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Traffic and Safety Analysis
State Route 126 from E Center Street to 1-81
Sullivan County

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS

An operational analysis was conducted along the State Route 126 corridor from Center Street
(L.M. 3.72) to the I-81 interchange (L.M. 12.12) for the existing conditions (No Build), the two (2)
Build alternatives (Alternative A and Alternative B) described in the State Route 126 Corridor
Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), and a modified version of
Alternative B (Preferred Alternative) for the Design Year 2037.

The operational analysis utilized traffic projections provided by TDOT on 11/5/12. The analysis
for all segments was conducted using the Highway Capacity Software (HCS) 2010 software.
Each alternative was subdivided in smaller segments and analyzed using the assumptions and
methodologies presented in the Analysis Methodology section. The resulting Level of Service
(LOS) for all segments analyzed for each alternative is presented in Table 1. A more detailed
breakdown of the analysis results and calculations for each alternative can be found in the
Appendix.

TABLE 1: LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) SUMMARY

Alternative
Segment | No Build| AltA AltB PrefAceIEred Range
LOS LOS LOS LOS
1a B B B B Centerto SR 93
1b C B B B SR 93 to Hawthorne
2a B/Bl B B B Hawthorn to Harbor Chapel
2b A/B* A A A Harbor Chapel to Past Harbor Chapel
3 B A A A/Al Past Harbor Chapel to Past Old Stage
4 E A A E Past Old Stage to Lemay
5 E A E E Lemay to Cooks Valley
6 E E E E Cooks Valley to Island
7 E E E E Island to Fall Creek
8 E E E E Fall Creek to Hill
9 E E E E Hill to Harrtown
10 E D D D Harrtown to Carolina Pottery
11 A A A A Carolina Pottery to I-81

'Analysis segment geometry is asymmetrical. LOS given for both eastbound and westbound
lanes, respectively.

Aside from LOS, the density and operational speed of the analysis segments were used to
further compare the alternatives. A side by side comparison of the analysis results can be
found in Figure 1. The graphs depicting the density and percent operational speed to the
speed limit represent overall values and were developed using a weighted average with respect
to segment length versus total length of the study corridor. As shown by the comparison, all
build alternatives analyzed showed an improvement in both the operational speed and density
over that of the No Build during the Design Year.
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FIGURE 1: COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES
Comparison of Alternatives
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ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY
SEGMENT SELECTION

The division between the analysis segments was based on the following:
¢ Change in roadway typical section
¢ Change in traffic volume

In some cases, there existed a traffic change where a small portion of the analysis segment
would have different volumes. In this instance, the segment was not broken up into smaller
pieces and the highest traffic volume along the subject segment was used in the analysis.

TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Projected Average Daily Traffic (ADT) and Percent Trucks along State Route 126 for 2017 and
2037 were provided by TDOT’s Project Planning Division. The Design Hourly Volume (DHV)
and directional splits for the analysis were calculated using a K factor and Directional
Distribution Factor taken from the Tennessee Roadway Information Management System
(TRIMS) and confirmed by TDOT.

MODULE SELECTION

The operational analysis along the State Route 126 corridor was conducted using HCS 2010
software. The software uses methodologies set forth by the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual
(HCM). The three (3) modules used in the development of the analysis are the following:
Streets, Two Lane, and Multilane.

STREETS ANALYSIS

The Streets module was used with segments identified as having interrupted flow
conditions. According to the 2010 HCM (page 17-6), a roadway segment with boundary
points within two (2) miles of an existing signalized intersection is considered to operate
under interrupted flow conditions. Using this criterion, the Streets Module was applied
from the beginning of the project through Old Stage Road, which coincides with the
current Kingsport City Limits.

Existing lane widths were utilized for the No Build analysis. Lane widths as proposed are
used for all Build alternatives. The numbers of access points were estimated by an
actual count taken from aerial photography and GIS property information.

Streets Analysis Assumptions:

e The delay due to turning vehicles was developed using HCM 2010 Exhibit 17-13.
This exhibit provides a through vehicle delay due to turning vehicles in seconds
per vehicle and is dependent on the midsegment traffic volume and number of
lanes. A fifty (50) percent adjustment was applied to the delay times due to the
presence of a turn lane as recommended in the 2010 HCM page 17-35,
paragraph 3.
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As intersection turning movement data was not available, the volume distribution
for access point intersections was developed using the suggested proportions of
the major roadway’s directional volume, as shown in HCM 2010 Exhibit 17-25.
The use of actual turning movement counts at minor roadway intersections, if
they were available, would have an insignificant effect on the existing level of
service and would not be applicable to the design year analysis. Minor roadways
through movements were not estimated as they are not needed for the HCM
2010 Streets’ automobile analysis.

TWO LANE/MULTILANE ANALYSIS

Segments not meeting the interrupted flow criteria were analyzed with either the Two
Lane or Multilane module depending on the typical section of the segment. All segments
from Old Stage Road to the end of the project at 1-81 were analyzed as uninterrupted

flow.

Existing lane widths were utilized for the No Build analysis. Lane widths as proposed in
the DEIS were used for all Build alternatives. The numbers of access points were
estimated by an actual count taken from aerial photography and GIS property
information.

Two Lane Analysis Assumptions:

Rolling terrain was assumed for all segments.
The analysis utilized an estimated Base Free Flow Speed (BFFS) for each
segment of the build alternatives. For the two lane analysis, the estimated BFFS
was calculated using guidance given in the 2010 HCM. As shown in the HCM
2010 Exhibit 15-5, the estimated BFFS of a two lane analysis segment was
calculated by adding ten (10) mph to the speed limit of the segment.
= For the build alternatives, the design speed of the analysis segment was
assumed to be the future speed limit for analysis.
= For the No Build Alternative, the current posted speed was used to
develop a BFFS with one exception. The BFFS for the analysis of State
Route 126 from Old Stage Road to Carolina Pottery Road was based on
a reduction in speed limit request by the Department of Safety in July
2012.
One hundred (100) percent no passing zone was assumed for all two (2) lane
segments with a two way left turn lane based on guidance given in the 2010
HCM page 15-63, paragraph 2.
The percent no passing zone for two lane segments with no two way left turn
lane was determined based on the existing conditions, which is one hundred
(100) percent no passing.
All segments analyzed were classified as Class | and use percent time spent
following (PTSF) and operational speed as the MOE for LOS determination.
(Class Il was considered as an alternative analysis. Further discussion on using
Class Il Highway in the analysis is provided in the Two Lane Segments
Analyzed as a Class Il Highway section.)



Traffic and Safety Analysis
State Route 126 from E Center Street to 1-81
Sullivan County

Multilane Analysis Assumptions:

¢ Rolling terrain was assumed for all segments.

e For the multilane analysis segments, the estimated BFFS was calculated using
guidance given in the 2010 HCM. For multilane analysis segments, the
estimated BFFS was estimated by adding seven (7) mph to the speed limit of the
segment as suggested in 2010 HCM page 14-11, paragraph 2. For the build
alternatives, the design speed of the analysis segment was assumed to be the
future speed limit for analysis.

TRAFFIC ANALYSIS

Each alternative was analyzed for the base year (2017) and design year (2037) traffic volumes
provided by TDOT using the 2010 Highway Capacity Software and the methodologies
discussed in this report. The details of each analysis and its results are tabulated in the
following pages as summarized below.

No-Build Analysis Summary

No-Build 2017 Analysis Details

No-Build 2037 Analysis Details

Preferred Alternative Analysis Summary
Preferred Alternative 2017 Analysis Details
Preferred Alternative 2037 Analysis Details
Build Alternative A Analysis Summary
Build Alternative A 2017 Analysis Details
Build Alternative A 2037 Analysis Details
Build Alternative B Analysis Summary
Build Alternative B 2017 Analysis Details
Build Alternative B 2037 Analysis Details
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Traffic and Safety Analysis
State Route 126 from E Center Street to 1-81
Sullivan County

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS

An operational analysis was conducted along the State Route 126 corridor from Center Street
(L.M. 3.72) to the I-81 interchange (L.M. 12.12) for the existing conditions (No Build), the two (2)
Build alternatives (Alternative A and Alternative B) described in the State Route 126 Corridor
Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), and a modified version of
Alternative B (Preferred Alternative) for the Design Year 2037.

The operational analysis utilized traffic projections provided by TDOT on 11/5/12. The analysis
for all segments was conducted using the Highway Capacity Software (HCS) 2010 software.
Each alternative was subdivided in smaller segments and analyzed using the assumptions and
methodologies presented in the Analysis Methodology section. The resulting Level of Service
(LOS) for all segments analyzed for each alternative is presented in Table 1. A more detailed
breakdown of the analysis results and calculations for each alternative can be found in the
Appendix.

TABLE 1: LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) SUMMARY

Alternative
Segment | No Build| AltA AltB PrefAceIEred Range
LOS LOS LOS LOS
1a B B B B Centerto SR 93
1b C B B B SR 93 to Hawthorne
2a B/Bl B B B Hawthorn to Harbor Chapel
2b A/B* A A A Harbor Chapel to Past Harbor Chapel
3 B A A A/Al Past Harbor Chapel to Past Old Stage
4 E A A E Past Old Stage to Lemay
5 E A E E Lemay to Cooks Valley
6 E E E E Cooks Valley to Island
7 E E E E Island to Fall Creek
8 E E E E Fall Creek to Hill
9 E E E E Hill to Harrtown
10 E D D D Harrtown to Carolina Pottery
11 A A A A Carolina Pottery to I-81

'Analysis segment geometry is asymmetrical. LOS given for both eastbound and westbound
lanes, respectively.

Aside from LOS, the density and operational speed of the analysis segments were used to
further compare the alternatives. A side by side comparison of the analysis results can be
found in Figure 1. The graphs depicting the density and percent operational speed to the
speed limit represent overall values and were developed using a weighted average with respect
to segment length versus total length of the study corridor. As shown by the comparison, all
build alternatives analyzed showed an improvement in both the operational speed and density
over that of the No Build during the Design Year.



Traffic and Safety Analysis
State Route 126 from E Center Street to 1-81
Sullivan County

FIGURE 1: COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES
Comparison of Alternatives

Alternative Comparison- Alternative Comparison- %
Density Operational Speed to Speed
25 Limit
95.00%
90.00%
M No Build
20 Alternative A 85.00% ™ No Build
® Alternative B 80.00% Alternative A
B Alternative B
M Preferred Alternative o
75.00% B Preferred Alternative
70.00%
15 % Operational Speed to Speed
Density Limit
Operational Speed Along SR 126
55
_ 45 1
< | == == Posted Speed Limit
% I . No Build (Existing)
[}
2 p— AltA
“ 35
AltB
— === Preferred Alternative
-
25 —
3.50 4.50 5.50 6.50 7.50 8.50 10.50 11.50 12.50
Log Mile




Traffic and Safety Analysis
State Route 126 from E Center Street to 1-81
Sullivan County

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY
SEGMENT SELECTION

The division between the analysis segments was based on the following:
¢ Change in roadway typical section
¢ Change in traffic volume

In some cases, there existed a traffic change where a small portion of the analysis segment
would have different volumes. In this instance, the segment was not broken up into smaller
pieces and the highest traffic volume along the subject segment was used in the analysis.

TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Projected Average Daily Traffic (ADT) and Percent Trucks along State Route 126 for 2017 and
2037 were provided by TDOT’s Project Planning Division. The Design Hourly Volume (DHV)
and directional splits for the analysis were calculated using a K factor and Directional
Distribution Factor taken from the Tennessee Roadway Information Management System
(TRIMS) and confirmed by TDOT.

MODULE SELECTION

The operational analysis along the State Route 126 corridor was conducted using HCS 2010
software. The software uses methodologies set forth by the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual
(HCM). The three (3) modules used in the development of the analysis are the following:
Streets, Two Lane, and Multilane.

STREETS ANALYSIS

The Streets module was used with segments identified as having interrupted flow
conditions. According to the 2010 HCM (page 17-6), a roadway segment with boundary
points within two (2) miles of an existing signalized intersection is considered to operate
under interrupted flow conditions. Using this criterion, the Streets Module was applied
from the beginning of the project through Old Stage Road, which coincides with the
current Kingsport City Limits.

Existing lane widths were utilized for the No Build analysis. Lane widths as proposed are
used for all Build alternatives. The numbers of access points were estimated by an
actual count taken from aerial photography and GIS property information.

Streets Analysis Assumptions:

e The delay due to turning vehicles was developed using HCM 2010 Exhibit 17-13.
This exhibit provides a through vehicle delay due to turning vehicles in seconds
per vehicle and is dependent on the midsegment traffic volume and number of
lanes. A fifty (50) percent adjustment was applied to the delay times due to the
presence of a turn lane as recommended in the 2010 HCM page 17-35,
paragraph 3.
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As intersection turning movement data was not available, the volume distribution
for access point intersections was developed using the suggested proportions of
the major roadway’s directional volume, as shown in HCM 2010 Exhibit 17-25.
The use of actual turning movement counts at minor roadway intersections, if
they were available, would have an insignificant effect on the existing level of
service and would not be applicable to the design year analysis. Minor roadways
through movements were not estimated as they are not needed for the HCM
2010 Streets’ automobile analysis.

TWO LANE/MULTILANE ANALYSIS

Segments not meeting the interrupted flow criteria were analyzed with either the Two
Lane or Multilane module depending on the typical section of the segment. All segments
from Old Stage Road to the end of the project at 1-81 were analyzed as uninterrupted

flow.

Existing lane widths were utilized for the No Build analysis. Lane widths as proposed in
the DEIS were used for all Build alternatives. The numbers of access points were
estimated by an actual count taken from aerial photography and GIS property
information.

Two Lane Analysis Assumptions:

Rolling terrain was assumed for all segments.
The analysis utilized an estimated Base Free Flow Speed (BFFS) for each
segment of the build alternatives. For the two lane analysis, the estimated BFFS
was calculated using guidance given in the 2010 HCM. As shown in the HCM
2010 Exhibit 15-5, the estimated BFFS of a two lane analysis segment was
calculated by adding ten (10) mph to the speed limit of the segment.
= For the build alternatives, the design speed of the analysis segment was
assumed to be the future speed limit for analysis.
= For the No Build Alternative, the current posted speed was used to
develop a BFFS with one exception. The BFFS for the analysis of State
Route 126 from Old Stage Road to Carolina Pottery Road was based on
a reduction in speed limit request by the Department of Safety in July
2012.
One hundred (100) percent no passing zone was assumed for all two (2) lane
segments with a two way left turn lane based on guidance given in the 2010
HCM page 15-63, paragraph 2.
The percent no passing zone for two lane segments with no two way left turn
lane was determined based on the existing conditions, which is one hundred
(100) percent no passing.
All segments analyzed were classified as Class | and use percent time spent
following (PTSF) and operational speed as the MOE for LOS determination.
(Class Il was considered as an alternative analysis. Further discussion on using
Class Il Highway in the analysis is provided in the Two Lane Segments
Analyzed as a Class Il Highway section.)
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Multilane Analysis Assumptions:

¢ Rolling terrain was assumed for all segments.

e For the multilane analysis segments, the estimated BFFS was calculated using
guidance given in the 2010 HCM. For multilane analysis segments, the
estimated BFFS was estimated by adding seven (7) mph to the speed limit of the
segment as suggested in 2010 HCM page 14-11, paragraph 2. For the build
alternatives, the design speed of the analysis segment was assumed to be the
future speed limit for analysis.

TRAFFIC ANALYSIS

Each alternative was analyzed for the base year (2017) and design year (2037) traffic volumes
provided by TDOT using the 2010 Highway Capacity Software and the methodologies
discussed in this report. The details of each analysis and its results are tabulated in the
following pages as summarized below.

No-Build Analysis Summary

No-Build 2017 Analysis Details

No-Build 2037 Analysis Details

Preferred Alternative Analysis Summary
Preferred Alternative 2017 Analysis Details
Preferred Alternative 2037 Analysis Details
Build Alternative A Analysis Summary
Build Alternative A 2017 Analysis Details
Build Alternative A 2037 Analysis Details
Build Alternative B Analysis Summary
Build Alternative B 2017 Analysis Details
Build Alternative B 2037 Analysis Details
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The air quality evaluation was conducted in accordance with Section 5.3.5 (Air Quality) of
the Tennessee Environmental Procedures Manual. The study concluded that the project is located
in an area that is in attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for all
regulated criteria pollutants. Therefore, the project is not subject to conformity. The evaluation also
concluded that the project will have no adverse Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATS) effects.

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report summarizes the results of an analysis of the potential air quality effects of the
project. The purposes of this analysis are to address the transportation conformity requirements for
the project, the potential Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATS) effects, the relationship of this project to
global climate change, and construction air quality.

The Preferred Alternative involves the widening and reconstruction of Memorial Boulevard
(SR 126) from East Center Street to Interstate 81 (I-81) for a distance of approximately 8.4 miles.
The project area is shown in Figure 1.

Specifically, the Preferred Alternative includes four travel lanes (two in each direction) from
East Center Street to Harbor Chapel Road. From Harbor Chapel to I-81, the Preferred Alternative
includes two travel lanes (one in each direction). There is an additional eastbound travel lane from
Harbor Chapel Road to Old Stage Road to accommodate trucks ascending the steep grade. There
will be a continuous left-turn lane separating the two travel lanes from Old Stage Road to Harr Town
Road.

2.0 AIR QUALITY EVALUATION

This study was conducted in accordance with Section 5.3.5 (Air Quality) of the Tennessee
Environmental Procedures Manual [1].

2.1 National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has established allowable
concentrations and exposure limits called the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for
various “criteria” pollutants. These pollutants include carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOy),
ozone (O3), particulate matter (PM1o and PM25s), sulfur oxides (SOy), and lead (Pb).

In accordance with the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA of 1990), EPA identified
areas that did not meet the NAAQS for the criteria pollutants and designated them as
“nonattainment” areas. Once a nonattainment area meets the NAAQS, it is redesignated as a
“maintenance” area.

Sullivan County is in attainment for all transportation-related criteria pollutants.

Page 1
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Figure 1: Project Area
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2.2 Transportation Conformity

Transportation conformity is a process required of Metropolitan Planning Organizations
(MPOs) pursuant to the Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990. CAAA require that
transportation plans, programs, and projects in nonattainment or maintenance areas that are
funded or approved by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) be in conformity with the State
Implementation Plan (SIP), which represents the State’s plan to either achieve or maintain the
National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for a particular pollutant.

Projects conform to the SIP if they are included in a fiscally constrained and conforming
Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) or Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).

This project is located in Sullivan County which is in attainment for all transportation-related
criteria pollutants. Therefore, conformity does not apply to this project.

2.3 Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATS)

On February 3, 2006, the FHWA released “Interim Guidance on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA
Documents.” This guidance was superseded on September 30, 2009 and most recently on
December 6, 2012 by FHWA's “Interim Guidance Update on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA
Documents.” [2] The purpose FHWA'’s guidance is to advise on when and how to analyze Mobile
Source Air Toxics (MSATSs) in the NEPA process for highways. This guidance is interim, because
MSAT science is still evolving. As the science progresses, FHWA will update the guidance.

The qualitative analysis presented below provides a basis for identifying and comparing the
potential differences among MSAT emissions, if any, for the various alternatives. The assessment
is derived in part from a study conducted by the FHWA entitled “A Methodology for Evaluating
Mobile Source Air Toxic Emissions Among Transportation Project Alternatives.” [3] Additional
information regarding MSATS is provided in Appendix A.

FHWA's Interim Guidance groups projects into the following categories:

e Exempt Projects and Projects with no Meaningful Potential MSAT Effects;
e Projects with Low Potential MSAT Effects; and,
e Projects with Higher Potential MSAT Effects.

FHWA's Interim Guidance provides examples of “Projects with Low Potential MSAT Effects.”
These projects include minor widening projects and new interchanges, such as those that replace a
signalized intersection on a surface street or where design year traffic projections are less than
140,000 to 150,000 AADT (Annual Average Daily Traffic).

The Preferred Alternative includes the widening of SR 126 in some locations and the
improvement of SR 126 in other locations. The highest projected design year 2037 AADT on SR
126 is 20,380 and substantially lower than the FHWA criterion. Therefore, the project meets the
criteria for a “Project with Low Potential MSAT Effects.”
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For both the No-Build and Preferred Alternatives, 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 estimated VMT for the Preferred Alternative is essentially
the same as the VMT for the No-Build Alternative. Therefore, it is expected that there would be no
appreciable difference in overall MSAT emissions between the No-Build and Preferred Alternatives.

Any emissions increases would also be offset somewhat by lower MSAT emission rates due
to increased speeds; according to EPA's MOVES2010b model, emissions of all of the priority MSAT
decrease as speed increases. Travel speeds for the Preferred Alternative are expected to be
higher than for the No-Build Alternative.

Also, regardless of the alternative chosen, emissions will likely be lower than present levels
in the design year as a result of EPA's national control programs that are projected to reduce
annual MSAT emissions by over 80 percent between 2010 and 2050. Local conditions may differ
from these national projections in terms of fleet mix and turnover, VMT growth rates, and local
control measures. However, the magnitude of the EPA-projected reductions is so great (even after
accounting for VMT growth) that MSAT emissions in the study area are likely to be lower in the
future in nearly all cases.

The additional travel lanes contemplated for the Preferred Alternative will have the effect of
moving some traffic closer to nearby sensitive land uses; therefore, under the Preferred Alternative
there may be localized areas where ambient concentrations of MSATS could be higher than under
the No-Build Alternative.

However, the magnitude and the duration of these potential increases compared to the No-
Build Alternative cannot be reliably quantified due to incomplete or unavailable information in
forecasting project-specific MSAT health impacts.

In sum, when a highway is widened, the localized level of MSAT emissions for the Preferred
Alternative 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.
However, on a regional basis, EPA's vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will
cause substantial reductions over time that, in almost all cases, will cause region-wide MSAT levels
to be significantly lower than today.

Substantial construction-related MSAT emissions are not anticipated for this project as
construction is not planned to occur over an extended building period. However, construction
activity may generate temporary increases in MSAT emissions in the project area.

24 Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Climate Change)

Climate change is an important national and global concern. While the earth has gone
through many natural changes in climate in its history, there is general agreement that the earth’s
climate is currently changing at an accelerated rate and will continue to do so for the foreseeable
future. Anthropogenic (human-caused) greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions contribute to this rapid
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change. Carbon dioxide (CO.) makes up the largest component of these GHG emissions. Other
prominent transportation GHGs include methane (CHj) and nitrous oxide (N2O).

Many GHGs occur naturally. Water vapor is the most abundant GHG and makes up
approximately two-thirds of the natural greenhouse effect. However, the burning of fossil fuels and
other human activities are adding to the concentration of GHGs in the atmosphere. Many GHGs
remain in the atmosphere for time periods ranging from decades to centuries. GHGs trap heat in
the earth’s atmosphere. Because atmospheric concentration of GHGs continues to climb, our
planet will continue to experience climate-related phenomena. For example, warmer global
temperatures can cause changes in precipitation and sea levels.

To date, no national standards have been established regarding GHGs, nor has EPA
established criteria or thresholds for ambient GHG emissions pursuant to its authority to establish
motor vehicle emission standards for CO, under the Clean Air Act. However, there is a
considerable body of scientific literature addressing the sources of GHG emissions and their
adverse effects on climate, including reports from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change,
the US National Academy of Sciences, and the EPA and other Federal agencies. GHGs are
different from other air pollutants evaluated in Federal environmental reviews because their impacts
are not localized or regional due to their rapid dispersion into the global atmosphere, which is
characteristic of these gases. The affected environment for CO, and other GHG emissions is the
entire planet. In addition, from a quantitative perspective, global climate change is the cumulative
result of numerous and varied emissions sources (in terms of both absolute numbers and types),
each of which makes a relatively small addition to global atmospheric GHG concentrations. In
contrast to broad scale actions such as actions involving an entire industry sector or very large
geographic areas, it is difficult to isolate and understand the GHG emissions impacts for a particular
transportation project. Furthermore, presently there is no scientific methodology for attributing
specific climatological changes to a particular transportation project’s emissions.

Under NEPA, detailed environmental analysis should be focused on issues that are
significant and meaningful to decision-making.[1] FHWA has concluded, based on the nature of
GHG emissions and the exceedingly small potential GHG impacts of the proposed action, that the
GHG emissions from the proposed action will not result in “reasonably foreseeable significant
adverse impacts on the human environment” (40 CFR 1502.22(b)). The GHG emissions from the
project build alternatives will be insignificant, and will not play a meaningful role in a determination
of the environmentally preferable alternative or the selection of the preferred alternative. More
detailed information on GHG emissions “is not essential to a reasoned choice among reasonable
alternatives” (40 CFR 1502.22(a)) or to making a decision in the best overall public interest based
on a balanced consideration of transportation, economic, social, and environmental needs and
impacts (23 CFR 771.105(b)). For these reasons, no alternatives-level GHG analysis has been
performed for this project.

The context in which the emissions from the proposed project will occur, together with the
expected GHG emissions contribution from the project, illustrate why the project’'s GHG emissions
will not be significant and will not be a substantial factor in the decision-making. The transportation
sector is the second largest source of total GHG emissions in the U.S., behind electricity
generation. The transportation sector was responsible for approximately 27 percent of all

1 See 40 CFR 1500.1(b), 1500.2(b), 1500.4(g), and 1501.7
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anthropogenic GHG emissions in the U.S. in 2009.[2] The majority of transportation GHG
emissions are the result of fossil fuel combustion. U.S. CO, emissions from the consumption of
energy accounted for about 18 percent of worldwide energy consumption CO, emissions in
2010.[3] U.S. transportation CO, emissions accounted for about 6 percent of worldwide CO;
emissions.[4] However, while the contribution of GHGs from transportation in the U.S. as a whole
is a large component of U.S. GHG emissions, as the scale of analysis is reduced the GHG
contributions become quite small.

2.4.1 Mitigation for Global GHG Emissions

To help address the global issue of climate change, USDOT is committed to reducing GHG
emissions from vehicles traveling on our nation’s highways. USDOT and EPA are working together
to reduce these emissions by substantially improving vehicle efficiency and shifting toward lower
carbon intensive fuels. The agencies have jointly established new, more stringent fuel economy
and first ever GHG emissions standards for model year 2012-2025 cars and light trucks, with an
ultimate fuel economy standard of 54.5 miles per gallon for cars and light trucks by model year
2025. Further, on September 15, 2011, the agencies jointly published the first ever fuel economy
and GHG emissions standards for heavy-duty trucks and buses.[5] Increasing use of technological
innovations that can improve fuel economy, such as gasoline- and diesel-electric hybrid vehicles,
will improve air quality and reduce CO, emissions in future years.

Consistent with its view that broad-scale efforts hold the greatest promise for meaningfully
addressing the global climate change problem, FHWA is engaged in developing strategies to
reduce transportation’s contribution to GHGs—particularly CO, emissions—and to assess the risks
to transportation systems and services from climate change. In an effort to assist States and MPOs
in performing GHG analyses, FHWA has developed a Handbook for Estimating Transportation
GHG Emissions for Integration into the Planning Process. The Handbook presents methodologies
reflecting good practices for the evaluation of GHG emissions at the transportation program level,
and will demonstrate how such evaluation may be integrated into the transportation planning
process. FHWA has also developed a tool for use at the statewide level to model a large number of
GHG reduction scenarios and alternatives for use in transportation planning, climate action plans,
scenario planning exercises, and in meeting state GHG reduction targets and goals. To assist
states and MPOs in assessing climate change vulnerabilities to their transportation networks,
FHWA has developed a draft vulnerability and risk assessment conceptual model and has piloted it
in several locations.

2 Calculated from data in U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Inventory of Greenhouse Gas Emissions
and Sinks, 1990-2009.

3 Calculated from data in U.S. Energy Information Administration International Energy Statistics, Total
Carbon Dioxide Emissions from the Consumption of Energy,
http://www.eia.gov/cfapps/ipdbproject/IEDIndex3.cfm?tid=90&pid=44&aid=8, accessed 9/12/11.

4 Calculated from data in EIA figure 104: http://205.254.135.24/oiaf/ieo/graphic_data_emissions.html:
http://epa.gov/climatechange/emissions/downloads11/US-GHG-Inventory-2011-Executive-Summary.pdf

5 For more information on fuel economy proposals and standards, see the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration’s Corporate Average Fuel Economy website: http://www.nhtsa.gov/fuel-economy/.
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2.4.2 Summary

This document does not incorporate an analysis of the GHG emissions or climate change
effects of each of the alternatives because the potential change in GHG emissions is very small in
the context of the affected environment. Because of the insignificance of the GHG impacts, those
impacts will not be meaningful to a decision on the environmentally preferable alternative or to a
choice among alternatives. As outlined above, FHWA is working to develop strategies to reduce
transportation’s contribution to GHGs—particularly CO, emissions—and to assess the risks to
transportation systems and services from climate change. FHWA will continue to pursue these
efforts as productive steps to address this important issue. Finally, the construction best practices
described above represent practicable project-level measures that, while not substantially reducing
global GHG emissions, may help reduce GHG emissions on an incremental basis and could
contribute in the long term to meaningful cumulative reduction when considered across the Federal-
aid highway program.

2.5 Construction Air Quality

This project will result in the temporary generation of construction-related pollutant
emissions and dust that could result in short-term air quality impacts. These construction-related
impacts will be mitigated through the implementation of Best Management Practices, which are
included in TDOT's Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction. All construction
equipment shall be maintained, repaired, and adjusted to keep it in full satisfactory condition to
minimize pollutant emissions.

2.6 Indirect and Cumulative Effects

The forecasted traffic volumes for most projects typically account for any redistribution of
traffic that would occur as a result of the project. Therefore, the air quality analysis addresses any
indirect traffic-related air quality impacts that might occur.

Additionally, the forecasted traffic volumes include expected traffic growth and other planned
and programmed projects in the area. As a result, the air quality analysis addresses the traffic-
related cumulative air quality impacts of the project.

3.0 REFERENCES

[1] Tennessee Environmental Procedures Manual, Tennessee Department of Transportation.
http://www.tdot.state.tn.us/epm/

[2] Interim Guidance Update on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents, FHWA, December 6,
2012.
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air _quality/air_toxics/policy _and_guidance/aqintguidm
em.cfm

[3] Claggett, M., et. al., “A Methodology for Evaluating Mobile Source Air Toxic Emissions
Among Transportation Project Alternatives,” Federal Highway Administration, Resource
Center.
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MOBILE SOURCE AIR Toxics (MSATS)
Background

Controlling air toxic emissions became a national priority with the passage of the Clean Air Act
Amendments (CAAA) of 1990, whereby Congress mandated that the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) regulate 188 air toxics, also known as hazardous air pollutants. The
EPA has assessed this expansive list in their latest rule on the Control of Hazardous Air
Pollutants from Mobile Sources (Federal Register, Vol. 72, No. 37, page 8430, February 26,
2007), and identified a group of 93 compounds emitted from mobile sources that are listed in
their Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) (_http://www.epa.gov/iris/). In addition, EPA
identified seven compounds with significant contributions from mobile sources that are among
the national and regional-scale cancer risk drivers from their 1999 National Air Toxics
Assessment (NATA) (_http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/nata1999/). These are acrolein, benzene, 1,3-
butidiene, diesel particulate matter plus diesel exhaust organic gases (diesel PM),
formaldehyde, naphthalene, and polycyclic organic matter. While FHWA considers these the
priority mobile source air toxics, the list is subject to change and may be adjusted in
consideration of future EPA rules. The 2007 EPA rule mentioned above requires controls that
will dramatically decrease MSAT emissions through cleaner fuels and cleaner engines.
According to an FHWA analysis using EPA's MOBILEG6.2 model, even if vehicle activity (vehicle-
miles travelled, VMT) increases by 145 percent as assumed, a combined reduction of 72
percent in the total annual emission rate for the priority MSAT is projected from 1999 to 2050,
as shown in Figure 1.

Motor Vehicle Emissions Simulator (MOVES)

According to EPA, MOVES improves upon the previous MOBILE model in several key aspects:
MOVES is based on a vast amount of in-use vehicle data collected and analyzed since the
latest release of MOBILE, including millions of emissions measurements from light-duty
vehicles. Analysis of this data enhanced EPA's understanding of how mobile sources contribute
to emissions inventories and the relative effectiveness of various control strategies. In addition,
MOVES accounts for the significant effects that vehicle speed and temperature have on PM
emissions estimates, whereas MOBILE did not. MOVES2010b includes all air toxic pollutants in
NATA that are emitted by mobile sources. EPA has incorporated more recent data into
MOVES2010b to update and enhance the quality of MSAT emission estimates. These data
reflect advanced emission control technology and modern fuels, plus additional data for older
technology vehicles.

Based on an FHWA analysis using EPA's MOVES2010b model, as shown in Figure 1, even if
vehicle-miles travelled (VMT) increases by 102 percent as assumed from 2010 to 2050, a
combined reduction of 83 percent in the total annual emissions for the priority MSAT is
projected for the same time period.

The implications of MOVES on MSAT emissions estimates compared to MOBILE are: lower
estimates of total MSAT emissions; significantly lower benzene emissions; significantly higher
diesel PM emissions, especially for lower speeds. Consequently, diesel PM is projected to be
the dominant component of the emissions total.



Figure 1: NATIONAL MSAT EMISSION TRENDS 1999 - 2050
FOR VEHICLES OPERATING ON ROADWAYS
USING EPA's MOVES2010b MODEL
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Note: Trends for specific locations may be different, depending on locally derived information representing vehicle-
miles travelled, vehicle speeds, vehicle mix, fuels, emission control programs, meteorology, and other factors
Source: EPA MOVES2010b model runs conducted during May - June 2012 by FHWA.

MSAT Research

Air toxics analysis is a continuing area of research. While much work has been done to assess
the overall health risk of air toxics, many questions remain unanswered. In particular, the tools
and techniques for assessing project-specific health outcomes as a result of lifetime MSAT
exposure remain limited. These limitations impede the ability to evaluate how potential public
health risks posed by MSAT exposure should be factored into project-level decision-making



within the context of NEPA.

Nonetheless, air toxics concerns continue to be raised on highway projects during the NEPA
process. Even as the science emerges, we are duly expected by the public and other agencies
to address MSAT impacts in our environmental documents. The FHWA, EPA, the Health Effects
Institute, and others have funded and conducted research studies to try to more clearly define
potential risks from MSAT emissions associated with highway projects. The FHWA will continue
to monitor the developing research in this field.

NEPA Context

The NEPA requires, to the fullest extent possible, that the policies, regulations, and laws of the
Federal Government be interpreted and administered in accordance with its environmental
protection goals. The NEPA also requires Federal agencies to use an interdisciplinary approach
in planning and decision-making for any action that adversely impacts the environment. The
NEPA requires and FHWA is committed to the examination and avoidance of potential impacts
to the natural and human environment when considering approval of proposed transportation
projects. In addition to evaluating the potential environmental effects, we must also take into
account the need for safe and efficient transportation in reaching a decision that is in the best
overall public interest. The FHWA policies and procedures for implementing NEPA are
contained in regulation at 23 CFR Part 771.

Incomplete or Unavailable Information for Project-Specific MSAT Health Impacts Analysis

In FHWA's view, information is incomplete or unavailable to credibly predict the project-specific
health impacts due to changes in MSAT emissions associated with a proposed set of highway
alternatives. The outcome of such an assessment, adverse or not, would be influenced more by
the uncertainty introduced into the process through assumption and speculation rather than any
genuine insight into the actual health impacts directly attributable to MSAT exposure associated
with a proposed action.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is responsible for protecting the public health
and welfare from any known or anticipated effect of an air pollutant. They are the lead authority
for administering the Clean Air Act and its amendments and have specific statutory obligations
with respect to hazardous air pollutants and MSAT. The EPA is in the continual process of
assessing human health effects, exposures, and risks posed by air pollutants. They maintain the
Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS), which is "a compilation of electronic reports on
specific substances found in the environment and their potential to cause human health effects"
(EPA, http://www.epa.gov/iris/). Each report contains assessments of non-cancerous and
cancerous effects for individual compounds and quantitative estimates of risk levels from
lifetime oral and inhalation exposures with uncertainty spanning perhaps an order of
magnitude.

Other organizations are also active in the research and analyses of the human health effects of
MSAT, including the Health Effects Institute (HEI). Two HEI studies are summarized in
Appendix D of FHWA's Interim Guidance Update on Mobile source Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA
Documents. Among the adverse health effects linked to MSAT compounds at high exposures
are; cancer in humans in occupational settings; cancer in animals; and irritation to the
respiratory tract, including the exacerbation of asthma. Less obvious is the adverse human
health effects of MSAT compounds at current environmental concentrations (HEI,
http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282) or in the future as vehicle emissions substantially
decrease (HEI, http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=306).

The methodologies for forecasting health impacts include emissions modeling; dispersion



modeling; exposure modeling; and then final determination of health impacts - each step in the
process building on the model predictions obtained in the previous step. All are encumbered by
technical shortcomings or uncertain science that prevents a more complete differentiation of the
MSAT health impacts among a set of project alternatives. These difficulties are magnified for
lifetime (i.e., 70 year) assessments, particularly because unsupportable assumptions would
have to be made regarding changes in travel patterns and vehicle technology (which affects
emissions rates) over that time frame, since such information is unavailable.

It is particularly difficult to reliably forecast 70-year lifetime MSAT concentrations and exposure
near roadways; to determine the portion of time that people are actually exposed at a specific
location; and to establish the extent attributable to a proposed action, especially given that some
of the information needed is unavailable.

There are considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity of the
various MSAT, because of factors such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of
occupational exposure data to the general population, a concern expressed by HEI
(http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282 ). As a result, there is no national consensus on
air dose-response values assumed to protect the public health and welfare for MSAT
compounds, and in particular for diesel PM. The EPA
(http://www.epa.gov/risk/basicinformation.htm#g ) and the HEI
(http://pubs.healtheffects.org/getfile.php?u=395) have not established a basis for quantitative
risk assessment of diesel PM in ambient settings.

There is also the lack of a national consensus on an acceptable level of risk. The current
context is the process used by the EPA as provided by the Clean Air Act to determine whether
more stringent controls are required in order to provide an ample margin of safety to protect
public health or to prevent an adverse environmental effect for industrial sources subject to the
maximum achievable control technology standards, such as benzene emissions from refineries.
The decision framework is a two-step process. The first step requires EPA to determine an
"acceptable" level of risk due to emissions from a source, which is generally no greater than
approximately 100 in a million. Additional factors are considered in the second step, the goal of
which is to maximize the number of people with risks less than 1 in a million due to emissions
from a source. The results of this statutory two-step process do not guarantee that cancer risks
from exposure to air toxics are less than 1 in a million; in some cases, the residual risk
determination could result in maximum individual cancer risks that are as high as approximately
100 in a million. In a June 2008 decision, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit upheld EPA's approach to addressing risk in its two step decision framework. Information
is incomplete or unavailable to establish that even the largest of highway projects would result in
levels of risk greater than deemed acceptable.

Because of the limitations in the methodologies for forecasting health impacts described, any
predicted difference in health impacts between alternatives is likely to be much smaller than the
uncertainties associated with predicting the impacts. Consequently, the results of such
assessments would not be useful to decision makers, who would need to weigh this information
against project benefits, such as reducing traffic congestion, accident rates, and fatalities plus
improved access for emergency response, that are better suited for quantitative analysis.

Due to the limitations cited, a discussion such as the example provided in this Appendix
(reflecting any local and project-specific circumstances), should be included regarding
incomplete or unavailable information in accordance with Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) regulations [40 CFR 1502.22(b)]. The FHWA Headquarters and Resource Center staff
Victoria Martinez (787) 766-5600 X231, Bruce Bender (202) 366-2851, and Michael Claggett
(505) 820-2047, are available to provide guidance and technical assistance and support.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The noise evaluation for the Preferred Alternative was conducted in accordance with FHWA
noise standards, Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic and Construction Noise, 23 CFR 772
and the Tennessee Department of Transportation’s Policy on Highway Traffic Noise Abatement
effective July 13, 2011.

The study determined that the Preferred Alternative will create traffic noise impacts at 18
residences. Noise barriers were evaluated to mitigate the predicted noise impacts in accordance
with TDOT’s Noise Policy. In order for noise barriers to be included in a project, they must be
determined to be both feasible and reasonable in accordance with TDOT’s Noise Policy.

SR 126 is not a limited access facility. In fact, all of the impacted residences have direct
driveway access to SR 126. Noise barriers are not feasible to mitigate impacts at these residences
because a noise barrier would limit access from these properties and adjacent properties.

Many impacted residences are also isolated from other impacted residences. Noise barriers
would not be reasonable since the required area per benefited residence will greatly exceed the
allowable area for benefited residence. As a result, noise abatement is not proposed for this
project.

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report updates a previous noise report completed by HMB in October 2010 [1]. The
previous study evaluated Alternatives A and B and the results were included in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the project. The HMB report is provided in Appendix A.

The previous noise study had to be updated for several reasons. First, a Preferred
Alternative has been selected that differs from the previously studied Alternatives A and B. Second,
the traffic forecasts for the project were also updated in 2012. Finally, TDOT updated its noise
policy in July 2011.

The Preferred Alternative involves the widening and reconstruction of Memorial Boulevard
(SR 126) from East Center Street to Interstate 81 (I-81) for a distance of approximately 8.4 miles.
The project area is shown in Figure 1.

Specifically, the Preferred Alternative includes four travel lanes (two in each direction) from
East Center Street to Harbor Chapel Road. From Harbor Chapel to I-81, the Preferred Alternative
includes two travel lanes (one in each direction). There is an additional eastbound travel lane from
Harbor Chapel Road to Old Stage Road to accommodate trucks ascending the steep grade. There
will be a continuous left-turn lane separating the two travel lanes from Old Stage Road to Harr Town
Road.
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2.0 NOISE EVALUATION

This study has been prepared in accordance with the FHWA noise standards, Procedures
for Abatement of Highway Traffic and Construction Noise, 23 CFR 772 [1], and the Tennessee
Department of Transportation’s Policy on Highway Traffic Noise Abatement [2] and includes the
following tasks:

¢ Identification of noise-sensitive land uses: Identification of existing land uses in the project
area that are sensitive to highway traffic noise;

e Determination of existing sound levels: Measurement of existing sound levels at sensitive
land uses to characterize the existing noise environment in the project area;

o Determination of future sound levels: Prediction of future, design year, worst-hour sound
levels for the No-Build and Build Alternatives;

e Determination of traffic noise impacts: Determination of noise impacts based on the
increase in existing sound levels, as well as design year sound levels;

¢ Noise abatement evaluation: Evaluation of noise abatement for land uses determined to be
impacted by the project;

e Discussion of construction noise; and,

e Coordination with local officials.

Each of these analysis steps is discussed below following a discussion of TDOT’s criteria for
determining noise impacts.

21 Criteria for Determining Impacts

2.1.1 Traffic Noise Terminology

Traffic noise levels are expressed in terms of the hourly, A-weighted equivalent sound level
in decibels (dBA). A sound level represents the level of the rapid air pressure fluctuations caused
by sources such as traffic that are heard as noise. A decibel is a unit that relates the sound
pressure of a noise to the faintest sound the young human ear can hear.

The A-weighting refers to the amplification or attenuation of the different frequencies of the
sound (subjectively, the pitch) to correspond to the way the human ear “hears” these frequencies.
Generally, when the sound level exceeds the mid-60 dBA range, outdoor conversation in normal
tones at a distance of three feet becomes difficult. Figure 2 shows some typical indoor and outdoor
sound levels.

A 9-10 dB increase in sound level is typically judged by the listener to be twice as loud as
the original sound while a 9-10 dB reduction is judged to be half as loud. Doubling the number of
sources (i.e. vehicles) will increase the hourly equivalent sound level by approximately 3 dB, which
is usually the smallest change in hourly equivalent A-weighted traffic noise levels that people can
detect without specifically listening for the change.
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Figure 2: Typical Sound Levels

Because most environmental noise fluctuates from moment to moment, it is standard
practice to condense data into a single level called the equivalent sound level (Leg). The Legis @
steady sound level that would contain the same amount of sound energy as the actual time-varying
sound evaluated over the same time-period. The Leq averages the louder and quieter moments, but
gives much more weight to the louder moments in the averaging. For traffic noise assessment
purposes, Leq is typically evaluated over the worst one-hour period and is defined as Leq (1h).

The term insertion loss (IL) is generally used to describe the reduction in Leq (1h) at a
location after a noise barrier is constructed. For example, if the Leq (1h) at a residence before a
barrier is constructed is 75 dBA and the Leq (1h) after a barrier constructed is 65 dBA, then the
insertion loss would be 10 dB.

2.1.2 Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC)

Noise impact is determined by comparing future project sound levels: (1) to a set of Noise
Abatement Criteria (NAC) for a particular land use category, and (2) to existing sound levels.
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The FHWA noise standards (contained in 23 CFR 772) and TDOT's Noise Policy state that
traffic noise impacts require consideration of abatement when worst-hour sound levels approach or
exceed the NAC listed in Table 1.

The FHWA noise standards and TDOT's Noise Policy also define impacts to occur if there is
a substantial increase in design year sound levels. Table 2 presents TDOT's criteria to define
substantial noise increase.

2.2 Identification of Noise-Sensitive Land Uses

Review of available electronic mapping revealed over 200 Category B residences adjacent
to SR 126 that might be impacted by the project. These uses include both single-family homes and
apartments.

The Holston Manor nursing home and the East Lawn Memorial Park cemetery are also
located near SR 126 within the project limits. The exterior of the nursing home and cemetery are
classified as Category C land uses. For cemeteries, frequent human use areas include exterior
areas where services are held on a regular basis but do not include individual grave sites.
Therefore, only the exterior of the cemetery building used for services was assessed for impacts.

Noise impacts at the residences, nursing home, and cemetery will be identified and noise
abatement will be considered if design year sound levels are 66 dBA or higher or if there is a
substantial increase in existing sound levels.

There are some Category F industrial and retail properties located within the project limits.
As indicated in Table 1, these land uses are not noise-sensitive and do not have an NAC.
Therefore, they have not been included in the noise study.

Finally, there are some tracts of Activity Category G undeveloped lands that exist along the
project. These undeveloped lands are not noise-sensitive and have not been included in the noise
analysis. However, noise impacts could occur in the future if noise-sensitive land uses are
constructed near SR 126. A discussion of future sound levels and the need for noise-compatible
land use planning is provided later in this report.

It is important to note that several properties or portions of properties will be taken for the
Preferred Alternative. Properties that are shown in the current plans to be taken have not been
included in the noise analysis.

2.3 Determination of Existing Sound Levels

Noise measurements were conducted by HMB during peak travel times at several noise-
sensitive land uses in the project area on April 30, March 20 and 21, and May 11, 2008. Table 3
summarizes the sound levels at the measurement locations.
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Table 1;: Noise Abatement Criteriain 23 CFR 772

Activity
Category

LAeq(lh)
dBA

Evaluation
Location

Activity Description

A 57

Exterior

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary
significance and serve an important public need and
where the preservation of those qualities is essential if
the area is to continue to serve its intended purpose.

B® 67

Exterior

Residential.

c® 67

Exterior

Active sport areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums,
campgrounds, cemeteries, day care centers, hospitals,
libraries, medical facilities, parks, picnic areas, places
of worship, playgrounds, public meeting rooms, public
or nonprofit institutional structure, radio stations,
recording studios, recreation areas, Section 4(f) sites,
schools, television studios, trails, and trail crossings.

Interior

Auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals, libraries,
medical facilities, places of worship, public meeting
rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structure, radio
studios, recording studios, schools, and television
studios.

EW 72

Exterior

Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and other
developed lands, properties or activities not included in
A-D, or F.

Agriculture, airports, bus yards, emergency services,
industrial, logging, maintenance facilities,
manufacturing, mining, rail yards, retail facilities,
shipyards, utilities (water resources, water treatment,
electrical), and warehousing.

G —_

Undeveloped lands that are not permitted.

(1) Includes undeveloped lands permitted for this activity category.

Table 2: Substantial Noise Level Increase

. . Predicted Design Year Noise Level
@
Existing Noise Level (dBA) Increase (dB) @
42 or less 15 or more
43 14 or more
44 13 or more
45 12 or more
46 11 or more
47 or more 10 or more

(1) Worst hour noise level from the combination of natural and mechanical sources and human activity.
(2) Predicted design year noise level minus existing noise level.
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Table 3: Existing Sound Levels at Measurement Locations

Location Distance _ Peak Hour
(Receiver in HMB Report) to(fieRt)l(lZ)B bate Period tje%(i;](g)

3213 Memorial Blvd (Rec 01) 35 3/21/2008 7:20-7:39 AM 63
3701 Memorial Blvd (Rec 03) 90 3/21/2008 8:10-8:29 AM 63
3996 Memorial Blvd (Rec 24) 60 5/11/2008 2:50-3:09 PM 66
4216 Skyland Lane (Rec 06) 180 3/20/2008 11:22-11:42 AM 59
4321 Trinity Lane (Rec 23) 150 5/11/2008 2:23-2:42 PM 60
4500 Old Stage Road (Rec 22) 100 5/11/2008 1:55-2:14 PM 62
4541 Old Stage Road (Rec 07) 375 3/20/2008 11:52-12:12 PM 44
4609 Old Stage Road (Rec 08) 420 3/20/2008 12:22-12:41 PM 44
4701 Memorial Blvd (Rec 21) 230 5/11/2008 1:28-1:49 PM 55
105 Hobbes Street (Rec 20) 285 5/11/2008 10:58-11:17 PM 49
6290 Chestnut Ridge (Rec 10) 150 3/20/2008 12:48-1:07 PM 58
143 Island Road (Rec 11) 290 3/20/2008 1:16-1:35 PM 58
5340 Memorial Blvd (Rec 17) 105 5/11/2008 8:55-9:14 AM 55
210 Old Fall Creek Road (Rec 12) 280 3/20/2008 1:42-2:01 PM 56
104 Natchez Lane (Rec 05) 205 4/30/2008 4:00-4:19 PM 57

(1) From proposed edge-of-pavement.

(2) Based on sound levels at reference microphone.

A review of historic traffic data for SR 126 in the project area indicates that the year 2008
AADT on SR 126 east of State Route 93 (SR 93) was 9,559 vehicles per day (vpd) while the year
2012 AADT was slightly lower at 9,340 vpd. This small decrease in traffic would have a negligible
effect on sound levels. As a result, the sound levels measured in 2008 are considered to be
representative of existing sound levels. As shown, existing peak hour sound levels at the
measurement locations range from 44 to 66 dBA.

2.4 Determination of Future Sound Levels

TDOT developed traffic projections for the project for the design year 2037. These
projections include traffic volumes for the “design hour” which represents a theoretical worst traffic
condition. These design hour traffic projections were used for the noise analysis since they
represent the highest number of vehicles expected to travel on SR 126 in a given hour and would,
therefore, represent the worst noise hour. The design year traffic projections are summarized in
Appendix B.
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2.4.1 No-Build Alternative

Sound levels for the No-Build Alternative can be reasonably estimated by evaluating existing
and future traffic volumes on SR 126. As noted previously, doubling the traffic on a roadway would
resultin a 3 dB increase in the sound level at a given receiver assuming all other conditions remain
the same. Design year 2037 traffic volumes on SR 126 are predicted to increase between 2% and
35% depending on location as summarized in Table 4.

Table 4: Year 2017 and 2037 Traffic Projections, SR 126

Percent Increase in Sound Level

A e AADT Increase (dB)

East Center Street Island Road 26% - 35% 1
Island Road Hill Road 12% — 18% 1
Hill Road -81 2% - 10% 0

These traffic increases would increase sound levels by 0 to 1 dB at nearby land uses. As a
result, existing sound levels were increased by 0 to 1 dB (depending on location) to arrive at design
year 2037 sound levels for the No-Build Alternative at the measurement locations shown in Figure
3.

2.4.2 Build Alternative

Noise modeling of the Preferred Alternative was completed using the FHWA Traffic Noise
Model (TNM 2.5) computer program in accordance with TDOT Guidelines for Noise Modeling Using
FHWA's Traffic Noise Model [3]. The program calculated design hour equivalent sound levels in
year 2037 for the noise-sensitive land uses in the project area including the measurement locations.

Microstation design files for the conceptual plan were used to develop the TNM runs. In
developing the TNM files, the points of TNM objects, including roadways, receivers, barriers, terrain
lines, and building rows, were first digitized into Microstation. Microstation’s coordinate export
features were then used to write these points to comma separated variable text files. The points
from the text files were pasted into TNM. Finally, a DXF file was created with background text to
ease the input of receiver name and elevation data into the TNM files.

As stated above, design year traffic projections provided by TDOT were used for the noise
analysis. These projections indicated that 2% to 4% of the design hour volumes on SR 126 are
trucks, as shown in Appendix B. The proposed design speeds of 35 to 45 mph on each section of
SR 126 were modeled.

The predicted design year sound levels for the modeled receivers are summarized in Table
5 and are discussed in the following section. TNM plan views showing all modeled TNM objects,
including the locations of the modeled roadways and receivers, are provided in Appendix C. Tables
showing the predicted sound levels at each modeled receiver are provided in Appendix D.
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Table 5: Impact Determination Analysis, Design Year 2037

: Design Year Sound Impacted based on
Alternative Levels (dBA) NAC? Number of Impacts
Preferred 44 — 68 Yes 18

2.5 Impact Determination Analysis

As noted previously, a location is impacted if 1) the predicted worst hour noise level
approaches or exceeds the NAC or 2) there is a substantial increase in design year noise levels
above existing noise levels.

Design year sound levels for the Preferred Alternative are predicted to between 0 and 4 dB
higher than existing sound levels. These increases are not substantial according to TDOT's Noise
Policy. Therefore, none of the receivers are predicted to be impacted by a substantial increase in
sound level. Additionally, sound levels at some residences will be reduced with the project due to
the SR 126 alignment being shifted farther away.

As shown in the tables in Appendix D, design year sound levels at most receivers are
predicted to be below the NAC. However, 18 residences are predicted to be impacted with design
year sound levels of 66 dBA or higher.

The nursing home and cemetery are not predicted to be impacted.
2.6 Noise Abatement Evaluation

Abatement is generally evaluated when impacts are predicted to occur. Noise barriers were
evaluated to reduce sound levels for impacted land uses. In order for noise barriers to be included
in a project, they must be determined to be both feasible and reasonable in accordance with
TDOT's Noise Policy as discussed below.

Feasibility means that: (1) the construction of a barrier would not be anticipated to pose any
major design, construction, maintenance, or safety problems; and, (2) the noise barriers will provide
a noise reduction (or insertion loss) of 5 dB reduction in design year highway traffic noise levels for
the majority of the impacted first-row receptors.

SR 126 is not a limited access facility. In fact, all of the impacted residences have direct
driveway access to SR 126. Noise barriers are not feasible to mitigate impacts at these residences
because a noise barrier would limit access from these properties and adjacent properties.

Some of the impacted residences are also isolated from other impacted residences. Noise
barriers for isolated residences are not reasonable since the required area per benefited residence
will greatly exceed the allowable area for benefited residence. As a result, noise barriers were
determined not to be feasible or reasonable for this project.
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2.6.1 Statement of Likelihood
Noise abatement is not proposed for this project.
2.7 Construction Noise

It is expected that TDOT'’s construction specifications will apply to this project. As a result,
construction procedures shall be governed by the Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge
Construction as issued by TDOT and as amended by the most recent applicable supplements. The
contractor will be bound by Section 107.01 of the Standard Specifications to observe any noise
ordinance in effect within the project limits. Detoured traffic shall be routed during construction so
as to cause the least practicable noise impact on noise-sensitive areas.

2.8 Information for Local Officials

There are tracts of undeveloped land adjacent to SR 126. TDOT encourages the local
governments with jurisdiction over these lands, as well as potential developers of these lands, to
practice noise compatibility planning in order to avoid future noise impacts. The following language
is included in TDOT’s Noise Policy:

“Highway traffic noise should be reduced through a program of shared responsibility.
Local governments should use their power to regulate land development in such a
way that noise-sensitive land uses are either prohibited from being located adjacent
to a highway or that the developments are planned, designed and constructed in
such a way that noise impacts are minimized.”

Two guidance documents on noise compatible land use planning are available from
FHWA. [4, 5]

Table 6 presents design year sound levels for areas along SR 126 where vacant and
possibly developable lands exist. Noise predictions were made at distances between 50 and 300
feet from the centerline of the near lane for the design year 2037. As indicated, sound levels within
approximately 100 feet of the centerline of the near lane of SR 126 will approach or exceed the
NAC of 66 dBA. Noise-sensitive land uses should generally not be constructed in these areas
unless noise mitigation measures are provided.
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Table 6: Design Year 2037 Sound Levels for Undeveloped Lands

Distance from SR 126® Leq (1h) (dBA)®@
50 feet 67
100 feet 64
200 feet 59
300 feet 55

(1) Perpendicular distance to the center of near lane.
(2) At-grade situation.

The values in Table 6 do not represent predicted levels at every location at a particular

distance back from the roadway. Sound levels will vary with changes in terrain and will be affected
by the shielding of objects, such as buildings. This information is being included to make local
officials and planners aware of anticipated highway noise levels so that future development will be
compatible with these levels.

Finally, TDOT currently has an active Type |l Noise Barrier Program to facilitate the

construction of “retrofit” noise barriers along existing highways. To be eligible for a Type Il noise
barrier, an area must meet the following criteria:

The neighborhood must be located along a limited-access roadway;

The neighborhood must be primarily residential;

The majority (more than 50%) of residences in the neighborhood near the highway pre-
dated the initial highway construction;

A noise barrier for the neighborhood must not have been previously determined to be not
reasonable or not feasible as part of a new highway construction or through-lane widening
study (Type | project);

Existing noise levels measured in the neighborhood must be above the Noise Abatement
Criteria (NAC) of 66 dBA,

A barrier must be feasible to construct and will provide substantial noise reduction; and,
A barrier must be reasonable (barrier cost per benefitted residence) in accordance with
TDOT’s Noise Policy. Aresidence is considered “benefitted” if the noise barrier will reduce
the traffic noise by at least 5 dB.

Page 14
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STATE ROUTE 126 (Memorial Boulevard)
FROM EAST CENTER STREET IN KINGSPORT,
TO INTERSTATE 81, SULLIVAN COUNTY, TN

HIGHWAY TRAFFIC NOISE AND
AIR QUALITY ANALYSES

OCTOBER, 2008
REVISED OCTOBER, 2010

TDO’};

This document identifies and assesses the potential highway traffic noise and air quality impacts
associated with the project to improve the existing State Route 126 (Memorial Boulevard) Roadway,
beginning at East Center Street in Kingsport, east to Interstate 81 in Sullivan County. The project’s total
length for the proposed improvements is approximately 8.4 miles.
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1. Introduction

The highway generated noise impacts of this project have been analyzed in accordance
with the “Highway Traffic Noise Analysis & Abatement, Policy and Guidelines,” and
Federal Register Regulation 23 CFR Part 772, "Procedures for Abatement of Highway
Traffic Noise and Construction Noise."

These regulations set forth a five-step highway project noise analysis as follows: (1)
Identify existing or planned land use activities that may be affected by highway noise; (2)
Determine existing noise levels; (3) Predict future highway noise levels; (4) Determine
impacts by comparing existing levels with predicted levels and criteria contained in 23
CFR Part 772; and (5) Consider and examine noise abatement measures for those impacts
that have been identified. The following is a description of the noise analysis for the
project.

2. Project Description

The proposed project is the widening and reconstruction of Memorial Boulevard

(SR 126). The project is approximately 8.3 miles in length and is located east of
Kingsport, TN. The project begins approximately 1500 feet from Fort Henry Drive and
proceeds east, terminating in an interchange with Interstate 81. The location of the
project corridor and the alternatives are shown in Figure 2.1 on pages 5-8.

3. Project Alternatives
3.1 The No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative would involve no re-design and re-construction of SR 126, and
it would leave the existing roadway in place as it now exists. Some minor improvements
as recommended in the Road and Safety Audit Report (RSAR) have been completed.
Only normal maintenance activities would occur.

This alternative does not meet the project’s Purpose and Need. It would not provide
improvements to provide traffic relief or improved safety conditions in eastern Kingsport
and Sullivan County. Positive benefits associated with the No-Build Alternative include
no relocations of residences, businesses and utilities. Temporary effects associated with
construction, including construction noise, dust, and traffic delays would not be
experienced with the No-Build Alternative. Negative impacts related to the No-Build
Alternative would include continued safety problems; i.e., delayed response for
emergency vehicles, lack of passing opportunities, crash rates that exceed state crash rate
averages, and substandard LOS’s.
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3.2 Build Alternatives

3.2.1 Alternative A

Alternative A’s western terminus would be located at the junction of SR 126 with East
Center Street. This terminus would feature either a signalized intersection or a
roundabout to facilitate safe, efficient movement of traffic without the need for traffic
signals. A roundabout is a type of road intersection at which traffic enters a one-way
stream around a central island.

From the western terminus, Alternative A would proceed to a point at Orebank Road. It
would include four 11-foot travel lanes. A raised, landscaped median and a 4-foot paved
shoulder for bicycles would be included. Sidewalks would be featured on both sides of
the road. A curb and gutter would be included, and a roundabout with flared right turns
at East Center Street is the preferred option. A second option, which would maintain the
existing traffic signal at East Center Street, is still under consideration. This four-lane,
raised median section would continue to the Orebank Road area of the project. The
design speed is 35 mph.

From Orebank Road to West of Hawthorne Street, Alternative A would continue as four
11-foot lanes with a raised, landscaped median. The 4-foot shoulder for bikes would
remain, as would sidewalks on both sides. Curb and gutter features would continue. A
median opening would be included for the Sun Bridge Hillside Care and Rehabilitation
Facility. Additional features in this section include closing Edens Ridge Road
intersections, and improving northbound John B. Dennis exit ramp to eastbound SR 126
to reduce vehicle conflicts. Right turns would use a traffic signal. This configuration
would continue to a point west of Hawthorne Street. The design speed remains at 35
mph.

From a point west of Hawthorne Street to Harbor Chapel Road, Alternative A’s four 11-
foot lanes would continue, but the median would change to a center turn lane in place of
the raised, landscaped median. The 4-foot shoulder, sidewalks on both sides, and the
urban curb and gutter would remain on this section of the proposed improvements to SR
126. The design speed would remain at 35 mph. This section proposes to close Milton
Court at SR 126. Milton Court traffic would be provided alternate access via Stratford
and Kite Streets. Hawthorne Street’s intersection with the south side of SR 126 would be
closed. In addition, the Kent Street intersection with SR 126 would be closed with access
being provided via Kite Street. The Amy Avenue/Woodridge Avenue intersection would
be closed and tied in to Glenwood Street. Trinity Lane would be closed and alternate
access would be provided via a new connection near the cemetery (accessto SR 126 via
Orebank Road). The design speed would remain at 35 mph.

From Harbor Chapel Road to a point east of Old Stage Road, Alternative A would
continue as four 11-foot lanes, featuring a raised landscaped median, two 4-foot
shoulders, two sidewalks, curbs and gutters. The design speed in this section would
increase to 45 mph. The intersection of Tanglewood with existing SR 126 would be
closed, with Tanglewood now tying into Briarwood Road. Old Stage Road would be



Memorial Blvd (SR-126), Sullivan County, TN
Highway Traffic Noise and Air Quality Impact Analysis

realigned to create a 90 degree intersection, effectively decreasing the steepness of the
existing Old State Road.

Alternative A would proceed from the point east of Old Stage Road to Cooks Valley
Road as four 11-foot lanes with a raised, landscaped median, two 8-foot stabilized
shoulders (6 feet of paved shoulder on each side), no sidewalks, curbs or gutters, and a
design speed of 45 mph. Pedestrians and bicyclists would be allowed to use the 6-foot
shoulders. This section would connect Holiday Hills Road to Shuler Drive via Parker
Street. It is proposed to close the Shuler Drive intersection with existing SR 126, and
redirect the traffic to Lemay Drive. In addition, Chestnut Ridge Road and Eaton Station
Road would be realigned, with left turn lanes onto Cooks Valley Road and Eaton Station
Road.

From Cooks Valley Road to Harrtown Road, Alternative A would feature two 11-foot
travel lanes with a center turn lane. The design speed would remain at 45 mph. The 6-
foot shoulders on both sides would remain, but would not include gutter pans. Bicyclists
could still use the 6-foot shoulders, but pedestrians would be provided with sidewalks on
both sides of the proposed improvement. A curb and gutter would also be featured in this
section. Red Robin Lane would be closed with access being provided via Bridwell
Heights Road. Woodsway Drive, Island Road and Natchez Lane would be realigned.

From Harrtown Road to Cochise Trail, the project would continue as two lanes, but each
would be expanded to 12 feet in width. No median would be included in this section.
The shoulders would be expanded to 10 feet in width allowing pedestrians and bicyclists
access. No sidewalks, curbs or gutters are included in this section. An 18-inch center
line crossover deterrent using a rumble strip and striping would be included to deter
drivers from crossing into the opposing lane. Rumble strips would also be included
between each of the two travel lanes and their shoulders to deter drivers from drifting out
of the travel lanes. The design speed would remain at 45 mph.

From Cochise Trail to 1-81, the project would include two 12-foot travel lanes, but no
median, sidewalks, curbs or gutters. The center line crossover deterrent would continue,
and an improved transition area from the four-lane SR 126 area at 1-81 will be featured.
The 10-foot shoulders would continue through this section allowing pedestrians and
bicyclists access. The design speed would remain at 45 mph. The project would require
turn lane construction by future developers throughout this section. Gravel Top Road
would be realigned on the western intersection with SR 126 and it would be closed east
of the intersection.

3.2.2 Alternative B

Alternative B begins at East Center Street at the same point as Alternative A. Alternative
B is a refinement of Alternative A, with changes made to minimize impacts to Yancey’s
Tavern and the East Lawn Cemetery. It utilizes the same cross-sections as Alternative A,
but the two-lane section begins further west of Yancey's Tavern and the cemetery, and
minimizes visual impacts to the Yancey’s Tavern and relocation of gravesites in the East
Lawn Cemetery. The elevations of the proposed centerline of Alternative B were
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changed to minimize excavation and fill impacts during the construction of the roadway.
Portions of the alignment feature slight changes to provide an efficient maintenance-of-
traffic plan.

Alternative B in the western area of the project is slightly widened, and a roundabout is
proposed for the intersection with East Center Street. The proposed design speed for the
urban portion of this project is 35 mph from East Center Street to Hawthorne Street. As
Alternative B leaves the Hawthorne Street area, it would transition to a four-lane highway
with a 45 mph design speed. As it approaches the Chestnut Ridge area, it would feature
two driving lanes and a center turn lane. This would avoid acquisition of the Yancey’s
Tavern area. Alternative B would require no relocation of gravesites within the East
Lawn Cemetery. The 45 mph design speed would be continued through this section.

Alternative B would remain a three lane facility with a 45 mph design speed until it
approaches Harrtown Road. At this point it would become a two-lane roadway until
approaching a junction with Carolina Pottery Road and its intersection with I-81. In this
area, it joins the existing four-lane configuration. The 45 miles-per-hour design speed is
maintained until the project ends at I-81.

3.3 Design Features

The project would feature sections of four-, three- and two-lanes for traffic. It would also
include sections that are urban roadways featuring sidewalks, curbs, and gutters. Other
sections include rural features including wider lanes and paved shoulders. Table 3.3.1
compares the design features of the urban and rural sections of the proposed project.

Table 3.3.1 - Design Features

Design Feature

Urban Section

Rural Section

Roundabout Yes No
. Varies 2 to 4 lanes @ 11 feet Varies at 2to 4 lanes @ 11 to 12
Driving Lanes
each feet each.
Shoulders 4 foot shoulders Varies from 8 _feet to 10 feet
combined.
Curbs and Gutters Yes No

Median

Alternates between raised
landscape median and 11 foot
center turn lane

Only featured at area between
Yancey’s Tavern and East Lawn
Cemetery

Only featured at area between

to various roads

Retaining Walls No Yancey’s Tavern and East Lawn
Cemetery
Maximum Grade 5% 7%
Access to Facility Median openings as appropriate Full Control

Design Speed

35 miles per hour

45 miles per hour
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4. Highway Traffic Noise Analysis
4.1. Identification of Noise Receiver Sites

In selecting the noise receiver sites, an effort was made to develop an accurate appraisal
of the entire project corridor with respect to the noise receivers. Measured (2008) noise
levels were compared to modeled noise levels that utilized projected 2033 build and 2033
no-build traffic for 24 receivers, representing 159 additional receivers. The number of
receivers represented at each site was determined by counting the receivers that were
approximately the same distance from the ROW boundary as the analyzed receiver. The
analyzed receiver was always the one nearest the proposed alternative. The number of
represented receivers for each receiver is given in Table 4.2.1 on page 11.

Federal guidance for handling noise impacts and abatement are contained in 23 Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 772, “Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic
Noise and Construction Noise.” Activity Category B (picnic areas, recreation areas,
playgrounds, active sports areas, parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches,
libraries, and hospitals) is applicable to the receptors on this project. For Category B, the
Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) is 67 dBA. Table 4.1.1 provides description of the land
use categories.

Table 4.1.1 - FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria Hourly A-Weighted Sound Levels*

Land Use "
Category Leg Description
Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary
A 57 significance and serve an important public need and where the
(Exterior) | preservation of those qualities is essential if the area is to
continue to serve its intended purpose.
Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas,
67 . -
B . parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries,
(Exterior) .
and hospitals.
C 72 Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in
(Exterior) | categories A and B above.
D Undeveloped lands.
E 52 Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools,
(Interior) | churches, libraries, hospitals, and auditoriums.

*Source:FHWA, 23 CFR 772, Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction
Noise, FHWA, USDOT, April 1992

4.2. Existing and Predicted Noise Levels

Field measurements were taken at representative sites throughout the SR 126 project
area, located at or near existing areas of human use. These measurements were made at
varying times. In accordance with TDOT’s Noise Policy and Federal Regulations
contained in 23 CFR 772, existing noise levels were taken at times that represented
“worst hour” noise levels. Based on observations of traffic patterns in the project area,
worst hour levels were determined to be from 7:30am — 10:30am, 3:00pm — 6:00pm
(commuting times) and from 11:30am — 1:30pm (traditional lunch hour traffic).
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Receptors where the predominant existing noise source was not SR 126 were considered
“ambient” receivers and may have had existing readings taken outside these peak travel
times. Field measurements were conducted for all of the sites during clear, dry weather
conditions. The existing (ambient) noise levels were documented to establish baseline
conditions to compare with the future build and no build conditions.

Ambient Noise levels for the receivers were measured on April 30, March 20 and 21, and
May 11, 2008 during meteorologically acceptable periods. Measurements were
conducted utilizing a Rion Model NL-20 Type Il sound level meter that was set to update
Leq (in dBA) ten times per second. Readings were taken for two, ten-minute periods and
averaged.

Traffic noise level predictions for the build alternatives were made for the year 2033
using the FHWA Traffic Noise Model version 2.5 (TNM 2.5) computer model (FHWA
Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model, Report No. FHWA-PD-96-010). The model
incorporates the design alternatives, as well as existing area roads that were determined to
contribute appreciably to the existing and future noise levels. The 2033 No Build
Alternative noise levels will increase from the existing noise levels due to additional
traffic volumes in future years. The future No Build levels were estimated based on
future traffic projections. East of Old Stage Road, future traffic volumes are
approximately 20% higher than existing volumes. This would increase No Build levels 1
dBA over existing levels at receivers in this area (receivers 1-6, 23 and 24). West of Old
Stage road, traffic volumes are predicted to approximately double, increasing No-Build
levels by 3 dBA over existing levels (receivers 7-22). Noise Receiver Locations, and
Existing and Predicted Noise Levels are indicated in Table 4.2.1, on the following page.
The receivers exhibiting a highway traffic noise impact from one, or both, alternatives are
highlighted in red. Figure 4.2.1, on page 12, provides location and existing and future
noise levels of the noise receivers in the project area.

10
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Table 4.2.1 - Noise Receivers with Existing and Predicted Noise Levels (dBA) ®

Diiffefenee Distance | Distance
S NG Rl\(le:rrr;t;:;;fd 2.00.8 Altisr?;[ive Altisr?;[ive 2l(\)l?(’)3 Ei?gfﬁg to I.EO.P* 15 et
ID | Category . Existing . .~ | Existing | EOP*
Receivers A B Build | and Build .
AlB (ft) | Build (ft)
1 B 6 63.2 65 64 2 2 34 36
2 B 10 60.1 65 61 5 5 77 30
3 B 7 63.0 64 3 3 92 90
4 B 10 73.1 74 3| 4 40 23
5 B 5 57.2 60 9 7 205 140
6| B 12 589 | 64 | 60 | 5| 8| 181 78
7 B 14 43.8 47 13 | 13 375 380
8 B 14 43.6 47 |11 | 11 | 420 421
9 B 8 61.2 64 | 3 | 1 96 79
10 B 4 57.8 61 6 6 152 124
11 B 5 58.2 61 4 3 289 286
12 B 6 54.9 58 5 5 280 256
13 B 9 60.2 63 6 6 94 68
14 B 4 69.9 73 -4 | -2 44 35
15 B 2 65.2 68 1 2 43 51
16 B 6 62.4 65 6 4 67 35
17 B 7 55.3 58 | 14 | 10 103 64
18 B 8 67.1 70 1 -2 58 72
19 B 15 65.2 68 3 2 43 50
20 B 6 48.9 52 | 13 | 10 285 168
21 B 3 52.4 55 9 8 270 192
22 B 8 60.1 63 4 3 98 97
23 B 6 60.3 61 3 3 150 170
24 B 8 65.9 67 1] -2 61 51

# The noise abatement criterion is 67 for all receivers.

4.3. Noise Impacts

In accordance with 23 CFR Part 772, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
Noise Abatement Criteria and the Tennessee Department of Transportation Traffic Noise
Analysis and Abatement Policy and Guidance manual, the following criteria are utilized
in determining the occurrence of traffic noise impacts:

1. When the predicted design year noise levels approach (defined as within one dBA) or
exceed those values shown for the appropriate activity category of the NAC.

2. When the predicted design year noise levels "substantially exceed existing noise
levels" (as defined), by 10 dBA or more.

11
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4.3.1 Alternatives Impact Summary
Alternative A would impact 13 receivers, representing 107 residential properties. Alternative B
would impact 12 receivers, representing 106 residential properties.

No Build levels will increase due to increased traffic volumes in 2033. West of Old Stage Road
the future traffic volumes are predicted to be approximately 20% higher than existing levels. Due
to this traffic increase, receivers west of Old Stage Road will see a future noise level increase of
1 dBA for the No Build Alternative. East of Old Stage Road the future traffic volumes are
predicted to approximately double the existing levels. Receivers east of Old Stage Road will see
a future noise level increase of 3 dBA for the No Build Alternative.

Receivers 4, 14, 18 and 24 already have existing levels that are above the NAC. Receivers 15
and 19 would have future No Build levels that would be above the NAC.

Due to build alternative shifts from the existing, the new road will be further away from some
noise receivers. These receivers have future levels that are predicted to be lower than the existing
or No Build noise levels.

4.4. Noise Abatement Measures

4.4.1 Reasonableness/Feasibility for Barrier Abatement

The construction of noise barriers for the impacted receivers along SR 126 is not feasible due to
the numerous access points along the existing and proposed facility. These points provide access
to residences and businesses along SR 126. Any constructed noise barrier would require gaps to
maintain access, greatly reducing the noise reduction and cost-effectiveness of the noise barrier.
For this reason, it is generally considered infeasible to construct a noise barrier on a portion of a
roadway where access is necessary.

4.4.2 Alternative Abatement Measures

Alternatives to noise barrier construction were considered at the impacted receivers for Build

Alternatives A and B, including:

o Traffic management measures (primarily restrictions on truck use) — The project is designed
to be an urban minor arterial. Prohibiting or restricting usage of this facility by trucks or
other vehicles was not considered to be practical and, therefore, was determined to be not
reasonable as a method for mitigating highway traffic noise impacts.

e Alteration of horizontal and vertical alignments — The horizontal and vertical alignments of
the build alternatives have been optimized to the extent practicable to minimize
environmental impacts, while utilizing the existing facility location. Altering the horizontal
and vertical alignment of the build alternatives to mitigate noise impacts was determined to
be not reasonable.

e Acquisition of property (buffer zone) — Acquisition of property adjacent to the project for a
buffer zone would result in acquisition of the residences receiving noise impacts, and would
provide a buffer only for future development that would not be allowed within the buffer
zone. Acquisition of property as a method for mitigating highway traffic noise impacts was
determined to be not reasonable.

o Insulation of public buildings to meet interior standards — There were no public buildings
identified as receiving noise impacts.
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5. Construction Noise

Noise levels in the project area will be increased during construction. The sound levels
resulting from construction activities at nearby noise-sensitive receivers will be a
function of the types of equipment utilized, the duration of the activities, and the
distances between construction activities and nearby land uses.

It is expected that TDOT’s construction specifications will apply to this project. Asa
result, construction procedures shall be governed by the Standard Specifications for Road
and Bridge Construction as issued by TDOT and as amended by the most recent
applicable supplements. The contractor will be bound by Section 107.01 of the Standard
Specifications to observe any noise ordinance in effect within the project limits.
Detoured traffic shall be routed during construction so as to cause the least practicable
noise impact upon noise-sensitive areas.

6. Noise Compatible Land Use Planning

TDOT encourages local communities and developers to practice noise compatible land
use planning in order to avoid future noise impacts. The following language is included
in TDOT’s noise policy:

“Highway traffic noise should be reduced through a program of shared responsibility.
Local governments should use their power to regulate land development in such a way
that noise-sensitive land uses are either prohibited from being located adjacent to a
highway or that the developments are planned, designed and constructed in such a way
that noise impacts are minimized.”

Two guidance documents on noise compatible land use planning are available from
FHWA [a, b]

Table 6.1 presents predicted design year 2033 sound levels for areas near the project
where vacant and possibly developable lands exist. These values do not represent
predicted levels at every location at a particular distance back from the roadway. Sound
levels will vary by location and will be affected by the shielding of terrain features such
as hills and the shielding by objects such as buildings.

Table 6.1 - Sound Levels for Undeveloped Lands

Distance (in feet)(1) Leq (1h) (dBA)(2)
50 69
100 66
250 61
500 60

(1) Perpendicular distance to the center of near lane.
(2) At-grade situation.
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This information is being included to make local officials and planners aware of
anticipated highway noise levels so that future development will be compatible with these
levels.

As mentioned previously, TDOT’s noise policy states that “noise abatement will also not
be considered reasonable for land uses constructed after the date of adoption of this noise
policy (based upon local Assessor’s records), except for projects involving construction
of a roadway on a new alignment.”

TDOT’s noise policy was adopted in April, 2005. Development constructed after this
date will not be eligible for noise abatement for future projects.

Finally, TDOT currently has an active Type Il Noise Barrier Program to facilitate the
construction of “retrofit” noise barriers along existing highways. To be eligible for a
Type Il noise barrier, an area must meet the following criteria:

= The neighborhood must be located along a limited-access roadway;

= The neighborhood must be primarily residential,

= The majority (more than 50%) of residences in the neighborhood near the
highway pre-dated the initial highway construction;

= A noise barrier for the neighborhood must not have been previously determined to
be not reasonable or not feasible as part of a new highway construction or
through-lane widening study (Type | project);

= Existing noise levels measured in the neighborhood must be above the Noise
Abatement Criteria (NAC) of 66 dBA,;

= A barrier must be feasible to construct and will provide substantial noise
reduction; and,

= A barrier must be reasonable (barrier cost per benefitted residence) in accordance
with TDOT’s noise policy. A residence is considered “benefitted” if the noise
barrier will reduce the traffic noise by at least 5 dB.

a. The Audible Landscape: A Manual for Highway Noise and Land Use, FHWA, November, 1974.
http://mww.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/audible/index.htm

b. Entering the Quiet Zone: Noise Compatibility Land Use Planning, FHWA, May, 2002.
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/quietzone

7. Noise Abatement Conclusions

Based on the above considerations and analysis, noise abatement measures are not
considered reasonable at the sites studied and are not recommended for this project.
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8. Mobile Source Air Quality Analysis
8.1. Air Quality Impacts

SR 126 in Sullivan County is an attainment area according to EPA levels set for criteria
mobile source air pollutants. The project is in the Kingsport Metropolitan Planning
Organization’s (MPQO) planned projects, and is included in the conforming 2008-2011
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The project is also included in Kingsport
MPO Draft 2011-2014 TIP, in Section A, which lists projects included in the previous
TIP.

8.1.1. Carbon Monoxide

Based upon the analysis of highway projects with similar meteorological conditions and
traffic volumes, the carbon monoxide levels of the subject project will be well below the
National Ambient Air Quality Standard (35ppm one-hour and 9ppm eight-hour). Since
the project will have levels below this standard and is located in a region of air quality
conformity, it was determined that there will be no CO impact on the air quality of the
area from the proposed project.

8.1.2. Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT)

Mobile Source Air Toxics are fully addressed in Appendix D. Air quality conformity
status is not projected to be altered by the proposed SR 126 project. This project
qualifies as a “project with low potential MSAT effects” in accordance with FHWA'’s
guidance.

The purpose of the project is to improve safety, emergency response times, system
linkage, traffic conditions, and efficiency between Kingsport at East Center Street and
I-81 by constructing new lanes, widening existing lanes, and providing shoulders, as
appropriate, between East Center Street and I-81. This project has been determined to
generate minimal air quality impacts for CAAA criteria pollutants and has not been
linked with any special MSAT concerns.

A review of potential mobile source air toxics (MSAT) impact from this project indicate
that under the build alternatives in the design year (2033), the amount of MSAT emitted
will be proportional to the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) and vehicle miles
traveled, or VMT, assuming that other variables such as fleet mix are the same for each
alternative. The VMT for the build alternatives will be slightly higher than the no-build
alternative in the build and design years because the additional capacity increases the
efficiency of the roadway and attracts rerouted trips from elsewhere in the transportation
network. This increase in VMT will lead to higher MSAT emissions for the alternatives
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; according to EPA's MOBILEG6.2 model,
emissions of all of the priority MSAT except for diesel particulate matter decrease as
speed increases. The extent to which these speed-related emissions decreases will offset
VMT-related emissions increases cannot be reliably projected due to the inherent
deficiencies of technical models. Because the estimated VMT under each of the
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Alternatives are nearly the same it is expected there will 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 EPA's national control programs that are projected to reduce annual MSAT
emissions by 72 percent between 1999 and 2050. Local conditions may differ from these
national projections in terms of fleet mix and turnover, VMT growth rates, and local
control measures. However, the magnitude of the EPA-projected reductions is so great
(even after accounting for VMT growth) that MSAT emissions in the study area are
likely to be lower in the future in nearly all cases. The SR 126 project will not add
substantial new capacity and therefore the facility will not generate meaningful increases
in emissions of MSAT. See the MSAT discussion in Appendix D for more details,
including the current state of MSAT research.

8.2. Climate Change

Climate change, also referred to as global warming, is an increase in the overall average
atmospheric temperature of the earth due to the trapping of heat in the atmosphere by
greenhouse gases. The primary greenhouse gas emitted by human activities in the US is
carbon dioxide (COy), which represents approximately 85 percent of total greenhouse gas
emissions.

Transportation sources contribute to global warming through the burning of petroleum-
based fuel. According to the FHWA, transportation sources are responsible for
approximately one-quarter of the greenhouse gas emissions in the US. Automobiles and
light-duty trucks account for almost two-thirds of emissions from the transportation
sector and emissions have steadily grown since 1990.

Emissions from transportation sources depend on the number of trips or miles traveled by
each type of vehicle per year, which are, in turn, influenced by larger economic trends
and consumer behavior. Over the long term, changes in vehicle fuel efficiency, driving
behavior, and fuel type will influence the level of emissions.

Under the Clean Air Act, the EPA has the authority to establish motor vehicle emissions
standards for CO, and other greenhouse gases although such standards have not yet been
established.

FHWA is actively involved in efforts to initiate, contact, and disseminate climate-change-
related research and to provide technical assistance to stakeholders. The FHWA is also
involved in climate change initiatives with the USDOT Center for Climate Change and
Environmental Forecasting.

Climate change and related effects are complex and global in nature. As a result, the
impacts of any single transportation project cannot be effectively estimated in terms of
global warming effect. However, the emissions changes due to individual projects are
very small compared to global emissions.
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Once standards are established and guidance for assessing the potential greenhouse gas
effects of transportation projects becomes available, a more in-depth assessment rate may
be possible.

9. Summary
Of the 24 identified noise receiver sites, 13 are predicted to be impacted by Alternative A
and 12 are predicted to be impacted by Alternative B. Abatement considerations and

mitigation for noise are not reasonable and/or feasible for the proposed project. Air
quality conformity status it not projected to be altered by the proposed SR 126 project.
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Appendix A
Noise Sampling Field Monitoring Data Sheets
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Memorial Blvd (SR-126), Sullivan County, TN
Highway Traffic Noise and Air Quality Impact Analysis

Appendix C
TNM 2.5 Data Output



RESULTS: SOUND LEVELS
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RESULTS: SOUND LEVELS
PROJECT/CONTRACT:
RUN:

BARRIER DESIGN:

ATMOSPHERICS:

1135

SR 126 Memorial Blvd. Alternative A

INPUT HEIGHTS

68 deg F, 50% RH

31 August 2010
TNM 2.5
Calculated with TNM 2.5

Average pavement type shall be used unless
a State highway agency substantiates the use
of a different type with approval of FHWA.

Receiver
Name No. #DUs Existing |No Barrier With Barrier
LAeqlh |LAeqlh Increase over existing Type Calculated Noise Reduction
Calculated Crit'n Calculated Crit'n Impact LAeqlh Calculated |Goal Calculated
Sub'l Inc minus
Goal
dBA dBA dBA dB dB dBA dB dB daB

Receiverl 1 1 63.2 64.7 66 15 10 64.7 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiver2 2 1 60.1 64.9 66 4.8 10 64.9 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiver3 3 1 63.0 66.0 66 3.0 10 Snd Lvl 66.0 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiverd 4 1 73.1 69.7 66 -3.4 10 Snd Lvl 69.7 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiver5 5 1 57.2 65.9 66 8.7 10 65.9 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiver6 6 1 58.9 63.8 66 49 10 63.8 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiver? 7 1 43.8 56.7 66 12.9 10 Sub'linc 56.7 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiver8 8 1 43.6 54.8 66 11.2 10 Sub'linc 54.8 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiver9 9 1 61.2 63.5 66 2.3 10 63.5 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiverl0 10 1 57.8 63.9 66 6.1 10 63.9 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiverll 11 1 58.2 61.6 66 3.4 10 61.6 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiverl2 12 1 54.9 59.5 66 4.6 10 59.5 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiverl3 13 1 60.2 65.5 66 5.3 10 65.5 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiverl4 14 1 69.9 65.8 66 -4.1 10 65.8 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiverl5 15 1 65.2 66.1 66 0.9 10 Snd Lvl 66.1 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiverl6 16 1 62.4 67.6 66 5.2 10 Snd Lvl 67.6 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiverl?7 17 1 55.3 68.6 66 13.3 10 Both 68.6 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiverl8 18 1 67.1 68.3 66 1.2 10 Snd Lvl 68.3 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiverl9 19 1 65.2 68.0 66 2.8 10 Snd Lvl 68.0 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiver20 20 1 48.9 62.0 66 13.1 10 Sub'lInc 62.0 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiver21 21 1 52.4 61.3 66 8.9 10 61.3 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiver22 22 1 60.1 64.3 66 4.2 10 64.3 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiver23 23 1 60.3 63.4 66 3.1 10 63.4 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiver24 24 1 65.9 64.8 66 -1.1 10 64.8 0.0 8 -8.0

C:\TNM25\SR126AR 1 31 August 2010




RESULTS: SOUND LEVELS

1135

Dwelling Units

# DUs Noise Reduction

Min
dB

Avg
dB

dB

All Selected
All Impacted
All that meet NR Goal

24
10
0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

C:\TNM25\SR126AR

31 August 2010




RESULTS: SOUND LEVELS
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RESULTS: SOUND LEVELS
PROJECT/CONTRACT:
RUN:

BARRIER DESIGN:

ATMOSPHERICS:

1135

SR 126 Memorial Blvd. Alternative B

INPUT HEIGHTS

68 deg F, 50% RH

31 August 2010
TNM 2.5
Calculated with TNM 2.5

Average pavement type shall be used unless
a State highway agency substantiates the use
of a different type with approval of FHWA.

Receiver
Name No. #DUs Existing |No Barrier With Barrier
LAeqlh |LAeqlh Increase over existing Type Calculated Noise Reduction
Calculated Crit'n Calculated Crit'n Impact LAeqlh Calculated |Goal Calculated
Sub'l Inc minus
Goal
dBA dBA dBA dB dB dBA dB dB daB

Receiverl 1 1 63.2 64.6 66 14 10 64.6 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiver2 2 1 60.1 65.0 66 4.9 10 65.0 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiver3 3 1 63.0 66.0 66 3.0 10 Snd Lvl 66.0 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiverd 4 1 73.1 68.7 66 -4.4 10 Snd Lvl 68.7 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiver5 5 1 57.2 64.1 66 6.9 10 64.1 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiver6 6 1 58.9 67.1 66 8.2 10 Snd Lvl 67.1 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiver? 7 1 43.8 56.5 66 12.7 10 Sub'lInc 56.5 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiver8 8 1 43.6 55.2 66 11.6 10 Sub'lInc 55.2 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiver9 9 1 61.2 61.8 66 0.6 10 61.8 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiverl0 10 1 57.8 64.1 66 6.3 10 64.1 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiverll 11 1 58.2 60.7 66 25 10 60.7 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiverl2 12 1 54.9 59.9 66 5.0 10 59.9 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiverl3 13 1 60.2 65.7 66 5.5 10 65.7 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiverl4 14 1 69.9 68.1 66 -1.8 10 Snd Lvl 68.1 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiverl5 15 1 65.2 66.9 66 1.7 10 Snd Lvl 66.9 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiverl6 16 1 62.4 66.4 66 4.0 10 Snd Lvl 66.4 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiverl?7 17 1 55.3 65.3 66 10.0 10 Sub'lInc 65.3 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiverl8 18 1 67.1 65.2 66 -1.9 10 65.2 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiverl9 19 1 65.2 67.0 66 1.8 10 Snd Lvl 67.0 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiver20 20 1 48.9 59.4 66 105 10 Sub'lInc 59.4 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiver21 21 1 52.4 59.8 66 7.4 10 59.8 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiver22 22 1 60.1 63.1 66 3.0 10 63.1 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiver23 23 1 60.3 62.9 66 2.6 10 62.9 0.0 8 -8.0
Receiver24 24 1 65.9 64.3 66 -1.6 10 64.3 0.0 8 -8.0

C:\TNM25\SR126BR 1 31 August 2010




RESULTS: SOUND LEVELS

1135

Dwelling Units

# DUs Noise Reduction

Min
dB

Avg
dB

dB

All Selected
All Impacted
All that meet NR Goal

24
11
0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
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31 August 2010




RESULTS: SOUND LEVELS
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RESULTS: SOUND LEVELS
PROJECT/CONTRACT:
RUN:

BARRIER DESIGN:

ATMOSPHERICS:

1135

SR 126 Memorial Blvd. Alternative A
INPUT HEIGHTS

68 deg F, 50% RH

24 September 2010
TNM 2.5
Calculated with TNM 2.5

Average pavement type shall be used unless
a State highway agency substantiates the use
of a different type with approval of FHWA.

Receiver
Name No. #DUs Existing |No Barrier With Barrier
LAeqlh |LAeqlh Increase over existing Type Calculated Noise Reduction
Calculated Crit'n Calculated Crit'n Impact LAeqlh Calculated |Goal Calculated
Sub'l Inc minus
Goal
dBA dBA dBA dB dB dBA dB dB dB
50 feet 26 1 0.0 69.2 66 69.2 10 Snd Lvl 69.2 0.0 8 -8.0
100 feet 27 1 0.0 66.2 66 66.2 10 Snd Lvl 66.2 0.0 8 -8.0
250 feet 28 1 0.0 60.8 66 60.8 10 60.8 0.0 8 -8.0
500 feet 29 1 0.0 60.0 66 60.0 10 60.0 0.0 8 -8.0
Dwelling Units #DUs Noise Reduction
Min Avg Max
dB dB dB
All Selected 4 0.0 0.0 0.0
All Impacted 2 0.0 0.0 0.0
All that meet NR Goal 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
C:\TNM25\SR126_D\SR125_Dev 1 24 September 2010




Memorial Blvd (SR-126), Sullivan County, TN
Highway Traffic Noise and Air Quality Impact Analysis

Appendix D
Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) Analysis



Mobile Source Air Toxics Discussion

Background

Controlling air toxic emissions became a national priority with the passage of the Clean
Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990, whereby Congress mandated that the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulate 188 air toxics, also known as
hazardous air pollutants. The EPA has assessed this expansive list in their latest rule on
the Control of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources (Federal Register, Vol. 72,
No. 37, page 8430, February 26, 2007) and identified a group of 93 compounds emitted
from mobile sources that are listed in their Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS)
(http://www.epa.gov/ncealiris/index.html). In addition, EPA identified seven compounds
with significant contributions from mobile sources that are among the national and
regional-scale cancer risk drivers from their 1999 National Air Toxics Assessment
(NATA) (http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/natal999/). These are acrolein, benzene, 1,3-
butadiene, diesel particulate matter plus diesel exhaust organic gases (diesel PM),
formaldehyde, naphthalene, and polycyclic organic matter. While FHWA considers these
the priority mobile source air toxics, the list is subject to change and may be adjusted in
consideration of future EPA rules.

The 2007 EPA rule mentioned above requires controls that will dramatically decrease
MSAT emissions through cleaner fuels and cleaner engines. According to an FHWA
analysis using EPA's MOBILE6.2 model, even if vehicle activity (vehicle-miles traveled,
VMT) increases by 145 percent as assumed, a combined reduction of 72 percent in the
total annual emission rate for the priority MSAT is projected from 1999 to 2050, as
shown in Figure 1.



Figure 1 National MSAT Emission Trends, 1999 — 2050, for Vehicles Operating on
Roadways, Using EPA's MOBILE6.2 Model
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Note: (1) Annual emissions of polycyclic organic matter are projected to be 561 tons/yr for 1999,
decreasing to 373 tons/yr for 2050.

(2) Trends for specific locations may be different, depending on locally derived information
representing vehicle-miles travelled, vehicle speeds, vehicle mix, fuels, emission control
programs, meteorology, and other factors

Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. MOBILE6.2 Model run 20 August 2009.

Air toxics analysis is a continuing area of research. While much work has been done to
assess the overall health risk of air toxics, many questions remain unanswered. In
particular, the tools and techniques for assessing project-specific health outcomes as a
result of lifetime MSAT exposure remain limited. These limitations impede the ability to
evaluate how the potential health risks posed by MSAT exposure should be factored into
project-level decision-making within the context of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA).

Nonetheless, air toxics concerns continue to be raised on highway projects during the
NEPA process. Even as the science emerges, we are duly expected by the public and
other agencies to address MSAT impacts in our environmental documents. The FHWA,
EPA, the Health Effects Institute, and others have funded and conducted research
studies to try to more clearly define potential risks from MSAT emissions associated with
highway projects. The FHWA will continue to monitor the developing research in this
emerging field.



NEPA Context

The NEPA requires, to the fullest extent possible, that the policies, regulations, and laws
of the Federal Government be interpreted and administered in accordance with its
environmental protection goals. The NEPA also requires Federal agencies to use an
interdisciplinary approach in planning and decision-making for any action that adversely
impacts the environment. The NEPA requires and FHWA is committed to the
examination and avoidance of potential impacts to the natural and human environment
when considering approval of proposed transportation projects. In addition to evaluating
the potential environmental effects, we must also take into account the need for safe and
efficient transportation in reaching a decision that is in the best overall public interest.
The FHWA policies and procedures for implementing NEPA is prescribed by regulation
in 23 CFR § 771.

ANALYSIS of MSAT in NEPA Documents

The FHWA developed a tiered approach for analyzing MSAT in NEPA documents,
depending on specific project circumstances. The FHWA has identified three levels of
analysis:

1. No analysis for projects with no potential for meaningful MSAT effects;

2. Qualitative analysis for projects with low potential MSAT effects; or

3. Quantitative analysis to differentiate alternatives for projects with higher potential
MSAT effects.

For projects warranting MSAT analysis, the seven priority MSAT should be analyzed.

(1) Projects with No Meaningful Potential MSAT Effects or Exempt Projects.
The types of projects included in this category are:

e Projects qualifying as a categorical exclusion under 23 CFR 771.117(c);
e Projects exempt under the Clean Air Act conformity rule under 40 CFR 93.126; or
e Other projects with no meaningful impacts on traffic volumes or vehicle mix.

For projects that are categorically excluded under 23 CFR 771.117(c), or are exempt
from conformity requirements under the Clean Air Act pursuant to 40 CFR 93.126, no
analysis or discussion of MSAT is necessary. Documentation sufficient to demonstrate
that the project qualifies as a categorical exclusion and/or exempt project will suffice. For
other projects with no or negligible traffic impacts, regardless of the class of NEPA
environmental document, no MSAT analysis is required*. However, the project record
should document the basis for the determination of "no meaningful potential impacts"
with a brief description of the factors considered.

(2) Projects with Low Potential MSAT Effects

The types of projects included in this category are those that serve to improve
operations of highway, transit or freight without adding substantial new capacity or
without creating a facility that is likely to meaningfully increase MSAT emissions. This
category covers a broad range of projects.

We anticipate that most highway projects that need an MSAT assessment will fall into
this category. Any projects not meeting the criteria in subsection (1) or subsection (3) as
follows should be included in this category. Examples of these types of projects are



minor widening projects; new interchanges, such as those that replace a signalized
intersection on a surface street; or projects where design year traffic is projected to be
less than 140,000 to 150,000 annual average daily traffic (AADT).

For these projects, a qualitative assessment of emissions projections should be
conducted. This qualitative assessment would compare, in narrative form, the expected
effect of the project on traffic volumes, vehicle mix, or routing of traffic and the
associated changes in MSAT for the project alternatives, based on VMT, vehicle mix,
and speed. It would also discuss national trend data projecting substantial overall
reductions in emissions due to stricter engine and fuel regulations issued by EPA.
Because the emission effects of these projects are low, we expect there would be no
appreciable difference in overall MSAT emissions among the various alternatives. In
addition, quantitative analysis of these types of projects will not yield credible results that
are useful to project-level decision-making due to the limited capabilities of the
transportation and emissions forecasting tools.

Appendix B includes example language for a qualitative assessment, with specific
examples for four types of projects: (1) a minor widening project; (2) a new interchange
connecting an existing roadway with a new roadway; (3) a new interchange connecting
new roadways; and (4) minor improvements or expansions to intermodal centers or
other projects that affect truck traffic. The information provided in Appendix B must be
modified to reflect the local and project-specific situation.

(3) Projects with Higher Potential MSAT Effects

This category includes projects that have the potential for meaningful differences in
MSAT emissions among project alternatives. We expect a limited number of projects to
meet this two-pronged test. To fall into this category, a project must:

e Create or significantly alter a major intermodal freight facility that has the
potential to concentrate high levels of diesel particulate matter in a single
location; or

¢ Create new or add significant capacity to urban highways such as interstates,
urban arterials, or urban collector-distributor routes with traffic volumes where the
AADT is projected to be in the range of 140,000 to 150,000 2 or greater by the
design year,

And also
e Proposed to be located in proximity to populated areas.

Projects falling within this category should be more rigorously assessed for impacts. If a
project falls within this category, you should contact the Office of Natural and Human
Environment (HEPN) and the Office of Project Development and Environmental Review
(HEPE) in FHWA Headquarters for assistance in developing a specific approach for
assessing impacts. This approach would include a quantitative analysis to forecast local-
specific emission trends of the priority MSAT for both Build Alternatives, to use as a
basis of comparison. This analysis also may address the potential for cumulative
impacts, where appropriate, based on local conditions. How and when cumulative
impacts should be considered would be addressed as part of the assistance outlined
above.



If the analysis for a project in this category indicates meaningful differences in levels of
MSAT emissions, mitigation options should be identified and considered. You should
also consult with HEPN and HEPE if you have a project that does not fall within any of
the types of projects listed above, but you think has the potential to substantially
increase future MSAT emissions. Although not required, projects with high potential for
litigation on air toxics issues may also benefit from a more rigorous quantitative analysis
to enhance their defensibility in court.

Qualitative Assessment of SR 126 MSAT

For Alternatives A and B in this analysis, the amount of MSAT emitted would be
proportional to the vehicle miles traveled, or VMT, assuming that other variables such as
fleet mix are the same for both alternatives. The VMT estimated for each of the Build
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. Refer to Table 1 on the following page.
This increase in VMT would lead to higher MSAT emissions for the preferred 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; according to EPA's MOBILE6.2 model,
emissions of all of the priority MSAT except for diesel particulate matter decrease as
speed increases. The extent to which these speed-related emissions decreases will
offset VMT-related emissions increases cannot be reliably projected due to the inherent
deficiencies of technical models. Because the estimated VMT under each of the
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 EPA's national control programs that are projected to reduce annual MSAT
emissions by 72 percent between 1999 and 2050. Local conditions may differ from these
national projections in terms of fleet mix and turnover, VMT growth rates, and local
control measures. However, the magnitude of the EPA-projected reductions is so great
(even after accounting for VMT growth) that MSAT emissions in the study area are likely
to be lower in the future in nearly all cases.

The additional travel lanes contemplated as part of the project alternatives will have the
effect of moving some traffic closer to nearby homes, schools, and businesses;
therefore, under both alternatives there may be localized areas where ambient
concentrations of MSAT could be higher under certain Build Alternatives than the No
Build Alternative. The localized increases in MSAT concentrations would likely be most
pronounced along the expanded roadway sections that would be built between SR 93
and Harbor Chapel Road, under Alternatives A and B. However, the magnitude and the
duration of these potential increases compared to the No-Build alternative cannot be
reliably quantified due to incomplete or unavailable information in forecasting project-
specific MSAT health impacts. In sum, when a highway is widened, the localized level of
MSAT emissions for the Build Alternative 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, MSAT will be lower
in other locations when traffic shifts away from them. However, on a regional basis,
EPA's vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will over time cause
substantial reductions that, in almost all cases, will cause region-wide MSAT levels to be
significantly lower than today.



Table 1 - Estimated ADT and VMT for Current and Future Years

Existing :
Roadway ADT/VMT 2033 Build ADT/VMT
Section Il (8.4 miles) 18,060/151,704 33,540/281,736

As shown above, the proposed project has relatively low traffic volumes and VMT.
Project level analyses are for MSAT effects are not required for projects with negligible
traffic impacts. The proposed facility is designed as an upgrade to the existing SR 126
facility with lane and shoulder widening and, as such, would not generate additional
capacity on the roadway. Without adding substantial new capacity the facility would not
generate meaningful increases in emissions of MSAT.

Incomplete or Unavailable Information

When an agency is evaluating reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on the
human environment in an environmental impact statement and there is incomplete or
unavailable information, the agency shall always make clear that such information is
lacking.

a. If the incomplete information relevant to reasonably foreseeable significant
adverse impacts is essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives and the
overall costs of obtaining it are not exorbitant, the agency shall include the
information in the environmental impact statement.

b. If the information relevant to reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts
cannot be obtained because the overall costs of obtaining it are exorbitant or the
means to obtain it are not known, the agency shall include within the
environmental impact statement:

1. a statement that such information is incomplete or unavailable;

2. a statement of the relevance of the incomplete or unavailable information
to evaluating reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts on the
human environment;

3. a summary of existing credible scientific evidence which is relevant to
evaluating the reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts on the
human environment; and

4. the agency's evaluation of such impacts based upon theoretical
approaches or research methods generally accepted in the scientific
community. For the purposes of this section, "reasonably foreseeable”
includes impacts that have catastrophic consequences, even if their
probability of occurrence is low, provided that the analysis of the impacts
is supported by credible scientific evidence, is not based on pure
conjecture, and is within the rule of reason.

c. The amended regulation will be applicable to all environmental impact
statements for which a Notice to Intent (40 CFR 1508.22) is published in the
Federal Register on or after May 27, 1986. For environmental impact statements
in progress, agencies may choose to comply with the requirements of either the
original or amended regulation.



Incomplete or Unavailable Information for Project Specific MSAT Health Impacts
Analysis

In FHWA's view, information is incomplete or unavailable to credibly predict the project-
specific health impacts due to changes in MSAT emissions associated with a proposed
set of highway alternatives. The outcome of such an assessment, adverse or not, would
be influenced more by the uncertainty introduced into the process through assumption
and speculation rather than any genuine insight into the actual health impacts directly
attributable to MSAT exposure associated with a proposed action.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is responsible for protecting the public
health and welfare from any known or anticipated effect of an air pollutant. They are the
lead authority for administering the Clean Air Act and its amendments and have specific
statutory obligations with respect to hazardous air pollutants and MSAT. The EPA is in
the continual process of assessing human health effects, exposures, and risks posed by
air pollutants. They maintain the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS), which is "a
compilation of electronic reports on specific substances found in the environment and
their potential to cause human health effects”
(EPA, http://www.epa.gov/ncealiris/index.html). Each report contains assessments of non-
cancerous and cancerous effects for individual compounds and quantitative estimates of
risk levels from lifetime oral and inhalation exposures with uncertainty spanning perhaps
an order of magnitude.

Other organizations are also active in the research and analyses of the human health
effects of MSAT, including the Health Effects Institute (HEI). Two HEI studies are
summarized in Appendix D of FHWA's Interim Guidance Update on Mobile source Air
Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents. Among the adverse health effects linked to MSAT
compounds at high exposures are cancer in humans in occupational settings; cancer in
animals; and irritation to the respiratory tract, including the exacerbation of asthma. Less
obvious is the adverse human health effects of MSAT compounds at current
environmental concentrations (HEI, http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282) or in
the future as vehicle emissions substantially decrease (HEI,
http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=306).

The methodologies for forecasting health impacts include emissions modeling;
dispersion modeling; exposure modeling; and then final determination of health impacts -
each step in the process building on the model predictions obtained in the previous step.
All are encumbered by technical shortcomings or uncertain science that prevents a more
complete differentiation of the MSAT health impacts among a set of project alternatives.
These difficulties are magnified for lifetime (i.e., 70 year) assessments, particularly
because unsupportable assumptions would have to be made regarding changes in travel
patterns and vehicle technology (which affects emissions rates) over that time frame,
since such information is unavailable. The results produced by the EPA's MOBILEG6.2
model, the California EPA's Emfac2007 model, and the EPA's DraftMOVES2009 model
in forecasting MSAT emissions are highly inconsistent. Indications from the development
of the MOVES model are that MOBILEG.2 significantly underestimates diesel particulate
matter (PM) emissions and significantly overestimates benzene emissions.

Regarding air dispersion modeling, an extensive evaluation of EPA's guideline
CAL3QHC model was conducted in an NCHRP study
(http://www.epa.gov/scram001/dispersion_alt.htm#hyroad), which documents poor
model performance at ten sites across the country - three where intensive monitoring




was conducted plus an additional seven with less intensive monitoring. The study
indicates a bias of the CAL3QHC model to overestimate concentrations near highly
congested intersections and underestimate concentrations near uncongested
intersections. The consequence of this is a tendency to overstate the air quality benefits
of mitigating congestion at intersections. Such poor model performance is less difficult to
manage for demonstrating compliance with National Ambient Air Quality Standards for
relatively short time frames than it is for forecasting individual exposure over an entire
lifetime, especially given that some information needed for estimating 70-year lifetime
exposure is unavailable. It is particularly difficult to reliably forecast MSAT exposure near
roadways, and to determine the portion of time that people are actually exposed at a
specific location.

There are considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity of
the various MSAT, because of factors such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of
occupational exposure data to the general population, a concern expressed by HEI
(http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282 ). As a result, there is no national
consensus on air dose-response values assumed to protect the public health and
welfare for MSAT compounds, and in particular for diesel PM. The EPA
(http://Iwww.epa.gov/risk/basicinformation.htm#g ) and the HEI
(http://pubs.healtheffects.org/getfile.php?u=395) have not established a basis for
guantitative risk assessment of diesel PM in ambient settings.

There is also the lack of a national consensus on an acceptable level of risk. The current
context is the process used by the EPA as provided by the Clean Air Act to determine
whether more stringent controls are required in order to provide an ample margin of
safety to protect public health or to prevent an adverse environmental effect for industrial
sources subject to the maximum achievable control technology standards, such as
benzene emissions from refineries. The decision framework is a two-step process. The
first step requires EPA to determine a "safe" or "acceptable" level of risk due to
emissions from a source, which is generally no greater than approximately 100 in a
million. Additional factors are considered in the second step, the goal of which is to
maximize the number of people with risks less than 1 in a million due to emissions from
a source. The results of this statutory two-step process do not guarantee that cancer
risks from exposure to air toxics are less than 1 in a million;in some cases, the residual
risk determination could result in maximum individual cancer risks that are as high as
approximately 100 in a million. In a June 2008 decision, the U.S. Court of Appeals for
the District of Columbia Circuit upheld EPA's approach to addressing risk in its two step
decision framework. Information is incomplete or unavailable to establish that even the
largest of highway projects would result in levels of risk greater than safe or acceptable.

Because of the limitations in the methodologies for forecasting health impacts described,
any predicted difference in health impacts between alternatives is likely to be much
smaller than the uncertainties associated with predicting the impacts. Consequently, the
results of such assessments would not be useful to decision makers, who would need to
weigh this information against project benefits, such as reducing traffic congestion,
accident rates, and fatalities plus improved access for emergency response, that are
better suited for quantitative analysis.

Due to the limitations cited, a discussion such as the example provided in this Appendix
(reflecting any local and project-specific circumstances), should be included regarding



incomplete or unavailable information in accordance with Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) regulations [40 CFR 1502.22(b)]. The FHWA Headquarters and Resource
Center staff Victoria Martinez (787) 766-5600 X231, Shari Schaftlein (202) 366-5570,
and Michael Claggett (505) 820-2047, are available to provide guidance and technical
assistance and support.

“The types of projects categorically excluded under 23 CFR 771.117(d) or exempt from certain conformity
requirements under 40 CFR 93.127 does not warrant an automatic exemption from an MSAT analysis, but
they usually will have no meaningful impact.

2Using EPA's MOBILE6.2 emissions model, FHWA staff determined that this range of AADT would be
roughly equivalent to the Clean Air Act definition of a major hazardous air pollutant (HAP) source, i.e., 25
tons/yr for all HAPs or 10 tons/yr for any single HAP. Significant variations in conditions such as
congestion or vehicle mix could warrant a different range for AADT, if this range does not seem
appropriate for your project please consult with the contacts from HEPN and HEPE identified in this
memorandum.



Memorial Blvd (SR-126), Sullivan County, TN
Highway Traffic Noise and Air Quality Impact Analysis

Appendix E
Glossary



23 CFR 772 (Title 23, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 772) “Procedures for Abatement of
Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise”: FHWA regulations for highway traffic noise
analysis and abatement during the planning and design of federally aided highway projects.

Abatement: any positive action taken to reduce the impact of highway traffic noise.

Abatement Measures: measures that must be considered in a traffic noise analysis when a highway
project will result in a noise impact. These measures include:

- Traffic management

- Alteration of horizontal and vertical alignments

- Acquisition of real property to serve as a buffer zone

- Insulation of public use or nonprofit institutional structures

- Construction of noise barriers

Average Daily Traffic (ADT): the average 24-hour traffic count (vehicles per day). Typically, the
total amount of traffic during a stated period (normally one year) divided by the number of days in
that period. The ADT is only used as the basis for determining the “Design Hourly Volume” (DHV).
The DHYV is used to model noise levels.

A-Weighting (dBA): an adjustment in sound meters and traffic noise modeling software to ensure
sound levels are measured/calculated in a manner that approximates the sounds that can be heard by
the human ear. This is accomplished by suppressing the low and very high frequencies that cannot be
heard by the human ear.

Benefitted Receiver: a receiver is “benefitted” if an abatement measure reduces the noise level at the
receiver by at least 5 dBA, regardless of whether or not the receiver was “impacted.” The total
number of benefitted receivers is used to evaluate the cost effectiveness of an abatement measure
(see “Reasonable”).

Cost Effectiveness: see “Reasonable.”

Decibel (dB): the basic unit for measuring sound pressure levels.

Design Hourly Volume (DHV): the traffic count (vehicles per hour) determined by applying the “K-
factor” to the “Average Daily Traffic.” The DHV is used to model noise levels.

Feasible: one of two criteria (see “Reasonable”) used to evaluate a noise abatement measure.
Generally, pertains to the ability of a noise abatement measure to provide a “substantial reduction”
(at least 5 dBA) in noise levels, and deals primarily with engineering considerations.

Impact: when predicted traffic noise reaches a level that requires a consideration of noise abatement.



Leq (Equivalent Noise Level): the equivalent steady-state sound level that, in a given time period,
contains the same acoustic energy as a time-varying sound level during the same period.

Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC): absolute sound levels, provided by FHWA, that are used to
determine when a noise impact occurs. They are not used as a design goal for a noise abatement
measure.

Noise Barrier: typically, a solid wall-like structure located between the noise source (traffic) and the
impacted receiver (human activity area) to reduce noise levels. The construction of a noise barrier is
one of the abatement measures that must be considered when a traffic noise analysis indicates that a
highway project will result in a noise impact.

Reasonable: one of two criteria (see “Feasible”) used to evaluate a noise abatement measure.
Generally, pertains to the cost effectiveness of a noise abatement measure and the views/desires of
the public.

Receiver: the specific location of an outdoor area where frequent human activity occurs that might
be impacted by highway traffic noise and may benefit from reduced noise levels. If no outdoor
location can be identified, an interior location may be used.



Appendix B
Design Year Traffic Data



KINGSPORT METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION

TENNESSEE: KINGSPORT, SULLIVAN COUNTY, HAWKINS COUNTY, MOUNT CARMEL, CHURCH HILL
VIRGCINIA: SCOTT COUNTY, WEBER CITY, GATE CITY

October 19, 2012

Steve Allen, Director
TDOT - Project Management
Suite 900, James K. Polk Bldg.
505 Deaderick Street
Nashville, Tn. 37243

Dear Steve:

We have reviewed the most recent traffic numbers for the State Route 126 project. As we understand
it, new traffic counts for all sections of the roadway were conducted by TDOT and subsequently
programmed in to our newly completed travel demand model. The model was developed for the
recently adopted Kingsport MPO Area Long-Range (Year 2035) Plan. It is our estimation that new counts
and projections incorporate recent traffic trends that are a result of recessionary conditions in our areas,
which has created stagnate development in and around the traffic analysis zones that generate traffic
on State Route 126. We expect this to change moderately once economic conditions improve (this
supports the land use element in the long-range plan). We know TDOT'’s process looks at long-term
trends in traffic counts and thus the recent counts are blended or “averaged” in. With this is mind, we
hereby concur with the traffic projections that TDOT has developed in the latest model run and report
submitted to us a few days ago. Thanks for good work on this important project. In addition, if you
need further information please feel free to call us (423) 224-2677.

Sincerely,
William A. Albright, Trangport Planning Manager
Kingsport Tn/Va MPO

225 West Center Street - Kingsport, Tennessee 37660-4237 - Phone (423) 229-9400 Fax (423) 224-2590
www.ci.kingsport.tn.us
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SR 126 Improvements, Sullivan County

Design Year 2037 Traffic Volumes

AADT DHV Directional

From To AADT Trucks Trucks Speed Total Autos MTs HTs

East Center Street Orebank Road 18,580 3.0% 2.0% 35 836 819 4 13
Orebank Road SR 93 14,800 4.0% 2.7% 35 666 648 4 13
SR 93 Hawthorne Street 20,380 3.0% 2.0% 35 917 899 5 14
Hawthorne Street [Harbor Chapel Road| 20,190 3.0% 2.0% 35 909 890 5 14
Harbor Chapel Road| Old Stage Road 12,980 5.0% 3.3% 45 584 565 5 15
Old Stage Road | Cooks Valley Road 10,370 6.0% 4.0% 45 467 448 5 14
Cooks Valley Road Island Road 12,350 6.0% 4.0% 45 556 534 6 17
Island Road Fall Creek Road 8,410 6.0% 4.0% 45 378 363 4 11

Fall Creek Road Hill Road 9,960 6.0% 4.0% 45 448 430 4 13
Hill Road Harr Town Road 7,010 6.0% 4.0% 45 315 303 3 9

Harr Town Road 1-81 6,980 6.0% 4.0% 45 314 302 3 9
Interchange Ramps (One-Lane) @ 7,400 6.0% 4.0%
Interchange Ramps (Two-Lanes) @ 14,900 6.0% 4.0%
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Appendix D
Design Year Sound Levels and Impacts



Project: SR 126 Improvements, Sullivan County
Scenario: Design Year 2037 Build Preferred Alternative (B Modified)
Background Sound Level (dBA): 40
Design Hour Leq (dBA)
Number of Without With Impacted Access to SR
Receiver Residences Background Background Impacted? Residences 126? Isolated Impact?
3209 Memorial Blvd 1 61 61 No 0
3213 Memorial Blvd (Rec 01) 1 64 64 No 0
3225 Memorial Blvd 1 63 63 No 0
3233 Memorial Blvd 1 63 63 No 0
3237 Memorial Blvd 1 63 63 No 0
3305 Memorial Blvd 1 62 62 No 0
3309 Memorial Blvd 1 62 62 No 0
1628 Woodside Dr 1 56 56 No 0
3501 Memorial Blvd 1 56 56 No 0
3505 Memorial Blvd 1 58 58 No 0
3513 Memorial Blvd 1 63 63 No 0
3517 Memorial Blvd 1 66 66 Yes 1 Yes Yes
3521 Memorial Blvd 1 57 57 No 0
3505 Lynnbrook 1 59 59 No 0
3524 Lynnbrook 1 58 58 No 0
3600 Memorial Blvd 1 63 63 No 0
3604 Memorial Blvd 1 63 63 No 0
3608 Memorial Blvd 1 63 63 No 0
3612 Memorial Blvd 1 64 64 No 0
3613 Memorial Blvd 1 59 59 No 0
3616 Memorial Blvd 1 64 64 No 0
3621 Memorial Blvd 1 60 60 No 0
3624 Memorial Blvd 1 62 62 No 0
3632 Memorial Blvd 1 63 63 No 0
Nursing Home 1 57 57 No 0
3701 Memorial Blvd (Rec 3) 1 64 64 No 0
3714-3814 Memorial Blvd 1 63 63 No 0
3855 Memorial Blvd 1 66 66 Yes 1 Yes Yes
3829 Hawthorne 1 63 63 No 0
2037 Hawthorne 1 62 62 No 0
2013 Hawthorne 1 55 55 No 0
3812 Busbee 1 57 57 No 0
3816 Busbee 1 56 56 No 0
3829 Busbee 1 56 56 No 0
3830 Bonita 1 61 61 No 0
3901 Bond 1 62 62 No 0
3903 Bond 1 59 59 No 0
3905 Bond 1 60 60 No 0
3909 Bond 1 57 57 No 0
3913 Bond 1 57 57 No 0
3915-3923 Bond 5 58 58 No 0
3991 Memorial Blvd (1) 1 57 57 No 0
3991 Memorial Blvd (2) 1 60 60 No 0
3992-3996 Memorial Blvd (Rec 24) 4 68 68 Yes 4 Yes No
4200 Skyland Rd 1 55 55 No 0
4204 Skyland Rd 1 60 60 No 0
4209-4213 Skyland Rd 2 53 53 No 0
4217-4221 Skyland Rd 2 48 49 No 0
4225-4229 Skyland Rd 2 51 51 No 0
4228 Skyland Rd 1 57 57 No 0
4235 Skyland Rd 1 46 47 No 0
4239 Skyland Rd 1 48 49 No 0
2313 Amy Ave 1 52 53 No 0
4308-4320 Trinity Ln 2 53 53 No 0
4321 Trinity Ln (Rec 23) 1 60 60 No 0
4311 Memorial 1 56 56 No 0
4503 Tanglewood 1 49 50 No 0
4507 Tanglewood 1 60 60 No 0
4515 Tanglewood 1 55 56 No 0
4408 Green Springs 1 51 51 No 0
4409 Green Springs 1 53 53 No 0
4411 Green Springs 1 50 50 No 0
4501 Stagecoach Rd 1 51 51 No 0
4505 Stagecoach Rd 1 53 53 No 0
4509 Stagecoach Rd 1 54 54 No 0
400 Briarwood 1 49 50 No 0
4500 Old Stage (Rec 22) 1 63 63 No 0
4501 Old Stage 1 60 60 No 0
4505 Old Stage 1 55 55 No 0
4507-4507.5 Old Stage 2 53 53 No 0
4509-4513 Old Stage 2 54 54 No 0
4517 Old Stage 1 52 52 No 0
4525-4533 Old Stage 2 45 46 No 0
4537-4541 Old Stage (Rec 7) 2 46.4 47 No 0
4547-4553 Old Stage 2 44 45 No 0
4575-4583 Old Stage 3 42 44 No 0




Project: SR 126 Improvements, Sullivan County
Scenario: Design Year 2037 Build Preferred Alternative (B Modified)
Background Sound Level (dBA): 40
Design Hour Leq (dBA)
Number of Without With Impacted Access to SR
Receiver Residences Background Background Impacted? Residences 126? Isolated Impact?
4609 Old Stage (Rec 8) 1 45 46 No 0
4621-4637 Old Stage 4 46 47 No 0
4360 Harbor Cir 1 48 48 No 0
4701 Memorial (Rec 21) 1 55.6 56 No 0
4713 Memorial 1 50 50 No 0
105-109 Hobbes St (Rec 20) 1 52 53 No 0
108-102 Holiday Hills 3 52 52 No 0
109 Schuler 1 56 56 No 0
108 Schuler 1 54 54 No 0
Cem. 1 0 61 61 No 0
Cem. 2 0 59 59 No 0
Cem. 3 0 54 54 No 0
Cem. 4 0 68 68 Yes 0
Cem Building 0 52 52 No 0
6290 Chestnut Ridge (Rec 10) 1 60 60 No 0
5000 Memorial 1 51 52 No 0
5016 Memorial 1 62 62 No 0
5021 Memorial 1 60 60 No 0
5040 Memorial (1) 1 67 67 Yes 1 Yes Yes
5040 Memorial (2) 1 58 58 No 0
5053 Memorial 1 68 68 Yes 1 Yes Yes
217-227 Sunbury 2 53 53 No 0
105 Fisher 1 52 53 No 0
108 Birdwell Heights 1 68 68 Yes 1 Yes No
5104 Woods Way 1 60 60 No 0
143 Island Dr (Rec 11) 1 57 57 No 0
5227 Memorial 1 61 61 No 0
5006 Country Dr 1 50 50 No 0
5315 Memorial 1 64 64 No 0
5320 Memorial 1 60 60 No 0
5352 Memorial 1 62 62 No 0
5340 Memorial (Rec 17) 6 55 55 No 0
5341 Memorial 1 65 65 No 0
5372 Memorial 1 62 62 No 0
210-226 Old Fall Creek Rd (Rec 12) 3 58 58 No 0
5400 Memorial 1 61 61 No 0
5402 Memorial 1 60 60 No 0
5404 Memorial 1 60 60 No 0
100 Santana 1 62 62 No 0
121 Hill 1 53 54 No 0
100 Huron Cir 1 52 52 No 0
5607 Memorial 1 60 60 No 0
5617 Memorial 1 64 64 No 0
104 Natchez Ln (Rec 5) 1 58 58 No 0
108 Natchez Ln 1 52 52 No 0
5704-5712 Mohican Ln 3 54 54 No 0
5808 Memorial 1 59 59 No 0
110 Har Town 1 56 56 No 0
6008 Hwy 126 1 61 61 No 0
5983 Hwy 126 1 58 58 No 0
5971-5963 Hwy 126 2 62 62 No 0
5964 Hwy 126 1 63 63 No 0
5951-5939 Hwy 126 2 60 60 No 0
5933 Hwy 126 1 55 55 No 0
5900 Hwy 126 1 50 50 No 0
5891 Hwy 126 1 58 58 No 0
5937 Cochice Trail 1 61 61 No 0
5614 Hwy 126 1 62 62 No 0
5593 Hwy 126 1 53 53 No 0
5565 Hwy 126 1 59 59 No 0
5502 Hwy 126 1 51 52 No 0
5485 Hwy 126 1 55 56 No 0
5442 Hwy 126 1 54 55 No 0
220 Gravel Top 1 56 56 No 0
199 Gravel Top 1 52 52 No 0
151 Gravel Top 1 54 54 No 0
141 Gravel Top 1 55 55 No 0
129 Gravel Top 1 58 58 No 0
117 Gravel Top 1 61 61 No 0
5240 Hwy 126 1 61 61 No 0
5232 Hwy 126 1 59 59 No 0
5222 Hwy 126 1 62 62 No 0
5204 Hwy 126 1 58 58 No 0
5121 Hwy 126 1 66 66 Yes 1 Yes Yes
3820 Memorial Blvd. 3 67 67 Yes 3 Yes No
109 Holiday Hills 1 54 55 No 0




Project: SR 126 Improvements, Sullivan County
Scenario: Design Year 2037 Build Preferred Alternative (B Modified)
Background Sound Level (dBA): 40
Design Hour Leq (dBA)
Number of Without With Impacted Access to SR
Receiver Residences Background Background Impacted? Residences 126? Isolated Impact?
4801 Memorial 1 60 60 No 0
Apts. on Memorial 1st floor 4 64 64 No 0
Memorial Duplex 2 62 62 No 0
Apts. on Memorial (2) 6 63 63 No 0
5100 Memorial 1 66 66 Yes 1 Yes No
5104 Memorial 1 66 66 Yes 1 Yes No
5108-5116 Memorial 3 66 66 Yes 3 Yes No
5332 Memorial 1 63 63 No 0
5360-5368 Memorial 3 62 62 No 0
101 Santana 1 64 64 No 0
101 Cassidy 1 63 63 No 0
5219 Hwy 126 1 63 63 No 0
4216-4220 Skyland Rd (Rec 6) 2 62 62 No 0
4605 Memorial Blvd 1 66 66 Yes 1 Yes Yes
4741 Memorial Blivd 1 57 57 No 0
4745 1/2 Memorial Blvd 1 58 58 No 0
4745 Memorial Blvd 1 61 61 No 0
Apts. on Memorial 2nd floor 4 65 65 No 0
4822 Memorial Blvd 2nd floor 8 64 64 No 0
4822 Memorial Blvd 2nd floor 8 64 64 No 0
104 LeMay Rd 2 62 62 No 0
18

Impacted Residences

Impacted Residences with Direct Access to SR 126
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Appendix D - Section 106 Historic Architectural Coordination and
Addendum Documentation of Effects

APPENDIX D — SECTION 106 HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL
COORDINATION AND ADDENDUM DOCUMENTATION OF
EFFECTS

ADDENDUM DOCUMENTATION OF EFFECTS — REPORT CORRESPONDENCE
ADDENDUM DOCUMENTATION OF EFFECTS - REPORT

ADDENDUM DOCUMENTATION OF EFFECTS - 2008 PUBLIC CORRESPONDENCE
ADDENDUM DOCUMENATION OF EFFECTS — AGENCY CORRESPONDENCE
ADDENDUM DOCUMENTATION OF EFFECTS — CONCEPTUAL LAYOUT

ADDENDUM DOCUMENTATION OF EFFECTS — AERIAL MAP OF YANCEY’S TAVERN AND
CEMETERY

ADDENDUM DOCUMENTATION OF EFFECTS — CEMETERY CONCEPTUAL LAYOUT

State Route 126 — Final Environmental Impact Statement



TENNESSEE HISTORICAL COMMISSION
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION
2941 LEBANON ROAD
NASHVILLE, TN 37243-0442

June 11,2013 (615) 532-1550

Ms. Martha Carver

Tennessee Department of Transportation
505 Deaderick S/900

Nashville, Tennessee, 37243-0349

RE: FHWA, EFFECT DETERMINATION, ALTERNATIVE B MODIFIED/SR-126 IMPVTS./PIN#
105467.00, KINGSPORT, SULLIVAN COUNTY

Dear Ms. Carver:

Pursuant to your request, received on Wednesday, June 5, 2013, this office has reviewed documentation
concerning the above-referenced undertaking. This review is a requirement of Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act for compliance by the participating federal agency or applicant for federal
assistance. Procedures for implementing Section 106 of the Act are codified at 36 CFR 800 (Federal
Register, December 12, 2000, 77698-77739)

Based on the information provided, we find that the project area contains a cultural resource eligible for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places: Yancey’s Tavern. We further find that the project as
currently proposed will not adversely affect this resource. Unless project plans change, this office has no
objection to the implementation of this project. Should project plans change, please contact this office to
determine what additional action, if any, is necessary.

1 wish to take this opportunity to commend your on-going good work and that of Ms. Tammy Sellers in
bringing this case to successful completion of Section 106 review. You both deserve great credit in
melding the mission of your agency with that of historic preservation. Often, this is a difficult task, and
you both accomplished it with remarkable diligence and fortitude. As Tennessee SHPO, I want you both to
lmow how much I appreciate it.

Sincerely,

© (2t T L
E. Patrick Mclntyre, Jr.
Executive Director and

State Historic Preservation Officer

EPM/jyg
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STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

ENVIRONMENTAL DiVISION
SUITE 900, JAMES K. POLK BUILDING
505 OEADERICK STREET
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37243-1402
(615) 741-3655

JOHN C. SCHROER BILL HASLAM
COMMISSIONER GOVERNOR
June 3, 2013

Mr. E. Patrick Mcintyre

State Historic Preservation Officer
Tennessee Historical Commission
2941 Lebanon Road

Nashville, TN 37243

SUBJECT: Addendum Documentation of Effects Pursuant to 36 CFR 800 and Section 4(f) Documentation
At Yancey's Tavern for Proposed Improvements to Sfate Route 126 from East Center Street
To Interstate 81 in Kingsport, Sullivan County PIN 105467.00

Dear Mr. Mclntyre:

Enclosed you will find an addendum report for the above referenced project. The addendum discusses the effects
to one National Register listed property: Yancey's Tavern. In 2004, TDOT historians surveyed the Area of Potential
Effects (APE) and inventoried 96 properties. In a 2005 report, it was the opinion of TDOT that one property,
Yancey's Tavern, was listed in the National Register of Historic Places and one additional property, the Shipley-
Jarvis House, was eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. In a letter dated March 22, 2005, the
Tennessee State Historic Preservation Officer (TN-SHPO) concurred with these findings.

In 2008, TDOT historians sent a Documentation of Effects report to your office and in that document stated that it
was TDOT's opinion that the proposed project would not adversely affect the Shipley-Jarvis House and would
adversely affect Yancey's Tavern. Your office agreed with TDOT's findings in a November 3, 2008 letter. in the
2008 report, the proposed project design adjacent to Yancey's Tavern indicated that a substantial number of graves
in the East Lawn Funeral Home and Memorial Garden would be relocated. Due to the initial public response to the
' removal of graves and reburials, TDOT re-designed a segment of the roadway adjacent to Yancey's Tavern in June
2012, entitle Alternative B1. In June 2012, a TDOT historian wrote an addendum effects assessment to evaluate
potential effects at Yancey's Tavern. In that addendum document, it was TDOT’s opinion that the proposed
Alternative B1 would still adversely affect Yancey's Tavern. In a letter dated June 13, 2012, the TN-SHPO agreed

with TDOT’s assessment.

In an effort to minimize harm to the historic property, TDOT is currently proposing Alternative B Modified and the
enclosed document discusses the effects to the National Register listed Yancey’s Tavern. It is the opinion of TDOT
that the proposed Alternative B Modified would have an effect that is not adverse to the National Register listed
property. Please review the addendum effects assessment pursuant to regulations set forth in 36 CFR 800 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. We look forward to your comments. Thank you for your help in this
matter.

Sincerely,

Wu @am/z/u

Martha Carver
Historic Preservation Manager



STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

ENVIRONMENTAL DIVISION
SUITE 900, JAMES K. POLK BUILDING
505 DEADERICK STREET
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37243-1402
(615) 741-3655

JOHN C. SCHROER BILL HASLAM
COMMISSIONER GOVERNOR
June 3, 2013

SUBJECT:  Addendum Documentation of Effects Pursuant to 36 CFR 800 and Section 4(f) Documentation
At Yancey's Tavern for Proposed Improvements to State Route 126 from East Center Street
To Interstate 81 in Kingsport, Sullivan County PIN 105467.00

To Whom It May Concern:

The Tennessee Department of Transportation is proposing to improve State Route 126 from East Cedar Street
to Interstate 81 in Kingsport. The enclosed document addresses the effects of Alternative B Modified to the
National Register listed Yancey’s Tavern. The proposed Alternative B Modified is being proposed by TDOT in
an effort to minimize impacts to both Yancey’s Tavern and the East Lawn Memorial Garden.

A federal law, the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, requires that for road projects with federal funds,
TDOT should identify and work to protect properties that are considered historic. Under this law, “historic” is
defined as those properties that are listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.
Because of these laws, TDOT has staff historians that review all projects that have federal funding. Since this
project includes federal money, a staff historian for TDOT surveyed the general project area in an attempt to
identify historic properties which could be impacted by the proposed project.

The enclosed report discusses the survey findings. You are receiving this report because TDOT has identified
you as a Sullivan County party or individual with historic preservation interests. The Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation Regulations specify that members of the public with interests in an undertaking and its
effects on historic properties shouid be given reasonable opportunity to have an active role in the Section 106
process. As such, TDOT would like to give you the opportunity to participate in that process. If you would like
to learn more about the historic review process go to http://www.achp.qov for additional information.

If you have any comments on historic issues related to this project, please write me. Federal regulations
provide that you have thirty days to respond from the receipt of this letter.

Sincerely,

\DM Sifens

Tammy Sellers
Historic Preservation Supervisor

Enclosure
cc: Mr. Patrick Mcintyre, TN-SHPO



TENNESSEE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Addendum Documentation of Effects Pursuant to 36 CFR 800
And Section 4(f) Documentation

For Proposed Improvements to:

State Route 126 from East Center Street
To Interstate 81 in Kingsport

Sullivan County

PIN 105467.00

May 2013

Tammy Sellers

Tennessee Department of Transportation
Environmental Division

Suite 900 James K. Polk Building
Nashville, TN 37243-0334

Phone: (615) 741-5367



Addendum Documentation of Effects Pursuant to 36 CFR 800
and Section 4(f) Documentation

For Proposed Improvements to:

State Route 126 from East Center Street
To Interstate 81 in Kingsport

Sullivan County

MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

The Tennessee Department of Transportation with funding made available through the Federal
Highway Administration is proposing to improve State Route 126 from East Center Street to 1-81
in Kingsport.

This addendum report discusses the effects to the National Register listed property: Yancey's
Tavern located on State Route 126 outside of Kingsport. In 2004, TDOT historians surveyed
the Area of Potential Effects (APE) and inventoried 96 properties. In a 2005 report, it was the
opinion of TDOT that one property, Yancey’s Tavern, was listed in the National Register of
Historic Places and one additional property, the Shipley-Jarvis House, was eligible for listing in
the National Register of Historic Places. In a letter dated March 22, 2005, the Tennessee State
Historic Preservation Officer (TN-SHPOQO) concurred with these findings.

In 2008, TDOT historians sent a Documentation of Effects report to the TN-SHPO and in that
document stated that it was TDOT's opinion that the proposed project would not adversely
affect the Shipley-Jarvis House and would adversely affect Yancey's Tavern. The TN-SHPO
agreed with TDOT'’s findings in a November 3, 2008 letter. In the 2008 report, the proposed
project design adjacent to Yancey’s Tavern indicated that a substantial number of graves in the
East Lawn Funeral Home and Memorial Garden would be relocated. Due to the initial public
response to the removal of graves and reburials, TDOT re-designed a segment of the roadway
adjacent to Yancey's Tavern in June 2012, entitle Aiternative B1. In June 2012, a TDOT
historian wrote an addendum effects assessment to evaluate potential effects at Yancey’s
Tavern. In that addendum document, it was TDOT’s opinion that the proposed Alternative B1
would still adversely affect Yancey's Tavern. In a letter dated June 13, 2012, the TN-SHPO
agreed with TDOT’s assessment.

In an effort to minimize harm to the historic property, TDOT is currently proposing Alternative B
Modified and this document will discuss the effects to the National Register listed Yancey's

Tavern.
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Addendum Documentation of Effects Pursuant to 36 CFR 800
For Proposed Improvements to:

State Route 126 from East Center Street
To Interstate 81 in Kingsport

Sullivan County

Statement of Determination
The Tennessee Department of Transportation with funding made available through the Federal
Highway Administration is proposing to improve State Route 126 from East Center Street to i-81

in Kingsport.

This addendum report discusses the effects to the National Register listed property: Yancey’'s
Tavern, located on State Route 126 outside of Kingsport. In 2004, TDOT historians surveyed
the Area of Potential Effects (APE) and inventoried 96 properties. In a 2005 report, it was the
opinion of TDOT that one property, Yancey’s Tavern, was listed in the National Register of
Historic Places and one additional property, the Shipley-Jarvis House, was eligible for listing in
the National Register of Historic Places. In a letter dated March 22, 2005, the Tennessee State
Historic Preservation Officer (TN-SHPO) concurred with these findings.

In 2008, TDOT historians sent a Documentation of Effects report to the TN-SHPO and in that
document stated that it was TDOT’s opinion that the proposed project would not adversely
affect the Shipley-Jarvis House and would adversely affect Yancey’s Tavern. The TN-SHPO
agreed with TDOT’s findings in a November 3, 2008 letter. In the 2008 report, the cross section
for the alignment included four travel lanes adjacent to Yancey's Tavern and the preliminary
plans indicated that a substantial number of graves in the East Lawn Funeral Home and
Memorial Garden would be removed in order to keep from taking right-of-way from the National
Register boundary of the historic tavern.

As the project evolved and more detailed information became available, two build alternatives
were proposed in the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that meet the purpose and
need as defined in the EIS (a copy of the draft EIS is available at
hitp://www.tdot.state.tn.us/sr126/docs/SR126MemorialBoulevardDEIS010912.pdf. or is on file
with the TDOT Environmental Division). Build Alternative A would improve State Route 126
largely on the existing alignment and includes a typical cross section of four-lane roadway (two
travel lanes in each direction) within the commercial and residential areas of the western half of
the study corridor. The eastern half of the corridor, which is rural in nature, would remain a two-
travel lane facility. Build Alternative B is a variation of Alternative A. The key variations for this
document is the reduction of the four-travel lane section for a length of approximately 0.5 miles
and the use of retaining walls through the section of road between Yancey’s Tavern and the
East Lawn Funeral Home and Memorial Garden. These alternatives will be discussed in greater
detail in the Project Background and Description Section of this document.

In 2012, the negative public response to the removal of graves and reburials caused TDOT to
consider redesigning a segment of the roadway adjacent to Yancey’s Tavern. The design of the
project at the Shipley-Jarvis House did not change so the effects remain the same as described
in the 2008 document. |n an effort to avoid the removal of graves from the East Lawn Memorial
Garden, TDOT re-designed the proposed project between Yancey’s Tavern and the East Lawn
Memorial Garden in June 2012.
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In June 2012, Alternative B1 was proposed that did not require any additional right-of-way from
the memorial garden but would have required right-of-way from the northern side of the State
Route 126, and resulted in taking approximately one acre of right-of-way and 0.1 acre of
permanent slope easements from Yancey’s Tavern. Shifting the roadway alignment to the north
would have also removed the majority of mature trees that currently shield the historic property
from State Route 126. With this alternative, a required retaining wall—seven feet tall at its
highest point—was proposed on the northern side of the roadway in front of the tavern. A cul-
de-sac was also proposed for the existing Chestnut Ridge Road to the west of Yancey's Tavern,
cutting Yancey’s Tavern off from the two-lane road that it had been historically associated with.
In a June 2012 report, it was the opinion of TDOT that the proposed Alternative B1 would have
an adverse effect to the historic property based on the right-of-way take, height of the retaining
wall, the introduction of a modern, urban roadway, and the removal of screening vegetation. On
June 13, 2012, the TN-SHPO concurred with TDOT's adverse effect finding. Detailed
documentation of this alternative is on file with the TDOT Historic Preservation Section and can
be provided upon request.

Due to the potential adverse effect of Alternative B1, TDOT historians worked with the designers
to minimize harm to the historic property, Yancey's Tavern. This design, entitled Alternative B
Modified, will be studied in depth within this document to determine the effects it would have on
Yancey's Tavern. According to the plans for Aiternative B Modified, the proposed project would
shift the right-of-way from Yancey’s Tavern to the south onto the East Lawn Memorial Garden
and Cemetery but would not be shifted so far to the south that occupied graves would need to
be relocated. This would allow for only a small, temporary, construction easement within the
National Register boundary of Yancey’s Tavern and that construction easement would be
returned to the current grade and appearance after construction is completed. A retaining wall
would be required on both the north and south side of the proposed State Route 126; however,
given the existing grade and elevation of the historic Yancey's Tavern only a short section of the
wall would be visible from the house itself. Although little of the retaining wall will be visible from
Yancey’s Tavern, TDOT is proposing an aesthetic treatment to the wall that will be compatible
with the historic landscape but will be minimalist in its design. TDOT will consult with the TN-
SHPO and consuiting parties in designing the retaining wall in order to get their review and
comments on the proposed design feature. The cross-section in Alternative B Modified would
also be reduced by the removal of the sidewalks on the northern side of State Route 126.
Utilities will be relocated with this revised aiternative and according to representatives from
TDOT’s Right-of-Way and Utilities Divisions there is sufficient space within that cross-section to
relocate all utilities.

Federal laws require TDOT and FHWA to comply with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.! Appendix A contains a fact sheet about Section 106.
Regulations detailing the |mplementat|oﬁ of this act are codified at 36 CFR 800. This legislation
requires TDOT and FHWA to identify any properties (either above-ground bunldlngs “structures,
objects .or historic sites or below ground archaeological sites) of historic significance. For the
purposes of this legislation, historic significance is defined as those properties which are
included in the National Register of Historic Places or which are eligible for inclusion in the
National Register. Appendix B contains a copy of the National Register criteria, which are
codified at 36 CFR 60.4. Once historic resources are identified, legisiation requires these
agencies to determine if the proposed project would affect the historic resource. Appendix C
contains a copy of the Criteria of Effect as defined in 36 CFR 800.5. If the proposed project
would have an adverse effect to a historic property, the legislation requires FHWA to provide the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (an independent federal agency) an opportunity to
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comment on the effect. Appendix D contains information on Section 4(f) of the U.S. DOT Act,
as amended. This law prohibits the Secretary of Transportation from approving any project
which requires the “use” of a historic property unless there is no prudent and feasible alternative
to that use and unless the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the historic

resources.

This document has been prepared in consultation with the TN-SHPO and will be circulated to
the TN-SHPO, FHWA, and local individuals, agencies, or organizations with interests in historic
and cultural resources.

The archaeology is contained in a separate document.
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Projeﬁl,on Location for the Proposed 3-Lane Section

Yancey’s Tavern

Figure 1: Project Location Map at Yancey's Tavern
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Project Background and Description

The Tennessee Department of Transportation with funding made available through the Federal
Highway Administration is proposing to improve State Route 126 from East Center Street to 1-81

in Kingsport.

This project served as a Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) pilot project with TDOT, and the
CSS team recommended a four-lane, urban roadway with curb and gutter between the
memorial garden and Yancey’s Tavern. In 2008, the TDOT consultant provided functional plans
indicating that the four-lane facility could be built between the memorial garden and the historic
property without taking right-of-way from Yancey's Tavern. Since that time, it has been
determined that right-of-way will be required in order to build the proposed project.

The following build alternative information was taken from the 2012 Draft EIS.

Build Alternative A

Build Alternative A improves SR 126 (Memorial Boulevard) to a four-lane facility (two travel
lanes in each direction) within the commercial and residential areas of the western half of
the study corridor. The eastern half of the study corridor, which is rural in nature, will
remain a two-travel lane facility. Either a raised median or two way left turn lane (TWLTL)
will be provided along the majority of the route. Improved shoulders will be provided along
the entire corridor and sidewalks will be extended to the majority of the commercial and
residential areas.

Several different typical cross sections are proposed along the SR126 (Memorial
Boulevard) corridor. Additional right-of-way will be required along the entire corridor to
accommodate the proposed improvements. . .

The proposed alignment of Alternative A generally follows the existing alignment. The
proposed alignment shifts from side to side to minimize impacts, reduce earthwork
volumes, simplify constructability, and improve the curvature of the roadway. Despite the
effort to minimize impacts, considerable additional Right of Way will be required and many
residences and businesses will need to be relocated. . .

In addition to the SR126 {(Memorial Boulevard) roadway typical cross section and alignment
improvements, several side road intersection approaches to SR126 (Memorial Boulevard)
are improved. Many of these minor connections intersect SR 126 (Memorial Boulevard) at
skewed angles. Realigning side road approaches to intersect to as close to 90 degrees as
possible has proven visibility and safety benefits. . . Side Road approaches to SR 126
(Memorial Boulevard) to be realigned include:

Warpath Drive Heather Lane Natchez Lane
Miller Street Old Stage Road Harr Town Road
Orebank Road Eaton Station Road Adams Street
John B. Dennis Exit Ramp  Woods Way Island Road

Several intersections are proposed to be closed along SR126 (Memorial Boulevard).
These minor connections o SR 126 (Memorial Boulevard) will be rerouted to connect via
improved intersections on neighboring roads. Closing these intersections will improve
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access control and safety along the route due to the reduction of conflict points. . .
Intersections to be closed along SR 126 (Memorial Boulevard) include:

Edens Ridge Road Trinity Lane Red Robin Lane
Hawthorne Street Tanglewood Road Gravel Top Road
Kent Street Holiday Road Amy Avenue
Shuler Drive

The draft EIS continues to discuss each cross section that is being proposed under Build
Alternative A. The following information discusses the proposed cross section for this build
alternative in relation to Yancey's Tavern and the East Lawn Funeral Home and Cemetery and
was taken directly from the draft EIS.

3. Harbor Chapel Road (.M. 5.18) to Cooks Valley Road (L.M. 7.66)

The proposed cross section of this 2.5 mile long segment of SR 126 (Memorial
Boulevard) from Harbor Chapel Road to Cooks Valley Road includes four travel lanes
(two in each direction) and a raised grass median. The first 0.6 miles of this segment
from Harbor Chapel Road to east of Old Stage Road includes four-foot wide paved
shoulders, curb and gutter, and sidewalks on both sides of the roadway. The next 1.9
miles of this segment from east of Old Stage Road to Cooks Valley Road will not have
curb and gutter, and instead will have roadside ditches for drainage. The shoulders will
be eight feet wide, six feet of which will be paved. No sidewalks will be provided along
this 1.9 mile segment between Old Stage Road and Cooks Valley Road due to the lack
of properties fronting SR 126 (Memorial Boulevard). The travel lanes throughout the
entire 2.5 mile long segment will be eleven feet wide. The four to six-foot wide paved
shoulders will accommodate bicyclists. The design speed of this segment is 45 miles
per hour.

Additional features in this section include intersection realignments and closings. Trinity
Lane’s intersection with SR 126 (Memorial Boulevard) will be closed. Access to SR 126
(Memorial Boulevard) will be provided via a new connection to Amy Avenue and
Glenwood Street. Tanglewood’s intersection with SR 126 (Memorial Boulevard) will be
closed. Access to SR 126 (Memorial Boulevard) will be provided via a new connection
to Briarwood Road. Old Stage road’s approach to SR 126 (Memorial Boulevard) will be
realigned to improve the skew of the intersection. Holiday Road’s intersection with SR
126 (Memorial Boulevard) will be closed. Access to SR 126 (Memorial Boulevard) will
be provided via a new connection between Parker Street and Old Parker Drive. The
new connection will provide access to Peers Street and Lemay Drive. Shuler Drive's
intersection with SR 126 (Memorial Boulevard) will also be closed. Access to SR 126
{(Memorial Boulevard) will be provided via Peers Street and Lemay Drive. Eaton Station
Road's approach to SR 126 (Memorial Boulevard) will be realigned to improve the skew
of the intersection. These features will improve the safety and access control along SR
126 (Memorial Boulevard).
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FIGURE 2.3.9: SEGMENT 3B PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION

Figure 2: Proposed Typical Cross Section for Section 3 of Build Alternative A
The draft EIS describes Build Alternative B as follows:

Build Alternative B

Alternative B is a refinement of Alternative A. Alternative B utilizes the same proposed
typical roadway cross sections as Alternative A but the length of the four-travel lane
section of Segment 3 is reduced. As a result, the two-travel lane section of Segment 4
begins further west, near Lemay Drive, and is longer than in Altemative A. Retaining
walls will also be utilized in the vicinity of historic Yancey's tavern and East Lawn
Memorial Gardens Cemetery. These modification were made to minimize impacts to
Yancey's Tavern and the East Lawn Memorial Gardens Cemetery located on the
opposing sides of SR 126 (Memorial Boulevard) in Segment 4. It should be noted that
numerous gravesites will still need to be relocated with Alternative B. Additional
changes incorporated into Alternative B include minor modifications of the proposed
centerline to minimize excavation and fill impacts and improve maintenance of traffic
during construction. Alternative B subsequently requires less additional right-of-way and
impacts fewer residences and businesses than Alternative A. . ..

In addition to the SR 126 (Memorial Boulevard) roadway typical cross section and
alignment improvements, several side road intersection approaches to SR 126
(Memorial Boulevard) are improved or closed. These side road modifications improve
the safety and access control along SR126 (Memorial Boulevard). The side road
approaches modified in Alternative B are the same as those in Alternative A [see above].

The section of the roadway that is adjacent to the National Register Listed Yancey’s Tavern is
described as the following in the draft EIS.

East of Lemay Drive (L.M. 7.20) to Harr Town Road (L.M. 10.11)
The proposed cross section of this 2.9 mile long segment of SR 126 (Memorial
Boulevard) from east of Lemay Drive to Harr Town Road includes two travel lanes (one

in each direction), six-foot wide paved shoulders, and curb and gutter. The median in
this section will consist of a two-way left turn lane. The six-foot wide shoulders would
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accommodate bicyclists. The design speed of this segment is 45 miles per hour. This
section is 0.5 miles longer than in Alternative A.

Additional features in this section include intersection realignments and closings. Ted
Robin Lane’s intersection with SR 126 (Memorial Boulevard) will be closed. Access to
SR 126 (Memorial Boulevard) will be provided via Bridwell Heights Road. The side road
approaches of Eaton Station Road, Woods Way, Island Road, Natchez Lane, and Harr
Town Road to SR 126 (Memorial Boulevard) will be realigned to improve the skews of
the intersections. These features will improve the safety and access control along SR
126 (Memorial Boulevard).

Two community resources are located on either side of SR 126 (Memorial Boulevard) in
this segment: Yancey’s Tavern and East Lawn Memorial Gardens Cemetery. Yancey's
Tavern is listed on the National Register of Historic Places. To avoid direct impacts to
the Yancey’s Tavern property, it is proposed to widen SR 126 (Memorial Boulevard) to
the south. The roadway improvements will impact the East Lawn Memorial Gardens
Cemetery. In order to minimize the impacts, the roadway cross section is reduced to
two ftravel lanes in this section of Alternative B, compared to four travel lanes in
Alternative A. This will minimize the visual impacts to Yancey's Tavern and reduce the
number of gravesites which must be relocated in the East Lawn Memorial Gardens
Cemetery. Retaining walls will also be utilized in this area to further reduce impacts to
the cemetery.

6 FT PAVED
SHOULDER

BIDEWALK

CURB & GUTTER

FIGURE 2.4.6: SEGMENT 4 PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION

Figure 3: Proposed Typical Cross-Section Between Yancey's Tavern and the East Lawn
Memorial Gardens Cemetery

2012 Alternatives

Build Alternative B1

The draft EIS estimated that approximately 350 occupied gravesites would be impacted with
Alternative A and Alternative B would impact about 50 gravesites that are currently occupied.
However, the large memorial garden would have sufficient room to relocate impacted
gravesites. In an effort to reduce impacts to the East Lawn Memorial Gardens and Cemetery,
TDOT proposed a three-lane, urban roadway with curb-and-gutter on the existing State Route

Addendum Section 106 Report for State Route 126 Improvements at Yancey’s Tavern Page 8



126 alignment. This three-lane alternative, as proposed in June 2012, would not have taken
any right-of-way from the memorial garden and would have required approximately 1 acre from
Yancey's Tavern with 0.1 acres of permanent slope easements. This proposed aiternative
required a retaining wall on both sides of the roadway, with the northern side being 7-feet tall at
its highest point and on the southern side being 4.5 feet tall at its highest point. In addition, this
Alternative B1 required a cul-de-sac of Chestnut Ridge Road to the west of Yancey's Tavern
and would have cut off the historic property from the road.
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Figure 4: Conceptual Layout between Yancey's Tavern and the East Lawn Memorial Garden

Modified Alternative B

Given the potential impacts to the East Lawn Memorial Garden Cemetery if the alignment shifts
to the south and the impacts to the National Register listed Yancey's Tavern if the alignment is
shifted to the north, TDOT is currently proposing a compromise alternative that would take some
land from the cemetery without taking graves. This revised alternative would eliminate the right-
of-way take from Yancey's Tavern and eliminate the proposed slope easement. An
approximately twelve-foot wide temporary construction easement will be needed on the
Yancey’s Tavern side. However, after construction the land will be retumed to its pre-

construction grade and appearance.

In addition, the revised alternative would keep the existing Chestnut Ridge Road open to traffic
in front of the tavern rather than have a cul-de-sac to the west. However, Chestnut Ridge Road
would no longer tie into SR 126 but would end with a branch turn-around just beyond the tavern.
The branch turn-around will provide travelers on Chestnut Ridge Road with a safe way to turn
around without having to use Yancey's Tavern's driveway. Landscaping will be added around
the turn-around to provide further screening at the historic property. A retaining wall will still be
needed on both sides of the road but the height would be approximately six-feet tall. Only a
short segment of the retaining wall on the northern side of SR 128 will be visible from Yancey's

Tavern.
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Public Involvement

On November 19, 2003, TDOT mailed letters to nine groups or tribes representing Native
American interests and asked them if they wished to participate in the historic review process as
consulting parties (list below). To date, TDOT has not received any responses related to
architectural resources. Appendix F contains a copy of the letter.

Mr. James Bird-THPO
Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians

Dr. Richard Allen
Research and Policy Analyst

Ms. Rena Duncan
Cultural Resources Director
Chickasaw Nation

Mr. Gregory E. Pyle
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma

Mr. Tim Thompson
Muscogee (Creek) Nation

Mr. Emman Spain
Historic Preservation Specialist
Seminole Nation of Oklahoma

Mr. Archie Mouse, Chief
United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee

Mr. Charles D. Enyart
Eastern Shawnee Tribe Oklahoma

Ms. Carrie Wilson
Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma

On October 17, 2008, the Documentation of Effect Report was circulated to the following historic
groups. A copy of this addendum will be circulated to these historic groups and those that
commented on the 2008 document.

Sullivan County Historical Society Dr. Dale Royalty
P.C. Box 60 East Tennessee State University
Blountvilie, TN 37617 Department of History

Box 70672
Ken Weems Johnson City, TN 37614-0672
CLG/Historic Commission
City of Kingsport Ambre Torbett,
225 W. Center Street Director of Planning and Codes
Kingsport, TN 37660-4237 Sullivan County

3411 Highway 26, Suite 30
Tennessee Valley Authority Blountville TN 37617,

Cultural Resources
400 West Summit Hill Drive
Knoxville, TN 37902
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Mayor of Kingsport
225 West Center Street
Kingsport, TN 37660

Claudia Moody

Northeast Heritage Tourism Area
P. O. Box 375

Jonesborough, TN 37659

Sullivan County Mayor
3411 Highway 126, Suite 206
Blountville, TN 37617

Deborah Montanti

The Heritage Alliance of Northeast TN
& Southeast Virginia

212 East Sabin Drive

Jonesborough, TN 37659

Property Owners

Rann Vaulx

Yancey's Tavern Owner
405 Wine Circle
Blountville, TN 37617

Sheila Hunt

Sullivan County Historian
Dept of Archives & History
3425 Highway 126, Suite 100
Blountville, TN 37617

Justin Sanders

The Heritage Alliance, NE TN
212 Sabin Drive
Jonesborough, TN 37659

Sullivan County Historical and
Genealogical Society

P.O. Box 568

Blountville, TN 37617

Gray Stothart

Historian First TN Development District
3211 North Roan Street

Johnson City, TN 37601

Downtown Kingsport Association
Attn: Calvin Wright

140 West Main Street

Kingsport, TN 37660

Jack and Shirley Jarvis
Shipley-Jarvis House
3309 Memorial Blvd.
Kingsport, TN 37664

Previous Commenters on the 2008 Documentation of Effect Report

Mary Fanslow

Netherland Inn/Exchange Place
P.O. Box 293

Kingsport, TN 37662

Robert J. Nolestine, |
Association for the Preservation of
Tennessee Antiquities

110 Leake Avenue

Nashville, TN 37205

Judith B. Murray
804 Rock City Road
Kingsport, TN 37664

The 2008 Documentation of Effect Report was also provided to the property owners of the
National Register listed and eligible properties within the project corridor. The document was
then passed on to other regional and statewide organization with a historic preservation
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interest. After the public commenting period ended, TDOT forwarded copies of the comment
letters and TDOT response letters to the TN-SHPO on January 26, 2009. The following is a
summary of the historic comment letters (Copies of the letters can be found in Appendix E).

e November 14, 2008: Mr. Rann Vaulx, owner of Yancey’'s Tavern, requested that TDOT
send a copy of the Documentation of Effect Report to several historic groups (The report
was mailed to these groups in December 2008). Mr. Vaulx agreed that the proposed
improvements would be an adverse visual impact to the historic property but further
commented that the removal of Chestnut Ridge Road would destroy “the paved continuation
of the 1761 Island Road.” In a letter dated November 24, 2008, TDOT responded to Mr.
Vaulx and forwarded a copy of both letters to the TN-SHPO.

e November 19, 2008: Ms. Judith Murray, a member of the Citizens Resource Team (CRT)
for the CSS process, wrote at Mr. Vaulx’'s request, regarding the project. She pointed out
the nuances of the CSS process and agreed that the project would adversely impact the
historic property. She further requested that TDOT look at additional alignments. Since the
majority of her comments dealt with CSS items, the project manager, Ray Henson,
responded to her letter on December 23, 2008. A copy of this letter is attached.

+ December 18, 2008: A representative of the Association for the Preservation of Tennessee
Antiquities (APTA) wrote a letter agreeing with TDOT’s position that the proposed project
would adversely impact the historic Yancey’s Tavern property.

e April 1, 2009: The Netherland Inn/Exchange Place commented on the significance of
Yancey's Tavern in the early settlement of Sullivan County. The organization aiso agreed
that the project would have an adverse effect on Yancey’s Tavern.

Although each of the public comment letters agreed with TDOT’s assessment that the project
would adversely affect Yancey's Tavern, the letter writers disagreed with the overall design of
the project. Since these letters were written and responded to, TDOT is currently working to
resolve the historic issues and this document carefully lays out the ways TDOT is addressing
citizen concerns. Each person or organization that responded to the 2008 Documentation of
Effects Report will receive a copy of this addendum document.

Inventoried Properties
TDOT historians surveyed the APE for the proposed project and determined that two properties
were either listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.

s« The Shipley-Jarvis House is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.
The proposed project adjacent to the Shipley-Jarvis house remains the same as it was
described in the 2008 Documentation of Effects Report and, at that time, it was TDOT's
opinion that the project would not adversely affect the historic property. Since the design of
the project at the Shipley-Jarvis House has not changed it will not be discussed further in
this addendum.

¢ Yancey's Tavern was listed in the National Register of Historic Places in 1972. The design
of the proposed project has been changed and the following is the documentation of effect
to Yancey’s Tavern.
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Yancey’s Tavern: Chestnut Ridge Road

Listed in the National Register of Historic Places under Criterion A for its association in the early
settlement of Sullivan County, Yancey’s Tavern is situated on Chestnut Ridge Road located to
the northwest of the existing State Route 126. In the 2008 report, the design of the proposed
project adjacent to Yancey's Tavern included a four-lane cross-section; however, no right-of-
way was being taken from the historic property with all of the proposed right-of-way at the
property coming off of the East Lawn Memorial Garden on the southern side of State Route 126.
In the 2008 report, it was the opinion of TDOT that the project would have an adverse effect to
the National Register listed property.

The following information is from the 1972 National Register Nomination:

Yancey's Tavern, built by 1782, was at one time, and remains so beneath its present
covering, a double log house with a dogtrot. Handfired brick replaced the original stone
chimneys and part of the stone foundation, probably sometime in the nineteenth century.
More recently, brick was used to completely enclose the cellar area, although the
framing of the door and window openings leading into the cellar are much earlier. Both
front and back porches are later. The one-story back wing is not original to the house,
although the fireplace with its simple mantel and crane suggests an early date. The
placement of the back chimney also suggests the possibility that this area was once a
small distance from the main structure and served as a kitchen. Window and door
openings in the structure are not entirely original, but their location would pre-date the
twentieth century.

The interior of Yancey’s Tavern is simple, with three plain but weli-executed mantels on
the first floor. Two second-story rooms are reached by separate stairways. On the
upper floor, construction of the dogtrot is visible because this section of the house has
not been finished for use.

Miscellaneous frame outbuildings of varying dates surround the dwelling house. Most of
the structures, including a barn, wash house, spring house, chicken house, and corncrib,
date from the late nineteenth or early twentieth centuries. The frame granary with its
shingle roof and stone foundation is considerably earlier.”

The nomination further states:

Yancey's Tavern was an important stop along the Island Road, the major artery in upper
East Tennessee. As such, it figured prominently in the development of the area,
attracting as its visitors such men as John Sevier and William Blount, and serving as
headquarters for local business such as meetings of the Sullivan County court.

The Island Road predates Yancey’s Tavern. Completed in September 1761, it was the
first organized road to be built not only in Tennessee but also to the southwest,
connecting Chilhowie, Virginia, to the Long Island of the Hoiston River. Although built for

" Ellen Beasley, “Yancey’s Tavern,” National Register of Historic Places Nomination, 10
November 1972, On file with the Tennessee Historical Commission, Nashville, Tennessee.
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military purposes, it served as a route for settlers. Part of the Island Road later became
known as the Great Stage Road.

Along the road in the Tennessee section were three forts, including Eaton’s Fort. This
fort was located on property which, by the early 1770s, was part of Amos Eaton's ‘corn
rights’ lands. In 1779, Eaton sold a portion of his land near the fort to James Hollis, who,
in turn, sold 900 acres to John Yancey Sr. in 1782. It is not known if Yancey’'s purchase
included a dwelling or if Yancey built the structure; however, within a short period, the
tavern was in operation. Yancey's heirs maintained the property until the last half of the
nineteenth century, when it changed ownership several times prior to being purchased in
1889 by John R. Spahr, whose descendants still own the place today.?

Figure 6: Front elevation of the National
Register listed Yancey’s Tavern located on the
Old Stage Road near the intersection with State
Route 126. This photograph was taken in 2003.
in September 2004, the area surrounding the
historic property was broken into 16 tracts of
land and sold at auction.

Figure 7: Side elevation showing the exterior |
brick chimney that, according to the National
Register nomination, replaced an earlier stone
chimney.

1 Figure 8: Side elevation showing the
. Other brick chimney

2 )bid.
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Figure 9; Current Photograph of the setting at Yancey’s Tavern. The proposed project would
shift the three-lane, urban roadway to the north removing the mature trees that are currently
between Yancey's Tavern and State Route 126 and a retaining wall would cross over part
Chestnut Ridge Road. Landscaping is planned that will help shield Yancey’s Tavern from the
new alignment.

National Register Boundary Information

In the early 1970s, the National Register program rarely required defined boundaries for historic
properties. The National Register nomination for Yancey's Tavern was completed in 1872. The
boundaries are defined as five acres. The following map shows the approximate 5 acre-
National Register boundary recommended by the TN-SHPO.
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Figure 10. Approximate National Register Boundary for Yancey's Tavern as outlined in the
1972 National Register nomination.
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DOCUMENTATION OF EFFECTS—AIlternative B Modified at Yancey’s Tavern

TDOT applied the Criteria of Effect as found in 36 CFR 800.5 to the proposed design, entitled
Alternative B Modified, adjacent to the historic property. In 2008, the proposed design included
a four-lane urban cross-section with no right-of-way coming from within the National Register
boundary of the historic property. However, it was the opinion of TDOT that the proposed
project would introduce a road that is out-of-scale and character with the historic property and
would be an adverse visual effect to the historic property.

In June of 2012, TDOT proposed design changes to Alternative B1 that reduced the cross-
section from a four-lane urban roadway to a three-lane urban roadway. Although the width of
the road was reduced, the roadway would still have been almost double the pavement width of
the existing two-lane road with this alternative. This proposed design would not take any land
from the East Lawn Funeral Home and Cemetery on the southern side of the road but required
approximately one acre of right-of-way and about 0.1 acres of permanent easements from
within the boundary of the historic property. Additionally, this proposed design would have
required a retaining wall on both sides of State Route 126, the existing alignment of Chestnut
Ridge Road would have been cut off from State Route 126 with a cul-de-sac that would have
been to the west of Yancey’s Tavern that cut the historic property off from Chestnut Ridge Road
and would have required a new driveway. Additionally, the three-lane urban roadway with
approximately 45-feet of pavement would have been shifted to the north closer to the historic
property. Due to these design features, it was the opinion of TDOT that the proposed
Alternative B1 from June 2012 would adversely affect Yancey's Tavern. In a letter dated June
13, 2012, the TN-SHPO agreed with TDOT’s findings. Figure 4 (on page 8) contains the
functional plan sheet showing the proposed Alternative B1 at Yancey's Tavern.

Due to the potential adverse effect of Alternative B1, TDOT historians worked with the designers
to minimize harm to the historic property, Yancey's Tavern. According to the plans for
Alternative B Modified, the proposed project would shift the right-of-way from Yancey's Tavern
to the south onto the East Lawn Memorial Garden and Cemetery but would not be shifted so far
to the south that occupied graves would need to be relocated. This would allow for only a small
temporary construction easement within the National Register boundary of Yancey’s Tavern and
that construction easement would be returned to the current grade and appearance after
construction is completed. A retaining wall would be required on both the north and south sides
of the proposed State Route 126; however, given the existing grade and elevation of the historic
Yancey’s Tavern building only a short section of the wall would be visible from the house itseif.
Although little of the retaining wall will be visible from Yancey’s Tavern, TDOT is proposing an
aesthetic treatment to the wall that will be compatible with the historic landscape but will be
minimalist in its design. TDOT will consult with the TN-SHPO and consulting parties in
designing the retaining wall in order to get their review and comments on the proposed design
feature. The cross-section in Alternative B Modified would also be reduced by the removal of
the sidewalks on the northern side of State Route 126. Utilities will be relocated with this
revised alternative and according to representatives from TDOT's Right-of-Way and Utilities
Divisions there is sufficient space within that cross-section to relocate all utilities.

Additionally, mature trees currently shield Yancey's Tavern from State Route 128, and the shift
to the south would ailow more of those trees to remain than previous alternatives. Although
these revisions would allow for more of the existing trees to remain, some of the trees would be
removed. In order to re-screen the area in front of Yancey’'s Tavern, TDOT is proposing a
detailed landscaping plan that will be created in consultation with TDOT, the TN-SHPO and
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consulting parties to provide appropriate plantings for the area. As the proposed project
continues to be designed, landscaping and aesthetic details will be presented to the TN-SHPO
and consulting parties for review and comment.

Alternative B Modified would also keep Chestnut Ridge Road open in front of Yancey's Tavern,
allowing the historic property to keep its entrance off the existing Chestnut Ridge Road.
Although Yancey's Tavern will continue to stay connected to Chestnut Ridge Road, the road
itself will no longer intersect with State Route 126 to the east of Yancey's Tavern. Chestnut
Ridge Road will end slightly to the southeast of the tavern itself and a branch turn-around will be
provided at the dead end to give travelers the opportunity to turn around. The turn-around has
been provided in order to keep drivers from using Yancey’s Tavern's driveway as a turn-around
and to continue to allow Yancey’s Tavern to have access from Chestnut Ridge Road. Having a
branch turn-around rather than a cul-de-sac will give the dead end a more rural feel rather than
the suburban feel of a bulb-out cul-de-sac. The branch turn-around will require some of the
mature trees to the southwest of Yancey's Tavern to be removed; however, TDOT will develop
a detailed landscaping plan, in conjunction with the TN-SHPO and consulting parties, that will
replace the vegetation that will need to be removed with the branch, turn-around design.

A drawing of the branch turn-around can be found in Figure 11. Figure 12 shows the existing
setting from the porch at Yancey’s Tavern. Figure 13 is a computer generated rendering from
Yancey's Tavern toward State Route 126 after the proposed project is complete. Figure 14
shows the existing view of Yancey's Tavern from the cemetery. Figure 15 is a computer
generated rendering showing the roadway and the tavern after construction is completed.
Figure 16 shows the functional design plans for the Alternative B Modified with the location of
the proposed landscaping shown in a general format. The detailed landscaping plan will be
developed by TDOT and will be designed in consultation with the TN-SHPO and consulting
parties.

=% Alternative B Modified includes numerous design revisions to minimize harm to the historic
property. Alternative B Modified will reduce the pavement width of the proposed State Route
126 with the removal of the sidewalk on the northern side of the road and wili shift the roadway
alignment as far south as possible without taking graves from the East Lawn Memorial Garden.
Additionally, the need for right-of-way from Yancey’s Tavern has been eliminated with this
alternative, taking only a temporary construction easement at the tavern. Yancey's Tavern will
also stay connected to Chestnut Ridge Road as it was historically; however Chestnut Ridge
Road will have a branch turn-around at the dead end just southeast of the tavern. TDOT will
design a detailed landscaping plan that is compatible with the existing landscape and an
aesthetic treatment for the retaining wall will be developed with the TN-SHPO and consulting
parties in order to provide additional screening at the tavern.

For the reasons stated above, it is the opinion of TDOT that the proposed Alternative B
Modified will have No Adverse Effect on the National Register listed Yancey's Tavern.

36CFR 800.5 (a) Apply Criteria of Adverse Effect

In consultation with the SHPO/THPO and any Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization
that attaches religious and cultural significance to identified historic properties, the Agency
Official shall apply the criteria of adverse effect to historic properties within the area of
potential effects. The Agency Official shall consider any views concerning such effects,
which have been provided by consulting parties and the public.
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(a) (1) Criteria of Adverse Effect

An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any
of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in
the National Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association.
Consideration shall be given to all qualifying characteristics of a historic property,
including those that may have been identified subsequent to the original evaluation
of the property's eligibility for the National Register. Adverse effects may include
reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in
time, be farther removed in distance or be cumulative.

(b) (2) Examples of Adverse Effects

An undertaking is considered to have an Adverse Effect when the effect on a historic
property may diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. Adverse effects on historic
properties include, but are not limited to:

(i Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the
property;

The proposed Alternative B Modified shifts the proposed right-of-way to the south of the historic
property onto the East Lawn Memorial Garden, eliminating the need for right-of-way from within
the National Register Boundary of Yancey’s Tavern. Only a temporary construction easement
that is approximately twelve feet wide will be needed and after construction the area will be
returned to its pre-construction slope and appearance. Therefore, it is the opinion of TDOT that
the proposed Alternative B Modified would not physically damage or destroy all or part of the
historic property.

(i) Removal of the property from its historic location

The proposed Alternative B Modified would not result in the removal of a contributing structure
from its historic location.

(iii) Change of the character of the property's use or physical features within
the property’s setting that contribute to its historic significance;

Yancey’s Tavern was listed in the National Register of Historic Places under Criterion A for its
significance in the early settlement of Sullivan County. Alternative B Modified shifts the
proposed three-lane roadway further to the south than previous altemmatives. The overall
amount of pavement is also reduced by the removal of the sidewalk on the northern side of
State Route 126. Since the roadway is shifted to the south, more mature trees located directly
in front of Yancey’s Tavern will remain in place. The trees that are removed for the new
roadway will be replanted on the slope with a detailed landscaping plan that will be coordinated
with the TN-SHPO and consulting parties. Additionally, Chestnut Ridge Road will remain open
and provide access to the historic tavern and will remain a small, two-lane road that has
historically provided access to structure. This keeps the historic road pattern in place. A
branch turn-around with landscaping will end Chestnut Ridge Road to the southeast of the
historic tavern rather than a suburban cul-de-sac. This design feature will provide travelers with
the opportunity to turn around at the dead end without using the Yancey's Tavern property as a
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turn around. Figure 11 shows the proposed branch design. This design will provide a more
natural ending to the road while providing additional screening from State Route 126.

Figure 11: This drawing, from the American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Handbook, shows
the standard for the proposed branch turn-around at the dead end
on Chestnut Ridge Road adjacent to Yancey's Tavern. It shows the
reduced pavement and rural feel of the turn-around. The branch
will be located away from the historic property and TDOT is
proposing to provide a detailed landscaping plan developed in
coordination with the TN-SHPO and consulting parties, at the
branch.

.-

BRANCH

A retaining wall will be required on both the northern and southern sides of State Route 126;
however it will be shorter than in previous alternatives. Due to the slope and terrain at Yancey’s
Tavern, only a small section of the retaining wall will be visible from the porch of the historic
tavern. TDOT will use an aesthetic treatment on the wall to improve the overall aesthetic
design of the project from State Route 126 itself. The aesthetic features of the retaining wall will
be coordinated with the TN-SHPO and consulting parties in order to design a wall that fits the
character of the environment surrounding the historic property. Figure 12 is a 2012 photograph
that shows the view from the second-story porch at Yancey's Tavern as State Route 126
currently looks. Figure 13 is a computer generated rendering from the same spot on the
Yancey’s Tavern porch as it will look after the completion of the proposed State Route 126
improvements. Note that in Figure 13 the landscaping around the branch turn-around is
conceptual and a detailed landscaping plan will be designed in consultation with the TN-SHPO
and consulting parties. Figure 14 shows the view from State Route 126 to the northeast toward
Yancey’s Tavern as it currently looks. Figure 15 is a computer generated that shows the view
of the landscape from State Route 126 after the project is complete. Since the rendering is a
conceptual plan, design defails of the retaining wall and the landscaping plan will be determined
in more detail in consultation with the TN-SHPO and consulting parties. Figure 16 shows the
area where trees will be removed and the general area for tree plantings; however a detailed
landscaping plan will be developed in consultation with the TN-SHPO and consulting parties.

Due to the design of Alternative B Modified, it is the opinion of TDOT that the proposed project

would not change the character of the property’s use or physical features that contribute to its
historic significance.
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Figure 12: Existing setting from the Yancey’s Tavern porch

Figure 13: A computer rendering showing the setting from the porch at Yancey’s Tavern. Note
that the branch turnaround is beyond the tavern itself which will allow the tavern to remain on
the road it has historically been associated with. As part of the project, TDOT will create a
landscaping plan that may include trees other than the ones show in the rendering. The
landscaping plan will be developed in consultation with the TN-SHPO and consulting parties.
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Figure 15. Computer generated rendering from the cemetery toward Yancey’s Tavern showing
the view of the property from the road. The colors depicted in the rendering are due to the
nature of the technology and it appears darker that it should be when constructed.

Addendum Section 106 Report for State Route 126 Improvements at Yancey’s Tavern Page 22



(iv) Introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the
integrity of the property’s significant historic features;

Yancey's Tavern is eligible for listing in the National Register under Criterion A for its
significance in the early settlement of Sullivan County and was historically used as a hotel and
restaurant for travelers in the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Historically associated
with the road, the tavern currently sits on a two-lane road with vegetation between the historic
property and the existing State Route 126. Alternative B Modified would build a three-lane
roadway that has been shifted further to the south than previous alternatives and the cross-
section has been reduced by the removal of the sidewalk on the northern side of State Route
126. These design changes would allow for more of the mature trees that currently separate
Yancey's Tavern from State Route 126 to remain in place and provisions have been made to
landscape the northern slope of the proposed three-lane roadway in order to provide additional
vegetative screening for the tavern.

Since its historical association is with the road itself, Afternative B Modified proposes to keep
Chestnut Ridge Road open in front of Yancey’s Tavern which will allow for continued access at
its historic entrance. Chestnut Ridge Road will be closed just beyond the tavern itself and a
branch turnaround with landscaping will mark the end of Chestnut Ridge Road. This branch
turn-around will provide drivers with the opportunity to safely turn around without using the
driveway at Yancey's Tavern. TDOT will also provide landscaping around the turn-around for
additional screening from the proposed three-lane facility. The Alternative B Modified has
proposed right-of-way that has been shifted to the south and the height of the retaining wall on
the northern side of State Route 126 at Yancey's Tavern has been reduced. Additionally,
keeping the mature trees, the historic road configuration, and ending Chestnut Ridge with a
branch turn-around and landscaping will provide historically appropriate screening. Therefore, it
is the opinion of TDOT that the proposed Alternative B Modified would not introduce any visual,
atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of Yancey’s Tavern.

(v) Neglect of a property which causes its deterioration, except where such
neglect or deterioration are recognized qualities or a property of religious
and cultural significance to an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian
organization; and

The proposed improvements will not result in the neglect or associated deterioration of
Yancey's Tavern.

Based on the proposed design of Alfernative B Modified, it is the opinion of TDOT that the
proposed project would have no adverse effect on Yancey’s Tavern.
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Section 4(f) Involvement—Alternative B Modified at Yancey’s Tavern

Codified at 49 CFR 303, “Section 4(f)” refers to a section of the U.S. Department of Transportation
Act (1966, as amended) that gives special consideration to the use of park and recreational lands,
wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites by federally assisted transportation projects. To be
considered “historic,” a property must be either listed in the National Register of Historic Places or is
determined eligible for such listing by the Keeper of the Register of the State Historic Preservation
Officer, Section 4(f) applies only to those projects using federal funds from the U.S. Department of

Transportation.

Federal laws state that the Secretary of the Department of Transportation may approve the use of
land from a historic site only if:

(1.) there is no prudent or feasible alternative to using that land, and

(2) the program or project inciudes all possible planning to minimize harm to the historic
site resulting from the use (see Appendix D).

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) determines if the requirements of the Section 4(f)
stature are met. The FHWA will approve the use of the Section 4(f) property only if the requirements
are satisfied.

The proposed project would not incorporate any land from the historic boundary into a transportation
facility nor would it adversely affect it while temporarily occupying land within the boundaries of the
historic property. The proposed project would not substantially impair any activities, features, or
attributes that qualify the historic property as eligible for listing in the National Register. Under the
Section 106 process, the proposed project would have an effect that is not adverse to the historic
property. For these reasons, it is the opinion of TDOT that the proposed project would not have a
Section 4(f) use of the historic property.
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Conclusions

The Tennessee Department of Transportation with funding made available through the Federal
Highway Administration is proposing to improve State Route 126 from East Center Street to 1-81 in

Kingsport.

This addendum report discusses the effects to the National Register listed property: Yancey's
Tavern located on State Route 126 outside of Kingsport. In 2004, TDOT historians surveyed the
Area of Potential Effects (APE) and inventoried 96 properties. In a 2005 report, it was the opinion of
TDOT that one property, Yancey's Tavern, was listed in the National Register of Historic Places and
one additional property, the Shipley-Jarvis House, was eligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places. In a letter, dated March 22, 2005, the Tennessee State Historic Preservation Officer
(TN-SHPO) concurred with these findings.

In 2008, TDOT historians sent a Documentation of Effects report to the TN-SHPO and in that
document stated that it was TDOT’s opinion that the proposed project wouid not adversely affect the
Shipley-Jarvis House and would adversely affect Yancey's Tavern. The TN-SHPO agreed with
TDOT'’s findings in a November 3, 2008 letter. In the 2008 report, the alignment adjacent to
Yancey's Tavern indicated that a substantial number of graves in the East Lawn Funeral Home and
Memorial Garden would be relocated as part of both of the proposed alternatives.

In 2012, the negative public response to the removal of graves and reburiais caused TDOT to re-
design a segment of the roadway adjacent to Yancey’s Tavern. The design of the project at the
Shipley-Jarvis House has not changed so the effects remain the same as described in the 2008
document. In an effort to avoid the removal of graves from the East Lawn Memorial Garden, TDOT
redesigned the proposed project between Yancey's Tavern and the East Lawn Memorial Garden in
June 2012.

In June 2012, Alternative B1 was proposed and would not have required any additional right-of-way
from the memorial garden but would have required right-of-way from the northern side of the State
Route 126, and would have resulted in taking approximately one acre of right-of-way and about 0.1
acres of permanent slope easements from the historic property. With this alternative, a retaining
wall that would have heen seven feet tall at its highest point was proposed on the northern side of
the roadway in front of the tavern and a cul-de-sac was proposed for the existing Chestnut Ridge
Road to the west of the historic property, disconnecting it from the road with which it has been
historically associated. Based on the right-of-way take, height of the retaining wall, and the
introduction of a modern, urban roadway, it was the opinion of TDOT that Alternative B1 would have
an adverse effect to the historic property. In a letter, dated June 13, 2012, the TN-SHPO agreed
with TDOT’s findings.

In an effort to minimize harm to Yancey’s Tavern, the proposed project has been redesigned in the
area between Yancey’'s Tavern and the East Lawn Memorial Garden. According to the plans for
Alternative B Modified, the proposed project would shift the right-of-way from Yancey's Tavern to
the south onto the East Lawn Memorial Garden and Cemetery but would not be shifted so far to the
south that occupied graves would need to be relocated. This would aliow for only a small
construction easement of approximately twelve-feet within the National Register boundary of
Yancey’s Tavern. After construction, the easement area will be returned to the current grade and
appearance. A retaining wall will be required on both the north and south side of the proposed State
Route 126; however, given the existing grade and elevation of the historic Yancey’s Tavern building
the wall would not be visible from the house itself.
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Additionally with Alternative B Modified, the shift to the south would allow more mature frees that
currently shield Yancey’'s Tavern from the road to stay in place and TDOT is proposing additional
landscaping with this alternative. Alternative B Modified would keep Chestnut Ridge Road open in
front of Yancey’s Tavern, allowing the historic property to keep its entrance off the existing road and
the historic connection to that road. Chestnut Ridge Road would dead end to the southeast of
Yancey's Tavern with a branch turn-around that will provide motorists with a safe turn-around
location at the dead end without using the driveway at Yancey's Tavern. The branch turn-around will
be located away from the historic property and a landscaping plan is proposed at the end of the road
to make a more natural ending rather than a suburban cul-de-sac.

Alternative B Modified includes numerous design revisions to minimize harm to the historic property.
Alternative B Modified will reduce the pavement width of the proposed State Route 126 with the
removal of the sidewalk on the northern side of the road and will shift the roadway alignment as far
south as possible without taking graves from the East Lawn Memorial Garden. Additionally, the
need for right-of-way from Yancey’s Tavern has been eliminated with this alternative, taking only a
temporary construction easement at the tavern. Yancey's Tavern will also stay connected to
Chestnut Ridge Road as it was historically; however Chestnut Ridge Road will have a branch tum-
around at the dead end just southeast of the tavern. A landscaping plan and an aesthetic treatment
for the retaining wall will be developed with the TN-SHPO and consulting parties in order to
continually have vegetative screening at the tavern.

For the reasons stated above, it is the opinion of TDOT that the proposed Alternative B Modified
will have No Adverse Effect on the National Register listed Yancey's Tavern. Pursuant to Section
4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966, the proposed project would not constitute
a Section 4(f) use of a historic property.
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SECTION 106 REVIEW,
NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT OF 1966

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires that Federal agencies consider what effects their actions
and/or actions they may assist, permit, or license, may have on historic properties, and that they give the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation (Council) a "reasonable opportunity to comment” on such actions. The Council is an
independent Federal agency. lts role in the review of actions under Section 106 is to encourage agencies to consider, and
where feasible, adopt measures that will preserve historic properties that would otherwise be damaged or destroyed. The
Council's regulations, entitled “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800) govern the Section 106 process. The
Council does not have the authority to require agencies to halt or abandon projects that will affect historic properties.

Section 106 applies to properties that have been listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), properties
that have been determined to be eligible for inclusion in the NRHP, and properties that may be eligible but have not yet
been evaluated. If a property has not yet been nominated to the NRHP or determined eligible for inclusion, it is the
responsibility of the Federal agency involved to ascertain its eligibility.

The Council’s regulations are set forth in a process consisting of four basic steps which are as follows;

1. Initiate Section 106 Process: The Federal agency responsible for the action establishes the undertaking, determines
whether the undertaking has the potential to affect historic properties (i.e., properties listed in or eligible for listing in
the National Register of Historic Places), and identifies the appropriate State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) or
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO). At this time, the agency plans to involve the public and identify other
consulting parties.

2. |dentify Historic Properties: If the agency's undertaking has the potential to affect historic properties, the agency
determines the scope of appropriate identification efforts and proceeds to identify historic properties within the area of
potential effects. Identification involves assessing the adequacy of existing survey data, inventories, and other
information on the area'’s historic properties. This process may also include conducting further studies as necessary
and consulting with the SHPO/THPO, consulting parties, local governments, and other interested parties. Hf properties
are discovered that may be eligible for the National Register, but have not been listed or determined eligible for listing,
the agency consults with the SHPO/THPO and, if needed, the Keeper of the National Register to determine the
eligibility status of the property.

3. Assess Adverse Effects: The agency, in consultation with the SHPO/THPO, assesses the potential effects to historic
properties affected by the undertaking. The agency at this time will determine that the action will have “no adverse
effect’ or an “adverse effect’ on historic properties. Consulting parties and interested members of the public are
informed of these findings.

The regulations provide specific criteria for determining whether an action will have an effect, and whether that effect
will be adverse. Generally, if the action may alter the characteristics that make a property eligible for the National
Register, it is recognized that the undertaking will have an effect. If those alterations may be detrimental to the
property’s characteristics, including relevant qualities of the property's environment or use, the effects are recognized
as "adverse.”

4. Resolve Adverse Effects: The agency consults with the SHPO/THPO and others, including consulting parties and
members of the public. The Council may choose to participate in consultation, particularly under circumstances where
there are substantial impacts to historic properties, when a case presents important questions about interpretation, or if
there is the potential for procedural problems. Consultation usually results in a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA).

If agreement cannot be reached, the agency, SHPO/THPO, or Council may terminate consultation. If the SHPO/THPO
terminates consultation, the agency and the Council may conclude the MOA without SHPO/THPO involvement. |f the
SHPO/THPO terminates consultation and the undertaking is on or affecting historic properties on tribal lands, the Council
must provide formal comments. The agency must request Council comments if no agreement can be reached.
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ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA OF THE
NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES
AS SET FORTH AT 36 CFR 60.4

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, and culture is present in districts,
sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, and association, and:

CRITERION A. that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history (history); or

CRITERION B. that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past (person); or

CRITERION C. that embody the distinctive characteristic of a type, period, or method of construction
or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that components may lack
individual distinction (architecture); or

CRITERION D. that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history (archaeology).

Ordinarily, cemeteries; birthplaces or graves of historical figures; properties owned by religious institutions
or used for religious purposes; structures that have been moved from their original locations; reconstructed
historic buildings; properties primarily commemorative in nature; and properties that have achieved
significance within the past 50 years are not considered eligible for the National Register of Historic Places;
however, such properties will qualify if they are integral parts of historic districts that do meet the criteria or
if they fall within the following categories:

EXCEPTION A. a religious property deriving primary significance from architectural or artistic
distinction or historical importance; or

EXCEPTION B. a building or structure removed from its original location but which is significant
primarily for architectural value, or which is the surviving structure most importantly associated with a
historic person or event; or

EXCEPTION C. a birthplace or grave of a historical figure of outstanding importance if there is no other
appropriate site or building directly associated with his productive life; or

EXCEPTION D. a cemetery which derives its primary significance from graves or persons of
transcendent importance, from age, from distinctive design features, or from association with historic

gvents; or

EXCEPTION E. a reconstructed building when accurately executed in a suitable environment and
presented in a dignified manner as part of a restoration master plan, and when no other building or
structure with the same association has survived; or

EXCEPTION F. a property primarily commemorative in intent if design, age, tradition, or symbolic
value has invested it with its own historical significance; or

EXCEPTION G. a property achieving significance within the past 50 years if it is of exceptional
importance.
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NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES

Summary Sheet Prepared by TDOT

What is the National Register of Historic Places? The National Register, maintained by the
Keeper of the Register within the National Park Service, Department of Interior, is the
nation’s official list of districts, buildings, sites, structures, and objects significant in American
history, architecture, archeology, engineering, and culture.

What are the benefits and restrictions of listing? In addition to honorific recognition, listing in
the National Register results in the following benefits for historic properties:

o Section 106 provides for consideration of National Register listed or eligible
properties in planning for Federal, federally licensed, and federally assisted
projects;

e Eligibility for certain tax provisions for the certified rehabilitation of income-
producing National Register structures such as commercial, industrial, or rental
residential buildings;

o Consideration of historic values in the decision to issue a surface mining permit
where coal is located in accordance with the Surface Mining Control Act of 1977;
and

» Qualification of Federal grants for historic preservation, when funds are available.

Does National Register designation place any additional burdens or obligations on the
property owner? Owners of private property listed in the National Register are free to
maintain, manage, or dispose of their property as they choose, provided that no Federal
moneys are involved.

How Is a property nominated to the National Register? The first step is for the owner to
contact the Tennessee State Historic Preservation Office (TN-SHPO), Clover Bottom
Mansion, 2941 Lebanon Road, Nashville, TN 37243-0442; 615-532-1558. Ordinarily,
private individuals (or paid consultants) prepare nomination forms. The TN-SHPO submits
these nominations to a State Review Board, which meets three times a year. This body
reviews the nominations and votes to recommend or deny National Register listing. If
approved, the TN-SHPO submits the nomination to the Keeper of the Register in
Washington, D.C. for consideration for listing. The Keeper's Office has 45 days to review
the nomination, and its decision regarding National Register listing is final.

How long does the nomination process take? The process varies but typically takes
between eight and twelve months.
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CRITERIA OF ADVERSE EFFECT

Regulations codified at 36 CFR 800 require Federal agencies to assess their impacts to historic
resources. The regulations provide specific criteria for determining whether an action will have an
effect, and whether that effect will be adverse. These criteria are given below.

36 CFR 800.5 Assessment of Adverse Effects

(a) Apply Criteria of Adverse Effect. In consultation with the SHPO/THPO and any
Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization that attaches religious and cultural significance
to identified historic properties, the Agency Official shall apply the criteria of adverse effect to
historic properties within the area of potential effects. The Agency Official shall consider any
views concerning such effects which have been provided by consulting parties and the
public.

(1) Criteria of adverse effect. An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter,
directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property
for inclusion in the National Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the
property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association.
Consideration shall be given to all qualifying characteristics of a historic property, including
those that may have been identified subsequent to the original evaluation of the property’s
eligibility for the National Register. Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable
effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in
distance or be cumulative.

(2) Examples of adverse effects. Adverse effects on historic properties include, but are
not limited to:

(i) Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the property;

(i) Alteration of a property, including restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance,
stabilization, hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access that is not
consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and
applicable guidelines;

(i) Removal of the property from its historic location;

(iv) Change of the character of the property’s use or of physical features within the
property’s setting that contribute to its historic significance;

(v) Introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible elements that diminish the integrity of
the property’s significant historic features;

(vi) Neglect of a property which causes its deterioration, except where such neglect and
deterioration are recognized qualities of a property of religious and cultural significance to an
Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization; and

(viiy Transfer, lease or sale of property out of Federal ownership or control without
adequate and legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-term preservation
of the property’s historic significance.
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SECTION 4(f), TDOT SUMMARY SHEET

WHAT IS SECTION 4 ()? Codified at 49 CFR 303, "Section 4 (f)" refers to a section of the U.S.
Department of Transportation Act which gives special consideration fo the use of park and recreation
lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites by Federally assisted transportation projects.
Section 4 (f) applies only to those projects using funds from the U.S. Department of Transportation.
The law states:

(c) The Secretary may approve a transportation program or project (other than any project
for a park road or parkway under section 204 of title 23) requiring the use of publicly owned land of a
public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, State, or local significance, or
land of an historic site of national, State, or local significance (as determined by the Federal, State, or
local officials having jurisdiction over the park, area, refuge, or site) only if -

(1) there is no prudent or feasible alternative to using that land; and

(2)  the program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm lo the park,
recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resufting from the use.

WHAT IS THE SECTION 4 (f) PROCESS FOR HISTORIC PROPERTIES?  To be considered
"historic," a property must either be listed in the National Register of Historic Places or be determined
eligible for such listing by the Keeper of the Register or the State Historic Preservation Officer

(SHPO).

On any project, the primary objective is to develop a design that does not have Section 4(f)
involvement. If such a design is not possible, then the Section 4 (f} documentation is prepared and
circulated. Such documentation is circulated to all appropriate agencies or groups (consistent with the
Section 106 process and the National Environmental Policy Act), and as applicable, to the U.S.
Department of the Interior, Housing and Urban Development, and Agriculture. It is also circulated to
the agency having authority over the Section 4 (f) property. For historic properties, such agencies are
the SHPO and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP). After review of any comments
received, the final Section 4(f) documentation is sent to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
which determines if the requirements of the Section 4(f) statute are met. If the requirements are
satisfied, then the FHWA will approve the use of the Section 4 (f) property.

HOW ARE SECTION 4 (f) AND SECTION 106 RELATED? Section 106 is a provision of
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, which requires all federal agencies to consider the
effects of their projects on historic properties and to provide the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (ACHP) an opportunity to comment on those effects. The ACHP has promulgated
regulations at 36 CFR 800 that describe the procedures that agencies must follow in order to comply
with Section 106. Many of the Section 106 documentation requirements overlap the Section 4 (f)
documentation requirements for historic properties. For this reason, for projects having a 4(f) use of a
historic site, the documentation for Section 106 and Section 4 (f) is usually combined into one
document and circulated to the appropriate groups described above. The consent of neither the
SHPO nor the ACHP is necessary for FHWA to approve a Section 4 (f) use, but FHWA gives great
consideration to comments from these agencies.
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405 Wine Circle
Blountville, TN 37617
November 14, 2008

Ms Tammy Sellers, TDOT Environmental Division

505 Deaderick St. Suite 900

Nashville, TN 37243

Reference: Documentation of Effect of proposed improvements to State Route 126
(Memonal Boulevard) from East Center Street to Interstate 81

Dear Ms. Sellers:

Thank you for including me in the distribution of the referenced report. As the owner
and restorer (some say savior) of Yancey’s Tavern 1 definitely want to follow the plans

for Hwy 126.

First some suggestions and requests for your distribution list as given on Page 6 of the
referenced report. For the Sullivan County Historical Society, Dennis Houser (471 Camp
Placid Road, Blountvilte, TN 37617) should replace Sam Stuffle, who is deceased. In
addition the following will be interested in the adverse impact of this project on Yancey’s
Tavern: President of Netherland Inn/Exchange Place Association (P.O. Box 293,
Kingsport, TN 37662) and President of Association for the Preservation of Tennessee
Antiquities (APTA 110 Leake Avenue, Nashville, TN 37205). Please send them copies
of the referenced report.

The referenced report states cotrectly that the National Register site Yancey’s Tavern was
sold at auction September 11, 2004. So that your readers know the status of this local
historic treasure the Hwy 126 project could adversely impact, be advised I bought the
house to prevent its demoiition by hewn log buyers who were active bidders at the
auction. I bore the cost of its restoration and furnishing with good older reproductions of
18" century furniture. I maintain it at an annual cost of about $4000. As it is not a house
museum, I have allowed a broad cross section of groups to hold meetings and other
events in the house at no charge. These groups include historic, patriotic, genealogy,
garden, and social clubs, church Sunday school classes (covered dish suppers), Kingsport
Chamber of Commerce (tourism and historic preservation teams), and joint
legislative/judicial socials.

The referenced report admits there will be an adverse visual impact on Yancey’s Tavern
from the conversion of the present two lane Hwy 126 to a divided four lane with curbs,



gutters and sidewalks as recommended by the resource team. Trying to excuse this by
saying the Tavern has always been on a main road starting with the Island Road, which
was built in 1761, is laughable. Fronting direct on an urban four-lane would alter the
Tavemn’s context in the history of our commuunity and state! Taking no right-of-way from
the Yancey’s Tavern National Register boundary is commendable and should be an
absolute if avoidance of delay of the project is a factor.

One of the most distressing and unacceptable adverse impacts revealed by the referenced
report is the destruction of Chestnut Ridge Road west of Yancey’s Tavern (see map
showing right-of-way requirements, Figure 10, page 18). This road is the paved
continuation of the 1761 Island Road which runs in front of the Tavern and on up
Chestnut Ridge. Our patriot ancestors traversed this route via the present Old Stage Road
down the ridge to the important triumph over the Indians at the 1776 Battle of Island
Flats. After the Island road was rerouted about 1830 the settlers followed it over
Chestuut Ridge to Exchange Place, Kingsport's popular living history farm. Destruction
of the eastern section of Chestnut Ridge Road (paved Island Road) will destroy the ability
of heritage tourists and our own public to follow the actual historic route. If we are
serious about developing heritage tourism and our officials certainly make a {ot of nose
aboul it, we need to preserve assets as significant as Chestnut Ridge/Island Road.

No one denies Highway 126 is overdue for a safety upgrade. It needs shoulders with
rumble strips, turn lanes at its four major intersections, and sight distance improvements
where passing could be safe. Section 3 East of Highway 126 has never had current or
projected traffic counts to justify a four-lane configuration. The resource team’s
recommendation for this section destroys historic heritage, community graves and homes,
and much of scenic Chestnut Ridge at a staggering cost that is completely unjustified.
The two-lane Concept A is the prudent, feasible, cost effective, and context sensitive
alternative for Section 3 East.

Sincerely,

Rann Vaulx
Owaner of Yancey’s Tavern

cc: Patrick Mclntyre, TN-SHPO, Dennis Houser (Sullivan Couaty Historic Preservation
Association), Robert Notestine (APTA), Mary Fanslow (Netherland Ino/Exchange Place
Association)



November 19, 2008

Tammy Sellers,

Historic Preservation Supervisor

State of Tennessee Department of Transportation
Environmental Division

505 Deadrick Street

Suite 900, James K. Polk Building

Nashville, TN 37243-0349

SUBJECT: Documentation of Effect for the Proposed Improvements to State Route 126
(Memorial Boulevard) from East Center Street to Interstate &1 in Kingsport,
Sullivan County, Tennessee

Dear Ms. Sellers:

Rann Vaulx, owner of Yancey” Tavern, shared his copy of TDOT’s “Documentation of
Effect Report Pursuant to 36 CFR 800 for Proposed Improvements to State Route 126
(Memorial Boulevard) from East Center Street to Interstate 81, Sullivan County,”
September 2008, with me. As a citizen representative on the SR 126 Community
Resource Team (CRT) with a keen interest in our comrnunity’s historic resources, I
appreciated the opportunity to review the report. 1 would like to submit the following
comments and questions for inclusion in the review and evaluation of alternatives for

Section 3 East.

Context Sensitive Solutions

As I’m sure you are aware, the improvement of the 8.8-mile segment of SR 126 is
Tennessee’s pilot project for the Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) process. As such, it
would be relevant to include an overview of the Core Principles of CSS in this report. In
brief:

o The project is a safe facility for both the user and the community.

» The project is in harmony with the community, and it preserves environmental,
scenic, aesthetic, historic, and natural resource values of the area, 1.e., exhibits
context sensitive design.

« The project exceeds the expectations of both designers and stakeholders and
achieves a level of excellence in people's minds.

+ The project involves efficient and effective use of the resources (time, budget,
community) of all involved parties.

o The project 1s designed and built with minimal disruption to the community.

o The project is seen as having added lasting value to the community
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From the Community Resource Team’s June 22, 2005, Recommendation, “7he CRT
wanis (o minimize impacts to and protect the integrity of community treasures in the SR
126 study area. Sites that are considered community (reasures include:

o Cherry Point Animal Hospital (Barger house)

o White house al the corner of Santana Road and SR 126 (Testerman house)

e Last Lawn Cemelery

o Chestnut Ridge view shed

o Anything within the historic boundary of Yancey's Tavern, including the tavern,
barn, and trace of Old Island Road

e Shipley Mansion”

CSS principles are particularly germane to the discussion of Section 3 East that includes
the Yancey’s Tavern National Register Site (including Island Road), East Lawn
Cemetery, and a significant portion of Chestnut Ridge. This should be a high priority
driver 1n selection of the appropriate alternative.

Alternatives

Three major concepts or alternatives were developed by the Resource Team and were
examined for each of the eight sections of the road project. Given the sensitive nature of
the community treasures located in Section 3 East, all three alternatives need to be
evaluated with regard to impacts to Yancey’s Tavern, as well as East Lawn Cemetery and
Chestnut Ridge.

¢ Concept A — generally a two-lane roadway
¢ Concept B — so-called “three-lane.” Two travel lanes and a center turn lane
¢ Concept C - a four-lane roadway with either a raised median or center tum lane

All concepts have bicycle and pedestrian accommodations, shoulders, improved
curvature, improved line of sight and other modemn safety features. Of note, traffic
counts drop dramatically east of Harbor Chapel Road and do not justify four-laning.

Report Comments

Page 14. Just a point of clarification--please note that while on p.10 the report correctly
identifies the road immediately south of the Yancey’s Tavern property as Chestnut Ridge
Road, on p. 14 it incorrectly identifies it on the map as “Old Stage Road.” This is an
important clarification, since it is a paved portion of Island Road which merits further

consideration. (See comments re p. 16)

Page 14 states, under Effects to Yancey’s Tavem, “.. the cross-section adjacent 10 the
historic Yancey's Tavern will be a four-lane roadway with a median, curb, gutter, and
sidewalks.” Issue must be taken with the words, “will be.” That is yet to be determined.
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While Concept C was the recommendation of a majority of the Resource Team, there
were dissenting opinions on the team. (See Minority Report attachment.) In an October
press release, “TDOT Announces Decision on State Route 126/Memorial Boulevard,”
posted on the TDOT SR 126 website, are the following remarks by Commissioner
Nicely:

“There is concern over the use of a 4 lane section from Last of Old Stage Road (o
Cooks Valley Road and the impacr this would have on the ridge, Yancey's Tavern
and Fast Lawn Cemetery,” said Commissioner Gerald Nicely. “These concerns
must and will be addressed during the preparation of the EIS for this truly 10 be a
Context Sensitive Solutions process.”
[http://www.tdot.state.tn. us/news/2005/102705a. htm]

When and how will these concerns be addressed?

Page 16. 1t is reassuring that the alternative (Concept C) with the greatest impact on
Section 3 East "“would not cause physical damage (o all or part of the historic Yancey's
Tavern property or result in the removal of the property from its historic location.”
There is sincere disagreement, however, with the opinion that, “Although the proposed
State Route 126 is (a) four-lane median divided roadway, the location adjacent to
Yancey's Tavern is a continuation of the property’s historic past that so closely liked its
use 10 the road itself. Therefore in the opinion of TDOT, the proposed project would not
change the character of the property’s use that contributes to its historic significance.”
Yancey’s Tavern is immediately linked with Island Road, the trace of which remains on
the property and on Chestnut Ridge Road which is the paved section of the historic Island
Road on which the Tavem fronts. It is retention of that road, yet existent, that provides
the true and actual historic context for the Tavern and its property, not SR 126.

While, unfortunately, Chestnut Ridge Road was not 1dentified as a historic resource of
concern for the purposes of this study, nevertheless, it 1s of concem to the community and
the state. It is certainly an element for CSS consideration. It yet provides the historic
travel corridor to the Battle of Long Island Flats, and its reroute ca. 1830 to Exchange
Place. Disruption of this road for today’s heritage travelers would be a great loss. While
not a lepal requirement, it within the purview of TDOT to be sensitive to the protection of
this pre-Revolutionary historic road. Historic Roads (www historicroads.org) recognizes
the importance that roads have played in our nation’s history, “enhancing our
understanding of the American experience....” TDOT has a great opportunity to help
protect—at least to do no harm—-to what was the state’s first road and played such a

prominent role 1n our couniry’s history.

Page 17. 1 completely concur with TDOT’s conclusion that Concept C “would introduce
an adverse visual impact and therefore have an adverse effect to the National Register
Property.” Fortunately there is an alternative!
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Summary

Given 1) the inherent devastating impacts of Concept C to the community’s significant
historic and environmental attributes on Section 3 East, 2) the low level of use--current
and projected, and 3) the exceedingly high costs of four-lane median divided construction
on Chestnut Ridge, what is the justification for its selection?

An evaluation of Concepts A and B by TDOT is in order, not only for the purpose of
upholding the principles of Context Sensitive Solutions, but also for minimizing the
impacts to a National Register listed property by selecting the most prudent and feasible

altermative.

Thank you {or the opportunity to speak to community concerns. Please add me to your
circulation list on this project. 1 am enclosing several supporting documents with my

letter.

Sincerely,

C\n Ax L K; J/)\,LL\\K o
Judith B. Murray (/\
804 Rock City Road

Kingsport, TN 37664

cc: Rann Vaulx
State Historic Preservation Office
Claudia Moody, Northeast Heritage Tourism Area
Shelia Hunt, Sullivan County Historian
Ray Henson, TDOT 126 Project Manager

Enclosures
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For Immediate Release: B
October 27, 2005 ;

TDOT Announces Decision on State Route 126 /Memorial Boulevard

Nashville, Tenn. — Governor Phil Bredesen and the Tennessee Department of Transportation
(TDOT) announced today that the state will accept the State Route 126 Community Resource Team
(CRT) recommendation. This recommendation will now move forward as an alternative that will be
studied further during the Environrnental phase of work. During this phase an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) will be prepared according to NEPA (National Environmental Protection
Act) standards. This phase is currently not in the Department’s transportation budget, but will be
considered when next year's budget is developed. Funding, however, is available to begin technical
studies including, ecological, archeological, geological and historical. This information will be
included in the final EIS.

“This milestone represents a lot of hard work and commitment by the volunteers on the Citizens
Resource Team and I would like to thank them for their efforts,” said Bredesen.

The Community Resource Team (CRT) for the State Route 126 (Memorial Boulevard) Context
Sensitive Solution (CSS) project has worked together since October 2003 to study and prepare a
concept plan recommendation for improving SR 126 in Kingsport and Sullivan County. The project
is considered by TDOT to be its’ “pilot” CSS project. Documentation of the process and lessons
learned will be part of the project report.

The project study area extends from East Center Street to Interstate 81, a distance of
approximately 8 miles. During the 21-month CRT study process, the team gathered thirteen times
for meetings, training, and workshops and conducted three Public Involvement Sessions in
Kingsport. Public opinion was surveyed at each session and the results of those surveys were
reviewed and discussed by the CRT and used to guide their decision making.

e CRT unanimously agreed upon;
o 11 Enhancement features in the Design Plan.
o 10 Safety Improvements, with safety stated as the number one priority for SR 126.

o 7 Points of interest to the community.
o 4 Other special Issues.

Working together the CRT developed recommendations for roadway cross sections.
The recommendations are divided into eight sections, identified by intersecting cross streets.

» Five of the eight sections, the CRT developed consensus design recommendations.
¢ Three of the eight sections, the CRT developed design recommendations that were supported

by a majority of team members.
s The attached map shows a graphic depiction of the CRT’s team recommendation for number

of travel lanes on SR 126.
Consensus design recommendations include:

» Improve these sections to a four-lane median divided facility with curb, gutter and sidewalks:
o Section 1 West - East Center Street to Orebank Road.
o Section 1 East - Orebank Road to West of Hawthorne Street.
o Section 3 West — Harbor Chapel Road to east of Old Stage Road.

¢ Improve this section to four travel lanes and a center turn lane with curb and gutter and

sidewalks:
o Section 2 - West of Hawthorne Street to Harbor Chapel Road.

http://www.tdot state tn us/news/2005/102705a htm 11/13/2008



News Release Page 2 of 2

s Provide an improved two-lane roadway with paved shoulders, wide centerline, and rumble

strips:
o Section 4 East - Harrtown Road to Cochise Trail.

Majority design recommendations with minority objection statements include:

o Improve this section to a four-lane median divided facility with shoulders:
o Section 3 East - East of Old Stage Road to Cooks Valley Road.
o Improve this section to provide two travel lanes and a center turn lane with curb, gutter and
sidewalks:
o Section 4 West — Cooks Valley Road to Harrtown Road.
e Provide an upgraded two-lane roadway with paved shoulders, wide centerline, and rumbie
strips:
o Section 5 - Cochise Trail to Interstate 81.

“There is concern over the use of 3 4 lane section from East of Old Stage Road to Cooks Valley
Road and the Impact this would have on the ridge, Yancey's Tavern and East Lawn Cemetery,” said
TDOT Commissioner Gerald Nicely. “These concerns must and will be addressed during the
preparation of the EIS for this to truly be a Context Sensitive Solutions process.”

“Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) is a new way transportation planning approach being used by
TDOT which provides solutions that are not only safe and effective, but are also designed in
harmony with the comrunity and environment”, said Senator Ron Ramsey. "This process benefits

us all.”

“t took extensive community effort and commitment to get to this point and the results will be a
better overall product,” added Representative Nathan Vaughn. “I'd like to thank everyone involved
in the process.”

“US126 will be a vital transportation corridor for Sullivan County and is @ much needed
improvement for the region,” said Representative Jason Mumpower. "The resource team’s safety
suggestions are important too.”

For 2 map depicting some of the State Route 126 CRT’s recommendations go or for more
information about CSS, go to www.tennessee.gov/tdot.

http://www.tdot state.tnus/news/2005/102705a htm 11/13/2008



Minority Report for Section 3 East
Of State Route 126 in Sullivan County

Basic concept {or this sepment:

Old StageRoad to Cooks Valley Road: Concept A with a right tum Jane onto Lemay
Dnve.

Siatement of Purposc:

We find ourselves in fundamental opposition to the exhumation of human remains or the
destruction ot an historical treasure (Yancey's Tavem property) while a viable altemative
is available that fulfillsthe agreed upon requirementsfor the project. Further, with

respect to the preservation of Chestnut Ridge, we also are unable to accept a solution or

concept that 15 more destructive with respect to the original contours and gppearance of
the rldge than 1s required, while a viable gltematlve gxnsts riat, again fu]f?ﬁ% the agreed

upon requirements for the project.

Rationalc;
» Safety

o Haseight foot shoulders, guardrails, improved sight distances and
improved horizontal and vertical curves

o Has centerline & shoulder rumble strips to minimize lane departure (as
recommended in State of Tennessee Strategic Highway Safety Plan, p. 8,

11/17/04)
o Designated right tum lane into Lemay Drive provides greater safety for

new traffic by adjacent road closures. Also allows eastbound
traffic to continue while vehicles make right tum.

s Community Impacts

o Concept A has the least impact to Chestnut Ridge both environmentally
and visually. .

o Concept A has the smallest number of impacts to residences.

O Best preserves the community wishes of maintaining the scenic beauty of
Chesthut Ridge.

s Cost Justification

o B & C are not justified by actual and projected traffic counts through
2028,

o B & C are not justified by turning needs (few driveways & minimal left
turns to side roads since most traffic is westbound in the moming and
eastbound in the cvening)




MINORITY OBJIECTION STATEMENTS

o There is a lack of consideration of cost n this section in light of the lack of
potential benefit that might be realized by the community.

e Public Response

o 58% of those surveyed 1n Public Session 11T chose an option other than a
4-lane, i.e. Concept C, in the section.

o Additionally, a petition with 1100+ names expressed a preference for a two lane
road in this section.

o Eleven foot travel lanes minimize the road footprint.

Concept A impacts East Lawn Cemetery the Jeast of all concepts

o Concht A protects the historic Yanccy tavern and bam, as wel! as remnants of
Old Island Road and the surrounding site. The history of this area predates the

American Revolution

o

o Mobility

o Right tum lane increases capacity in Concept A.
o Traffic counts have drastically fallen east of Old Stage Road.

/7%%/ //zﬂ//% ‘)

e’ Representative N:ffﬁan u

2005 c/ﬁ_; ? /

Lary Member of the Sullivan County Board of Cornmissioners, District 6

Q«*LA.«(&L«;"{*“ /1 N AN 4«7/\/

ngmm Murray, Citizen Representative ~ ~—

Qo L7

Dan Cheek, Citizen Representative

Page 10
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Results for Station 000167 in Sullivan County, TN

Page 1 of |

htip://ww3 tdot.state tn.us/traffichistory/THSearch.asp

Station # County Location Route #
000167 Sullivan MEMORIAL - KINGSPORT SR126
Record Year AADT

1 2007 7773

2 2005 8718

3 2004 8465

4 2003 8358

5 2002 8117

6 2001 8335

7 2000 8206

8 1999 8015

9 1997 B675

10 1996 10655

1] 1995 8130

12 1994 7846

13 1993 8250

14 1992 10816

15 1991 8988

16 1990 8253

17 1989 8150

18 1988 8800

19 1987 8625
20 1986 8980
21 1985 8001
22 2006 8037
23 1998 8753

11/13/2008



Average Daily Traffic for TN-167
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ARSOCIATION

FOR1TIL

PRESERVATION
OF TENNESSEE
ANTIQUITIES

December 18. 2008

Ms. Tammy Sellers

Historic Preservation Supervisor
State of Tennessee

Department of Transportation
Environmental Division

505 Deaderick Street

Suite 900, James W. Polk Building
Nashville, TN 37243-0349

Re:  Comments regarding proposed improvements to State Route 126 in
Sullivan County ~ Adverse Impact on Yancey's Tavern.

Dear Mr. Sellers:

I am in receipt of your letter dated November 24, 2008 and | have reviewed the
Documentation of Effect Report pursuant to 36 CFR 800. Thank you for providing this information
which I found to be very informative. 1also concur that the proposed project has potential negative
effect on Yancey's Tavern. The APTA is not in favor of any negative impact of the project on this
unique historic site.

Yancey's Tavern has been selected by our Board as a significant historic site due both to its
18" century architecture, its continued presence and recognition in the Kingsport area, and its role
as a gathering place and government center in the 18" and 19" centuries. Any act that would
minimize the view of this structure from the public would be a disservice to historic preservation in
this state. The construction of the proposed State Route 126 in such a manner as to cause the four
lane road to be immediately adjacent to Yancy's Tavern as stated in page 16 of your document
package cannot be supported by this organization.

In this light we urge TDOT to modify the proposed plan to minimize any negative aspects
of this project upon Yancey’s Tavern. Itis a truly unique structure. Upon entering Yancey’s Tavern

APTA Headguarters 110 Leake avenue > Nashyille, Tennessee 37205« Telephone (615) 352-8247 » Fax (015)352-8247 + www.theapla.org



one truly has an immediate sense of being in the past. Constructing a modem four Jane highway
apon to the front boundary of the Tavern will frankly greatly diminish this sense of history.

1 certainly don"t wish to unduly interfere in this project but] am hereby requesting that you
consider the position ol the APTA in your planning process for this project. 1 will be plad to discuss

this matter further with you at your convenience.
’/,;/L

Ef'bc ). Ne e,linc i)
g '

Sincere

N e

ce: Ms. Ron Vaulx
Is. Patrick Mclntyre. Ir.. THC
Martha Sloan. Executive Director. APTA



el “ jﬁntbnﬂanh Jnn/Exchange iBIauz
e Aggociation, Ine.

P O. Box 293
KINGSPORT, TENNESSEE 37662

Netlwrland 1nn Apr]] 1, 2009

Exthage Place

Ms. Tammy Sellers

Historic Preservation Supervisor
State of Tennessee

Department of Transportation
Environmenta] Division

505 Deaderick Street

Suite 900, James W. Polk Building

Nashville, TN 37243-0349

Dear Ms. Sellers:

T am responding on behalf of the Netherland Inn / Exchange Place Association (NIA) to

_ the Documentation of Effect Report pursuant to 36 CFR 800. The NIA believes that the
project proposed by TDOT has potential adverse impact on Yancey’s Tavern and the
adjacent Chestnut Ridge Road and Chestnut Ridge view shed.

Yancey’s Tavern and its environs constitute an important part of the history of Sullivan
County and, in fact, our nation’s history. Yancey’s Tavern, built 209 years ago, served as
the meeting place for the second meeting of the Sullivan County Commussioners. The
road that connected it to Abingdon and up Chestnut Ridge is the Island Road. The Island
Road is the second oldest military road (after Braddock’s Road) in the country and the
first wagon road in Tennessee. It was built in 1761 to bring the militia from Chilhowie to
Long Island of the Holston where, as in the Watauga and Nolichucky River Valleys,
sigmficant settlements had developed. It is the oldest stil]l in-use road in the state.

The critical importance of Island Road became apparent in the summer of 1776 when
Cherokee, incited by the British to rise up against colonsts in the west, approached the
Long Island of the Holston. In response, colonists gathered at Eaton’s Fort (near

Yancey’s Tavern). Using Island Road, the militia arrived at Eaton’s Fort before the
Indians. It was decided that the best strategy would be to march out and engage the
Cherokee before being penned up in the fort. The settlers readily agreed, and together the
militia and settlers marched along the Isfand Road to near the current intersection of
Memorial Boulevard (Hwy 126) and Center Street where they engaged in a brief, but
violent, skirmish with the Cherokee, known as the Battle of Island Flats. This battle
figures prominently in Theodore Roosevelt’s 1889 worl, The Winning of the Wes:.

The TDOT proposal for modifying Hwy 126 would render an adverse impact on this
route and the ridge itself and potentially destroy a significant aspect of our history. The
NIA requests that TDOT reconsider its proposal and consider alternatives that would

Netherland Inn ............ X



minimize any negative aspects of its project upon Yancey’s Tavern and the Chestnut
Ridge Road and its view shed.

Thank you for sending the NIA the proposal documentation and for allowing us to
comment.

I am enclosing a copy of a new brochure, “Pioneer Pathways.” This brochure is the first
of 2 series of planned brochures on historic pathways. The next one to be produced in the
next year or so will cover the Island Road. We envision that these brochures will give
area residents and tourists an appreciation for historic pathways in Sullivan County.

Sincerely,

iy fauotn

Mary Fanslow
President, NIA

cc: Dr. Rann Vaulx
Dr. E. Patrick Mclntyre, Jr., THC
Rep. Tony Shipley
Mr. Bill Albright, City of Kingsport
Honorable Steve Godsey, Mayor of Sullivan County
Lt. Governor Ron Ramsey
Ms. Sheila Steele Hunt, Director, Sullivan County Dept. of Archives and Tourism
Commissioner Gerald Nicely, TDOT
Mr. Ray Henson, SR 126 Project Leader, TDOT
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STATE OF TENNESSEE

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING AND PERMITS DIVISION
SUITE 900, JAMES K. POLK BUILDING
505 DEADERICK STREET
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37243-0334
{615) 741-3653

GERALD F. NICELY PHIL BREDESEN
COMMISSIONER GOVERNOR

November 19, 2003

Mr. James Bird
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer Sample Letter to Native Americans
Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians
Qualla Boundary

P.O. Box 455

Cherokee, NC 28719

SUBJECT: Section 106 Initial Coordination for Proposed Improvements to State Route 126
(Memorial Blvd) From E. Center St. in Kingsport to I-81, Sullivan County, Tennessee

Dear Mr. Bird:

The Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT) in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration is in the planning stages of evaluating the above-referenced project for possible
implementation. The location of the proposed project is shown on the enclosed map.

The 2001 Advisory Council on Historic Preservation regulations, 36 CFR 800, stipulate that Indian
tribes that attach religious and cultural significance to properties that may be affected by an
undertaking be invited to participate in the project review process as consulting parties. TDOT would
like to invite you to participate as a consulting party for the proposed project. This letter is also TDOT's
request for comments on the identification of properties in the project's area of potential effect that may
be of religious and cultural significance to your tribe.

If you choose to participate as a consulting party on the above-referenced project, you will receive copies
of cultural assessment reports that identify Native American related properties. You will also be invited
to attend project-related meetings with FHWA, TDOT and the Tennessee State Historic Preservation
Office (TN-SHPO), if any are held. We respectfully request written responses to project reports and other

materials within thirty (30) days of receipt.

If you would like to participate as a consulting party, please respond to e via letter, telephone (615-
741-5257), fax (615-741-1098) or E-mail (Gerald.Kline@state.tn.us). To facilitate our planning process,
please respond within 30 days of receipt of this letter. If you do not respond, you will not receive reports
related to this project unless you specifically request them at a later date. Thank you for your

assistance.

Sincerely,

Lol (2o

Gerald Kline

Transportation Specialist I
Archaeology Program Manager

Enclosure



STATE OF i\I‘NESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING AND PERMITS
SUITE %00, JAMES K. POLK BUILDING

505 DEADERICK STREET
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37243-0334
(615) 741-3653
GERALD F. NICELY PHIL BREDESEN
COMMISSIONER GOVERNOR

November 19, 2003

Richard Venable, County Mayor

3411 Bwy 126, Ste 206 Letter to Local Government Official

Blountville, TN 37617

RE: Section 106 Initial Coordination for Proposed Improvements to State Route 126
(Memonial Blvd) From E. Center St. in Kingsport to [-81, Sullivan County,
Tennessee

Dear Mr. Venable:

The Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT) in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration is proposing to improve the above referenced project. Its location is shown on the

enclosed map.

The 2001 Advisory Council on Historic Preservation regulations stipulate that TDOT invite local
government representatives to participate in the historic review process as a consulting party, TDOT
would like to invite you, as the local government official, to participate as a consulting party for the

proposed project.

If you choose to participate as a consulting party, you will receive copies of TDOT’s environmental
reports and will be invited to attend project-related meetings between TDOT and the Tennessee State
Historic Preservation Office (TN-SHPO), if any are held. As a consulting party, you should be
prepared to attend any such meetings between TDOT and the TN-SHPO and provide a response to
TDOT’s reports in written form within 30 days upon receipt of the report. TDOT also wishes to seek
your comments on the identification and evaluation of historic properties that the proposed project

might impact.
If you would like to participate as a consnlting party, please write to me at the above address. To

facilitate our planning process, please respond within 30 days of receipt of this letter. Thank you for
your assistance.

Sincerely,

Mactra. (v

Martha Carver

Historic Preservation Program Manager
Enclosure
cc: Mr. Herbert Harper, TN-SHPO



STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING AND PERMITS
SUITE 900, JAMES K. POLK BUILDING

505 DEADERICK STREET
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37243-0334
(615) 741-3653
GERALD F. NICELY PHIL BREDESEN
COMMISSIONER GOVERNOR

November 19, 2003

Jeanette Blazier, Mayor Letter to Local Government Official
City of Kingsport )
225 West Center Street
Kingsport, TN 37660
RE: Section 106 Initial Coordination for Proposed Improvements to State Route 126
(Memorial Blvd) From E. Center St. in Kingsport to I-81, Sullivan County,
Tennessee
Dear Ms. Blazier:

The Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT) in coopetration with the Federal Highway
Administration is proposing to improve the above referenced project. Its location is shown on the

enclosed map.

The 2001 Advisory Council on Historic Preservation regulations stipulate that TDOT invite local
government representatives to participate in the historic review process as a consulting party. TDOT
would like to invite you, as the local government official, to participate as a consulting party for the

proposed project.

If you choose to participate as a consulting party, you will receive copies of TDOT’s environmental
reports and will be invited to attend project-related meetings between TDOT and the Tennessee State
Historic Preservation Office (TN-SHPO), if any are held. As a consulting party, you should be
prepared to attend any such meetings between TDOT and the TN-SHPO and provide a response to
TDOT’s reports in written form within 30 days upon receipt of the report. TDOT also wishes to seek
your comments on the identification and evaluation of historic properties that the proposed project
might impact.

If you would like to participate as a consulting party, please write to me at the above address. To
facilitate our planning process, please respond within 30 days of receipt of this letter. Thank you for
your assistance.

Sincerely, Cé{/{/
Martha Carver
Historic Preservation Program Manager

Enclosure
cc: Mr. Herbert Harper, TN-SHPO




Sullivan County
Office of the County Executive

Richard S. Venable
County Executive

December 10, 2003

Ms. Martha Carver

T.D.O.T.

Environmental Planning & Permits
Suite 900. James Polk Bldg

505 Deaderick Street

Nashville, TN 37243-0334

RE: Improvements to S.R. 126, Sullivan County, Tennessee

Dear Ms. Carver:

Please include me on your list of consulting party contacts for the above

referenced project.
Warmest regards,
Richard S. Venable
Mayor of Sullivan County
REV/alt

Sullivan County Courthouse ¢ 3411 Highway 126, Suite 206 ¢ Blountville, Tennessee 37617
423-323-6417 « Fax 423-279-2897 « sullcoex@sullivancounty.org



TENNESSEE 2.0.T.

SESION DIVISION

N

FLLE

ESCLSYTIMES S hesss

t

~

=

IS

w

o

PPOPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 4RE BALED ON CONCEPTUAL DESIGN ONLY TQ LOENTIFY DESIGN OPTIONS
FOR MINIMIZING IMPACTS TO THE CEMETERY ANQ TAVERN PROPERTIES.

CONSTRUCTION LIM(TS APE APPROXIMATE FORM MINIMAL DESIGN EFFOPT. ACTUAL CON'STRUCTION
LIMITS MUST BE DETEPMINEQ WITH COMPLETE SUR-EY AND OESIGN TASKS [NCLUDING DESIGN OF
DRAINAGE, FROSION CONTROL, PERMITTING, MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC AND PRIVATF DRIVES.

HORIZONTAL AND VEPTICAL ALIGHMENTS APE BASED ON MINIMIZING IMPACT TO THE CEMETERY AND
TA/IRN PROPERTIES. INEFFICIENCIES MAY E4I T WITH OESIGN OF ADJACENT ROADWAY SECTIONS
IN OROER TO TIE 7O THE DEPICTED DFSIGN FOR THIS LOCATION.

EXISTING INFORMATION 15 BASED ON LIMITED TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND & AILABLE AERIAC
PHOTOGRAPHY. EXISTING PIGHT-QF -wAY BASED ON ARCHIVED CONSTRUCTIOM PLAN" AND MAY - 'PY.
GRAVE LOCATIONS BASFDB ON SUR:FY OF VISISUE HEAISTONFS ONLY.

NO GEOTECHNICAL DATA OR STRUCTURAL DESIGN CRITERIA WAS CONSIDERED FOP THE DEVELOPMENT
OF THIS CONCEPTUAL DESIGN AND {TS APPROXIMATF CONSTRUCTION CIMITS,

CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT WIOTHS BASED ON AN ASSUMED 10 FOOT.

APPRUX,

CawsT. ESMT.

aPPROX, REV, WaL{ —
LOLATIGS (Tro )

BARN

LOTATION <TrP.)

~

6

SH

N. 0005 .-t __lo.oe
SECTION B-B

STALEY 17 = 1@

& 33-

SH 3 o [1° LAMES

SECTION A-A

SCatf: 17 = 10°

CONST. ESMT.

CONSTRUCTTON
EASEMENT

SLOPE
EASEMENT

RLGHT-QF -wax
IFEE SIMPLE)

fsrecr

AR PROJEET WO, "o,

SEALED BY

ATATE oF YEMNLY
OEPARTMENY OF TRANAPORTATION

3 LANE
CONCEPTUAL
LAYOUT

SCALF: 1°: $0¢







$193433AILASH

08 5.1 e
.:,_O>«3|_ A 1003 D1 GINNSSY NV NG O3SVE SHLAIM ININISYI NOILINELSNOD §
(1) Ao S
Miniesie v-V¥ NOILD3S *SLINIT NQOTLINHISNOD JLYNIYOUddY SL1 ONV N9153Q 19NLd2INOGY S1HL 40
IAVNLd3INQD INIWAOTZ+30 3KL 404 QINIVISHOD SVM v143L1dD NIISIA WENLINYLS 4O VIYG 1¥IINHI3L0ID ON §
INV1 ¢ B N .« N JINO SINOLSOVIH 3TFISIA 40 AIF¥NS NO 03SVE SNOTLVIQT Iavo
V. == TAHYA AVA ONY SNY)J NOTLINYLSNOD O34THIMY NO Q3ISVE AVM-30-LHIIY ONILSIXI  “AHJVHIOLOHS
oL TINELeYAL 10 LxEmONTerD e S e o= I1y3v 31V QN A2 NS DIHAYLEI0HOL G3LIN)TY NO Q3SYA ST NOILWWIOINI INILSIXI ¥
MAGSNALL 40 RLVAG ™ Rt N "NOILYJO0T SIML ¥03 N91$30 0312143Q 3HL OL 311 QL ¥3080 NI
23 Tvm g T el SNOTLIIS AVAQYOY LNIIVFQY 30 NOIS3A HLIM LS1¥I AVA “JIINIIDIISINT “531183d0¥d N¥3I/ VL
3 s e ) o o ey e 4 ONY Ad313N35 3HL OL LIVJA]1 OMIZIAININ NO 035v8 3dv SINMINNOLIY IvI1LdIA ONV IWINQZI¥OH €
g E
_.awg e 2 TSLALYQ FLYALNG ONV J134vdl 30 JINYNIINIVA 'ON1LL INH3d “TOBLNOD NOT.0Y3 “3aVNIVy(
- 3 B 40 NSIS3Q INIGNTIINT SHSVL NIIS3D ANy A3*4NS 3L3TdWOT HLIM O3INING2L30 38 LSNW SLint
s SINWY 113 ¢ Hs R MOLLINYLSHOD TYNLIV  “Ld0343 NDISIO WWININ WONI 3LVNIX0¥ddY 3dY SLIKI1 NOILINALSNOD 2
.9 ' Ky N
2 'SI{1YI08d NYIAVL ONY AY3LINTD 3HL 01 SLOVAWI ONIZININIA 404
2 SNOILJO NGIS3Q A41IN3AI 0L AINQ MDISIC TYALJIINGD NO Q3SVS MY SINIW3 O¥INI 03-0d0dd 1
*4al) NOTAYIOD fSJLON
LB EPLERE AL K1Y NAYE CXOuJdY
8-9 NOJLJ3S o 11
. (9hL) @3IhuTE intvadE
A8 03w T eea L —— 34075 2GNES
m% lllll = ,. B
. T 1A gL —
3 .z g8l oo |5 T TTTT
P 1IvM - - \
2°s Z st 3 £ AN
x s SNV Al o s o : /!
-9 K33 -9 n ]
a2
P 1
| ;
P
ot »
(31115 333 ALl NOTRYIOY
(Y- 40~ LHA 1Y NHVE *xO¥daY [ord <52
INTHISYI
39078
W23, v3
+011INYLSNAD ~a
P P
[} Ll mw/._/
°
uumao §e 80 98 aanmm .
°094 9549 ow_uwwn RERAT
\ .omom moammaow@ammmao»m
R CI] 89 g0 i g%e3 9 a0 83a
| 0098 ga 8g 6. 00 3%
| BggooSete 0 08 -
\_ y m moneo%WoMmomo awo P
1 © 2 0 8 /T T
P LT T =
) g 8 B e a3 /
f HE IR At P T
ag ° = -
) o 8 m o6 oo M w
EE \
°
> ﬂ ~
o
U3IBYYA 34015 3T901S 1938 . s _K
L onimivize and Vo M3 T ENNT O
.:dr‘/
, ININIYL3Y NIO3R >
) uILIND ¥ SN
' | 1939 “w3luyve
o) 44075 3TOMIS ON3 ~—
————— ~
T //s~ \
awV:///
T o0V ™~
1195 'GH AIICad LLgl) asg .— /

JRYCIYT]

AEREAYEEETISTOLLISattserssthrEeIiItRissstIsITIRIITINAINNY

o 31

ND)SIAIG NOIS3O

INNIL

“L70'6 33




Appendix E — Section 106 Archaeological Coordination

APPENDIX E — SECTION 106 ARCHAEOLOGICAL
COORDINATION

ARCHAEOLOGICAL AVOIDANCE PLAN LETTER
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY (Redacted)

ARCHAEOLOGICAL CORRESPONDENCE

State Route 126 — Final Environmental Impact Statement



STATE OF TENNESSEE

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

ENVIRONMENTAL DIVISION
SUITE 900 - JAMES K. POLK BUILDING
505 DEADERICK STREET
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37243-0334
(615) 741-3653
Fax (615) 741-1098

July 1, 2010

Mr. E. Patrick Mclntyre, Jr.
Executive Director and

State Historic Preservation Officer
Tennessee Historical Commission
Clover Bottom Mansion

2941 Lebanon Road

Nashville, TN 37214

RE: Avoidance Alternates for SR 126 (memorial Boulevard) from East Center Street to I-
81 in Kingsport, Sullivan County,
PIN 105467.00; PE# 82085-1225-14

Dear Mr. Mclntyre:

Enclosed is documentation concerning the above captioned TDOT Project in Sullivan County.
Avoidance measures were taken based on information from the original archaeological survey
submitted to you in May 2009. Sites 40SV412, 40SV413, 40SV419, and 40SV421 will be
completely avoided by the new alternate. Thus, no potentially eligible or determined eligible
sites will be affected by this project. On the attached maps, the first two sheets labeled
“Alternate B” show how sites 40SV412, 413, and 421 will be avoided versus the original plans
shown on the last two pages. The planners have also redesigned the alignment at site
40SV419, the already NR-listed Yancey’s Tavern, to completely avoid encroaching on the NR
boundary.

In compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (as amended) and 36
CFR 800, regulations implementing compliance with Section 106, please review this material
and provide me with your comments. If any additional information is needed contact Alan
Longmire (423) 282-0651, or me (615) 741-5257. 1 appreciate your assistance.

Sincerely,

Gerald Kline
Archaeology Program Manager

GWK:AL
Enclosure

cc: Ms. Jennifer Barnett/ TDOA



PHASE | ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY, SR 126 FROM NORTH
CENTER STREET TO 1-81, SULLIVAN COUNTY, TENNESSEE

TDOT PROJECT #82085-0225-14, PIN 105467.00
CONTRACT #E1239; WORK ORDER #001

By Michael G. Angst

with contributions by:

Bradley A. Creswell
Gail L. Guymon
James J. Kocis

Report Prepared for:

Alan Longmire
TDOT Archaeologist 11
3518 CRS
Johnson City, TN 37602-3518

Lead Agency:
Tennessee Department of Transportation
Archaeological Permit No. 000649

Elizabeth Kellar DeCorse, Archaeologist in General Charge
Michael G. Angst, Archaeologist in Direct Charge

Archaeological Research Laboratory
University of Tennessee
Department of Anthropology
Room 237 Middlebrook Building
Knoxville, Tennessee 37996-0220
(865) 974-6525

September 2009
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opportunities and benefits. This policy extends to both employment by and admission to the University.

The University does not discriminate on the basis of race, sex or disability in its education programs and
activities pursuant to the requirements of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title IX of the Education
Amendments of 1972, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and the Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) of 1990.
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Discrimination in Employment Act (ADEA) or any of the other above referenced policies should be
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should be directed to the ADA Coordinator at the UTK Office of Human Resources, 600 Henley Street,
Knoxville, TN 37996 4125.
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Copyright © 2009 by the Archaeological Research Laboratory at the University of Tennessee Department
of Anthropology. All rights reserved.
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INTRODUCTION

Between January 22 and February 17, 2009, personnel from the Archaeological Research
Laboratory (ARL) at The University of Tennessee (UT) conducted a Phase |
archaeological survey of proposed new right-of-way (ROW) along State Road 126
between North Center Street and 1-81 in Sullivan County, Tennessee (Figures 1 to 5).
The survey was conducted at the request of Alan Longmire, Archaeologist with the
Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT). The area was investigated prior to
proposed road improvements along SR 126. The archaeological investigation was
conducted to fulfill obligations outlined in Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act. Dr. Elizabeth Kellar DeCorse served as archaeologist in general charge
and Michael Angst was archaeologist in direct charge. The field and laboratory crew
consisted of Charlie Susano, Nick Dunn, Howard Haygood, Desiree Ketteringham, and
Stacey Savidant. All materials associated with this project will be temporarily and
permanently curated at the University’s Department of Anthropology curation facility.

The Archaeological Research Laboratory September 2009



MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Between January 22 and February 17, 2009, personnel from the Archaeological Research
Laboratory (ARL) at The University of Tennessee (UT) conducted a Phase I archaeological
survey of proposed new Area of Potential Effect (APE) along State Route 126 between North
Center Street and [-81 in Sullivan County, Tennessee. The survey corridor is approximately 13.4
km (8.3 miles) long; width varies significantly throughout the corridor, ranging from 30 to 150 m
(100 to 500 feet). Total new ROW is estimated to be approximately 107 ha (265 acres/0.41
miles). The new ROW is being investigated prior to road improvements of SR 126. This
archaeological investigation was conducted to fulfill obligations outlined in Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act.

The majority of the study area is upland terrain, dissected by small streams. Field methodology
consisted of pedestrian survey and shovel testing. The investigation identified 13 previously
unrecorded archaeological sites (il - WEMIED and numerous low density artifact scatters
that will not be assigned state site numbers. The majority of the sites are historic, originating in
the late-nineteenth century. One primarily prehistoric site of unknown age was also recorded and
numerous sites were multicomponent, being primarily historic with minor prehistoric
components. One exception to the date range for historic sites is site WA, known locally as
Yancey’s Tavern. The Tavern was apparently built sometime in the 1770s or 1780s along the
Old Island Road/Great Stage Road.

The majority of the sites investigated during this survey are considered ineligible for the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Three sites, however, are considered potentially eligible,
based on the identification of and potential for intact deposits. Sites B and WA are
both farmstead sites near the eastern end of the study corridor. Artifacts recovered from SN
suggest at least a late-nineteenth century occupation. Shovel testing and visual inspection
documented at least two features, including a burned surface/floor as well as a possible concrete-
lined privy pit. A coal/cinder midden was documented adjacent to the possible privy pit. Visual
inspection also recorded a brick concentration at and just below the sod. Discussion with local
informants and review of topographic maps indicate that the brick concentration marks the
location of the house. Extant structures, outside of the current ROW, include a large barn and a

concrete-block spring house. Site JEiJllR a!so appears to be at least & late-nineteenth century
farmstead site. Features include a stone-lined cellar depression, partially filled, and a collapsed
cistern; the house site is surrounded by a light scatter of artifacts. Site (Jill® is a small
prehistoric scatter situated on a low rise above two small, spring-fed streams. Eight of twelve
(67%) STPs were positive for prehistoric artifacts, recovering 16 pieces of mostly late-stage
debitage. Although not a large site, artifact density is relatively high (14.8 artifacts/meter’) and
plow-truncated features may still exist at the site.

SitcYR (Y ancey’s Tavern) was placed on the NRHP in 1973, based on its early architecture
and significant role it played in the development of the region and the state of Tennessee. It is
surprising that the tavern was never issued an archaeological site number. Regardless, shovel
testing did recover artifacts that date to at least the nineteenth and twentieth centuries and two
apparent outbuildings were identified.

Based on the results of this study, ARL recommends that sites { D CHETND SN 2nd

S b: avoided. If they cannot be avoided, (NN \GHENNEM 2nd {NENDER should be
evaluated to determine their eligibility for the NRHP. 1f Sl cannot be avoided, limited
excavations should be conducted in order to guide the creation of a mitigation plan prior to
construction. ARL recommends that the remainder of the study area should be cleared for
construction,

The Archaeological Research Laboratory September 2003
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METHODOLOGY

By Michael G. Angst

BACKGROUND REVIEW

Prior to the initiation of field work, background research was conducted to compile
information about previous research and about what types of archaeological sites might
be expected within the study area. A total of 55 reports are listed for Sullivan County in
the National Archeological Database (NADB). An additional 20 different reports are on
file at ARL and the McClung Museum at The University of Tennessee-Knoxville. These
reports are overwhelmingly the results of compliance projects and none appear to cross
the study area. Most are associated with road improvement and bridge replacement
surveys (e.g., Alvey 1994; Creswell et al. 1996); others include significant regional
reports (e.g., Fowke 1922; Myer 1924; Thomas 1894) and still others reflect focused
research on the early history of the region (e.g., DeCorse 2006; South 1973a, 1973b;
Wentworth 1973).

In addition to the literature review, the state site files housed at the Tennessee Division of
Archaeology were inspected to search for sites within and near the study area. No sites
have been recorded in the study area, but nine have been recorded within 1.6 km (1 mile)
of the study corridor. Several of these sites and

WP o investigated in 1973 P
Creek by TVA. These sites are primarily Archaic in age and midden and intact pits are

known or anticipated. Additionaltly, one area not designated as a site may contain the
remnants of a small mound. Additional work was recommended for the majority of these
sites, but none appears to have occurred (McCullough 1974).

Sites (D
- ., > d
American settlements in Sullivan County. With the exception of GGG, 211 of
these sites were built during the last third to quarter of the eighteenth century and all four
were on Or very near” U
apparently built in the early nineteenth century only after the owner, John S. Gaines,
rerouted the stage road to cross his property (Spoden 1977:78-30).

Background research has documented a variety of sites in the region. The Reedy Creek
study (McCullough 1974) provides some information, but is not considered to be
particularly relevant to the current study area since it was conducted in a much different
environmental setting. Regardless, the potential for significant prehistoric sites exists in
the study area. Early historic sites occur throughout the region, including in the study
area (Yancey’s Tavern) and others may be expected.

Finally, since the study was conducted on state property for a state agency, ARL applied
for a State Archaeological permit from the Tennessee Division of Archaeology. This
work was carried out under permit number 000649,

represent some of the earliest Euro- -
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Between January 22 and February 17, 2009, personnel from the Archaeological Research
Laboratory (ARL) at The University of Tennessee, Knoxville conducted a Phase [
archaeological survey of proposed new right-of-way (ROW) along State Route 126
between North Center Street and I-81 in Sullivan County, Tennessee. The study
identified @i previously unrecorded archaeological sites and numerous small artifact
scatters not issued site numbers. The majority of the sites date to the late-nineteenth
and/or early-and mid-twentieth centuries and are not considered to be eligible for the
NRHP. Three sites, Jii N :nd WY 2rc considered potentially eligible
and ARL has recommended that the sites should be avoided by construction. If they
cannot be avoided, Phase II archaeological investigations should be conducted to
determine their NRHP eligibility. A fourth site,éhas already been listed on the
NRHP. Again, ARL has recommended that the site be avoided. If it cannot be avoided,
limited additional archaeological work should be conducted in order to better prepare a
data recovery plan to mitigate any adverse effect. With the exception of the above
recommendations, ARL recommends that the project be allowed to proceed. However,
should any unanticipated artifacts, features or burials be encountered, the project must be
halted and a qualified archaeologist should be contacted for an evaluation before work
resumes.

The Archaeological Research Laboratory September 2009
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STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

ENVIRONMENTAL DIVISION
SUITE 900, JAMES K. POLK BUILDING
505 DEADERICK STREET
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37243-1402
(615) 741-3655

JOHN C. SCHROER BILL HASLAM
COMMISSIONER GOVERNOR

February 27, 2014
Muscogee (Creek) Nation
P.O. Box 589
Okmulgee, OK 74447
Attn: Mr. Emman Spain, THPO

SUBJECT: Section 106 Initial Coordination for the Proposed SR-126 (Memorial Blvd) Project, from East Center
Street to 1-81, Kingsport, Sullivan County, Tennessee

Dear Mr. Spain:

The City of Kingsport in cooperation with the Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT) is proposing to implement
the SR-126 (Memorial Boulevard) project in Sullivan County (maps attached). The widened roadway would vary from
two-lanes to four-lanes with a landscaped raised median between the eastern city limits of Kingsport and [-81. The
approximate project length is 8.4 miles. Additional right-of-way is required.

Native American Coordination was originally distributed for this project on January 9, 2012. Since then, your tribe added
Sullivan County to its list of counties of interest for transportation projects in Tennessee.

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) recognizes that federally funded undertakings, like the subject project, can
affect historic properties to which your tribe attaches religious, cultural, and historic significance. In accordance with
36 CFR 800 regulations implementing compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA, | would like to know if you have
information you could share with me about tribal concerns in the project area and if you wish to be a consulting party on
the project? Early awareness of your concerns can serve to protect historic properties valued by your tribe.

If you act as a consulting party you will receive archaeological assessment reports and related documentation, be invited
to attend project meetings with FHWA, TDOT, and the Tennessee State Historic Preservation Office (TN-SHPO), if any
are held, and be asked to provide input throughout the process. If you choose to not act as a consulting party at this time,
you can do so at a later date simply by notifying me.

Please respond to me via letter, telephone (615-741-5257), fax (615-741-1098), or E-mail (Gerald.Kline@tn.gov).
| respectfully request responses (email is preferred) to project reports and other materials within thirty (30) days of receipt
if at all possible. Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Y S g = 2D

Gerald Kline

Transportation Specialist |

Archaeology Program Manager
Enclosure

cc Robin Dushane, Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma
Kim Jumper, Shawnee Tribe
Lisa C. Baker, United Keetowah Band of Cherokee Indians
Tyler Howe, Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians
Richard Allen, Cherokee Nation

TDOT PIN# 105467.00 — Region 1



SR-126 (MEMORIAL BOULEVARD) PROJECT
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SR-126, Kingsport, Sullivan County
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Robbie D. Jones

From: Richard Allen <Richard-Allen@cherokee.org>

Sent: Friday, March 02, 2012 12:37 PM

To: Robbie D. Jones

Subject: RE: Section 106 Coordination, Sullivan Co., TN #105467

The Cherokee Nation has no knowledge of any historic, cultural or sacred sites within the affected area. Should any
ground disturbance reveal an archaeological site or human remains, we ask that the all activity cease immediately and
the Cherokee Nation and other appropriate agencies be contacted immediately.

Thank you,

Dr. Richard L. Allen

Policy Analyst
NAGPRA/Section 106 Contact
Cherokee Nation

P.O. Box 948

Tahlequah, Oklahoma 74465
(918) 453-5466 (office)

(918) 822-2707 (cell)

(918) 458-5898 (fax)

From: Robbie.D Jones [mailto:Robbie.D.Jones@tn.gov]
Sent: Monday, January 09, 2012 3:46 PM

To: Richard Allen

Cc: Gerald Kline; Robbie.D Jones

Subject: Section 106 Coordination, Sullivan Co., TN #105467

Dear Dr. Allen:

I'm sending this email communication on behalf of Gerald Kline, Archaeology Program Manager for the Tennessee
Department of Transportation. Please see the attached letters and maps for the following project:



e SR-126, Kingsport, Sullivan County, Tennessee (PIN# 105467.00)

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Gerald Kline at (615) 741-5257 or
Gerald.Kline@tn.gov.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Robbie

Robbie D. Jones

Native American Coordinator
TDOT Environmental Division
Director's Office

Suite 900, J K Polk Bldg.
Nashville, TN 37243-0334
Telephone: 615-741-3655
Fax: 615-741-1098
Robbie.D.Jones@tn.gov




STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

ENVIRONMENTAL DIVISION
SUITE 900 - JAMES K. POLK BUILDING
505 DEADERICK STREET
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37243-0334
(615) 741-3655

January 9, 2012

The Cherokee Nation

17675 South Muscogee

Tahlequah, OK 74464

Attn: Dr. Richard Allen, Research and Policy Analyst

SUBJECT: Section 106 Initial Coordination for the Proposed SR-126 (Memorial Blvd) Project, from
East Center Street to 1-81, Kingsport, Sullivan County, Tennessee

Dear Dr. Allen:

The City of Kingsport in cooperation with the Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT) is
proposing to implement the SR-126 (Memorial Boulevard) project in Sullivan County (maps attached).
The widened roadway would vary from two-lanes to four-lanes with a landscaped raised median between
the eastern city limits of Kingsport and I-81. The approximate project length is 8.4 miles. Additional right-
of-way is required.

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) recognizes that federally funded undertakings, like the
subject project, can affect historic properties to which your tribe attaches religious, cultural, and historic
significance. In accordance with 36 CFR 800 regulations implementing compliance with Section 106 of
the NHPA, | would like to know if you have information you could share with me about tribal concerns in
the project area and if you wish to be a consulting part<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>