact the Geodetic Survey office at (91%9) 733-3836.

(/07 foepnn | = 379y
Reviewer Date ’

Erosion and Sedimentation Control

No comment

This preoject will require approval of an erosion and sedimentation
control plan prior to beginning any land-disturbing activity if more
than one (1) acre will be disturbed.

If an environmental document is required to safisfy Environmental
Policy Act (SEPA) requirements, the document must be submitted as part
of the erosion and sedimentation ceontrol plan.

If any portion of the project is located within a High Quality Water
‘Zone {HOW), as classified by the Division of Environmental Management,
increased design standards for sesdiment and erosion contrel will apply.

V//‘ The erosion and sedimentation contrel plan required for this project
should be prepared by the Department of Transportation under the
erosion control program delegation to the Division of Highways from the
North Carclina Sedimentation Control Commission.

Other (camments attached)

For more Information contact the Land Quality Section at (919) 733-4574.

ﬂOM LWanod._ s5/31]94

Reviewer Date

P.O. Box 27687 * Raleigh, N.C. 276(1-7687 ® Telephone (919} 733-3833
An Equal Opportunity Affirmative Actlon Employer





State of North Carolina
Department of Environment,
.Health and Natural Resources

Division of Environmental Management

S2VES

J B. Hunt, Jr, G
Jg?oe’r?wan Btfl?-‘lov\rfes, g;g:gsc:rv ' D E H N R

A. Preston Howard, Jr., P.E., Director

June 20, 1994

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

Melba McGee, Office of Policy Development

Monica Swiharég?Water Quality Planning

SUBJECT: Project Review #94-0908; Scoping Comments - NC DOT

Proposed Relocation of NC 119, Mebane, TIP No. U-310%

The Water Quality Section of the Division of Environmental

Management requests that the following topics be discussed in the
environmental documents prepared on the subject project:

A.

Identify the streams potentially impacted by the project. The
stream classifications should be current.

Identify the linear feet of stream channelizations/
relocations. If the original stream banks were vegetated, it
is requested that the channelized/relocated stream banks be
revegetated.

Number of stream crossings.

Will permanent spill catch basins be utilized? DEM requests
that these catch basins be placed at all water supply stream
crossings. Identify the responsible party for maintenance.

Identify the stormwater controls (permanent and temporary) to
be employed.

Please ensure that sediment and erosion and contrcl measures
are not placed in wetlands.

Wetland Impacts

1) Identify the federal manual used for identifying and
delineating jurisdictional wetlands.

2) Have wetlands been avoided as much as possible?

3) Have wetland impacts been minimized?

4) Discuss wetland impacts by plant communities affected.

5) Discuss the quality of wetlands impacted.

6) summarize the total wetland impacts.

7) List the 401 General Certification numbers requested from
DEM.

P.0. Box 29535, Raleigh, North Caroling 27626-0535  Telephone 919-733-7016  FAX 919-733-24%%

An Equal Oppertunity Affimative Action Employer 50% tecycled/ 10% posl-consumer paper





Melba McGee
June 20, 1994
Page 2 '

H.

Will borrow locations be in wetlands? Borrow/waste areas
should avoid wetlands to the maximum extent practicable.
Prior to approval of any borrow/waste site in a wetland, the

contractor shall obtain a 401 Certification from DEM.

Did NCDOT utilize the existing road alignments as much as
possible? Why not (if applicable) ?

To what extent can traffic congestion management techniques
alleviate the traffic problems in the study area?

Please provide a conceptual mitigatien plan to help the

environmental review. The mitigation plan may state the
following:
1. Compensatory mitigation will be considered only after

wetland impacts have been avoided and minimized to the
maximum extent possible.

2. On-site, in-kind mitigation is the preferred method of
mitigation. In-kind mitigation within the same watershed
is preferred over out-of-kind mitigation.

3. Mitigation should be in the following  order:
restaration, creation, enhancement, and lastly banking.

Written concurrence of 401 Water Quality Certification may be
required for this project. Applications requesting coverage under
our General Certification 14 or General Permit 31 will require
written concurrence. Please be aware that 401 Certification may be
denied if wetland impacts have not been avoided and minimized to
the maximum extent practicable.

10629%er.mem

cC.

Eric Galamb
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION JUN 0 8 1994

JAMES B. HUNT. JR. OFFICE OF BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN TRANSPORTATION ~ R. J@UEL HUfjglgh OF
GOVERNGR PO, BOX 25201, RALEIGH, N.C. 27611-5201 REThAWY |
e H|GHWAY§6
&
June 6, 1994 VVIRONME

MEMORANDUM TO:  H. Franklin Vick, P. E., Manager
P ing and Environmental Branch

FROM.: 1s ‘B./"{ates, Director
Office of Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportalion

SUBJECT: NC 119 Relocation from 1-85 to existing NC 119 south of SR 1917,
Mebane, Alamance County, TIF No. U-3109

In your memorandum of May 16,1994, you requested our comments regarding the proposed
improvements to the above mentioned project.

There does not appear to be any special need for bicycle accommodations on this project. This
section of NC 119 in Mebane does not correspond to a bicycle TIP request, nor is it a designated bicycle
route. At present we have no indication that there is an unusual number of bicyclists on this roadway.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the above named project. Please feel free to contact us
again regarding this or any other bicycle related matter.

CBY/jc

PHONE (919) 7332804 FAX (9197331391 @





STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

MICHAEL F. EASLEY LYNDO TIPPETT
GOVERNOR SFCRETARY

MEMO TO: Ms Jennifer Fuller, PE, Project Planning Enginesr,
Project Development and Environmental Anadlysis Branch

FROM : Robert Mosher, ASLA, AICP,
Divison of Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation

DATE: Jan. 11, 2007

SUBJECT: Scoping Comments for U-3109, Relocation of NC 119
Alamance County

MESSAGE: In response to arequest for information on U-3109, the relocation of NC 119 from
[-85 north to SR 1917 (White Lane Rd.), the Division of Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation
has the following comments:

This section of NC 119 is not a designated statewide bike route, nor does it correspond to a
Bicycle TIP Project, nor are there independent bicycle or pedestrian projects planned for this
corridor. However, two Alamance County local bike routes cross this corridor; Route 74, the
Perimeter Route, that circles the County and Route 70 and crosses the corridor at Mebane
Rogerg/Carriage Rd., the Urban Rouite, that runs between Mebane, Graham, Burlington and Elon
and crosses the corridor at Holt Rd. According to the Town Planning Director, Ms. Montrena
Hadley, there is an increasing number of cyclistsin the area, and Mebane would like to encourage
bicyding, as an dternate mode of transportation in town.

Because most of this project will include 4 ft wide paved shoulders, which areided for cycligts, we
would recommend that most of the project be designed to accommodate cycligts. If the sections
that are designated to be curb and gutter were striped to dlow 14 ft wide outside lanes, the entire
project between Fifth St. and White Lane Rd. would be a constructed as a bicycle-friendly
project. Any bridgesthat are constructed as part of this project should include a 4 ft. wide offset
on both sidesto dlow the safe passage of bicycligts. In addition, Planner Hadley asked that a
gpace dong the right of way be reserved on both sides of NC 119 for future sdewalks. Current
development regulations in town require developers to construct sdewalks aong the street

frontage of their new projects.
MAILING ADDRESS: TELEPHONE: 919-807-0773 LOCATION:
NC DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION FAX: 919-807-0768 CAMERON VILLAGE
DivisioN OF BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN TRANSPORTATION WEBSITE: WWW.NCDOT. ORG/TRANSIT/BICYCLE/ 401 OBERLIN RD.
1552 MAIL SERVICE CENTER EMAIL: RMOSHER@DOT. STATE .NC.US SUITE 250

RALEIGH NC 27699-1552 RALEIGH NC





The Divison of Bicycle and Pedestrian Trangportation appreciates this opportunity to comment
and looks forward to continue coordination on this project asit develops. If you need additiona
information please contact me at 919-807-0773 or at rmosher@dot.state.nc.us.

cc: Tom Norman, Division of Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation
Tim Gardiner, Public Involvement and Community Studies

Gregory Thorpe, Ph.D., Manager, Project Dev. and Env. Andyss Branch





STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

MICHAEL F. EASLEY LYNDO TIPPETT
GOVERNCR SECRETARY

June 22, 2005

Memorandum

Jo: Wis. Aileen S. Viayhew, P.E., Frojeci Manager
Buck Engineering

From: James B. Harris, PE ‘ -
Engineering Manager
NCDOT Rail Division

State Project: TIP U-3109

FI/A Project: N/A

County: Alamance

Description: Relocation of NC 119 from the 1-85 interchange to South of
SR 1917 (White Level Road) in Mebane

Subject: Scoping Request

The NCDOT Rail Division is in receipt of your letter on the above subject new
location project. After review of the project area in relation to nearby railroad
tracks, it has been determined that potential rail interaction will be involved on
this project.

The relocation of NC 119 proposes a grade separation structure over US 70, the
railroad track and SR 1963 (Holt Street). The railroad right-of-way is 200" wide
(100’ each side from the centerline of the existing track) and is owned by the
North Carolina Railroad Company (NCRR). The track is leased to Norfolk
Southern Railway (NS). This is NCRR/NS'’s H-line that runs from Greensboro to
Raleigh. The location of the proposed bridge is near milepost H-30 and
mileposts increase from west to east.

According to our records, there are twelve trains that operate daily over this
section of railroad. Four of those are passenger trains (AMTRAK) that travel at
a maximum speed of 79 mph. The remaining trains are freight that travel at a
maximum speed of 50 mph. There is currently only one track in this location,

MAILING ADDRESS: TELEPHONE: 919-715-8803 LOCATION:
RAIL DVISION FAX: 918-715-8804 CAPITAL YARD
ENGINEERING & SAFETY BRANCH 862 CAPITAL BOULEVARD
1556 MSC WEBSITE: www.bytrain.org RALEIGH, NC 27603

RALEIGH NC 27698-1556






though the Rail Division recently completed a project to extend an existing
passing siding just to the east of this location from Mebane to Isom, mileposts H-
36.6 to H-39.1. This siding is located to the south of the main track.

Railroads typically require space be reserved for a future track. Since the entire
NCRR right-of-way is being bridged, NS and NCRR will have to be contacted in
order to help determine bridge bent locations based upon future track needs. In
addition, this rail corridor is part of the federally designated Southeast High
Speed Rail Corridor (SEHSR) from Washington, DC to Charlotte. This will
require the construction of a dedicated high-speed track. The Rail Division
recommends that bent spacing allow horizontal clearance to this track 25 feet
from the freight track.

Upon initial review of possible track layouts in the vicinity of the new overpass,
the Rail Division feels that placing the nearest bridge bents 39 feet north of the
existing track and 75 feet south of the existing track will allow the flexibility
required for future track layouts to be coordinated with NCRR and NS. Also in
association with the NC 119 project, any widening required on US 70 needs to
be to the north, away from the existing track.

At one time, a spur track was planned in the vicinity of the highway project to
service prospective industries in the North Carolina Industrial Center south of
the railroad. If this industry spur is still planned by NCRR, then early
coordination with NS and NCRR is vital to the design of the highway project in
order to keep the project on schedule as well as ensure that the new roadway
doesn't preclude construction of the spur track.

Typically, when a new railroad overpass is constructed over NCRR/NS right-of-
way, the Railroad Company will ask for an at-grade crossing closure in the
vicinity. Mr. Arthur Petteway, PE, Engineering Services Manager with the Rail
Division, can be contacted at 715-3689 to discuss which at-grade road crossings
would make good candidates for closure.

Please call Brad Smythe, Project Engineer, at 715-8741 if you have any
additional questions.

JBH/bds

Cc. file
Arthur Petteway, PE, Engineering Services Manager
Scott Saylor, President, NCRR
Greg Perfetti, PE, State Bridge Design Engineer
Phil Decker, NS
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA _
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTAT IINEPT. GF 1ANSPCRTATION

JAMES B. HUNT, JR. DIVISION OF HIGHWAYS TSAMUEL HUNT I
GOVERNOR SECRETARY

331 West Main Street-Suite 100
Durham, North Carolina 27701
PHONE: 919-560-6847
FAX: 919-560-3204
June 20, 1994

Project: g8.1470901

1D No.: U-3109

County: Alamance

Description: NC 119 Relocation from I-85 to existing NC 119 South of

SR 1917 (White Level Road)
MEMORANDUM TO: J. A. West

ATTENTION: D. M. Sellers

FROM: R. G. Gregoryf%ﬁ%ﬁ/

In view of_the fact that several alternative corridors, all presumed to
' be on new location, are being considered, it was impossible to determine the
problems that right of way acquisition would incur.

Just north of the junction of I-85 and NC 119 there 1s a large
Exxon/Burger King convenience store on the east side of NC 119 and a small
shopping center known as Brockhollow Plaza on the west side.

At the other end of the proposed project at SR 1917 there is a small
residential community. It is probable that, at least, a one story brick
dwelling and a one story frame dwelling would have to be acquired.

Since it was impossible to make any logical inspection of new locations
for the project, it is not known whether any other buildings would be involved
nor whether any historical sites, cemeteries, or wet lands would also be
involved. :

These comments are in response to your request of May 31, 1994,

RGG:tsg
CC: H. T. Moon
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DFEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

JAMES B. HUNT, JR R. SamueL HUNT 111

GOVERNOR PO. BOX 25201, RALEIGH, N.C. 27611-5201 SECRETARY

June 23, 19294

STATE PROJECT: §£.1470901

F. A. PROJECT: STP-119 (1)

I. D. NUMBER: U-3109

COUNTY : Alamance

DESCRIPTION: NC 119 Relocation from I-85 to existing
NC 119 South of SR 1917 (White Level Road)

MEMORANDUM TO: Mr. Frank Vick, P. E.

FROM: D. M. Sellers /™
FOR: J. A. West
state Right of Way Negotiator

SUBJECT: comments Regarding Proposed Project

_ As a result of your recent memorandum, we contacted Mr. R.
G. Gregory, Area Negotiator in Durham, and asked that he
provide us with comments in regard to the existing right of
way on the above mentioned project. Mr. Gregory has
completed his report and we are submitting a copy of the
report for your information.

Please advise if we may be of further assistance in regard
to this matter.

DMS/mem
Attachment
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North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources

James B. Hunt, Jr,, Governor Division of Archives and History
Betty Ray McCain, Secretary ~ William S. Price, Jr., Director

June 22, 1994
MEMORANDUM

TO: H. Franklin Vick, P.E., Manager
Planning and Environmental Branch
Division of Highways
Department of Tra'ﬁ“spa@tion 7
FROM: David Brook Z/L&P/{L[/{@ /\ﬂw&@
Deputy State Historie-Preservation Officer '
SUBJECT: Relocate NC 119 from (-85 to existing NC 119 south

of SR 1917, Alamance County, U-3109, 8.1470901,
STP-119{1), CH 94-E-4220-0908

We have received information concerning the above project from the State
Clearinghouse.

We have conducted a search of our files and are aware of no structures of
historical or architectural importance located within the planning area. However,
since the historic architectural survey of Alamance County was conducted over
fourteen years ago, properties which may be eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places may be located in the planning area. We recommend that an
architectural historian survey and evaluate properties over fifty years of age in the
area of potential effect and report the findings to us. .

There are no recorded archaeological sites located within the study area for the
proposed project. However, the area, which contains a high probability for the
presence of both prehistoric and historic archaeoiogical resources, has never been
systematically surveyed. We recommend that an intensive archaeological survey
be undertaken to evaluate potential project effects to as yet unrecorded
archaeological resources.

The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's
Regulations for Compliance with Section 1086, codified at 36 CFR Part 800.

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions
concerning the above comment, please contact Renee Gledhill-Earley,
environmental review coordinator, at 919/733-4763.

DB:siw

¢c:  State Clearinghouse
Nicholas Graf, Federal Highway Administration
B. Church

T. Padgett
109 East Jones Street ¢ Raleigh, North Carolina 27601-2807

JUN 2 4 199,

DIVision A
N OF





James B. Hunt Jr., Governor
Betty Ray McCain, Secretary

July 20, 1994

Max Way

Alamance County Historic Properties Commission
County Office Building.

124 West Elm Street

Graham, NC 27253

Re: Relocation of NC 119 from |-85 to NC 119 south
of SR 1917, Alamance County, U-3108,
8.1470901, STP-119(1}, 94-E-4220-0908

Dear Mr. Way:
Thank you for your letter of June 9, 1994, concerning the above project.

We appreciate the information provided to us concerning historic architectural
resources located in the general area of the project. We have recommended to the
Federal Highway Administration that an architectural historian survey and evaluate
any properties over fifty years of age in the project’s area of potential effect and
report the findings to us. '

As this project progresses, we will keep you informed of findings concerning
historic architectural resources. Please notify us of any additional concerns you
may have.

The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the Nationa! Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's
Regulations for Compliance with Section 106, codified at 36 CFR Part 800.
Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. f you have questions

concerning the above comment, please contact Renee Gledhill-Earley,
environmental review coordinator, at 919/733-4763.

Sincerely,

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

DB:slw
cc: N. Graf
~H. F. Vick
8. Church

109 East Jones Street + Raleigh, North Carolina 27601-2807





ZJ North Carolina Wildlife Resoﬁrces Commission

512 N. Salisbury Street, Raleigh, North Carolina 27611, 919-733-3391
Charles R. Fullwood, Executive Director

MEMORANDUM

TO: Melba McGee
Office of Policy Development, DEHNR

FROM: David Cox, Highway Projects Cg dinator
Habitat Conservation PrograqK::z> p

DATE: June 14, 1994

SUBJECT: Request for information from the N. C. Department
of Transportation (NCDOT) regarding fish and
wildlife concerns for NC 119 Relocation, from I-85
to existing NC 119 South of SR 1917 in Mebane,
Alamance County, North Carolina, TIP No. U-3109,

SCH Project No. 94-0908.

This memorandum responds to a request from Mr. H.
Franklin Vick of the NCDOT for ouxr concerns regarding
impacts on fish and wildlife resources resulting from the
subject project. Biclogists on the staff of the N. C.
Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC) have reviewed the
proposed improvements, and our comments are provided in
accordance with provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2) (¢)) and the Fish and wildlife
Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661-
667d} .

NCDOT proposes to construct a two-lane facility on
multilane right-of-way as a bypass of Mebane. The relocated
section of NC 119 will begin at the existing NCi19/I-85
interchange and terminate near the intersection of SR 1917
and existing NC 119 North of Mebane.

The NCWRC is concerned about the proximity of this
project to the watershed which supplies water to Mebane and
Graham. NCDOT should study corridors that avoid the
critical area of this watershed. We support NCDOT in the
decision to span Mill Creek. Wetland impacts should be
minimized, especially at riparian crossings. Impacts to
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Page 2 June 14, 19924

forested upland habitats should likewise be minimized,
possibly by crossing agricultural fields when possible.

To help facilitate document preparation and the review
process, our general informational needs are outlined below:

1.

Description of fishery and wildlife resources
within the project area, including a listing of
federally or state designated threatened,
endangered, or special concern species. Potential
borrow areas to be used for project construction
should be included in the inventories. A listing
of designated plant species can be developed
through consultation with:

The Natural Heritage Program

N. C. Divigion of Parks and Recreation
P. O. Box 27687

Raleigh, N. C. 27611

(919) 733-7795

and,

Cecil C. Frost, Coordinator
NCDA Plant Conservation Program
P. O. Box 27647

Raleigh, N. C. 27611

(919) 733-3610

in addition, the NCWRC's Nongame and Endangered
Species Program maintains databases for locations
of vertebrate wildlife species. While there is no
charge for the list, a service charge for computer
time is involved. Additional information may be
obtained from:

Randy Wilson, Manager

Nongame and Endangered Species Section
N. C. Wildlife Resources Commission
512 N. Salisbury Street

Raleigh, N. C. 27604-1188

(919) 733-7291.

Description of any streams or wetlands affected by
the project. The need for channelizing or
relocating portions of streams crossed and the
extent of such activities.

AELEL Tl H X )
Cover type maps showing wetland acreages impacted
by the project. Wetland acreages should include
all project-related areas that may undergo
hydrologic change as a result of ditching, other
drainage, or filling for project construction.
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Wetland identification may be accomplished through
coordination with the U. S. Army Corps of
Engineers (COE). If the COE is not consulted, the
person delineating wetlands should be identified
and criteria listed.

4 LU
63%5? Qﬁ%ﬁ maps showing acreages of upland
wildlife habitat impacted by the proposed project.
Potential borrow siteg should be included.

5. The extent to which the project will result in
loss, degradation, or fragmentation of wildlife
habitat (wetlands or uplands}.

6. Mitigation for avoiding, minimizing or
compensating for direct and indirect degradation
in habitat quality as well as quantitative losses.

7. A cumulative impact assessment section which
analyzes the environmental effects of highway
construction and quantifies the contribution of
this individual project to environmental
degradation.

8. A discussion of the probable impacts on natural
resources which will result from secondary
development facilitated by the improved road
access.

9. If construction of this facility is to be
coordinated with other state, municipal, or
private development projects, 2 description of
these projects should be included in the
environmental document, and all project sponsors
should be identified.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input in the
early planning stages for this project. If we can further
assist your office, please contact David Cox, Highway
Projects Coordinator, at {919) 528-9887.

cc: Larry Warlick, District 5 wildlife Biologist
Shari Bryant, District 5 Fisheries Biologist
Randy Wilson, Nongame /Endangered Species Program Mgr.
David Dell, U. 8. Fish and Wildlife Service, Raleigh
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SOUTHERN
Norfolk Southern Corparation
Real Estate and Contract Services Man}ger Real Estate
One Colissum Centre, Suite 250

2300 Yorkmont Road
Charlotte, NC 28217

(704) 357-0275
(704) 357-3750

FILE: Mebane, NC
NCDOT (119 Relocation)

Mr. H. Franklin Vick, P.E., Manager
Planning and Environmental Branch
NC Department of Transportation
PO Box 25201

Raleigh, N.C. 27611-5201

Dear Mr. Vick:

This refers to your letter dated May 16, concerning proposed 119 relocation project, TIP Praject U-
3109. Wae have referred your letter to other interested parties, and some of them may be making
separate responses, as their interests are affected.

Your proposed study site encompasses a large portion of a proposed future industrial area, which by
virtue of its unique qualities should be left intact. If your new highway is aligned to the east of the
Walter Kidde plant, and travel due north from that point, it should not affect this site.

Further, your proposed alignment indicates that it will cross railroad tracks owned by North Carolina
Railroad, and currently operated by Norfolk Southern. Any proposed crossing should be accomplished
with the use of a separated grade structure, as a part of the construction project. This rail corridor is
part of a federally-designated high speed rail corridor, and | think your rail group can provide input to
you on the importance of a separated-grade crossing.

Should you require additional input on these matters, please advise,

Singerely,
e )
Mg @’ :
Steven C. McCurdy

QOperating Subsidiaries: Norlolk Southern Rallway Company / North American Van Lines, Inc.





ALAMANCE COUNTY

Historic Properties Commission
COUNTY OFFICE BUILDING

124 Wesl Elm Street
Graham, North Carolina 27253

Administrative Services Telophone 228-1312
Technicat Agency Area Code 910
MEMORANDUM
TO: Scott Elliott, Assistant County Manager/Operations
FROM: M. M. Way

SUBJECT: Historic Sites, NCDOT TIP Project U-3109

DATE: June 9, 1994

I have checked the proposed North NC 119 Bypass Corridor, TIP
Project U-3109 and have confirmed six sites listed in Alamance
County's inventory of historic sites, and located a ¢.1850 log
house eligible for the inventory (on site 4 property). There are
several 1900 to 1950 period houses and other structures in the
corridor, especially in the "West End" community.

Brief notes on the six sites and a location map is attached.

cc: HRenee Gledhill-Earley
Division of Archives and History

Attachments
trp
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Historic Sites, NC 119 Bypass Corridor
TIP Project U-3109

Tate-Lambert House, Alamance County Site Number E-5-2.
Original construction, 1844, with later additions, changes.
Home of early area family, still in family ownership.
Possible National Register eligible.

Dr. W. N. Tate House, Alamance County Site E-5-3. 1880. Home
of early area family. Was constructed on part of land of Site

1, Basically, original construction, few changes. Well
maintained, still in family. Probably National Register
eligible.

A, Mebane House, Alamance County Site E-5-4. C. 1870.
Believed toc be on the site of Alexander Mebane's (whom the
City of Mebane is named) home. House has basement that
appears to be much older than house. House in very poor
condition. Not National Register eligible in present
condition.

Paisley-Cates House, Alamance County Site E-5-6. C. 1815,
remodeled ¢. 1850. Constructed by William Paisley, renowned
pastor of Hawfields and Cross Road Presbyterian Churches.
Original site of Cates Pickle Company prior to move to Faison.
House and out buildings in very good condition. C. 1850 log
house on site (not listed in inventory). - Site should be
National Register eligible.

Cooks Mill, Alamance County Site E-5-7 Present mill c. 1890.
Original mill constructed c. 1757 by Alexander Mebane (See
Site 3}. Mill and overshoot waterwheel appear to be in
restorable condition. Mill dam broke in 1975 but stone still
at site. Has National Register potential.

Woodlawn School, Alamance County site E-5-8. 1911. On
National Register of Historic Places. -





Alamance Connty

OFFICE OF THE COUNTY MANAGER
124 WEST ELM STREET

GRAHAM, NORTH CAROLINA 27253 .
RoBERT C.SMITH TEL. pa@- |32
COUNTY MANAGER AREA COOE 919

June 17, 1994

Piedmont Triad Council of Governments
Intergovernmental Review Process

2216 Meadowview Road

Greensboro, North Carolina 27407-3480

Subject: State Application #94-C-4220-0908 NC 119 in Mebane.

Dear Sirs:

In response to your request for comments on the NC 119 Relocation
project TIP Number U-3109 in the Mebane area, I would like to note
that there are six sites listed in the Alamance County inventory of
historic sites located within the proposed corridor. There is also
a log house (c.1850) which is eligible for the inventory located
within the proposed corridor.

Aside from the historic properties described above, there are also
several structures dating from the period 1900 to 1950 located in
the proposed corridor. These structures are primarily located in
the West End area of Mebane.

I am enclosing a map and description of the historic structures
located within the corridor proposed for the NC 119 Relocation
Project. If you need further information concerning this matter,
please contact Scott Elliott or Bill Austin.

Sincerely,
BALAMANCE COUNTY

Robert C. Smith
County Manager

Enclosure
RCS:trp










Appendix G — Part 4

Merger Team Meetings and Concurrence Forms





December 15, 2000

MEMORANDUM TO: File

FROM: James Bridges
Project Development Engineer

SUBJECT: U-3109 NEPA/404 Merger Concurrence Meeting

On December 13, 2000 a NEPA/Concurrence Meeting was held on TIP U-3109 in
Mebane. The purpose of this meeting was to sign a previous agreement on concurrence
point 1 and seek to reach concurrence point 2. The following were in attendance at this
meeting.

Eric Alsmeyer USACE

John Hennessy DWQ

Tom McCartney USFWS

David Cox WRC

Ted Bisterfield (Audio Feed) EPA

Felix Davila FHWA

Bob Harkrader MPO

Mike Nunn MPO

Nora McCanns NCDOT-Statewide
Roy Shelton NCDOT-PDEA
Cindy Sharer NCDOT-PDEA
James Bridges NCDOT-PDEA

The meeting started with a review of the previously agreed upon purpose and
need (see attached). There was no objection so it was agreed that all parties would sign
the purpose and need. Eric Alsmeyer will email a copy of the agreement to everyone for
his or her signature. After this all signed agreements will be faxed back to Eric.

The meeting then turned to a discussion of the alternatives previously studied by
NCDOT. An agreement was reached to eliminate two alternatives from further study
because of impacts or other similar alternatives (alternatives 1 (ABEI) and alternative 6
(ACFI). In addition, Ted Blisterfeld recommended another alternative for study
(ABGH). This alternative would reduce the length of roadway in the watershed critical
area.

The MPO stated that with the proposed new boundaries for the National Register
Nomination of the Cates Farm, none of the alternatives would impact the property.





After some discussion it was determined that before other alternatives could be
retained/eliminated it was best to get a determination on the Cates Farm Boundaries. At
that time the team will meet again to reach agreement on concurrence point 2.

EPA and DWQ requested that secondary and cumulative impacts be addressed in the
document. DWQ also suggested that an EIS be done instead of an EA. FHWA
responded that the document type would not necessarily mean a more detailed study.

Control of access was also discussed on this project. DWQ stated their preference for
full control of access north of US 70. NCDOT suggested an at grade intersection at
Mebane Rogers Road and street access to the Cates Farm property outside the critical
watershed area. After further discussions it was determined that NCDOT, DWQ and
USACE would meet to discuss control of access on this project prior to the next
concurrence meeting. NCDOT will bring Mebane/Alamance County
watershed/development regulations, a proposal for access in the area.

The MPO indicated that they would proceed with the contract for nomination of the
Cates Farm on the National Register. After this the meeting came to a close.

JB
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April 19, 2001

MEMORANDUM TO: File

FROM: James Bridges
Project Development Engineer

SUBJECT: U-3109 NEPA/404 Merger Concurrence Meeting

On April 18, 2001 a NEPA/404 Merger Concurrence Meeting was held on TIP
Project U-3109 in the Photogrammetry Conference Room at NCDOT’s Century Center.
The purpose of this meeting was to reach agreement on which alternatives to carry
forward for further study. The following were in attendance at this meeting.

Eric Alsmeyer U.S. Army Corp of Engineers
Richard Hunter U.S. Army Corp of Engineers
John Hennessy DEHNR-Division of Water Quality
Tom McCartney U.S. Fish and Wildlife

David Cox Wildlife Resources Commission
Ted Bisterfield (Conference Call)  Environmental Protection Agency
Felix Davila Federal Highway Administration
Brad Wall NCDOT-Division 7

Lubin Prevatt NCDOT-PDEA

Cindy Sharer NCDOT-PDEA

James Bridges NCDOT-PDEA

*Background. Since the last agency meeting NCDOT has meet with the Division
of Water Quality (DWQ) to discuss access issues in regards to the proposed highway
(See attached File Memo, March 2001). At that meeting it was agreed that NCDOT
would study full access control as well as partial along the proposed highway north of US
70.

The meeting was to begin at 3:00 (but was delayed until 3:10 awaiting the DWQ
representative who had not arrived) with a review of the last agency meeting on this
project (See attached File Memo —Dec. 2000). The six alternatives still under
consideration for this project were identified on an aerial photograph. The alternatives
can be grouped by where they cross U.S. 70. As shown on the attached figure, three
alternatives cross U.S. 70 at point “B”, two at point “C” and one at point “D”. NCDOT
then began presenting a case for removing some of these alternatives from further
consideration.

At point B NCDOT recommended removing alternative BFI. It was noted that
this alternative was included solely because it is a 4(f) avoidance alternative. However





with the new boundaries of the Cates Farm, all six alignments avoid historic properties.
This alternative is also longer than the other alternatives and is almost entirely within the
watershed critical area. Therefore it was agreed that this alternative was no longer
needed.

Also at Point B it was noted that alternatives BFH and BGH were essentially the
same alternative. It was recommended and agreed upon that alternative BFH would be
removed from further study.

Upon reviewing point D it was decided that this alternative would be retained for
further study. Point D is the only alternative that completely avoids the watershed
critical area.

At approximately 3:25 John Hennessy (DWQ) joined the meeting. After
reviewing alternatives at point B and D, DWQ concurred with the previous
recommendations.

At point C the group agreed to remove alternative CFI from further study. Like
alternative BFI this alternative was solely identified as a 4(f) avoidance alternative and
had one of the largest impacts on the watershed critical area. CFI also split the West End
community.

NCDOT also recommended that alternative CGH also be removed from further
consideration. The reasons for this recommendation are listed below.

-NCDOT and FHWA investigations have determined that this alternative could
pose an Environmental Justice problem with the West End community of
Mebane. This alternative would place disproportionate impacts from the project
on a low income, minority community.

-This alternative essentially splits a community.

-This alternative would further complicate an already sensitive project as NCDOT
has previously committed (see-attached letter) to removing this alternative from
further consideration.

-FHWA has previously stated that this project would not be approved with
alternative C.

-The distance in the watershed critical area is not significantly less (.2 mi.) than
other alternatives.

DWQ however requested that this alternative not be removed, as it is an
alternative that reduces the impacts on the watershed critical area as compared to
alternative BFH.





FHWA stated the reasons for their position of not approving a project which goes
through point C.

At this point John Hennessy stated that legal action was currently being brought
against DWQ for permitting a project inside a watershed critical area (US 117, Wayne
County). He stated that based on a meeting with legal staff DWQ would not permit any
projects within a watershed critical area pending the resolution of the US 117 lawsuit.

As a result of this information DWQ requested that two new alternatives be added
for consideration that are outside the watershed critical area. These alternatives would
cross US 70 at points C and D and both would go through the West End community and
the Cates Farm.

It was noted that this information could impact a number of projects across the
state. NCDOT will confer with management to determine the implications of this
information and how to proceed on this project.

The meeting adjourned without reaching full agreement on study alternatives to
carry forward.

**After the meeting , on April 19, 2001 PDEA staff (Prevatt, Sharer, Bridges)
talked with Fred Lamar of the Attorney General’s Office regarding this matter and the
US 117 lawsuit. Fred says the legal issue is over the interpretation of the term
“practicable” alternative. He feels an alternative can go through a critical watershed if it
is shown to be impracticable to do otherwise.

Jb





STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

MICHAEL F. EASLEY LYNDO TIPPETT
GOVERNOR SECRETARY
July 11, 2002
MEMORANDUM TO: Meeting Attendees
FROM: Karen B. Taylor, PE, Project Development Engineer

Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch

SUBJECT: NEPA/404 Merger Team Meeting Minutes (Concurrence
Point 2) for the Relocation of Existing NC 119 in Mebane,
Alamance County, Federal Aid No. STP-119(1),
State Project No. 8.1470901, TIP Project No. U-3109

A NEPA/404 merger team meeting for the subject project was held on June 13, 2002, at
10:30 a.m. in the Board Room of the Transportation Building in Raleigh. The following
people were in attendance:

Felix Davila Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)

Rob Ayers FHWA

Eric Alsmeyer US Army Corps of Engineers

Howard Hall US Fish and Wildlife Service

John Hennessy NCDENR Division of Water Quality

David Cox NC Wildlife Resources Commission

Bob Harkrader Burlington-Graham MPO

Brock LaForty Burlington-Graham MPO

Mike Mills NCDOT - Division 7

Brad Wall Division 7

Kathy Lassiter Roadway Design

Bruce Payne Roadway Design

Mary Pope Furr Project Development and Environmental Analysis
Lubin Prevatt Project Development and Environmental Analysis
Eric Midkiff Project Development and Environmental Analysis
Karen Boshoff Taylor Project Development and Environmental Analysis

Ted Bisterfeld with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) joined the meeting via
conference call out of Atlanta. Renee Gledhill-Early with the NC State Historic
Preservation Office was not able to attend the meeting; however, representatives from
NCDOT met with Renee prior to the merger team meeting.

The purpose of the meeting was to submit information to the merger team to obtain
concurrence on Point 2, Alternatives to be Studied in Detail. Karen Taylor gave an

MAILING ADDRESS: TELEPHONE: 919-733-3141 LOCATION:
NC DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION FAX: 919-733-9794 TRANSPORTATION BUILDING
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 1 SouTH WILMINGTON STREET

1548 MAIL SERVICE CENTER WEBSITE: WWW.DOH.DOT.STATE.NC.US RALEIGH NC
RALEIGH NC 27699-1548





NEPA/404 Merger Meeting Minutes
TIP Project No. U-3109

July 11, 2002

Page 2

overview of the proposed project. Following two previous merger team meetings, four
(4) alternatives remained under consideration to be studied in detail; Alternative 4,
Alternative 5, Alternative 7, and Alternative 8 (see Figure 1). The following comments
were made at the meeting:

1.

NCDOT proposed that the merger team eliminate Alternatives 4, 5 and 7.
Alternatives 4 and 5 impact the West End Community and pass through the critical
watershed area. Alternative 7 avoids both the critical watershed area and the Cates
Farm, but impacts the West End Community and has a high number of residential and
business relocations (107 residences and 11 businesses).

Two new alternatives were introduced for consideration, Alternatives 9 and 10. The
two new alternatives are variations of Alternative 8. Alternative 9 reduces impacts to
the critical watershed area, but impacts a small section of the Cates Farm (northwest
corner). Alternative 10 is located just outside of the critical watershed area, but
impacts the Cates Farm more severely than Alternative 9 (see Figure 2).

John Hennessy commended NCDOT for generating a new avoidance alternative to
the critical watershed area (Alternative 10) as he had requested at the previous merger
team meeting. He also agreed that Alternative 7 should be eliminated due to the high
number of relocations associated with this alternative. He stated that due to water
quality concerns and potential impacts to the West End Community, Alternative 4
and 5 should be eliminated as well. John emphasized that stormwater design will be
a big issue on this project.

David Cox was concerned with having only one crossing over the railroad and US 70
for further study. Alternatives 8, 9 and 10 share the same alignment corridor from the
beginning of the project at the existing NC 119 interchange with 1-40/1-85 to just
north of the proposed grade separated crossing over US 70 and the railroad (see
Figure 2). However, the critical watershed is located to the west and the West End
Community is located to the east of the currently proposed crossing of US 70 and the
Railroad. Any other crossing will either have a more severe impact on the critical
watershed area or the West End Community.

Mary Pope Furr (NCDOT Historic Architecture) commented that the SHPO does not
prefer Alternatives 9 and 10.

The merger team agreed to eliminate Alternatives 4, 5, and 7 and to add Alternatives
9 and 10 for further study. Three alternatives, Alternatives 8, 9, and 10 will be
studied in detail.

The meeting attendees agreed that a four-lane median divided section with shoulders
should be studied for each alternative for the entire length of the project





NEPA/404 Merger Meeting Minutes
TIP Project No. U-3109
July 11, 2002

Page 3

8. Discussions were held regarding the type of access control to be studied. Meeting
attendees agreed that partial control of access will be studied south of US 70. Two
variations of partial control of access will be studied north of US 70 for each
alternative; access only at existing secondary roads, and access at existing secondary
roads with limited access to adjacent properties.

9. The corridor width for each alignment was discussed. A width of 300 feet will be
studied for each alternative. It was agreed that in the vicinity of the Cates Farm, the
corridor for Alternative 8 will be bounded to the east by the historic property
boundary of the Cates Farm. The corridor for Alternative 10 will be bounded to the
west by the critical watershed area boundary.

Eric Alsmeyer suggested that an on-site meeting with the merger team members need to
be held prior to the next merger team meeting.

If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at (919) 733- 7844 ext. 223 or
via e-mail at kbtaylor@dot.state.nc.us .

Attachments
KBT/

cc: Roger Sheats, NCDOT
Fred Lamar, NCDOT
Everett Ward, NCDOT
Carl Goode, NCDOT
Renee Gledhill-Earley, SHPO
Ted Bisterfeld, EPA





Merger Project Team Meeting Agreement

Concurrence Point No. 2:  Alternatives to be Studied in Detail

Project Name/Description: ~ NC 119 Relocation West of Mebane, Alamance County
TIP Project No.: U-3109

Federal Aid Project No.:  STP-119(1)

State Project No.: 8.1470901

The alternatives to be studied in detail for the proposed project are:

Proposed Study Alignments

Alterpative 8 (ABGH) begins at the existing NC 119/1-85 interchange and continues
north on new alignment, then passes to the west of the West End Conununity, and crosses
US 70 just west of Craftique Fumniture Company. From there it passes west and north of
the historic property boundary of the Cates Farm and passes through the critical
watershed area. The alignment ties into existing NC 119 at SR 1917 (White Level Road).

Alternative 9 (ABGH?) begins at the existing NC 119/1-85 interchange and continues
north on new alignment, the passes to the west of the West End Community, and crosses
US 70 just west Craftique Furniture Company. From there it passes through the
northwestern corner of the Cates Farm property (within the NR listed boundary) and
passes through the critical watershed area. The alignment ties into existing NC 119 at
SR 1917 (White Level Road). A portion of the proposed alignment is located within the
critical watershed area.

Alternative 10 (ABGH?) begins at the existing NC 119/1-85 interchange and continues
north on new alignment, then passes to the west of the West End Community, and crosses
US 70 just west of Craftique Furniture Company. From there it passes through the
northwestem corner of the Cates Farm property (within the NR listed boundary) to the
east (outside) of the critical watershed area. The alignment ties into existing NC 119 at
SR 1917 (White Level Road).

Proposed Typical Section:

A four-lane median divided section with shoulders is proposed for the entire length of the
project.

Control of Access:

Partial control of access will be studied south of US 70. North of US 70, partial control
of access and access only at existing secondary roads (SR’s) will be studied for each
alternative.

Merger Team Agreement — March 13, 2002
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The Project Team has concurred on this date of June 13, 2002, on the above mentioned
alternatves to be studied in detail for TIP Project U-3109.
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June 28, 2005

SUBJECT: NEPA/404 Merger Team Meeting Minutes (Concurrence Point 2a) for the
Relocation of NC 119 from the 1-85 Interchange to South of SR 1917 (White Level
Road) in Mebane, Alamance County, Federal Aid No. STP-119(1), State Project
No. 8.1470901, WBS Element 34900.1.1, TIP Project No. U-3109

PREPARED BY: Aileen S. Mayhew, P.E.
Buck Engineering

A NEPA/404 merger team meeting for the subject project was held on June 16, 2005, at 3:00 p.m. in the
Board Room of the Transportation Building in Raleigh. The following people were in attendance:

Felix Davila Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)

John Thomas US Army Corps of Engineers

Chris Militscher US Environmental Protection Agency

Gary Jordan US Fish and Wildlife Service

Sue Homewood NCDENR Division of Water Quality

Christina Breen NCDENR Division of Water Quality

Travis Wilson NC Wildlife Resources Commission

Sarah McBride Department of Cultural Resources - SHPO

Phil Conrad Burlington-Graham MPO

David Hundley NCDOT - Division 7

Dewayne Sykes NCDOT - Roadway Design Unit

Tony Houser NCDOT - Roadway Design Unit

Bruce Payne NCDOT - Roadway Design Unit

David Anderson NCDOT - Structure Design Unit

Jerry Snead NCDOT - Hydraulics Unit

Earlene Thomas NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis

Mary Pope Furr NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis - OHE
Richard Silverman NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis - OHE
Tim Gardiner NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis - OHE
Brian Yamamoto NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis
Glenda Gibson Gibson Engineers

Craig Young Buck Engineering

Greg Price Buck Engineering

Aileen Mayhew Buck Engineering

The purpose of the meeting was to identify and reach concurrence on the bridge locations and lengths to
obtain concurrence on Point 2a, Bridge Locations and Lengths. Brian Yamamoto gave an overview of the
proposed project. He mentioned that since the Concurrence Point 2 (June 13, 2002) meeting, the
document has changed to an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and a consultant firm has been
retained to perform the planning and design studies associated with the project.

Aileen Mayhew began the meeting with introductions and reiterated that bridging versus culvert decisions
at the five sites included in the revised Major Stream Crossings table provided by Buck Engineering would
be discussed. In addition, a field meeting was held on May 18, 2005 for the resource agencies to review
the stream crossings in the field prior to today's meeting. Ms. Mayhew reviewed the Major Stream
Crossings table, site by site. The following summarizes the comments made at the meeting:
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Site 1:

Site 2:

Site 3:

Site 4:

Site 5:

Site 1 is at Moadams Creek and is crossed by all three detailed study alternatives. The
recommendation made by the Merger Team is to construct a 3@10'x7' RCBC, contingent upon
re-verification of the existing wetland in the vicinity of Site 1 by the US Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE). The wetland is associated with a beaver pond; however, recent field surveys have
determined that the dam has been breached. Biologists from Buck Engineering will re-delineate
the wetland and will schedule a field verification meeting with USACE Representative, John
Thomas. Mr. Thomas stated in the meeting that he is willing to concur with the recommended
box culvert if the wetland has been substantially compromised. All other representatives of the
Merger Team agreed to a box culvert in this location.

Site 2 is a tributary to Mill Creek (UT 14) and is crossed by all three detailed study alternatives.
The Division of Water Quality (DWQ) requested a bridge for this site due to the nature of the
resource (HQW, WS-II) and its proximity to the Water Supply Watershed Critical Area. NCDOT
will develop a cost estimate for a bottomless arch culvert, re-visit the bridge lengths and
associated costs, and explore the idea of purchasing a conservation easement in order to provide
fencing around UT 14 as a means of disallowing cattle to enter the creek at this location. The
DWQ also requested an additional box on the culvert structure, one to accommodate base flow
and the other for storm flow. This information will be discussed with the team again no later than
the LEDPA meeting. There was also mention of the potential for on-site mitigation at this
location.

Site 3 is at Mill Creek and is crossed by all three detailed study alternatives. A recommendation
to bridge Site 3 was concurred upon based on the high quality of the resource and its proximity to
the Water Supply Watershed Critical Area. In addition, NCDOT will re-visit the bridge lengths
and associated costs for this site; however, Jerry Snead estimated revised bridge lengths and
associated costs for discussion purposes during the meeting. The cost to bridge versus the cost to
provide a triple barrel box culvert was similar for Alternatives 9 and 10. Alternative 8 costs were
not as comparable; however, bridging was still recommended at this site for Alternative 8. All
team members concurred with this recommendation.

Site 4 is at Moadams Creek and associated with the extension of Corrigidor Road. The proposal
was to replace the existing wooden bridge with a 2@10'x6' RCBC. All team members concurred
with this recommendation.

Site 5 is a tributary to Mill Creek (UT 14) and is only crossed under Alternative 10, as part of the
proposed improvements to Mebane Rogers Road. The recommendation was to retain and extend
the existing 72-inch corrugated metal pipe (CMP). All team members concurred with this
recommendation.

As discussed at the meeting, the Concurrence Point 2a form will be circulated for signature after Site 1 has
been re-verified by the USACE. The form will indicate that concurrence was reached for Sites 1, 3, 4, and
5. The form will also indicate that Site 2 will be re-visited either as part of Concurrence Point 3 or prior to
that meeting.

If any meeting participants find this memorandum in error, please contact Aileen Mayhew at (919)
459-9021 or by email at amayhew@buckengineering.com.

CC:

Doug Galyon, NCDOT

Mike Mills, NCDOT - Division 7
Ted Bisterfeld, EPA

Brian Wrenn, DWQ
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April 26, 2006 Phone: 919-463-5488
Fax: 919-463-5490
SUBIJECT: NEPA/404 Merger Team Meeting Minutes (Concurrence Point 2a) for the Relocation

of NC 119 from the 1-85 Interchange to North of SR 1917 (White Level Road) in
Mebane, Alamance County, Federal Aid No. STP-119(1), State Project No.
8.1470901, WBS Element 34900.1.1, TIP Project No. U-3109
PREPARED BY: Aileen S. Mayhew, P.E.
Buck Engineering

A NEPA/404 merger team meeting for the subject project was held on March 16, 2006, at 900 a.m. in the
Board Room of the Transportation Building in Raleigh. The following people were in attendance:

Felix Davila
John Thomas
Todd Tugwell
Chris Militscher
Gary Jordan
Sue Homewood
Amy Simes
Travis Wilson
Sarah McBride
Mike Nunn
Tony Houser
Bruce Payne
David Anderson
Jerry Snead
Mike Stanley
Mark Staley
Chad Lanford
Greg Thorpe
Eric Midkiff
Derrick Weaver
Jennifer Fuller
Jennifer Evans
Rachelle Beauregard
Erica McLamb
Susan Thebert
Sara Easterly
Mike Pekarek
Jim Buck

Craig Young
Greg Price
Aileen Mayhew

ChallengelUs.

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)

US Army Corps of Engineers

US Army Corps of Engineers

US Environmental Protection Agency

US Fish and Wildlife Service

NCDENR Division of Water Quality

NCDENR

NC Wildlife Resources Commission

Department of Cultural Resources - SHPO

Burlington-Graham MPO

NCDOT - Roadway Design Unit

NCDOT - Roadway Design Unit

NCDOT - Structure Design Unit

NCDOT - Hydraulics Unit

NCDOT - TIP Development Unit

NCDOT - Roadside Environmental Unit

NCDOT - Congestion Management Section

NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis
NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis
NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis
NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis
NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis
NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis - NEU
NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis - NEU
NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis - NEU
NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis - NEU
Gibson Engineers

Buck Engineering

Buck Engineering

Buck Engineering

Buck Engineering
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The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the recommended crossing structure for Site 2 (Unnamed Tributary
to Mill Creek) and obtain complete concurrence on Point 2a, Bridge Locations and Lengths. Jennifer Fuller
passed out an agenda (attached) and began the meeting with introductions. She gave an overview of the
proposed project, reminding the team that a previous Concurrence Point 2a meeting had been held in June
2005 and that the team had reached concurrence on all of the major stream crossings except Site 2.

Aileen Mayhew continued by giving a general description of the project and discussed the concurrence team
history, specifically that the Team met in June 2005 to discuss the five major stream crossings along the
project and agreed on structure recommendations at four of the sites (Sites 1, 3, 4, and 5). The purpose of this
meeting was to re-visit Site 2 - Unnamed Tributary to Mill Creek. It was mentioned that the Hydraulics Unit
recommended a 6 ft. x 6 ft. box culvert at Site 2.

John Thomas discussed the concerns raised by DWQ regarding Site 2 from the previous meeting, specifically
their concern regarding the water quality and the possibility of constructing a bottomless culvert at this site.
Their concern was that the stream in question is a tributary to the Water Supply Watershed Critical Area of
Graham-Mebane Lake.

Sue Homewood mentioned that she had revisited the site since our last meeting. The stream is a good system,
with a cobble boulder substrate and a step pool system. She inquired whether the NCDOT could committo a
bottomless culvert at this time. There was discussion that the Geotechnical Unit must visit the site to
determine the feasibility of constructing a bottomless culvert in this location.

The discussion then turned to water quality. Jim Buck mentioned that Buck Engineering had prepared a
feasibility report for stream restoration in this particular area of Alamance County back in 2003. This report
was done completely separate from the U-3109 project, and prior to Buck Engineering being awarded the
NC 119 EIS contract with NCDOT. The feasibility report detailed possible mitigation for this specific reach,
which is classified as an “E” channel moving towards instability. It indicated that there is mitigation
opportunity along this tributary for enhancement, restoration, and protection. Jim Buck mentioned that
spanning the stream with a bridge would not serve to improve water quality. He suggested that constructing
the recommended culvert (or possibly the bottomless arch culvert) and including fencing along the stream to
keep the cattle out would better serve to protect the quality of the stream.

Discussions of the stream characteristics, as well as various construction techniques that have been utilized in
the field along similar streams, were discussed and are listed below.

The downstream section of this particular stream is not as incised

Measures to contain velocity increases in the stream

Desire to maintain or restore the stream’s access to its floodplain

Stream is more of a step pool system than a meander system

Buffer impacts between a spanning structure (bridge) versus a box culvert

Construct step pool above and below culvert so it doesn’t affect upstream or downstream
Construction impacts from installing the culvert

Cross vein constructed along the Clayton Bypass upstream is keeping substrate in the culvert
Concern with using a conspan where the streambed is not rocky; the vegetation dies and headcuts
develop

There was a brief discussion regarding the possibility of providing different structures for the various
alternatives along this particular stream (Site 2). It was mentioned that the stream system changes somewhere
in the vicinity of Alternative 9. Sue Homewood inquired why the recommended bridge lengths doubled from
what was presented at the June 2005 Merger meeting and Aileen Mayhew responded that the bridge lengths
were revised since the last meeting based on information from a more completed preliminary roadway design.

ChallengelUs.
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Jerry Snead stated that a typical concern with installing a culvert is an increase in velocity downstream of the
structure. However, he added that there are measures that can be installed in the stream to reduce velocities
and make them similar to a spanning structure.

Sue Homewood inquired about the impacts associated with the installation of a culvert, e.g. sediment and
erosion control, blasting of bedrock. Jim Buck indicated that there are standard sedimentation and erosion
control measures for installation of culverts that NCDOT is required to adhere to and also stated that it
appears that no blasting will be required for installation of a culvert at this location. Tony Houser and Jerry
Snead both agreed with the “no blasting" assessment. Jim Buck also stated that additional measures to keep
the substrate in the culvert can be utilized. He discussed various measures of natural channel design and how
these measures could be incorporated into this project.

John Thomas summed up the discussions by stating that if a bridge or bottomless arch culvert is constructed,
no mitigation is required. However, if a culvert is constructed, mitigation must be considered. Providing
mitigation would improve or maintain the stream condition depending on which alternative is selected. Sue
Homewood followed up by saying that she would like NCDOT to commit to using all measures to
improve/maintain the condition/stability of the stream. She would like the NCDOT to look at possible
mitigation techniques that aren’t typically looked at with a culvert. Specific mitigation commitments were
discussed regarding velocity and water quality; however Felix Davila suggested that specifics on mitigation
be left to the mitigation concurrence point (Concurrence Point 4a).

Discussion regarding the effect of the alternatives on the Cates Farm historic property ensued. The State
Historic Preservation Office has determined that Alternatives 9 and 10 would have an “Adverse Effect” on the
Cates Farm, and that Alternative 8 would have a “No Adverse Effect”. Based on Buck Engineering’s Stream
Mitigation Feasibility Study report for the Cates Farm, there is on-site mitigation potential. Therefore, the
team decided to select the LEDPA and discuss on-site mitigation at the same Merger meeting, thereby
combining concurrence points 3 and 4a into one meeting. The preliminary design will be presented at this
combined Merger meeting so that the team can see where the stream crossing is located based on the various
alternatives. Sarah McBride stated that if there is on-site mitigation on the Cates Farm, SHPO would need to
revisit the effect of the project on the historic property. Prior to the combined Concurrence Point 3/4a
meeting, SHPO would issue an effects determination for any proposed on-site mitigation. Sarah McBride
mentioned that if there were any pictures showing how the natural channel design would look along this
stream, it would be helpful for her to see those prior to the effects meeting.

The Concurrence Point 2a form for Site 2 was circulated and signed by the Merger Team. The signature sheet
states that a "three-sided" (bottomless) culvert will be investigated in final design if the site conditions permit
it. Italso states that NCDOT will investigate and pursue natural channel design techniques in the area of the
culvert for stabilization purposes. A copy of the signed concurrence sheet is attached. There being no further
business, the meeting was adjourned.

If any meeting participants have any comments, questions, or edits to this memorandum, please contact
Aileen Mayhew at (919) 459-9021 or by email at amayhew@mbakercorp.com.

cc: Doug Galyon, NCDOT
Mike Mills, NCDOT - Division 7
Ted Bisterfeld, EPA
Mary Pope Furr, NCDOT HEU
Ed Lewis, NCDOT HEU
Earlene Thomas, NCDOT, TPB

ChallengelUs.





Section 404/NEPA Merger Project Team Meeting Agreement
Concurrence Point No. 2a — Bridging and Alignment Review

Project No./TIP No./Name/Description:

WBS Element 34900.1.1

Project No. 8.1470901

TIP No. U-3109

Relocation of NC 119 from the I-85 Interchange to South of SR 1917 (White Level
Road) in Mebane, Alamance County

Alignment Review:

The Merger Team met on June 13, 2002 to discuss the outstanding issues pertaining to
Concurrence Point 2. The Merger Team concurred with the “Alternatives to Be Studied” as
discussed at this meeting and signed the Concurrence Point 2 signature sheet. This meeting was
a follow-up of the concurrence meetings held December 13, 2000 and April 18, 2001.

Bridging Review:

After a hydraulic review of the project area and the existing drainage structures, the
following hydraulic structures are recommended for the subject project:

Site 1
Site 2:
Site 3:

Site 4:

Site 4A:

Site §:

Construct anew RCBC, 3 @ 10 ft. x 7 fi.

Will be discussed with the team again no later than the LEDPA meeting
Construct a new bridge, bridge length of 165 ft. for Alternative 8, 210 ft. for
Alternative 9, and 335 f&. for Alternative 10

Remove existing bridge at entrance to City of Mebane Wastewater Treatment
Plant

Construct new RCBC, 2 @ 10 ft. x 6 ft., east of existing crossing

Retain and extend existing 72-inch CMP (Alternative 10 only)

As indicated above, concurrence was reached for Sites 1, 3, 4, and 5. Site 2 will be
re-visited either as part of Concurrence Point 3 or prior to that meeting.

The Project Team has concys

ed on this date of August 18, 2005 with the “bridging
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Section 404/NEPA Merger Project Team Meeting Agreement
Concurrence Point No. 2a — Bridging and Alignment Review

Project No./TIP No./Name/Description:

WBS Element 34900.1.1

Project No. 8.1470901

TIP No. U-3109

Relocation of NC 119 from the I-85 Interchange to South of SR 1917 (White Level
Road) in Mebane, Alamance County

Alignment Review:

The Merger Team met on June 13, 2002 to discuss the outstanding issues pertaining to
Concurrence Point 2. The Merger Team concurred with the “Alternatives to Be Studied” as
discussed at this meeting and signed the Concurrence Point 2 signature sheet. This meeting was
a follow-up of the concurrence meetings held December 13, 2000 and April 18, 2001.

Bridging Review:

The Merger Team met on June 16, 2003 to discuss the hydraulic structures recommended for
the subject project. The Merger Team reached concurrence for Sites 1, 3, 4, and 5 as discussed
at this meeting and signed the Concurrence Point 2a signature sheet. However, it was agreed that
Site 2 would be re-visited as part of Concurrence Point 3 or prior to that meeting.

After a hydraulic review of the project area and the existing drainage structures, the
following hydraulic structures are recommended for the subject project:

Site 2: Construct anew RCBC, 1 @ 6 ft. x 6 ft.
A "three-sided" (bottomless) culvert will be investigated in final design if the site

conditions permit it. Additionally, NCDOT will investigate and pursue natural channel
design technigues in the area of the culvert for stabilization purposes.

The Project Team has concurred on this date of March 16, 2006 with the “bridging
alternatives” as stated above.
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APPENDIX H

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Part 1 — Newsletters

Part 2 — Summaries of Small Group Informational Meetings

Part 3 — Summaries of NC 119 Relocation Steering
Committee Meetings

Part 4 — Citizens Informational Workshops
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Newsletters





September 2002

NC 119 Relocation

NEWSLETTER

NC Transportation Improvement Program Project No. U-3109

PROJECT INTRODUCTION

This newsletter is published by the North
Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT)
to provide residents in Mebane and surrounding
communities with updated information about the
proposed NC 119 Relocation project in Mebane.

‘ PURPOSE OF PROJECT

The purpose of the project is to relieve traffic
congestion in downtown Mebane, provide access
to the local area, and provide Alamance County
with a primary north/south route.

WHAT’S HAPPENED SO FAR?

In 1994, the North Carolina Department of
Transportation (NCDOT) initiated planning studies
for the relocation of NC 119 in Mebane, Alamance
County. A Citizens Informational Workshop was
held January 30, 1995 at South Mebane
Elementary School to present the project study
area to the public. The study area was expanded
when several historic properties that were eligible
for the National Register of Historic Places were
discovered. The Cates Farm located on Mebane-
Rogers Road, which has recently been listed on
the National Register, completely covered the
initial study area. A second workshop was held at
the Mebane Arts and Community Center Complex
on June 20, 1996 to show the expanded study
area to the public.

Several small group meetings were held in various
communities within the project study area to get
further input from residents and listen to their
concerns about the proposed project. Meetings
were also held with representatives of the West
End Community to listen to their concerns.

Preliminary Alternatives were identified
considering features such as neighborhoods,
community facilities, businesses, historic
properties, and sensitive natural areas including
the critical watershed area of Graham-Mebane
Reservoir. The identification of these alternatives

was coordinated with federal, state, and local
agencies. The Preliminary Alternatives were
evaluated and several were omitted from further
study. Each alternative was evaluated based on the
project’s purpose and need, as well as its potential
impact to the human, cultural and natural
environment. The remaining Alternatives will be
studied in detail.

A map showing the current Alternatives is on the
inside of this newsletter.

’ CURRENT ACTIVITIES

Within the next couple of weeks, NCDOT will start
collecting information for the Alternatives being
studied. Part of this effort will include interviews
with residents in the various communities within
the project area. Interviews may be held at local
grocery stores, public facilities, community centers,
churches, shopping centers, at local sporting
events, or in the neighborhoods.

Design plans are being prepared for each
Alternative under study. The proposed cross
section for each Alternative is a four-lane median
divided facility with shoulders. The Alternatives will
be analyzed to determine any natural, physical, and
social environmental impacts. The environmental
analysis of these Alternatives and the preparation
of technical reports will continue for the next
several months.

| WHAT IS NEXT?

Additional public meetings will be held later this
year to give citizens an opportunity to review
project proposals and to comment on them. An
environmental document, Environmental
Assessment (EA), will be drafted that summarizes
and compares the Alternatives and evaluates the
environmental, social, and economic impacts of
each alternative. The EA will be made available to
the public. A formal public hearing will be held
after completion of this document.

VISIT NCDOT’s WEB SITE AT
http:-//www.ncdot.org/






CURRENT PROJECT SCHEDULE

August 2002
October 2002 -
June 2003
February 03
June 2003

August 2003

November 2003
2004

2005

2007
After 2010

Start community impact and
environmental studies

Hold additional public
meetings and workshops
Receive environmental study
reports

Permitting and resource
agency review

Complete Environmental
Assessment document

Hold public hearing
Complete final environmental
document and final design
Begin right of way acquisition
for Part A (section from
1-40/85 to US 70)

Start construction for Part A
Begin right of way acquisition
and construction for Part B
(from US 70 to south of
White Level Road)

NC DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT & ENVIRONMENTAL

ANALYSIS BRANCH
1548 MAIL SERVICE CENTER
RALEIGH, NC 27699-1548

‘ CONTACT INFORMATION

If you have any questions or would like to be

added to the mailing list, call, write, fax, or

e-mail:

Mrs. Karen B. Taylor, P.E.

North Carolina Department of Transportation

Project Development & Environmental Analysis
Branch

1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1548

Phone: (919) 733-7844x223
Fax: (919) 733-9794
e-mail: kbtaylor@dot.state.nc.us

FOR INFORMATION
CONCERNING
NCDOT PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS
CALL

1-877-DOT-4YOU
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Citizens Informational
Workshop

Raer. . . .. July 22,2003 8
Time...... 4:00-800 pm
. Location Mebane Arts |

& Community &
Center &

53
622 Corrigidor Road in =
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Issue No. 2

m mty :

JuIy 2003

We NEED to HEAR
from YOU!

The North Carolina Department of
Transportation (NCDOT) wants to hear
from interested and concerned citizens in
and around Mebane, North Carolina
about the proposed relocation of

NC 119. Find out more about the project
and its history on pages 2 and 3.

A Citizens Informational Workshop will
be held on Tuesday, July 22, 2003 at the
Mebane Arts and Community Center,
622 Corrigidor Road in Mebane, North
Carolina from 4:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.

NEED a Ride to the
Workshop?

NCDOT will provide free transportation to
and from the workshop for project-area
residents. Call 1 (866) 366-5273 before
July 17th to get a ride to the workshop.
This is a free call to Arcadis, a consultant
to the NCDOT.

WANT to bring the kids?

Children are welcome at the Workshop.
A "Kid's Table" with coloring books and
crayons will be provided.

Should You Attend
the orkshop?
The purpose of the workshop is to get
citizens' input on the detailed study alter-
natives. Maps of the alternatives, as
shown on the inside of the newsletter,
will be on display at the workshop.
Representatives from the NCDOT will be
there to answer questions and get input
on the proposed relocation of
NC 119.

NC Transportation Improvement Project No. U-3109

At this Workshop, you will be able to:
» Learn more about the project
* Review study alternatives
» Ask questions
» Get answers
* Provide written or verbal
comments
* Review project status & timeline

Questions?

If you have any questions about
the project, you may call, write,
fax, or e-mail:

Karen B. Taylor, P.E.
NCDOT-PDEA

1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548

Phone: (919) 733-7844 (Ext 223)(
Fax: (919) 733-9794
e-mail: kbtaylor@dot.state.nc.us

Be Informed! Be Involved!

Public input is very important to the suc-
cess of this project. It is never too late to
get involved. Your input will be a major
consideration in determining the
Preferred Alternative.

Below is a list of ways for you to
participate:

» Add your name to the project
mailing list for future newslet-
ters and public meetings

* Arrange for a small group meet-
ing for your homeowners asso-
ciation, neighborhood group, or
community organization

» Submit written or verbal com-
ments to the project team

* Attend the Public Hearing
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Purpose and Description of the Project

All three Preliminary Study Alter-
natives tie into existing NC 119 at
White Level Road, north of Mebane.
The new roadway is proposed to have
two lanes in each direction of travel

with a grass median in the middle.
The project also includes a bridge
over the railroad tracks, US 70, and
the proposed high speed rail service
line.

About the Project

Existing NC 119 is routed through the
town of Mebane along Fifth Street, US

70, Third Street, Graham Street and
First Street, which causes through
traffic to make several turns and stops
through town.

The purpose of the
NC 119 relocation
project is to:

* reduce traffic delays in
downtown Mebane,

* provide access to the local
area,

* provide Alamance County
a new roadway so drivers
can travel north/south from
NC 119, near the inter-
change with 1-85/1-40 to

NC 119 at White Level it
Road (SR 1917). ol B
West End z
Community \ ~
] Pr—
Of the ten study alternatives initially City of Mebane

developed, the first seven were elimi-
nated due to community and environ-
mental impacts while the three alter-
natives illustrated in the vicinity map
(labeled as Alternatives 8, 9, and 10)
remain as the potential route options
for the proposed relocation of NC 119.

All three alternatives begin at the
existing NC 119/Interstate-85 inter-
change, then continue north to cross
US 70 just west of Craftique Furniture.

Alternative 8 passes through the criti-
cal watershed for the Graham-
Mebane Reservoir, Alternative 9 pass-
es through the critical watershed and
the historic Cates Farm, and Alter-
native 10 passes through the historic
Cates Farm.

Page 2
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Prior History

* 1990: The relocation of NC 119

is presented in the Alamance County
Urban Area Thoroughfare Plan and
adopted.

* 1992: At the request of the
Transportation Advisory Committee of
the Alamance County Urban Area, the
NCDOT adds the proposed project to
the State's Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP).

* 1994: The NCDOT starts planning
studies for the relocation of NC 119 in
Mebane, Alamance County.

* 1995: A Citizens Informational
Workshop is held in January at South
Mebane Elementary School to present
the project study area to the public.
Following the workshop, the study
area is expanded.

* 1996: In June, a second workshop is
held at the Mebane Arts and
Community Center Complex to

show the expanded study area to the
public and to get additional comments.

* 1997-2002: Several small group
meetings are held in various commu-
nities, such as West End, in the pro-
ject study area to get more input from
residents and listen to concerns about
the proposed project.

Several meetings are also held with
federal and state resource and permit-
ting agencies to identify detailed study
alternatives.

* 2002: In September, 74 project area
residents are asked their opinions on
the project. Interviews are conducted
with residents from downtown Mebane
and surrounding communities.

» September 2002 to Present:
Results of these interviews have been
considered and documented in a

Community Impact Assessment that is
nearing completion. Project data col-
lection, agency coordination, and
plans for additional public involvement
continue.

Current Project Activities

* July 2003 and After: In addition to
the upcoming Citizens Informational
Workshop, smaller neighborhood
meetings will be held. Information on
future meetings will be contained in
upcoming project newsletters.

The project team is continuing the
engineering studies and the environ-
mental analysis of the detailed study
alternatives, as well as the preparation
of the accompanying technical

reports. It is anticipated that these
activities will be concluded within the
next several months.

As the impacts are determined, the
detailed study alternatives will be
refined to minimize impacts to the
natural and human environment.

What's Next for This
Project?

Once the required environmental
analysis is complete, an environmen-
tal document (Environmental
Assessment) will be drafted that sum-
marizes and compares the results of
the engineering, environmental, social,
and economic evaluations of the
detailed study alternatives.

The results will be reviewed and coor-
dinated with federal, state, and local
agencies. The Environmental
Assessment will also be available to
the public for review and comment.

A Public Hearing will be held to give
citizens the opportunity to comment
on the preliminary designs of the

detailed study alternatives. A newslet-
ter will be sent out to announce the
date, time, and location for the Public
Hearing.

Workshop Location

Mebane. Community Center

Updated Project Schedule

Third Citizens Informa-
tional Workshop

July 2003

August 2003- Hold neighborhood

April 2004 meetings, complete engi-
neering and environmen-
tal studies, coordinate
additional permitting and
resource agency review

Summer 2004 Complete and distribute
Environmental Assess-
ment document

Fall 2004 Hold public hearing

Spring 2005 Select preferred alterna-
tive and complete final
environmental document

2006 Begin right-of-way acqui-
sition of Part A (from
1-85 to US 70)

2008 Begin construction on
Part A

After 2010 Right-of-way acquisition

and construction on
Part B (from US 70 to
existing NC 119 at
White Level Road)

Page 3





We Need to Hear
From You!
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When: Tuesday, July 22, 2003

Where: The Mebane Arts and
Community Center
622 Corrigidor Road
Mebane, NC

What Time:
Drop in any time between the hours of 4:00
p.m. and 8:00 p.m.

Your Input at the Workshop
is Important!
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This newsletter provides an update
on the progress of the NC 119
project and the current status
of project activities.

Updated NC 119 Relocation
Project Schedule

Winter 2004

Continue Environmental
Impact Studies

Spring 2005
Pre Designs

Summer 2006
Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS)

Spring 2007
Public Hearing on DEIS

Summer 2007
Select Preferred Alternative for NC 119

Summer 2008
Final EIS and Record of Decision

Winter 2009
Right-of-Way Acquisition from
[85t0 US 70 (PartA)

Winter 2011
Construction from
1-85t0 US 70 (PartA)

After 2011
Right-of-Way Acquisition from
US 70 to White Level Road (SR 1917) Part B

Issue No. 3

p.
4

NC 119 Relocation Project Update

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) proposes to relocate NC 119
between the I-85 interchange southwest of Mebane and White Level Road (SR 1917) north of
Mebane in Alamance County. This project is included in the NCDOT Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) as Project No. U-3109. The NCDOT initiated studies for this
project in 1994 and has conducted the preliminary phases of highway corridor planning and
public involvement activities. The project development, environmental, and engineering studies
for the proposed project are underway to determine the impacts of the detail study alternatives
on the human, physical, and natural environments. The NC 119 Relocation is proposed as a
four-lane roadway with two lanes in each direction and a grass median as shown in the typical
section diagram. The proposed roadway would have partial access control, with access
provided at existing and future intersecting roadways. The project also includes a bridge
crossing of US 70 and the Norfolk Southern railroad, which is planned as part of the future
Southeast High Speed Rail Study Corridor.

RELOCATION

NEWS L ETT E R

Upcoming
Project Activities
A Draft
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Impact Statement ] ) il

PAVES Hive ™~
(DEIS) will be ool W WL | . I8 o | o [ W
prepared for the i i o < ] ]
proposed project 150 FOOT APPROXIMATE RIGHT OF WAY
and is scheduled TARIGAL SECTION

for completion in

the summer of

2006. The DEIS is required under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 for
major projects, programs, or actions that involve federal funding, permitting, or other
involvement by a federal agency. The DEIS will document the purpose and need for the project,
alternatives considered, existing conditions in the human and natural environments, adverse
and beneficial environmental consequences of the alternatives, and public and agency
coordination.

T3 WORAIL

Following the completion of the DEIS, a public hearing will be held to provide citizens the
opportunity to comment on the NC 119 detail study alternatives and the information presented
in the document. The comments provided by the public during the hearings and comments
received on the DEIS will be considered.in selecting the Preferred Alternative. A Final EIS and
Record of Decision will document the selection process for the Preferred Alternative. The
acquisition of properties to construct the southern portion (Part A) of the NC 119 Relocation
(between I-85 and US 70) is scheduled to begin in late 2009 and construction of this

segment is scheduled to begin in late 2011. The acquisition of properties to construct the
northern portion (Part B) of the NC119 Relocation (between US 70 and White Level Road)
is scheduled to begin after 2011.

December 2004 NCDOT Transportation

Improvement Project No. U-3109
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NC 119 Project Description and Purpose

The purpose of the NC 119 Relocation project is to reduce traffic congestion in downtown Mebane, improve access to

surrounding communities and provide Alamance County with a primary north-south route.

Reduce Traffic Congestion - NC 119 in
Alamance County serves the dual functions of
providing the primary regional north-south route
between 1-85 south of Mebane and US 58 in
southern Virginia as well as providing north-south
access to downtown Mebane. Since the early
1990's, the Mebane area has experienced rapid
growth due to its proximity to both the Triad and
Triangle areas. Increase in traffic associated with
this growth is expected to overload existing NC
119 by the year 2025. NC 119 is a two-lane
roadway that travels through neighborhoods as
well as downtown Mebane. NC 119 runs
concurrent with US 70 through downtown
Mebane, with the railroad to the south and many
shops and businesses to the north. The proposed
NC 119 route would provide another option for
commuters to reach the areas west and north of
Mebane.

Provide Access - The proposed NC 119
Relocation would improve access within the local
community, including the North Carolina Industrial
Center located between 1-85 and US 70. The
project would also provide eastern Alamance
County with a primary north-south roadway that
avoids downtown Mebane.

Additional Benefits - The Norfolk Southern
railroad runs parallel to US 70 through Mebane
and is part of the future Southeast High Speed
Rail Study Corridor. The proposed NC 119
Relocation would provide a bridge that crosses
over the railroad and US 70. Currently, all
railroad crossings in Mebane are at-grade, which
can cause long traffic delays when a train
occupies the tracks. The proposed NC 119
Relocation would provide a safe crossing over the
railroad.

Project Alternatives - Initial planning studies for
the project considered ten preliminary alternatives
of which seven were eliminated from further study
due to community and environmental impacts.
The three alternatives remaining (Alternatives 8,9
and 10) are being studied in detail (see map). The
“no-build” alternative is also being studied as a
basis of comparison for the other alternatives.

The three detail study alternatives begin at the existing NC 119/I-85
interchange and connect with existing NC 119 just south of White Level Road
(SR 1917). Alternative 8 passes through the critical watershed area for the
Graham-Mebane Reservoir. Alternative 9 passes through the critical
watershed area and crosses the historic boundary of the Cates Farm.
Alternative 10 crosses the historic boundary of the Cates Farm, but is outside

of the critical watershed area.
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Mebane Community Facilitation Project

The Mebane Community Facilitation Project was initiated as part of the recommendations contained in the Community
Impact Assessment (CIA) report prepared for the NC 119 Relocation project in November 2003 by Wilbur Smith and
Associates, Inc. NCDOT retained the services of The Wills Duncan Group, Inc. (WDG) to conduct a community
facilitation program to promote local community involvement in the NC 119 Relocation project. The purpose of this
program was to gather information and input from the local communities that could be used to better understand the
issues and concerns that exist about the proposed project.

Starting their fieldwork within each community in February 2004, WDG employed an approach that increased citizen
involvement and provided an opportunity for an exchange of ideas and suggestions that could be refined into specific
designs and/or actions in the project development process. The approach used was a modified “Charette Process”
combined with elements of basic community organization. One-on-one interviews, surveys, direct contact with elected
officials (city, county, state) and stakeholders, as well as a series of small group neighborhood meetings provided a
forum for residents to voice their concerns.

The use of this combination resulted in the formation of the NC 119 Relocation Steering Committee as a vehicle for on
going two-way communication between the local communities and NCDOT. The first meeting with the Steering
Committee and NCDOT took place on June 24, 2004 signifying the conclusion of the modified charette process.

The NCDOT Public Involvement Program for the NC 119
Relocation is designed to increase citizen participation in the
transportation decision making process and to identify the
most important issues regarding the project from the
perspective of the local communities.

The NC 119 Relocation Steering Committee was formed in
June 2004 to assist in achieving these goals. The Steering
Committee is composed of residents representing the
neighborhoods and the business community of the Greater
Mebane area. The Steering Committee includes 18
community representatives and 2 members of the local
business association.The Steering Committee is responsible
for representing their local communities and for working with
the NCDOT to organize community meetings and keep their neighborhoods informed about the project’s progress.

The Steering Committee Co-Chairs are Mr. Michael Jackson (White Level) 919-563-2032 and Mr. Steve Cole (Woodlawn)
919-563-3554.

On June 24 and October 7, 2004, the Steering Committee and local citizens met with NCDOT to discuss the NC 119
Relocation and related issues identified by the groups and neighborhoods they represent. These issues included:

» access control and local street connections to proposed NC 119 Relocation » potential for growth within the study area as a result of the proposed project
» potential for increased traffic volumes (including truck traffic) on area roads » potential impacts to water quality and watershed water supply critical area
» advantages and disadvantages of alternatives being considered » potential impacts to historic properties
» relationship of the NC 119 Relocation project to other long-range » right-of-way acquisitions and possible displacements

transportation improvement plans » timeline for project activities and decision-making process
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Public participation is important to the success of this project and public input is a major consideration in
the selection of the Preferred Alternative for the relocation of NC 119. The NCDOT provides several ways
for you and your community to stay involved and obtain project information:

» Access the project website at: www.ncdot.org/projects/nc119relocation

» Add your name to the project mailing list for future newsletters and public meetings
» Contact members of the NC 119 Relocation Steering Committee to provide input and comments
regarding project planning efforts
» Submit written or verbal comments to the project team
Questions?
If you have any questions about the project, you may call RS&H at 1-800-778-3519.

For information regarding other NCDOT projects, you may call 1-877-DOT-4YOU.
You can also contact one of the following members of the project team.

Karen B. Taylor, P.E. Aileen Mayhew, P.E. Jan Anderson, P.E.

NCDOT-PDEA Buck Engineering RS&H, Inc

1548 Mail Service Center 8000 Regency Parkway, Suite 200 8008 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 120
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548 Cary, NC 27511 Charlotte, NC 28226

Phone: 919-733-7844 (Ext 223) Phone: 919-463-5488 Phone: 704-752-0610

Fax: 919-733-9794 Fax: 919-463-5490 Fax: 704-541-3081

e-mail: kbtaylor@dot.state.nc.us i e-mail: amayhew@buckengineering.com : e-mail: jan.anderson@rsandh.com
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ISSUE NO. 4

JUNE 2006

ALAMANCE COUNTY (TIP Project No. U-3109)

‘% NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

NC 119 RELOCATION PROJECT UPDATE

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS BRANCH

UPDATED
NC 119 RELOCATION
PROJECT SCHEDULE*

LATE 2006

Issue Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS)

SPRING 2007
Public Hearing on DEIS

SUMMER 2007

Select Preferred Alternative
for NC 119

SUMMER 2008
Final EIS and Record of Decision

WINTER 2009

Right-of-Way Acquisition from
I-85 to US 70 (Part A)

WINTER 2011

Construction from
I-85 to US 70 (Part A)

BEYOND 2011

Right-of-Way Acquisition
from US 70 to
Mrs. White Lane (SR 1918)
(Part B)

* Note that this is a tentative schedule
and is subject to change.

PROJECT HIGHLIGHTS

This newsletter provides an update on the progress of the NC 119 Relocation
project in Alamance County. The N.C. Department of Transportation proposes to
relocate NC 119 from the NC 119/1-85 interchange southwest of Mebane to the
existing intersection of NC 119 with Mrs. White Lane (SR 1918) north of Mebane.
The total distance of the proposed project is about five miles. The purpose of the
NC 119 Relocation project is to reduce traffic congestion in downtown Mebane,
improve access to surrounding communities and provide the area with a primary
north-south travel route.

The proposed project includes Third Street Extension (SR 1962), south of the
North Carolina Industrial Center, being realigned to the south slightly to tie into
the Relocated NC 119. Fifth Street will be realigned to the north slightly in this
area to intersect Relocated NC 119 across from Third Street Extension. An
additional roadway improvement proposed in this area is the realignment of Third
Street Extension to intersect with the NC 119 Relocation facility south and west of
the Fieldstone community.

The proposed design for the southern portion of the new NC 119 Relocation
facility (between the I-85 interchange and the new intersection of realigned Third
Street Extension and realigned Fifth Street) is a six-lane roadway with a 30-foot
wide grass median as shown in the typical section diagram below.

&
"AVED
SHLDR

12’ 10’ SHLD 30"

I 13" WGRAIL
\ ¢
170" APPROXIMATE ROW

6-LANE TYPICAL SECTION

For the remainder of the project corridor, the NC 119 Relocation facility would be
a four-lane roadway with a 30-foot wide grass median and would connect with the
existing NC 119 route near Mrs. White Lane (SR 1918).

A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is currently scheduled for
completion in late 2006. The DEIS will include documentation of the purpose and
need for the project, alternatives considered, potential impacts of the project to the
human and natural environments, and public and agency coordination. A public
hearing will be held in Spring 2007 and will provide citizens the opportunity to
comment on the proposed project and information presented in the DEIS.

After all the public and agency comments are considered, a Final EIS will be
prepared that presents the findings and preferred alternative for the project that
best meets the needs of the community.
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BE INFORMED BE INVOLVED

The NCDOT provides several ways for you and your community to stay involved and obtain project information:

* Call the NC 119 Relocation Project Hotline 1-800-778-3519
*  Access the project website at www.ncdot.org/projects/nc119relocation
*  Contact members of the NC 119 Relocation Project Team listed below

Jennifer Fuller, P.E. Aileen Mayhew, P.E. Janice K. Anderson, P.E.

NCDOT-PDEA Michael Baker Corporation RS&H, Architects, Engineers, Planners, Inc.
1548 Mail Service Center 8000 Regency Parkway, Suite 200 8008 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 120
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548 Cary, NC 27511 Charlotte, NC 28226

Phone: 919-733-7844 Ext. 244 Phone: 919-463-5488 Phone: 704-752-0610

Fax: 919-733-9794 Fax: 919-463-5490 Fax: 704-541-3081

e-mail: jmfuller @dot.state.nc.us e-mail: amayhew@mbakercorp.com e-mail: jan.anderson@rsandh.com










Appendix H — Part 2

Summaries of
Small Group Informational Meetings





CATES FARM MEETING 11/23/98

NOTES

1- The executor plans to sell part of the farm with the proceeds going to the heirs of the
estate. The buildings and frontal property will be maintained. The intent is to keep
the remaining property eligible for the National Register.

2- Possible greenway to be built from Cooks Mill to existing NC 119 across the Cates
Farm along the creek.

3~ Conservation easement on the front of the property.
4- Donate property possible to Piedmont Land Conservency

5- Questions about property between creek and road.
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PRESERVATION/DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT

SWATHMORE FARM

Alamance County

Egtate of Eloise W. Cates
Heirg of George Cates
4870 Mebane Rogers Road
Mebane, N. C. 27302





PRESERVATION/DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT

Swathmore (Catesg) Parm
Mebane, N. C.

Existing Situation

The Cates property has to be sold to satisfy the rights of
the heirs of Howard and Eloise Cates, and George Cates. The
property consists of a farm established in 1905 by Mr. Charles F.
Cates, and left equally to his sons Howard and George as part of
his estate. Howard and his wife Eloise lived at, and operated
the farm with a lifetime right. Howard's share of the farm
passed to Eloise at his death. Upon Eloise's death, that half
interest in the farm passed to her estate. The Estate of Eloise
Cates continues to operate and act as caretakers of the farm
pending settlement of her estate.

The farm lies in the path of a proposed bypass around Mebane
from I-85/I-40 on the south side of town to U.S. 119N on the
north side. In researching the corridor, the N. . Department of
Transportation determined that the Cates farm was eligible for
inclusion on the National Register of Historic Properties. Since
Federal funds cannot be used to adversely impact Register-
eligible properties unless there is no alternative, the NCDOT
looked at alternative routes. The most likely alternative would
skirt the western edge of the farm on the west (then north) side
of Mill Creek, and turn east to meet Hwy 119 at the Mill Creek
golf course/subdivision. Although the route affects farm
property, it avoids the critical area consisting of the farmstead
(house, barns, outbuildings, and associated land} and the fields
facing Mebane Rogers Road that are most closely identified with
the farm. This view of the farm from the road has likely
remained the same for the past 70+ years, or since the Cates
Pickle operaticns moved to Faison, N.C., and the farm expanded
its dairy and beef cattle operations. For the past 25+ years,
the farm has operated as a commercial beef cow/calf enterprise.

The farm lies in the extra-territorial planning area of the
Town of Mebane and the land is designated as "Balance of
Watershed." ThlS means that residential development requires a
minimum-lot:size™¢ Ea ”
within a certain ‘distance of a perenn1al waterway. The area is
developing rapidly because of quick Interstate connections to
employment centers in the Research Triangle and Burlington, and
increasing retiree interest in costs-of-building, medical
facilities and leisure/cultural activities. The 119 bypass is
expected to increase pressure for development anywhere along its
route, particularly in the more rural area north of town where
the farm is located.






At this time, the Mill Creek Gelf Course and residential
development exists across from that part of the farm facing 119N.
A new high-value development is starting on 54 acres on the south
side of Mebane Rogers Road across from the farm. Some older
developments already exist across from the farm on Mebane Rogers
Road and to the west along Cooks Mill Road.

Issues

The farm ig eligible for listing on the National Regigster.
This represents a community asset. Another asset is that the
farm has presented virtually the same public face for many
generations, and has become a landmark in the community. Yet
another asset is that the Cates family have paid attention to
keeping the public face of the farm neat and presentable. All of
these assets enhance the value of any development surrounding the
farm, but only if a significant part of what is viewed as the
farm remains available. Should the farm be merely subdivided
into lots, the present incremental value to development
surrounding the farm, including the development that occurs on
the farm itself, would be lost, as would the wvalue to the
community.

The heirs have an expectation that they will receive the
full value of their inheritance. The executors of the Eloise
Cates Estate have an obligation to her 65+ heirs to act in a
fiscally responsible manner.

It appears that the rights and obligations of the heirs are
in direct conflict with preservation of the historic Cates family
farm (Swathmore Farm) established by Chas. F. Cates in 1905.

Development Concept

There is a way to preserve at least the critical core of the
farm and generate sufficient income to satisfy the reasonable
expectations of the heirs. The concept is relatively simple, and
will depend on the cooperation of the various governmental
entities involved. There is reason to believe that they will be
sympathetic.

The concept is this: develop the farm as a unit. However,
with respect to the part of the farm facing Mebane Rogers Road,





restrict development to the wings of the property, and away from
the road. The remaining part (shown as light green on the
drawing) approximates the views of the farm that the public
associates with the Cates farm. This can be considered the "open
space" area. The remainder of the farm can be considered the
"development" area. The development that could have taken place
in the designated open space area is joined or "clustered" with
the remaining development density, effectively transferring the
development potential to the development area.

For example, if a 300 acre parcel were zoned for l-acre
lots, that would potentially result in 300 1l-acre home sites
spread evenly on the land. If the development potential is
transferred from 100 acres of that land - designated as open
space -to the remaining 200 acres, then the 300 home sites couid
e developed on that 200 acres, allowing smaller lots sizes, a
mix of lot sizes, clustering of housing units, etc. The open
space area could no longer be developed, and would effectively
lose that property value.

The open space area would then have a conservation easement
placed on it to insure that future owners of the land would keep
the farm as a farm or open space. Having property next to a
large amount of open space that would never be developed would
increase the value of that adjacent property, and any other
property that overloocks, or is in close proximity to, the open
gpace. That open space would also act as a buffer from the
surrounding development while preserving the historic landscape
of the farm as seen by the public.

In effect, the present value of the historical core of the
farm for development would be transferred to the land designated
for development, and that value would be reflected in the higher
price for that land. The residual value of the historical core
of the farm would be that of agricultural lands on which no
development could take place, plus the value of the house and
farm buildings. The farm could be used for a horse operation,
cattle operation, or the fields could be leased for similar
purposes, or the landowner could figure on mowing a lot of grass,
but any appropriate agricultural use would be allowed. Most
importantly, the amount of land remaining would provide the means
of maintaining a viable farm operation. Should the owner go
forward with listing the property on the National Register,
repair and maintenance of the buildings would result in a 20% tax
credit based on the actual costs.





Development Scenarios

At this time, there is no site plan for development of the
farm. We envision the use of village concepts, clustering,
buffer zones, conservation easements, dedicated open space, and
gimilar techniques to retain the nature of the existing landscape
as much as possible, and to preserve the historical core area of
the Cates family farm {(Swathmore Farm).

Generally, when residential development is clustered off
open space, the doncr property is taken over by a homeowner's
association as open space within the subdivision. In this case,
the public interest is in the preservation of the historic
property and views - the values that have been made available to
the public by private ownership. We believe that private
ownership, rather than homeowner fees or a lease to a third
party, is the appropriate means to retain those values. The
conservation easement would insure that the public interest is
maintained.

Additionally, the establishment of a conservation easement
along the Mill Creek bluffs and floodplain would provide public
benefits in the form of watershed protection, wildlife habitat,
open space, and public use.

The methodg of transfer of the property rights and crafting
of the conservation easements would take particular skill to
retain the historical value of the farm while developing it at
the same time. We intend to use the services of Piedmont
Planning Associates, the Piedmont Land Conservancy, and an
experienced legal advisor to find the best ways and means.
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March 19, 1999

MEMORANDUM TO: File

FROM: James Bridges
Project Development Engineer

SUBJECT: Minutes for Second Meeting with Cates Farm on
NC 119 from 1-85 to just north of SR 1917 (White
Level Rd.), Alamance County, Federal Aid Project
STP-119(1), State Project 8.1470901, TIP Project
U-3109

On March 19, 1999 a meeting was held on the above referenced project.
The following attended the meeting:

Gordon Warren Cates Farm Executor
Renee Gledhill-Earley SHPO

Roy C. Shelton FHWA

Felix Davila FHWA

Mary Pope Furr PD&EA

Cindy Sharer PD&EA

James Bridges PD&EA

The meeting began with introductions of everyone present. This was
followed by an overview of the conceptual plan for development of the Cates
Property by Gordon Warren. There were no changes from the plan that was
presented at a meeting in November 1998. The general idea was to develop the
back part of the property while maintaining the buildings and front of the
property. This plan is described in the attached document.

Gordon Warren noted that they (Cates heirs) would rather the proposed
road did not cross the Cates property, however they did not oppose it. He
requested that the new highway be designed to follow the existing terrain and
include curves to possibly slow down traffic. He also noted that the property
already has access and would be developed regardless of this project. Itis
estimated to take about 5 years or more to settle the estate.

FHWA gave an overview of the Section 4F law and how it relates to this
project. FHWA and NCDOT are concerned about avoidance of property from
the back part of the Cates farm only to have this property developed as planned.
Gordon Warren was concerned about pushing the project west and impacting
other property owners.

There was discussion on the process of listing a property on the National
Register. Mr. Warren noted that the heirs of the estate may see listing the





property as restricting their rights as owners. However, NCDOT and SHPO
informed him that inclusion of part of the property on the National Register
would not restrict the rights of the property owner.

It was suggested that the Cates Farm submit a National Register
application with the boundaries of the property. If the application is approved
with the front part of the property, the taking from the back of the Cates
property would not be a section 4F.

Gordon Warren indicated that he would be in contact with SHPO and
NCDOT regarding this matter.





March 4, 1999

MEMORANDUM TO: File
FROM: James Bridges
Project Development Engineer

SUBJECT: Meeting w/West End Revitalization Corporation

On March 3, 1999 NCDOT met with the West End Revitilization Corporation
(WERC). This meeting was held at the WERC office in Mebane. The following were in
attendance:

Charles Graves Executive Director, WERC
Omega Wilson President, WERC

Everette Ward Community Relations, NCDOT
James Bridges PDEA, NCDOT

The meeting began with introductions and a discussion of the purpose of the
meeting. WERC was given a copy of the course of action that NCDOT is following on
this project. The next meeting with the West End community leaders was tentative
scheduled for the 23 or 25 of March. WERC requested that relocation assistance and
design personnel from NCDOT be present at this meeting to answer questions.

NCDOT asked WERC to define the boundaries of the community. The eastern
boundary is considered to be Madison St. This street is just east an old landfill and
drainage ditch. The southern boundaries are considered to be the end of Tate and Smith
Street. The western boundary is Lake Lanthem Rd. which is west of Craftique furniture.
The northern boundary is the end of St. Luke Christian Church Rd., Allen Baynes Rd.,
and James Walker Rd.

The unpaved streets on the south side of US 70 were identified as Madison St.
(within the city limits), Fitch Lane, Moore St., and Railroad Rd. A block grant has been
approved to add sewer to Moore St. After sewer is added this road is scheduled to be
paved by NCDOT.

On the north side of US 70 Allen Baynes Rd., St. Lukes Christrian Church Rd,,
and James Walker Rd., are not paved. These are state roads and are on the priority list
but will not be paved until an alignment is chosen on this project.






After general discussion of the project, WERC presented NCDOT with a letter
requesting mitigation and enhancements for this project. The Mebane Arts Center was
also proposed as a possible site for the next meeting.

JB





WEST END REVITALIZATION ASSOCIATION - CDC
PO BOX 655 - 206 MOORE STREET
MEBANE, NC 27302

CHARLES P. GRAVES (919) 563-8857
OMEGA R. WILSON (919) 563-6099

March 3, 1999
10:00AM

TO: James Bridges, Jr., Project Engineer
North Carolina Department of Transportation
&
Everett Ward, Community Relations
North Carolina Department of Transportation

RE: MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS: NCDOT PROJECT #U3109 -
119-BYPASS AND OVERPASS THROUGH THE WEST END COMMUNITY
OF MEBANE, NORTH CAROLINA AND ALAMANCE COUNTY

INTRODUCTION: The following information and discussion are offered in
regard to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and related statues, that require “there
be no discrimination in Federally-assisted programs on the basis of race, color, national
origin, age, sex, or disability.” (See Exhibit #1, “Legal Backing,” www.dot.nc.us/)

Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations,” provides that “each federal agency
make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing,
as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental
effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income
populations.”

The information and discussion in this document does not reach a final conclusion
regarding community input, Environmental Justice, and the 119-Bypass and overpass in
the West End Community of Mebane, North Carolina and Alamance County. The
purpose of the information is to insure the fair and equitable treatment of West End
Community homeowners, residents, church members, and business owners who may be
impacted by NCDOT Project #U3109 and related highway programs.

ATMOSPHERE AND CLIMATE OF CONCERN: On January 6, 1999, South
Carolina Congressman James E. Clyburn (Democrat) assumed the chair of the
Congressional Black Caucus (CBC) in Washington, D.C. In addition to other
congressional responsibilities, Representative Clyburn is a member of the Transportation
and Energy and Water Development Subcommittees.





Clyburn identified “environmental justice” as critical to the health and economic
well being of many low-income urban and rural Americans. He pointed out that,
“Minority citizens are regularly placed at risk by public leaders who bring unwelcome
projects, like landfills and hazardous waste disposal centers, into low-income
neighborhoods.. . Somehow, the same standards which apply in the affluent suburbs
don’t seem to apply in the inner city or small rural communities.”

Clyburn calied for balance and fairness, taking human health, the environment,
equity, and economic development into account. He added, “The CBC will push for
decisions on environmental fairness based on scientific assessments, and not political
decisions based on racial insensitivity or disdain for low-income Americans.... This is
not a black or white agenda. This is an agenda for all Americans dedicated to the
principle of fairness and equity for all citizens.” (“New CBC Chair James Clyburn
Outlines Agenda,” By David C. Ruffin, FOCUS MAGAZINE - February 1999)

After the rash of African-American church burnings, in the mid-1990’s, North
Carolina Governor James Hunt founded the North Carolina Initiative on Race. Hunt’s
mission included “a stronger, more just and more unified North Carolina.” He is quoted
as saying, “As North Carolinians, we must work together to build a just and fair state
where people value and respect one another, so we can have a strong economy for all,
excel in education, make our communities stronger, and give our children the

opportunities and future they deserve.” (http.//www. minorityaffairs.state nc.us/ncraceinit/, NC

Governor’s Office, Office of Minority Affairs, North Carolina Initiative on Race)

Since December 23, 1994, West End Community residents have made several
attempts to formally share “input” regarding the proposed 119-Bypass and overpass with
NCDOT, Alamance County officials, and City of Mebane officials. Four years have
produced very little in credible results. NCDOT reports have excluded what was actually
stated. Mebane and Alamance County officials either boycott formal meetings or claim
no responsibility the 119-Bypass and overpass impacts in the West End Community.

We hope this and subsequent meetings, regarding Environmental Justice issues,
begin sincere and productive communication.

REMEDIES SOUGHT (Include but not limited to the following); NOTE: THE WEST
END COMMUNITY HAS BEEN 90% AFRICAN-AMERICAN SINCE SLAVERY

ENDED. IT IS THE AREA WHERE FORMER SLAVES LIVED IN FACTORY
OWNED HOUSES IN ORDER TO BE CLOSE ENOUGH TO WALK TO WORK.
WEST END GREW AS SOME OF THE DOMESTIC AND MILL WORKERS
PURCHASED THE TWO ROOM FACTORY HOUSES. SOME CURRENT
RESIDENTS CAN TRACE WEST END FAMILY TIES BACK SIX GENERATIONS.

A. PLANNED PATH FOR 119-BYPASS AND OVERPASS: Provide written
explanations from the NCDOT, Alamance County Urban Area Transportation
Advisory Committee/Transportation Improvement Program, and the Cily of Mcbane
for the proposed path between Curry and Fitch Streets and proceeding directly on top





of Allen Baynes Road. Immediately to the west of the West End Community are
1100 acres of pastor land. Use of this path would certainly reduce the amount of
damage to homeowners. Why this route was not initially chosen defies explanation.

B. PROPERTY VALUATION: Offer property owners financial compensation for
homes, churches, and businesses comparable to the current cost of property
replacement. NCDOT’s valuations for Mebane are grossly outdated and do not
reflect the record building pattern in the area. Low valuations will leave residents,
some over 80, with new mortgage notes or loans for remodeling existing property.
This is not an acceptable consequence of forced relocation.

C. RELOCATION ASSISTANCE AND TIMETABLES: Many West End Community
residents in the path of the proposed 119-Bypass and overpass have express the desire
to remain in the West Community. Over one-third of the West End Community will
not exist, if construction takes place between Curry and Fitch Streets and over Allen
Baynes Road. Thirty-plus available houses do not exist in the remaining two-thirds
of West End. And much of that two-thirds is with out infrastructure: sewer, up-to-
standard water, paved street, etc. The possible relocation of two churches will require
site preparation for large lots and long-term construction plans.

Special assistance must be provided for the relocation, within the West End
Community, of several disabled residents in the path of the proposed 119-Bypass and
overpass. Construction of senior citizen duplexes and quad-duplex housing may be
cost efficient and offer a solution to this problem.

D. MITIGATION AND ENHANCMENTS: Construction of the 119-Bypass and
overpass in close proximity to or through the West End Community will create
irreparable damage (including but not limited to); air, water, and noise pollution;
surface water problems and damage to septic systems without sewer lines available,
which will substantially devalue homes; diminution of aesthetic values and disruption
of community cohesion; vibrations, traffic congestion, increased crime; and increased
danger to school children and the buses on which they ride.

Based upon the estimated short and long term traffic volume, the addition of walls,
(rees, and flowers will have a minimal effect on reducing noise, emission pollution,
debris accumulation. or increased crime.

It is clear that the 119-Bypass and overpass planning and design offer no short or long
term benefit to the West End Community as it proposed. The highway’s one mile long
up-grade, 45-foot overpass, and down-grade would create another eternal barrier. West
End Residents want what they have been denied for decades: 1) quality of life that exist
in livable community with the essentials that promote community values and contributes
to general well-being; 2) responsive decision-making that involves commitments from
the NCDOT, Alamance County, and the City of Mebane; 3) coordination and
comprehensive planning, involving NCDOT, Alamance County, and City of Mebane





officials, to insure fair land use, economic and transportation growth for the entire West
End Community; and 4) nondiscrimination practices and procedures as they relate to
Environmental Justice issues.

EQUITABLE MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS: WEST END COMMUNITY

a) Written commitment to eliminate patterns of discriminations and violations of
Title VI of the Civil Rights of 1964, and related statues, and the Environmental
Justice Executive Order 12898,

b) Credible communication and involvement by NCDOT, Alamance County, and
City of Mebane officials with residents in the communities disproportionately
and adversely tmpacted by projects planning, development, land use, zoning, and
relocation.

c) Involvement by residents impacted by highway and/or roadway planning and
construction with full participation and input of African-American residents in
compliance with the Environmental Justice Executive Order 12898.

SPECIFIC MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS PRESENTED:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Move the path of the 119-Bypass and overpass to the west of the West End
Community into the 1100-acre pastor land.

Installation of basic amenities, including water, sewer service, sidewalks,
clean ditches, and water drainage areas for entire West End Community.
Services would also include trash and refuge collection.

Elimination of redlining and selective annexation that diminish African-
American voting percentage in Mebane’s short and long term land use
plans. Annex entire West End Community,

Compliance with the Fair Housing Act and implementation of short and.
long range construction plans for affordable individual houses for first time
homebuyers, as well as low-income and moderate-income families. This
includes elimination of substandard rental housing units and dilapidated.

Develop plans for African-American owned and operated businesses and
employment training centers in West End Community.

Eliminate physical barriers in the West End Community, including dead
end and unpaved streets, as well as Mebane’s chain link fence and gate on
Tate Street. Remove old wooden bridge and construct a modern and safe
bridge, roadway and watkway from the end of Tate Street to the Mcbane
Arts and Community Center.





7) Under the supervision of the Environmental Protection Agency, develop
short and long term plans to clean-up “brownfield” locations, and assist in
safe land use planning: eight-acre land-fill (West Holt and Madison
Streets); abandoned garage (West Holt Street); industrial tanks and
building (West Holt Street); abandoned barber shop (West Holt Street);
abandoned Laundromat (Giles and Jackson Street); abandoned poolroom
(Giles Street), and automobile tires, wheels and parts (Tate Street).

8) Establish an oversight process to insure that patterns of discrimination are
eliminated and mitigation and enhancement remedies are fully complied
with and carried out by the NCDOT, Alamance County and the City of
Mebane.

9) Identify and obtain funding sources for short and long term research,
planning and development of infrastructure, housing, business, and job
training in West End Community.

10) Participate in professional training sessions on human and race relations
for Mebane City councilmen, Alamance County’s Urban Area
Transportation Improvement Program and Urban Area Transportation
Advisory Committee, and the North Carolina Department of
Transportation.

The mitigation and enhancements include programs of enforcement, voluntary
compliance, and education and outreach. The West End Revitalization Association —
CDC and African-American residents are committed to efforts to strengthen the
community, promote individual responsibility and reduce dependency on Federal
assistance such as welfare and housing subsidies Growth and prosperity in African-
American, Native American, and Hispanic communities in Mebane and Alamance
County should translate to growth and prosperity for the entire area. Due to
institutional and unrelenting discrimination, short and long term mitigation and
enhancements are necessary just to reach some level of parity, equality and fairness
in Mebane and Alamance County.





iUntided hitp:/Awwav.dot.state.nc.us/est/pdbiword/8. htm

1

LEGAL BACKING

Transportation Efficiency Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) [link to P&E Legal]

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) [link to P&E Legal]

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes

Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970, 23 USC 109(h),

Environmental Impact and Related Procedures (1987), 23 USC 771,

Guidance for Preparing and Processing Environmental and Section 4(f) Documents, TA 6640 8A (1987),
Executive Order (EO) 12898 on Environmental Justice (1994) [link to P&E Legal]

Department of Transportation Order on Environmental Justice (1997) [link to P&E Legal]

Farmland Protection Policy Act (1981), as amended in 1994 (7 CFR 658)

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (1970, referred to as the
"Uniform Act"), as amended in 1987

Federal Highways Administration Environmental Policy Statements (1990 & 1994)

Recommendations of the President's Council on Sustainable Development

lofl 2/25/99 6:00 PM





Mebane seeks lobbyist for transportation issues

City council wants to
give residents’ interests
a voice at state capital

By STACY PETERSON
Times-News

MEBANE — The Mebane City Council
set wheels in motion Monday night to

seek lobbying help from a former state

senator for stale-funded highway proj-
efls

Councilman Bob Hupman said
Mebane had nol had received a state
highway projeect in decades and said the

city could use a presence in Raleigh to
keep Mebane's interests at the helm.

The propased N.C. 119 bypass is the
first major project for the city in some
time, and recent changes in how the
stale Depariment of Transportation
(DOT) funds projects have Jeft portions
of the project in Jimbo. Environmental
and historical coneerns have also drawn
out engineering work on the project,
which would stréetch from Interstate
85/40 east of Mebane to N.C. 119 to north
of the city. »

Hupman suggested former state Sen.
George Daniel for the lobbying job. The
council informally agreed and directed
City Attorney Charles Baleman o work

uI just think we need repre-
sentation in Raleigh to
lobby and report back in a
fimely fashion.”

City Councilman Bob Hupman

out the details if Daniel accepts, Daniel
could oot be reached for comment
Monday night

Hupman said Daniel had expressed
an interest in helping Mebane in
Raleigh but had not narrowed his inter-
est lo transportation,

32/ G

“1 just think we need representation
in Raleigh to tobby and reporl back in &
timely fashion,” Hupman told ihe coun-
eil.

Hupman sdid Daniel would be ideal
to connect with officials at DOT and the
Legistature to keep Mebane's presence
known. Baternan said he wonld work cul
the details of feez and timelines with
Daniel and said he would report back to
the council-

Daniel, a lawyer from Yaunceyville,
represented the 21st District from 1986
to 1994 as a Democrat. He lost a re-elee-
tion bid to Sen. Hugh Webster. R-

Please see MEBANE / C2

[* evs—]
Caswell, during the 1894 Republican
sweep.

Bateman, too, agread that Daniel
would be ideal for the jeb.

Mebane City Council members
have supporied an N.C. 110 bypass to
rélieve traffic from Fifth Street
through the city. However, residents
of the Woodlawn community have
mounled opposition of the plan, say-
ing it would divide the community
and run through historic portions of
the former 280-acre Cates farm. The
project would plso affect some 30
homes, moslly in the West End com-
munity south of U.S. 70

The $27.5 million fourdane road
bad been scheduled for construction
south of U.S. 70 in 2001. That date has
.been pushed back antil 2062 through
2004. The northern porlion has been
listed as a “post years™ project,

. according lo the latest state trans-
+ - portation spending plan.






April 9, 1999

MEMORANDUM TO: File

FROM: James Bridges
Project Development Engineer

SUBJECT: NCDOT Meeting with West End Community

On April 8,1999 NCDOT held an impromptu meeting with citizens from
West End community. West End Revitalization Executive Director Charles
Graves and President Omega Wilson were present at this meeting. Don Morton
presided over this meeting with assistance from Lubin Prevatt and Cindy
Sharer.

The community expressed many concerns with regard to TIP project U-
3109. There was also dissatisfaction with a previous meeting (March 25, 1999)
with NCDOT. West End residents stated that interference from persons outside
the community prevented them from adequately discussing the project.

As a result of this meeting NCDOT agreed to hold another meeting with
the West End leadership to note comments and concerns regarding this project.
The residents also requested specific examples of what NCDOT could do to
provide mitigation for this project. This meeting will be held after a meeting
with the Woodlawn community.





May 5, 1999

MEMORANDUM TO: File

FROM: James Bridges
Project Development Engineer

SUBJECT: Minutes from NCDOT Meeting with Woodlawn
Community on the relocation of NC 119 from 1-85
to just north of SR 1917 (White Level Rd.),
Alamance County, Federal Aid Project
STP-119(1), State Project 8.1470901, TIP Project
U-3109

On May 4, 1999 NCDOT meet with community leaders from Woodlawn
to discuss TIP Project U-3109. The meeting was held at the Crossover
Presbyterian Church. The purpose of the meeting was to identify issues and
concerns that the community has with this project. Also, to take suggestions and
recommendations for possible solutions to these concerns.

The meeting began at 7:15 with approximately 15 citizens of the
Woodlawn community and 5 NCDOT/FHWA persons on hand. After
introductions a general project overview was given. This included a discussion
of the alternatives currently being studied.

There are two alternatives being studied for the crossing of US 70. The
first alternative crosses US 70 at Craftique Furniture Factory and would require
relocation of the business. The second alternative crosses just west of Craftique
and would not require relocation of the business. The alternative that crossed
US 70 at Allen Baynes Rd. (West End) has been removed from consideration.

North of US 70 there are three alternatives for the tie-in at existing NC
119. The first alternative roughly follows the alignment of (SR 1920) Cooks Mill
road and ties into existing NC 119 just north of Landi Lane (SR 2005). The
second alternative runs parallel and east of (SR 1920) Cooks Mill and also ties
into existing NC 119 just north of Landi Lane (SR 2005). Both of these are 4f
avoidance alternatives, which avoid all National Register eligible properties.
The third alternative cuts across the back section of the Cates Farm and ties into
existing NC 119 at White Level Road (SR 1917).

The overview was followed by a general discussion of the project.
Overall, the citizens in attendance were opposed to the project. They do not
believe that this project will relieve traffic in downtown Mebane. There is also
dissatisfaction with the way that the project has been handled. Listed below are
issues, comments, and concerns raised at the meeting.





1. The eastern route around Mebane was not adequately studied.
Additional studies should be done on this alternative. The results
of which should be reported to the citizens instead of just
printing it in the newspaper.

2. There are concerns about the development that this road will
bring to the area. The citizens are not opposed to development
but are concerned about the type of development that this road
will bring.

3. The North Carolina Department of Transportation has not
adequately explained what the benefits of this project are.

4. This project is being built in the watershed critical area. A spill
would pose a danger to the water supply because the road would
be so close to the lake.

5. The traffic projections used by NCDOT were outdated and also
assumed a worst case scenario for growth.

6. The intersection of Woodlawn Rd. and Mebane Rogers road is
already bad and would become even more dangerous with the
new highway passing near it. There is a school in the area and
this road is traveled by many students.

7. Representatives from the Woodlawn Community should be
invited to attend the meeting with NCDOT and the City of
Mebane.

Other comments from the meeting:

-The boundaries of the Tate farm used by the SHPO do not include the
entire property.

-Mebane traffic is mostly east/west and not north/south. This project
would not help the traffic situation in downtown Mebane.

-Truck traffic on Fifth St. should be restricted. This traffic could use
Buckhorn Rd. instead.

The meeting was concluded at 9:00pm with a review of the community
concerns discussed. Steven Cole was identified as a liaison for NCDOT to
provide information and feedback on these issues. These as well as other
previously raised concerns will be addressed by NCDOT in subsequent
meetings.





June 9, 1999

MEMORANDUM TO: File

FROM: James Bridges
Project Development Engineer

SUBJECT: Minutes for Meeting with Residents near
Edgewood Church Road on NC 119 From 1-85 to
just north of SR 1917 (White Level Rd.), Alamance
County, Federal Aid Project STP-119(1), State
Project 8.1470901, TIP Project U-3109

On June 8, 1999 NCDOT held a meeting with residents near the
Edgewood Church Road/ US 70 intersection area. The purpose of this meeting
was to inform citizens in this area of an alternative for crossing US 70 that
would possibly impact properties in this area. Also, to give a status report on
the project. The meeting began at 7:00 pm and was held at the Mebane Arts
and Community Center. The following NCDOT/FHWA personnel were in
attendance at the meeting:

Felix Davila FHWA

Mike Cowen Division Construction

Henry Moon Right of Way

Warren Walker Resident Engineer (Graham)
James Bridges PD&EA

Approximately 20 citizens were in attendance at this meeting. Robert
Wilson (City Manager) was also present at this meeting. The meeting generally
followed the attached agenda. Questions and comments from citizens are listed
below:

Why is the project needed?
How much right of way will be needed to build the project?

Will the citizens who are relocated be given a fair price for their
property?

Will these affect property values on the remaining part of Edgewood
Church Road?





How does the right of way/relocation process work?

When will a decision be made on the final alignment?

Who appraises the value of a property?

What will happen with Holt Street (near US 70)?

When will the public hearing be held?

Overall questions and comments on the project concerned the process

and how the project affected individual properties. Generally, there was not
much opposition to the alignment of this alternative.

jb





June 18, 1999

MEMORANDUM TO: File

FROM: James Bridges
Project Development Engineer

SUBJECT: Minutes for Meeting with Third and Fifth Street
residents on NC 119 From 1-85 to just north of SR
1917 (White Level Rd.), Alamance County, Federal
Aid Project STP-119(1), State Project 8.1470901,
TIP Project U-3109

On June 17, 1999 NCDOT held a meeting with residents of Third and
Fifth Street in Mebane. The meeting began at 7:00 pm and was held at the
Mebane Arts and Community Center. James Bridges and Darrin Pait (intern)
were present from NCDOT and conducted the meeting. Robert Wilson, Ed
Hooks and William Johns (council members) were present from the City of
Mebane. Approximately 70 citizens attended this meeting.

The purpose of this meeting was to give the citizens an update on the
project as well as answer questions and note concerns regarding the project.
This meeting was held at the request of local citizens.

Comments and questions are listed below:

-1f this road is built traffic will still come in on the east side from Mebane
Oaks Rd.

-When will the eastern connector be built. This route is currently on the
thoroughfare plan.

-There were concerns that building A segment of the project only (from
1-40/85 to US 70) would bring more traffic through town. It was stated that both
segments of the project should be funded and built around the same time.

-How can NCDOT get trucks rerouted through town. What can we
(citizens) do to create a route and force trucks onto Buckhorn Rd.

-Bill Sutton (Mebane resident) wanted to conduct a volunteer study to
find out where trucks are coming from and where they are going. He wanted to
know if DOT or some other state agency could assist him with this project.

With this information he would approach some of the trucking companies in the
area in an attempt to get them to agree to use other routes. After being





informed about origin/destination studies done by Statewide Planning (NCDOT)
he requested a copy of these documents.

-There was concern from some citizens who wanted to build houses on
lots within one of the three alternatives north of US 70.

-Citizens were informed that they could show their support for the
project by writing letters to elected officials.

-Approximately 95% of the residents present at the meeting live on the
south side of US 70.

-Concerns over residential and industrial development leading NCDOT
to add stoplights on the new road. Some citizens do not want many stoplights on
the new road.

-Questions about lowering the speed limit from 45 to 35 (downtown) to
discourage thru traffic.

The citizens present overwhelmingly supported the project. The general

consensus was that this project is needed and should be completed in its entirety
as soon as possible. The meeting lasted approximately an hour and a half.

jb





December 7, 1999

MEMORANDUM TO: File

FROM: James Bridges
Project Development Engineer
Project Development and Environmental Analysis

SUBJECT: NC 119 from I-85 to just north of SR 1917 (White
Level Rd.), Alamance County, Federal Aid Project
STP-119(1), State Project 8.1470901, TIP U-3109

On December 3, 1999 an impromptu meeting was held with the West
End Revitalization Corp. The following attended the meeting:

Charles Graves WERA
Ms. Goins WERA
Omega Wilson WERA
James Bridges PDEA/NCDOT

The meeting began with a status update on the project. This was followed by
general discussion on the project and other issues. Some of the ideas suggested are
listed below.

1. Use Smith Street as the connector to the new road and connect it with
Roosevelt Street.

2. Close James Walker and St. Lukes Christian Church Road and give access
to US 70 via Allen Baynes Road. This would require both these roads be
connected to Allen Baynes Road.

3. It was also noted that St. Lukes Church has a property on James Walker
Road where they can rebuild.

The meeting concluded with a review of the next steps in the project process.

jb





March 21, 2000

MEMORANDUM TO: File

FROM: James Bridges
Project Development Engineer
SUBJECT: Notes from Meeting on Cates Estate/U-

Myt 24, o (see netc<;
On Qctober-8,1998 2 meeting was held on the above referenced project.
The following attended the meeting:

Gordon Warren Executor Cates Estate
Felix Davila FHWA

Mary Pope Furr Project Development
James Bridges Praject Development

‘The purpose of this meeting was to review the study report on the Cates
Estate prepared by Mr. Gordon Warren, Also, to discuss the steps necessary to
have part of the Cates estate nominated for inclusion on the National Register of
Historic Places. - :

Mary Pope Furr’s opinion is that the report is well written and should be
approved for the state study list. She will contact Jennifer Martin to have it
included on the docket for the next meeting of the State review committee.

The developers plans for the back (northern part) of the Cates Estate
were also discnssed. A retirement community is planned for the area with a
community center. Possibly using the old barn on the property now as a
community center was also discussed.,

The general plan for the area has been discussed with the city and they
like the concepl,

The 4F issue was also discussed. According to Mary Furr, the property
could be added to the state study list by May. It may take a year to 18 months to
have it added to the National Register. If a good faith effort is being made for
inclusion on the register then SHPO might okay a change in the historic property
boundaries.

Possibly shifiting the alignment was also discussed. A meeting with the
Developer, SHPQ, NCDOT and FHWA was proposed to discuss this and other
issues.





After this is approved for the study list then it was suggested to proceed
with the meeting with the developer, Roadway Design, SHPO, and PDEA.

A copy of the report to be submitted for inclusion on the state study list is
included in the file. o

jb





April 20, 2000

MEMORANDUM TO: File

FROM: James Bridges
Project Planning Engineer
Planning and Envirenmental Branch

SUBJECT: Minutes for Meeting on NC 119
From 1-85 to just north of SR 1917 (White Level
Rd.), Alamance County, Federal Aid Project
STP-11%(1), State Project 8.1470901, TIP Project
U-3109

On the week of April 10 a meeting was held on the above referenced
project. The meefing was attended by the following:

Homer Dudley Remax Realty- Mebane

Kent Dudley Remax Realty- mebane

Greg Garrett Kavanagh Co.

Wes Kirkland Kavanagh Co.

Gordonr Warren Executor-Cates Esiate

Bruce Payne Roadway Design

Mary Pope Furr NCDOT-Project Develapment
Cindy Sharer NCDOT-Project Development
James Bridges NCDOT-Project Development

The meeting consisted of a review of the plans the Kavanagh Co. has for
the northern part of the Cates Estate. The plans did not include the new

highway.

The Kavanagh Co. is proposing cluster development while attempting to
preserve greenspace. There plans are to build a retirement community.

The Cates Estate and its inclusion on the national register was discussed.
Tt was poted that the property would probably have to be purchased and
changes made on the ground before the boundaries of the property would
change.

The meeting concluded with NCDOT agreeing to send preliminary plans
to the Kavanagh Co. With ihese plans and the possible location of the new
highway the Kavanagh Co. can better plan the use of the property.










August 29, 2000

MEMO TO: FILE
FROM: James F. Bridges

SUBJECT:  U-3109, Meeting with St. Lukes Christian Church
in Mebane

On August 28, 2000 myself, Everette Ward (Community Relations), and Henry Moon
(Right of Way) met with the pastor and deacon board of St. Luke’s Christian Church in
the West End Community of Mebane.

The meeting began with a prayer and scripture reading by the pastor and one of the
deacons. After introductions, | gave an overview of the project to date concentrating on
the impacts the church could expect from the project. This was followed by a review of
the plans and proposed mitigation for the project that would allow the church to remain in
its present location.

After reviewing the plans the church stated their position of preferring to be relocated.
NCDOT’s proposal would hamper plans for expansion of the church. The church had
previously taken a vote and decided to request relocation if the road was too close to the
church. The church also stated that they wanted to remain on US 70.

Future widening of US 70 was also discussed. This project is on the thoroughfare plan
but not the TIP. It was determined that although the widening of US 70 may be years
away, the church should consider this when selecting a new location. This would avoid
putting the church in the same situation some time in the future.

NCDOT will determine the amount of right of way and easement needed on US 70 to
widening to five lanes. This will be used to determine how far to set back the new church
from US 70.

St. Luke’s will send a letter to NCDOT stating their preference to be relocated. They will
also send a letter to Mr. Henry Moon requesting advance acquisition. | will investigate to
determine if advance acquisition is possible.

The church was also concerned about the three homes behind the church. There were
concerns about the elderly residents of these homes having trouble with traffic entering
and exiting US 70. For this reason the church requested NCDOT investigate the
possibility of relocating these properties also.





NCDOT will investigate this option. Also, a meeting will be held at the church with
NCDOT and the property owners. The purpose of this meeting will be to present the
residents with information and gather their position on relocation.

The meeting ended with NCDOT pledging to meet again within about a month.

JFB





January 24, 2001

MEMORANDUM TO: File
FROM: James Bridges
Project Development Engineer

SUBJECT: Meeting with Rev. Garrison (St. Lukes Christian Church)

On January 23, 2001 | met with Rev. Rory Garrison at St. Lukes Christian Church
in Mebane. The purpose of this meeting was to discuss future plans of the church.
Comments and questions from the meeting are listed below.

The church owns land across St. Lukes Road from the existing property. There
are plans in the works to build a day care, elderly care center and church school.

The church asks that DOT look at closing St. Lukes Road/US 70 intersection and
possible connect St. Lukes with Allen Baynes Road.

The three property owners behind the church favor being relocated.

As things stand now the church has three options. In order these options are;

1. Build a new church building on 2 ¥ acres just opposite the existing church
parking lot on the eastside of St. Lukes Church Road. This option assumes

that the existing church (and possible homes behind the church are relocated.

2. Remain in the existing church building and gain as much space between the
church and the new roadway as possible.

3. Rebuild on 15 acre site on US 70 east of the existing church location.

*In order to get approval for the planned building the church must maintain the existing
parking lot. This would provide adequate parking to comply with city ordinances.

jb





August 30, 2001

MEMORANDUM TO: File

FROM: James Bridges
Project Development Engineer

SUBJECT: Meeting with Committee to Promote Highway [19
Connector

On August 29, 2001 I met with the “Committee to Promote Highway 119 Connector”.
The meeting was held in Mebane at the City Council Chambers. The meeting began at
6:00pm. Approximately 20 people were in attendance. After a brief introduction I gave a
general project status. Next the floor was opened for questions.

The overriding theme of the meeting was to determine what the committee could do to
assist in moving the project forward. At 7:30 the Q and A session was ended. I departed
the meeting before it ended.






Committee to Promote Highway 119 Connector Minutes
August 07, 2001

Members Present: Alice Boyle, Joe Degraffenreidt, Jon Dehart, Pat Flippin, Everette

Greene, Jean Hoover, Donald Oehler, Melvin Petersen, Patricia
Philipps, Polly Roberts, Dot Sutton, Otis Terrell, Dr. Steve
Troutman, and Dr. Glenn Willett

Members Absent: Bill Bamberger, John Erwin, Terry Farmer, Brice Moore, Steve

Scott, Norman Seagroves, Craig Shoemaker

Others Present: Charles Bateman, Montrena Hadley, and Robert Wilson

L

IL.

Call to Order

At 6:10 p.m. City Attorney Charles Bateman called the meeting to order.
Attorney Bateman welcomed the committee members to the first meeting
to promote the successful construction of the Highway 119 Connector.

Discussion

Mr. Bateman explained that the Mebane City Council requested that he,
Robert Wilson, and Montrena Hadley act as administrative staff or “helpers”
to the committee, and that they would not actually be a part of the committee.
Also, he expressed to the committee the importance of having local political
support in an effort to create a “political voice” to be heard by state officials
in Raleigh to advance progress on the Highway 119 Connector. He further
explained and provided details of the DOT meeting that he, Darrell Russell of
Alley, Williams, Carmen, and King, and Robert Wilson attended in Raleigh,
N.C. approximately two weeks ago. In addition, he explained the three key
environmental/historical issues affecting the Highway 119 Connector. The
key issues include the West End Community needs that DOT has possibly
satisfied, 30 acres of the Cates Farm designated as a historical site to preserve
the original log cabin located on the property, and the impact on the Graham-
Mebane Lake Watershed Area. Also, Mr. Bateman explained that money

is already committed to this project by the state, and that there is a significant
public safety issue at hand as he invited the committee to view the posted
maps of the Mebane area. The maps illustrated a study area of the proposed
Highway 119 Connector.

Robert Wilson, City Manager, introduced Montrena Hadley to the committee
as the new Planning Director. He addressed the DOT meeting also.
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He explained that the City Council stated that they were not concerned about
any tie-ins off the Highway 119 Connector on the north side and that the city
would follow any guidelines that the city ordinance or state has in place. He
added that the city council voted at their meeting on August 06, 2001 to draft
a resolution confirming this and that he would be forwarding the resolution to
the state. He further explained that the state thought Mebane wanted that tie-
in as an economic tool. He emphasized that there are only two tie-ins on the
south side that Mebane is concerned about. He further indicated that seven
studies had been completed already as he illustrated the study area on the
posted maps. In addition, he explained the water quality issue.

Dr. Willette inquired about the Cates Farm property and the watershed issues.
Robert Wilson provided further in-depth information.

Dr. Willette expressed how important it is to have someone to address all
those issues surrounding the Cates Farm property and the watershed area.

Otis Terrell stated that the Samet officials would be a good source to contact
for some political strategies at the state level.

Donald Oehler injected how important it is to provide good community
representation in order to represent the entire Mebane Community. Further
discussion ensued as the committee members introduced themselves.

Charles Bateman requested volunteers first to act as the committee facilitator.

Dr. Willette agreed to be the chairman/committee facilitator. He stressed to
the committee how important it is to work together.

The next scheduled meeting is Tuesday, August 14, 2001, 6:00 p.m. at the
Mebane Arts & Community Center. The agenda will include naming the
committee, setting the mission statement, and organizing the committee for
strategic efforts.

The committee agreed to limit the meetings to 1 % hours, invite DOT to attend
some meetings including supplying handouts for further study, and appointed
Montrena Hadley to record the minutes.

Adjournment
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 7:20 p.m.
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Committee to Promote Highway 119 Connector Minutes
August 14,2001

Members Present: Joe Degraffenreidt, Jon Dehart, John Erwin, Pat Flippin, Everette

Greene, Jean Hoover, Donald Oehler, Melvin Petersen, Patricia
Philipps, Polly Roberts, Dot Sutton, Otis Terrell, Dr. Steve
Troutman, and Dr. Glenn Willette (Chairman)

Members Absent: Bill Bamberger, Alice Boyle, Terry Farmer, Brice Moore, Steve

Scott, Norman Seagroves, Craig Shoemaker

Others Present: Montrena Hadley and Robert Wilson

L

IL

Call to Order
At 6:15 p.m. City Manager Robert L. Wilson called the meeting to order.

Discussion

Dr. Glenn Willette explained some issues to be addressed. He asked Pat
Flippin to chair the committee from the industrial side, and he asked Dot
Sutton to chair the organization of committees. Both Pat Flippin and Dot
Sutton accepted these roles.

Dr. Willette expressed a need to formerly name the committee. Several names
were discussed. The committee voted on the name “119 Connector
Completion Committee” (119 CCC).

Dr. Willette explained the importance of an established mission statement. He
then asked Patricia Philipps to create two suggestions to vote on at the next
meeting on August 29, 2001 at 6:00 p.m. The two suggestions are as follows:

e Option 1

MISSION STATEMENT
The 119 Connector Completion Committee exists to ensure the completion
of the Highway 119 connector in the most efficient manner possible. It is our
goal to coordinate citizen efforts to secure support and action from local, state
and federal authorities. We intend to utilize the human resources available in
our community to make this project one of maximum benefit to our city.






e Option 2
MISSION STATEMENT

It is the mission of the 119 Connector Completion Committee to facilitate
the timely construction of the proposed 119 Connector in and around the City
of Mebane, North Carolina. The 119 Connector Completion Committee,
composed of citizens from throughout the Mebane area, intends to
aggressively lobby every committee, commission, authority and other
governmental entity involved in this project. We see 119 Connector as critical
to the future safety, welfare and growth of the City of Mebane, and will use all
possible influence to see it to completion.

Dr. Willette explained the need to schedule a meeting with DOT officials. He
emphasized that DOT needs to provide an overview of project and that the
committee should formulate questions to review with the DOT. Staff'is to ask
James Bridges, DOT Project Manager, or someone from his office to attend a
meeting with the committee as soon as possible.

Dr. Willette stressed the importance of delineating any issues surrounding the
Hwy 119 Connector. First, the committee must determine the obstacles to
overcome and, second, map the strategies necessary to overcome those
obstacles.

Dr. Willette addressed the watershed area issue. He stated that Otis Terrell
had looked into this issue. Otis Terrell further explained the court case in
Goldsboro, NC surrounding the Hwy 117 construction that was built within
the watershed in Goldsboro, NC. He stated that he spoke with John Hennesy
who wouldn’t provide any specifics because the case was still in litigation.
However, Mr. Hennesy did say that a state regulated committee, “project
team”, no individuals, would make all decisions in the case. Asa result, all
projects in North Carolina that include road construction in the watershed
areas are placed on hold until the court case in Goldsboro, NC is resolved.
Staff further explained the “project team” concept.

Prior to further committee discussion, Dr. Willette, expressed a vision he has
of a 500 member audience, through newspaper advertising and by word of

mouth, listening to our strictly political efforts to get the Hwy 119 Connector
underway. He stressed the importance of the committee members doing their





homework by gathering as much information as possible and to try and find
out why some people oppose the Hwy 119 Connector. As a result, they would
be able to answer questions presented to them from such a large audience.

Dot Sutton asked if the state has actually said where on Hwy 70 or where in
Woodlawn would the Hwy 119 Connector be located?

Staff replied no given destination has been stated and no public hearing has
been held.

Donald Oehler asked if shaping of the project or getting it done was more
important?

Staff responded that both are equally as important. Staff explained that once
the committee meets with the state then the state will ask them what they have
found out then the committee will report their findings. Staff stated that

Mebane has only met with the Design Group and the Division of Water
Quality (DWQ) no others.

Everette Greene asked Staff to explain the concept of a federal project.

Staff explained that the federal government funds 70% of the Hwy 119
Connector project.

Discussion ensued about the importance of developing political connections at
the state level.

Dr. Willette asked should a timeline be set for this committee?

Staff stated that a projected target date is year 2003-2004 for construction.
However, the committee needs to meet as much as possible to get goals
accomplished and not to focus on setting a specific timeline.

Staff agreed to schedule DOT meeting and to get their future schedule. Staff
emphasized that the committee needs to meet with the Design Group also.

Otis Terrell states committee could meet with Avery Thomas, Alamance
County Chamber of Commerce —Economic Development, to get some
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background information as well as meet with Ed Hooks, TAC Chairman &
Mebane City Councilman, for additional background information.

Staff stated they would contact Avery Thomas for discussion.

Dr. Willette stated he wanted to know past happenings concerning the Hwy
119 Connector.

Staff stated they would provide him with the information they have and that
he could make copies of any information he deemed as vital.

Patricia Philipps asked if there were a specific number of homes to be
removed?

Staff explained past meetings, but nothing current at this time.

Dr. Willette made a proposal to limit the committee meetings to one year and
towards the end of next summer to proceed with the big meeting. He
recommended groups of four or five to go out and recruit citizens to attend
this big meeting. The next scheduled committee meeting is Wednesday,
August 29, 2001 at 6:00 p.m.

Discussion ensued concerning making the press aware of the meetings and the
minutes. The press has been invited to attend the meetings, and the minutes
are available approximately one week after each meeting.

Adjournment
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 7:15 p.m.





STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

MICHAEL F. EASLEY LYNDO TIPPETT
GOVERNOR SECRETARY

June 26, 2007

St. Luke’s Christian Church
1167 W. Center Street
Mebane, North Carolina 27302

Subject: Relocation of NC 119 from the 1-85/40 interchange to South of SR 1918 (Mrs. White
Lane) in Mebane, Alamance County, TIP Project No. U-3109

Dear St Luke’s Christian Church:

The Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch of the North Carolina Department of
Transportation (NCDOT) is conducting planning and design studies for the proposed relocation of
NC 119 (TTP Project U-3109) near the City of Mebane in Alamance County.

The NCDOT proposes to relocate NC 119 from the I-85/40 interchange southwest of Mebane to
existing NC 119 near SR 1918 (Mrs. White Lane) north of Mebane. From the [-85/40 interchange to
approximately 1.0 mile northward, existing NC 119 would be widened to a six-lane section. For the
remainder of the project, a four-lane roadway with a 30-foot wide grass median would be constructed
on new location to the west of Mebane. The proposed right of way width for the new location section
would range from approximately 150 to 300 feet. The length of the proposed facility is approximately
five miles.

The purpose of this project is to relieve traffic congestion in the downtown area, provide access to the
local area, and provide Alamance County with a primary north/south route. Three alternatives,
Alternatives 8, 9, and 10, will be studied in detail in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and
are shown on Figure 1. These alternatives begin at the existing NC 119/1-85/40 interchange and have
the same alignment until south of SR 1921 (Mebane Rogers Road), where they run relatively parallel
to each other tying into existing NC 119 near SR 1918 (Mrs. White Lane).

The NCDOT would like to meet with the Church to provide an update on the project and answer any
questions regarding this project. We left several messages on the Church’s voice mail, but have been
unable to get in touch with someone. If you are interested in meeting to discuss the proposed project,
please contact me (733-7844 ext. 244 or jmfuller@dot.state.nc.us) or Aileen Mayhew, Project
Manager at Baker Engineering (888-858-7042 or amayhew(@mbakercorp.com) at your earliest
convenience.

erely,

%« & .
Jénnifer Fuller, P.E.

Project Planning Engineer

Attachment
cc: Aileen S. Mayhew, PE, Baker Engineering

MAILING ADDRESS: TELEPHONE: 919-733-3141 LOCATION:
NC DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION FAX: 919-733-9794 TRANSPORTATION BUILDING
PRoJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 1 SOUTH WILMINGTON STREET
1548 MaiL SERVICE CENTER WEBSITE: WWW.DOH.DOT.STATE.NC.US RALEIGH NC

RALEIGH NC 27699-1548
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Summaries of
NC 119 Relocation Steering Committee Meetings





Question & Answersto the
M ebane Steering Committee M eeting Notes
October 7, 2004
TIP Project U-3109
NC 119 Relocation in Mebane, Alamance County

The Mebane Steering Committee met on June 24”‘, 2004 to discuss the NC 119 relocation
project. The Wills Duncan Group (WDG) facilitated this meeting and used a “charette”
format with 3 separate groups meeting in separate rooms. A facilitator from WDG presented
each group with alist of issues to discuss and questions to answer. Discussion items were
based on issues raised by steering committee members at previous meetings. This memo will
summarize the results of the charette discussions and provide additional information on
issues associated with the NC 119 Relocation project.

GROUP |
“What would opening access within Mebane do to traffic? (i.e. dead end streets).”

The relocation of NC 119 will improve access to most of the areas located south
and west of Mebane as stated in the description of the purpose and need for the
project as well as facilitate the north-south movement of through-traffic (including
truck traffic) in the Mebane area. In addition, the relocated NC 119 facility is also
proposed as a partially-controlled access roadway which will limit access to adjacent
properties and cross-streets as necessary to maintain safety standards and optimal
traffic flow along the proposed NC 119 corridor. Therefore, it is not anticipated that
the relocation of NC 119 would generate a substantial increase in traffic volumes on
local streets. Conversely, it is expected that through-traffic currently traveling on
existing NC 119 and other local streets would be diverted to the new four-lane facility
that provides a faster and more direct route for north-south travel.

There are several intersections planned for the new NC 119 corridor and major
crossroads to provide improved access and connectivity to communities located along
the proposed NC 119 corridor. In the vicinity of the West End community, new
access to the NC 119 facility is proposed via a connection with Smith Drive.
Additional street connectivity improvements are proposed within West End including
the extension of Corrigidor Road to Roosevelt Street and Tate Avenue. These
connections will improve access to the community from the west, and south and
provide greater connectivity of streets within the West End neighborhood. The new
access may result in aminimal increase in traffic volumes on roadways within the
community, however, it is not expected to cause a substantial increase because the
new connections via Smith Drive and Corrigidor Road would not offer faster travel
times or more direct travel routes than NC 119 related traffic to downtown Mebane,
US 70 or other magjor destinations in the area.





New access to the Fieldstone community could also be considered if the
community desired direct access to the relocated NC 119 facility via Fieldstone
Drive. However, several residents of the Fieldstone community have expressed great
concern about access being provided from the relocated NC 119 facility to their
neighborhood.

“Have alternate truck routes and truck limitations been studied (alternate highway
routes)?”

The Burlington-Graham Urban Area Thoroughfare Plan studied the roadway
network in the Alamance, Burlington and Graham urban areas, including the best
ways possible to route truck traffic in and around the area. Regional truck traffic is
most likely to use the interstate system. In the project vicinity, 1-85 and US 29 are the
primary north-south truck routes between Virginia and North Carolina. In the future,
I-73 will also serve north-south traffic through the Greensboro area. Therefore, it is
likely that most of the truck traffic on NC 119 (or NC 49) have local origins or
destinations. The proposed relocation of NC 119 will upgrade approximately 4 miles
of roadway which will have limited impact on the overall travel times for truckers.
Thus, we do not expect a shift in truck traffic from other truck routes such as NC 49
as aresult of this project. Thereis however, a shift expected in truck traffic and
through-traffic from the existing NC 119 facility to the proposed relocation of NC
119 because of faster travel times for north —south travel offered by the new facility.

“What impact will the bypass have on Mebane-Rogers Road and schools
particularly asit relates to increased traffic from Highway 49 and the new
bridge?”

The study Team used the Burlingtorn-Graham Metropolitan Planning
Organization’s Long-Range Transportation Planning model to forecast traffic both
with and without the relocation of NC 119. The model shows that current traffic
volumes on Mebane-Rogers /Stagecoach Road, west of NC 119 are 3,400 vehicles
per day.

The model forecasts 2025 traffic volumes on Mebane-Rogers Road of 12,800
vehicles per day with no relocation of NC 119 and 11,000 vehicles per day with the
relocation of NC 119 in place. Therefore, we do not expect traffic to increase on
Mebane-Rogers Road because of the relocation of NC 119 and there may be a small
decrease in traffic volumes.

If traffic were diverted from NC 49 to the new route, vehicles would probably be
travelling to and from 1-85. To determine if traffic would shift from NC 49 to the
proposed relocation of NC 119, the travel distance was calculated for two travel
corridors between the intersection of NC 49 at Mebane-Rogers Road and 1-85. The
travel distance from NC 49 at Mebane-Rogers Road to the interchange of Jimmy Kerr
Road and I-85 is about 4 miles. The distance from the intersection of NC 49 and
Mebane-Rogers Road to the interchange of NC 119 with -85 using Mebane-Rogers
Road and the new NC 119 is about 5.4 miles. Because the fastest route for NC 49





traffic to gain access to 1-85 is viathe Jimmy Kerr interchange, we do not expect any
substantial traffic volumes to be diverted to the relocated NC 119. Thisisalso
substantiated by the model traffic assignments which include all major routes in
Alamance County.

“Isthis highway best for the whole Mebane community and the State?”

Asisthe case with every transportation improvement project, the NC 119
relocation project has advantages and drawbacks. The benefits and impacts of the
proposed project will be addressed in the environmental document; however, it is
ultimately up to the “decision makers’ within Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) and NCDOT to use the information presented in the environmental
document to determine if the benefits outweigh the costs. The final alignment
selected for the relocation of NC 119 will cause the least harm of the alternative
alignments that have been studied.

“Isthisthe best location for the bypass?”

Since the project was originally scoped in 1994, ten (10) study corridor
alternatives have been evaluated on the west side of Mebane. Based on field studies,
coordination with environmental agencies, public involvement, and analysis of design
constraints, NCDOT narrowed the list of viable alternatives to the three (3) current
detailed study corridor alternatives which are considered to be the most suitable in
terms of meeting the purpose and need for the project and minimizing adverse
impacts to the human and natural environments.

The three alternatives being studied in the DEIS are located west of Mebane. The
proposed project, located west of Mebane, is depicted in the City of Mebane 2010 Land
Development Plan which is intended to guide the community’ s growth and
development. The growth strategy designations for the project study area indicate that
the proposed NC 119 relocation corridor is within the areas specified for “Primary
Growth” east of the proposed corridor and south of US 70. The area west of the
proposed NC 119 corridor and south of US 70 is designated as an “Economic
Development” area. The mgjority of the land north of US 70 within the vicinity of the
proposed NC 119 corridor is designated as a “Rural Conservation” area. These
designations indicate that the areas along the southern portion of the proposed NC 119
corridor are envisioned as moderate to high growth areas of primarily industrial and
commercia uses. The northern portion of the proposed corridor, most of which is
within the water supply/watershed critical area, will remain as low-density
development of rural residential and open space.

“Will the bypass open the north and west for controlled growth?”

Controlled growth is likely to result from the proposed project north and west of
the Mebane area. This potential for growth and land use change will be addressed in





the Indirect and Cumulative Impacts (ICl) study and will be incorporated into the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).

Access will be limited to major intersections along the proposed project corridor
north of US 70 and driveway access will be prohibited within this section of the NC
119 corridor. South of US 70, access along the proposed NC 119 corridor will be
provided at the existing and proposed major intersections. Also, developmert
restrictions for the water supply water shed critical area aready in place will limit the
potential for induced development along the segment of NC 119 between US 70 and
White Level Road (SR 1917).

Based on preliminary investigations, it is not expected that the relocation of NC
119 will induce substantial growth north of US 70 because the new route will shorten
travel distances between 1-85 and White Level Road (SR 1917) by less than one-half
mile and travel times will be reduced by only several minutes. The distance between
1-85 and White Level Road (SR 1917), traveling along existing NC 119 is about 4
miles. Using relocated NC 119, the distance is 3.6 miles. Thus, athough traffic may
flow better using the new route, the small reduction in travel distance will result in a
small savingsin travel time.

Various Questions:

Details of Highway
1) Exact size

2.) Access points
3.) Speed limit

The typical cross section proposed for the project consists of a 4-lane, mediant
divided facility with grass shoulders (see Appendix A for typical cross section). The
measured edge-of -pavement to edge-of-pavement roadway width (including center
median) is 86 feet. The anticipated preliminary right of way width required to
construct this type of facility is 150 feet. Access will be limited to major
intersections along the proposed project corridor north of US 70. South of US 70,
access along the proposed NC 119 corridor will be provided at the existing and
proposed major intersections. It is anticipated that the posted speed limit will be 45
mph.

Committee would like to see models used to determine need for highway

1.) vehicles (counts)

2.) projected growth

3.) State needs

4.) Development changes

The Study Team used the Long-Range Transportation Planning model which
incorporates socio-economic data, provided by the Burlington-Graham Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO), into the traffic forecasting process. The traffic
demand forecasted for the year 2025 uses land use, economic development,
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population, employment and housing forecasts for the region to estimated the future
travel needs and capacity constraints (see Figures 7-12 in Appendix A). The
transportation model shows that for the year 2025 traffic volumes on NC 119/Fifth
Street are estimated to be almost twice the current volumes, and will exceed the
capacity of the existing two-lane roadway.

The model results also show that relocated NC 119 will relieve congestion on
existing NC 119. Current two-way traffic volumes on NC 119/Fifth Street north of
Mebane Oaks Road are 15,700 vehicles per day, which is approaching the design
capacity of 18,000 vehicles per day for atwo-lane, two-way roadway. By 2025,
without the proposed relocated NC 119, traffic on this segment of NC 119/Fifth
Street will increase to 29,700 vehicles per day, which will exceed the capacity of the
roadway. With the proposed relocation of NC 119 in place, Fifth Street traffic for
the year 2025 will be 19,800 vehicles per day which exceeds the capacity of atwo-
lane, two-way roadway. The relocation of NC 119 will provide relief for future
congestion along Fifth Street and support the growth forecasted for the Mebane area.

Infrastructure
1. Relocation 2. Homes
3. Communities 4. Utilities
5. Open roads 6. Alternatives to overpass(map of Mebane)
7. Grade crossings 8. East/West access
9. Wells & septic tanks 10. Split 3 old communities
11. Holt St. could be cut off

The effects of the roadway improvements on these issues will be addressed in
the DEIS.

Displacement
“How many and what is the process”

Thisinformation is not available at this time; however, the number of relocated
homes and businesses will be determined once preliminary designs for each
alternative are completed. The final relocation report, including the number of
homes, business, cultural resources, and rental properties, will be included in the
DEIS. The relocation assistance process is included in the Important Project
Information Sheet (see Appendix A).
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“Water Quality — run off concerns; going through critical watershed; drinking
water from wells; other existing groundwater, pollutants (source of).”

NC Division of Water Quality (NCDWQ) requires that NCDOT follow Best
Management Practices (BMPs) in order to avoid and minimize impacts to water
quality during both the design and construction phase of the project. In addition, it is
anticipated that this project will require NCDOT to apply for both a State water
quality certification permit as well asa U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 404 permit.
These permits require measures to ensure that stormwater runoff from the proposed
project does not affect the critical watershed, area drinking water wells, or other
existing groundwater areas. Several methods of filtering stormwater runoff from
impervious surfaces will be investigated during the hydraulic design phase of the
project (see discussion in Question 1-2).

“Isthere any way that the water quality can be protected if the road is built?”

As stated above, it is NCDOT policy to minimize impacts to water quality. This
is done through the use of best management practices (BMPs) in the design and
construction phases of a roadway project. These practices are customized to the
specific area where the roadway is built. In the case of this project, grass shoulders
will serve to filter storm water runoff from the roadway before it enters surface
watersin the area. In addition, NCDWQ will most likely require Hazardous Spill
Catch Basins in the critical water supply watershed area if the selected corridor
encroaches into this area.

“Provide water and sewer for residences next to the proposed road with wells and
septic systems.”

In August 2004, the City of Mebane received a $400,000 Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) for “Infrastructural Improvements’ from the
North Carolina Department of Commerce, which they will match with an additional
$120,000 of their own funds, to extend sewer service to portions of the West End
community. While this funding is not sufficient to provide sewer services to
everyone in the West End and White Level communities, it will reduce existing
problems and is viewed as one of several steps in addressing the needs of these
communities. The City of Mebane is aso in the process of applying for another
CDBG “Concentrated Needs” grant that would provide additional funding to extend
sewer service, improve existing water lines, improve existing roads, and rehabilitate
homes in the West End community. NCDOT has helped to bring the concerns of the
citizens in these two communities to the attention of those who are responsible for,
and have control over providing a solution to these concerns. NCDOT will either
correct or provide compensation for any direct impacts to existing wells or septic
systems that result from the proposed project.
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Water Quality

“ Proposed route is not the ‘wisest’ route in terms of water quality protection.”

“Can NCDOT become an influential force in helping West End and White Level
communities solve their sewer and water well problems?”

The selection of the preferred alignment for the relocation of NC 119 is based on
many factors and considerations including the determination of the aternative that is
the “Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative”. The proposed
aternative is required to comply with Section 401 water quality standards established
by the NC Department of Water Quality and Section 404 requirements for
discharging runoff into wetlands and waters of the United States which are governed
by the US Army Corps of Engineers.

NCDOT is studying three (3) corridors for the NC 119 relocation in Mebane.
Water quality impacts will be one of the many factors that are evaluated during the
planning phase for this project. The results of these evaluations will be presented to
regulatory agencies and the public. Based on input from all of the participants, the
“recommended alternative” that causes the least overall harm will be selected. The
process NCDOT follows is designed to select the alternative that provides the best
balance between providing benefits to the public and minimizing impacts to the
community and environment. Regardless of the selected route, all measures to
protect the water quality in and around the project area will be incorporated into the
project design.

NCDOT has played, and will continue to play, arole in bringing the concerns of
the citizens in surrounding communities to the attention of the local officials who are
responsible for water and sewer issues in the Mebane area. As stated above, the City
of Mebane has secured a $400,000 grant, and is adding an additional $120,000 of its
own funds, for the extension of sewer services to the West End community. In
addition, NCDOT will either correct or provide compensation for any direct impacts
to existing wells or septic systems that result from the proposed project.

Historic Properties

“Proposed NC 119 Relocation — Alternate #8 does not touch any historic
properties.”

“Woodlawn community considers themselves the 1% incor porated community
in the State.”

“greater noise pollution, air pollution, light pollution, increased urban sprawl,
increased crime.”

Historic resources are recognized by NCDOT as vital community resources.
NCDOT works with the State Historical Preservation Office to ensure that these





resources are protected. As part of the Environmental Impact Statement, NCDOT
will evaluate all potential historic properties that could be impacted by the proposed
aternatives.

As part of the Environmental Impact Statement being prepared for the proposed
project, NCDOT will study the effects of noise and air pollution from the proposed
project. Thereisthe potential for an increase in light pollution due to the addition of
vehicular traffic in areas that are currently not developed or accessible to vehicles
with headlights. However, the increase in artificial light pollution generated by such
traffic is not expected to be substantial. No artificial lighting (e.g., street lights, etc.)
is proposed as part of the roadway project at this time.

The City of Mebane 2010 Land Development Plan indicates that the proposed land
uses in the vicinity of the NC 119 relocation corridor are consistent with the nature of
the project. The future land use designations indicate that the areas along the southern
portion of the proposed NC 119 corridor are envisioned as moderate to high growth
areas with primarily industrial and commercia uses. The northern portion of the
proposed corridor, most of which is within the critical watershed protection zone, will
remain as low-density development of rural residential and open space.

GROUP 111

[11-1  “What impact will the bypass have on Mebane-Rogers Road, Highway 49, and
school safety?”

According to the Long-Range Transportation Planning model, traffic on
Mebane-Rogers Road will increase substantially regardiess of whether NC 119 is
relocated. Current traffic volumes on Mebane-Rodgers Road are 3,400 vehicles per
day which iswell below the two-lane, two-way roadway capacity of 18,000 vehicles
per day. The model forecasts that by 2025, traffic on Mebane-Rogers Road will
increase to 12,800 vehicles per day without relocated NC 119 and 11,000 vehicles per
day with the proposed project. Thus, it appears that the proposed project will not
increase traffic on Mebane-Rogers Road, but may divert a small amount of traffic
away from that route.

The DEIS will contain an analysis of the new intersection of Mebane-Rogers
Road with relocated NC 119. If needed, that intersection will be designed with
separate left-turn lanes on relocated NC 119, and if needed, separate left-turn lanes on
Mebane-Rogers Road. The traffic analysis will also indicate whether there is
justification for atraffic signal at the intersection of Mebane-Rodgers Road and the
proposed NC 119 facility.
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[11-5

“Isthis highway best for the Mebane community and the State?”

This project issupported by local officials and is included in North Carolina's
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The first step in any road project that
has the potential to substantially impact communities is to determine if the project is
necessary. NCDOT, regulatory agencies, and the community participate in this
process, which produces a statement on the purpose and need of the project.
Concurrence between the regulatory agencies, the local officials, and NCDOT on the
purpose and need for this project has been reached.

Once the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is completed, NCDOT,
working with regulatory agencies and the community, will decide on a preferred
aternative. A public hearing is held to invite public participation in this decision.
The goal of the process is to develop an alternative that meets the need of the
community and the State and that causes the least harm.

“Isthisthe best location for the bypass?”

See response to |-5 above.

“Will the NC 119 bypass open [areas] west and north [of Mebane] for controlled
growth?”

See response to |-6 above.

“Traffic models needed?
Traffic counts?- Based on development changes?
Growth — how much?”

The traffic model/counts used by NCDOT in the planning process for this
project are based on the existing traffic in the area. The forecasted traffic counts
are based on future land development changes detailed in the approved Burlington-
Graham land use plan, as well as predicted growth rates in the project vicinity. The
traffic projections are developed using the Burlington-Graham MPO Long-Range
Transportation Planning Model. That model forecasts traffic using information
about future land use, anticipated development patterns, population, employment
and housing forecasts (see Appendix A, Figure 7-12 for traffic forecasts).

The 2020 Strategic Plan for Alamance County indicates that the population
growth for the county will increase from 130,800 in the year 2000 to approximately
175,620 persons in the year 2020 which is an approximate 34 percent increase over
atwenty year period. Employment projections for the county indicate that
employment will grow from 64,895 workers in the year 2000 to 87,000 in the year
2020 which is a similar rate of growth asis forecasted for the population.
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“Why not consider other routes that would help with Mebane growth?”

Since planning studies for the relocation of NC 119 began, ten (10) preliminary
study corridors west of Mebane have been evaluated. During the preliminary
analysis process, those alternatives were reduced to three detailedstudy alignments.

There are several other roadway improvement projects addressing growth issues
for the Mebane area. The Mebane Oaks Road project (U-3445) involves widening
the existing roadway to five lanes from 1-85to existing NC 119 (Fifth Street). This
project (which is under construction) will aleviate congestion on the eastern side of
Mebane near 1-85. The widening of US 70 to a multilane facility between the Haw
River Bypass and Mebane City limits (U-2546) is an identified future need on the
Thoroughfare Plan, but is not yet funded; therefore, planning studies have not been
initiated. T.l.P. Project R-3105 proposes to widen NC 119from SR 1917 (White
Level Road) to NC 62 in Caswell County; however, the project is not funded and
therefore no planning studies have been initiated. These projects, along with the NC
119 Relocation project, will improve both north-south and east-west travel within the
study area and local traffic circulation in the Mebane vicinity.

“Factors determining need for 119 bypass?”

Some of the factors that the local municipality and NCDOT used to determine
the need for the relocation of NC 119 in Mebane were the current and future traffic
volumes in the area, the current and future land use, access issues pertaining to the I-
85 corridor and the northern portion of Alamance County, and current and anticipated
future congestion in and around the Mebane area. The relocation of NC 119 will also
support economic development along the southern portion of the proposed new
corridor, particularly between 1-85 and US 70.

The increases in regional population and employment will result in almost a
doubling of traffic volumes on NC 119/Fifth Street — from 15,700 vehicles per day in
2004 to 29,700 vehicles per day in 2025. This clearly shows a need for additional
north-south roadway capacity.

The NC 119 relocation project proposes a grade-separated crossing of NC 119
over the Norfolk Southern railroad, which will substantially improve safety and
emergency access in the project study area. Currently, all crossings of the Norfolk
Southern railroad in the study area are at-grade crossings. The only Mebane fire
station and EM S station that has a 24-hour paid staff is located north of US 70 and
the Norfolk Southern railroad line. If an emergency occurs on the south side of
Mebane when atrain is passing through, the emergency response services must wait
for the train to pass before proceeding to any sites that are located south of the
Norfolk Southern rail line. The proposed grade-separated crossing of relocated NC
119 and the Norfolk Southern railroad will provide additional emergency access
throughout the Mebane area at all times.
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“ Size?
Access points?
Speed limit — 507"

Access will be limited to major intersections along the proposed project corridor
north of US 70 and driveway access will be prohibited within this section of the NC
119 corridor. South of US 70, access along the proposed NC 119 corridor will be
provided at existing and proposed major intersections. The relocation of NC 119 will
provide a grade-separated crossing over the Norfolk Southern railroad tracks and US
70. Accessto US 70 from the new NC 119 facility will be via atwoway loop ramp
with at-grade intersections at NC 119 and US 70. The anticipated posted speed limit
will be 45 mph.

“Traffic studies — were other highways considered? North-South corridor?

Using the results of the Long Range Transportation Planning model, NCDOT
determined that additional north-south capacity would be needed within the Mebane
area. However, it should be noted that the traffic model is not an alignment location
tool but rather uses distance and travel times in determining the viability of a route.
This process is then followed by evaluation of other factors such as the impacts on
the physical, natural and human environment to determine the best alignment for the
roadway. This study takes all of these factors into account in selecting afinal
alignment of the route.

111-10 Alternatives

11

“What would opening access within Mebane do to traffic (i.e., dead end streets)?”
“Have truck routes and truck limitations been studied?”

See responses for questions 1-1 and |-2 above.





APPENDIX A





Project Schedule

Actions
Selection of Private Engineering Firm (Buck Engineering &

Proposed Schedule to
Complete DEIS, FEIS,
and ROD documents*

Subconsultants) February 2004
Determine major stream crossing structures Spring 2005
Complete draft Environmental document Summer 2006
Hold design public hearing Spring 2007
Select preferred alternative Summer 2007
Complete Final Environmental Document Winter 2007
Issue Record of Decision (ROD) Summer 2008
Begin right of way acquisition for Part A — from 1-85 to US 70 Winter 2009
(current TIP R/W acquisition date is FFY 2006) (FFY 2010)
Start construction on Part A (current TIP let date is FFY 2008) Winter 2011
(FFY2012)

Right of way and construction for Part B — from US 70 to existing Post Year

NC 119 north of Mebane at White Level Rd.

*Note: Proposed schedule is assuming no additional alternatives and/or studies will need to be investigated or completed.
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Important Project Information

NC 119 Relocation Project
TIP Project No. U-3109

What is the NC 119 Relocation project?

The NC 119 Relocation Project, also locally referred to as the “Mebane Bypass”, is the potential
relocation of existing NC 119, from 1-85 southwest of Mebane to existing NC 119 just south of White
Level Road (SR 1917) north of Mebane in Alamance County. The route being considered is
approximately 4.3 miles long. The project is included in the North Carolina Department of
Transportation’s 2004-2010 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) as TIP Project No. U-3109.

The relocation of NC 119 was first presented in the Alamance County Urban Area Thoroughfare Plan in
1990 (now referred to as the Burlington-Graham Urban Area Thoroughfare Plan). In subsequent
updates to the plan, the NC 119 relocation has remained among the highest priority projects for the
Burlington-Graham Metropolitan Planning Organization (BG-MPO), which provides guidance on
transportation goals and objectives for Alamance County, its cities, towns, and villages.

The North Carolina Department of Transportation initiated planning and environmental studies for
this project in 1994 and the first citizens’ informational workshop was held in January 1995. Since
then, two more citizens informational workshops have been held (June 1996 and July 2003) as well as
several small group meetings in various communities. Planning studies in compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is ongoing.

What type of roadway is being considered?

The cross section being considered for the new roadway is a four-lane median divided facility (two
lanes in each direction of travel with a grass median). The proposed facility is NOT an interstate, but
will be similar to a parkway. Partial control of access is proposed; therefore, access to the facility will
be provided at intersecting roads and possibly to adjacent properties along the road. Landscaping in
the median may also be provided. Approximately 150 feet of right of way would be required to build
the proposed road on new location. A bridge over the railroad next to US 70 is being considered. To
limit impacts to properties along US 70, an access road to connect US 70 with the new facility,
instead of an interchange with ramps, is being studied.

What is the Transportation Improvement Program and how does a

project get included?

The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) is the North Carolina Department of Transportation’'s
7-year plan for the improvement of state-owned and maintained transportation facilities. It includes
roads, ferries, public transportation, aviation, and passenger rail projects, and is updated every two
years.

The process for adding projects to the TIP begins at the local level. Local roadway needs are
identified in a Thoroughfare Plan prepared by the region’s Metropolitan or Rural Planning Organization
(MPO or RPO) in consultation with NCDOT. Mebane, as well as all of Alamance County, is part of the
Burlington-Graham Metropolitan Planning Organization (BGMPO). The MPO prioritizes projects in the
Thoroughfare Plan, with input from citizens and local officials. Based on the projected availability of
funds, the North Carolina Board of Transportation, in coordination with the MPO and RPO's, decides
which projects will be included in the TIP.
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For more information on the roles and responsibilities of the Burlington-Graham MPO, please visit
their web site at www.mpo.burlington.nc.us .

Why is the project needed?

The proposed relocation of NC 119 would provide Mebane and eastern Alamance County with a primary
north/south route to meet both local and regional needs. Additionally, the proposed project would
provide safety benefits to local and regional commuters and could potentially encourage economic
development.

Relieve Congestion - the relocation of existing NC 119 is needed to relieve current and future traffic
congestion in downtown Mebane. NC 119 currently serves dual functions of providing the primary
regional north-south route through Mebane and the primary north-south access to downtown Mebane
(Main Street). Since the early 1990's, the Mebane area has experienced considerable growth due to
its proximity to both the Triad and Triangle areas. Predicted growth is expected to overload existing
NC 119, a mostly two-lane facility that travels through neighborhoods as well as the Central Business
District (CBD) of Mebane. NC 119 runs concurrent with US 70 in the heart of downtown Mebane, with
the railroad to the south and many shops and businesses to the north. Widening the existing facility
to adequately accommodate future traffic will impact a substantial number of homes, businesses and
historic properties in downtown Mebane. The new facility would provide another option for commuters
to reach western Mebane or to avoid the CBD, thereby reducing congestion through downtown.

Provide Access - the new road will provide access to the local area, including the North Carolina
Industrial Center located between 1-85 and US 70. The project will also provide eastern Alamance
County with a primary north-south route that avoids the CBD.

Additional Benefits - The railroad next to US 70 through Mebane is part of the future Southeast
High Speed Rail Corridor between Washington, DC and Charlotte, NC. The new facility would provide a
bridge over the railroad next to US 70. Currently, all road crossings of the railroad in Mebane are at-
grade, causing considerable back ups when a train occupies the tracks. The new road would provide a
safer crossing over the railroad.

What is the Southeast High Speed Rail Corridor?

The Southeast High Speed Rail Corridor (SEHSR) is one of five originally proposed high speed
passenger rail corridors designated by the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) in 1992. The
corridor was designated as running from Washington, DC through Richmond, VA and Raleigh, NC to
Charlotte, NC with maximum speeds of 110 mph. It is part of an overall plan to extend service from
the existing high speed rail on the Northeast Corridor (Boston to Washington) to points in the
Southeast.

At this time, the selected corridor for the SEHSR utilizes the existing rail line through downtown
Mebane. For more information on the Southeast High Speed Rail, please visit their web site at
www.sehsr.org or call the toll free project hotline at 1-877-749-7245.

Why not construct a “Bypass” East of Mebane?

The Burlington-Graham Urban Area Thoroughfare Plan currently identifies highway needs to the west
and east of Mebane. The strategic location of Mebane between two metropolitan areas, the triad to
the west and the triangle to the east, shows a strong attraction for traffic to the west and east.
Therefore, both western and eastern needs are identified in the Thoroughfare Plan. However, based
on traffic forecasts completed for potential western and eastern routes, the western route would be
more effective in reducing traffic congestion along existing NC 119. Furthermore, the area northwest
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of Mehane is currently more developed than the area northeast of Mebane (in Orange County). Based
on projected land use plans, the development trend to the north and west of Mebane is likely to
continue. The potential western route will also provide better access to the North Carolina Industrial
Center (NCIC). For those reasons, the Burlington-Graham Metropolitan Planning Organization has
placed a higher priority on addressing the transportation needs in central and western Mebane.

What is the Current Status of the NC 119 Relocation Project?

The NC 119 Relocation Project is a federally funded project in NCDOT's 2004-2010 TIP and is
referenced as TIP Project No. U-3109. NCDOT representatives are currently conducting engineering,
environmental, and community studies to determine the impacts of the various alternatives on the
human, physical, and natural environments. A federal Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
will be prepared for the proposed project and is currently scheduled for completion in the summer of
2006.

What is an Environmental Impact Statement?

An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is a detailed report that describes the impacts of a
proposed project on the human and natural environments. Several alternatives are typically evaluated.
A team of engineers, planners, scientists, and biologists performs the analyses of the project
alternatives.

An EIS is required under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 for major projects, programs,
or actions that involve federal funding, pernitting, or other involvement by a Federal agency. All
E1S’s prepared by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the North Carolina Department of
Transportation include the same five primary chapters: 1) purpose and need for project, 2)
alternatives considered, 3) existing conditions in the human and natural environments, 4) adverse and
beneficial environmental consequences of the alternatives, and 5) public and agency coordination.

There are three (3) main documents produced in the EIS process. The first document is the Draft
EIS (DEIS). The Draft EIS evaluates the impacts of several alternatives in detail. Following a review
and comment period for the Draft EIS and a Public Hearing, a preferred alternative is selected. The
Final EIS (FEIS) discusses the reasons for the selection of the Preferred Alternative, and responds
to the comments on the Draft EIS. Finally, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) issues a
Record of Decision (ROD) that documents the selection of the Preferred Alternative.

What are the Project Alternatives?

Since planning studies were initiated for the project in 1994, a total of ten (10) preliminary study
alternatives have been developed. Based on coordination with federal, state, and local agencies, as
well as the public, seven (7) alternatives have been eliminated from further study due to community
and environmental impacts. Currently, three corridors are being studied in detail (see vicinity map).
The three Detailed Study Alternatives, along with the No-Build Alternative, which is used as a basis
to compare the other options, will be evaluated in the Draft EIS. All alternatives considered,
including those eliminated early in the study process, will be addressed in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS.

All three Detailed Study Alternatives begin at the existing NC 119/1-85 interchange (Exit No. 153),
then continue north to cross US 70 just west of Craftique Furniture Company. Alternative 8 passes
through the critical watershed for the Graham-Mebane Reservoir, Alternative 9 passes through the
critical watershed area and crosses the historic boundary of the Cates Farm, and Alternative 10
crosses the historic boundary of the Cates Farm but is outside of the critical watershed area. All
three Detailed Study Alternatives tie into existing NC 119 just south of White Level Road (SR 1917).
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What are some examples of potential impacts to the Natural,
Physical, and Human Environments that will be evaluated in the
DEIS?

Streams and Wetlands - Permits from the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the NC
Department of Environmental Resources, Division of Water Quality (NCDENR-DWQ) will be required
for stream and wetland impacts. As a condition of the permits, the NCDOT may be required to
compensate for stream and wetland impacts. These measures could include restoring or enhancing
degraded streams and wetlands in the project area watershed.

Floodplains and Floodways - 100-year floodplains are land areas adjacent to streams that are subject
to flooding from a storm of such intensity that it has a 1% chance of occurring in any given year. The
floodway is the stream channel and adjacent area where the water is likely to be deepest and fastest.
This area needs to be free of obstructions to allow floodwaters to move downstream. Bridges and/or
culverts needed for the proposed project will be designed so that no increases to the extent and level
of flood hazard risk would result from the project.

Rare and Protected Species - Federal law (under the provisions of the Endangered Species Act of
1973, as amended) requires that any action likely to adversely affect a species classified as federally-
protected be subject to review by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Other
species may receive additional protection under separate laws. Plants and animals with federal
classifications of Endangered (E), Threatened (T), Proposed Endangered (PE) and Proposed
Threatened (PT) are protected under provisions of Section 7 and Section 9 of the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as amended. Currently, the USFWS do not have any species listed for Alamance
County.

Noise - Computer models are used to predict design year traffic noise levels along the proposed
project and additional studies will be done to evaluate areas where noise barriers would be reasonable
and cost effective. The final decision whether or not to construct noise barriers will be made
following the selection of the Preferred Alternative.

Air Quality - Computer models based on projected peak hour traffic are used to evaluate any negative
effect on air quality in the area as a result of the proposed project. The project is located in
Alamance County, which has been determined to be in compliance with the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards. This project is not anticipated to create any adverse effects on the air quality of
this attainment area.

Relocation of Homes / Businesses - Relocation studies will be conducted by the NCDOT Right of Way
Branch to estimate the number of residential and business relocations that would be necessary to
implement each alternative. Final impacts will not be determined until after the selection of the
Preferred Alternative during the final design stages of the project. Displacement impacts would be
mitigated through implementation of the NCDOT relocation assistance programs. It is the policy of
the NCDOT to ensure that comparable replacement housing for residents and suitable locations for
displaced businesses would be available prior to construction of projects.

Community Impacts - Community impact assessment is a process that evaluates the effects of a
proposed transportation action on a community or communities. The assessment process is an integral
part of project planning and development. The assessment of community impacts, along with other
relevant environmental impact studies, helps shape project decisions and outcomes. Information
gained from this process is used continuously throughout the project to mold the project and to
provide documentation of the current and anticipated social environment of the project area with and
without the proposed transportation action. Potential mitigation is investigated for unavoidable
impacts to communities as part of this process.
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Potential effects on neighborhoods and the various communities in the project area are identified
during the community impact assessment process and will be evaluated in the Draft EIS. Impacts can
be both positive and negative, and are often subjective and difficult to quantify. Community cohesion
impacts could include the effects of neighborhood division, social isolation, changes in the community
character, increased/decreased neighborhood or community access, and shortened travel times.
Input provided by the affected communities play a key roll in identifying these impacts.

Minority and low-income populations - Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and related statutes,
requires there be no discrimination in federally-assisted programs on the basis of race, color, national
origin, age, sex, or disability. In addition, a 1994 Presidential Executive Order requires federal
agencies to make environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing the effects
of all programs, policies, and activities on “minority populations and low-income populations”. There are
three (3) fundamental environmental justice principles: 1) to avoid, minimize, or mitigate
disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects, including social and
economic effects, on minority populations and low-income populations, 2) to ensure full and fair
participation by all potentially affected communities in the transportation decision-making process, 3)
to prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in receipt of benefits by minority and low-
income populations.

Historic Resources - This project is subject to compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's Regulations for
Compliance with Section 106. Section 106 requires that if a federally-funded, licensed, or permitted
project has an effect on a property listed in or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places,
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation will be given an opportunity to comment. Potential
historic architectural and archaeological resources within the proposed project corridor will be
assessed and evaluated in the DEIS.

In addition to the National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of the US Department of
Transportation Act (1966) also affords protection to significant historic properties that may be
affected by federally-funded transportation projects.

Who decides if the project should proceed?

There are multiple points at which the decision whether to proceed with a particular project or not
can be made. The initial point at which this decision is considered is at the local level during formation
and approval of the local area TIP. Regarding the NC 119 Relocation project, the Burlington-Graham
MPO has continued to include the project in the local TIP as a high priority since its inclusion in 1992.

The project will be further considered by the North Carolina Secretary of Transportation, the
Division Administrator for the Federal Highway Administration as the Draft and Final Environmental
Impact Statements are completed. At these times, impacts of the project alternatives can be
evaluated against the benefits to determine whether or not to proceed with the project.

Who selects the alternative that will be built?

The NC 119 Relocation project is a federally-funded project. Therefore, the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) is the lead agency in charge of the project. FHWA, in consultation with the
NCDOT, will select the Preferred Alternative. The FHWA and NCDOT will consider the following
when making the decision:

The information contained in the Draft EI1S

Input received from the public before and during the Draft EIS review period

Input received from local, state, and federal agencies before and during the Draft EIS review

period, including the following:

US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
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US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)

NC Department of Environment and Natural Resources (NCDENR)

NC Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC)

State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)

Burlington-Graham Urban Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (BGMPO)

Why do the Project Development studies take so long?

Any agency that proposes a project with federal involvement, such as funding, must comply with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Under the NEPA, an agency must study the adverse and
beneficial impacts of reasonable alternatives that meet the project's purpose and need. This process
requires numerous engineering, community, and environmental studies. Also, NEPA requires extensive
public and agency involvement. The NCDOT strives to maintain a reasonable schedule for all its
projects while ensuring full compliance with NEPA.

How does this project affect me as a property owner?

You will know better if there is a chance that your home or property could be impacted after a
Preferred Alternative is identified. Following the completion of the Draft EIS, a Public Hearing Map
will be presented at Citizens Informational Workshops prior to the Public Hearing and at the Public
Hearing. The maps will show the preliminary engineering roadway designs within each of the three
Detailed Study Corridors. Property boundaries will also be shown on the Public Hearing Map. The
exact locations and amounts of property required for rights of way will not be determined until after
the Record of Decision.

What is the process for Property Acquisition and Relocation?
Private property in the path of the selected alternative for the NC 119 Relocation project will be
purchased by the NCDOT as right of way. The NCDOT pays fair market value for all property
purchased. Licensed real estate appraisers determine a fair market value at the time of purchase.
This is the same type of appraisal that is required when selling, buying, or refinancing a property.

For renters and home owners who must relocate because of the project, the NCDOT has several
programs to minimize the inconvenience of relocation: relocation assistance, relocation moving
payments, and relocation replacement housing payments or rent supplements. The relocation program
will be conducted in accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and the North Carolina Relocation Assistance Act. A relocation
officer will be assigned to the project. The relocation officer will assist homeowners, renters, and
owners of displaced businesses, non-profit organizations, and farm operations in searching for and
moving to replacement property.
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NC 119 Relocation Steering Committee Meeting
Mebane Arts and Community Center
October 7, 2004 7:00 PM

NC 119 Relocation Project
TIP Project U-3109

MEETING MINUTES
Prepared by RS&H, Inc.

The NC 119 Relocation Steering Committee held a meeting at the Mebane Arts and
Community Center on Thursday, October 7, 2004 which was attended by members of the
Committee, representatives of NCDOT and the consultant firms of Buck Engineering, Inc.
and RS&H Inc. Twelve (12) of the twenty (20) members of the Committee attended the
meeting as well as other members of the community. Mr. Omega Wilson videotaped the
meeting. The meeting attendees list is attached to the meeting minutes. The following is
a summary of the issues discussed at the meeting as per the meeting agenda.

l. Introduction
Il. Project Description and Purpose and Need

The project team members were introduced by Karen Taylor, P.E., NCDOT Project
Development Engineer for the NC 119 Relocation project, and a meeting agenda and
handout was distributed to the attendees. Ms. Taylor presented an overview of the project
description, purpose and need, and project history. The handout materials included a
project map of the NC 119 relocation study corridor alternatives being considered, a
typical section diagram of the proposed NC 119 facility, a project schedule through the
year 2011, current and future traffic projections for the study area and a list of frequently
asked questions pertaining to the project. The handout also included a summary of the
guestions and issues identified by the Steering Committee and responses to those
guestions based on information that is currently available as part of the on-going project
work being done by NCDOT and the consultants.

lll. Responses to Issues Identified at June 24, 2004 NC 119 Relocation Steering
Committee Meeting

The handout materials were reviewed by the project team and the question and response
summaries were discussed with the Steering Committee. The majority of the discussion
focused on the following issues:

local street connections to NC 119 corridor and possible access points to nearby
neighborhoods

planned access to NC 119 relocation route from major cross streets such as US 70,
Holt Street, Mebane Rodgers Road, and the Norfolk Southern railroad

potential for increased traffic volumes (including truck traffic) on area roads





advantages and disadvantages of alternative corridors considered for the NC 119
relocation route

relationship of the NC 119 relocation project to other long-range transportation
improvement plans (prepared by the Burlington-Graham MPO) for the study area
including a future eastern bypass route of Mebane

potential for growth within the study area as a result of the proposed project

potential impacts to water quality and water supply watershed critical area as a result
of the project

possible mitigation measures to protect water supply watershed areas and State
regulations regarding development within watershed protection zones

future traffic volumes within the study area and congestion management

potential impacts to historic properties

possible displacements; desire of community residents to know the likely location of
the new NC 119 route in order to make decisions regarding future sale or acquisition of
their properties

Several members of the Steering Committee expressed concerns regarding the potential
changes in community character and the “small town atmosphere” of Mebane as a result
of the proposed relocation of NC 119.

The Steering Committee also discussed their role in the progress of the NC 119 relocation
project and their understanding of their contribution to the on-going work by NCDOT and
the consultants involved in the project. They agreed that they would like to continue to
participate in future activities of the project, provide input and reactions to project
information as it become available, and disseminate that information to interested others
in their communities. The Steering Committee recognized the differing priorities and
concerns among various communities within the project study area and the need for open
discussion of issues as they evolve during the future stages of project development. It
was also recognized that, as with most community involvement efforts, it is not necessary
to have complete agreement among the Steering Committee members on all issues
associated with a project in order to have meaningful input to the decision-making
process.

V. Future Activities

The future project activities anticipated during the next several months involve the
continuation of work on the preliminary design of the NC 119 relocation alternatives and
preparation of the draft environmental impact studies for the project. NCDOT will continue
to keep the community and the Steering Committee informed about and involved in the
project through distribution of a newsletter in November 2004 and creation of a project
website, as well as on-going communication with local officials and members of the
Steering Committee. The representatives of NCDOT expressed their willingness to meet
at future scheduled meetings of the Steering Committee, if so requested. It was also
stated that the project study team anticipated having additional information available by
Spring 2005 for a meaningful project update report for the Committee.





The NC 119 Relocation Steering Committee meeting of October 7, 2004 concluded at
approximately 9:15pm.

List of Attendees of the NC 119 Relocation Steering Committee Meeting
October 7, 2004

Steering Committee Members

Pat Brewer

Gail Thompson
Evon Connally
Donald L. Tate
Melvin King
Michael Jackson
Bruce Middleton
Lacy Bennett
David Wilson
Ted Johnson
Steve Cole

Rev. Jesse T. Alston

Other Community Members
Marylyn Snipes
Omega Wilson

NCDOT Representatives
Karen Taylor

Brian Yamamoto

Travis Totten

Ed Lewis

Consultant Firms
Craig Young

Jan Anderson
Debbie Porter

Woodlawn
West End
White Level
West End
Woodlawn
White Level
Fieldstone Farms (3rd Street)
Downtown
5th Street
Woodlawn
Woodlawn
White Level

West End
West End

NCDOT-PD&EA Branch

NCDOT-PD&EA Branch

NCDOT-PD&EA Branch (Office of Human
Environment)

NCDOT-PD&EA Branch (Office of Human
Environment)

Buck Engineering, Inc.
RS&H, Inc.
RS&H, Inc.





NC 119 Relocation Steering Committee Meeting
Mebane Arts and Community Center
March 30, 2006 6:30 PM

NC 119 Relocation Project
TIP Project U-3109

MEETING MINUTES
Prepared by RS&H, Inc.

The NC 119 Relocation Steering Committee held a meeting at the Mebane Arts and Community
Center on Thursday, March 30, 2006 which was attended by members of the Committee,
representatives of NCDOT and the consultant firms of Buck Engineering, Inc. and RS&H Inc.
Twelve (12) of the twenty (20) members of the Committee attended the meeting as well as other
members of the community. The meeting attendees list is attached to the meeting minutes. The
following is a summary of the issues discussed at the meeting as per the meeting agenda.

|. Introduction
II. Current Project Activities
lll. Future Activities

The meeting was opened by Jennifer Fuller, NCDOT Project Development Engineer for the NC
119 Relocation project, and a meeting agenda and handout were distributed to the attendees. The
meeting attendees introduced themselves. A Project Fact Sheet handout was distributed that
included a project description, overview of project history, current activities and the next steps in
the project development process, a project schedule, and opportunities for public comment on the
project.

Aileen Mayhew, Buck Engineering, Inc. presented an overview of the project and an update on the
modifications to the project alternatives and the progress of the Draft EIS and design plans for the
project. The upcoming schedule of the EIS process was reviewed and the meeting was opened
for questions and comments by the Steering Committee members. The following is a summary of
the comments and questions expressed at the meeting:

A commenter asked if there would be a connection of Corrigidor Road with Tate
Avenue and Roosevelt Street. NCDOT explained the proposed connection of
Corrigidor Road with Tate Avenue.

A commenter asked about the location of the 6-lane section of the Project. NCDOT
explained the travel demand need for a 6-lane section between 1-85 and the 3% St/5™
St. realignment.

A commenter asked for confirmation that the NC 119 access to Fieldstone Drive had
been removed. NCDOT confirmed that this access had been removed.

A commenter asked if cultural/social impacts are being considered. The commenter
does not see real benefits of Project which also must consider historic resources and





effects on the general environment. NCDOT responded that the Community Impact
Assessment (CIA) would address those types of impacts.

A commenter objects to growth and development that would result from the Project that
the community has been fighting since 1993. The commenter does not agree that the
Project is needed for future north/south traffic demand.

A commenter is concerned about Project dividing the community of Woodlawn and
feels that it will negatively affect the whole community.

A commenter stated that truck traffic will use NC 49 and the new NC 119 Relocation
which will pass nearby two schools that have serious traffic problems now.

A commenter feels that the proposed NC 119 Relocation is at a very bad location. The
commenter stated that 13 of 20 committee members signed a petition that opposed the
Relocation.

A commenter said that the committee has not heard much about the Project during the
last two years and would like to know what is being planned for this Project. The
NCDOT staff responded that the NC 119 Relocation project is an active project.

A commenter stated his opposition to the Project because it is not necessary and he
feels that the Project will not relieve traffic congestion in downtown Mebane. The
commenter thinks that the real intent of the project is to encourage future development
in the area. The commenter felt that the NC 119 Relocation overpass of NS RR is
outside of downtown Mebane, and at some point, the existing RR at-grade crossing of
NC 119 will be closed. He stated that a railroad underpass was proposed for this
Project in the past. The commenter asked the dimensions of the new overpass. The
commenter asked if Holt St. would be directly connected to the Project. NCDOT
responded with information on the proposed design of the NC 119 Relocation overpass
and that there would be no direct connection of the Project with Holt St.

The commenter stated that he does not have confidence in the NCDOT process which
has been going on for many years. The commenter felt that environmental justice
issues had not been adequately considered on this project.

A commenter stated that the West End has no access to other parts of Mebane except
to Holt St. and asked how Corrigidor Road access would function and the connection of
Smith Drive to NC 119. NCDOT provided information about the Corrigidor Road
connection and the proposed access of NC 119 Relocation with Smith Drive.

A commenter stated that the NCDOT's primary reason for the Project is to relieve
congestion in Mebane, but City officials state that it's for economic development and to
provide a corridor to Virginia. The commenter challenged NCDOT to show that this
Project is needed and that the proposed corridor is the best route. The commenter said
that a Woodlawn group was formed that opposes the Project. The commenter asked
where the access points in Woodlawn would be. The commenter asked if Cates Farm
historic property were to be developed, what kind of access would there be to that
development. The commenter stated that the MPO-LRTP has listed this Project as a
(TIP) priority but he thinks this is a “road to nowhere”. NCDOT responded that there
would be limited access control along NC 119 Relocation and that specific access
points would be determined in the future.

The commenter asked about consideration of historic sites and that some are not listed
on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), but they are considered by some to





be historical sites. The commenter asked if the White Level Primitive Baptist Church is
an official historical resource. NCDOT responded that the Church was not on the
NRHP but would be considered in the CIA.

A commenter stated that WERA filed in 1991 — a Title VI complaint against this Project.
The commenter felt that there is a pattern of racial discrimination in highway
development projects. The commenter thinks that NCDOT is operating under a Civil
Rights complaint and refuses to acknowledge this issue. The NCDOT and consultant
staff provided an explanation of the EIS process and opportunities for legal challenge of
the EIS. NCDOT responded that the final decision on the Project is made by NCDOT
Board.

A commenter stated that public officials have “stacked the deck” against the residents
of Woodlawn who oppose the Project.

A commenter stated that the City of Mebane has done nothing to improve traffic
circulation in-town and the City wants to shift all the trucks and traffic to the outer
communities.

A commenter asked why Section A of the Project has not been built if it has received
funding. NCDOT responded that no decision has been made on any portion of the
Project and that the EIS is evaluating the community’s concerns.

A commenter asked if it would be more than 15 years until Section B is built. The
commenter felt that it would be more sensible to construct the whole project at one time
rather than doing just Section A because this would create traffic problems at US 70
and the NC 119 Relocation.

A commenter asked if 5™ Street could be widened. NCDOT responded that the impacts
of this would be unacceptable; however, the “No-Build” alternative will be evaluated in
the EIS.

A commenter stated that they hope all these comments are being considered in the
decision-making on the Project. NCDOT responded that all of the public comments are
documented as part of the EIS process.

A commenter stated that traffic projections over the next 25 years will not be significant
and not many vehicles will come from/to Caswell County. The commenter asked about
limited access vs. controlled access on NC 119 Relocation. The commenter felt that
White Level, Woodlawn and West End residents have no way to influence the City of
Mebane decisions and they will not benefit from this Project.

A commenter asked about paving Allen Baynes Road and when that would occur.
NCDOT stated that they would provide contact information regarding the paving of this
road.

A commenter asked about consideration of the petition that was signed by 13 of the 20
Committee members opposing the Project. NCDOT responded that they have that
petition in the Project files.

A Committee member requested a copy of Wills Duncan Group final report. NDOT
responded that they will provide copies of the report to the Committee.

A commenter asked if the earlier petition that was signed will be included in the DEIS.
The commenter also asked what will be done with tonight's comments by the





Committee. NCDOT responded that all public comments are part of the Project EIS
documentation.

A commenter suggested that the entire meeting be video taped and a transcript be
made as an official record of the meeting and be provided to participants.

A commenter stated that externally it may appear to the public that the Steering
Committee endorses the Project when actually the majority is in opposition to the
Project.

A commenter asked if the project limits is at Mrs. White Lane or White Level Road and
where 4 lanes will transition to 2 lanes on NC 119. NCDOT explained the northern
Project limit and extent of improvements.

A commenter asked about impacts to the church and houses along White Level Road
near NC 119. NCDOT stated that this would be evaluated in the EIS for the Project.

A commenter asked about the access to US 70 near St. Luke’s Church and it was
explained that the previously proposed full interchange has been redesigned to avoid
having ramps on either side of the church.

A commenter asked about impacts to residences at Edgewood Church Road and NC
119 Relocation corridor. NCDOT responded that there would be right-of-way
acquisition impacts in this area as a result of the Project.

A commenter asked if there would be a dead end of Woodlawn Road at Mebane
Rodgers and a diversion of Woodlawn Road to Mebane Rodgers Road. NCDOT
explained that the connection to Mebane Rodgers and Woodlawn Road has been
removed and that Woodlawn Road would become a cul-de-sac near Mebane Rodgers
Road.

Five written comment sheets were submitted by meeting attendees that expressed the following
concerns:

Traffic congestion problems with building the southern portion of the Project and the
delayed construction of the northern portion of the Project in future years.

Concerns that the Project is cultural and racially motivated.

Concerns that the project is intended to encourage future development and not needed for
traffic demand.

Requested clarification on the timeline for a decision to be made on the Project.

Concerns that the Project will result in further traffic congestion in Mebane.

Ms. Fuller concluded the meeting by stating that the future project activities anticipated during the
next several months involve the continuation of work on the preliminary design of the NC 119
relocation alternatives and preparation of the Draft EIS for the project. She stated that NCDOT will
continue to keep the community and the Steering Committee informed about the project through
distribution of a newsletter in the near future and information posted on the project website.





The NC 119 Relocation Steering Committee meeting of March 30, 2006 concluded at

approximately 9:00pm.

List of Attendees of the NC 119 Relocation Steering Committee Meeting

Steering Committee Members

March 30, 2006

Jill Auditori

Pat Brewer
Steve Cole
Evon Connally
Connie Johnson
Ted Johnson
Melvin King
Mary M. Love
Bruce Middleton
Roger Parker
Donald L. Tate
Gail Thompson

Other Community Members
Marilyn Snipes

Laura Snipes

Omega Wilson

Omari Wilson

Jackie Cole

Joe L. Johnson Sr.

NCDOT Representatives
Jennifer Fuller

Derrick Weaver

Eric Midkiff

Tony Houser

Bruce Payne

Consultant Firms
Aileen Mayhew
Craig Young
Glenda Gibson
Jan Anderson
Debbie Porter

Mebane Business Assoc.
Woodlawn

Woodlawn

White Level

West End

Woodlawn

Woodlawn

White Level

Fieldstone Farms (3rd Street)
Mill Creek

West End

West End

West End
West End
West End
West End
Woodlawn
West End

NCDOT-PD&EA Branch
NCDOT-PD&EA Branch
NCDOT-PD&EA Branch
NCDOT-Roadway Design Unit
NCDOT-Roadway Design Unit

Buck Engineering, Inc.
Buck Engineering, Inc.
Gibson Engineering, Inc.
RS&H, Inc.

RS&H, Inc.
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North Carolina Department of Transportation
Planning and Environmental Branch

NC 119 RELOCATION
FROM | - 85 TO SOUTH OF SR 1917
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ALAMANCE COUNTY
T. 1. P. PROJECT U - 3109
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Citizens Informational Workshop






CITIZENS INFORMATIONAL WORKSHOP

NC 119 RELOCATION
FROM I-85 TO EXISTING NC 119 SOUTH OF SR 1917
MEBANE, ALAMANCE COUNTY
TIP PROJECT U-3109

Purpose of the Citizens Informational Workshop

The purpose of the Citizens Informational Workshop is to involve the
public in the project planning process. If you have comments or
suggestions about the proposed improvements described in this handout,
please let a representative of the MNorth Carolina Department of
Transportation know. A comment sheet is provided for you to write down
your questions or concerns so that we can keep a record of and fully
consider your ideas, comments, and suggestions.

The North Carolina Department of Transportation realizes individuals
living close to a proposed project want to be informed of the possible
effects of the project on their homes and businesses. However, exact
information is not available at this stage of the planning process.
Additional design work is necessary before the actual right of way Timits
can be established. More detailed information will be available at a
later date.

Written comments on this project may be left with North Carolina
Department of Transportation representatives at the citizens informational
workshop or submitted through the mail. If additional information is
needed or you would like to submit comments after the citizens
informational workshop, please address your requests and comments to:

Mr. H. Franklin Vick, P.E., Manager
Planning and Environmental Branch

North Carolina Department of Transportation
P.0. Box 25201

Raleigh, North Carolina 27611

Description and Purpose of the Project

The MNorth Carolina Department of Transportation's 1995-2001
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) proposes to relocate NC 119 in
Mebane from I-85 to existing NC 119, just south of SR 1917 (White Level
Road) (see Figure 1). A two-lane roadway on multilane right of way is
proposed. The relocated section of NC 119 will function as a minor urban
arterial and will serve as a bypass of Mebane. Traffic on NC 119, which
currently must make several stops and turns in town, will have quick and
direct access to US 70 and I-85. Because of the existing development and
the existing turns along NC 119 through Mebane, widening the existing
facility to accommodate the increase in anticipated traffic volumes is not
considered practical. The proposed project will accommodate the
anticipated traffic volumes and will provide the Mebane community with
improved access to [-85.





Estimated Traffic Volumes on Existing NC 119

If the proposed NC 119 Relocation is not constructed, the average
daily traffic volume on existing NC 119 in the year 1996 is anticipated to
vary from 3000 vehicles per day (vpd) north of Mebane near SR 1917 to
14,000 vpd south of US 70 in Mebane. In the design year 2016, the average
daily traffic volume on existing NC 119 is anticipated to vary from 10,100
vpd near SR 1917 to 42,500 vpd in the vicinity of the I-85 interchange.

If the proposed NC 119 Relocation is constructed, the average daily
traffic on existing NC 119 in the year 1996 is anticipated to vary from
800 vpd near SR 1917 to 8800 vpd south of US 70. In the design year 2016,
the average daily traffic volume is anticipated to vary from 6100 vpd near
SR 1917 to 18,400 vpd south of US 70. Thus, the proposed NC 119 relocation
will greatly reduce traffic volumes on existing NC 119 in Mebane.

Estimated Traffic Volumes on the Proposed NC 119 Relocation

In 1996, the average daily traffic volume on the NC 119 relocation is
anticipated to vary from 2200 vpd just south of SR 1917 to 7600 vpd near
the 1-85 interchange. In the design year 2016, the average daily traffic
volume on the proposed NC 119 relocation is anticipated to vary from 4500
vpd south of SR 1917 to 42,500 vpd in the vicinity of the I-85
interchange.

Project Schedules and Costs

The relocation of NC 119 has been divided into two segments: TIP
Project U-3109 A and TIP Project U-3109 B. TIP Project U-3109 A extends
from the existing I-85 / NC 119 interchange to US 70. TIP Project U-31098B
extends from US 70 to existing NC 119 south of SR 1917 (White Level Road).
The schedules and estimated costs for each segment are summarized in the
following tables:

TABLE 1. Transportation Improvement Program Schedules *

Segment Right of Way Construction
Acquisition

U-3109 A 1997 1999

U-3109 B 1997 PY

* "py" represents "post year" and means that funding is not currently
included in the 1995-2001 TIP. However, the TIP is updated each year,
and, as funds become available, "post year" projects such as U-3109 B
may be funded.





TABLE 2. Current Cost Estimates

Segment Right of Way Construction Total Project
Acquisition Segment Cost
U-3109 A $ 4,000,000 $12,700,000 §16,700,000
U-3109 B 5 ek $ 5,800,000 $ 5,800,000
SUBTOTALS $ 4,000,000 $18,500,000 $22,500,000
TOTAL PROJECT COST $22,500,000

** Right of way for TIP Project U-3109 B will be purchased under TIP
Project U-3109 A. The current right of way estimate for the entire
project is $4,000,000.

Current Status

Currently, planning and environmental studies for the relocation of
NC 119 are in progress. The environmental assessment is scheduled to be
completed in March, 1995. A public hearing for the project will be held
in the spring or summer of 1995. The improvements currently under
investigation are described in the next paragraphs.

Proposed NC 119 Relocation

The TIP calls for construction of a two lane roadway on multilane
right of way. Multilane right of way will be purchased so that the
facility can be widened in the future to either a four-lane divided or a
five-lane undivided roadway. Typical cross-sections of the proposed
roadway are included in Figure 2.

Bridges will be constructed to carry the proposed roadway over the
Norfolk-Southern Railroad and US 70. A half-cloverleaf interchange is
proposed to provide access between proposed NC 119 and US 70.

Currently, environmental corridors are being studied for the proposed
project in order to provide the most cost-effective design while
minimizing impacts on the social, economic, and natural environment. Once
environmental input is received for the study corridors, a roadway
alignment will be recommended and right of way impacts will be identified.

Anticipated Right of Way Impacts

The proposed NC 119 relocation will reguire approximately 60 m (198
feet) of right of way. The NC 119 relocation project will likely require
the relocation of residences in areas along the project. However, until





both environmental studies and preliminary designs are completed, specific
right of way impacts to individual properties cannot be determined.

A public hearing will be scheduled in the summer of 1995 to present more
information on the proposed facility and its environmental impacts.
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CITIZENS INFORMATIONALWORKSHOP

NC 119 RELOCATION
FROM I-85 TO EXISTING NC 119 AT SR 1917 (WHITE LEVEL ROAD})
MEBANE
ALAMANCE COUNTY
TIP PROJECT U-3109

Purpose of the Citizens Informational "Workshop

The purpose of this Citizens Informational Workshop is to involve the public in
the project planning process. If you have comments or suggestions about the proposed
improvements described in this handout, please let a representative of the North Carolina
Department of Transportation know. A comment sheet is provided for you to write
down your questions and concerns so that we can keep a record of and fully
consider your ideas, comments, and suggestions.

The North Carolina Department of Transportation realizes individuals living close
to a proposed project want to be informed of the possible effects of the project on their
homes and businesses. However, exact information is not available at this stage of the
planning process. Additional design work is necessary before the actual right of way
limits can be established. More detailed information will be available at a later date.

Written comments on this project may be left with North Carolina Department of
Transportation representatives at the citizens informational workshop or submitted
through the mail. If additional information is needed or you would like to submit
comments after the citizens informational workshop, please address your requests and

comments to:
.

Mr. H. Franklin Vick, P.E., Manager
Planning and Environmental Branch

North Carolina Department of Transportation
P.0. Box 25201

Raleigh, North Carolina 27611

Deseription and Purpose of the Project

The North Carolina Department of Transportation’s 1997-2003 Transportation
Improvement Program proposes to relocate NC 119 in Mebane from I-85 to SR 1917
(White Level Road). A four-lane divided roadway on new location is currently proposed.
The relocated section of NC 119 will function as a minor urban arterial and will serve as
a bypass of Mebane. Traffic on NC 119, which currently must make several turns and
stops through town as well as cross a railroad at-grade, will have quick, direct access to
US 70 and 1-85. Because of the existing development and the existing turns along NC
119 through Mebane, widening the existing facility to accommodate the anticipated
increase in traffic volumes is not considered practical. The proposed project will
accommodate the anticipated traffic volumes and provide the Mebane community with





improved access to 1-83. In addition, the proposed project will bridge US 70 and the
railroad. A half-cloverleaf interchange is anticipated to be provided on the north side of

us 70,

Estimated Traffic Volumes on Existing NC 119

Average daily traffic volumes on existing NC 119 currently vary from
3000 vehicles per day (vpd) north of Mebane near SR 1917 to 14,000 vpd south of US 70
in Mebane. In the design year 2016, if the proposed NC 119 relocation is not constructed,
the average daily traffic volume on existing NC 119 is anticipated to vary from
10,100 vpd near SR 1917 to 42,500 vpd in the vicinity of the I-85 interchange.

Immediately after the proposed NC 119 relocation is constructed, the average
daily traffic on existing NC 119 is anticipated to vary from 800 vpd near SR 1917 to
8800 vpd south of US 70. Thus, the proposed NC 119 relocation is anticipated to reduce
traffic volumes on existing NC 119 in downtown Mebane.

Estimated Traffic Volumes on the Proposed NC 119 Relocation

The average daily traffic volume on the proposed NC 119 relocation is imitially
anticipated to vary from 2200 vpd just south of SR 1917 to 7600 vpd near the I-85
interchange. In the design vear 2016, the average daily traffic volume on the proposed
NC 119 relocation is anticipated to vary from 4500 vpd south of SR 1917 to 42,500 vpd
in the vicinity of the I-85 interchange.

Transportation Improvement Program Schedules and Costs

In the 1997-2003 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), the relocation of
NC 119 has been divided into two segments: TIP Project U-3109 A and TIP Project
U-3109 B. TIP Project U-3109 A extends from the existing [-85 / NC 119 interchange to
US 70. TIP Project U-3109 B extends from US 70 to existing NC 119 south of SR 1917
(White Level Road). Table 1 summarizes the TIP schedules and current funding for the
proposed project. Current cost estimates are discussed in the next section of this handout.

TABLE 1. Transportation Improvement Program Schedules and Funding
Project Sezment Schedule for Funding for Right Schedule fur Funding for
Right of Way of Way Project Construction
Acquistion Acquisition - Construction
U-3109 A FFY™ 98 $ 4,000,000 ~ FFY 00 $ 12,700,000
U-3109 B FFY 03 § 3,000,000 PY#*® % 5,800,000
Total Funding § 7,000,000 § 18,300,000
" FFY denotes “federal fiscal yvear.”
" PY indicates that the project is “post year” (not currently funded within the seven year TIF. The TIP is

updated each vear and post year projects may become funded.

Motes: 1. Praject schedules are subject to availability of funds.

2. Cost estimates are udpated es & part of the planning process






Historical Resume and Current Project Status

Planning and environmental studies began on the proposed relocation of NC 119
in the winter of 1994, A scoping meeting was held on February 15, 1994 so that
representatives from each of NCDOT''s branches, the State Historic Preservation Office,
the Division of Environmental Management, and the North Carolina Wildlife Resources
Commission could discuss the project. In order to discuss the proposed project with local
municipalities, a meeting was held with staff from the Town of Mebane and Alamance
County on May 24, 1994. Following that meeting, an environmental study area,
comprised of several possible corridors, was established. Environmental data for this
area was requested on June 20, 1994 from NCDOT"s environmental unit, which consists
of architectural historians, archaeologists, biologists, community planners, and traffic
noise / air quality specialists.

On January 30, 1995 a meeting with local officials and a Citizens Informational
Warkshop were held to present the environmental study area to the public. The workshop
was held from 5:00 P.M. to 8:00 P.M. at South Mebane Elementary School. Between 75
and 100 citizens attended this workshop.

Environmental data began to be received in the fall of 1994, NCDOT
architectural historians completed their first report in April, 1995, This report determined
that the Paisley-Cates House on Mebane-Rogers Road was eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places for its association with Rev. William D. Paisley and
Charles F. Cates. The report proposed that the boundary for the historic property be
established around the house and approximately sixteen acres immediately surrounding 1t.
This report was then forwarded to the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) for their
comments. The SHPO concurred that the Paisley-Cates House was eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places because of its association with Charles F. Cates.
However, SHPO did not concur with the historic property boundary and asked NCDOT to
further research the farm to determine the significance of its past dairy operations and
dairy operations in Alamance County, NCDOT architectural historicans then compiled
an addendum to their first report (completed in April, 1995). In this report, the Cates
Farm was determined to be eligible for the National Register because of its association
with agriculture as a small-scale,diversified dairy farm. Small-scale, family-owned
dairies played an important role in the agricultural development of Alamance County in
the first half of the twentieth century. Since the farm was determined to be eligible for
the National Register of Historic Places under agriculture, the boundaries were
established to encompass the entire property (approximately 279 acres). The SHPO
concurred with the addendum and the proposed National Register boundary.

NCDOT is obligated by law to study altemmatives that avoid properties such as
Cates Farm. Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 was
enacted to protect public parks, recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and
historic sites from being adversely impacted by Department of Transportation projects.
According to this legislation, NCDOT can only use these resources for roadway projects





if (1) there is no feasible and prudent alternative and (2) the project includes all possible
planning to minimize harm 1o the resource.

The initial environmental study area was entirely encompassed by the 27R-acre historic
site. Therefore, the environme : as expanded to investigate areas west of the
Cates Farm and now includes communities on Cooks Mill and White Level Roads. Planning and
environmental studies are in progress for, but have not been completed for the expanded study
area. However, NCDOT architectural historians have already determined that several properties
in the expanded area are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. These properties
are protected by the same legislation as the Cates Farm.

At this time, it does not appear that any alternative roadway alignment will completely
avoid all of the historic properties. Therefore, the North Carolina Department of Transportation
will be challenged to devise an alternative that minimizes impacts to the collective historic
properties as well as the natural and human environment.

The environmental assessment that is being written for the proposed project will address
the project’s potential impacts to the Cates Farm and other historic properties along the project.
The environmental assessment will also address other environmental concerns and potential
impacts to communities. i

Anticipated Right of Way Imacts

The proposed NC 119 relocation will require approximately 60 m (200 feet) of right of
way and will require the relocation of residences along the project. However, until both
environmental studies and preliminary designs are completed, specific right of way impacts to
individual properties cannot be determined.

Future Public Coordination

After the environmental assessment is completed for the proposed project {currently
anticipated to be completed in the fall of 1996), it will be circulated to environmental review
agencies for their comments, and a public hearing will be scheduled to present NCDOT’s
recommendations. At that time, more detailed information about the project’s impacts will be
available. Everyone on the project’s mailing list will be notified when the environmental
assessment is completed and the public hearing is scheduled. Following the public hearing,
NCDOT will compile a second environmental document to address comments on the proposed
project received from environmental agencies, the Town of Mebane, Alamance County, and the
general public.

In the next few months, as the project planning engineer receives the remaining
environmental data on the environmental study area, additional coordination with the Town of
Mebane and several federal and state agencies will be conducted. This coordination is necessary
to complete the environmental assessment and recommend an alignment.
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

MICHAEL F. EASLEY LYNDO TIPPETT
GOVERNOR SECRETARY
Release: Immediate Date: July 8, 2003
Contact: Linda Hilton-Cain, (919) 715-1623 or email: lhilton@dot.state.nc.us Distribution: 01
Release No: 317

NCDOT to Hold Workshop on Proposed
Relocation of N.C. 119 in Alamance County

RALEIGH --- The N.C. Department of Transportation (NCDOT) will hold a citizens
informational workshop on the proposed relocation of N.C. 119 in Alamance County.

The workshop will be held Tues., July 22, 2003, from 4 p.m. to 8 p.m. in the Mebane Arts and
Community Center at 622 Corrigidor Road, Mebane.

NCDOT proposes to relocate existing N.C. 119 from the I-85 interchange (exit 153) to south of
White Level Road (S.R. 1917) with anew four-lane roadway divided by a grass median.

Representatives from NCDOT will be available to answer questions and receive comments from
the public about the proposed project.

For more information, contact Karen Taylor at (919) 733-7844, Ext. 223, email kbtaylor@dot.state.nc.us
or write to and reference TIP project number U-31009:

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT & ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
1548 MAIL SERVICE CENTER
RALEIGH, N.C. 27699-1548

NCDOT will provide auxiliary aids and services under the Americans with Disabilities Act for
disabled persons who wish to participate in this workshop. Anyone requiring special services
should contact Karen Taylor at the above address or phone number or fax (919) 733-9794 as
early as possible so that arrangements can be made.

**k* NCDOT***

For other transportation questions, call the department’s Customer Service Officetoll free
at:

1-877-DOT-4YOU



mailto:kbtaylor@dot.state.nc.us



We Need to Hear From You!
When: Tuesday, July 22, 2003 QMBStiOﬂS ?

Where: The Mebane Arts and

Community Center Contact: Karen B. Taylor, P.E.

622 Corrigidor Road NCDOT-PDEA
Mebane, NC 1548 Mail Service
What Time: Center
Raleigh, NC

Drop in any time between the
hours of 4:00 p.m. and 8:00 p.m.

27699-1548

Phone: (919) 733-7844
Your Input at the Workshop Extension 223
is Important! Fax: (919) 733-9794
e-mail: kbtaylor@dot.state.nc.us

At this Workshop, you will be able to:

* Learn more about the project

* Review study alternatives

» Ask questions

» Get answers

* Provide written or verbal comments
» Review project status & timeline

WORKSHOP
LOCATION MAP

Mebane
Arts and
Community
Center

Not to Scale

;___3 Mebang Arts.& €Community
8 S e g






July 22, 2003
4:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.

Transportation Improvement Program Project U-3109

Welcome! Here are some ways you can participate:

Sign-In
We want to make sure you are on our mailing list. This also helps us to keep a
record of the number of people attending the workshop.

View the Project Presentation
A brief presentation will tell you about the project and the planning process,
describe the workshop layout, and suggest ways you can participate.

Ask Questions

North Carolina Department of Transportation personnel, including the project
engineer, community planners, a right-of-way agent, roadway designers, public
involvement staff, transportation planning officials, and Southeast High Speed Rail
project staff, as well as local transportation officials and consultants will be on hand
to answer questions about the project

Stop by the Kids Table

This area has crayons, coloring books, and other activities to help entertain children
during the workshop.

Have some Refreshments
Please help yourself to the refreshments table located in the middle of the main
meeting room.

Learn about the Project Corridors

A large aerial map shows the three study corridors or alternatives. Other displays
will provide information about the project history and the environmental planning
process.

Stop by the Communities and Concerns display
We want your thoughts on how the project will affect your community.

Participate in the Project Feedback Exercise

What are your concerns about the project? Using the sticky notes provided, rank
your concerns in order of importance and post the notes on the “Community
Feedback” display.

Tell Us What You Think

We encourage you to fill out the comment sheet on the back of this handout and
place it in a comment box tonight. If you don’t have time to fill out the form tonight,
please take it with you and mail it to us by August 5, 2003.
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Relocation 2% COMMENT SHEET

How did you hear about the meeting?
Were al your questions about the project answered? Yes No
If not, what are your questions? (Provide contact information below so we can respond.)

Did NCDOT representatives give clear explanations? Yes No

Were display maps and handouts easy to read and understand? Yes No
If not, please explain.

Were NCDOT representatives courteous and helpful ? Yes No

What was the most helpful aspect about the workshop? What was least helpful ?

How can NCDOT better present proposed projects and address citizen’ s concerns in future informational
workshops?

Areyou interested in attending a smaller neighborhood meeting to give input, ask questions, and share concerns
about the project as it may affect your neighborhood? Yes No

If Y es, which neighborhood do you live in/are you affiliated with?
Name
Address

Phone Number

Other comments, concerns, and/or questions regarding the proposed relocation of NC 119:

Comment sheets may be mailed by August 5, 2003 to:
Karen B. Taylor, P.E., Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch, NC Department of
Transportation, 1548 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, NC 27699-1548.

Thank you for attending the wor kshop.
Your comments ar e important!





COMMENT SHEET ANALYSIS
NC-119 RELOCATION
U-3109

On Jduly 22, 2003, the Office of Human Environment, Project Devel opment and
Environmental Analysis Branch conducted a Public Hearing concerning the above-
mentioned project under consideration. A “comment sheet” was solicited at the meeting
for feed back purposes giving the participants until August 5, 2003 to respond. The
following is their responses:

Sixty-six (66) participants responded. Nine (9) additional comments were rendered on a
different form or by letter. Ten (10) of the sixty-six did not identify themselves with
either their name or address.

In addition, citizens submitted two petitions.

SURVEY QUESTIONS
How did you hear about this meeting?

Source Number
Burlington/Graham MPO

City Council

Mill Creek News

West End Revitalization Association
On going/friend/word of mouth

No Response

Direct mail/flier

Paper

OO0 FrRRFREFPEF
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Several commented that the insert (flier) in the paper was helpful.

Wereall your questions about the project answered? Yes No

Thirty-three (33) or fifty (50%) percent responded in the affirmative, while twenty-five
(25) responded in the negative. One (1) answered both yes and no. Seven (7) did not
respond to this question.

If not, what are your questions?

West End — water and sanitation need to be addressed first, relocation of homes and
businesses; where is the road going; more questions coming; property impact; limit
access not defined; more alternative routes to West; start now; environmental resource is
determined how; watershed; waiting too long; no build; school safety; racism question;





environmental justice on project; home and job displacements by alternatives; watershed
replacement; watershed in all corridors; wants more intensive growth study.

Did NCDOT representative give clear explanations? Yes No

Forty-six (46) or seventy (70%) percent of the participants responded “yes’ while six (6)
stated “no”. Fourteen (14) did not answer this question.

Werethedisplay maps and hand-outs easy to read and understand? Yes
No

Fifty-three (53) or eighty-five (85%) percent responded “yes’. Five (5) were“no” and
nine (9) did not respond.

If not, please explain —

One on one answers, lack of detail; very good; did the best they could; visual aid most
helpful; project display and dlide presentation; maps and explanation; slide show time
lines; reps were very courteous and others not so much; want to see traffic studies,
speaking with reps; talking directly; blow-up maps for more detail; not layman graphs,
marketing of project apparent; aerial maps not current; identify houses on maps with
names; more specific identification; federal mandates is not a clear explanation.

Were NCDOT representatives courteous and helpful ? Y N

One (1) responded “no” while seven (7) did not respond. Ninety (90%) percent of fifty-
eight (58) responded “yes’.

What was the most helpful aspect about thisworkshop? What wasthe least
helpful ?

Most helpful
Move forward; maps/talking with individuals, reps helpful; alternative choices,; smaller

more community centered discussions; slide presentation; seeing layouts; people helpful;
displays were good; DOT very courteous.

L east helpful
Make process more understandable; to be treated fair; more helpful slide show; maps

least helpful; cost not explained; representative said my house was old; little facts-much
talk.

How can NCDOT better present proposed project and address citizen’s concernsin
futureinformational workshops?

More informative maps and communication; more workshops and advertise better; know
in time to rebuild or to rel ocate; wants to know where the exact road will go; more





detailed/updated maps and traffic reports; need written survey of population routs; meet
with people involved/impacted not city officials/ employees; stage upgraded materials
(new information since last meeting); effect from beginning; good job was done; stand up
for facts not devel opers and politicians; not enough hard data; cost benefit information.

Areyou interested in attending a smaller neighborhood meeting to give input; ask
guestions, and shar e concer ns about project asit may affect you neighbor hood?
Y N

Forty-four (44) or sixty-seven percent responded “yes’” while nine (9) stated “no" and
thirteen (13) did not respond.

If “yes;” which neighborhood do you livein/are you affiliated with?

Neighborhood Number
Woodlawn 13

Mill Creek

West End/St. Luke Church
Downtown Area
Brookhaven Plaza
Edgewood Church Road
Bradford Plaza
Cantewood

Fifth Street

WERA

White Level

Food Lion Area
Fieldstone Farms

Cates Farm

NWRRPRRPARNNREROO®

Other comments, concer ns, and/or questionsregarding relocation of NC-119:

Divided median; no access to Northern section; safety; fair protection; move forward; do
it faster; when will actual construction begin and where; avoid Craftique Shipping area;
makes for sprawl; thisis an atrocity; be treated fair; stoplight at Stagecoach; need
East/West corridor; want to know exact location; the sooner the better; consider
vegetation buffers and low impact culverts to prevent erosion; flooding; lack of detail;
Mebane zoning; impact on watershed; why block city streets for this project; construction
and appearance; City of Mebaneis pushing this; put project on fast track; relocate from
Buckhorn; environmental impact; move to Orange County side to avoid watershed; long
term issues should be addressed; need this relocation; never seen atraffic problem;
convenient way for Mill Creek residents to travel; problem with NEPA process not being
followed; impact of N. of Mrs. White's Lane; St. Luke Community Church for access
and city possibly blocking street due to construction; road not necessary; impact
development of Cates Farm; city officials pushing project; great asset for Mebane; give
project higher priority; move on with relocation; more noise, traffic, and danger in





tranquil neighborhood [Fieldstone Farm (2)]; take another route; strongly oppose this
rel ocation; waste of financia resources.

Summary of other comments and concerns

Concern Number
Aesthetic/safety/move farther away 7
Cost 2
Environment: Watershed, traffic, noise 10
No build: fault/blame 13
Build now 9

On adifferent “ Comment Sheet, twenty-one (21) participants responded
accordingly;

. L ook to East side of Mebane — connect with Mattress Road

. Locate in Orange County to North of Mill Creek community

. Access to Fieldstone Farms would increase traffic, noise, and litter. Safety
concerns

o Project will help with traffic issues

o Totally opposed due to environmental concerns

Safety issue — neighborhood is very active with runners, walkers, bikes and
families with baby carriages (Fieldstone Farm)

. Connector would create through traffic on Fieldstone Drive

. Would make Fieldstone Drive a cut-through from Third Street to NC-119
. Strongly oppose Fieldstone Farm access

o Safety concern along with access to NC-119 from Fieldstone Drive

. Access of on-ramp to Fieldstone Drive

o Citing personal health issue of pollution

. Access of NC-119 to Fieldstone Drive will increase crime, litter and traffic (2)
. Don’'t connect Fieldstone (neighborhood) to NC-119

. Safety of children

. Traffic noise

) Fieldstone Drive access to NC-119 not needed (2)

PETITIONS

Two citizen petitions have been delivered concerning this project.

Thefirst isapetition of four hundred forty-three (443) signatures requesting “Under
signed (of Woodlawn Community) are opposed to construction of the Hwy-119 Bypass.”
Different names often show up for the same address, which indicates multiple family
members signed the petitions.





The second petition requests consideration for the aternate route for Part B that was
presented to the public by DOT in 1996. This route crossed Mebane Rogers Road
immediately west of the junction of Mebane Rogers and Woodlawn Road. Citizens
stated they discussed this aternate at the July workshop. The petition asked for the
Department to revisit the 1996 route because the proposed new alternatives (8, 9, and 10)
would directly affect them and because the earlier alternate would result in fewer
relocations. There were thirty (30) signatories on this second petition.






Community Feedback Exercise
Public Workshop
U-3109 M ebane By-pass

On July 22, 2003, at the Mebane Arts and Community Center, 622 Corrigidor Road,
Mebane, N.C., a Relocation Public Workshop was conducted on TIP Project Number U-3109 —
Mebane Bypass. The general public was encouraged to attend. Participants were encouraged to
address their issues/concerns at this meeting through a Project Feedback Exercise. Using the
sticky notes provided, participants ranked their issue/concerns in order of importance and were
allowed to post their notes on adisplay chart. The following is an analysis of this exercise:

I ssue/Concern
g O > = T g =

o) zZ <
& 1 33 | 485 4 5.8 11 | 16.1 3 4.4 17 | 250 | 68
g 2 19 | 380 | 15 | 30.0 9 18 3 6.0 4 8.0 | 50
O 3 17 | 50.0 6 17.6 4 11.7 5 14.7 2 59 | 34
© 4 17 | 58.6 2 6.9 3 34 3 10.3 4 13.7 | 29

Total | 86 | 475 | 27 | 149 | 27 | 149 | 14 7.7 27 | 149 | 181

Summary of Concerns
No Build

This project will definitely have an impact on severa communities as well as the areain general.
Severa subdivisions will be impacted. Those on the northern side of US-70 appear to want a
four lane route. Nineteen (19) of the eighty-six (86) no build participants are adamant about any
type of road with statements such as. Mebane does not need; relocate in Raleigh; destroy
community; minimize impact to property; devastation to rural community; ruin our lives; conduit
for Danville; no by-pass; no development along route; etc. Eleven (11) hold a reason of
socia/racia implications. The alternatives could displace those who have been with out basic
amenities such as water and sewer service. They contend: can not legally displace only a
specific segment of the population; lack of procedural equity in process (citing Clinton E. J.
Act); destroy African American communities and churches; conserve and protect Afro.
American communities; institutional discrimination; disenfranchised communities properly
follow NEPA; ethnic bleaching; fate of St. Luke Christian Church; etc. Another large segment
(18) wanted to know by citing what appeared to be jeal ous/self-pity type of remarks; benefit 5
Street residents’ no one but developers, haves are controlling this process; who can make the





most money; amount for hard earned property; destroy what we have built; neighborhood vitality
and stability at stake of development; no development along route; etc. Cost was another issue.
Cost to me and cost to State of project. Twelve (12) were concer ned about money they would
receive by stating: fair price for property taken; lack of due compensation; consideration to
homeowners; buy out homes; etc. Nine (9) asked cost to State by: waste of tax payers money;
fix existing roads; cost more in the long run; waste of money; etc. Nine (9) proposed an
alternative location to east of Mebane or change existing roads. Eight (8) gave a philosophical
response. There appears to be concern for those individuals involved in this process.

Traffic/Safety

The chief concern of the respondents was traffic signals (lights); truck routing, and speed limit
on routes. No complaints, but specific alternatives were proposed to relieve traffic problems.

Noise/Air/\Water

Protection of watershed was mentioned numerous times, as people appeared to be grestly
concerned of possible impact on water quality. Most (17) cited “watershed” in their responses.

Historical/Aesthetics

The overall general appearance of this project was mentioned by some. Tree removal and
landscaping were specifically addressed. Cates Farm property was mentioned by family heirs
due to historical significance.

Build it Now

Most of those responding to expedite the project appeared to live North of US-70. They
apparently want quicker accessto 1-40 with bridges over railroad. Congestion was not
mentioned; however, long term planned regiona growth for this entire area is not evident.

Specifically, these concerns were expressed as:

1-(Fi nk/Red) No Build
Only benefits 5" Street residents
Don't see how thiswill cut traffic on 119
City council states that bypass is not being built to help the citizens on 5
Road will help no one but developers
Road is awaste of tax payer money
Looks like rich Mill Creek will benefit the most from the bypass
Not necessary except for those who are already ahead in the money game
Do not build — Mebane does not need the bypass
Relocate this project to Raleigh
Can not legally displace only a specific segment of the population using imminent
domain, zoning technicalities, and no public hearings. Scare tactics by locals will not
work





Bypass project is not necessary

Not in my backyard and out of sight — the haves are controlling this process and will
benefit from it and have not will not

Carefully consider what you are doing to the community that will be effected

Road is not needed — more closer to need

Using imminent domain and other zoning mechanisms to disproportionately impact
poor or minority groups is not immora but illegal — there is not only a hint of
discrimination, but racism associated with this project — Economic devel opment
cannot justify injustice

A lack of procedural equity in this process — NEPA, Clinton’s E-J Act, and
stakeholder involvement have not been properly considered. REDO studies

Effect of construction in process on communities and businesses

Move to West Side Orange County

Only go into Mebane for whatever | want/need — work in Greensboro and RTP
Fair price for property taken

Cost of project

Do not destroy African American communities and churches

Conserve and protect Afro-American communities — make alternative routes besides
our community

Why wasn'’t voices heard prior to study

This Hwy 119 will in essence disproportionately displace one ethnicity and isa
classic example of institutional discrimination still present in the South

Will displace and marginalize disenfranchised communities properly follow NEPA,
redo environmental health and impact studies

Should not be built due to alack of procedura equity and violation of NEPA with
respect to community right to know and lack of due compensation and relocation
Road is not needed — corridors 9 & 10 will come through our house (2)

Go east of Mebane

Re-look at project beginning with Food Lion Shopping Center — Holmes Road
Does this 119 affect the houses below Mr. White Lane

Build but find another route

1-(A nk/Red) Traffic/Safety
Stop light at Stage Coach and 119
Safety of school traffic
Reduce traffic and speed limit on Third Street
Reduce traffic on 3" and 5™ streets

1-(Pi nk/Red) Noise/Air/Water
Watershed is critical to long-term community health and welfare
Air/water studies — need to have from EPA — pylons damaging water
Totally opposed because of possible contamination of underground water supplies
Watershed should take precedence over historical register
Minimize disruption of stream channels — vegetation buffer





Use aternative 10 to avoid the watershed

Need to know noise/air studies

Negative impact on water supply

East side = not as many houses — no historical issues — small water supply
Carefully consider environment (water shed area)

Need retaining wall at Field Stone Farm

1 — (Pink/Red) — Historical/Aesthetic
Landscaping
Waking Trail
Cates Farm will tear down least amount of trees

1-(FA nk/Red) Build it Now
Don't relocate Hwy 119
Build it soon
Implement immediately
Long overdue (2)
Build at once
Need bypass now
Start ASAP (2)
Overpass at railroad
Build now
Build to control growth
North/South corridor is needed
Build so it will not be obsolete in five years
Plan for construction along highway
Speed up the process
Get it over with (limbo)

2— (Orange) No Build
Road is awaste of tax payers money
This thing is about who can make the most money
Shopping mallsin the project area
No connector at Gantewood
Just compensation for homeowners — no justice and equity in location and planning
Fix existing roads
Studies need to show traffic/congestion
Classic example of ethnic bleaching — health disparities and lack of basic amenitiesin
displaced communities
Will increase pollution — cost more in long run
Project is ssmply wrong
Do not destroy community
Devastation of beautiful rural community





Consideration to homeowners

Public access to new roads

Minimize impact to property

Buy out homes

Driveway for Mill Creek

Truthfully address the fate of St. Luke Christian church

2— (Orange) Traffic/Safety
Put in Mebane City Limits (2)
Widen 5 Street to 4 lanes
Relief of traffic on 5™ Street is critical
Widen 5" Street first
Fifth Street is a connector
Traffic light a N. Terminus
Reducing traffic downtown moves potential traffic out
Traffic nightmare at -85, 119, and Mebane Oaks
Too close to Eastern High and Woodlawn
Relocation of truck traffic
Limit trucks to by-pass
Safe intersections
Better accessto North Side
Need traffic lights and sewer

2— (Orange) Noise/Air/Water
Avoid destruction of watershed
Watershed (2)
Watershed is important to stay away from
Minimize impact on erosion — watershed
Watershed is not valid as State must protect up to two miles
Perform water quality, modeling
Avoid by using Orange County side of Mebane
Environment and human health

2— (Orange) Historical/Aesthetics
Well landscaped
Use as many trees as possible for sound barrier
If aternate 10 is chosen, | as a Cates heir will no longer have an interest in warting to
preserve the family farm for my family. It will be sold — developed and now you

have a bigger impact on a delicate Eco-system and lost a beautiful community visual
relief.

2 —(Orange) — Build it Now
Choose route and build it





ASAP — stop beating around the bush
Expedite
Build it wide

3- (Yellow) No build
Amount for hard earned property
Visualization of actual road layout
Communities are split apart
Ruining our lives
Displacing minimum number of people
Detrimental to vitality of downtown
Bypass is not necessary
Conduit for Danville, VA to 85/40
Do not destroy what we have built
Roads waste many other resources
Waste of money (2)
Not solve traffic problem in town
Displacement of property owner
Displacement of business owners
Affecting your neighborhood
Neighborhood vitality and stability at stake of development

3-— (Yellow) Traffic/Safety
Come in from Buckhorn exit
Direct East-West route
Post 35 MPH speed limit
Connect to Mattress Factory Road
Raceway for high speed
Do not want high speedway interstate

3- (Yellow) Noise/Air/Water
Negative effect on water quality
Water supply not be overloaded
Effect to run off, source on wetland, drinking well quantity
Wildlife concern

3- (YelIow) Historical/Aesthetics
Landscaping to retain beauty
L andscape medians
Appearance of highway
Beautify all areas near the road
Displacement of residents who have been historically denied basic amenities





3—(Yelow) —Build it Now
Make a decision — move on
Will reduce traffic on 119 and protect/preserve neighborhood

4-— (Green) No Build
Do not need this road
No by-pass
Not needed
Waste of money
Don't build
Don't need this
Isroad really necessary?
Too many unanswered questions
Consider another route
Rethink entire project
Go around another side of Mebane
Build to US-70 and stop
No development along route
Crime statistics of by-pass
Go East of Mebane
Research to access. @) one particular groups,; b) is thisfair; ¢) impact only on poor and
communities of color
Research on: @) environment; b) ethnicity of displaced residents c) income level of
displaced

4 — (Green) — Traffic/Safety
Connector from Mebane Oaks to downtown and northern communities
Can not cause backup out of Mill Creek

4 — (Green) — Noise/Air/Water
Protect watershed
Protect historical property
Keep traffic noise at manageable levels

4 — (Green) — Historical/Aesthetics
Greenwaysto project
Not be barren, ugly and boring
Historical

4-— (Green) Build it Now
You can't build fast enough
Road through Mebane
Easy access
Expedite purchase of right of way
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