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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 


Aab 
Alamance silt loam, 2 to 6 
percent slopes (Callison) 


A, 0-8 
B,8-32 


C, 32-72 


ML 
ML-CL 


ML 


A-4(8) 
A-4(8) 
A-4(6) 


N/A N/A Low 
Moderate 


Low 


Cd 


Chewacla fine sandy loam, 0 
to 2 percent slopes, 
occasionally flooded 


A, 0-6 
C, 6-96 


SM 
SM 


A-4 
A-4 


High 
High 


Moderate 
Moderate 


Low 
Low 


Ce 
Colfax sandy loam, 2 to 6 
percent slopes 


A, 0-18 
B,18-42 
C, 42-96 


SM 
CL 
CL 


A-4 
A-6 
A-4 


N/A N/A Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 


Cf 
Colfax silt loam, 2 to 6 percent 
slopes 


A, 0-18 
B,18-42 
C, 42-96 


SM 
CL 
CL 


A-4 
A-6 
A-4 


N/A N/A Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 


EaB2 
Efland silt loam, 2 to 6 percent 
slopes, eroded (Badin) 


A, 0-6 
B,6-36 


C, 36-72 


ML-CL 
MH 
MH 


A-6 
A-7-5 
A-7-5 


N/A N/A Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 


EaC 
Efland silt loam, 6 to 10 
percent slopes (Badin) 


A, 0-6 
B,6-36 


C, 36-72 


ML-CL 
MH 
MH 


A-6 
A-7-5 
A-7-5 


N/A N/A Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 


EaC2 
Efland silt loam, 6 to 10 
percent slopes, eroded (Badin) 


A, 0-6 
B,6-36 


C, 36-72 


ML-CL 
MH 
MH 


A-6 
A-7-5 
A-7-5 


N/A N/A Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 


EbC3 


Efland silty clay loam, 6 to 10 
percent slopes, severely eroded 
(Badin) 


A, 0-6 
B,6-36 


C, 36-72 


ML-CL 
MH 
MH 


A-6 
A-7-5 
A-7-5 


N/A N/A Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 


EbD3 


Efland silty clay loam, 10 to 
15 percent slopes, severely 
eroded (Badin) 


A, 0-6 
B,6-36 


C, 36-72 


ML-CL 
MH 
MH 


A-6 
A-7-5 
A-7-5 


N/A N/A Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 


GaB 
Georgeville silt loam, 2 to 6 
percent slopes 


A, 0-6 
B,6-36 


C, 36-72 


ML 
MH 
MH 


A-4(6) 
A-7-5(20) 
A-7-5(20) 


High 
High 
High 


High 
High 
High 


Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 


GaB2 
Georgeville silt loam, 2 to 6 
percent slopes, eroded 


A, 0-6 
B,6-36 


C, 36-72 


ML 
MH 
MH 


A-4(6) 
A-7-5(20) 
A-7-5(20) 


High 
High 
High 


High 
High 
High 


Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 


GaC 
Georgeville silt loam, 6 to 10 
percent slopes 


A, 0-6 
B,6-36 


C, 36-72 


ML 
MH 
MH 


A-4(6) 
A-7-5(20) 
A-7-5(20) 


High 
High 
High 


High 
High 
High 


Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 







 


 
NC 119 Relocation - U-3109  
FEIS - May 2009 


2


Soil Name Depth (inches) Classifications Risk of Corrosion Shrink/Swell 
   Unified AASHTO Uncoated Steel Concrete Potential 


GaC2 
Georgeville silt loam, 6 to 10 
percent slopes, eroded 


A, 0-6 
B,6-36 


C, 36-72 


ML 
MH 
MH 


A-4(6) 
A-7-5(20) 
A-7-5(20) 


High 
High 
High 


High 
High 
High 


Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 


GaD 
Georgeville silt loam, 10 to 15 
percent slopes (Tarrus) 


A, 0-6 
B,6-36 


C, 36-72 


ML 
MH 
MH 


A-4(6) 
A-7-5(20) 
A-7-5(20) 


High 
High 
High 


High 
High 
High 


Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 


GaD2 
Georgeville silt loam, 10 to 15 
percent slopes, eroded (Tarrus) 


A, 0-6 
B,6-36 


C, 36-72 


ML 
MH 
MH 


A-4(6) 
A-7-5(20) 
A-7-5(20) 


High 
High 
High 


High 
High 
High 


Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 


GaE 
Georgeville silt loam, 15 to 25 
percent slopes (Badin) 


A, 0-6 
B,6-36 


C, 36-72 


ML 
MH 
MH 


A-4(6) 
A-7-5(20) 
A-7-5(20) 


High 
High 
High 


High 
High 
High 


Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 


GbC3 


Georgeville silty clay loam, 6 
to 10  percent slopes, severely 
eroded (Tarrus) 


A, 0-6 
B,6-36 


C, 36-72 


ML 
MH 
MH 


A-4(6) 
A-7-5(20) 
A-7-5(20) 


High 
High 
High 


High 
High 
High 


Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 


GbD3 


Georgeville silty clay loam, 10 
to 15 percent slopes, severely 
eroded (Tarrus 


A, 0-6 
B,6-36 


C, 36-72 


ML 
MH 
MH 


A-4(6) 
A-7-5(20) 
A-7-5(20) 


High 
High 
High 


High 
High 
High 


Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 


GbE3 


Georgeville silty clay loam, 15 
to 25 percent slopes, severely 
eroded (Badin) 


A, 0-6 
B,6-36 


C, 36-72 


ML 
MH 
MH 


A-4(6) 
A-7-5(20) 
A-7-5(20) 


High 
High 
High 


High 
High 
High 


Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 


GcC 
Goldston channery silt loam, 6 
to 10 percent slopes 


AB, 0-10 
C, 10-30 


ML 
Variable 


A-4 
Variable 


Moderate 
Moderate 


High 
High 


Low 
Low 


GcD 
Goldston channery silt loam, 
10 to 15 percent slopes 


AB, 0-10 
C, 10-30 


ML 
Variable 


A-4 
Variable 


Moderate 
Moderate 


High 
High 


Low 
Low 


GcE 
Goldston channery silt loam, 
15 to 25 percent slopes 


AB, 0-10 
C, 10-30 


ML 
Variable 


A-4 
Variable 


Moderate 
Moderate 


High 
High 


Low 
Low 


HdB 
Herndon silt loam, 2 to 6 
percent slopes 


A, 0-6 
B,6-36 


C, 36-72 


ML 
MH 
MH 


A-4 
A-7-5 
A-7-5 


High 
High 
High 


High 
High 
High 


Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 


HdB2 
Herndon silt loam, 2 to 6 
percent slopes, eroded 


A, 0-6 
B,6-36 


C, 36-72 


ML 
MH 
MH 


A-4 
A-7-5 
A-7-5 


High 
High 
High 


High 
High 
High 


Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 


HdC 
Herndon silt loam, 6 to 10 
percent slopes 


A, 0-6 
B,6-36 


C, 36-72 


ML 
MH 
MH 


A-4 
A-7-5 
A-7-5 


High 
High 
High 


High 
High 
High 


Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 


HdC2 
Herndon silt loam, 6 to 10 
percent slopes, eroded 


A, 0-6 
B,6-36 


C, 36-72 


ML 
MH 
MH 


A-4 
A-7-5 
A-7-5 


High 
High 
High 


High 
High 
High 


Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 
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Soil Name Depth (inches) Classifications Risk of Corrosion Shrink/Swell 
   Unified AASHTO Uncoated Steel Concrete Potential 


HdD 
Herndon silt loam, 10 to 15 
percent slopes (Nanford) 


A, 0-6 
B,6-36 


C, 36-72 


ML 
MH 
MH 


A-4 
A-7-5 
A-7-5 


High 
High 
High 


High 
High 
High 


Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 


HdD2 


Herndon silty clay loam, 10 to 
15 percent slopes, eroded 
(Nanford) 


A, 0-6 
B,6-41 


C, 41-80 


CL/ML 
CL/CH/ML 


MH/ML 


A-6-4 
A-7 


A-6-4 


Moderate 
Moderate 
Moderate 


High 
High 
High 


Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 


HeC3 
Herndon silt loam, 6 to 10 
percent slopes, severely eroded 


A, 0-9 
B,9-34 


C, 34-72 


CL/ML 
CL/CH/ML 


MH/ML 


A-7-6 
A-7-5 
A-7-5 


High 
High 
High 


High 
High 
High 


Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 


HeD3 


Herndon silty clay loam, 10 to 
15 percent slopes, severely 
eroded (Nanford) 


A, 0-6 
B,6-36 


C, 36-72 


ML 
MH 
MH 


A-4 
A-7-5 
A-7-5 


Moderate 
Moderate 
Moderate 


High 
High 
High 


Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 


Lc 
Local alluvial land, poorly 
drained 


Variable Variable Variable N/A N/A Low 


Ld 
Local alluvial land, well 
drained 


A, 0-24 
B, 24-36 


SM-SC 
SM-SC 


A-4 
A-4 


N/A N/A Low 
Low 


Mf 


Moderately gullied land, 
Georgeville and Herndon 
materials, 6 to 25 percent 
slopes 


Variable Variable Variable N/A N/A Low 


OaB 
Orange silt loam, 2 to 6 
percent slopes (Pittsboro) 


A, 0-10 
B,10-36 
C, 36-60 


ML-CL 
CL 
CL 


A-4(8) 
A-7-6(16) 
A-7-5(20) 


High 
High 
High 


Moderate 
Moderate 
Moderate 


Low 
High 


Moderate 


OaB2 


Orange silt loam, 2 to 6 
percent slopes, eroded 
(Pittsboro) 


A, 0-10 
B,10-36 
C, 36-60 


ML-CL 
CL 
CL 


A-4(8) 
A-7-6(16) 
A-7-5(20) 


High 
High 
High 


Moderate 
Moderate 
Moderate 


Low 
High 


Moderate 


ObB 


Orange silt loam, moderately 
well drained variant, 2 to 6 
percent slopes (Pittsboro) 


A, 0-10 
B,10-36 
C, 36-60 


ML-CL 
CL 
CL 


A-4(8) 
A-7-6(16) 
A-7-5(20) 


High 
High 
High 


Moderate 
Moderate 
Moderate 


Low 
High 


Moderate 


ObB2 


Orange silt loam, moderately 
well drained variant, 2 to 6 
percent slopes, eroded 
(Pittsboro) 


A, 0-10 
B,10-36 
C, 36-60 


ML-CL 
CL 
CL 


A-4(8) 
A-7-6(16) 
A-7-5(20) 


High 
High 
High 


Moderate 
Moderate 
Moderate 


Low 
High 


Moderate 


ObC2 


Orange silt loam, moderately 
well drained variant, 6 to 10 
percent slopes, eroded 


A, 0-10 
B,10-36 
C, 36-60 


ML-CL 
CL 
CL 


A-4(8) 
A-7-6(16) 
A-7-5(20) 


High 
High 
High 


Moderate 
Moderate 
Moderate 


Low 
High 


Moderate 


Sb 
Starr loam, 2 to 6 percent 
slopes, occasionally flooded 


A, 0-24 
B, 24-48 


ML-CL 
ML-CL 


A-4 
A-6 


N/A N/A Moderate 
Moderate 


TaB Tirzah silt loam, 2 to 6 percent A, 0-8 ML A-7-5(10) N/A N/A Low 
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Soil Name Depth (inches) Classifications Risk of Corrosion Shrink/Swell 
   Unified AASHTO Uncoated Steel Concrete Potential 


slopes (Tarrus) B,8-48 
C, 48-96 


MH 
ML 


A-7-5(20) 
A-7-5(11) 


Moderate 
Low 


TaB2 
Tirzah silt loam, 2 to 6 percent 
slopes, eroded (Tarrus) 


A, 0-8 
B,8-48 


C, 48-96 


ML 
MH 
ML 


A-7-5(10) 
A-7-5(20) 
A-7-5(11) 


N/A N/A Low 
Moderate 


Low 


TaC2 


Tirzah silt loam, 6 to 10 
percent slopes, eroded 
(Tatum)* 


A, 0-8 
B,8-48 


C, 48-96 


ML 
MH 
ML 


A-7-5(10) 
A-7-5(20) 
A-7-5(11) 


N/A N/A Low 
Moderate 


Low 


Wd 
Worsham sandy loam, 2 to 6 
percent 


A, 0-18 
B,18-30 
C, 30-72 


ML-CL 
CH 
CH 


A-4 
A-7-6 
A-7-6 


N/A N/A Low 
Moderate 
Moderate 


We 
Worsham silt loam, 2 to 6 
percent slopes 


A, 0-18 
B,18-30 
C, 30-72 


ML-CL 
CH 
CH 


A-4 
A-7-6 
A-7-6 


N/A N/A Low 
Moderate 
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 












 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


APPENDIX E 
 


FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT 
RATING FORMS (FORM AD-1006) 
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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 I–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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Appendix G – Part 3 
Agency Responses and Comments 


 







































































 


 


 


  STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
MICHAEL F. EASLEY LYNDO TIPPETT 


GOVERNOR 


 
  SECRETARY  


 


MAILING ADDRESS: 
NC DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DIVISION OF BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN TRANSPORTATION 
1552 MAIL SERVICE CENTER 
RALEIGH NC  27699-1552 
 


TELEPHONE:   919-807-0773 


FAX:  919-807-0768 
WEBSITE :  WWW.NCDOT.ORG/TRANSIT/BICYCLE/ 


EMAIL: RMOSHER@DOT.STATE .NC.US 


LOCATION: 
CAMERON VILLAGE  
401 OBERLIN RD. 


SUITE 250 
RALEIGH NC 


 


 
 
MEMO TO: Ms. Jennifer Fuller, PE, Project Planning Engineer, 
                      Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch 
                        
       FROM: Robert Mosher, ASLA, AICP,   
                      Division 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 a request for information on U-3109, the relocation of NC 119 from 
I-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 
Rogers/Carriage Rd., the Urban Route, 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 cyclists in the area, and Mebane would like to encourage 
bicycling, as an alternate mode of transportation in town.  
 
Because most of this project will include 4 ft wide paved shoulders, which are ideal for cyclists, we 
would recommend that most of the project be designed to accommodate cyclists. If the sections 
that are designated to be curb and gutter were striped to allow 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 bridges that are constructed as part of this project should include a 4 ft. wide offset 
on both sides to allow the safe passage of bicyclists. In addition, Planner Hadley asked that a 
space along the right of way be reserved on both sides of NC 119 for future sidewalks. Current 
development regulations in town require developers to construct sidewalks along the street 
frontage of their new projects.  
 







 
 


 
 
 
The Division of Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation appreciates this opportunity to comment 
and looks forward to continue coordination on this project as it develops. If you need additional 
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. Analysis Branch 
        
 
































































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


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 
 



































          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 
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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 
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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). 


 
2. 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). 


 
3. 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. 


 
4. 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 I-40/I-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. 


 
5. Mary Pope Furr (NCDOT Historic Architecture) commented that the SHPO does not 


prefer Alternatives 9 and 10. 
 
6. 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. 


 
7. 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  
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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 















 
 


 


June 28, 2005 
 
SUBJECT: NEPA/404 Merger Team Meeting Minutes (Concurrence Point 2a) for the 


Relocation of NC 119 from the I-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 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: 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: 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: 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: 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 







 


 Buck Engineering 
 A Unit of Michael Baker Corporation 
 8000 Regency Parkway, Suite 200 


Cary, North Carolina 27511 
 
April 26, 2006 Phone: 919-463-5488 


Fax: 919-463-5490 
 
 
SUBJECT:  NEPA/404 Merger Team Meeting Minutes (Concurrence Point 2a) for the Relocation 


of NC 119 from the I-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 Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
John Thomas US Army Corps of Engineers 
Todd Tugwell 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 
Amy Simes NCDENR 
Travis Wilson NC Wildlife Resources Commission 
Sarah McBride Department of Cultural Resources - SHPO 
Mike Nunn Burlington-Graham MPO 
Tony Houser NCDOT - Roadway Design Unit 
Bruce Payne NCDOT - Roadway Design Unit 
David Anderson NCDOT - Structure Design Unit 
Jerry Snead NCDOT - Hydraulics Unit 
Mike Stanley NCDOT - TIP Development Unit 
Mark Staley NCDOT - Roadside Environmental Unit 
Chad Lanford NCDOT - Congestion Management Section 
Greg Thorpe NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis 
Eric Midkiff NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis 
Derrick Weaver NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis 
Jennifer Fuller NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis 
Jennifer Evans NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis 
Rachelle Beauregard NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis - NEU 
Erica McLamb NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis - NEU 
Susan Thebert NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis - NEU 
Sara Easterly NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis - NEU 
Mike Pekarek Gibson Engineers 
Jim Buck Buck Engineering 
Craig Young Buck Engineering 
Greg Price Buck Engineering 
Aileen Mayhew 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 commit to 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. 
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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.  It also 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 
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SUBJECT:  NEPA/404 Merger Team Meeting Minutes (Concurrence Point 3) for the Relocation 


of NC 119 from the I-85/40 Interchange to South of SR 1918 (Mrs. White Lane) 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. 


Baker Engineering 
 
A NEPA/404 Merger Team meeting for the subject project was held on June 19, 2008, 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) 
Andrew Williams US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
Chris Militscher US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
Gary Jordan US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Brian Wrenn NCDENR Division of Water Quality 
Amy Euliss NCDENR Division of Water Quality 
David Wainwright NCDENR Division of Water Quality 
Travis Wilson NC Wildlife Resources Commission 
Renee Gledhill-Earley Department of Cultural Resources - HPO 
Patty Eason NCDOT - Division 7 
Tony Houser NCDOT - Roadway Design Unit 
David Anderson NCDOT - Structure Design Unit 
Jerry Snead NCDOT - Hydraulics Unit 
Aketa Emptage NCDOT - Office of Civil Rights - Title VI 
Mike Stanley NCDOT - TIP Development Unit 
Derrick Beard NCDOT - Traffic Control Unit 
Atefe Northcutt NCDOT - TPB 
Eric Midkiff NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis 
Derrick Weaver NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis 
Jennifer Fuller NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis 
Ed Lewis NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis - PICS 
Mary Pope Furr NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis - Historic Architecture 
Rachelle Beauregard NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis - NEU 
Greg Price NCDOT - Project Development and Environmental Analysis - NEU 
Glenda Gibson Gibson Engineers 
Jim Buck Baker Engineering 
Suzanne Young Baker Engineering 
Aileen Mayhew Baker Engineering 
 


The purpose of the meeting was to discuss and select a Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable 
Alternative (LEDPA) and to discuss avoidance and minimization.  Andy Williams began the meeting with a 
brief overview of the proposed project followed by introductions and brief comments from Jennifer Fuller.  At 
this time, Aileen Mayhew continued with a slide presentation that followed the Concurrence Point 3 handout 
previously mailed to team members.  The presentation included a general description of the project and 
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discussed the public hearing, water supply watershed critical area, concurrence team history, and the NCDOT 
recommended alternative.  An agenda was also distributed (attached). 
 
Chris Militscher inquired whether responses to the agency comments on the DEIS, specifically those from 
USEPA, were going to be presented at the meeting.  He explained that USEPA’s primary concern is Mobile 
Source Air Toxics (MSATs) and noted that a project specific analysis was not performed to determine the 
effect of MSATs on specific receptors, similar to how noise analyses are conducted.  He commented that no 
sensitive receptors along Alternatives 8, 9, or 10 were identified in the DEIS and asked for verification that 
there are no sensitive receptors along the project.  He then stated that USEPA is aware of the guidance from 
FHWA that requires project specific analyses for MSATs only for projects with traffic volumes above a 
threshold; however, they would have preferred an analysis for this project regardless of the traffic volumes.  
In response, the NCDOT and Baker Engineering explained that the three detailed study alternatives basically 
follow one alignment from the beginning of the project to the vicinity of Cates Farm and then run parallel to 
each other for the remainder of the project.  While there are some receptors scattered along the project that 
experience an increase in noise, they were not aware of any sensitive air quality receptors (daycares, nursing 
facilities, etc.) located in the area where the alternatives vary.  Information regarding sensitive receptors along 
the project will be verified and included in the FEIS.  If there are no sensitive receptors, a statement to that 
effect will be included in the FEIS, which will conclude the analysis. 
 
The NCDOT briefly explained that they selected Alternative 8 as their preferred alternative because it was the 
only alternative that avoided impacting the Cates Farm, which is listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places.  Amy Euliss noted that a portion of the Cates Farm property is currently for sale and that the home and 
associated structures would not be impacted by Alternatives 9 or 10, although the viewshed would be 
impacted.  Renee Gledhill-Earley explained that the HPO has to follow the historic preservation regulations 
according to how the property is right now and until development begins, the entire property is protected.  
The NCDWQ explained their concerns about Alternatives 8 and 9 impacting the watershed critical area and 
asked about citizen comments received thus far.  A comment was made that while several citizens at the 
Public Hearing were not in favor of an alternative that impacted the watershed critical area; there were also 
verbal and written comments from citizens requesting that NCDOT avoid the historic property.  The NCDWQ 
indicated that they could not agree with NCDOT’s preferred alternative.  There was discussion regarding 
State regulations requiring the watershed critical area be avoided unless there is no “practicable” alternative, 
versus Federal regulations requiring the historic property be avoided unless it is not “prudent and feasible.”  A 
comment was made that the State regulation supporting the watershed critical area is based on the Federal 
Safe Drinking Water Act.  The NCDWQ stated that Alternative 8 would be difficult for them to permit.  Brian 
Wrenn added that the stormwater controls required for watershed critical areas would apply to this project 
regardless of whether the selected alternative crosses the critical area.  The NCDWQ preferred Alternative 10, 
but the HPO said they couldn’t agree with that alternative.  The NCDWQ also had concerns about secondary 
and cumulative impacts of the proposed road.  Jim Buck stated that the portion of the project in the vicinity of 
the Cates Farm is proposed to have full control of access, which would limit opportunities for induced 
development.  The NCDOT reiterated that no secondary or cumulative impacts directly off this road are 
anticipated. 
 
At this time, Chris Militscher asked if NCDWQ and HPO could agree with Alternative 9 as a compromise.  
Alternative 9 avoids and minimizes impacts to both the watershed critical area and the Cates Farm.  Renee 
Gledhill-Earley stated that Alternative 9 has an adverse effect on the Cates Farm and that FHWA would have 
to support this decision since the Cates Farm is a Section 4(f) resource.  Felix Davila indicated that he would 
support Alternative 9 as the LEDPA, but that he would need to verify with FHWA’s lawyers that a Section 
4(f) document could be prepared stating there is no practicable and feasible alternative to impacting the Cates 
Farm. 
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Some of the reasons why Alternative 9 was selected as the LEDPA included: 
 


• Compromise - minimizes impacts to both resources (watershed critical area and Cates Farm) 
• Fewer stream crossings than Alternatives 8 or 10 
• Less linear feet of stream impacts than Alternatives 8 or 10 


 
The Concurrence Point 3 form was circulated and signed by the Merger Team.  The signature sheet states that 
the Project Team concurs with the selection of “Alternative 9” as the LEDPA.  A copy of the signed 
concurrence sheet is attached. 
 
At this time, the Merger Team began discussing avoidance and minimization for the proposed project.  Aileen 
Mayhew gave a brief slide presentation that presented minimization efforts to date.  There was a comment 
that 2:1 side slopes in the wetland areas should be included in the minimization efforts.  There was also 
discussion among the team members regarding incorporating additional minimization / mitigation efforts for 
the Cates Farm into the project.  It was agreed that these efforts would be investigated during Concurrence 
Point 4B. 
 
The Concurrence Point 4A form was circulated and signed by the Merger Team.  The signature sheet states 
that in areas of wetland impacts, the side slopes be reduced to 2:1 and that storm water Best Management 
Practices and hazardous spill basins will be evaluated at Concurrence Point 4B.  It also states that the Cates 
Farm on-site stream restoration project will also be discussed and evaluated at Concurrence Point 4B.  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 
 Earlene Thomas, NCDOT, TPB 
 
 
 
 
 







AGENDA 
 


Relocation of NC 119 
I-85/40 Interchange to South of SR 1918 (Mrs. White Lane) 


Mebane, Alamance County 
 


Concurrence Point No. 3 
Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) 


TIP Project No. U-3109 
 


June 19, 2008 
 
 
 


• Introduction 


o Meeting Purpose and Goals 


 Concurrence Point No. 3 


o Slide Presentation 


 General Description of Project 


 Public Hearing 


 Water Supply Watershed Critical Area 


 Concurrence Team History 


 NCDOT Recommended Alternative 


 
 


• Recommended Alternative Discussion 


 
 
• Comments and Questions 


 




















 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


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 
Part 5 – Public Hearing 
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No. 1 September 2002 


NC 119 Relocation 


NEWSLETTER 
 


NC Transportation Improvement Program Project No. U-3109

PROJECT INTRODUCTION 


his newsletter is published by the North 
arolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) 
o provide residents in Mebane and surrounding 
ommunities with updated information about the 
roposed NC 119 Relocation project in Mebane. 


PURPOSE OF PROJECT 


he purpose of the project is to relieve traffic 
ongestion in downtown Mebane, provide access 
o the local area, and provide Alamance County 
ith a primary north/south route. 


WHAT’S HAPPENED SO FAR? 


n 1994, the North Carolina Department of 
ransportation (NCDOT) initiated planning studies 
or the relocation of NC 119 in Mebane, Alamance 
ounty.  A Citizens Informational Workshop was 
eld January 30, 1995 at South Mebane 
lementary School to present the project study 
rea to the public.  The study area was expanded 
hen several historic properties that were eligible 


or the National Register of Historic Places were 
iscovered.  The Cates Farm located on Mebane-
ogers Road, which has recently been listed on 
he National Register, completely covered the 
nitial study area.  A second workshop was held at 
he Mebane Arts and Community Center Complex 
n June 20, 1996 to show the expanded study 
rea to the public. 


everal small group meetings were held in various 
ommunities within the project study area to get 
urther input from residents and listen to their 
oncerns about the proposed project.  Meetings 
ere also held with representatives of the West 
nd Community to listen to their concerns. 


reliminary Alternatives were identified 
onsidering features such as neighborhoods, 
ommunity facilities, businesses, historic 
roperties, and sensitive natural areas including 
he critical watershed area of Graham-Mebane 
eservoir.  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 Start community impact and 
environmental studies 


October 2002 -  Hold additional public 
June 2003 meetings and workshops 
February 03 Receive environmental study 


reports 
June 2003 Permitting and resource 


agency review 
August 2003 Complete Environmental 


Assessment document 
November 2003 Hold public hearing 
2004 Complete final environmental 


document and final design 
2005 Begin right of way acquisition 


for Part A (section from 
I-40/85 to US 70) 


2007 Start construction for Part A 
After 2010 Begin right of way acquisition 


and construction for Part B 
(from US 70 to south of 
White Level Road) 


 
 
 
 
 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


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 
 


NC DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT & ENVIRONMENTAL
ANALYSIS BRANCH 
1548 MAIL SERVICE CENTER 
RALEIGH, NC 27699-1548 











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.


Why Should You Attend
the Workshop?


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.


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


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


Citizens Informational
Workshop


622 Corrigidor Road in 
Mebane, North Carolina


Date . . . . . . . July 22, 2003
Time . . . . . .  4:00-8:00 pm
Location . . . . Mebane Arts


& Community 
Center


fëëìÉkçKO gìäóOMMP k`qê~åëéçêí~íáçåfãéêçîÉãÉåímêçàÉÅíkçKrJPNMV


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
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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.


Of the ten study alternatives initially
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.  


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.


m~ÖÉO
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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 I-85/I-40 to
NC 119 at White Level
Road (SR 1917).


Purpose and Description of the Project







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
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Updated Project Schedule


July 2003 Third Citizens Informa-
tional Workshop


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 
I-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)
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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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We Need to Hear 
From You!







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
Preliminary Designs


Summer 2006
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)


After  2011
Right-of-Way Acquisition from 


US 70 to White Level Road  (SR 1917) Part B


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.


Upcoming
Project Activities
A Draft
Environmental
Impact Statement
(DEIS) will be
prepared for the
proposed project
and is scheduled
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.  


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.


NC 119
RELOCATION


N E W S L E T T E R  


Issue No. 3 December 2004
NCDOT Transportation 


Improvement Project No. U-3109







NC 119
RELOCATION


NC 119 Corridor Alternatives Map


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.


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 I-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 I-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.







NC 119


NC 119 Relocation Steering Committee
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 increased traffic volumes (including truck traffic) on area roads
advantages and disadvantages of alternatives being considered 
relationship of the NC 119 Relocation project to other long-range 
transportation improvement plans 


potential for growth within the study area as a result of the proposed project
potential impacts to water quality and watershed water supply critical area
potential impacts to historic properties
right-of-way acquisitions and possible displacements 
timeline for project activities and decision-making process


RELOCATION


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.
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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


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


Aileen Mayhew, P.E.
Buck Engineering
8000 Regency Parkway, Suite 200
Cary, NC 27511
Phone: 919-463-5488
Fax: 919-463-5490
e-mail: amayhew@buckengineering.com


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.
Jan Anderson, P.E.
RS&H, Inc
8008 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 120
Charlotte, NC 28226
Phone: 704-752-0610
Fax: 704-541-3081
e-mail: jan.anderson@rsandh.com







NC 119 RELOCATION PROJECT UPDATE


NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION


PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS BRANCH


PROJECT HIGHLIGHTS


ALAMANCE COUNTY (TIP Project No. U-3109)


JUNE 2006


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.


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/I-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.


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.


ISSUE NO. 4


6-LANE TYPICAL SECTION


UPDATED


NC 119 RELOCATION


PROJECT SCHEDULE*







8008 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 120
Charlotte, NC 28226


NC 119 RELOCATION PROJECT


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


Janice K. Anderson, P.E.


RS&H, Architects, Engineers, Planners, Inc.


8008 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 120


Charlotte, NC 28226


Phone: 704-752-0610


Fax:     704-541-3081


e-mail:  jan.anderson@rsandh.com


BE INFORMED BE INVOLVED


• 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.


NCDOT-PDEA


1548 Mail Service Center


Raleigh, NC 27699-1548


Phone: 919-733-7844 Ext. 244


Fax:     919-733-9794


e-mail:  jmfuller@dot.state.nc.us


Aileen Mayhew, P.E.


Michael Baker Corporation


8000 Regency Parkway, Suite 200


Cary, NC 27511


Phone: 919-463-5488


Fax:     919-463-5490


e-mail:  amayhew@mbakercorp.com







ISSUE NO. 5 DECEMBER 2007


ALAMANCE COUNTY (TIP Project No. U-3109)
NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION


NC 119 RELOCATION PROJECT UPDATE


A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed NC 119 
Relocation project was approved by the North Carolina Department of 
Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration in August 2007.  
The DEIS includes documentation of the purpose and need for the project, 
alternatives considered, existing conditions in the human and natural 
environments, adverse and benefi cial environmental consequences of the 
alternatives, and public and agency coordination.  Copies of the DEIS are 
available for public review at the following locations:
• Mebane Public Library, 106 E. Washington Street, Mebane, NC
• City of Mebane offi ces, 101 South First Street, Mebane, NC
• Orange County Library, 300 W. Tryon Street, Hillsborough, NC


The NCDOT will host a Pre-Hearing Open House and Corridor Public 
Hearing for the NC 119 Relocation project in January 2008 to provide an 
opportunity for the public to offer oral and written comments on the proposed 
alternatives for the project and the information presented in the DEIS.  The 
Pre-Hearing Open House is an informal, drop-in style workshop for interested 
citizens to discuss the project with NCDOT representatives.  The Open House is 
followed by a Public Hearing during which a formal presentation of the project 
will be made by NCDOT about the fi ndings of the DEIS and the next steps of 
the project review process.  The Corridor Public Hearing Map will be displayed 
showing the preliminary roadway designs for each alternative.  Copies of the 
DEIS will also be available for review. 


 Pre-Hearing Open House Corridor Public Hearing
 4:00 to 6:30 p.m. 7:00 p.m.


Tuesday, January 15, 2008
Mebane Arts & Community Center
622 Corrigidor Road,  Mebane, NC


The oral and written comments received at the Corridor Public Hearing will be 
recorded and made part of the public record for the project.  After consideration 
of the input provided during the public and agency comment period, the 
preferred alternative will be selected and a Final EIS and Record of Decision 
will be prepared which document the selection process for the project.  The 
acquisition of properties to construct the southern portion of the NC 119 
corridor (between I-85 and US 70) is scheduled to begin during 2010 and 
construction of this segment would begin in 2013.  


UPDATED 
NC 119 RELOCATION


PROJECT SCHEDULE*


OCTOBER 2007
Issue Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS)


JANUARY 2008
Public Hearing on DEIS


SPRING 2008
Select Preferred Alternative


for NC 119


FALL 2008
Final EIS


WINTER 2008/2009
Record of Decision


WINTER 2010
Right-of-Way Acquisition from


I-85 to US 70 (Part A)


WINTER 2013
Construction from


I-85 to US 70 (Part A)


BEYOND 2015
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.


PRE-HEARING OPEN HOUSE AND 
CORRIDOR PUBLIC HEARING


PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS BRANCH







NC 119 RELOCATION PROJECT
8008 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 410
Charlotte, NC 28226


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.


BE INFORMED... BE INVOLVED!


Jennifer Fuller, PE
NCDOT-PDEA
1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548
Phone: 919-733-7844, Ext. 244
Fax: 919-733-9794
E-mail: jmfuller@dot.state.nc.us


Aileen Mayhew, PE
Michael Baker Corporation
8000 Regency Parkway, Suite 200
Cary, NC 27518
Phone: 919-463-5488
Fax: 919-463-5490
E-mail: amayhew@mbakercorp.com


Janice K. Anderson, PE
RS&H Architects-Engineers-Planners, Inc.
8008 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 410
Charlotte, NC 28226
Phone: 704-752-0610
Fax: 704-541-3081
E-mail: jan.anderson@rsandh.com







ISSUE NO. 6 OCTOBER 2008


ALAMANCE COUNTY (TIP Project No. U-3109)


NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION


NC 119 RELOCATION PROJECT UPDATE


The Pre-Hearing Open House and Corridor Public Hearing for the NC 119 Relocation 
project were held on January 15, 2008 at the Mebane Arts and Community Center 
in Mebane.  During this Hearing, the Corridor Public Hearing Maps were displayed 
showing the preliminary roadway designs for each alternative.  More than 270 
people attended the Hearing and more than 90 verbal and written comments were 
submitted and will be incorporated into the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS).  Topics frequently raised by citizens at the Public Hearing included: concerns 
about commercial and residential property impacts and relocations; concerns 
about decreased property values; concerns about access to property; suggestions 
of additional alternatives; concerns about the project’s impact on the water supply 
watershed critical area; concerns about the project’s impact on the Cates Farm; and 
concerns about the traffi c fl ow through town.  


Upon request, NCDOT also met with citizens from the White Level Community in 
February 2008 to discuss the communities concerns regarding the proposed project.
Overall, the citizens in attendance were not opposed to the project, but the White 
Level Community is primarily concerned with where and how the relocated NC 119 
ties back into existing NC 119 near Mrs. White Lane (SR 1918).


A meeting was held in June 2008 between NCDOT and review agencies, including 
Federal Highway Administration, Army Corps of Engineers, US Fish & Wildlife 
Service, NC Wildlife Resources Commission, Environmental Protection Agency, 
and NC Division of Water Quality.  After discussing citizens comments and concerns 
and reviewing the project’s impacts, Alternative 9 was selected as the preferred 
alternative for the NC 119 Relocation project (see map on reverse side).  


A FEIS is being prepared that discusses the public and agency comments received, 
as well as the environmental impacts of the preferred alternative and its selection 
for the project.  The FEIS is anticipated to be completed in the spring 2009 with a 
Record of Decision (ROD) in the winter 2009.  The ROD will include documentation 
on the preferred alternative.  A Design Public Hearing will be held after the ROD is 
approved to provide citizens the opportunity to comment on the NC 119 preferred 
alternative and the information presented in the FEIS. The acquisition of properties 
needed to construct the southern portion (Part A) of the NC 119 Relocation corridor 
(between I-85 and north of US 70) is scheduled to begin during 2011.  Construction 
of this segment would begin in 2013.  Part B, the northern section, is currently not 
scheduled.


During the time period when Part A (the southern section) has been completed and 
prior to Part B (the northern section) construction, a short one-mile segment of US 
70 will serve as a connector between this newly constructed southern section and the 
existing northern section of NC 119. 


UPDATED 
NC 119 RELOCATION


PROJECT SCHEDULE*


SPRING 2009
Issue Final Environmental


Impact Statement


WINTER 2009
Record of Decision


SPRING 2010
Design Public Hearing


SUMMER 2011
Right-of-Way Acquisition from 
I-85 to North of US 70 (Part A)


WINTER 2013
Construction from I-85 to 
North of US 70 (Part A)


BEYOND 2015
Right-of-Way Acquisition and 
Construction from North of 
US 70 to Mrs. White Lane 


(SR 1918) (Part B)


*Note: This schedule is subject to change.


PROJECT STATUS


PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS BRANCH


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.


BE INFORMED... BE INVOLVED!


Purpose and Need for the NC 119 Relocation Project
The primary needs of the proposed action include the following:


• Address capacity defi ciencies.
• Lack of connectivity within the local community.
• Lack of effi cient north-south routes through Mebane due to development patterns.


The primary purposes of the proposed action include the following:
• Reduce traffi c congestion in downtown Mebane.
• Improve access to the local area.
• Provide Alamance County a primary north-south route.


NC 119 RELOCATION PROJECT
8000 Regency Parkway, Suite 200
Cary, NC 27518


Leza Mundt, AICP
NCDOT – PDEA
1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548
Phone: 919-733-7844, Ext. 244
Fax: 919-733-9794
E-mail: lwmundt@ncdot.gov


Aileen Mayhew, PE
Michael Baker Engineering, Inc.
8000 Regency Parkway, Suite 200
Cary, NC 27518
Phone: 919-463-5488
Fax: 919-463-5490
E-mail: amayhew@mbakercorp.com


Chad H. Critcher, PE
RS&H Architects-Engineers-Planners, Inc.
8008 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 410
Charlotte, NC 28226
Phone: 704-752-0610
Fax: 704-541-3081
E-mail: chad.critcher@rsandh.com







ISSUE NO. 6 OCTOBER 2008


ALAMANCE COUNTY (TIP Project No. U-3109)


NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION


NC 119 RELOCATION PROJECT UPDATE


The Pre-Hearing Open House and Corridor Public Hearing for the NC 119 Relocation 
project were held on January 15, 2008 at the Mebane Arts and Community Center 
in Mebane.  During this Hearing, the Corridor Public Hearing Maps were displayed 
showing the preliminary roadway designs for each alternative.  More than 270 
people attended the Hearing and more than 90 verbal and written comments were 
submitted and will be incorporated into the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS).  Topics frequently raised by citizens at the Public Hearing included: concerns 
about commercial and residential property impacts and relocations; concerns 
about decreased property values; concerns about access to property; suggestions 
of additional alternatives; concerns about the project’s impact on the water supply 
watershed critical area; concerns about the project’s impact on the Cates Farm; and 
concerns about the traffi c fl ow through town.  


Upon request, NCDOT also met with citizens from the White Level Community in 
February 2008 to discuss the communities concerns regarding the proposed project.
Overall, the citizens in attendance were not opposed to the project, but the White 
Level Community is primarily concerned with where and how the relocated NC 119 
ties back into existing NC 119 near Mrs. White Lane (SR 1918).


A meeting was held in June 2008 between NCDOT and review agencies, including 
Federal Highway Administration, Army Corps of Engineers, US Fish & Wildlife 
Service, NC Wildlife Resources Commission, Environmental Protection Agency, 
and NC Division of Water Quality.  After discussing citizens comments and concerns 
and reviewing the project’s impacts, Alternative 9 was selected as the preferred 
alternative for the NC 119 Relocation project (see map on reverse side).  


A FEIS is being prepared that discusses the public and agency comments received, 
as well as the environmental impacts of the preferred alternative and its selection 
for the project.  The FEIS is anticipated to be completed in the spring 2009 with a 
Record of Decision (ROD) in the winter 2009.  The ROD will include documentation 
on the preferred alternative.  A Design Public Hearing will be held after the ROD is 
approved to provide citizens the opportunity to comment on the NC 119 preferred 
alternative and the information presented in the FEIS. The acquisition of properties 
needed to construct the southern portion (Part A) of the NC 119 Relocation corridor 
(between I-85 and north of US 70) is scheduled to begin during 2011.  Construction 
of this segment would begin in 2013.  Part B, the northern section, is currently not 
scheduled.


During the time period when Part A (the southern section) has been completed and 
prior to Part B (the northern section) construction, a short one-mile segment of US 
70 will serve as a connector between this newly constructed southern section and the 
existing northern section of NC 119. 


UPDATED 
NC 119 RELOCATION


PROJECT SCHEDULE*


SPRING 2009
Issue Final Environmental


Impact Statement


WINTER 2009
Record of Decision


SPRING 2010
Design Public Hearing


SUMMER 2011
Right-of-Way Acquisition from 
I-85 to North of US 70 (Part A)


WINTER 2013
Construction from I-85 to 
North of US 70 (Part A)


BEYOND 2015
Right-of-Way Acquisition and 
Construction from North of 
US 70 to Mrs. White Lane 


(SR 1918) (Part B)


*Note: This schedule is subject to change.


PROJECT STATUS


PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS BRANCH


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.


BE INFORMED... BE INVOLVED!


Purpose and Need for the NC 119 Relocation Project
The primary needs of the proposed action include the following:


• Address capacity defi ciencies.
• Lack of connectivity within the local community.
• Lack of effi cient north-south routes through Mebane due to development patterns.


The primary purposes of the proposed action include the following:
• Reduce traffi c congestion in downtown Mebane.
• Improve access to the local area.
• Provide Alamance County a primary north-south route.


NC 119 RELOCATION PROJECT
8000 Regency Parkway, Suite 200
Cary, NC 27518


Leza Mundt, AICP
NCDOT – PDEA
1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548
Phone: 919-733-7844, Ext. 244
Fax: 919-733-9794
E-mail: lwmundt@ncdot.gov


Aileen Mayhew, PE
Michael Baker Engineering, Inc.
8000 Regency Parkway, Suite 200
Cary, NC 27518
Phone: 919-463-5488
Fax: 919-463-5490
E-mail: amayhew@mbakercorp.com


Chad H. Critcher, PE
RS&H Architects-Engineers-Planners, Inc.
8008 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 410
Charlotte, NC 28226
Phone: 704-752-0610
Fax: 704-541-3081
E-mail: chad.critcher@rsandh.com
















 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Appendix H – Part 2 
Summaries of  


Small Group Informational Meetings 
 















































          March 19, 1999 
 
 
MEMORANDUM TO:  File 
 
FROM:   James Bridges 
    Project Development Engineer 
 
SUBJECT:   Minutes for Second Meeting with Cates Farm on 


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 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.  It is 
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. 
 











































          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 I-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 I-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 I-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: 
 
 -If 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 
I-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 
 
 
           
  























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, I 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.  I 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 I 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 ½ 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 
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February 8, 2008 
 
 


MEMO TO: File 
 
FROM: Jennifer M. Fuller, P. E., Project Planning Engineer 
 Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch 
 
SUBJECT: Minutes from Meeting with White Level Community 
 NC 119 Relocation Project, 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 


 
Per request from Mr. Michael Jackson, NCDOT met with citizens from the White Level 
Community at Kimes Chapel Baptist Church in Mebane on February 5 to discuss the 
communities concerns regarding the proposed project.  Twenty-four citizens from the 
White Level Community and five NCDOT representatives from the Project Development 
& Environmental Analysis Branch and the Right-of-Way Branch, as well as 
representatives from Baker Engineering and Gibson Engineers attended the meeting.   
 
After introductions, a general project overview was given, including a discussion of the 
three alternatives currently being studied and funding for the project, including federal 
versus state.  Two of the detailed study alternatives cut across the northwest corner of the 
Cates Farm, while the third alternative avoids the Cates Farm; however, all three 
alternatives tie into existing NC 119 near Mrs. White Lane (SR 1918).  Overall, the 
citizens in attendance were not opposed to the project, but the White Level Community is 
primarily concerned with where and how the relocated NC 119 ties back into existing 
NC 119 near Mrs. White Lane (SR 1918). 
 
Some of the concerns, issues, and comments raised at the meeting include: 
 


1. Comment that construction traffic from Mill Creek is currently directed onto 
Mrs. White Lane; 


2. Comment that Mill Creek traffic is currently utilizing Mrs. White Lane to access 
existing NC 119 instead of going through Mill Creek and using St. Andrews 
Drive; 


3. Concern that Mill Creek traffic won’t use the proposed tie-in to existing NC 119 
once the proposed project is constructed, but will still use Mrs. White Lane to get 
to Mill Creek; 
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4. Discussion regarding the number of relocations in the vicinity of White Level 
Road (SR 1917) and Mrs. White Lane (SR 1918); 


5. Concern about access into and out of Smita Stores; 
6. Comment to study traffic for possible signals at Mrs. White Lane and/or White 


Level Road; 
7. Comment that traveling from Mrs. White Lane to downtown Mebane will take 


longer due to the proposed tie-in to existing NC 119; this “dog-leg” will also add 
time to emergency services response times; 


8. Comment that it looks like this project is being built for Mill Creek; 
9. Discussion regarding the utilities in the vicinity of Mrs. White Lane; Mill Creek is 


within the Mebane city limits and has all the amenities (including water and 
sewer), while residents along Mrs. White Lane still don’t have sewer; 


10. Discussion regarding full median access at NC 119 and Mrs. White Lane; 
11. Comment regarding St. Luke Christian Church being a historic property; 
12. Comment regarding flooding/standing water near/along Mrs. White Lane; 
13. Discussion regarding the need for detours near the northern project terminus 


during construction of the proposed project; 
14. Discussion regarding how close the right-of-way needs to come to acquire a 


structure; 
15. Discussion whether Mill Creek roads are state or city maintained;  
16. Comment that existing speed limit on Mrs. White Lane is too fast; 
17. Comment to tighten the curve/design in the vicinity of Cates Farm to tie into 


existing NC 119 sooner or further south of Mrs. White Lane; 
18. Comment regarding a bottleneck being created at the northern project terminus; 


and 
19. Discussion regarding the plans for NC 119 north of Mrs. White Lane. 


 
The meeting with the White Level Community lasted approximately 2 hours.  White 
Level residents were encouraged to fill out the comment sheet provided and submit 
written comments to NCDOT.  There was discussion among the community members 
regarding submitting all concerns/comments in one petition to be signed by each 
community member.  NCDOT added that the outcome of the public involvement process 
would be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
 
NCDOT offered to facilitate discussions with the necessary parties to assist the 
community in obtaining amenities such as sewer.  NCDOT stated that a detailed flood 
study would be performed if a portion of the project was in a flood area.  The concerns 
raised at the meeting, as well as other previously raised concerns, will be addressed by 
NCDOT at the Post-Hearing Meeting.  At the Post-Hearing Meeting, the Project Team 
will review each comment received and this discussion will be documented in meeting 
minutes, which can be requested by the public.  The next step after the Post-Hearing 
Meeting is to hold a meeting with the Merger Team to select/discuss a preferred 
alternative. 
 
JMF/asm 







 


 


 


  STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
MICHAEL F. EASLEY LYNDO TIPPETT 


GOVERNOR 
 


  SECRETARY 
 


MAILING ADDRESS: 
NC DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
1548 MAIL SERVICE CENTER 
RALEIGH NC  27699-1548 
 


TELEPHONE:   919-733-3141 
FAX:  919-733-9794 


 


WEBSITE:  WWW.DOH.DOT.STATE.NC.US 


LOCATION: 
TRANSPORTATION BUILDING 


1 SOUTH WILMINGTON STREET 
RALEIGH NC 


 


 


December 18, 2008 
 
 


MEMO TO: File 
 
FROM: Leza W. Mundt, AICP, Project Development Engineer 
 Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch 
 
SUBJECT: Minutes from Meeting with Rev. Garrison – St. Luke Christian Church 
 NC 119 Relocation Project, 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 


 
Leza Mundt with NCDOT met with Rev. Rory Garrison at St. Luke Christian Church in 
Mebane on December 15 to provide an update on the status of the project and to discuss 
future plans of the church.  Aileen Mayhew with Michael Baker Engineering and Glenda 
Gibson with Gibson Engineers attended the meeting.  The NCDOT provided a copy of 
the most recent Project Fact Sheet to Rev. Garrison to share with his congregation.  This 
is the same fact sheet distributed to the NC 119 Relocation Steering Committee on 
November 13, 2008. 
 
After introductions, a general project overview was given, including a discussion of the 
preliminary design of the preferred alternative in the vicinity of St. Luke Christian 
Church.  Rev. Garrison mentioned that the majority of the congregation at St. Luke 
Christian Church is from Burlington, with some parishioners from West End and 
Durham.  He stated that several years ago he delegated his position on the NC 119 
Relocation Steering Committee to a member of the church who resides in West End 
(Ms. Gail Thompson).  Rev. Garrison stated that the church owns property along US 70 
approximately 500 feet east of the church’s existing location, acquired in 2000.  Rev. 
Garrison reiterated that St. Luke Christian Church would prefer to relocate rather than 
have the proposed roadway constructed in its immediate vicinity.  The proposed project 
would hinder plans for expansion of the church, as well as increase congestion in the 
vicinity of the church. 
 
Ms. Gibson discussed the impacts the church could expect from the project, including 
impacts associated with the widening of US 70.  The widening of US 70 associated with 
the proposed project would take some land from the property the church owns 
immediately west of its existing location.  Ms. Mundt indicated that she is not aware of 
future projects in the State Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to widen US 70 in 
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that area.  Rev. Garrison mentioned that the church is interested in another parcel along 
existing US 70 approximately 1,000 feet east of the church’s existing location.   
 
The NCDOT discussed advance acquisition with Rev. Garrison and will investigate this 
further, and will coordinate with Rev. Garrison, who has expressed a willingness to write 
a letter on behalf of the church. 
 
The NCDOT’s current budget situation was discussed and Ms. Mundt indicated that an 
NCDOT committee is reviewing all projects across the state; however, until otherwise 
notified, the current project schedule will be followed. 
 
Other items discussed at the meeting included: 
 


• Can the Record of Decision (ROD) be challenged 
• Strategies being used to stop the proposed project 
• Project schedule 
• Loss of parishioners from the church due to proposed project. 


 
Ms. Gibson mentioned that the preliminary design uses preliminary mapping and 
provides a worst case footprint for the project.  Once final mapping is provided, the 
project footprint may decrease. 
 
Rev. Garrison feels that this project is progress for Mebane and reiterated that he is the 
sole voice for St. Luke Christian Church.   
 
The NCDOT stated they would provide the following items to Rev. Garrison: 
 


• Provide Advance Acquisition information to church 
• Provide phone number of right-of-way agent to church 
• Confirm that there is not a future TIP project to widen US 70 
• Provide a map of the design in the vicinity of St. Luke Christian Church. 


 
In addition, NCDOT agreed to address the congregation toward the end of the planning 
phase; or after the ROD is completed. 
 
 
 
LWM/asm 
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Question & Answers to the  
Mebane Steering Committee Meeting Notes 


October 7, 2004 
TIP Project U-3109 


NC 119 Relocation in Mebane, Alamance County 
 
The Mebane Steering Committee met on June 24th, 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 a list 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 I 
 
I-1 “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 a minimal 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 major destinations in the area.   
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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. 


 
 
I-2 “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, I-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 a result of this project.  There is 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.   


 
 
I-3 “What impact will the bypass have on Mebane-Rogers Road and schools 


particularly as it relates to increased traffic from Highway 49 and the new 
bridge?” 


 
The study Team used the Burlington-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 I-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 I-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 I-85 using Mebane-Rogers 
Road and the new NC 119 is about 5.4 miles.  Because the fastest route for NC 49 
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traffic to gain access to I-85 is via the Jimmy Kerr interchange, we do not expect any 
substantial traffic volumes to be diverted to the relocated NC 119.  This is also 
substantiated by the model traffic assignments which include all major routes in 
Alamance County. 


 
 
I-4 “Is this highway best for the whole Mebane community and the State?” 
 


As is the 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. 


 
 
I-5 “Is this the 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 majority 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 
commercial 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. 


 
 
I-6 “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 
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the Indirect and Cumulative Impacts (ICI) 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, development 
restrictions for the water supply water shed critical area already 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 I-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 
I-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, although traffic may 
flow better using the new route, the small reduction in travel distance will result in a 
small savings in travel time. 


 
 
I-7 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, median-
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. 


 
I-8 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 a two-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 a two-
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. 


 
I-9 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. 
 
 
I-10 Displacement 
 


“How many and what is the process” 
 


This information 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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GROUP II 


 
II-1 “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 as a 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 II-2). 


 
 
II-2 “Is there 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 
waters in 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. 


 
 
II-3 “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 
communit y.  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 also 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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II-4 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 alternative that is 
the “Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative”. The proposed 
alternative 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, a role in bringing the concerns of 


the citizens in surrounding communities to the attentio n 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. 


 
 
II-5 Historic Properties 
 


• “Proposed NC 119 Relocation – Alternate #8 does not touch any historic 
properties.” 


• “Woodlawn community considers themselves the 1st incorporated 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 
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resources are protected.  As part of the Environmental Impact Statement, NCDOT 
will evaluate all potential historic properties that could be impacted by the proposed 
alternatives. 


 
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.  There is the 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 commercial 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 III 
 
 
III-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 regardless of whether NC 119 is 
relocated.  Current traffic volumes on Mebane-Rodgers Road are 3,400 vehicles per 
day which is well 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 Me bane-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 a traffic signal at the intersection of Mebane-Rodgers Road and the 
proposed NC 119 facility. 
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III-2 “Is this highway best for the Mebane community and the State?” 
 


This project is supported 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 
alternative.  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. 


 
 
III-3 “Is this the best location for the bypass?” 
 


See response to I-5 above. 
 
 
III-4 “Will the NC 119 bypass open [areas] west and north [of Mebane] for controlled 


growth?” 
 


See response to I-6 above. 
 
 
III-5 “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 
a twenty 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 as is forecasted for the population. 
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III-6 “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 detailed study 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 I-85 to existing NC 119 (Fifth Street).  This 
project (which is under construction) will alleviate congestion on the eastern side of 
Mebane near I-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.I.P. Project R-3105 proposes to widen NC 119 from 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. 


 
 
III-7 “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 I-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 EMS 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 a train 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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III-8 “Size? 
 Access points? 
 Speed limit – 50?” 
 


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.  Access to US 70 from the new NC 119 facility will be via a two-way loop ramp 
with at-grade intersections at NC 119 and US 70.  The anticipated posted speed limit 
will be 45 mph. 


 
 
III-9 “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 a final 
alignment of the route. 


 
 
III-10  Alternatives 
 


• “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 I-1 and I-2 above. 







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


APPENDIX A 
 
 
 







 


Project Schedule 
 


Actions 


Proposed Schedule to 
Complete DEIS, FEIS, 
and ROD documents* 


Selection of Private Engineering Firm (Buck Engineering & 
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 I-85 to US 70 
(current TIP R/W acquisition date is FFY 2006) 


Winter 2009 
(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 
NC 119 north of Mebane at White Level Rd. 


Post Year 
*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 I-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 I-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 Mebane 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, permitting, or other involvement by a Federal agency.  All 
EIS’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/I-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 EIS 
• 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, bu ying, 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. 
 
 







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.


I.  Introduction
II. 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
questions and issues identified by the Steering Committee and responses to those
questions based on information that is currently available as part of the on-going project
work being done by NCDOT and the consultants.


III.  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.


IV. 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 Woodlawn
Gail Thompson West End
Evon Connally White Level
Donald L. Tate West End
Melvin King Woodlawn
Michael Jackson White Level
Bruce Middleton Fieldstone Farms (3rd Street)
Lacy Bennett Downtown
David Wilson 5th Street
Ted Johnson Woodlawn
Steve Cole Woodlawn
Rev. Jesse T. Alston White Level


Other Community Members
Marylyn Snipes West End
Omega Wilson West End


NCDOT Representatives
Karen Taylor NCDOT-PD&EA Branch
Brian Yamamoto NCDOT-PD&EA Branch
Travis Totten NCDOT-PD&EA Branch (Office of Human


Environment)
Ed Lewis NCDOT-PD&EA Branch (Office of Human


Environment)


Consultant Firms
Craig Young Buck Engineering, Inc.
Jan Anderson RS&H, Inc.
Debbie Porter RS&H, Inc.







1


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.


I.  Introduction
II. Current Project Activities
III.  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 I-85 and the 3rd St/5th


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
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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
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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 5th 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
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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.
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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
March 30, 2006


Steering Committee Members
Jill Auditori Mebane Business Assoc.
Pat Brewer Woodlawn
Steve Cole Woodlawn
Evon Connally White Level
Connie Johnson West End
Ted Johnson Woodlawn
Melvin King Woodlawn
Mary M. Love White Level
Bruce Middleton Fieldstone Farms (3rd Street)
Roger Parker Mill Creek
Donald L. Tate West End
Gail Thompson West End


Other Community Members
Marilyn Snipes West End
Laura Snipes West End
Omega Wilson West End
Omari Wilson West End
Jackie Cole Woodlawn
Joe L. Johnson Sr. West End


NCDOT Representatives
Jennifer Fuller NCDOT-PD&EA Branch
Derrick Weaver NCDOT-PD&EA Branch
Eric Midkiff NCDOT-PD&EA Branch
Tony Houser NCDOT-Roadway Design Unit
Bruce Payne NCDOT-Roadway Design Unit


Consultant Firms
Aileen Mayhew Buck Engineering, Inc.
Craig Young Buck Engineering, Inc.
Glenda Gibson Gibson Engineering, Inc.
Jan Anderson RS&H, Inc.
Debbie Porter RS&H, Inc.
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NC 119 Relocation Steering Committee Meeting 
Mebane Arts and Community Center 


November 13, 2008   7:00 PM 
 


NC 119 Relocation Project 
TIP Project U-3109 


 
 


MEETING MINUTES 
Prepared by Michael Baker Engineering, Inc. 


 
 


The NC 119 Relocation Steering Committee held a meeting at the Mebane Arts and Community 
Center on Thursday, November 13, 2008, which was attended by members of the Committee, 
representatives of NCDOT and the consultant firms of Michael Baker Engineering, Inc., Gibson 
Engineers, PC, and RS&H, Inc, and other members of the community.  Eight of the twenty 
members of the Committee attended the meeting.  The meeting attendees are listed at the end of 
the meeting minutes.  The following is a summary of the issues discussed at the meeting 
according to the meeting agenda. 
 
Introduction 
 
The meeting was opened by Leza Mundt, NCDOT Project Development Engineer for the NC 119 
Relocation project, and a meeting agenda and handout were distributed to the attendees.  Ms. 
Mundt stated that she was the new NCDOT Project Manager for this project, replacing Jennifer 
Fuller who took another position within NCDOT.  The meeting attendees introduced themselves.  
A Project Fact Sheet handout was distributed that included a discussion of the preferred 
alternative selected, environmental impacts summary table, project schedule, overview of project 
history, current project activities, and the next steps in the project development process. 
 
Current Project Activities 
 
Ms. Mundt presented an update on the current project activities including: approval of the DEIS in 
August 2007 (made available to the public in October 2007); corridor public hearing held in 
January 2008; and a post hearing meeting in May 2008 where NCDOT evaluated comments 
received on the DEIS.  NCDOT met with the Merger Team (review agencies) in June 2008 to 
select a Preferred Alternative, also called the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable 
Alternative (LEDPA).  The main issues discussed at this meeting were impacts to the National 
Register-listed Cates Farm versus impacts to the Grahame-Mebane Reservoir water supply 
watershed critical area.  The Merger Team selected Alternative 9 as the Preferred Alternative; a 
compromise since it minimized impacts to both the historic property and the watershed critical 
area.  In addition, Ms. Mundt discussed several of the efforts undertaken to minimize impacts to 
the historic property, as well as the watershed critical area. 
 
Ms. Mundt mentioned that the NCDOT is reviewing a draft of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS) and their goal is to have the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) sign the 
document in March 2009 and for it to be made available to the public shortly afterwards.  At that 
time there will be a comment period where NCDOT will receive input on the FEIS.  After the 
comment period is complete, a Record of Decision (ROD) will be prepared in Fall 2009 to address 
the comments.  The Design Public Hearing will then be held in Winter 2009.  Ms. Mundt then 
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reviewed the right-of-way and construction schedules for the funded portion of the project, 
Section A. 
 
Aileen Mayhew added that based on public input, NCDOT is studying whether a traffic signal is 
warranted at the NC 119 / Mrs. White Lane intersection.  In addition, a realignment of Woodlawn 
Road to connect to NC 119 will be developed to facilitate access in that area.  Once the 
realignment design is complete, NCDOT will determine whether to add it to the proposed project. 
 
Items that have been completed since the last meeting with the Steering Committee were 
discussed.  These include: completion of several technical reports (end 2006/2007); three 
newsletters, most recently October 2008; Concurrence Point 2a Merger Meeting to discuss stream 
crossings and bridges; draft EIS; Corridor Public Hearing; and Concurrence Point 3 Merger 
Meeting to select a preferred alternative.  Ms. Mundt added that the project website has 
information about the project and the public is welcome to submit comments or contact her 
directly. 
 
The meeting was opened for questions and comments by the Steering Committee members.  The 
following list is a summary of the comments and questions expressed at the meeting:   
 


• A commenter indicated that it was good to see some of the project issues addressed; 
however, they questioned when the rest of the comments from the Steering Committee 
would be addressed, as well as comments received at the Corridor Public Hearing.  
NCDOT responded that the comments received at or following the Corridor Public 
Hearing will be addressed in the Post-Hearing Meeting Minutes and included on the 
project website. 


• A commenter expressed concern that the closing of existing NC 119 near the northern 
project terminus would detach the White Level community from town; would limit the 
routes the community can use to get back into town to Mebane Rogers Road; and 
would increase the number of turns to get back into town.  NCDOT explained why the 
tie-in near the northern project terminus cannot be shifted further south.  Also, they 
explained that at this stage, the “big picture” does not include driveway connections.   


• A commenter inquired about the total cost of the project to date and whether the project 
makes sense economically.  NCDOT responded that all the project costs are an 
estimate and the longer the project takes, the more money is spent on it. 


• A commenter inquired why the project is being studied on the west side of town and not 
the east.  The commenter added that an alternative on the east side of town may be 
warranted based on the local thoroughfare plan.  Another commenter stated that a 
Cabela’s store is coming to the Buckhorn Road area and asked if NCDOT could put the 
bypass in that area.  NCDOT responded that alignments on the east side of town may 
be needed, but that would be a different project. 


• A commenter noted that the NCDOT is studying a traffic signal at Mrs. White Lane and 
inquired why there is not a traffic signal at NC 119 and US 70.  They suggested NCDOT 
install a stoplight to help the traffic situation before spending millions of dollars on the 
NC 119 relocation project.  The commenter added that the City indicated that there 
would be no more traffic on the bypass than on existing NC 119.  The citizens north of 
town will use the bypass, but would also use city streets, such as Fifth Street.  
However, the commenter added that the big problem is traffic from Mebane Oaks Road 
onto Fifth Street and they suggested an additional connection between these streets; 
but that connection would impact Bradford Place.  The commenter added that the 
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project will remove through traffic from downtown and some businesses want that 
traffic.  In response, a project team member noted that people will still go through town 
if there is a store/destination they need. 


• A commenter questioned why the concern is traffic in the future when things haven’t 
changed much since 1998; people want the small town feeling of Mebane.  The 
commenter added that north of US 70, the only change in traffic has been Mill Creek.  
They stated that, “if you sit at Lowe’s, there is only traffic at 6:30 pm and looking back 
ten years, there is no change in traffic, so why would the traffic change in the future?”  
The commenter added that the Mebane Oaks Road area is overdeveloped. 


• A commenter inquired how much would the cost need to be for NCDOT to determine 
the proposed project unnecessary.  The commenter stated that the only people that 
want the road are in Mill Creek and that there isn’t much traffic from Caswell County. 


• A commenter added that in the future, Mebane needs an underpass under the railroad.  
They added that there was a death at the Fifth Street railroad crossing.  The commenter 
inquired how many grade crossing closures are included under this project.  The 
response from NCDOT was that the project is proposing to close one grade crossing 
near the Lake Latham Road / US 70 / Holt Street intersection.  As far as plans for future 
closings, the railroad in this area is not part of the Southeast High Speed Rail (SEHSR) 
project between Raleigh and Richmond, VA, but it is part of the SEHSR to Charlotte. 


• A commenter asked if Holt Street would be directly connected to the project.  NCDOT 
responded with information on the proposed design of the NC 119 Relocation overpass 
and stated that there would be no direct connection of the project with Holt Street.  The 
commenter inquired where the West End and Holt Street traffic would go if the railroad 
crossing at Lake Latham Road is closed.  NCDOT responded that Smith Drive would be 
connected to the proposed roadway and a connector would provide access from the 
proposed roadway to US 70.  These connections would assist drivers from West End.  
The commenter added that closing the railroad crossing at Holt Street would put stress 
on people when they can’t travel the way they have been driving for years.  They noted 
that citizens use Holt Street to go into Burlington.  Several commenters reiterated that 
Holt Street needs to be connected and requested that the railroad crossing remain 
open; otherwise, West End will be cut off from US 70. 


• A commenter mentioned that the Mebane City Council requested the project and 
inquired whether Doug Galyon, NCDOT Board of Transportation, would benefit from the 
project.  The commenter noted that in 1997, they met with Doug Galyon and was told 
that this road was for future development and not to relieve traffic in downtown; but the 
newspaper wouldn’t call Mr. Galyon to confirm that conversation.  The commenter 
asserted that there was a misconception from the beginning that there would be more 
traffic. 


• A commenter stated that drivers would not go west to use the proposed roadway if they 
needed to go east to Walmart, McDonald’s, the medical center, or future outlet stores.  
The commenter added that they very seldom go through Mebane to reach a 
destination. 


• A commenter discussed the closing of Woodlawn Road.  NCDOT responded that they 
are studying a realignment of Woodlawn Road to connect to the proposed roadway. 


• A commenter expressed concern that traffic will still use Fifth Street instead of the 
proposed roadway because it is convenient. 
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• A commenter inquired why NCDOT is spending the money when the public doesn’t see 
a reason for the project.  The commenter felt that most people in Mebane don’t want the 
project. 


• A commenter inquired if NCDOT has met with downtown businesses.  The Steering 
Committee feels that companies such as Ford and Southern States would not be in 
favor of the project due to the increased traffic the project would bring and the 
businesses having hard times.  The commenter thinks that the Steering Committee is 
supposed to steer the public in the right direction and that taking traffic out of downtown 
will ruin downtown. 


• A commenter had a question regarding why the road was going into Danville, VA, and 
about the trucks going through West End.  The commenter stated that in 2025, there 
will be too much traffic going too fast. 


• A commenter inquired about the long range plan for the area and expressed a desire to 
see land use issues with Fifth Street dealt with, such as zoning.  The commenter feels 
that NCDOT is building the road and then the traffic will come. 


• A commenter inquired about NCDOT’s interpretation of the Public Hearing; noting that 
there were several negative comments made at the hearing.  The commenter inquired 
whether a vote could be taken to decide if the project should be constructed.  The 
commenter added that the people that support the project live along Fifth Street and in 
Mill Creek. 


• A commenter mentioned that Mebane Oaks Road is five lanes near I-85/40 and dumps 
traffic onto Fifth Street.  The commenter inquired whether the truck traffic could be 
taken off Fifth Street and directed to an alternative route.  Another commenter added 
that the alternate route is by the Bradford community. 


• A commenter added that when the road was first mentioned to West End, there was no 
choice whether it was coming or not.  They stated that the West End Revitalization 
Association (WERA) stopped it because they believe the roadway violated civil rights of 
the citizens; then NCDOT started the planning over.  They stated that the number of 
relocations in the Woodlawn area was never shared with the community. 


• A commenter mentioned that NCDOT has to take what the City wants to the public.  
The commenter added that Mebane’s problems are its own fault and no one else can 
be expected to fix the problems Mebane created.  The commenter added that Mebane 
needs to get rid of its dead end streets.  The commenter closed by stating that they 
hoped NCDOT ran out of money before the project is constructed. 


• A commenter added that if NC 119 stops at US 70 (Section A), there will be nowhere 
for the traffic to go.  They asserted that if the traffic goes back down US 70, there will be 
a traffic jam until Section B is constructed. 


 
Radha Swayampakala discussed the traffic associated with the proposed project.  He mentioned 
that for the section of Fifth Street south of US 70: in 1994 there were 9,000 vehicles per day (VPD) 
and in 2001 there were 12,000 VPD.  This is in increase of approximately 30 percent.  NCDOT 
looks at historic (past 25 years) traffic patterns to forecast future growth.  Land use, jobs, number 
of employees, as well as other characteristics that would affect future traffic are considered.  In 
2005, there were 10,000 VPD and if no improvements take place, that number will increase to 
30,000 VPD along Fifth Street.  However, if the project is constructed, the 30,000 VPD will 
decrease to 20,000 VPD in 2030.  Therefore, downtown will experience more traffic either way.  
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The traffic forecasts don’t just take into account Mebane, but also areas east and west around 
town. 
 
Future Activities 
 
Ms. Mundt summarized the items required by the NCDOT: 1) providing cost information to those 
that requested it and 2) talking to the Rail Division regarding the crossing closure at Lake Latham 
Road and Holt Street.  She also reiterated that one more Steering Committee meeting would be 
held before the Design Public Hearing, probably in Winter 2009. 
 
Additional questions or action items as a result of the Steering Committee meeting included: 
 


• A commenter requested a meeting to discuss the Woodlawn relocation and the proposed 
traffic signal at Mrs. White Lane, once those studies are completed. 


• A commenter inquired what the Committee can do for NCDOT.  NCDOT responded by 
requesting the Committee’s assistance with the coordination with St. Luke’s Christian 
Church.  NCDOT asked the Committee to share the community’s concerns with them and 
to assist with the distribution of the hearing minutes once the minutes are finalized.  The 
hearing minutes will also be posted on the project website. 


• The Steering Committee indicated that it was difficult to hear the speakers at the Public 
Hearing and requested that the next public meeting be held at a different location. 


 
Ms. Mundt concluded the meeting by stating that the future project activities anticipated during the 
next several months involves the continuation of work on the preliminary design to incorporate 
several design revisions and preparation of the Final 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 future and information posted on the project website.  
Ms. Mundt stated that the Public Hearing Maps are located in the NCDOT District Office in 
Graham, off I-85/40. 
 
The NC 119 Relocation Steering Committee meeting of November 13, 2008, concluded at 
approximately 9:00pm.   
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List of Attendees of the NC 119 Relocation Steering Committee Meeting 
November 13, 2008 


 
 
 Steering Committee Members 
 Steve Cole (Co-Chair) Woodlawn 


Michael Jackson (Co-Chair) White Level 
Pat Brewer    Woodlawn 


 Melvin King    Woodlawn 
 Donald L. Tate   West End 
 Gail Thompson   West End 
  
  
 Other Community Members 


Tony WiKent 
DeAnna Kyles  
Breanna Ellis  


 
 
 NCDOT Representatives 


Leza Mundt    NCDOT-PD&EA Branch 
Derrick Weaver   NCDOT-PD&EA Branch 


 
 
 Consultant Firms 
 Aileen Mayhew   Michael Baker Engineering, Inc. 


Suzanne Unger Young  Michael Baker Engineering, Inc. 
 Mike Pekarek    Gibson Engineers, PC 
 Brian Speight Gibson Engineers, PC 


Radha Swayampakala  RS&H, Inc. 
 












 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Appendix H – Part 4 
Citizens Informational Workshops 


 































































 


 


 


   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 a new 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-3109: 
 
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. 
 


***NCDOT*** 
 
For other transportation questions, call the department’s Customer Service Office toll free 
at: 


 
1-877-DOT-4YOU 


 



mailto:kbtaylor@dot.state.nc.us
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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!


Relocation
Public Workshop


We Need to Hear From You!


Questions?
Contact: Karen B. Taylor, P.E.


NCDOT-PDEA
1548 Mail Service
Center
Raleigh, NC  
27699-1548


Phone: (919) 733-7844 
Extension 223
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
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Not to Scale







 


 


4:00 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.   

July 22, 2003
. to 8:00 p.m.







 
 
 
 


 


 
COMMENT SHEET 


How did you hear about the meeting? 
 
Were all 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? 
 
 
 
 
Are you 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 Yes, 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 workshop. 
Your comments are important! 







COMMENT SHEET ANALYSIS 
NC-119 RELOCATION  


U-3109 
 
 


 
On July 22, 2003, the Office of Human Environment, Project Development 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      1 
City Council        1 
Mill Creek News        1 
West End Revitalization Association     1 
On going/friend/word of mouth     6 
No Response        6 
Direct mail/flier                30 
Paper                             20 
 
Several commented that the insert (flier) in the paper was helpful. 
 
Were all 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; 
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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. 
 
Were the display 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 slide 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 this workshop?  What was the 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. 
 
Least 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 concerns in 
future informational workshops? 
 
More informative maps and communication; more workshops and advertise better; know 
in time to rebuild or to relocate; wants to know where the exact road will go; more 
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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 developers and politicians; not enough hard data; cost benefit information. 
 
Are you interested in attending a smaller neighborhood meeting to give input; ask 
questions, and share concerns about project as it may affect you neighborhood? 
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 live in/are you affiliated with? 
 
Neighborhood                                                                          Number 
Woodlawn         13 
Mill Creek         6 
West End/St. Luke Church      6 
Downtown Area       1 
Brookhaven Plaza        1 
Edgewood Church Road      2 
Bradford Plaza       2 
Cantewood         1 
Fifth Street         4 
WERA          1 
White Level         1 
Food Lion Area        1 
Fieldstone Farms       3 
Cates Farm         2 
 
Other comments, concerns, and/or questions regarding 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; this is 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 Mebane is 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 a traffic 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 
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tranquil neighborhood [Fieldstone Farm (2)]; take another route; strongly oppose this 
relocation; waste of financial 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 a different “Comment Sheet, twenty-one (21) participants responded 
accordingly; 
 
• Look 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 
• Project will help with traffic issues 
• 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   
• Safety concern along with access to NC-119 from Fieldstone Drive 
• Access of on-ramp to Fieldstone Drive 
• 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.   
 
The first is a petition 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.   
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The second petition requests consideration for the alternate 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 alternate 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. 
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Community Feedback Exercise 
Public Workshop 


U-3109 Mebane 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 a display chart.  The following is an analysis of this exercise: 
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Total 86 47.5 27 14.9 27 14.9 14 7.7 27 14.9 181 


 
 
Summary of Concerns  
 
No Build 
 
This project will definitely have an impact on several communities as well as the area in general.  
Several 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 
social/racial 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 jealous/self-pity type of remarks: benefit 5th 
Street residents’ no one but developers; haves are controlling this process; who can make the 
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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 concerned 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 greatly 
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 access to I-40 with bridges over railroad.  Congestion was not 
mentioned; however, long term planned regional growth for this entire area is not evident.  
 
Specifically, these concerns were expressed as: 
 
1 – (Pink/Red) – No Build 


• Only benefits 5th Street residents 
• Don’t see how this will cut traffic on 119 
• City council states that bypass is not being built to help the citizens on 5th 
• Road will help no one but developers 
• Road is a waste 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 
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• 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 immoral but illegal – there is not only a hint of 
discrimination, but racism associated with this project – Economic development 
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 I 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 is a 


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 a lack of procedural 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 – (Pink/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 3rd and 5th streets 
 


1 – (Pink/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 
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• Use alternative 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 
• Walking Trail 
• Cates Farm will tear down least amount of trees 


 
1 – (Pink/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 a waste of tax payers money 
• This thing is about who can make the most money 
• Shopping malls in 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 amenities in 


displaced communities  
• Will increase pollution – cost more in long run 
• Project is simply wrong 
• Do not destroy community 
• Devastation of beautiful rural community 
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• 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 5th Street to 4 lanes 
• Relief of traffic on 5th Street is critical 
• Widen 5th Street first 
• Fifth Street is a connector 
• Traffic light at N. Terminus 
• Reducing traffic downtown moves potential traffic out 
• Traffic nightmare at I-85, 119, and Mebane Oaks 
• Too close to Eastern High and Woodlawn 
• Relocation of truck traffic 
• Limit trucks to by-pass 
• Safe intersections 
• Better access to 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 alternate 10 is chosen, I as a Cates heir will no longer have an interest in wanting 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 
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• 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 – (Yellow) – Historical/Aesthetics 


• Landscaping to retain beauty 
• Landscape medians 
• Appearance of highway 
• Beautify all areas near the road 
• Displacement of residents who have been historically  denied basic amenities 
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3 – (Yellow) – 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  
• Is road 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: a) one particular groups; b) is this fair; c) impact only on poor and 


communities of color 
• Research on: a) 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 


• Greenways to 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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PURPOSE OF PROJECT  


 
  The primary purposes of the proposed transportation improvements are to: 
 
• Reduce through-traffic in downtown Mebane 
• Improve access to the local area 
• Provide Alamance County a primary north-south route 


 
 


PURPOSE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
 


Today’s hearing is an important step in the North Carolina Department of 
Transportation’s (NCDOT) procedure for making you, the public, a part of the project 
development process. The purpose of the hearing is to obtain public input on the 
location of the proposed project.   
 


Planning and environmental studies on the highway project are provided in the 
environmental report – Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Section 4(f).   
Copies of this report and today’s hearing map displaying the location and design of 
the project have been available for public review at the NCDOT Division 7 Resident 
Engineer’s Office located at 127 East Crescent Square Drive, Graham, 27253 and at 
the City of Mebane Administrative Offices located at 106 East Washington Street, 
Mebane, 27302. The maps may also be viewed online at the following locations: 
http://www.ncdot.org/projects/nc119relocation and www.mpo.burlington.nc.us 
 


 
YOUR PARTICIPATION 


 
Now that the opportunity is here, you are encouraged to participate by making 


your comments and/or questions a part of the public record.  This may be done by 
having them recorded at the formal Public Hearing or by writing them on the attached 
comment sheet.  Several representatives of the North Carolina Department of 
Transportation are present.  They will be happy to talk with you, explain the design to 
you and answer your questions. You may write your comments or questions on the 
comment sheet and leave it with one of the representatives or mail them by  
February 15, 2008 to the following address: 
 
 Mr. Ed Lewis 
 NCDOT - Human Environment Unit 
 1583 Mail Service Center 
 Raleigh, NC 27699-1583 
 Email: elewis@dot.state.nc.us  
 


Everyone present is urged to participate in the proceedings. It is important, 
however, that THE OPINIONS OF ALL INDIVIDUALS BE RESPECTED 
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REGARDLESS OF HOW DIVERGENT THEY MAY BE FROM YOUR OWN. 
Accordingly, debates, as such, are out of place at public hearings.  Also, the public 
hearing is not to be used as a POPULAR REFERENDUM to determine the location 
and/or design by a majority vote of those present.  
 
 


 WHAT IS DONE WITH THE INPUT? 
 


A post-hearing meeting will be conducted after the 
comment period has ended.  NCDOT staff representing 
Planning, Design, Traffic Operations, Division, Right of Way, 
Public Involvement & Community Studies and others who play 
a role in the development of a project will attend this meeting.  


The project will also be reviewed with federal agencies such as the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) as well as 
state agencies such as the NC Department of Environment and Natural Resources.  
When appropriate, local government staff will attend.  
 


All spoken and written issues are discussed at the post-hearing meeting.  Most 
issues are resolved at the post-hearing meeting.  The NCDOT considers safety, 
costs, traffic service, social impacts and public comments in making decisions.  
Complex issues may require additional study and may be reviewed by higher 
management, Board of Transportation Members and/or the Secretary of 
Transportation.   
 


Minutes of the post-hearing meeting are prepared and a summary is available 
to the public. You may request this document on the attached comment sheet.   


 
 


ALTERNATIVE SELECTION PROCESS 
 


After the post-hearing meeting, the Merger Process Project Team will convene 
to recommend the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA). 
This team is comprised of representatives from the NCDOT, Federal Highway 
Administration, the US Army Corp of Engineers, the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the 
US Environmental Protection Agency, the NC Division of Water Quality, the NC 
Wildlife Resource Commission and the State Historic Preservation Office.  Other 
agencies are invited as appropriate.  The recommendation will be sent to the 
Secretary of Transportation for the final selection. The Department will notify the 
public of the alternative selected. 
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WHAT HAPPENS NEXT 


 
Preliminary roadway designs may be refined for the selected alternative and 


will include efforts to further reduce environmental impacts.  Further studies and 
surveys will be conducted on the preliminary findings collected from the initial studies 
of the three corridors, such as hazardous materials, historic and archaeological sites, 
and access to residences and businesses  
 


Another environmental document – the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS) and Final Section 4(f) - will be prepared based on the results of the items 
above. The FEIS will be circulated for public and agency review.  A Record of 
Decision (ROD) will be produced and a Design Public Hearing will be held for citizens 
to review the design of the project.  The project will then proceed to the right-of-way 
acquisition phase of the process. 
 
 


STATE-FEDERAL RELATIONSHIP 
 


This proposed project is a Federal-Aid Highway Project and thus will be 
constructed under the State-Federal Aid Highway Program.  Financing of this project 
will be 80% Federal funds and 20% State funds through the Surface Transportation 
Program.  The Board of Transportation is responsible for the selection and 
scheduling of projects on the Federal Aid System, their location, design and 
maintenance cost after construction.  The Federal Highway Administration is 
responsible for the review and approval of the previously mentioned activities to 
ensure that each Federal Aid Project is designed, constructed and maintained to 
Federal Aid Standards. 
 
 


NEED FOR THE PROJECT 
 
The proposed project will address the following needs: 


 
• Deficient capacity. According to the travel demand model for the Burlington-


Graham Urban Area, existing NC 119 would not provide adequate capacity for the 
anticipated traffic volumes for the year 2030.  Average daily traffic volumes on NC 
119 from SR 1007 (Mebane Oaks Road) to US 70 are predicted to be between 
32,000 and 36,100 vehicles per day for the future year 2030 which is substantially  
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above the daily capacity of a two-lane, two-way urban street such as NC 119.  
The Department uses a nationally accepted grading system for the operating 
condition of roads, where a level of service of “A” (LOS A) is very good and LOS F 
is worst.  Roads like NC 119 in an urban setting are generally considered 
acceptable if they are operating at a LOS C or greater. The operating conditions 
for the future 2030 No-Build Alternative indicate that NC 119 and its intersections 
would operate at a LOS F.  The existing NC 119 will not be able to handle the 
traffic wanting to travel on it in 2030.  However, with the proposed NC 119 
Relocation reducing traffic along existing NC 119, the existing NC 119 corridor 
would operate overall at a LOS C.  This also means that by reducing the through 
traffic from existing NC 119 and local roads onto NC 119 Relocation, the future 
2030 traffic volumes would, in essence, be unchanged from today’s traffic 
volumes. 


 
• Lack of connectivity within the local community.  Existing NC 119 is routed 


through the City of Mebane on Fifth Street, US 70, Third Street, Graham Street, 
and First Street.  Currently, there is no access control along existing NC 119 in 
the project area.  The roadway is densely developed with numerous residential 
and business driveways.  Congestion and traffic backups are anticipated to occur 
on existing NC 119 due to local use mixing with through traffic, making it difficult 
for residents along existing NC 119 to access their homes.  There is no 
connectivity among several highly traveled routes – SR 1921 (Mebane Rogers 
Road), US 70, SR 1962 (Third Street Extension) and I-85/40 – close to the 
Mebane central business district.  However, the proposed NC 119 Relocation will 
reduce traffic and congestion on existing NC 119 that will improve connectivity in 
the local community. 


 
• Lack of efficient north-south routes through Mebane due to development 


patterns.  Existing NC 119 is a two-lane roadway that travels through 
neighborhoods as well as downtown Mebane, causing through traffic to make 
several turns and stops through town.  It runs concurrent with US 70 (east-west) 
through downtown Mebane and it crosses the Norfolk Southern Railroad.  
However, the proposed NC 119 Relocation will provide an efficient north-south 
route through the Mebane area that includes a grade separated crossing of the 
Norfolk Southern Railroad. 


 
 


PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 


The NCDOT, Division of Highways, proposes to relocate NC 119 on new 
location west of Mebane from the Interstate 85/40 interchange southwest of Mebane 
to existing NC 119 near SR 1918 (Mrs. White Lane) north of Mebane.  Starting at 
Interstate 85/40 and ending north of Third Street, this new road will have three lanes 
in each direction with curb and gutter separated by 30 feet of grassed median.  From 
north of Third Street northward to the end of the project, the new road will have two 
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lanes in each direction with shoulders separated by 30 feet of grassed median.  In 
addition, the proposed transportation project calls for the improvement and 
realignment of Corrigidor Road (SR 1997) connecting it to Tate Avenue (SR 1973); 
and the connection of Roosevelt Street (SR 1970) with the proposed Corrigidor Road 
(SR 1997) realignment.  The project also proposes to construct a bridge over the 
Norfolk Southern Railroad at US 70, and a new and wider bridge will be constructed 
at the Interstate 85/40 interchange. 
 


The project is split into two sections, Section A and Section B.  Section A is 
south of US 70 and Section B is north of US 70.  There are three alternative locations 
under consideration for the proposed NC 119 Relocation in Section B: Alternative 8, 
Alternative 9, and Alternative 10.  These alternatives were developed to determine 
the impacts each have on the critical watershed area and an historic property.   
 


Section A of the project is common with Alternatives 8, 9, and 10. Section A 
begins at Interstate 85/40 and intersects Holmes Road (SR 1980); intersects the 
relocated Third Street Extension (SR 1962); creates a T-intersection with a new 
connector to Third Street Extension (SR 1962); creates a T-intersection with Smith 
Avenue (SR 1972); overpasses Norfolk Southern / NC Railroad and Railroad Street 
(US 70); and ends at a T-intersection with a new connector to Railroad Street 
replacing James Walker Road. 


 
Section B begins at the T-intersection with a new connector to Railroad Street 


replacing James Walker Road, intersections with Mebane Rogers Road (SR 1921) 
and ends at Mrs. White Lane (SR 1918). The three alternatives follow the same route 
(see Section A) except in the vicinity of the historic property.  


 
 


DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 
 


Alternative 8 passes west and north outside the historic property and passes 
through the critical watershed area of the Graham-Mebane Reservoir. 
 


Alternative 9 passes through the northwestern corner of the historic property 
and passes through the critical watershed area.  It would require realigning a section 
of Mebane Rogers Road to accommodate the proposed intersection with NC 119.   
 


Alternative 10 passes through the northwestern corner of the historic property 
and stays east of and avoids the critical watershed area.  It would require more 
realignment of Mebane Rogers Road than Alternative 9 to accommodate the 
proposed intersection with NC 119.   
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Table of the Summary of Environmental Impacts 
 


Detailed Study Alternative Issue 
 8 9 10 


PROJECT FACTORS    


Mainline Length (miles)* 5.6 5.6 5.6 


Construction Cost (millions $) 73,900,000 73,400,000 75,400,000 


Utility Relocation Cost (millions $) 2,402,000 2,402,000 2,402,000 


Right-of-Way Cost (millions $) 30,475,000 30,550,000 29,947,500 


TOTAL COST (millions $) 106,777,000 106,352,000 107,749,500 
SOCIOECONOMIC FACTORS    


Residential Relocations 44 46 46 
Business Relocations 5 5 5 
Parks Impacted 0 0 0 
Schools Impacted 0 0 0 
Churches Displaced 1 1 1 
Cemeteries Impacted 0 0 0 
Noise Impacts 
(# receptors approaching or exceeding criteria) 12 11 12 
Noise Impacts 
(# receptors with substantial noise level increase) 4 3 4 


INFRASTRUCTURE    
Major Electric Power Transmission Line Crossings 2 2 2 
Water and Sewer Facility Impacts (Water Tower) 1 1 1 
Fiber Optic Cable Crossings 1 1 1 


CULTURAL RESOURCE FACTORS    
Historic Sites with Adverse Effect 0 1 1 
Impacted Section 4(f)/6(f) Resources  0 1 1 


NATURAL RESOURCE FACTORS    
Federally Listed T&E Species Impacted 0 0 0 
Perennial Stream Crossings 19 17 18 
Impacts to Streams (linear feet) 3,642 3,441 3,904 
Wetlands (acres) 0.249 0.249 0.249 
Length in water supply critical area (miles)** 1.0 0.7 0 
Length in water supply protected area (miles)** 1.7 1.7 2.5 


Estimated Impacts to Terrestrial Communities    


Oak-Hickory Forest (acres) 67.6 59.8 60.9 
Secondary Pine Forest (acres) 2.8 2.8 2.8 
Maintained / Disturbed (acres) 110.5 116.9 117.8 


TOTAL COMMUNITY IMPACTS (acres) 180.9 179.5 181.5 
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Detailed Study Alternative Issue 
 8 9 10 


PHYSICAL FACTORS    
Floodplains (acres) 2.51 3.15 4.12 
Floodplains (linear feet of crossing) 1,052 1,029 1,215 


Floodway (linear feet of crossing) 429 519 691 


Prime and Unique Farmland (acres) 153.18 153.48 149.78 
Hazardous Materials Sites Within Corridor 2 2 2 
Ambient Air Quality CO Standards Exceedances (#) 0 0 0 


Notes: Estimate of impacts based on construction limits (slope stakes), unless otherwise noted. 
 * Mainline lengths are approximate. 
 ** Water supply critical area and water supply protected area lengths are approximate. 
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PROJECT INFORMATION 
 
Length:   5.6 miles 
 
Typical Section:  See attached Figure 
 
Right of Way:  Total width – Varies 150 feet to 300 feet 
  
Access Control: Limited Control of Access: 


  Connections to NC 119 only provided via ramps at interchanges 
for major crossings and at intersections for minor crossings and 
service roads.  No Private Driveway connections will be allowed. 


  
Relocations:  Section A - 29 residents, 5 businesses, 1 church, Total 35 
 Section B 
 Alternative 8 – 15 residents, 0 businesses, 0 churches, Total 15 
 Alternative 9 – 17 residents, 0 businesses, 0 churches, Total 17 
 Alternative 10 – 17 residents, 0 businesses, 0 churches, Total 17 
 These relocation numbers may change as designs are finalized. 
 
Estimated Cost: Section A     – Const. - $53,789,000 
                       R/W    - $23,875,000 
                                                                       $77,664,000 
  Section B 
  Alternative 8   – Const. - $22,513,000 
    R/W    - $  6,600,000 
            $29,113,000 
 
  Alternative 9   – Const. - $22,013,000 
                          R/W    - $  6,675,000 
                                                                        $28,688,000 
 
  Alternative 10 – Const. - $24,013,000 
    R/W    - $  6,072,000 
            $30,085,000 
 
Tentative  
Schedule:  The tentative schedule is shown below. A number of factors 


can affect a project schedule, so schedules are subject to 
change. 


 
 Right-of-way Acquisition – Section A – 2010 
              Section B – Sometime after 2015 
 
       Construction – Section A – 2013* 
                            Section B – Sometime after 2015 


*Note Draft 2009 - 2015 TIP 
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RIGHT-OF-WAY PROCEDURES 
 


After decisions are made regarding the final design, the proposed right-of-way 
limits will be staked in the ground. If you are an affected property owner, a Right-of-
Way Agent will contact you and arrange a meeting.  The agent will explain the plans 
and advise you as to how the project will affect you.  The agent will inform you of your 
rights as a property owner.  If permanent right-of-way is required, professionals who 
are familiar with real estate values will evaluate or appraise your property.  The 
evaluations or appraisals will be reviewed for completeness and accuracy and then 
the Right-of-Way Agent will make a written offer to you.  The current market value of 
the property at its highest and best use when appraised will be offered as 
compensation.  The Department of Transportation must: 
 


1. Treat all owners and tenants equally. 
2. Fully explain the owner’s rights. 
3. Pay just compensation in exchange for property rights. 
4. Furnish relocation advisory assistance. 


 
 


RELOCATION ASSISTANCE 
 


If you are a relocatee, that is, if your residence or business is to be acquired 
as part of the project, additional assistance in the form of advice and compensation is 
available.  You will also be provided with assistance on locations of comparable 
housing and/or commercial establishments, moving procedures, and moving aid.  
Moving expenses may be paid for you.  Additional monetary compensation is 
available to help homeowners cope with mortgage increases, increased value of 
comparable homes, closing costs, etc.  A similar program is available to assist 
business owners.  The Right-of-Way Agent can explain this assistance in greater 
detail. 
 
 
NOTE: PAMPHLETS SUMMARIZING RIGHT OF WAY AND 


RELOCATION PROCEDURES ARE AVAILABLE AT THE 
SIGN-IN TABLE. 







 


COMMENT SHEET 
 


NC 119 Relocation 
 


Corridor Public Hearing  
 


TIP No. U-3109                            Alamance County                    WBS No. 34900.1.1 
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Comments may be mailed by February 15, 2008 to: 


Mr. Ed Lewis 
NCDOT - Human Environment Unit 
1583 Mail Service Center  
Raleigh, NC 27699-1583 
Phone: (919) 715-1593   FAX: (919) 715-1501 
Email: elewis@dot.state.nc.us    
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October 14, 2008 
 
 


MEMORANDUM TO: Post Hearing Meeting Attendees 
 
FROM: Gregory Thorpe, Ph.D., Branch Manager 
 Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch 
 
SUBJECT: NC 119 Relocation from I-85/40 to South of SR 1918 (Mrs. White 


Lane), Mebane, Alamance County, Federal Aid No. STP-119(1), 
State Project No. 8.1470901, WBS Element 34900.1.1, TIP Project 
No. U-3109 


 
U-3109 Post Hearing Meeting Minutes 


 
The Post Hearing Meeting was held in the Roadway Design Conference Room at 2:00 p.m. on 
May 7, 2008 to discuss the comments received from the Corridor Public Hearing.  The Corridor 
Public Hearing was held on January 15, 2008 in the Mebane Arts and Community Center located 
on Corrigidor Road in Mebane.  The format of the meeting was an Informal Open House from 
4:00 - 6:30 p.m. with a Formal Presentation held at 7:00 p.m.  During the informal meeting, a 
map request station was set up to allow citizens to request portions of the public hearing maps in 
the vicinity of their property. 
 
Mr. Ed Lewis conducted the formal meeting.  More than 270 people attended both sessions.  
Eighteen people spoke at the formal meeting and approximately 74 written comments were 
received, including five comments on the map request forms provided at the meeting.  The 
following people were in attendance: 


 
Felix Davila Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
Andrew Williams US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
Phil Conrad (via phone) Burlington-Graham MPO 
Jason Martin Alamance County 
Robert Wilson City of Mebane 
Darrell Russell City of Mebane 
Mike Mills, PE NCDOT – Division 7 
Patty Eason, PE NCDOT – Division 7 
Art McMillan, PE NCDOT – Highway Design Branch 
Dewayne Sykes, PE NCDOT – Roadway Design Unit 
Tony Houser, PE NCDOT – Roadway Design Unit 
Bruce Payne, PE NCDOT – Roadway Design Unit 
Greg Hall NCDOT – Roadway Design Unit - Lighting 
Roy Girolami, PE NCDOT – Structure Design Unit 
Mohammed A. Mulla, PE NCDOT – Geotechnical Engineering Unit 
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Nadia Al-Dhalimy NCDOT – Geotechnical Engineering Unit 
Betty Yancey NCDOT – Right of Way Branch 
Tim Williams, PE NCDOT – Signals and Geometrics Section 
Doumit Ishak NCODT – Congestion Management Section 
Derrick Beard NCDOT – Work Zone Traffic Control Unit 
Aketa Emptage NCDOT – Office of Civil Rights 
Mike Stanley, PE NCDOT – TIP Development Unit 
Eric Midkiff, PE NCDOT – PDEA 
Derrick Weaver, PE NCDOT – PDEA 
Jennifer Fuller, PE NCDOT – PDEA 
Drew Joyner, PE NCDOT – Human Environment Unit 
Ed Lewis NCDOT – Public Involvement & Community Studies 
Kimberly Hinton NCDOT – Public Involvement & Community Studies 
Eileen Fuchs NCDOT – Public Involvement & Community Studies 
Atefe Northcutt NCDOT –Transportation Planning Branch 
Glenda Gibson, PE Gibson Engineers 
Mike Pekarek, PE Gibson Engineers 
Craig Young, PE Baker Engineering 
Aileen Mayhew, PE Baker Engineering 


 
An executive summary of the main issues concerning the project follows.  Verbal and written 
comments received at and following the public hearing are grouped into common comment 
categories.  Responses to each comment category follow the executive summary.  Verbal and 
written comments received are also summarized after the responses to the comment categories.  
Verbal comments are summarized by commenter on pp. 30-37 and written comments are 
summarized by commenter on pp. 37-53.  Written comments were also received on the map 
request forms provided at the Public Hearing and are summarized by commenter on p. 53.  A 
copy of the transcript for the Corridor Public Hearing is available upon request.  If anyone has 
any questions or comments regarding this information, please contact Leza Mundt, Project 
Manager at (919) 733-7844 ext. 244. 
 


Executive Summary 
 


• The No-Build Alternative has not formally been eliminated under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.  However, the No-Build Alternative does not 
meet the purpose and need for the Relocation of NC 119 project, as discussed in the 
DEIS. 


• There is a project in the NCDOT’s TIP (Project R-3105) that includes widening NC 119 
in Alamance County beginning south of White Level Road and constructing a connector 
to NC 62 on new location in Caswell County.  However, this project is currently 
unfunded.   


• An impacted property owner may request to be purchased sooner through NCDOT’s 
Hardship Acquisition process.  Hardship acquisition is initiated by the property owner 
because of particular financial or health-related hardship.  Decisions regarding whether a 
property will be acquired sooner than the right-of-way date included in the NCDOT’s 
TIP are evaluated on a case by case basis.   


• The North Carolina Industrial Center (NCIC) requested two access points off the 
proposed NC 119 roadway.  One access point, located across from the Fieldstone 
community, was shown on the Public Hearing Map.  The NCIC requested that NCDOT 
shift the Smith Drive intersection north of the Duke Power easement so that it would line 
up with the NCIC’s second access point shown on their Master Plan.  The NCDOT 
considered shifting the Smith Drive intersection to the north side of the Duke Power 
easement; however, this shift would require a realignment of Smith Drive and relocation 
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of several residences along Smith Drive.  The NCDOT will provide an access point on 
the northern side of the NCIC across from the Smith Drive intersection; however it will 
be south of the Duke Power easement.  The NCDOT will continue to work with the 
NCIC regarding the design and placement of this access point.   


• Providing a full movement intersection at the Fox Run Investments Partnership property 
or at the proposed service road next to the property would not provide the necessary 
intersection spacing required by NCDOT.  Therefore, the median in this area will not be 
eliminated.   


• Providing full access onto S. Fifth Street from the back of the Dogwood Properties & 
Dev. Corp. property would not provide the necessary intersection spacing of 1,200 feet 
required by NCDOT.  In addition, realigned S. Fifth Street would have three left-turn 
lanes onto the proposed NC 119 in addition to a through lane and providing full access 
from the Dogwood Properties & Dev. Corp. property onto S. Fifth Street is a safety 
concern for NCDOT; therefore, the concrete median will not be eliminated in this area.  
However, the NCDOT could provide a right-in/right-out access into the Dogwood 
Properties & Dev. Corp. property from S. Fifth Street, if desired.   


• Access to La Casina will be shown more clearly on the public hearing maps.  The 
NCDOT will work with Cambridge Center LLC to determine access to the property.   


• Construction of the preferred alternative (Alternative 9), which lies within the Graham-
Mebane Reservoir water supply watershed, would include various methods to protect the 
water quality in the streams and waterbodies receiving runoff from the proposed project.   


• The NCDOT discussed Dr. Troutman’s concerns and will look at the preliminary design 
in the vicinity of Dr. Troutman’s property to see if anything can be done to reduce 
impacts to the property.   


• The NCDOT cannot place traffic calming devices on state roads, such as Corrigidor Road 
or Tate Avenue; however, the NCDOT will evaluate providing a crosswalk with a 
required stop along Corrigidor Road near the Mebane Arts and Community Center.  If 
Corrigidor Road becomes a City of Mebane owned and maintained street (i.e. on their 
street system), then it would up to the City to decide whether to add traffic calming 
devices.  In addition, truck traffic can be directed to an alternate route bypassing 
Corrigidor Road; however, the NCDOT cannot prohibit trucks from Corrigidor Road if it 
remains a state owned road. 


• The NCDOT discussed constructing the project in its entirety (Sections A and B); 
however, funding allocations in NCDOT’s 2009 – 2015 TIP necessitate the project being 
constructed in sections.  The NCDOT also discussed construction options such as 
whether a portion of Section B can be constructed at the same time Section A is 
constructed.  As the final design phase approaches, the NCDOT will request updated cost 
estimates to assist with this determination.   


• During final design, the NCDOT will evaluate whether right-in/right-out access to the 
Brookhollow Shopping Center can be provided from a design and safety perspective to 
facilitate access to local businesses in the shopping center. 


• The NCDOT is studying whether a traffic signal is currently warranted at the NC 119 / 
Mrs. White Lane intersection and whether a traffic signal would be warranted within five 
years of construction of the proposed project.  If a traffic signal is warranted during the 
five year timeframe, the traffic signal will be included as part of this project.   


• The NCDOT previously studied realigning Woodlawn Road to tie into Mebane Rogers 
Road, but providing this connection would impact Johnson Chapel A.M.E. Church, as 
well as a stream in that area.  The NCDOT discussed several possibilities regarding how 
to provide additional access to the proposed roadway for the Woodlawn Road residents, 
as well as the Woodlawn community.  Based on public input, the NCDOT will study a 
potential realignment of Woodlawn Road to tie into the proposed roadway.  This study 
would be included in the FEIS and presented to the public at the next public meeting. 
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• The NCDOT will investigate and address the drainage concern near the Dogwood 
Properties & Development Corporation during final design. 


• A left turn from Y5 to proposed NC 119 will not be provided due to the amount of traffic 
in the interchange area and the close spacing of Y5 to the I-85/40 interchange. 


 
Common topics raised by citizens are summarized below.  Individuals requesting a written 
response from the NCDOT are included under the “Requests for Response to Written Comment” 
category.  For information regarding the NCDOT Relocation Assistance Program, the NCDOT 
Right-of-Way Agent can be contacted at (336) 334-3515. 
 


Comment Categories (with Number of Comments): 
 
No-Build Alternative 22 
Progress of Project / Project Concerns 21 
Relocation / Right-of-Way 19 
East Side Alternative / Traffic Study 19 
Access / Median Openings 16 
Water Supply Watershed 16 
Fifth Street 14 
Requests for Response to Written Comment / Phone Call / Meeting 13 
Traffic 10 
Mill Creek Development 9 
Construction Phasing / Maintenance 9 
Project Delays 8 
Street Closings 7 
Property Values 7 
Upcoming Meetings 6 
Traffic Signals 6 
Environmental Impacts 6 
Infrastructure 5 
Area Middle and High Schools 5 
Truck Route 4 
Third Street 4 
Woodlawn Road 4 
Cates Farm 4 
Health / Human Impact 4 
Brookhollow Plaza / Access 3 
Emergency Response 3 
Urban Sprawl / County Taxes 3 
Property Acquisition 3 
Requests for Post-Hearing Meeting Minutes 2 
Downtown Mebane Businesses 2 
Drainage Concerns 2 
Corrigidor Road 2 
Request for Right-of-Way and Relocation Pamphlet 1 
Loss of Buffers 1 
Design Recommendations / Questions  
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Comment Category Descriptions 
 
No-Build Alternative 22 
 
Comments: One citizen indicated that at every meeting she has attended, it is stated that a 
No-Build Alternative still exists.  She adds that there is an overwhelming amount of opposition to 
the project; however, the project continues to move forward.  She questions whether a No-Build 
option still exists (Auditori).   
 
Several citizens do not want to see the project built and request that NCDOT consider cancelling 
the project (Bradley, B. Byrd, McCracken, I. Byrd, Oldham, Albright, Benson, D. Bumgarner, B. 
Tate, Piper, Petty, Steering Committee, Wells, Ekwueme-Okoli, J. Godfrey, M. Godfrey, W. 
Godfrey, Crawford, Ridge).  Ms. McCracken added that there are other places that need 
improvement more than this project is needed.  Mr. Hawks is against the project due to the 
hardship it would create for his property (Hawks), while the Weavers commented that the project 
should be looked at closely or dropped (Weaver). 
 
Responses: Comments noted.  The No-Build Alternative has not formally been eliminated 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.  However, the No-Build 
Alternative does not meet the purpose and need for the Relocation of NC 119 project, as 
discussed in the DEIS.  This project is also still included in the NCDOT’s 2009-2015 State 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), as well as on the Burlington / Graham Long Range 
Thoroughfare Plan. 
 
Progress of Project / Project Concerns 21 
 
Comments: One citizen requested to be kept informed on the progress of the project since his 
property would be impacted and possibly relocated based on the current design (Warren - Sonic 
Drive In), while another citizen questioned how many people attended the meeting (Harrison-
d’Almada).  One citizen wanted to know who determined the impact on agricultural use, as well 
as NCDOT’s contact at the National Register of Historic Places concerning this project (W. 
Jeffreys). 
 
Responses: All individuals who submitted written comments at the Public Hearing were 
added to the project mailing list, if they were not on it already.  In addition, newsletters are 
distributed throughout the planning process of the project to update the public on the status of the 
project.  As required by the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA), coordination with the 
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) for this project was initiated by submittal of 
Form AD-1006, Farmland Conversion Impact Rating, included in Appendix E.  The NRCS 
completed their portions of this form and provided a relative value of farmland that may be 
affected (converted) by the proposed project.  Additional information regarding farmland is 
included in Section 4.2.5 Prime and Important Farmland of the DEIS.  The NCDOT’s contact 
person regarding historic properties is Ms. Mary Pope Furr, NCDOT Historic Architecture 
Supervisor [(919) 715-1620 or mfurr@ncdot.gov]. 
 
Comments: Two citizens indicated that they were not aware that the project’s design changes 
would affect them, one of them saying “the bypass has gone from a four-lane road to a six-lane 
road without any public notification” (Gerringer, D. Bumgarner).  Ms. Bumgarner doesn’t 
understand the need for six lanes and comments that a portion of Section A was changed because 
of the West End Community and requests the NCDOT to look at the options for the first phase 
again – “our entire way of life depends on you.”  Two citizens stated that they were not notified 
of the project’s impact on their neighborhood and home; one requesting to be notified in the 
future (Wicker, Ekwueme-Okoli).  Ms. Ekwueme-Okoli commented that Part A of the project has 
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no alternative routes and has not been discussed with the community affected by the project.  She 
thinks Part A should have alternative routes.  One citizen commented that the City opened 
N. Fifth Street to Stagecoach Road without notifying the affected residents and adds that the 
residents north of US 70 have a voice in this project (J. Moffitt).  Another citizen was shocked 
that Section A would take his home.  He had not received the newsletter distributed in June 2006 
and would not have put a brand new home on the property, had he known (Murphy).  Mr. 
Murphy commented that Mebane does not need a six-lane highway and adds that four-lanes are 
enough since this project will lead to a rural part of the community to the north.  One citizen 
questioned why this route was chosen so long ago and has taken so long to implement (Oldham).   
 
Responses: Newsletter No. 4 was distributed in June 2006 and included a discussion, as well 
as a picture, of the six-lane typical section at the beginning of the project.  The typical section 
proposed near the beginning of the project varies in width due to projected traffic volumes.  As 
mentioned in the newsletter, the six-lane roadway extends from the I-85/40 interchange to the 
new intersection of realigned Third Street Extension and realigned Fifth Street.  The objective of 
the identification of the preliminary study corridors was to compare and evaluate corridors 
sharing common end points and eliminate those with fatal flaws or those that had substantially 
more impacts when compared to other corridors.  Potential roadway alignments were overlaid 
onto land suitability maps to avoid the sensitive features identified to the extent possible and in 
accordance with the design criteria for the project.  Then, preliminary study corridors were 
developed for the project area.  The study corridors were combined to create seven Preliminary 
Corridor Alternatives for study on this project.  These corridors were presented to the public at 
various workshops, as well as the Merger Team, to get input.  At this time, there were several 
preliminary study corridors south of US 70 in Part A.  The Merger Team then reduced the 
number of preliminary study alternatives based on various impacts to each alternative to four and 
finally to three alternatives.  As stated in the newsletters, several ways the community can stay 
involved and obtain project information is by calling the project hotline, accessing the project 
website, or contacting a member of the project team.  The NCDOT is available to hold small 
group meetings with communities, upon request.  Any agency that proposes a project with federal 
involvement, such as federal funding, must comply with the NEPA.  Under 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, as well as extensive public and agency involvement.  The NCDOT strives to maintain a 
reasonable schedule for its projects while ensuring full compliance with NEPA. 
 
Comments: Ms. Albright believes it was unethical that the project was impacted by weekly 
contacts between the City and NCDOT for more than a year (Albright).  One citizen questioned if 
the purpose of the proposed project is to resolve projected or current traffic problems (Jackson).  
Mr. Jackson added that there will be a bottleneck at Mrs. White Lane once the four-lane highway 
ends in White Level, while another citizen agreed that the project should not stop at Mrs. White 
Lane (Dove).  One citizen is concerned about the road width being too wide (Hoover), while 
another citizen commented that the proposed project passes through Mebane and would divide 
the town (Piper).  Mr. Piper added that “the word bypass means go around, not through.”  Two 
citizens commented that the proposed road is an interstate, one of them adding that “a road with 
limited access, no private drives, and four to six lanes is not a bypass (Holland, Baptiste).”  Mr. 
Holland asked who benefits from the project, while another citizen asked what “no driveway 
access” means (Bradley).  One citizen commented that “all existing alternatives do not address 
the tremendous amount of growth south of I-85 (Moore).”  Another citizen inquired which of the 
many perspectives voiced at the public hearing would be considered (Adkins).  Mr. Adkins added 
that “as a business owner along Fifth Street, your [NCDOT’s] actions will affect my future 
growth plans and have caused me to delay one expansion to date.  When will we, as business 
owners, have a concrete decision to work with so that we can move forward and develop our 
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investments?”  One citizen commented that the State has six other major cities that have approved 
bypasses that are delayed and questions how there is money to fund this project (Holloway). 
 
Responses: One purpose of the project is to reduce traffic congestion in downtown Mebane.  
Both existing and projected deficiencies in levels of service along existing NC 119 cause 
substantial travel delay.  Traffic flow on most sections of NC 119 in and around the project study 
area is projected to reach undesirable levels of service by the year 2030.  However, traffic flow on 
the cross streets at several of the intersections studied along the existing NC 119 corridor is 
currently exceeding the capacity limits of the intersection.  There is a project in the NCDOT’s 
TIP (Project R-3105) that includes widening NC 119 in Alamance County beginning south of 
White Level Road and constructing a connector to NC 62 on new location in Caswell County.  
However, this project is currently unfunded.  The NCDOT initially studied several Preliminary 
Corridor Alternatives that tied into existing NC 119 north of Mrs. White Lane; however, these 
alternatives were eliminated due to their impacts to the water supply watershed critical area of the 
Graham-Mebane Reservoir.  The length of these alternatives within the watershed critical area 
was much greater than alternatives tying into existing NC 119 south of Mrs. White Lane.  The 
Travel Analysis Report prepared for the project indicates that additional lanes are needed at the 
beginning of the project to handle the projected traffic volumes.  As the project continues 
northward and based on the traffic volumes, the typical section is decreased to a four-lane facility 
for the remainder of the project.  The proposed road is not an interstate, but will be similar to a 
parkway.  An interstate has full control of access and limited control of access is proposed for this 
project; therefore, access to the facility will be provided at existing intersections.  Limited control 
of access does not allow private driveways along the proposed facility.  Residents would access 
the proposed facility through the existing intersections such as Mebane Rogers Road and US 70 
or realigned roads proposed as a part of this project such as realigned Third Street Extension and 
realigned Fifth Street.  This project would benefit both the local community as well as regional 
commuters through the area.  Removing through traffic from downtown Mebane would make it 
easier for residents along existing NC 119 to access their homes, as well as making it easier for 
citizens to drive through downtown.  The proposed project would make it easier for through 
traffic and commuters to reach the areas west and north of Mebane and it would provide 
emergency vehicles an alternate way to get to emergencies on the south side of the railroad tracks 
when there is a train on the tracks.  In addition, this project could potentially encourage economic 
development, specifically encouraging development of the North Carolina Industrial Center 
(NCIC).  The project limits are based upon input from the Burlington-Graham Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO), who initially included this project in the local TIP in 1992, as well 
as the NCDOT Board of Transportation Member for this area.  All of the purposes of this project: 
to reduce traffic congestion, improve access to the local area, and provide Alamance County with 
a primary north-south route refer specifically to pressure on the downtown Mebane street system 
and the circuitous routing of NC 119 through the City of Mebane and between I-85/40 and 
northern Alamance County.  The NCDOT discussed each of the verbal and written comments 
received at the Public Hearing during a Post Hearing Meeting.  These meeting minutes serve as a 
record of what was discussed.  There was a meeting held in June with the Merger Team to discuss 
the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) or Preferred Alternative 
for the project.  At this meeting, the Merger Team selected Alternative 9 as the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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Relocation / Right-of-Way 19 
 
Comments: Several citizens are concerned about being impacted and possibly relocated by 
the project (Brewer, Harrington, Bradley, Dove, Hoover, Oldham, Causey, Ritchie, W. 
Bumgarner, Whitted), some of whom are trying to sell their property, but cannot find a buyer due 
to the uncertainty regarding whether their home will be taken.  Some of the citizens are opposed 
to various alternatives or sections of the project which either take part of their property, 
diminishing its value or take all of their property (Heafner, Ekwueme-Okoli).  Ms. Ekwueme-
Okoli comments that having two small children and having to rethink schools for them, makes the 
project timeline seem very near for her.  One citizen does not feel that the NCDOT’s offer will be 
sufficient to replace what he has worked to upgrade since 1971 (G. Bumgarner), while another 
citizen requests that his 30-year home restoration project not be destroyed (Piper).  One citizen 
suggests that NCDOT should impact the vacant Walter Kidde building instead of her home (D. 
Bumgarner), while another citizen is concerned about one of the alternate routes coming behind 
his house on a “farm that’s been there over 100 years (J. Jeffreys).”  There were also some 
general questions concerning right-of-way acquisition such as “When is the anticipated purchase 
date for houses?  Would they [NCDOT] buy earlier?  The market might change by 2010 
(Gerringer)” and “What happens to the property NCDOT buys, but does not use it all (Murphy).”  
Two citizens commented that regardless of whether NCDOT buys property or takes property, 
they want to be treated fairly (O. Wilson, Warren – Sonic Drive In).   
 
Responses: Comments noted.  The Walter Kidde plant was not impacted because it is an 
operating business at this time.  According to the NCDOT 2009 – 2015 TIP, right-of-way 
acquisition is anticipated to occur in Fiscal Year (FY) 2011.  An impacted property owner may 
request to be purchased sooner through NCDOT’s Hardship Acquisition process.  Hardship 
acquisition is initiated by the property owner because of particular financial or health-related 
hardship.  Decisions regarding whether a property will be acquired sooner than the right-of-way 
date included in the NCDOT’s TIP are evaluated on a case by case basis.  The NCDOT is not in 
the business of purchasing property that is not needed for the project right-of-way.  However, if 
property is purchased and then all of it is not needed, the property owner would be given the 
opportunity to buy that portion back from the State. 
 
East Side Alternative / Traffic Study 19 
 
Comments: Several citizens indicated that an alternative on the east side of town should be 
revisited (Harrington, Baptiste, Bradley, Jackson, B. Byrd, Hoover, McCracken, I. Byrd, 
Buffington, Oldham, Causey, Weaver, Crawford, Burke, B. Tate, Piper, Murphy, Robinson, 
Phillips).  They believe that Mebane’s growth areas have changed in the last few years and a 
traffic study should be done now, rather than using outdated data collected years ago before 
Mebane’s growth pattern changed.  They comment that most development has occurred on the 
east and south side of Mebane/I-85 and new development appears to be coming to the former 
Buckhorn Jockey lot.  In addition, one citizen adds that traffic is heavy on Lebanon Road and 
from Lebanon Road to Efland; which will not be alleviated by a highway on the west side of 
town.  Another citizen commented that the east side alternative is shorter, costs less, and would 
remove more traffic from downtown Mebane by utilizing High Rock Road, Lebanon Road, 
US 70, and Washington Street, as well as Fifth Street for eastbound traffic.  The east side 
alternative would incorporate ramps at Mattress Factory Road allowing traffic to use the Mebane 
Oaks Road interchange, the new Mattress Factory Road interchange, and the Buckhorn Road 
interchange.  Comments were made that no one will use the new road because it requires 
motorists to drive west of town to go east.  In addition, several citizens commented that the 
Lumber Company on the east side of town is no longer in operation and felt that the east option 
from Mattress Factory Road or Buckhorn Road should be revisited.  Several citizens would like 
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to see the “known” impacts of an east side alternative compared to the west side alternatives 
(such as number of relocations), instead of the “possible” impacts mentioned in the document.   
 
Responses: Preliminary alternatives for Project U-3109 were identified in 1997.  As a result 
of public input, two different east side alternatives were added to the preliminary alternatives.  
Both alternatives were eventually eliminated because they did not meet the purpose and need for 
the project.  Impacts and costs were anticipated to be of equal or greater magnitude with the east 
side alternatives.  Although both east side and west side routes would be beneficial to the area, 
the needs served by a west side route would differ from the needs served by an east side route.  
An east side alternative would not serve the local Mebane community as well as a west side 
alternative since it would not pass through the areas anticipated to experience the most growth.  
Additionally, the western route would provide connectivity among several highly-traveled routes 
– Mebane Rogers Road, US 70, South Third Street, and I-85/40 – in close proximity to the central 
business district, and would thus benefit local travel.  Historically, the relocation of NC 119 has 
consistently been proposed for the west side of Mebane.  The City of Mebane thoroughfare plan 
cites the west side of Mebane as the most beneficial place for the relocation of NC 119.  Local 
officials anticipate Mebane will experience large amounts of industrial and residential growth on 
the west side of the city, as indicated in the city’s land use plan.  The current Burlington/Graham 
Long Range Thoroughfare Plan map shows a new location route proposed for the east side of 
Mebane in addition to TIP Project U-3109, shown on the west side of Mebane.  Reducing traffic 
congestion in downtown Mebane is a purpose of the proposed project.  Results of traffic forecast 
models indicate that west side alternatives are much more effective than east side alternatives in 
reducing traffic through Mebane’s Central Business District.  The east side alternative reduces 
traffic in downtown Mebane to such a low degree, it was eliminated from further consideration as 
not being an effective, as well as cost effective, measure of reducing the traffic congestion in 
downtown by comparison to the western alternatives.  Another purpose of the NC 119 Relocation 
project is to provide Alamance County with a primary north-south route.  An east side alternative 
would require motorists to travel a longer distance along NC 119 from north of Mebane to 
I-85/40 compared to west side alternatives.  A west side alternative would reduce the distance 
from existing NC 119 north of town to the existing segment of NC 119 south of the interstate to 
approximately 4.5 miles as compared to 8 miles for the east side alternatives.  In addition, due to 
the location of the Buckhorn Road interchange and the Mattress Factory Road grade separation at 
I-85/40, the close proximity of a city-owned recreational lake (Lake Michael) and existing 
development (residential, industrial, and commercial), east side alternatives would require a 
lengthier route that would provide less direct access to the interstate, especially to motorists 
desiring to travel west on I-40 or south on I-85.  In contrast, the west side alternatives provide a 
direct, north-south route to areas north of Mebane for those who are trying to access the I-85/40 
corridor.  A north-south route is currently lacking in the Alamance County Urban Area.  After a 
review of the east side corridors, it appears that either east side alternative would have equal or 
greater impacts to both the natural and human environments than a west side alternative.  Impacts 
for the east side alternative connecting to Mattress Factory Road included higher residential 
relocations, possible impacts to public park land, and increased wetland impacts.  The alternative 
that connects to Buckhorn Road would have similar environmental impacts.  This alternative 
would also pass near the Paisley-Rice Cabin, which is listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places.  In addition, the City of Mebane does not feel that the growth pattern in Mebane has 
changed and adds that the development at Buckhorn Road is outside of Mebane’s Extraterritorial 
Jurisdiction (ETJ) and is within Orange County. 
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Access / Median Openings 16 
 
Comments: Several citizens are concerned about access to their property with the proposed 
project (Warren – Sonic Drive In, Skenes, Sejpal, Benson, Hoover).  Ms. Causey indicates that all 
three alternatives divide the Cates Farm property into sections; leaving some areas unusable 
without proper access to the proposed route and other areas landlocked (Causey).  Ms. Conyard is 
concerned that the State is moving the access problem from one area along NC 119 to another 
(Conyard).  The White Level Community is concerned about access to Ray’s Community Store, 
as well as nearby residences (Alston, White) (White Level Community).  In addition, the White 
Level Community is concerned that existing NC 119 is not accessible and will take longer with 
the proposed tie-in.  They are concerned that some residents, especially older citizens, would find 
the new route distracting and confusing.  The Mill Creek Homeowners Association (MCHOA) is 
concerned about the proposed design for access to and from the proposed bypass and their 
community in the vicinity of St. Andrews Drive near the northern terminus of the project 
(Nunemaker).  Mr. Hall requested that the Smith Drive intersection be relocated on the north side 
of the Duke Power easement to better serve the surrounding acreage of the NCIC and added that 
an access point on the northern side of the NCIC is imperative (Hall).  Mr. Petty is not in favor of 
this project because it puts a cul-de-sac at his property and due to the placement of the road, he 
will not be able to sell his property as commercial or business (Petty). 
 
Responses: Comments noted.  Ray’s Community Store is situated across the street from 
White Level Road; therefore, patrons leaving Ray’s Community Store would be able to access 
NC 119 either north or south.  The Alston’s would have access onto NC 119 in either direction 
also.  The White’s would have access onto existing NC 119 south.  The NCDOT acknowledges 
that residents from the White Level community, and other areas north of Mebane, would be 
required to make an additional left turn to access existing NC 119 with the proposed project.  The 
proposed traffic signal in that area is anticipated to facilitate access to existing NC 119; however, 
there may be a slight delay trying to make the left turn.  The NCDOT will also provide directional 
signs to existing NC 119 from the proposed roadway.  Under the proposed design, a motorist 
would be required to make one turn to get from existing NC 119 onto the proposed roadway.  The 
design proposed by the MCHOA would require a motorist to make two turns to get from existing 
NC 119 onto the proposed roadway.  The proposed design should facilitate access from existing 
NC 119 to the proposed roadway; therefore, the design to and from the proposed roadway near 
the northern project limit will remain as it is currently proposed.  The North Carolina Industrial 
Center (NCIC) requested two access points off the proposed NC 119 roadway.  One access point, 
located across from the Fieldstone community, was shown on the Public Hearing Map.  The 
NCIC requested that NCDOT shift the Smith Drive intersection north of the Duke Power 
easement so that it would line up with the NCIC’s second access point shown on their Master 
Plan.  The NCDOT considered shifting the Smith Drive intersection to the north side of the Duke 
Power easement; however, this shift would require a realignment of Smith Drive and relocation 
of several residences along Smith Drive.  The NCDOT will provide an access point on the 
northern side of the NCIC across from the Smith Drive intersection; however, it will be south of 
the Duke Power easement.  The NCDOT will continue to work with the NCIC regarding the 
design and placement of this access point.   
 
Comments: Mr. Hawks is concerned about the lengthy median in front of the property he 
represents, Fox Run Investments Partnership, resulting in right-in/right-out access and requests 
that the median be reconsidered and “alternatives that allow businesses in this corridor to 
continue to serve the traveling customer without creating difficulties in returning to their journey” 
be considered (Hawks).  Mr. Tate [Dogwood Properties & Dev. Corp.] is concerned about access 
to the back of his property with the re-routing of S. Fifth Street from the front of his property to 
the back and the concrete divider shown on the map at the hearing and requests full access to S. 
Fifth Street behind his property (W. Tate).  Mr. Tate spoke with a right-of-way agent at the 
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hearing who suggested that this would not be a problem.  The City states that it will discourage 
those developments that will require new access points to NC 119 north of US 70 other than those 
areas of access deemed to be necessary in the planning stages for the service of existing 
communities (Mebane City Council).  Ms. Phillips would like to see access to La Casina shown 
more clearly on the maps (Phillips).  One citizen is concerned about accessing the proposed road 
if the four-lane highway runs from Mebane to Danville (Dove).     
 
Responses: The NCDOT requires full control of access approximately 1,000 feet on either 
side of an interchange.  This means that residences and businesses, such as Fox Run Investments 
Partnership, that are situated within 1,000 feet from the I-85/40 interchange would not have direct 
access onto NC 119, but would access NC 119 from a service road or connector road.  
Controlling the access and providing channelization in the vicinity of the interchange decreases 
the turning conflicts for drivers.  The proposed roadway is six lanes in this area and removing the 
median to allow vehicles to turn left across three lanes, plus a median is a safety concern for 
NCDOT.  In addition, the NCDOT requires a minimum of approximately 1,200 feet between 
intersections with the design speed that is currently proposed.  Providing a full movement 
intersection at the Fox Run Investments Partnership property or at the proposed service road next 
to the property would not provide the necessary intersection spacing required by the NCDOT.  
Therefore, the median in this area will not be eliminated.  Providing full access onto S. Fifth 
Street from the back of the Dogwood Properties & Dev. Corp. property would not provide the 
necessary intersection spacing of 1,200 feet required by the NCDOT.  In addition, realigned S. 
Fifth Street has three lanes turning left onto the proposed NC 119 in addition to through lanes and 
providing full access from the Dogwood Properties & Dev. Corp. property onto S. Fifth Street is 
a safety concern for the NCDOT; therefore, the concrete median will not be eliminated in this 
area.  However, the NCDOT could provide a right-in/right-out access into the Dogwood 
Properties & Dev. Corp. property from S. Fifth Street, if desired.  Access to La Casina will be 
shown more clearly on the public hearing maps.  The NCDOT will work with Cambridge Center 
LLC to determine access to the property.  In addition to the I-85/40 interchange, access to the 
proposed four-lane facility would be provided at Holmes Road, realigned Fifth Street and 
realigned Third Street Extension, as well as realigned Third Street Extension near the US Post 
Office, Smith Drive, US 70 connector, Mebane Rogers Road, and White Level Road. 
 
Water Supply Watershed 16 
 
Comments: Several citizens, including the Steering Committee, are concerned about the 
project’s impact on the water supply watershed critical area, including runoff from the new road 
causing more drainage into the watershed and major spills on the new road contaminating the 
community’s water supply.  They believe impacting the water supply watershed critical area 
would have a negative long-term impact on the quality of the Graham-Mebane Critical Water 
Supply for citizens of the area (Brewer, Harrington, B. Byrd, Steering Committee, Owens, 
Nunemaker, L. Davis, T. Johnson, Petersen, White Level Community, G. Bumgarner, Bateman, 
Albright).  The majority of these citizens prefer an alternative that is not in the watershed or that 
steps are taken to minimize impact on the watershed.  One citizen feels that the project will cause 
watershed pollution to their children “for years to come” (B. Tate), while another citizen feels that 
the project’s impact on the Graham-Mebane reservoir should receive the highest priority by 
applying design techniques that will minimize the runoff of pollutants (Nunemaker).  The 
Mebane City Council wants to ensure that the NC 119 project does not intrude into the water 
quality critical area of the City of Graham/Mebane water supply (Mebane City Council).   
 
Responses: Comments noted.  There was a meeting held in June with the Merger Team to 
discuss the LEDPA or Preferred Alternative for the project.  At this meeting, the Merger Team 
selected Alternative 9 as the Preferred Alternative.  The selection of Alternative 9 as the LEDPA 
was a compromise to minimize impacts to the Cates Farm, a Section 4(f) resource, as well as the 
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water supply watershed critical area.  An estimate of impervious surfaces that will be added for 
the length of each alternative in the watershed critical area will be included in the FEIS.  In 
addition, construction of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 9), a portion of which lies within 
the Graham-Mebane Reservoir water supply watershed, would include various methods to protect 
the water quality in the streams and waterbodies receiving runoff from the proposed project.  The 
NCDOT’s Best Management Practices for Protection of Surface Waters (1997) will be adhered 
to during construction of the proposed project.  In addition, sediment and erosion control BMPs 
as described for HQW in Design Standards in Sensitive Watersheds (15A NCAC 04B .0124) 
must be adhered to throughout design and construction of the project.  These regulations require 
that sediment and erosion control measures, structures, and devices within high quality water 
zones be planned, designed, and constructed to provide protection from the runoff of the 25-year 
storm that produces the maximum peak rate of runoff.  Hazardous spill protection measures will 
be provided in the design of the Preferred Alternative at stream crossings within ½ mile of the 
water supply watershed critical area.  These basins are included along highway segments that are 
in close proximity to particularly sensitive waters, such as water supply sources. 
 
Fifth Street 14 
 
Comments: Several citizens expressed concern about the amount of traffic along Fifth Street 
which makes it difficult for them to access their driveways.  Some citizens expressed concern at 
the thought of traffic on N. Fifth Street continuing at the present rate or getting worse, calling it a 
“nightmare and dangerous situation” (Matthews, J. Moffitt, R. Moffitt, Jobe).  There is concern 
among other citizens that based on the current traffic volumes, Fifth Street and Third Street now 
serve as thoroughfares instead of residential streets, as intended (Nunemaker).  One citizen is 
concerned about all the traffic on Third Street and Fifth Street and stated that it is dangerous to 
get into and out of South Mebane Elementary School (Phillips).  Ms. Phillips added that the 
congestion and traffic in downtown is a “mess.”  Another citizen commented that trucks are going 
through Mebane and coming out on Fifth Street to avoid the weigh station (Hoover).  One citizen 
stated that “if the DOT is so concerned about Fifth Street, why did they build a five-lane road and 
dump it straight into Fifth Street (Wells)?”  Ms. Wells added that she does not see how the 
proposed road would get any traffic off Fifth Street.  Residents of Fifth Street hope the project 
would reduce the traffic down that street; however, they feel that would not happen due to the 
“commercial zoning that feeds to that particular street (Albright).”  Another citizen did not 
understand why Fifth Street would “dump into a four-lane highway just to go about a half mile to 
an intersection of the new six-lane 119 highway and dead end the existing Fifth Street 
(Murphy)?”  Dr. Troutman is concerned because his new dental office is affected by the Fifth 
Street realignment and he can’t lose any parking spaces (Troutman).  He inquires whether the 
beginning of the realignment could be moved south of his property.  One citizen is concerned 
with the Fifth Street realignment since his property has been on the market for some time; 
however, no one is interested in his property because of this project (W. Tate).  Still another 
citizen who travels Fifth Street and downtown almost every day did not think there is a heavy 
traffic problem (B. Tate).  One citizen currently has access to Fifth Street and is concerned 
whether she will have access to the proposed realigned Fifth Street (Oldham).  Ms. Oldham also 
questions whether revisions to the realignment of Fifth Street would occur now that Dr. Troutman 
is building a dental office and how such revisions to the design would affect her property.  
Another citizen suggested widening existing NC 119 from Stagecoach Road to Mill Creek since 
this does not involve relocations (McCracken). 
 
Responses: A table including the 2030 traffic volumes on existing NC 119 for the No-Build 
Alternative and the Build Alternatives was prepared based on traffic volumes developed using the 
Project Traffic Forecasts – NC 119 Relocation report (see Section 2.6.1 Design Year 2030 Build 
Traffic Projections in the DEIS).  Existing NC 119 (Fifth Street) was divided into four segments 
for comparison purposes.  According to the table, existing NC 119 (Fifth Street) would 
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experience reductions in traffic volumes of 23 – 81 percent under the Build Alternatives in 
comparison to the No-Build Alternative.  The reduction in traffic volume through the central 
business district of Mebane compared to the No-Build Alternative is 67 percent.  The proposed 
project is anticipated to result in decreased traffic volumes, including truck traffic, and congestion 
within the downtown area by removing through traffic on existing NC 119.  The NCDOT 
discussed Dr. Troutman’s concerns and will look at the preliminary design in the vicinity of 
Dr. Troutman’s property to see if anything can be done to reduce impacts to the property.  
Ms. Oldham voiced her concerns previously in an email and the NCDOT responded that based on 
what the public hearing map shows, she would not be landlocked because there is no proposed 
control of access shown along that section of the realigned Fifth Street, it appears a driveway 
would be permitted.  However, if that were to change and her property were to be landlocked, the 
Department would acquire her entire property.  Widening existing NC 119 from Stagecoach Road 
to Mill Creek may not involve any relocations; however, widening a small section of existing 
NC 119 would not support the purpose or need of the proposed project.  In order to meet the 
purpose and need of the project, existing NC 119 would need to be widened from Stagecoach 
Road to I-85/40; which would require numerous relocations. 
  
Requests for Response to Written Comment / Phone Call / Meeting 13 
 
Comments: Several citizens asked for a response to their written comments (McCracken, 
Buffington, Skenes, Ekwueme-Okoli, Jackson-White Level Community, Nunemaker, B. Tate, W. 
Tate, Murphy, Hawks, Adkins), while one citizen requested a phone call (C. Johnson).  Another 
citizen who owns 18 acres zoned B2 along S. Fifth Street voiced concerns that the road is going 
too close in front of his property and requested a meeting (Benson). 
 
Response: The NCDOT will respond to the individuals listed above either through writing, a 
phone call, or a meeting, as requested. 
 
Traffic 10 
 
Comments: A few citizens indicated that there is not a traffic problem in town and disagree 
with the way the project adds traffic to Mrs. White Lane (B. Tate).  Another citizen said there is 
not sufficient traffic to warrant a bypass (Holloway).  One citizen commented that some help with 
traffic was needed (G. Bumgarner).  An additional request to place traffic calming devices when 
connecting Tate Avenue to Corrigidor Road was made by the Mebane City Council (Mebane City 
Council).  Two citizens commented that if the reason for the project is traffic on Third and Fifth 
Streets, the City should have banned truck traffic on these streets already (Baptiste, B. Byrd).  
One citizen asked what could be done to ease the traffic problem in the Mrs. White Lane area 
(Jackson).  Mr. Jackson adds that if there isn’t a plan for Part C, then the community is going to 
have to live with the amount of traffic that would be directed from Mebane to Mrs. White Lane.  
Another citizen commented that regardless of which direction (east or west) you are traveling, 
Map Quest queries do not recommend taking Fifth Street (J. Jeffreys).  Mr. Jeffreys added that to 
get to I-85, he travels Buckhorn Road.  One citizen commented that Mill Creek has other exits in 
addition to NC 119, but the White Level Community only has one way to NC 119.  They also 
noted that a proposed retirement complex would add traffic to NC 119 (Wells).  One citizen 
commented that the Mebane City Council stated that Mebane Oaks Road from I-85/40 is already 
being overloaded with traffic coming from the housing developments located south of Mebane 
(Robinson). 
 
Responses: Comments noted.  As discussed in Sections 1.3 and 1.4 in the DEIS, traffic flow 
and levels of service on most segments of NC 119 in and around the project study area are 
projected to reach undesirable levels of service by the year 2030.  According to the Project 
Traffic Forecasts – NC 119 Relocation report prepared for this project, average daily traffic 
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(ADT) volumes along existing NC 119 from Mebane Oaks Road to US 70 for the year 2030 are 
predicted to be between 32,000 and 36,100 which is substantially above the daily capacity of a 
two-lane, two-way urban street.  Similar traffic congestion is also forecasted for US 70 between 
Fifth Street and Second Street within the central business district of Mebane.  The forecasted 
ADT for this segment of US 70 ranges from 27,200 to 31,100 which are well over the capacity of 
a two-lane, two-way street.  Existing and projected deficiencies in levels of service along existing 
NC 119 cause substantial travel delay by decreasing travel speeds, increasing the potential for 
accidents, and contributing substantially to the inefficient operation of motor vehicles.  
Additional information regarding the transportation network in the Mebane area is included in 
Sections 1.9 Traffic Operations Analysis and 2.6 Traffic Operation Analyses of the DEIS.  The 
NCDOT heard from several residents that trucks working in the Mill Creek community are 
contributing to the truck traffic on Mrs. White Lane.  In response to the White Level 
community’s concerns, the NCDOT is studying whether a traffic signal is currently warranted at 
the NC 119 / Mrs. White Lane intersection and whether a traffic signal would be warranted 
within five years of construction of the proposed project.  Results of this analysis will be included 
in the FEIS.  The NCDOT cannot place traffic calming devices on state roads, such as Corrigidor 
Road or Tate Avenue; however, the NCDOT will evaluate providing a crosswalk with a required 
stop along Corrigidor Road near the Mebane Arts and Community Center.  If Corrigidor Road 
becomes a City of Mebane owned and maintained street (i.e. on their street system), then it would 
up to the City to decide whether to add traffic calming devices.  In addition, truck traffic can be 
directed to an alternate route bypassing Corrigidor Road; however, the NCDOT cannot prohibit 
trucks from Corrigidor Road if it remains a state owned road.  The NCDOT 2009 – 2015 TIP 
includes a project immediately north of the NC 119 Relocation project which is the proposed 
widening of NC 119 between White Level Road in Alamance County and NC 62 in Caswell 
County; this project is currently unfunded.  Several concerns received pertain to topics that are 
under the City of Mebane’s jurisdiction; however, the NCDOT is willing to facilitate discussions 
with the City concerning banning truck traffic on various roads around the City, re-routing Mill 
Creek community construction traffic to alleviate the congestion in the Mrs. White Lane area, and 
addressing exit routes to NC 119 from the Mrs. White Lane area. 
 
Mill Creek Development 9 
 
Comments: Many citizens stated the belief that the proposed project is being constructed to 
benefit the Mill Creek Community and provide direct access to its golf course.  Some feel that the 
proposed road goes to nowhere and needs to serve the majority of Mebane area residents, not just 
one development that was promised this road years ago (Robinson, Buffington, Petty, G. 
Bumgarner, B. Tate, Murphy).  One citizen does not agree with “building a super highway for 
people in the Mill Creek Community or to get to a golf course” and does not think the bypass 
would save time (McCracken).  One citizen wondered what direction the golfers are coming from 
and stated that Mill Creek knew when they built the development that they would have a distant, 
indirect route from the interstate.  One citizen stated that the proposed road would add seven 
miles to the Mill Creek residents commute to RTP each way (Baptiste).  Another citizen 
commented that Mill Creek is getting a lot of the project’s advantages (Jackson).   
 
Responses: Comments noted.  As indicated in the DEIS, 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.  The 
realignment of Third Street Extension to intersect with the proposed facility would facilitate 
access to the new roadway for residents of the Fieldstone community, as well as residents along 
Third Street.  The improvements to Corrigidor Road would facilitate access to the Mebane Arts 
and Community Center for the West End community.  Additionally, the proposed connection of 
Smith Drive to the new facility would facilitate access to the new roadway for the West End 
community.  The proposed project would also provide a bridge that crosses over the railroad, 
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US 70, and Holt Street; providing Mebane with its only route across the railroad tracks when a 
train occupies the tracks.  The proposed project would be situated just east of the North Carolina 
Industrial Center (NCIC), facilitating access to the NCIC from I-85/40 which is anticipated to 
bring economic development to the area.  The proposed facility would also provide a more direct 
and efficient north-south route for commuters to reach the areas west and north of Mebane, 
including into Caswell County. 
 
Construction Phasing / Maintenance 9 
 
Comments: Several citizens are concerned about the project being constructed in two phases, 
with Section A going nowhere until Section B is built.  They think the project should be 
constructed in its entirety (Sections A and B) because “minimal benefit will accrue to the Mebane 
area if Section B of this project” is not built (Harrington, G. Bumgarner, D. Bumgarner, 
Nunemaker).  One citizen asked who is going to maintain the new road and expressed concern 
that there are few connections from the proposed route to the community (Conyard).  Another 
citizen commented that there are already many miles of roads that need repair in North Carolina 
(Albright), while another citizen asked about the number of the interstate that is planned for this 
bypass (Hoffman).  One citizen wanted information on when this project would begin 
construction so she has an idea what to do about her plans (C. Johnson) and another citizen 
inquired how long construction would take (Bradley).   
 
Responses: Comments noted.  The NCDOT discussed constructing the project in its entirety 
(Sections A and B); however, funding allocations in NCDOT’s 2009 – 2015 TIP necessitate the 
project being constructed in sections.  The NCDOT also discussed construction options such as 
whether a portion of Section B can be constructed at the same time Section A is constructed.  As 
the final design phase approaches, the NCDOT will request updated cost estimates to assist with 
this determination.  The proposed facility would be a state owned road and therefore, maintained 
by the State.  The proposed route name has not been established at this time, but would not be 
part of the interstate system.  The proposed facility would provide several connections to the 
community.  As discussed above, the realignment of Third Street Extension to intersect with the 
proposed facility near the US Post Office would facilitate access to the new roadway for residents 
of the Fieldstone community, as well as residents along Third Street.  The improvements to 
Corrigidor Road would facilitate access to the Mebane Arts and Community Center for the West 
End community.  The proposed connection of Smith Drive to the new facility would facilitate 
access to the new roadway for the West End community.  The proposed project would also 
provide a bridge that crosses over the railroad, US 70, and Holt Street; providing Mebane with its 
only route across the railroad tracks when a train occupies the tracks.  A connector road from the 
proposed facility to US 70 would facilitate access to the new roadway.  Additional access points 
to the proposed facility include the realignment of Third Street Extension and Fifth Street just 
north of the NC 119 / I-85/40 interchange and the Mebane Rogers Road intersection.  According 
to the NCDOT 2009 – 2015 TIP, right-of-way acquisition for Section A is anticipated to occur in 
Fiscal Year (FY) 2011.  Construction for Section A is scheduled to occur in FY 2013.  The TIP 
includes money appropriated for construction for Section A for FY 2013, FY 2014, and FY 2015.  
Right-of-way acquisition and construction for Section B are scheduled post year, after FY 2015, 
and is currently unfunded.  In general, a project of this size takes anywhere from three to five 
years to be constructed. 
 
Project Delays 8 
 
Comments: Several citizens commented that this project has been delayed and fought over 
for too long.  They want the NCDOT to pick a route and aggressively proceed with the project 
with no more delays (Causey, R. Moffitt, Gill, R. Wilson, Mebane City Council, Bateman, Louis, 
Matthews). 
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Responses: As discussed previously, Alternative 9 was selected as the Preferred Alternative 
at a meeting held in June with the Merger Team.  The Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS) is anticipated to be completed spring 2009.  Construction is currently scheduled to begin 
in 2013. 
 
Street Closings 7 
 
Comments: Several citizens, including the Steering Committee, voiced concern that the 
proposed project, specifically the dead end streets being created by the project, would promote 
drug traffic, crime, or gangs in the Mebane area requiring additional expense to monitor and 
resulting in increased financial and health expenses for damages to the persons and property 
affected (Brewer, Holland, Ekwueme-Okoli, Steering Committee).  Ms. Ekwueme-Okoli added 
that the project’s purpose is to make downtown more accessible, allowing residents access to the 
local businesses, but Part A converts Third Street into a dead-end road before Holmes Road, 
cutting off access to Food Lion and doctor’s offices that were a mile away. 
 
Responses: Comments noted.  Modifications to local roads are common for new location 
projects.  T-turn arounds (similar to cul-de-sacs) are designed in areas where access onto the new 
roadway by local traffic would not be safe or would diminish the facility’s use according to the 
design criteria.  The NCDOT provided service roads and right-in/right-out access where practical 
along the project to facilitate access to existing residences and businesses.  In response to public 
input from the West End community, the NCDOT proposed roadway improvements that include 
the extension of Corrigidor Road to connect with Tate Avenue and a short extension of Roosevelt 
Street to connect with the Corrigidor Road extension.  These proposed roadway extensions would 
provide improved access for the West End community to community facilities and services and 
would also create improved circulation patterns within a community that currently has several 
dead-end streets.  Also in response to public input from the West End community, the NCDOT 
proposed the extension of Smith Drive to tie into the new NC 119 facility; improving circulation 
patterns within the community and eliminating a dead-end street.  In addition, during final design 
the NCDOT will evaluate whether right-in/right-out access to the Brookhollow Shopping Center 
can be provided from a design and safety perspective to facilitate access to local businesses in the 
shopping center. 
 
Comments: Several citizens raised concerns about the proposed closing of existing NC 119 at 
Mill Creek at the end of the project near Mrs. White Lane.  They feel that southbound turns from 
Mrs. White Lane would be dangerous and northbound turns would be compromised or 
impossible.  Access to existing NC 119 south of the Mill Creek community would be circuitous 
and time consuming for citizens coming from Mrs. White Lane (Jackson, Connally, White Level 
Community).  Mr. Jackson added that traffic coming from Ray’s Store is going to have to take a 
right turn and work its way back to Mrs. White Lane to make a right turn onto NC 119.  The 
Steering Committee added that existing NC 119 would not be accessible and travel times for 
residents using the proposed tie-in would be increased.  They added that the proposed tie-in could 
be potentially confusing for elderly residents. 
 
Responses: The NCDOT acknowledges that residents from the White Level community, and 
other areas north of Mebane, would be required to make an additional left turn to access existing 
NC 119 with the proposed project.  The proposed traffic signal in that area is anticipated to 
facilitate access to existing NC 119; however, there may be a slight delay trying to make the left 
turn.  The NCDOT will also provide directional signs to existing NC 119 from the proposed 
roadway.   
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Property Values 7 
 
Comments: Several citizens are concerned and/or have questions about the proposed project 
decreasing their property value (Harrington, Arnold, Causey, White Level Community, Wicker, 
Whitted).  Another citizen is concerned about the median shown in front of the property he 
represents [Fox Run Investments Partnership], resulting in right-in/right-out only access, which 
would not only devalue the property, but also probably force closures of establishments that feed 
off highway traffic (Hawks). 
 
Responses: Comments noted.  In an effort to minimize impacts to the human environment, 
the NCDOT proposed a service road that would provide access from the Fox Run Investments 
Partnership property to the proposed facility, as opposed to the NCDOT purchasing the property 
as part of the project. 
 
Upcoming Meetings 6 
 
Comments: One citizen suggested information he would like to see presented at the next 
hearing, including traffic studies of the main arteries coming off of NC 119 from I-85/40 to 
downtown Mebane; a timeline regarding all meetings/discussions that have led to the current 
plan/suggestion; and address why there was not an east side of Mebane option connecting I-85/40 
to NC 119 (Burke).  The White Level Community recommended showing the end of this project 
from I-40 to Danville, VA on presentation maps, instead of stopping at Mrs. White Lane (White 
Level Community).  One citizen commented that the Mill Creek Community was not shown on 
the maps and requested that it be added to the maps (Holland).  Another citizen questioned the 
credibility of what was shown at the hearing (O. Wilson).  One citizen commented that a larger 
map would show the affected watershed (J. Jeffreys).  Another citizen suggested that a form of 
visual presentation of the area, showing what the alternatives would look like on the ground, 
would assist in making a recommendation on an alternative (Nunemaker). 
 
Responses: Comments noted.  A capacity analysis for the NC 119 Relocation project was 
performed to compare roadways in the project study area for the Build and No-Build 
Alternatives.  Results of this analysis are included in the NC 119 Relocation Travel Analysis 
Report prepared for the proposed project.  This information is usually not discussed in detail at 
public meetings because there are typically only a handful of individuals that are interested in this 
type of information.  However, the NC 119 Relocation Travel Analysis Report is available upon 
request and the NCDOT is available to meet with small groups of individuals to discuss project 
information.  In addition, traffic volumes at various intersections along the project are shown on 
the Public Hearing Maps.  Details regarding public involvement activities, including small group 
meetings, merger team meetings, steering committee meetings, citizen informational workshops, 
and elected officials meetings are included in Chapter 8 Agency Coordination and Public 
Involvement of the DEIS and will also be included in the FEIS.  For discussion on an alternative 
on the east side of Mebane, refer to the East Side Alternative / Traffic Study comment category 
above, as well as Section 2.5.3.1 Other Study Corridor Alternatives Considered in the DEIS.  The 
maps included in the DEIS include the project begin and end limits (I-85/40 to south of Mrs. 
White Lane); however, there is a map in the DEIS that shows the existing road network from 
south of I-85/40 to north of Mrs. White Lane into Caswell County, but it does not include 
portions of Virginia.  The NCDOT can display this Existing Road Network map from the DEIS at 
a larger scale or can prepare a reference map that includes southern Virginia for future public 
meetings, if desired.  Including portions of Virginia on every project map would affect the scale 
of each map and the project study area would appear quite small on the maps.  In addition, the 
NCDOT will look into adding the Mill Creek community and a larger portion of the watershed to 
various project maps for reference, if the mapping is currently available.  In the future, the 
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NCDOT will consider utilizing a form of visual presentation or renderings of each of the 
alternatives to assist the public in selecting their preferred alternative. 
 
Traffic Signals 6 
 
Comments: Several individuals had comments regarding traffic signals or signal studies at 
various intersections.  Several individuals requested a traffic signal be studied at Mrs. White Lane 
and existing NC 119 due to poor visibility and long waits during peak hours, especially with Mill 
Creek residents using this road to access NC 119 also (Jackson, Connally, White Level 
Community).  One citizen requested that sensors on the traffic lights be considered to avoid long 
waits when through traffic is minimal (especially from the access to the Post Office) (L. Davis).  
One citizen indicated that a previous request for a signal at Holmes Road and Fifth Street was 
denied due to signal warrants not being met (Murphy).  Another citizen indicated that it is 
difficult to turn left off Holmes Road onto NC 119 due to the backup of traffic at this intersection 
and indicated that a traffic signal is necessary (Anonymous). 
 
Responses: Based on public input, the NCDOT is studying whether a traffic signal is 
currently warranted at the NC 119 / Mrs. White Lane intersection and whether a traffic signal 
would be warranted within five years of construction of the proposed project.  If a traffic signal is 
warranted during the five year timeframe, the traffic signal will be included as part of this project.  
The NCDOT will investigate actuated traffic signals (traffic signals with a sensor loop) instead of 
pretimed traffic signals, specifically at the realigned Third Street Extension near the US Post 
Office.  The NCDOT previously studied whether signal warrants were met at the Holmes Road / 
Fifth Street intersection.  Based on NCDOT’s study, if a traffic signal was installed at the Holmes 
Road / Fifth Street intersection, the traffic turning left onto Holmes Road from Fifth Street would 
backup into the I-85/40 interchange.  Additionally, based on the crash data for this intersection, 
installing a traffic signal would not eliminate many of the reported accidents at this intersection.  
Therefore, the request for a traffic signal at the Holmes Road / Fifth Street intersection was 
denied.  As part of the proposed project, the Holmes Road / Fifth Street intersection would 
become a right-in/right-out; therefore, a traffic signal would not be provided at this intersection. 
 
Environmental Impacts 6 
 
Comments: One citizen stated concern for irreplaceable impacts to air, water, the quality of 
the land, as well as other health impacts (O. Wilson).  The Steering Committee believes that the 
proposed project would “degrade the air quality throughout the Mebane area.”  They noted that 
“gasoline and diesel burning vehicles are a major source of air pollution associated with adverse 
respiratory and cardiovascular damage (Steering Committee).”  One citizen, as well as the White 
Level Community indicated that an increase in large trucks would compromise air quality, 
increasing smog, air pollution, and noise pollution, etc (Brewer, White Level Community), while 
another citizen asked about pollution associated with the proposed project (Ekwueme-Okoli).  The 
Steering Committee stated concern that the proposed project would “cause deterioration of the 
quality of life in three very old historic and family-oriented communities of West End, White 
Level, and Woodlawn (first rural incorporated NC community).”  One citizen is concerned about 
added noise since the project would be built behind her home (Arnold). 
 
Responses: Comments noted.  Section 4.2 Impacts to the Physical Environment in the DEIS 
includes a discussion of air quality and noise impacts as a result of the proposed NC 119 
Relocation project.  The worst-case air quality scenario was determined to be in the vicinity of the 
intersection of the proposed roadway and Third Street Extension due to potential grade separation 
at other intersections.  Since the results of the worst-case 1-hour CO analysis for Alternatives 8, 
9, and 10 are less than 9 parts per million (ppm), it can be concluded that the 8-hour CO level 
does not exceed the standard.  Comparison of the predicted CO concentrations with the National 
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Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) indicates that standards would not be exceeded in 
2005, 2015, or 2025.  Therefore, none of the Detailed Study Alternatives are anticipated to create 
an adverse micro-scale effect on air quality in the study area.  The DEIS also includes a 
discussion in Section 4.2.1.4 Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs) of air toxics regulated by 
US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  For each alternative in the DEIS, the amount of 
MSATs emitted would be proportional to the vehicle miles traveled, or VMT, assuming that other 
variables such as fleet mix are the same for each alternative.  The VMT estimated for each of the 
Detailed Study Alternatives is slightly higher than that for the No-Build Alternative, because the 
additional capacity increases the efficiency of the roadway and attracts rerouted trips from 
elsewhere in the transportation network.  This increase in VMT would lead to higher MSAT 
emissions for the action alternative along the highway corridor, along with a corresponding 
decrease in MSAT emissions along the parallel routes.  The emissions increase is offset 
somewhat by lower MSAT emission rates due to increased speeds.  Because the estimated VMT 
under each of the Detailed Study Alternatives are the same, it is expected there would be no 
appreciable difference in overall MSAT emissions among the various alternatives.  Also, 
regardless of the alternative chosen, emissions will likely be lower than present levels in the 
design year as a result of USEPA’s national control programs that are projected to reduce MSAT 
emissions by 57 to 87 percent between 2000 and 2020.  The relocation of the roadway 
contemplated as part of the project alternatives will have the effect of moving some traffic closer 
to nearby homes, schools and businesses; therefore, under each alternative there may be localized 
areas where ambient concentrations of MSATs could be higher under the Detailed Study 
Alternatives than the No-Build Alternative.  The localized increases in MSAT concentrations 
would likely be most pronounced along the roadway sections that would be built near the 
Fieldstone community, residences located along the western boundary of the West End 
community, and near the Woodlawn community near Mebane Rogers Road under all of the 
Detailed Study Alternatives.  However, the magnitude and the duration of these potential 
increases compared to the No-Build Alternative cannot be accurately quantified due to the 
inherent deficiencies of current models.  In summary, when a highway is relocated and, as a 
result, moves closer to receptors, the localized level of MSAT emissions for the Detailed Study 
Alternatives could be higher relative to the No-Build Alternative, but this could be offset due to 
increases in speeds and reductions in congestion (which are associated with lower MSAT 
emissions).  Also, MSATs will be lower in other locations when traffic shifts away from them.  
Additional information regarding MSAT’s will be included in the FEIS based on comments 
received from USEPA. 
 
Construction of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 9), a portion of which lies within the 
Graham-Mebane Reservoir water supply watershed critical area, would include various methods 
to protect the water quality in the streams and waterbodies receiving runoff from the proposed 
project.  NCDOT’s Best Management Practices for Protection of Surface Waters (1997) will be 
adhered to during construction of the proposed project.  In addition, sediment and erosion control 
BMPs as described for HQW in Design Standards in Sensitive Watersheds must be strictly 
adhered to throughout design and construction of the project.  These regulations require that 
sediment and erosion control measures, structures, and devices within HQW zones be planned, 
designed, and constructed to provide protection from the runoff of the 25-year storm that 
produces the maximum peak rate of runoff.  Hazardous spill protection measures will be provided 
in the design of Alternative 9 at stream crossings within ½ mile of the water supply watershed 
critical area.  These basins are included along highway segments that are in close proximity to 
particularly sensitive waters, such as water supply sources.  The design of the proposed roadway 
includes a shoulder typical section for the majority of the project instead of curb and gutter.  
Several methods may be used in areas with grass shoulders to treat stormwater runoff in the 
roadway right-of-way.  NCDOT will investigate and implement appropriate stormwater treatment 
measures in the final design phase, which may include grassed swale treatments, preformed scour 
holes, pipe end-treatments, and level spreaders to the extent practicable.  NCDOT typically 
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develops a Stormwater Management Plan for all projects.  In addition, because high quality 
waters are affected by this project, a State Stormwater Permit is required. 
 
Without the proposed project, trucks comprise about six percent of the average daily traffic along 
existing NC 119 between I-85/40 and US 70.  Along US 70, trucks comprise about five percent of 
the average daily traffic, which decreases to three percent along NC 119 north of US 70.  With 
the proposed NC 119 Relocation project, trucks make up about six percent of the average daily 
traffic along the proposed facility between I-85/40 and north of Mebane Rogers Road, while the 
percentage of trucks along existing NC 119 from north of I-85/40 to US 70 is projected to 
decrease to four percent.  The truck percentage along US 70 and along NC 119 north of US 70 is 
projected to remain the same with or without the proposed project.  In addition to reducing the 
traffic volumes along existing NC 119, the proposed project would decrease the truck traffic 
through downtown Mebane by providing an alternative north-south route in Alamance County. 
 
As discussed in Section 4.2.2 Noise in the DEIS, Alternatives 8 and 10 would incur the most 
noise impacts with 11 residences and 1 business impacted.  Alternative 9 would impact 
10 residences and 1 business.  Of these, there are four substantial noise level impacts anticipated 
by this project by the selection of Alternatives 8 or 10.  Alternative 9 has three anticipated 
substantial noise level impacts.  The Project Commitments included in the DEIS state that “once a 
preferred alternative is selected, noise impacts will be re-evaluated and a determination made if 
noise barriers should be re-considered.”  The NCDOT re-evaluated the noise impacts and the 
results of the study will be included in the FEIS. 
 
Section 4.1.2.3 Community Cohesion in the DEIS addresses the potential effects of the NC 119 
Relocation project on neighborhoods and the community at large.  Community cohesion impacts 
could include the effects of neighborhood division, social isolation, changes in community 
character, increased/decreased neighborhood or community access, and shortened travel times.  
This section in the DEIS describes the impacts specific to the neighborhoods identified in the 
study area. 
 
Infrastructure  5 
 
Comments: One citizen commented that changes to the White Furniture building in 
downtown Mebane have been approved to include numerous shops, business and office space, 
and residential units (Nunemaker).  Mr. Nunemaker adds that this change will bring additional 
traffic to downtown and relieving downtown congestion by “removing those vehicles that 
otherwise must pass through the downtown” cannot be overemphasized.  Another citizen 
commented that the proposed roadway does not provide additional connections to area 
communities and questioned if there would be on and off ramps (Conyard).  Ms. Conyard added 
that Mebane has existing infrastructure problems, such as sewer, sidewalks, maintaining local 
roads, and roadside cleanup.  Another citizen stated that new sidewalks were recently added to 
sections of Third Street and questioned why this was completed if the NCDOT is planning to tear 
it up (Gerringer).  In addition, the City will not encourage development along NC 119 north of 
US 70 and will institute zoning and subdivision protection to protect the environmental resources 
of the community (Mebane City Council).  One citizen questioned how the NCDOT would 
resolve all the road and driveway connections that currently connect to NC 119, if the proposed 
roadway is planned to be limited access.  He also questions how these connections can be 
constructed to facilitate access for the White Level Community, as well as communities around 
town (Jackson).  He added that he has a direct path to town now, but with the improvements 
proposed near the northern terminus of the project, he would have to go through the Woodlawn 
area to get a loaf of bread. 
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Responses: The NC 119 Relocation project is not being proposed as a freeway and will 
therefore, not have on and off ramps.  The proposed facility will be similar to a parkway.  Limited 
control of access is being proposed; therefore, access to the facility will be provided at existing 
and future intersections.  In addition to providing access at existing intersections along the 
project, such as US 70 and Mebane Rogers Road, the proposed facility would provide additional 
connections to area communities via the realigned Third Street Extension and realigned Fifth 
Street intersection, the proposed realignment of Third Street Extension near the US Post Office, 
and the connection of Smith Drive to the new facility.  If an existing roadway is proposed to be 
realigned, the NCDOT would provide a tie-in so that the existing portion of the roadway can still 
be accessed.  There are also several locations where an existing roadway is not permitted to have 
access onto the proposed roadway due to the limited access control; a T-turn around is proposed 
at the end of the existing roadway.  The NCDOT designed the proposed NC 119 Relocation 
project to meet the purpose and need of the project, but acknowledges that some communities or 
citizens located along a proposed route may experience a slight increase in travel time to various 
destinations, while experiencing a slight decrease in travel time to other destinations.  The portion 
of the proposed roadway that includes curb and gutter from the beginning of the project to south 
of the Fieldstone subdivision and US Post Office would include 5-foot sidewalks, upon request 
by the City of Mebane.  For information regarding the City of Mebane’s sewer system, please 
refer to the Urban Sprawl / County Taxes category of this handout or Section 4.4.6 Water and 
Sewer Service in the DEIS.  In 2006, the City of Mebane added sidewalks along a portion of 
Third Street in the vicinity of the US Post Office.  The NC 119 Relocation project is not 
anticipated to be constructed until fiscal year 2013, which means that the existing sidewalks 
would be in place to service the pedestrian traffic in that area for seven years before the proposed 
project is constructed.  In 2006, the City of Mebane recognized a need for sidewalks in this area 
and instead of waiting for a future project to include sidewalks, the City went ahead and 
incorporated sidewalks along that portion of Third Street.  The benefit of providing the sidewalk 
in the short term with the possibility that a portion would have to be replaced under the proposed 
project outweighed waiting for the NC 119 Relocation project to be constructed.  In addition, the 
proposed NC 119 Relocation project would include sidewalks along the proposed roadway, not 
necessarily along the intersecting roads, such as Third Street.  In addition to providing access at 
existing intersections as mentioned above, such as US 70 and Mebane Rogers Road, the proposed 
facility would provide additional connections to area communities with the extension of Smith 
Drive in the West End community and the realignment of Third Street Extension near the US Post 
Office in the Fieldstone community.  The Woodlawn community could access the proposed 
facility along Mebane Rogers Road or White Level Road and the White Level community could 
access the proposed facility along Mrs. White Lane. 
 
Area Middle and High Schools (amended April 28, 2009) 5 
 
Comments: Several citizens, including the Steering Committee, expressed concern that the 
proposed project would create a safety hazard for middle and high school students and staff, as 
well as the residents of the Woodlawn Community, by encouraging truck and car traffic heading 
south on NC 49 toward I-85/40 to take the shorter route by traveling Mebane Rogers Road 
(Brewer, Steering Committee, Aycock, B. Tate, Albright). 
 
Responses: Comments noted.  According to the Project Traffic Forecasts – NC 119 
Relocation prepared for this project, trucks comprise about three percent of the average daily 
traffic along Mebane Rogers Road west of existing NC 119.  With the proposed NC 119 
Relocation project, trucks will make up about three percent of the average daily traffic along 
Mebane Rogers Road west of the proposed facility in the design year (2030).  Therefore, the 
same truck percentages are projected along Mebane Rogers Road with or without the proposed 
facility.  While a section of Mebane Rogers Road (east of existing NC 119) would experience 
increased traffic volumes with the proposed project, the design year traffic volumes west of the 
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proposed roadway with the proposed project would be lower than the design year traffic volumes 
west of existing NC 119 (Fifth Street) without the proposed project.  The NCDOT recognizes that 
experienced truck drivers may take the shorter route by traveling Mebane Rogers Road from 
NC 49; however, the NCDOT would not sign the roadways in the project area, such as Mebane 
Rogers Road as a truck route to I-85/40. 
 
Truck Route 4 
 
Comments: The Steering Committee is concerned that the proposed roadway would “become 
a busy truck route into Virginia” and “a probable route for a future landfill up 119 N (Pleasant 
Grove area) (Steering Committee).”  One citizen feels that if the proposed highway becomes a 
truck route, it would “create environmental damage and health problems (Conyard).”  Two 
citizens do not think that truck traffic exists on NC 119 (Wells, Murphy). 
 
Responses: Comments noted.  Without the proposed project, trucks comprise about six 
percent of the average daily traffic along existing NC 119 between I-85/40 and US 70.  Along 
US 70, trucks comprise about five percent of the average daily traffic, which decreases to three 
percent along NC 119 north of US 70.  With the proposed NC 119 Relocation project, trucks 
comprise about six percent of the average daily traffic along the proposed facility between 
I-85/40 and north of Mebane Rogers Road, while the trucks along existing NC 119 from north of 
I-85/40 to US 70 is projected to decrease to four percent.  The truck percentage along US 70 and 
along NC 119 north of US 70 is projected to remain the same with and without the proposed 
project.  The proposed project would decrease the truck traffic through downtown Mebane, while 
maintaining the current truck percentage along the proposed facility as along existing NC 119 
through downtown.  The potential development of a future landfill along NC 119 north of 
Mebane would be a result of the decisions made by the appropriate city or county government. 
 
Third Street 4 
 
Comments: Several citizens expressed opposition to the realignment of Third Street 
Extension (McCracken, Ekwueme-Okoli).  Ms. Ekwueme-Okoli commented that the realignment 
would not ease congestion in downtown, but access to the Post Office would bring more traffic to 
Third Street and downtown.  She comments that traffic would not take the proposed roadway 
because it is too far from downtown.  She adds that rerouting Third Street takes advantage of 
homeowners who do not have much road frontage; forcing them to sell their property.  
Ms. Ekwueme-Okoli commented that if Part B goes through, she proposes a connection on Third 
Street below Holmes Road which would not require any displacements and would maintain 
access to the businesses.  Another citizen suggested that for safety reasons, Third Street can be 
closed at Holmes Road (Sejpal).  One citizen does not think Third Street has a traffic problem 
(Wells). 
 
Responses: Comments noted.  The realignment of Third Street Extension was included as a 
part of this project to give Mebane area residents, particularly those who live between Fifth Street 
and US 70, access to the proposed facility in addition to the realigned Fifth Street / realigned 
Third Street Extension intersection and the extension of Smith Drive intersection with the 
proposed NC 119.  Without the realignment of Third Street Extension near the US Post Office, 
the remaining intersections with the proposed NC 119, including those mentioned previously, 
would experience traffic congestion from vehicles trying to access the proposed facility. 
  
Woodlawn Road 4 
 
Comments: The Mebane City Council does not want Woodlawn Road to become a dead-end.  
They suggested giving the property owners a new connection from Woodlawn Road to Mebane 
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Rogers Road (Mebane City Council).  One citizen commented that “Option 8 [is] very 
undesirable due to [its] relationship to road (Schmidt).”  Another citizen commented that instead 
of increasing access between I-40, US 70, Mebane Rogers Road, and Stagecoach Road, access 
was being cut off for one of Mebane’s main arteries, Woodlawn Road (Baptiste).  Mr. Baptiste 
added that closing Woodlawn Road would add a mile to the high school students’ drive to school 
and instead of taking the proposed roadway, they would drive through town, passing by an 
elementary school.  Another citizen is concerned about access for the Woodlawn Community, the 
high school students, and the whole area by closing Woodlawn Road (Bradley).    
 
Responses: The NCDOT previously studied realigning Woodlawn Road to tie into Mebane 
Rogers Road, but providing this connection would impact Johnson Chapel A.M.E. Church, as 
well as a stream in that area.  The NCDOT discussed several possibilities regarding how to 
provide additional access to the proposed facility for the Woodlawn Road residents, as well as the 
Woodlawn community.  Based on public input, the NCDOT has decided to study a potential 
realignment of Woodlawn Road to tie into the proposed facility.  This realignment would be 
included in the FEIS and presented to the public at the next public meeting. 
 
Cates Farm 4 
 
Comments: Two citizens expressed concern regarding impacts to the Cates Farm historic 
property, especially with North Carolina continuing to lose its farms (Ritchie, Albright).  Ms. 
Ritchie added that four generations of Cates descendants have and are residing on the property.  
The Mebane City Council requested that the NCDOT facilitate highway construction in the 
vicinity of the Cates Farm to not distract from the historical significance of the site (Mebane City 
Council).  One citizen indicated that crossing Mill Creek where proposed in the three alternatives 
would be expensive due to the geographical components of the property and that crossing along 
Cooks Mill Road would be less expensive (Causey).  Ms. Causey added that “there are other 
possible alternatives which are not being considered for reasons similar to those affecting the use 
of the Cates property.  If these concerns can be overlooked for the Cates property, why not for 
others?” 
 
Responses: The NCDOT developed several alternatives for this project to avoid or minimize 
impacts to the watershed critical area and to the Cates Farm historic property.  The three 
alternatives selected for detailed study included one alternative that avoided each of these 
resources and one that impacted both, but following an alignment that minimized impacts to each 
as much as possible.  The alternative that was selected by the Merger Team as the Least 
Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) is Alternative 9.  One of the 
reasons why this alternative was selected as the Preferred Alternative was because it minimized 
impacts to both resources.  The design cost associated with crossing Mill Creek along a Cooks 
Mill Road alternative would be significantly higher than where the project currently proposes to 
cross Mill Creek. 
 
Health / Human Impact 4 
 
Comments: The White Level Community is concerned about the health impact, specifically 
the increase in stress from decision making with the proposed project (White Level Community).  
One citizen commented that health impacts from the proposed roadway may include reduced IQ 
and lung capacity for area children, increased incidents of asthma, and increased cardiac disease 
and cancer (Holland).  Mr. Holland added that lead would enter the community from vehicle 
tires.  One citizen is concerned with property taken from low-income and minority communities 
(O. Wilson).  Another citizen is concerned about the African-American community in west 
Mebane and feels the project would destroy their neighborhood (Robinson). 
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Responses: Comments noted.  In terms of air quality, the air quality analysis determined that 
none of the Detailed Study Alternatives are anticipated to create an adverse micro-scale effect on 
air quality in the study area.  According to the EPA, there are plans to phase out the use of lead 
wheel weights by the year 2011, well before the anticipated construction of the project.  As 
mentioned in Section 2.5.3 Evaluation of Preliminary Study Corridor Alternatives in the DEIS, 
several alternatives were eliminated from further study due to their impacts (specifically 
numerous relocations) on the West End community.  In addition, based on input from the 
communities in the project study area, new alternatives were developed that met the purpose and 
need while minimizing impacts to the surrounding communities.  Additionally, the NCDOT is 
proposing to extend Smith Drive to intersect the proposed facility, thus providing access for the 
West End community to the proposed facility.  The proposed project also includes extending 
Corrigidor Road from Third Street, past the Mebane Arts & Community Center, to Tate Avenue 
in the West End community.  Roosevelt Street would also tie into the extension of Corrigidor 
Road, providing additional connectivity within the West End community.  Additional information 
regarding concerns about environmental impacts associated with the proposed project is 
discussed above under Environmental Impacts.   
 
Brookhollow Plaza / Access 3 
 
Comments: Citizens are concerned that the proposed project would make ingress and egress 
from the Brookhollow Plaza Shopping Center, as well as the Cambridge Center LLC property 
difficult.  They requested a change in the access, north of the Holmes Road intersection, to allow 
a right-in/right-out entrance to the Center (Skenes, Mebane City Council).  Another citizen 
suggests changing the proposed access from “controlled access” to “partially restricted access” 
into the shopping center (Anonymous).  This access would be parallel to the Fidelity Bank 
property line and would replace the existing full access being taken by the proposed project.  
They also request “full access” at the rear of the shopping center on S. Third Street extension to 
allow rear entry for trucks servicing Food Lion and other tenants.  This access would be directly 
in alignment with the access for the Kidde Fire Extinguisher Building at the end of the median 
divider. 
 
Responses: Comments noted.  The NCDOT will evaluate driveway access issues, including a 
right-in/right-out entrance and improved access for trucks servicing the Brookhollow Plaza 
Shopping Center during the right-of-way stage of the project.  In addition, the NCDOT will work 
with Cambridge Center LLC to determine access to their property.  The NCDOT typically 
requires full control of access within 1,000 feet of an interchange to facilitate the movement of 
traffic through the interchange area.  In addition, the shopping center is located along the six-lane 
section of the project and therefore, access must by controlled for safety. 
 
Emergency Response 3 
 
Comments: The White Level Community raised concerns about the added response time for 
emergency services with the proposed project and suggested providing a service road connected 
to Mrs. White Lane from existing NC 119 to keep a safer route open for the community to the 
city for emergency response (White Level Community).  The fire department Chief stated that it 
has become almost impossible for the fire department to respond to fire and medical emergencies 
south of the two City stations due to an increase in growth that has produced significant traffic 
issues (Louis).  Mr. Louis adds that the fire department is concerned about traffic on Third Street 
as well as NC 119 which is causing delays in response times for fire and medical emergencies.  
He adds that although the fire department will not have direct access to the proposed roadway, the 
project will decrease traffic congestion along US 70, NC 119, and S. Third Street.  The Mebane 
City Council stated that a bridge located to the east of the city would not allow sufficient response 
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time for emergency vehicles and “would impede the safety of the persons within the City of 
Mebane (Mebane City Council).” 
 
Responses: Comments noted.  The NCDOT considered a service road connected to 
Mrs. White Lane from existing NC 119; however, in order for the service road to serve its 
intended purpose, it would need to be situated relatively close to existing NC 119.  Placing the 
service road immediately east of existing NC 119 would necessitate the relocation of Ray’s 
Community Store, as well as other potential relocations.  Placing the service road near the eastern 
edge of the Henderson property would not serve the intended purpose of the service road.  
Therefore, a service road in this area would not be practical and will not be studied as a part of 
this project. 
 
Urban Sprawl / County Taxes 3 
 
Comments: Two citizens, in addition to the Steering Committee are concerned that the 
proposed project would increase urban sprawl requiring more city and county services and 
thereby increasing taxes for all Alamance County residents (Holland, Brewer, Steering 
Committee). 
 
Responses: Section 4.4 Indirect and Cumulative Effects in the DEIS includes a summary of 
indirect and cumulative effects of the proposed project and the potential for land use changes is 
summarized in this section.  With the construction of a new highway through developable land 
south of US 70, there is a high potential for the project to induce land use changes in this portion 
of the study area.  This development, primarily industrial and commercial uses along with some 
in-fill of residential uses, is consistent with the City’s land use and growth management plans for 
this area.  It is expected that vacant land parcels adjacent to the proposed NC 119 Relocation 
corridor would be fully developed with medium to high density mixed uses such as industrial, 
commercial, and residential developments, as indicated in the City’s land use plans.  Due to the 
urbanizing character of the southern portion of the study area, local planning officials anticipate 
that increased development would continue in this area regardless of whether the proposed 
project is constructed.  However, the proposed project would likely accelerate the rate of change 
in land uses and development. 
 
By contrast, the construction of the NC 119 Relocation project within the northern portion of the 
study area (north of US 70) is not expected to result in major land use changes and future growth 
and is generally expected to follow existing development patterns.  The majority of the area north 
of US 70 is located in the Watershed Critical Area (WCA) or Balance of Watershed (BOW) 
overlay districts and development would be restricted by local regulations that limit densities and 
types of land uses in the area.  In addition, limited control of access or access only at existing 
secondary roads is proposed north of US 70.  Providing limited control of access would prohibit 
driveways along this northern section of the proposed roadway.  Access to the proposed roadway 
would be along existing secondary roads that currently intersect the proposed roadway.  
Providing this type of access control north of US 70 would limit urban sprawl and strip 
development along the proposed roadway in this area.  Therefore, substantial changes in land use 
patterns are not anticipated for the northern portion of the study area with or without the proposed 
project.  This area is expected to remain as low density residential, agricultural, and open space 
uses.  One exception to this forecast is the planned development of a Neighborhood Activity 
Center in the vicinity of the intersection of the NC 119 Relocation project with the existing 
NC 119 roadway.  The City’s land use plan identifies this future intersection as a small scale 
mixed use development that would serve local neighborhoods.  More detailed information can be 
found in Section 4.4 in the DEIS. 
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Section 4.4 Indirect and Cumulative Effects in the DEIS also includes a discussion regarding 
future water and sewer service in the project area and states that the Graham-Mebane Reservoir 
Water Treatment Plant has increased its capacity to 12 million gallons per day (MGD) to serve 
the City of Mebane and new development within the City’s Extraterritorial Jurisdiction (ETJ).  
According to the 2010 Land Development Plan for the City of Mebane, the City’s existing water 
supply and treatment plant appears adequate to accommodate a moderate amount of growth over 
the next ten years. 
 
The City of Mebane Wastewater Treatment Plant, located within the project study area on 
Corrigidor Road, currently has a capacity of 2.5 million gallons of wastewater per day (MGD).  
Between July 2007 and June 2008, the City treated an average of 1.0 MGD, or less than half of its 
sewage treatment capacity.  With an average of about 1.5 MGD in excess wastewater treatment 
capacity, the City can continue to provide excellent sewer service to existing customers, while 
accommodating a small to moderate amount of new development over the next ten years 
according to the 2010 Land Development Plan for the City of Mebane. 
 
Mebane’s wastewater collection system serves most of the area within existing City limits and a 
few industrial properties along I-85/40 within the City’s ETJ.  The City does not currently share 
in the cost of installing sewer pump stations or force mains to service new land development.  
The City has extended sewer service in areas located west of the City limits within the West End 
community with funds provided through federal programs.  Phases 1 and 2 of the extensions of 
sewer service to this area have been completed.  More detailed information can be found in 
Section 4.4 in the DEIS. 
 
Property Acquisition 3 
 
Comments: Three citizens expressed concern that the project would be close to their home 
and requested that their homes / land be purchased and that they be relocated.  1) The Davis’ 
requested that their home and remaining land, except for a corner where their son has a home, be 
taken during right-of-way acquisition.  Based on an environmental study done when a cell tower 
was installed on their land, only 4 percent usage is left of their land due to the watershed.  
According to the hearing maps, their carport and barn would be taken, but not their home.  An 
FHWA representative told them in 1999 that their home would be taken and right-of-way 
acquisition would begin in October 1999 and then they would have three months to evacuate their 
property.  They were told not to upgrade their home.  They allowed this project to control their 
lives for many years and have experienced a great deal of stress due to the project (W. Davis).  
2) Ms. Johnson understood from the maps that the project would come close to her property.  She 
is 87 years old and would like for the NCDOT to take her property (C. Johnson).  “Recommend 
to buy this one” appears on the written comment signed by a Division 7 Right-of-Way Agent.  
3) Mr. and Mrs. Whitted commented that it appeared from the mapping that several properties on 
their street, S. Third Street Extension, would be purchased for this relocation project and 
requested that their home be included (Whitted).  They have lived in Mebane for 14 years and 
planned to do some renovations to their home; however, they have put that on hold after learning 
about the project. 
 
Responses: Construction design plans have not been completed.  These plans will indicate 
the specific impacts of the project on each individual parcel.  Right-of-way acquisition decisions 
are based on these plans.  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.  For renters and 
homeowners 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.  A relocation officer will be 
assigned to the project.  The relocation officer will assist homeowners, renters, and owners of 
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displaced businesses, non-profit organizations, and farm operations in searching for and moving 
to replacement property.  Section 4.1.2.2 Relocations in the DEIS includes additional information 
regarding Relocation Assistance.  In addition, an impacted property owner may request to be 
purchased through NCDOT’s Hardship Acquisition process.  Hardship acquisition is initiated by 
the property owner because of particular financial or health-related hardship.  Decisions regarding 
whether a property will be acquired sooner than the right-of-way date included in the NCDOT 
TIP are evaluated on a case-by-case basis. 
 
Requests for Post-Hearing Meeting Minutes 2 
 
Comment: Two citizens asked for copies of the post-hearing meeting minutes (Wicker, 
Gerringer). 
 
Response: Post-Hearing Meeting Minutes will be sent to Ms. Wicker and Ms. Gerringer. 
 
Downtown Mebane Businesses 2 
 
Comments: Citizens, including the Steering Committee, expressed concern that the project 
would negatively impact businesses in downtown Mebane, causing a financial loss by drawing 
businesses and customers away from downtown.  Another citizen mentioned that the project 
would bypass a historic downtown district that is working on revitalization (Steering Committee, 
Albright). 
 
Responses: As discussed in Section 4.1.2.3 Community Cohesion and Section 4.1.3.1 
Employment and Growth in the DEIS, the proposed project could have both beneficial and 
negative impacts on downtown Mebane residents and businesses.  The proposed project is 
anticipated to result in decreased traffic volumes and congestion within the downtown area by 
removing through traffic on existing NC 119.  Although the proposed project would reduce traffic 
congestion in downtown Mebane, the diversion of through traffic could also remove potential 
customers from businesses along existing NC 119 in the downtown area.  A positive benefit to 
travel conditions in downtown Mebane would be the reduction in commercial truck traffic and 
congestion along existing NC 119.  This reduction in truck traffic could enhance pedestrian safety 
in downtown Mebane and make the environment more conducive to shopping and other 
activities. 
 
Drainage Concerns 2 
 
Comments: The White Level Community suggested that sewer service be provided to 
alleviate drainage issues (White Level Community).  One citizen stated that the culvert under 
existing NC 119 near the Dogwood Properties & Development Corporation property is 
undersized and creates a backwater condition on this property during heavy rains (W. Tate).  Mr. 
Tate is concerned that the additional stormwater generated by the proposed roadway would make 
the situation worse.  He requests that the culvert be replaced as a part of this project. 
 
Responses: The NCDOT can facilitate discussions between the White Level Community and 
the City of Mebane regarding obtaining grants to provide sewer service in the Community.  The 
NCDOT will investigate and address the drainage concern near the Dogwood Properties & 
Development Corporation during final design. 
 
Corrigidor Road 2 
 
Comments: One citizen is concerned about making Corrigidor Road a thoroughfare by 
connecting it through to Tate Avenue (Baptiste).  Mr. Baptiste is concerned about the danger of 
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having a soccer complex split by a through street, as well as the pollution from the proposed road 
affecting the children using the soccer complex.  Another citizen questioned if the Roosevelt 
Street to Tate Avenue project depended on whether the NC 119 project occurs (D. Tate).  Mr. 
Tate added that the only outlet in this section of West End is Giles Street and requested that 
Vance Street and McKinley Street tie into Roosevelt Street. 
 
Responses: The NCDOT understands the community’s concern regarding connecting 
Corrigidor Road to Tate Avenue.  The NCDOT also understands concern from nearby 
communities regarding the lack of access from neighboring communities to the Mebane Arts & 
Community Center, which can be seen from their homes, but not easily accessed.  The NCDOT 
coordinated the proposed improvements to Corrigidor Road with the City of Mebane so the 
newly planned soccer fields would not be impacted by the proposed project.  In addition, with 
development growing in this area, the City of Mebane indicated that Corrigidor Road would have 
been connected through to Tate Avenue by developers at some point.  Once ownership of the 
Corrigidor Road extension is established, additional pedestrian friendly features may be 
implemented along this portion of Corrigidor Road.  The improvements to Corrigidor Road are 
dependent on the NC 119 project moving forward.  The NCDOT discussed the requested 
improvements to Vance and McKinley Streets, but these improvements are beyond the scope of 
this project. 
 
Request for Right-of-Way and Relocation Pamphlet 1 
 
Comment: One citizen requested the right-of-way and relocation procedure pamphlet 
(Murphy). 
 
Response: A right-of-way and relocation pamphlet will be sent to Mr. Murphy. 
 
Loss of Buffers 1 
 
Comment: The MCHOA has significant investment in landscaping and irrigation along the 
east side of NC 119 that beautifies the section of highway that borders their community.  They 
ask what will happen with the right-of-way where hundreds of feet of existing NC 119 would be 
demolished and are concerned that this area would be left to grow up in weeds and scrub brush 
(Nunemaker). 
 
Response: Once the project is constructed, the NCDOT will make a determination as to 
abandonment of the right-of-way in the vicinity of the Mill Creek community.  If the right-of-way 
is abandoned, the MCHOA can work with the Division 7 Office regarding landscaping. 
 
Design Recommendations / Questions  
 
Comments: Several citizens had recommendations and questions regarding various aspects of 
the proposed design.  In addition to those listed in the individual categories above, these include: 
 
1)  What happens after the project connects to Third Street at Holmes Road and then goes to 


Gibson Road (G. Bumgarner)? 
 
2) Suggests another route where Cook’s Mill Road comes out to Mebane Rogers Road, 


approximately 50 plus feet to the north across Mebane Rogers Road through the wooded 
section to the back of Craftique Furniture Company (Piper).  A similar comment that it 
makes more sense to use existing roadways, such as Woodlawn Road to Cooks Mill Road 
and White Level Road to access NC 119 north from US 70 (Causey). 
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3) The bypass should be built as an overpass and old NC 119 kept as business route down to 
Kimes Chapel Church (White Level Community). 


 
4) Provide a service road connected to Mrs. White Lane from existing NC 119 behind several 


properties (Miles, Henderson) to keep a safer route open for the community to the city for 
emergency response (White Level Community). 


 
5) Utilize more historic property to end project in front of Mill Creek community and taper to 


two lanes, keeping NC 119 as is with no island from White Level Road to Mrs. White Lane 
(White Level Community). 


 
6) The highway’s design should include truck off-tracking calculations due to the large 


number of tractor trailer trucks that are drawn to the Mebane Business Park (Nunemaker). 
 
7) The MCHOA proposed a revised tie-in near Mill Creek that they feel is more functional 


and would result in less right-of-way acquisition; fewer changes to utilities; reduced 
construction costs; no need to obliterate a section of existing NC 119; and quicker response 
time for emergency services to the Mill Creek Community.  They also questioned the 
ownership of obliterated sections of existing NC 119 (Nunemaker - MCHOA). 


 
8) Requested that her parcel be labeled on the hearing map; it is adjacent to Mildred Godfrey 


(Ekwueme-Okoli). 
 
9) Would a cut-through from Fifth Street to Third Street solve some of the congestion on Fifth 


Street?  Provide cut-throughs from Fifth to Third Street to increase access to the Post Office 
and lessen traffic on Fifth Street (Brewer)? 


 
10) Why not look at some way to tie into NC 49 to go north (Hoover)? 
 
11) For future development along the I-85/40 corridor, need left turn from Y5 (service road 


across from Holmes Road) to proposed NC 119 and right turn from Holmes Road to 
proposed NC 119 (Sejpal). 


 
12) The southern project start point should be re-considered.  One alternative would be to start 


in the vicinity of the intersection of NC 119 and Kimrey Road, traverse toward the 
intersection of I-85 and Trollingwood Road, redesign that interchange and continue to US 
70.  Another alternative would be to begin at the NC 54 and Cherry Lane intersection, 
improve Cherry Lane, utilize the overpass and convert to an interchange, then continue to 
US 70.  The existing alternative does not address the tremendous amount of growth south 
of I-85 (Moore). 


 
Responses:  
 
1) No future improvements planned. 
 
2) The NCDOT initially studied a preliminary corridor that roughly followed Cook’s Mill 


Road; however, the linear distance of impacts to the water supply watershed critical area, 
as well as impacts to several historic properties made this alternative undesirable.  If an 
existing roadway such as Cook’s Mill Road or Woodlawn Road was used for a portion of 
the alignment and a similar type of roadway was proposed with limited control of access; 
the majority of the residences located along the existing roadway would be relocated.  
Therefore, alignments utilizing existing roadways lined with residences were eliminated 
from consideration. 
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3) Comment noted.  Constructing the project as an overpass would require additional 


funding than what is proposed with the current project design. 
 
4) Providing a service road in this location would require the relocation of Ray’s Store. 
 
5) This suggestion would require sharper curves along the proposed NC 119 than what is 


currently proposed, which would require additional impacts to streams and utilities, as 
well as additional impacts to the Section 4(f) historic property. 


 
6) The current preliminary design includes truck turning movements already. 
 
7) A response to this comment is provided above in the Access / Median Openings category. 
 
8) Comment noted.  Parcel will be labeled. 
 
9) Providing a cut-through from Fifth Street to Third Street would not relieve traffic because 


both Fifth Street and Third Street have heavy traffic volumes. 
 
10) Tying into NC 49 to go north is not a feasible option.  Among other things, NC 49 is 


situated further from downtown Mebane than the proposed facility and typically, roads 
that are situated further from town do not carry as much traffic to relieve the congestion 
in downtown. 


 
11) A left turn from Y5 to proposed NC 119 will not be provided due to the amount of traffic 


in the interchange area and the close spacing of Y5 to the I-85/40 interchange. 
 
12) Revising the southern project limit as suggested would not meet the purpose and need of 


the project.  Recommendations for future projects should be discussed with the 
Burlington-Graham Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and local officials. 


 
 


SUMMARY OF RECORDED ORAL PUBLIC COMMENTS  
RECEIVED AT 1/15/08 HEARING 


 
(Note: An asterisk (*) indicates a direct response required by NCDOT.) 


 
Gary Bumgarner 1315 S. Third Street, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  Some help with traffic is needed.  Concerned that “instead of the bypass coming in 
front of me, it’s coming right over top of me.”  He doesn’t want to lose his home.  He can’t sell 
his property to a business and feels that his choices have been cut in half.  He doesn’t think he can 
replace what he has for “full market value.”  Also concerned that there is only funding for the 
first part of the project and not the second part.  “If we’re going to do it, let’s do the whole thing.” 
 
Moderator:  Thank you. 
 
* Barry Nunemaker 313 Pebble Beach Drive, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “The lack of quick and easy access to the area’s employment centers, health care 
facilities, entertainment venues, and upper level educational facilities is very evident from Mill 
Creek and must be true for other sections that are north of the center of Mebane.”  “The 
importance of the Mebane bypass cannot be over-emphasized in the effect it will have in 
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relieving downtown congestion.  Removing those vehicles that otherwise must pass through the 
downtown.  In addition, current planning has approved the changes to the White Furniture 
building in downtown Mebane.  This will include numerous shops, businesses, office space, and 
residential units that will add additional traffic to the downtown area.”  Based on the current 
traffic volumes, Fifth Street and Third Street now serve as thoroughfares instead of residential 
streets, as intended.  Mebane has five at-grade railroad crossings that must close when a train is 
present.  “Public transportation is virtually non-existent except for Alamance County Social 
Services for the elderly and/or disabled.  The projected reduction of 67 percent of the traffic 
volume through Mebane’s CBD compared to the No Build option represents a significant 
improvement of the circulation capability within the downtown area.”  The project’s impact on 
the Graham-Mebane reservoir “should receive the highest priority by applying design techniques 
that will minimize the runoff of pollutants.  In addition, the use of limited access for this route 
will ensure that the bypass will not become another highway clogged by numerous driveways.  
The highway’s design should include truck off-tracking calculations due to the large number of 
tractor trailer trucks that are drawn to the Mebane Business Park.”  “… the project must be 
considered in its entirety.  Minimal benefit will accrue to the Mebane area if Section B of this 
project fades from the scene.”  “In summary, it is the opinion of the Board of Directors of the 
Mill Creek Homeowners Association that the full and complete Mebane Bypass, beginning at the 
Interstate 85/40 Bypass with NC 119 and proceeding around the west side of Mebane, to Mrs. 
White Lane is an essential and critical element for the transportation network for the City of 
Mebane and Alamance County.”  Suggested that a form of visual presentation of the area 
showing what the alternatives would look like on the ground, specifically in the vicinity of the 
Mill Creek crossing within Cates Farm, would assist in making a recommendation on an 
alternative.  “Our position is that the important thing is protecting the watershed.” 
 
Moderator:  Thank you for those comments.  The Division of Water Quality is involved in this 
process as well.  They’ll certainly let us know what they think about the location of all three 
alternatives, as well as the State Historic Preservation Office, as far as the Cates Farm property. 
 
Mike Holland 
 
Comments:  Commented that the Mill Creek Community was not shown on the maps and 
requested that it be added to the maps.  Commented that a road with limited access, no private 
drives, and four to six lanes is not a bypass, but an interstate.  “Interstate pollution does not equal 
health.  Interstate pollution equals reduced childhood IQ.  Additional research shows that 
interstate pollution reduces the lung capacity of your children for life.  Interstate pollution 
increased the incidents of asthma.  It increases cardiac disease” and cancer.  “Interstate pollution 
has heavy components and those go out and they fall down into your yards and into your 
communities.  This polluted air will rain down into your Mebane Graham Lake water supply.  
This north south interstate producing pollution will now blow west to east across Mebane.”  
Concerned about lead entering the community from vehicle tires.  Concerned about increased 
crime with the proposed project, as well as urban sprawl and urbanization, and questions exactly 
who benefits from the project. 
 
Moderator:  This is a formal proceeding.  As I said, we’re not here to debate; we’re not here to 
vote.  Let’s make sure that the comments that are heard are specific to those individuals. 
 
Pat Brewer 1021 Cooks Mill Road, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  Concerned about the project going through her house and asks whether a cut-
through from Fifth Street to Third Street would solve some of the congestion on Fifth Street.  
Suggests cut-throughs from Fifth to Third Street so people can get to the Post Office and not have 
to stay on Fifth Street for such a long time.  Concerned that the project will bring noise pollution; 
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air pollution; water degradation; urban sprawl; and crime in the area including drug trafficking 
and home invasions.  Concerned about the critical watershed and reiterates that the watershed 
should be protected.  Submitted a declaration opposing the highway.  Concerned that with the 
bypass, truckers will come from NC 49 across the two bridges on Mebane Rogers Road crossing 
the watershed twice and by the schools, an already dangerous area, to get to the new road. 
 
Moderator:  Thank you. 
 
Omega Wilson 
 
Comments:  President of West End Revitalization Association that filed a civil rights complaint 
in 1999 and a member of the National Advisory Council for Environmental Justice Communities 
out of Washington, DC.  “My input as a community representative has to address environmental 
impacts for low-income and minority communities, not just for Mebane now, but for the entire 
country.”  “Part of our concern has to do specifically with property taken from low-income and 
minority communities.  It also had to do with the things that cannot be replaced: air, water, the 
quality of the land.”  This corridor was previously explained to him as a four-lane corridor 
designed for eight lanes in the future.  “This is an interstate project to Danville, Virginia” that 
goes to a dead end.  Consider the impact the project will have on your health and your property in 
the long run.  Worked directly with the federal officers through a grant called Collaborate 
Problem Solving and mentions that they failed to get a collaborative partner out of the NCDOT.  
Questions the credibility of what was shown at the hearing.  “Our concern is regardless of 
whether you buy property or take property is that we be treated fairly.”  Mentions the original 
plan of coming within 40 feet of St. Luke Christian Church without paying anything for it; but 
now the plan says it will pay to relocate the church.  Heard that the NCDOT is difficult to work 
with as far as race and inequity are concerned and not sharing information properly, timely, 
orderly and disclosure.  “Whatever happens with this project, whether it’s built or not, the process 
of monitoring will be there and we will start addressing the city government, the county 
government, the state government, and the federal government on this issue.” 
 
Moderator:  Thank you for those comments. 
 
* Connie Johnson 114 St. Luke Church Road, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  Moved back to Mebane to make plans after her retirement, but she can’t make plans 
until she finds out what the NC 119 project is going to do.  Lives close to St. Luke Christian 
Church and hears that her house will be taken along with the church.  She would like an idea 
when this project is going to begin construction so she has an idea what to do about her plans. 
 
Moderator:  Thank you.  As I said earlier, construction in the A Section will start about 2013.  If 
you have questions about the project, let us know.  If you have any right-of-way questions, as far 
as relocation, we’ll direct you to our right-of-way folks. 
 
John Robinson 2316 Tanya Drive, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “To me, this road around Mebane is a road to nowhere.”  He asks why the east route 
isn’t shown on the hearing map with the west route and why the figures aren’t included (i.e. cost).  
He believes this road should be on the east side of Mebane which is what the traffic surveys taken 
20 to 25 years ago showed.  “If I’m in Virginia and I want to go south, I’m going to take that nice 
four-lane they’ve got to Greensboro.”  He believes if the proposed shopping mall is built at 
Buckhorn Road, there will be a lot more traffic going eastbound.  He doesn’t think the project 
will change the traffic flow in Mebane around the west side.  He is concerned about the “African-
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American community in west Mebane” and feels “this loop is going to destroy their 
neighborhood.”  “Don’t spend my money going the wrong way on the road to nowhere.”   
 
Moderator:  Thank you. 
 
* Marietta Okoli  1211 S. Third Street, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  Concerned because her home, as well as her mother’s home, are directly impacted 
by construction of Part A.  She didn’t find out about Part A until last week when a newscaster 
came around to interview people who were affected.  She wonders why Part A has not been 
advertised to the public and why she wasn’t contacted by NCDOT to inform her that her property 
was affected.  She adds that Part A is shorter than Part B, but it affects the greatest number of 
community members, businesses, and churches.  She was told “it’s not like its tomorrow,” but 
having two small children and having to rethink schools for them, it is like its tomorrow for her.  
Part A of the project has no alternative routes and has not been discussed with the community 
members who it affects for them to have a voice.  She believes Part A should have an alternative 
route.  She comments that NCDOT wants to make downtown available to everyone so that they 
can get to the local businesses, but Part A converts Third Street into a dead end road before 
Holmes Road, cutting off access to Food Lion and doctor’s offices that were a mile away.  
“Access to the post office will bring more traffic to Third Street and eventually to downtown.  
Once you go to the post office, you know you’ve got business to do in downtown Mebane.   No 
one is going to take the alternate route 119 corridor.  It’s too far from downtown Mebane.”  She 
opposes Part A and Part B of the project and doesn’t think it’s good for their community, a 
bedroom community.  They don’t want drugs, gangs, or pollution which is what they’re getting 
from this project.  If Part B goes through, she proposes that a connection on Third Street below 
Holmes Road be made which would not displace anyone and they would still have access to the 
businesses.  A response to her proposal is requested. 
 
Moderator:  Thank you.  We will certainly look into that issue for you as well as the others. 
 
Patty Phillips 211 Emerson Drive, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  Brought a resolution passed by the City Council in 2001 to the meeting.  Third 
Street and Fifth Street have so much traffic on them, as well as the cut-through streets, it is 
dangerous to get into and out of South Mebane Elementary School.  “The congestion and traffic 
in downtown, the semi trucks going down First Street, down Graham Street, down Second Street, 
it’s a mess.”  She reads a portion of the resolution where the City Council of the City of Mebane 
1) urges the NCDOT to conclude the planning stages of the project as expeditiously as possible 
and ensure that the NC 119 Connector does not intrude into the water quality critical area of the 
City of Graham/Mebane water supply and to seek such waivers necessary to facilitate highway 
construction in the proximity of the Cates Farm historical site as to not unduly intrude or distract 
from the historical significance of the site; 2) the City will not encourage development along NC 
119 north of US 70 and will institute such zoning and subdivision protection as reasonably 
required to protect the environmental resources of the community; and 3) the City will discourage 
those developments which will require new access points to NC 119 north of US 70 other than 
those areas of access deemed to be necessary in the planning stages for the service of existing 
communities and institutions.  “I think an eastside bypass would be absolutely wonderful.  It has 
taken a lot of years to come up with this plan.  Now we see that there are still issues that need to 
be addressed.”  She would like to see access to La Casina shown better on the maps and 
encourages the community to work together to improve their quality of life. 
 
Moderator:  Thank you. 
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Patty Harrington 4624 Mebane Rogers Road, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  Can’t see any benefit to cutting through her property along Mebane Rogers Road.  
“I don’t think we need to devastate this beautiful community by putting a road in on the wrong 
side of town.”  The people from Mebane are going in the eastern direction and are not going to 
take the proposed route on the west side of Mebane.  Concerned about impacts to the water 
supply and doesn’t think she will get fair market value for her property.  This has been nothing 
but a financial impact on her, because she opened her home to the public for people to come by, 
to walk around her garden.  “If you’ve got a decision to make about A and B, don’t separate 
them.  If you try to bring people in off the interstate and dump them on 70, they’re going to go 
through downtown Mebane.”  All these decisions are just lingering; make wise decisions that are 
going to impact the ecological and historical preservation of this community the least.   
 
Moderator:  Thank you. 
 
Mike Baptiste 4479 Mebane Rogers Road, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  Concerned that putting the corridor on the west side of town is a mistake and it will 
not draw the intended traffic.  Requested traffic models for an eastern route for 15 years and 
questions why traffic counts for an eastern route are not shown.  “Development has shifted in 
Mebane” and “a decision made back in 1995 doesn’t fit with the current environment of 
Mebane.”  Concerned that the Mebane-Oaks Road and Buckhorn Road exits have/will have more 
development than the NC 119 exit, including Wal-Mart; Tanger Outlets; proposed shopping 
center on Buckhorn Road; thousands of acres of undeveloped land at Buckhorn Road exit; new 
schools; new sports complex; development on the eastern side of town.  There’s nothing in place 
for people to get to these developments from Danville, Virginia or anywhere else.  Does not think 
motorists are going to go all the way over to NC 119 where Lowes is to go all the way back to 
these outlets.  Nobody wants to admit that this may have worked 15 or 20 years ago, but it’s not 
working now.  Understands that it took 15 years to get to this point, but doesn’t believe that it 
will be another 15 years if we stop and start again.  Comments on the issues with the western 
route including the critical watershed area, historical impacts, community opposition, and civil 
rights issues.  “I’m not saying there’s not going to be opposition to an eastern route, but there’s a 
whole lot less development out there.”  You can’t go across Stagecoach Road easily and get to 
the interstate.  “The biggest improvement of any kind of road Mebane has had was 
embarrassingly the connection of Fifth Street to Stagecoach.  It took until the 21st Century to 
finally figure out; we need to connect the main artery in town to the main east-west road in 
town.”  Mentions that this “interstate” goes right along the side of one of the biggest undeveloped 
tracts left in Mebane, Cates Farm.  This road will add seven miles to the Mill Creek residents 
commute to RTP each way.  “Closing Woodlawn Road is got to be one of the most crazy ideas I 
have ever seen.  We’ve been hearing how we’re trying to increase access between 40 and 70 and 
Mebane-Rogers Road and Stagecoach, and we’re cutting one of the main arteries that go to not 
only the Woodlawn community but Woodlawn and Easter.”  The closing of Woodlawn Road will 
add a mile for students to get to school and instead of taking the bypass; they’re going to go 
through town, by one of our elementary schools.  “One thing, if we’re so concerned about traffic 
on Third Street and Fifth Street, why have we still not banned truck traffic on it?”  “Third Street 
and Fifth Street are not required for truck traffic only local deliveries.” 
 
As president of the local soccer league, he is concerned about making Corrigidor Road a 
thoroughfare by connecting it through to Tate Avenue.  He has never seen a soccer complex that 
was split by a through street, which will be extremely dangerous.  He is concerned about the 
pollution from the proposed road affecting the children using the soccer complex.  “Of all the 
recent developments in Mebane, the fantastic town, this project makes less and less sense every 
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time we have one of these meetings.”  A new website called hwy119.org is being created as a 
place where the community can share thoughts, insights, and information.   
 
Moderator:  Thank you for those comments. 
 
Carl Bradley 4610 Mebane Rogers Road, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  Concerned because his house will be affected.  Believes this project is a bad idea 
and is “one of those who commute every day, east, right up Fifth Street and hit the highway.”  
Found out about this project “accidentally,” when he bought his home.  “These three plans are 
completely different from what they said the last time.”  “I have a problem with the access.  
When you take a good look at the map in there, they block off Woodlawn.  It’s a main artery for 
the Woodlawn community, the kids going to the high school, that whole area.  How is anybody at 
Woodlawn supposed to get to where they’re going?”  Doesn’t understand what “no driveway 
access” means and wanted to know how long construction would take.  Agrees that the proposed 
route should go east, “with all the stuff being done on the east side” and the traffic goes east.  
Suggests putting up a banner where Mebane always puts notifications about parades.  Encourages 
people to get involved and that “this isn’t a done deal.  It can be stopped if that’s what needs to be 
done.” 
 
Moderator:  Thank you. 
 
* Mike Jackson White Level Community 
 
Comments:  Concerned that a part of existing NC 119 would be eliminated; the route that the 
White Level community uses to go to town.  “What that means is we would have to use the 
Bypass to weave our way back into town and add distance on our route to town or to the grocery 
stores.  It’s going to be a bottleneck once they end the four- lane highway in White Level.  It’s 
going to create a bottleneck at Mrs. White Lane.  Right now we are experiencing a lot of 
problems getting onto 119.  With the added traffic, it will make it almost impossible for us to get 
onto 119.  There is going to be traffic from Mrs. White Lane to Ray’s Market which means that 
traffic coming out of Ray’s Market is going to have to take a right turn and work its way back to 
Mrs. White Lane to make a right turn onto 119.  It’s creating a lot of hassle for the White Level 
community.  Mill Creek is getting a lot of the advantages.  We’re getting the short end of the 
stick.”  “We can not depend upon Mill Creek to go to town.  Mill Creek can very easily become a 
gated community.”  “What can we do to ease the traffic problem in the Mrs. White Lane area?”  
“I don’t know how they’re going to avoid intruding into the watershed area.  There may not even 
be a plan for part 3, which means that we’re going to have to live with the amount of traffic that 
will be directed from Mebane to Mrs. White Lane.”  Agrees that “Fifth Street traffic does appear 
to be eastbound” and that an extensive study should be performed “to measure the amount of 
traffic that is going east.”  Traffic is heavy on Lebanon Road and from Lebanon Road to Efland; 
which would not be alleviated by a highway on the west side of town.  Questions if the project is 
supposed to resolve projected or existing traffic problems.  “You said there is going to be limited 
access on the bypass.”  Questions how all the roads and driveways that currently connect to NC 
119 will be resolved.  “Are you going to put in a service road to get to a certain point?  How are 
you going to make it convenient for our community?”  “What about the cohesion of the 
communities around the town?”  “Right now I have a direct path.  With the areas that you’re 
proposing, I would have to go through the Woodlawn area to get a loaf of bread.” 
 
Moderator:  Thank you. 
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Blair Byrd 363 Canterwood Drive, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “I don’t want to see them take anybody else’s land.”  Concerned about the 
watershed area and protecting it.  “People who leave this area go east and west;” east out 
Buckhorn Road and west out Trollingwood Road.  “People from Caswell come down; they go 
down 62 through Burlington and hit the interstate.  They don’t come through Mebane.  People 
that go to Roxboro, they don’t go through Virginia, Person County, Caswell County.  They don’t 
come through Mebane.  They go down 119; they hit Miles Chapel Road, … and go through 
Trollingwood.  They don’t come through Mebane.  They go on the west side.  If we don’t want 
big trucks on Fifth Street, put up a sign.”  “I think the plan needs to be reevaluated due to the new 
growth in the area.”  “I don’t want to see the thing built.” 
 
Alexander Dove 
 
Comments:  Agrees that the project should not stop at Mrs. White Lane.  “If they run that 
four-lane highway from Mebane to Danville, and it will happen eventually, everybody along 119 
is not going to have access to that road.  How are we going to get in and out?”  “If they come 
through with a four-lane highway, that’s going to destroy my whole front yard.”  “We are not 
going to have access to get in and out of our driveway to that highway.  If this thing goes though 
now, we’re finished.  Our property’s not going to be worth a durn.” 
 
Moderator:  Thank you. 
 
Mike Hoover (Police Officer) 4847 Forest Lake Drive, Mebane, NC 27320 
 
Comments:  This project will come close to his house, but not affect it; but it will affect his 
Dad’s property along S. Fifth Street.  That property is up for sale, but “nobody will touch it right 
now because they’re waiting to see what this will do.”  Access to his dad’s property is going to be 
cut off with the project and you’ll have to come off an access road.  Nobody will buy his dad’s 
property without knowing what’s going to happen because of the access.  Concerned about the 
road width being so wide and agrees that an eastern route should be looked at and impacts 
quantified (i.e. relocations).  “Trucks going through Mebane coming out Fifth Street.  The biggest 
reason a lot of those trucks coming through Fifth Street; to stay away from the weigh station.”  
You can’t get off at the Jimmy Kerr exit in the mornings because everyone’s “trying to hit 49 to 
go to Pleasant Grove community to go to Caswell County.”  “If we’ve got to go north, why not 
look at some way to tie that into 49?” 
 
Moderator:  Thank you. 
 
Johnny Jeffreys Lives on the Cates Farm Property 
 
Comments:  Concerned about one of the alternate routes coming behind his house on a “farm 
that’s been there over 100 years.”  “Just to make another comment about the Cates Farm.  Yes, it 
has been advertised.  It does have some signs up in the front.  I live in the house.  We purchased 
our section with all we could save.  I’m not keen on a bunch of houses out beside me.”  His 
family had some property taken by eminent domain in Durham for which they spent $100,000 on 
a piece of commercial property and were offered $300 for it.  Whether you’re going east or west, 
Map Quest does not take you down Fifth Street.  “To get to I-85, Buckhorn Road is the way to 
go.”  “There’s definitely going to be a lot of traffic headed toward Buckhorn.”  He mentioned that 
the Transportation Advisory Committee meetings are closed door sessions, which he doesn’t 
agree with.  “If we had a larger map, you would see the watershed affected.” 
 
Moderator:  Thank you. 
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Barbara Wells 4517 White Level Road, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  Comments that Mill Creek has other exits in addition to NC 119, such as Ninth 
Street and Fifth Street.  “But here we have 119 and they’re going to put a retirement complex 
right on the curves.  So they’re adding and adding and adding on 119 for a road that really 
shouldn’t take them [more traffic] according to everything we hear.”  “I come to Mebane because 
that’s where I do my stuff.  I do my business.  I do my grocery shopping.  I go to Wal-Mart.  I go 
to Lowes.  But I’m not going to go that way to get to Lowes.  I’m not going to add miles.”  “They 
[Mebane] wanted to grow south of Mebane.”    “People, we don’t need to spend money on a road 
that we don’t need.  We don’t need another road.”  “We don’t need the extra traffic.  We don’t 
need the grief.  We can not figure out how it’s going to get anything [traffic] off Fifth Street.”  
“You don’t have to worry about the traffic on Third Street because the jobs are going to Mexico.  
We’re losing jobs.  We’re going to lose more.”  “If the DOT is so concerned about Fifth Street, 
why did they build a five-lane road and dump it straight into Fifth Street?  It doesn’t make any 
sense.  Why did they build up out there if they’re so concerned about Fifth Street?”  Doesn’t see 
many trucks on NC 119 and doesn’t think Third Street has much of a traffic problem.   
 
Moderator:  Thank you for those comments.   
 
 


SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED 
 


(Note: An asterisk (*) indicates a direct response required by NCDOT.) 
 
* Jeanette W. McCracken 1220 South Fifth Street, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “Is Section A already a done deal?  I hope not.  I agree with the people opposing the 
bypass on the west side of Mebane.  I agree that the bypass should be on the east side of Mebane.  
I do not agree on building a super highway just for people in one community.  I do not agree on 
building a super highway for people to get to a golf course.”  “In checking the time and miles 
from I-85 and I-40 Exit 153 Highway 119 to Mill Creek; it is only five miles and only 10 
minutes.  If the bypass is built I feel sure the distance and time will be greater than 10 minutes 
and five miles.”  Believes that the bypass doesn’t go anywhere other than Mill Creek.  Suggests 
that NC 119 be straightened from Stagecoach Road to Mill Creek since this doesn’t involve 
relocations.  “I feel there should be more studies made on traffic flow because it has been stated 
the existing studies are very old and need to be updated.  A new study would help relieve the 
questions on the tax payers’ minds.”  Does not think the realignment of Third Street is necessary 
and suggests widening existing NC 119 where the bypass would intersect.  Feels there are other 
places needing improvement more than this bypass is needed.  “Please listen to taxpayers” and 
“Please be kind enough to read the enclosed articles.”  A response is requested. 
 
In additional comments received, she reiterated that “It is my thinking that if DOT builds the 
Mebane bypass on the west side without checking deeper into the traffic flow, DOT will be 
operating on more hunches.  The bypass ‘if needed’ at all should be on the east side of Mebane.  
DOT should not waste the taxpayer money.” 
 
Irvin Byrd 1339 Miles Chapel Road 
 
Comments:  Opposed to all the alternatives.  “You should not even be thinking about putting a 
Bypass on the west side of Mebane.  All people I’ve talked to say most traffic goes east not west 
and now with a shopping center being talked about on Buckhorn Road with 40,000+ vehicles per 
day.  Don’t waste taxpayers money for a bypass on west side of town.” 
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Jill Auditori 
 
Comments:  “Every meeting/hearing I’ve attended and consensus committee that I’ve served on 
has indicated that the No-Build option still exists.  And at every one of these public gatherings, 
there is consistently overwhelming opposition to the project.  Yet the project continues to move 
forward.”  “Does a No-Build option still exist, for either the northern or southern portion?”  Ed 
Lewis provided a response in February 4 email.  In additional comments received, she indicated 
that “I am not, however, familiar w/ NEPA.  I would also like to know who approves the final 
decision document you made reference to, and who approves the ROD.”  She asks “Was the 
intention of the meeting to disperse information or to gather opinions?”  Ed Lewis provided a 
response in February 6 email. 
 
Steering Committee 
 
Comments:  Submitted a Declaration Opposing the Hwy 119 Bypass Project.  Oppose the 
construction of the proposed NC 119 Bypass project, which if built, will:  
 


• Become a busy TRUCK ROUTE into VA. 
• Degrade the AIR QUALITY throughout the Mebane area.  Gasoline & diesel burning 


vehicles are a major source of air pollution associated with adverse respiratory & 
cardiovascular damage.  It is not only unhealthy to breathe but also dangerous to plants & 
crops.  The American Lung Assoc. 2004 State of the Air Report’s ranks our air 16th 
dirtiest in the nation.  Additional pollution will impair economic growth. 


• Have a negative long-term impact on the quality of the Graham Mebane Lake’s 
CRITICAL WATER SUPPLY for citizens of Mebane, Graham, Green Level, and 
Swepsonville, as well as affecting residents downstream who use the Haw River. 


• Create a SAFETY HAZARD for Eastern High and Woodlawn Middle School students 
and staff as well as the residents of Woodlawn Community by encouraging truck traffic 
& car traffic heading south on NC 49 toward I-85 and I-40 to take the shorter route by 
using Mebane Rogers Road instead of traveling through Green Level and Haw River 


• Cause FINANCIAL LOSS by drawing businesses and customers away from downtown 
Mebane. 


• Cause DETERIORATION OF THE QUALITY OF LIFE in three very old HISTORIC & 
FAMILY-ORIENTED COMMUNITIES of West End, White Level, and Woodlawn (first 
rural incorporated NC community). 


• Increase URBAN SPRAWL requiring more city and county services and thereby DRIVE 
UP TAXES for all Alamance County residents. 


• Become a probable route for a future LANDFILL up 119 N (Pleasant Grove area), 
making Mebane and the watershed a garbage truck route.  This site is also across from the 
planned Occaneechee Tribal Center Complex. 


• Promote DRUG TRAFFIC & CRIME in Mebane area, requiring additional expense to 
monitor and resulting in increased financial & health expenses for damages to the persons 
and property affected. 


 
The Declaration is signed by several members of the following communities:  West End, 
White Level, Woodlawn, Mebane residents, and downtown businesses. 


 
Shirley A. Arnold 304 Sam Snead Drive, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “I live in the Highlands section of Mill Creek.  My home is backed by Highway 
119.  The noise and dirt generated by existing Highway 119 is irritating.  I hoped that the bypass 
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would alleviate a considerable amount of this nuisance.”  Concerned about her “property value 
being negatively affected” and added noise since project is coming behind her home. 
 
Delbert Warren United Development Corp. (Sonic Drive In, Mebane) 
 
Comments:  Concerned about access and being relocated.  “I understand that expansion for the 
future is necessary and in no way will we impede progress; however, I believe we must be treated 
fairly and have reasonable access.”  “Please keep me advised on the progress of this project.”  
Eileen Fuchs provided a copy of the hearing handout and transmitted an excerpt from the hearing 
map in January 24 email. 
 
* Willie B. Davis, Jr. and Joan C. Davis 205 Edgewood Church Road, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “We would like to request our home and remaining land, except for a corner where 
our son has a home, be taken during right-of-way acquisition.  Based on an environmental study 
done when a cell tower was installed on our land, it is our understanding there is only 4% usage 
left of the land due to the watershed.”  “According to the information from the 01/15/08 meeting, 
our carport and barn are in the right-of-way but our home is less than 10 feet from it.  We cannot 
imagine living so close to a four-lane road.  Our dreams and aspirations have been shattered due 
to this project.”  At a meeting in 1999, “A FHWA representative told us to show him on a map 
where our property was located.  He told us our home would be taken and right-of-way 
acquisition would begin in October 1999 and then we would have 3 months to evacuate the 
property.  We were told not to add additions or upgrades to our home.”  “We frantically began 
looking for a new home – eight years later we are still here not with the news from the 01/15/08 
meeting our home will not be taken.  With the right-of-way so close to our home, we cannot add 
the garage we had in our plans for the very near future.”  “We allowed this project to control our 
lives for quite a few years.  We have experienced a great deal of stress due to this project.” 
 
* Twila J. Buffington 1255 Woodhaven Drive, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “Mebane’s area of growth has changed in the last few years.  Most development has 
occurred on the east and south side of Mebane.  Most of the commuters drive to the east to work, 
to Durham, RTP, Chapel Hill, and Raleigh.  Yet the proposed 119 Relocation is on the west side 
of Mebane.”  “Shouldn’t a traffic study be done NOW, on both the east and west side of Mebane, 
rather than using outdated data collected years ago before Mebane’s growth pattern changed?”  
“As I sat there, I thought, my gosh, this road goes to nowhere.”  “This road needs to serve the 
majority of Mebane area residents, not just one development that might have been promised this 
road years ago.”  A response is requested. 
 
Evon Connally 1549 Rutledge Trail 
 
Comments:  “The end of the project was my major concern.  At Mrs. White Lane, we would like 
to request a stop light/signal.  The proposed draft concerning closing the existing 119 at Mill 
Creek to White Level Road is a major concern for me.  I would like to request a meeting with 
whoever will be able to address this issue.”  NCDOT held a small group meeting in Mebane with 
the White Level Community on February 5 to address this concern, as well as other concerns. 
 
Robert Owens 501 Hill Lane, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “Overall the plan looks good and is necessary for the continued growth of Mebane 
and eastern Alamance County.  I prefer Alternative 10 since it does not impact the watershed 
area.” 
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Stephen B. and Nellie G. Petty Property Owner of 1214 S. Fifth Street, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “I am totally not in favor of this alternative because it puts our property into a cul-
de-sac.  I was planning on selling this property as commercial property.  The way you have 
placed the road, there is no way we will be able to sell as commercial or business property.  I 
think this road will only benefit the Mill Creek residents and I am not in favor of it being built.” 
 
Karen S. Oldham Property Owner of 1206 S. Fifth Street, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  Concerned about the acquisition of her property.  “I was all for the project but had 
some questions prior to the meeting as to why this particular route was chosen so long ago and as 
to why it had taken so long to implement any of the proposals.  I came away from the meeting 
last night with even more questions as to whether in fact this project is the right path to take.  I 
have to agree that since this was proposed so long ago, Mebane has changed faster than anyone 
would have expected and the needs of the traffic flow have changed quickly over the last couple 
of years and are going to change even more with the recent expansion on the eastern side of the 
town.  I am of the opinion now that this entire project needs to be revisited.”  She feels that the 
long range plans for the City of Mebane need to be revisited, as well.  “I was also disheartened so 
see that all of the members of the City Council were not in attendance, the Mayor was not in 
attendance, nor were representatives from the County.”  “Again, with all of this being said, I 
would have to say that I am no longer in favor of TIP Project No. U-3109 and this has nothing to 
do with my property involvement.  I am all for change; however, I feel this proposal is no longer 
the route to take.”  She adds that “now is the time to revisit the needs before any further time and 
expense is allocated to this.”  Ed Lewis provided a response in January 16 email. 
 
In additional comments received, she stated that “We now have an existing driveway to the 
current 5th St.  In the event all of the property is not acquired and if the portion that is not taken 
by the DOT is usable, would we be allowed to have a driveway on the new alternate route?  If 
not, my property would be landlocked and not accessible.”  Also questions whether revisions to 
the realignment of Fifth Street would occur now that Dr. Troutman is building a new dental office 
and how such revisions to the design would affect her property.  Jennifer Fuller provided a 
response in March 5 email. 
 
Michael Hoffman   
 
Comments:  “What is the number of the interstate that is planned for this bypass.” 
 
Shelley Harrison-d’Almada Writer for the Alamance News 
 
Comments:  Requested the number of people who attended the Open House and formal Hearing.  
Email forwarded to NCDOT January 16. 
 
William Paul and Peggy Bumgarner 1317 S. Third Street, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “I’m not concerned about the alternate plans.  My worries are about Plan A.  I have 
lived here on the corner of Holmes Road and 3rd Street Extension for 35 years.”  “I’m 83 years 
old, my wife 82 – and we are a nervous wreck just thinking about giving up our home of 35 
years.  We thought if we worked hard and paid for a house we could live a few carefree years; but 
it looks as though the State thinks differently.” 
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Dr. Steven E. Troutman 4763 Forest Lake Drive, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “I own the lot at the intersection of Foust Road and 119.  On the DOT map, this lot 
is listed as Jones’ property.  This property is currently under construction with a new dental 
office, Troutman Family Dentistry.  All necessary engineering and approval with the City of 
Mebane and the DOT was accomplished.  This new business cannot give up any parking spaces 
that have been approved.  I am concerned because the map at the Public Hearing shows this 
property being affected by the Fifth Street/119 relocation.  This relocation appears to affect a lot 
of property owners.  The lot/new dental office would not be involved if the beginning of the 
relocation was moved south of the property.” 
 
Cherry Causey (Executrix - Eloise Cates Estate) 1202 Green Acres, Anderson, SC 29621 
 
Comments:  “As the Executrix for the Eloise Cates estate, I am representing 64 heirs who have 
waited since her death in 1997 for a resolution to the estate.  The bypass has been a stumbling 
block in efforts to sell the property.”  “We have had five contracts.”  The last “contract dissolved 
because the developers were unable to negotiate with DOT for a right-of-way.  This was a 
significant loss for the estates.  We have had to lower our asking price as a result of this and do 
not expect to be able to proceed without a clear designation of the corridor for the bypass.”  “It 
[this project] seems so out of scale for a town the size of Mebane.  It will truly be like putting an 
interstate through the town and countryside, with questionable need for a project this large.”  
Agrees with the comments about an eastbound route.  “I, like others, question the evaluation of 
future needs regarding traffic flow and wonder about the best way to meet those needs.”  “And 
where is the expected growth in Mebane – to the south of the north?  Right now it is the south, 
not to the north where the proposed bypass would run.  Access to the interstate for the Industrial 
Park could be arranged without destroying the community, especially since it sits so close to the 
interstate.  All three proposed routes from Mebane Rogers Road to Highway 119 North diminish 
the value of the estate property.  They divide the property into sections that leave some areas 
unusable without proper access to the bypass and other areas landlocked.  There are other 
possible alternatives which are not being considered for reasons similar to those affecting the use 
of the Cates property.  If these concerns can be overlooked for the Cates property, why not for 
others?  It is more sensible to use existing roadways, such as Woodlawn Road to Cooks Mill 
Road and White Level Road - which result in accessing 119 N from Highway 70.  This route 
would seem to be less intrusive, easier to develop, and much less expensive for the taxpayer.  
Also, crossing Mill Creek where proposed in the three alternatives would be prohibitively 
expensive because of the geographical components of the property.  The crossing on Cooks Mill 
Road would be much less expensive and much less difficult.  If the bypass coming through the 
Cates property becomes a reality, the Eloise Cates estate goes on record as strongly asking for 
Alternative 8.”  “We also request that matters proceed as quickly as possible regarding a 
designated corridor.”   
 
Gary & Sharon Weaver 4432 Mebane Rogers Road, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “We think the whole project (A & B) should be looked at very closely or even given 
up.  From what we heard last night, it’s already out of date since all the new businesses and 
building going on in Mebane.”  They agree this is “a road to nowhere” and no one will use the 
new road because it’s moving traffic west of town to go east.  “We like our small town and 
community.” 
 
* Barry Nunemaker Mill Creek Homeowner’s Association (MCHOA) 
 
Comments:  “The MCHOA is very concerned about the proposed design for access to and from 
the proposed bypass and our community in the vicinity of St. Andrews Drive near the north 
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terminus of the subject project.  The attached drawing shows an alternate design for connecting 
the bypass back to existing Route 119 that we feel is more functional and enhances the access of 
the Mill Creek residents to the City of Mebane and the local services it provides (see Appendix).  
This alternate design would result in the need for less right-of-way acquisition; fewer changes to 
utilities; reduced construction costs; no need to obliterate a section of existing Route 119; and 
quicker response time for Mebane police, fire, and ambulance personnel to the Mill Creek 
community of 400 homes than the NCDOT proposed design.  If the alternate is not possible, the 
MCHOA would like to know why so we can report the information to our members.  In the event 
that the alternate design is discarded, the MCHOA wants to know what will happen with the 
right-of-way where hundreds of feet of existing Route 119 will be obliterated.  The MCHOA has 
a significant investment in landscaping and irrigation along the east side of Route 119 that 
beautifies the section of the highway that borders our community.  If a portion of the existing 
Route 119 is obliterated, will it be left to grow up in weeds and scrub brush, turned into an area 
for highway maintenance storage, be graded and landscaped to blend with the existing Mill Creek 
landscaping, turned over to the City for their use and upkeep, or could it be deeded over to the 
MCHOA as an extension of the existing landscaping.”  A response to these issues is requested. 
 
See also verbal comments noted previously. 
 
Ruby Moffitt 125 Overland Drive, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “My plea to you is a simple one; please just pick a route and proceed.  This has been 
delayed and fought over way too long.  In the meantime, the amount of traffic combined with the 
average speed of cars traveling on South and North [Fifth] Street has evolved from a nuisance to 
a downright scary and dangerous situation.  The traffic is terrible, especially during peak 
commuter times.  Please act quickly and decisively so that the process can move forward.”  In 
additional comments received, she stated that “1) Attended the Public Hearing on January 15, 
2008; 2) Believes there is a definite need for the bypass to relieve traffic on N. 5th Street; 3) Is 
attempting to obtain a petition from the City Council that was signed two years ago 
stating/acknowledging the heavy traffic on N. 5th Street; and 4) She is in favor of the bypass.” 
 
Robert & Linda Gill 404 Sam Snead Drive, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “I’m satisfied with the current plans and any alternative is fine with me since our 
area will not be affected.  Can’t you start sooner?” 
 
* Robert Skenes Brookhollow Shopping Center 
 
Comments:  “The area in the immediate vicinity of the Brookhollow Plaza Shopping Center 
(North of the Holmes Road intersection) should be a partial control access to allow a right-
in/right-out entrance to the Center.”  A written response is requested. 
 
Sandra Crawford 360 Canterwood Drive, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “I have no alternative.  The east route would be better.” 
 
Steve Moore 2216 Bordeaux Drive, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “I believe you should re-consider the southern start point.”  One alternative would 
be to “start in the vicinity of the intersection of 119 and Kimrey Road, traverse toward the 
intersection of I-85/Trollingwood Road, redesign that interchange and continue to US 70.”  
Another alternative would be to “begin 119 at the intersection of NC 54 and Cherry Lane.  
Improve Cherry Lane, utilize existing overpass and convert to interchange, then continue through 







 
 U-3109 Post Hearing Meeting Minutes 


October 14, 2008 
Page 43 


to US 70.  All existing alternatives do not address the tremendous amount of growth south of 
I-85.  We need preventative medicine, not a band-aid.” 
 
Marsha Ann Ritchie 4870 Mebane Rogers Road, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “With NC continuing to lose its farms, it seems a shame to impact the Cates Farm 
which is not only a historic property, but an intergenerational property (four generations of Cates 
descendents have and are residing on that property).  Alternative 10 is NOT an option.  I vote for 
Alternative 8.” 
 
John & Cathy Heafner 4661 Mebane Rogers Road, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “We strongly prefer Alternatives 9 or 10 to 8.  Route 8 takes part of our property 
and diminishes its value.  Routes 9 and 10 take the entire property.” 
 
Ted & Kate Schmidt 511 Woodlawn Road, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “Please use Routes 9 or 10.  Option 8 very undesirable due to relationship to road.” 
 
Vasant Sejpal Property Owner of land adjacent to I-85/40 
 
Comments:  “Need left turn entry from Y5A (service road across from Holmes Road) on to the 
proposed 119 and right [turn] from Y5 to proposed 119 for future development on I-40 corridor.  
For safety reasons, 3rd Street can be closed off from Holmes Road.” 
 
* Felicia Marietta Ekwueme-Okoli 1211 S. Third Street, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “It is very interesting that the 3rd St. Ext. route of Part A has not been advertised.  
There are ten residences affected.  I am one of them.  I do not think that rerouting Third St. will 
ease congestion in downtown, but I do believe that it will increase traffic.  Also I do believe that 
as the road is routed that it takes advantage of homeowners who do not have much road frontage 
to force them to sell their property.  I oppose Part A of the construction as it takes my property 
along with my mother’s property.  This property was first owned by my great-grandmother and 
has much value to my entire family.”  Requests that her parcel be labeled on the hearing map; it is 
adjacent to Mildred Godfrey.  A written response is requested 
 
B. Byrd 363 Canterwood Drive, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “Please stop the road expansion.” 
 
See also verbal comments noted previously. 
 
Jesep Holloway 4620 Mill Creek Road 
 
Comments:  “Since the state has 6 other major cities that have approved bypasses and they are 
behind.  How is there money to fund Highway 119 bypass?  Also, there is not an overflow of 
traffic to need a bypass.” 
 
Lynne M. Davis 740 Cooks Mill Road, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “[Alternative] 10 looks best to me; it is further away from the lake (watershed).  
Please consider sensors on the traffic lights so we don’t have long waits when there is a small 
amount of traffic (especially from the access to the Post Office).” 
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Talmage and Jeanne Johnson 1064 Millstone Lane, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  Prefers Alternative 10 “without question; [Alternatives] 8 and 9 are in the watershed 
and should not be accessed.”  “… [Alternative] 10 would be through the Cates Farm which is on 
the National Register, but the Farm is for sale and can be removed from the Register by the owner 
and build whatever they want.”  Mrs. Johnson adds “I understand that going through an historic 
property is a problem, but the watershed affects more citizens in the community than taking a 
small portion of an historic property that is presently for sale.”  “I believe Alternative Route 10 
should be selected.” 
 
Susan Aycock 838 Knollwood Falls Road, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “I’m in favor of Alternative 10.  Also, I’m not in favor of middle or high schools 
being on a fast traffic, heavily traveled road otherwise (many teenage drivers are not careful 
drivers yet).”   
 
Mel Petersen 505 Redwood Court, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “My choice is Alt. 10 (less watershed involvement than [Alternatives] 8 or 9.” 
 
* Wilton & Shelby Benson 1237 S. Fifth Street, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “We do no like the new route of 119.  We have 18 acres zoned B2.  The road is 
going too close in front of our property, with no value at all.  We are not pleased at all.”  “We 
request access off NC 119 to our property.  This could be done as a one-way ramp.”  A meeting 
to discuss this is requested. 
 
Lisa Wicker 1212 Skyview Drive, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “1) Will our property value decrease due to new corridor.  Plus, proposed right-of-
way taking our land.  2) Why wasn’t I notified of this project affecting our neighborhood and 
home?  I would like to be notified in the future.  3) I would like a summary of the post-hearing 
meeting.” 
 
Anonymous S. Fifth Street 
 
Comments:  “Any alternative would be fine.  Unhappy right now with the backup of traffic at 
Holmes Road and 119.  It’s impossible to turn out onto 119 left off of Holmes Road.  A stoplight 
is beyond necessary.” 
 
Wendy Jeffreys 4870 Mebane Rogers Road, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “Who is the individual that determined the impact on agricultural use concerning 
the bypass?  Who is DOT’s contact person at the National Register of Historic Places concerning 
the bypass?” 
 
Brian Hall Samet Corporation – NCIC 
 
Comments:  “We are very much in favor of Alternative 8 and the overall plan as it has been 
presented.  NCIC has an approved Master Plan which shows connectivity to the future 119 
project.  With the exception of the Smith Drive intersection being located further south than 
desired, we welcome the new project and the many positive things we believe it will bring to the 
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area.  Our request for improvement would be to locate the Smith Drive intersection on the north 
side of the Duke Power easement.  We feel this would better serve the surrounding acreage of 
NCIC.  However, an access point on the northern side of NCIC is imperative.” 
 
* Connie G. Johnson 114 St. Luke Church Road, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “I have no control over the alternatives.  I understand from the maps you will be 
coming very, very close to my property; because of this situation, I would like very much for you 
to take my property; just pay me the value and to relocate.  I am 87 years old.  I cannot go out and 
get a job.  I have to have a decent place to live …”  A phone call is requested.  “Recommend to 
buy this one” appears on the written comment signed by a Division 7 Right-of-Way Agent. 
 
Willie & Evelyn Hunter 4695 White Level Road, Mebane, NC 27302 


1464 Hwy 119 N, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “We think it is a great idea.  It will improve the City of Mebane and we also need to 
realize that the State of North Carolina is growing rapidly.  We do not have any problems with 
the plans.” 
 
Richie Burke 1321 St. Andrews Drive, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “Information I would like to see presented at the next Hearing: 1) Traffic studies of 
the main arteries coming off of Highway 119 from 85/40 to downtown Mebane; 2) A timeline 
given regarding all meetings/discussions which have led to the current plan/suggestion; and 3) 
Address why there was not an east side of Mebane option connecting 85/40 to Highway 119.” 
 
Tracie Gerringer 1204 Skyview Drive, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “1) As a homeowner being affected by the corridor, why wasn’t I notified or given 
any literature showing this affected my house?  Please send any additional information.  2) When 
is the anticipated purchase date for houses?  Would they buy earlier?  The market might change 
by 2010.  3) A new sidewalk was just added to sections of Third Street.  Why was this just 
completed if you’re planning to tear this up?”  A summary of the minutes is requested. 
 
Patty Phillips City of Mebane City Council 
 
Comments:  Sent in the Resolution of the City Council of the City of Mebane.   
 
1) Urges the NCDOT to expedite the planning, design, and construction of the NC 119 


Connector in order to promote the safety of lives and property lying north and south of the 
railroad tracks in this area.   


2) An overpass structure located to the east of the City would not allow sufficient response time 
for emergency vehicles and would impede the safety of the persons within the City of 
Mebane. 


 
See also verbal comments noted previously. 
 
Dr. Shirley Conyard 4444 Landi Lane, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “I would like to make several comments about your needs analysis.  Problem with 
access; you are moving it from one area to another section of 119.  If this newly proposed 
highway is a truck route, it will create environmental damage and health problems.  Why create 
something that you will have to correct later.  From looking at the poorly developed maps, I do 
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not see any more connections to communities than you already have.  Will there be off and on 
ramps.  Mebane is presently having problems with developing infrastructure for citizens of 
Mebane, such as sewers, sidewalks, maintaining local roads and roadside cleanup.  Who is going 
to maintain this new bypass?  Any one of the alternatives will do because with predicted heavy 
volume traffic, the water that you are concerned about will become polluted.  Make sure you plan 
for this and other environmental problems.” 
 
Jacqueline P. Moffitt 511 N. Fifth Street, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “In regard to the bypass, I have no idea which is the best one, but at least those 
neighbors have a voice about it.  That is more than the people on North 5th have had.  The city 
opened up our street to Stagecoach Road.  We didn’t get a notice or anything about it.  
Stagecoach then turns to the left to 119 North which a lot of that traffic takes our street for a 
shortcut to the Interstate and Highway 70.  I am having a hard time just getting in and out of my 
driveway and when people park on the side of the street that just makes it a lot worse.  North 5th 
Street was not built to take this kind of traffic and I hope something can be done about it.” 
 
Jimmy Jobe 719 S. Fifth Street, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “I support the decision that NCDOT makes for the highly needed bypass.  At times, 
I wait ten minutes to get out of my driveway onto Highway 119.” 
 
Charles Bateman 220 Wexford Place, Burlington, NC 27216 
 
Comments:  “Either alternative is acceptable, so long as steps are taken to minimize impact on 
the watershed.  Project is badly needed and should be expedited.” 
 
Bob Louis Mebane Fire Department Chief 405 N. Fifth Street, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “It has become almost impossible for the fire department to respond to fire and 
medical emergencies south of the two fire departments due to an increase in growth which 
produces significant traffic issues.  In the mid to late ninety’s and early 2000, the fire department 
made policy changes because of traffic concerns on Highway 119 which required us to travel 
south on Third Street to avoid heavy traffic on Highway 119 where there is very little space for 
emergency apparatus to pass in a safe manner.  Now we are faced with the same traffic concerns 
on Third as well as Highway 119 which is causing delays in response times for fire and medical 
emergencies.  Though we will not have great access to the new 119 bypass for emergency 
response, we think that it will decrease traffic congestion along Highway 70, Highway 119, and 
South Third Street, enabling us to continue providing a high standard of fire and medical 
emergency care, to prevent the loss of lives and property to the City of Mebane and the State of 
North Carolina.  The Mebane Fire Department would like to ask NCDOT to aggressively move 
forward with the 119 bypass.” 
 
* Michael Jackson White Level Community 
 
Comments:  Submitted a petition (approximately 117 signatures) from the residents of the White 
Level Community which opposes the U-3109 project.  The petition opposition to the proposed 
project includes: 
 
1) With proposed relocation, timing is added to response time for public safety, EMS, Fire Dept. 


causing life or death emergency delays. 
2) Access to entrance of Ray’s Community Store, the Alston’s and White’s property. 
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3) Safety and Access: Southbound turns [from Mrs. White Lane] would be dangerous, 
northbound turns compromised or impossible. 


4) Access to old 119 not accessible, it will take longer with the proposed change [tie-in], with 
older citizens it could be distracting and confusing causing more accidents and/or deaths. 


5) Increase in large trucks which could compromise air quality (smog, air pollution, and noise 
pollution, etc.). 


6) Decrease in property value. 
7) Health impact, increase in stress for decision making. 
8) Mrs. White Lane needs traffic signal now!  Poor visibility, long waits during peak hours, 


especially with Mill creek residents using this road also.   
9) Dead end roads would allow more drug trafficking, loitering, and home invasions. 
10) Runoff from new 119 would cause more drainage into the watershed. 
11) Major spills on the new 119 would cause the community’s water supply to be contaminated. 
12) Why not show end of this project on maps that have been presented, instead of stopping it at 


Mrs. White Lane, from I-40 to Danville, VA? 
13) Waste of money because people are not traveling thru as much now that we have lottery in 


the state.   
 
The petition recommendations include: 
 
1) Offer existing 119 to continue with a service road connected to Mrs. White Lane behind 


Rotha Miles and Henderson property to keep a safer route open for the community to the city 
for emergency access. 


2) Use more of historic property and bring bypass to front of Mill Creek and taper to two lanes, 
keeping 119 as is with no island from White Level Road to Mrs. White Lane. 


3) Stop light at Mrs. White Lane. 
4) Keep 119 (old) as business route down to Kimes Chapel Church. 
5) Sewer service to alleviate drainage issue. 
6) Bypass should be an overpass.   
 
A response is requested. 
 
Winnie Matthews 705 N. Fifth Street, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “In regards to NC 119 Relocation, get the bypass going and get the traffic off N. 
Fifth Street.  Ever since N. Fifth Street was opened, traffic has been awful.”  “The thought of 
traffic on N. Fifth Street continuing at the present rate or getting worse is a nightmare.” 
 
Montrena W. Hadley City of Mebane Planning Director 
 
Comments:  “I think Alternatives 8, 9, and 10 are unique in their own way.  Each alternative 
appears to meet the objectives of the overall project.  I support, agree, and trust the decision of 
NCDOT on whichever alternative is decided upon.” 
 
Gary W. Bumgarner 1315 S. Third Street, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “Being the former Chief of Police for the City of Mebane, I am well aware of the 
traffic problems in the community.”  Concerned about the impact to his property, as well as his 
parents’ property and does not “feel that any offer that I may receive from the state will not be 
sufficient to replace what I now have and have worked to upgrade since 1971.”  “I have several 
questions concerning the 119 relocation:  1) After it connects to 3rd Street at Holmes Road and 
goes to Gibson Road, what then?  2) Will the people living on the south side of the interstate on 
119 have to travel the bypass to get to Mebane?  I see them hitting the bypass, then turning on the 
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new portion of 119 then hitting the old 119 or even travel down Foust Road, Skyview Drive, 
and/or Brookhollow to get to McClures funeral home, Mebane Tire Co, or the US Post Office.  
Consider the people who will travel this route to and from home going to work.” 
 
“At the last meeting there were some comments made I would like to address.  The gentleman 
from Mill Creek stated that the course brought in 20,000 golfers last year.  How many of them 
were from outside of Alamance County?  How many were from north of Mebane, south, east, and 
west.  This bypass will not help all of them.  I have been in the club house at Mill Creek and I 
have heard the employees give directions.  Coming from Raleigh/Durham area it was always turn 
off I-85/40 at the Buckhorn Road exit, then turn left off US 70 go to Mebane and follow 119N 
signs.  I never heard anyone say go to Mebane Oaks Road or to Highway 119 Exit 153.  The 
proposed bridge that will cross the railway tracks and Highway 70.  This would have been a 
much better reason 20 years ago when there was only one fire station and trains switched tracks 
in the middle of downtown Mebane.  Now they switch tracks when necessary on the outskirts of 
town and this does cause problems, but not like in the past.  Also, trains are traveling through at 
much greater speeds 50 to 70 mph.  We now have 2 fire stations and I’m sure there will be other 
substations built on both sides of the tracks.  As for the 3 routes in Section B of this project, it 
seems simple to me.  Stay away from the watershed.  The last time I went by the historical Cates 
Farm, there were realty signs posted stating that property was available.” 
 
See also verbal comments noted previously. 
 
Donna Bumgarner 1315 S. Third Street, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “What upsets me the most is the fact that this ‘bypass’ has gone from a four-lane 
road to a six-lane road interstate road without any public notification whatsoever.  Having been 
born and raised in Mebane, I really have a hard time understanding the need for a six-lane road 
that will turn into a four-lane and eventually into the original two lanes.  I also have a hard time 
understanding why this project is being planned and built in two phases.  If phase one is 
completed and it takes months to years, as we know it will, before phase two is even started, then 
you have a phase one road to NOWHERE.”  “At the last meeting, no one associated with DOT 
could tell me why we are being displaced instead of utilizing the Walter Kidde location that is 
going to be empty and the building for sale…. which it is already.  To take everything from two 
families [in-laws live next door] to make a road ‘flow’ better rather than use the land where an 
empty building is should be against the law.”  “When the ‘bypass’ was first suggested, my 
husband and I were supporters.  But as time has gone on, with all of the changes, no information 
and no choices, I have completely changed my views.”  “… my husband feels he should remain 
close [to his parents] due to their needs.  There is absolutely no other location in this area that we 
can have everything that we have worked so hard for all these years.”  “That section of this first 
phase was changed for West End because as a group they could afford the lawyer fees to 
challenge the state.  That is just not an option for us because we will need any and all funds to 
relocate.  Please look again at the options for this first phase…. our entire way of life depends on 
you!” 
 
Mebane City Council 
 
Comments:  “The Mebane City Council has no preference to any one of the alternatives.  The 
City has all the trust in DOT engineering staff to select the right alternative.  There are three 
concerns that Council would like to share with DOT:  1) Do not dead-end Woodlawn Road; give 
the property owners and others a new right-of-way from Woodlawn Road over to Mebane Rogers 
Road; 2) Consider a right-in/right-out to property owners at new location of Highway 119 south; 
being property owners of Brookhollow Plaza Shopping Center and property owners of 
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Cambridge Center LLC; and 3) When making Tate Avenue connection to Corrigidor Road, place 
street calming devices during construction phase.” 
 
Robert L. Wilson 375 Canterwood Drive, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “I attended the whole meeting and at no time did I hear any statement made by the 
general public that I thought would or should stop this project from moving forward.”  “This 
project should and must go forward.” 
 
Anonymous 
 
Comments:  “We are requesting a change from ‘controlled access’ to ‘partially restricted access’ 
into the Brookhollow Plaza Shopping Center; the access will be parallel to the property line of 
Fidelity Bank and will replace the existing full access being taken by the relocation of NC 119.  
The second request is for ‘full access’ at the rear of Brookhollow Plaza Shopping Center on S. 
Third Street extension.  This access would allow rear entry for trucks servicing Food Lion and 
other tenants.  It is our understanding that the access would be directly in alignment with the 
access for the Kidde Fire Extinguisher Building and at the end of the median divider.” 
 
Harold S. Williams 924 Cooks Mill Road, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “I support the bypass.  Either alternative will be OK.” 
 
* Betty F. Tate 262 Curry Street, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “I think the DOT should use proven data to justify why the west side was chosen 
instead of the east side.  I know that the east side is more suitable for the bypass.  I have lived in 
the west side of Mebane for almost 50 years.  I travel Fifth Street and downtown almost every 
day.  I can assure you there is no heavy traffic problem.  Why do you think dumping all the traffic 
to Mrs. White Lane for years to come?  Is a golf tournament once a year justified to disrupt so 
many lives when they knew this before they put the golf course there?  What about the two 
schools; watershed pollution to our children for years to come?  Why do the well-to-do citizens 
always get special consideration and leave out the poor and working class citizens?  All the 
alternatives are bad.”  A response is requested. 
 
James L. and Linda Piper 4710 Mebane Rogers Road, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “The following is a written effort to save my home from destruction by this road.  
With the greatest sincerity, I will explain why I so strongly oppose this road being built through 
the town of Mebane and especially through the Woodlawn Community and through my home.  
My first opinion would be a ‘No Build’ option that is do not build a bypass at all.  The new 
development that appears to be coming to the former Buckhorn Jockey lot will require a 
considerable amount of road building development and would be a very good place to start a 
bypass around Mebane.  The proposed 119 bypass actually goes through the town, and will soon, 
if it is built, divide the town.  The word bypass means go around, not through.  My second 
opinion, if the bypass is built as planned, the Alternative 8 is the only one that will leave my 
home intact.  Both of the other Alternatives (9 and 10) will completely wipe me out.  Our home is 
the original Hillery (Hill) Payne house;” built in 1922.  “We purchased this house and four acres 
of land in 1978 and moved in August 1978.  We immediately started to restore this house like it 
was originally and have left the outside virtually untouched, but have upgraded the inside to 
comply with current building codes and more comfortable living.  We have been working on this 
restoration while living here for 30 years this August, and are almost done.”  “If the road must 
come our way, there is another route not far from here that it could take with very minimal 
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destruction.  That is where the Cooks mill Road comes out to Mebane Rogers Road.  Just 
approximately 50 plus feet to the north across Mebane Rogers Road is a wooded section that 
comes out between houses a good distance from either house, where it would not destroy either 
house and this wooded section goes from Mebane Rogers Road all the way to the back side of 
Craftique Furniture and would disturb almost nothing.  This route should certainly be looked at 
and considered (see Appendix for sketch).”  “Well, that Lumber Company [on the east side of 
town] is no longer there so that [east] option should be looked at again.  This is a route on the east 
side of Mebane and in the opinion of many including myself, is the only route that makes sense 
because almost all traffic from north of Mebane is going east or north when they get on interstate 
anyway.”  “Show us a study on the eastern route that was once proposed.  Things have changed 
since it was first considered.  Show us the proposed route, and number of homes disrupted, etc.”  
Letter included a drawing of his proposed alternative, pictures of his home, and clippings from 
local newspapers regarding the proposed project.   
 
* William F. Tate, Jr. President, Dogwood Properties & Development Corporation 
 
Comments:  “We have just learned that the So. Fifth Street that runs in front of our properties 
will be re-routed to the back of our property and that So. Fifth will be closed off somewhere just 
passed the front of our properties.  This is rather disturbing to us in the fact that as we see it on 
the proposed map of the new street behind us will have a concrete divider in the middle.  We need 
to have access to this street in the back of our lots with a left turn and right turn out.  We spoke 
with a lady that was in charge of the right-of-way at this meeting and she suggested to us that this 
would not be a problem.  We just attended the Mebane Council meeting last night and a Fifth 
Street Highway Corridor Overlay District was put into effect.  These rules and regulation, this 
Fifth Street being relocated is very disturbing to us since we have had our properties on the 
market for some time.  We have owned this property for ten years and had offers on it but no one 
can see a future in it until this is all cleared up.  Please help us in making sure that we have this 
access to the back of our property.”  A response is requested. 
 
In additional comments received, he added that “The NCDOT culvert under the present NC 119 
is undersized and creating a backwater condition onto our property.  This is not in your current 
project scope.  The additional stormwater that will be generated by the new NC 119 will only 
make matters worse.  This must become a part of the TIP Project No. U-3109.” 
 
* Edward D. & Janice M. Murphy 1222 S. Fifth Street, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “This letter and comments have nothing to do with Alternative 8, 9, or 10, for they 
do not affect me or my property.  These comments are about the 119 connector in Section A.  I 
certainly agree that the town of Mebane needs a more direct north-south route for better 
continuity from one side of town to the other and to interstate 85/40 but, the route you propose is 
not the correct one.  I as well as everyone else I talk to in town just cannot understand why the 
east side of Mebane is not even being considered.  It would have less human and environmental 
impact and keep the noise and pollution out of our neighborhoods.  For a long time we have 
needed ramps at Mattress Factory Road so trucks can service the businesses along this road and 
aid in the development of this area.  Looks like a great place to connect a bypass to the interstate.  
I guess common sense does not apply to highway design.  Please tell us WHY?  I have been 
thinking long and hard about all this ever since I found out in the January 15, 2008 meeting that I 
was going to lose my home and property because of this stupid 4 lane 119 connector.  It was quite 
a shock especially when I found out that there was supposedly a newsletter sent out in June of 
2006 about this.  I never got one!  If I had known this I would have never put a brand new home 
here.”  “Why would you have Fifth Street, a two-lane highway, dump into a four-lane highway 
just to go about a half mile to an intersection of the new six-lane 119 highway and dead end the 
existing Fifth Street?  I ask this because with the bypass in place according to your plans you 
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have now at least 85% of the traffic on Fifth Street will be using the new 119.”  “We asked for a 
stop light at the intersection of Holmes Road and Fifth Street, but according to your study of the 
traffic on Fifth Street and Holmes Road, the volume was not enough to warrant a traffic light 
here.”    “Mebane, NC does not need a 6 lane highway through or around it.  A 4 lane would be 
more than enough especially since to the north it will just lead to a rural part of the community.  
Truck traffic does not exist.  I drive a truck over the road for a living and a town of 8,000 does 
not need 6 lanes.”  “Let me repeat a statement made at the January 15, 2008 meeting, Mill Creek 
does not need a driveway to the interstate.  When they bought or built out there they knew how 
far and indirect they were from the interstate …”  “You all have been looking and planning this 
for 20 years and still do not have a good design because you will not listen to the community that 
it affects.  I totally agree with another statement made at the January 15, 2008 meeting, there is a 
hidden agenda somewhere in this.  OK, let’s say you all buy my property but, do not need it all 
for the corridor limits, do you sell it off at a profit to commercial interest?  What happens to the 
property you take but, do not use it all?  Where do we stand in all this mess?  What are our 
options?”  Requests a copy of the right-of-way and relocation procedures that were not available 
at the hearing.  Answers to his questions and concerns are requested. 
 
* Howard Hawks Representing Property between Burger King/Exxon and Fox Run 
Condominiums 
 
Comments:  He is commenting on behalf of his father who owns the Fox Run Investments 
Partnership property located along the east side of NC 119 between Burger King/Exxon and the 
Fox Run Condominiums.  “My biggest concern is the median portrayed in front of the property I 
represent resulting in only the right-in/right-out situation.  I am dead set against this proposal due 
to the hardship it would create for my property as well as all current businesses located on this 
stretch of road.  I currently have this property listed for sale and this entire process of not 
knowing what the outcome of this multi-year process of determining where and if this road will 
be has severely limited my prospects or completely eliminated others.  Part of the appeal of my 
property (not to mention the existing businesses) is the access to and from the major 
transportation artery, I-85/40.  Placing the median where proposed will not only devalue the 
property but also probably force closures of establishments that feed off highway traffic.  I 
respectfully request that you reconsider the lengthy median that is currently planned and consider 
alternatives that allow businesses in this corridor to continue to serve the traveling customer 
without creating difficulties in returning to their journey.”  Ed Lewis responded in February 11 
email indicating that Mr. Hawks’s concerns were being forwarded to the planning and design 
team for their review and consideration and indicated that a response would be provided. 
 
Joy Albright  
 
Comments:  “Basic opposition: 1) Cuts through critical watershed area 9water is a very serious 
commodity that is struggling to keep up with rampant growth due to erratic unsubstantiated 
rezoning; 2) Cuts through pristine historical district; 3) Bypasses a historical downtown district 
which is vigorously working on revitalization and competition with big box stores and interstate 
commercial zoning; 4) Cuts through the entry to the middle and high school school zone; and 5) 
Millions of tax dollars needed to maintain and repair the many miles of roads NC already has.”  
In addition, she is opposed to the “unethical way the bypass project came to be.”  The Mebane 
Business Association was invited to a meeting at Mebtel in the early 1990’s where the city gave a 
testimony that a city representative had contacted the NCDOT once a week for over a year 
regarding the solicitation of a bypass.  Opposition at the meeting arose from Mebane citizens, 
thus, the city officials denied having anything to do with the project.  “Residents of Fifth Street 
are for it [the project] with hopes of lightening the traffic down that street which will not happen 
with the commercial zoning that feed to that particular street.”  “Please consider cancelling this 
project completely.” 
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In additional comments received, she cites “Resurfacing projects are essential to strengthening 
our roads and improving the mobility of motorists,” said Doug Galyon of Greensboro who 
represents Highway Div. 7, which includes Alamance and Orange Counties.  “Yes!  We need to 
maintain roads and shoulders, slightly widen some roads, but we do not need to add more roads in 
Alamance or in NC for that matter as we have more roads than every state in the US except for 
Texas.  Hard earned tax dollars do not need to be spent on a financially and environmentally 
unsound bypass routed to cut through a critical watershed area, a school zone, a historical district 
and the most beautiful section of the ETJ of Mebane.  To bypass the downtown business district 
which includes nearly 100 tax paying businesses struggling to compete with interstate 
development is so very, very unethical.  Please consider other use for the DOT budget.” 
 
John Robinson 2316 Tanya Drive, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “The taxpayers of Mebane need a better reason for putting the Mebane loop on the 
west side of Mebane rather than the east side.  The east side proposed loop is shorter, costs less, 
and will carry more traffic out of downtown Mebane by letting all eastbound traffic use High 
Rock Road, Lebanon Road, Highway 70, and Washington Street along with Fifth Street but the 
east loop would remove most of the traffic off Fifth Street.  The Mebane City Council is already 
complaining about Mebane Oaks Road up to I-85/40 being over loaded with traffic coming from 
the housing developments located south of Mebane on Old Hillsboro Road.  Well, the east loop 
would take care of this problem by putting exit and on ramps at Mattress Factory Road letting 
that traffic use the Mebane Oaks exchange, the new Mattress Factory Road exchange, plus the 
Buckhorn Road exchange.”  “… if DOT puts this loop on the west side of Mebane without letting 
the taxpayers see a complete traffic and cost study, someone should be procured for wasting the 
State’s money and it will be wasted because the west loop will not relieve the current traffic 
problem.” 
 
See also verbal comments noted previously. 
 
Donald L. Tate 262 Curry Street, Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “One of the questions that I would like to know, is the Roosevelt Street project to 
Tate Avenue depending on whether the 119 bypass project occurs or not?”  Submitted a sketch 
(see Appendix) and commented that with the proposed plan, the only outlet in the vicinity of 
McKinley and Vance Streets is Giles Street.  He added that the residents in this section of West 
End would like to see Vance and McKinley Streets tie into Roosevelt Street. 
 
* Terry M. Whitted 1215 S. Third Street Ext., Mebane, NC 27302 
 
Comments:  “Since I commute to Henderson to work and my husband works second shift, we 
were unaware that most of our front yard will be taken away and the right-of-way will be located 
near the corner of our house.  This is definitely not acceptable and will affect the value of our 
property.  Since it appears that several properties on our street will be purchased for this 
relocation project; would it be possible to include our home.  We have lived in Mebane for 14 
years and we plan to do some renovation to our home; however, since we recently became aware 
of these proposed actions, those plans will be put on hold until we hear from you.”  Jennifer 
Fuller responded in March 31 email indicating that Mrs. Whitted’s concerns were being 
forwarded to the public involvement group to be included in discussions at the post-hearing 
meeting.  The response email also indicated that a right-of-way engineer would need to look at 
the Whitted’s situation before a response could be provided, and a response would be provided 
back to them as soon as possible. 
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* James Adkins Business Owner along Fifth Street 
 
Comments:  “The corridor review public forum held in Jan. allowed numerous perspectives to be 
voiced from the local community.  I would like to know which, if any, of the ideas addressed will 
be considered.  As a business owner along Fifth Street, your [NCDOT] actions will affect my 
future growth plans and have caused me to delay one expansion to date.  When will we, as 
business owners, have a concrete decision to work with so that we can move forward and develop 
our investments?”  A written response is requested as soon as possible.  Jennifer Fuller responded 
in March 31 email indicating that every comment will be discussed at the post-hearing meeting 
and a response to each comment will be issued after the post-hearing meeting, as well as 
documented in the FEIS. 
 
 


SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS ON MAP REQUEST FORMS 
 
James Godfrey Third Street Extension 
 
Comments:  Prefers a No-Build Alternative. 
 
Mildred Godfrey Third Street Extension 
 
Comments:  Prefers a No-Build Alternative. 
 
Willard Godfrey, Jr. Third Street Extension 
 
Comments:  Prefers a No-Build Alternative. 
 
Sandra Crawford Canterwood Drive 
 
Comments:  Comments that the project should not be built. 
 
John Ridge Woodlawn Road 
 
Comments:  Does not prefer any of the alternatives. 


 
 
LM/asm 
 
cc: Post Hearing Meeting Attendees 
 Doug Galyon, Member, Board of Transportation 
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Appendix I – Part 1 
Agency Comments 
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RECEIVJED
 
MAR 04 2008 


RALEIGH REGULATORY 
• FIELD OFFICE 


North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources 
State Historic Preservation Office 


Peter B. Sandbeck, Administrator 
Michael F. Easley, Govemor Office of Archives and History 
Lisbeth C. Evans, Secretary Division of Historical Resources 
Jeffrey J. Crow, Deputy Secretary David Brook, Director 


February 28, 2008 


Andrew Williams 
Raleigh Regulatory Field Office 
Army Corps of Engineers 
3331 Heritage Trade Drive, Suite 105 
Wake Forest, NC 27587 


RE:	 Relocation ofNC 119 between the existing 1-85-40 interchange and SR 1918,~~'f09;~ 
Alamance County, ER944-8152 


Dear Mr. Williams: 


We have reviewed your February 15,2008, Public Notice for the above referenced undertaking. While none of 
the alternatives will affect archaeological sites eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, 
Alternatives 9 and 10 will adversely affect the Cates Farm, a National Register-listed property. 


If either of these alternatives is selected, consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act and the regulations of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation at 36 CFR 800 will be required. 


Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions concerning the above comment, 
contact Renee Gledhill-Earley, environmental review coordinator, at 919/733-4763. In all future 
communication concerning this project, please cite the above referenced tracking number. 


Sincerely, 


l' Peter Sandbeck 


~~UQ-~ 


cc:	 Greg Thorpe, NCDOT 
Felix Davila, FHWA 
Mary Pope Furr, NCOT 
Matt Wilkerson, NCDOT 


Location: 109 East Jones Street, RaleighNC 27601 Ma.iling Address: 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4617 Telephone/Fa-x: (919) 807-6570/807-6599 
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Appendix I – Part 2 
Public Comments 


 
 




























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































 


Appendix H2   


 


Appendix H3
  


Appendix H4


  


 


      FEIS Appendices  


 Appendix A
  
 Appendix B
  
 Appendix C 
 
 Appendix D
  
 Appendix E
  
 Appendix F 
 
 Appendix G1
  
 Appendix G2
  
 Appendix G3
  
 Appendix G4
  
 Appendix H1  


Appendix H5


Appendix I1


Appendix I2





