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I-66 Corridor Study
Western Kentucky to Missouri Resource Agency Correspondence

The following documents depict the various correspondence and information exchange
between and among the KYTC, the Consultant Team and various resource agencies at
the state and federal levels.

The correspondences are actual electronic copies of letters, memos, reports, and other
records received during the project. These various pieces of information helped shape
the decisions that ultimately affected the outcome of the project. Accuracy of
information as well as opinions expressed is the responsibility of the issuing agencies.
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January 20, 2002

Ms. Annette Cofley, P.E., Director
Diviston of Planning

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
125 Holmes Street

Frankfort, KY 40601

RE: Information on potential 1-66 corridors in Marshall,
McCracken, and Ballard counties, Kentucky.

Dear Ms. Coffey:

Mecmbers of my staff have reviewed the above-referenced information, Accordingly, we offer the
following comments.

Members of my staff have participated in several meetings held by KTC regarding this project.

They have found these meetings to be both informative and productive. I trust that KTC has also benetited
from their attendance.

As members of my staff have noted in these meetings, our main area of concern is how any
sclected alternative will impact the area’s fish and wildlife resources, their habitats, and sportsmen

opportunities. In particular, we are concerned about impacts te wetland habitat, which 1s one of the most
productive fish and wildlife habitats.

I'rom the information you provided, 1t appears that any of the potential could have some impacts
to those resources. However, corridor 8 could have significant impacts to wetland habitats and to
properties owned by the Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources. These lands provide

significant fish and wildlife habitats and resources and are significant recreational lands for the general
public. -

We look torward to working with you and other members of your agency on this project in the

future. If you should have any questions regarding our comments, please contact Mr. Wayne L, Davis,
Iinvironmental Section Chicf, at 502/564-7109, ext. 365,
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Commander 1222 Spruce Street

Eighth Coast Guard District St. Louis, MO 63103-2832
Staff Symbol: obr
Phone: (314) 539-3900, Ext 382
FAX: (314) 539-3755

U.S. Department
of Transportation

United States
Coast Guard

16591.1
14 February 2002

Ms. Annette Coffey, P.E.
Director, Division of Planning
Commonwealth of Kentucky
Transportation Cabinet

125 Holmes Street

Frankfort, KY 40622

Subj: PROPOSED INTERSTATE HIGHWAY 66 FROM I-24 IN KENTUCKY TO 1-57
IN MISSOURI

Dear Ms. Coffey:

This is in reply to your letter of 25 January 2002, concerning the proposed new construction of
Interstate Highway 66.

The General Bridge Act of 1946 requires that the location and plans for bridges over navigable
waters of the United States be approved by the Commandant, U. S. Coast Guard prior to
commencing construction. Depending on the route selected, the proposed Interstate 66 would
cross the Ohio River, Upper Mississippi River or the Lower Mississippi River. These rivers are
considered to be navigable waterways of the United States for bridge administration purposes at

the bridge site.

Applications for bridge permits should be addressed to Commander (obr), Eighth Coast Guard
District, 1222 Spruce Street, St. Louis, Missouri 63103-2832, Attention: Bridge Branch. The
application must be supported by sufficient information to permit a thorough assessment of the
impact of the bridge and its immediate approaches on the environment. We recommend that the
impacts of procedures for constructing cofferdams, sand islands, and falsework bents, etc., that
will be employed to build the bridge be discussed. The Environmental Assessment (EA) should
also contain data on the number, size and types of vessels currently using the waterway. This
information should be compared with past and projected future trends on the use of the

waterway.

Please advise if the project will be funded by the Federal Highway Administration or entirely
with state funds. This will enable us to determine which agency is the lead federal agency fq\
satisfying the requirements of National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
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16591.1
14 February 2002

Subj: PROPOSED INTERSTATE HIGHWAY 66 FROM 1-24 IN KENTUCKY TO 1-57
IN MISSOURI

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the project in this early stage. You can contact
Mr. David Orzechowskt at (314) 539-3900, extension 382 to discuss this project.

Sincerely,
T
ROG K. WIEBUSCH

Bridge Administrator
By direction of the District Commander
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TO: Annette Coffey, P.E.
Director
Division of Planning
FROM: William Broyles P.E.
Geotechnical Engineering
Branch Manager
Division of Materials
BY: Michael Blevins P.G. /J//,g/
Geotechnical Branch <
DATE: February 18, 2002
SUBJECT: Marshall, McCracken and Ballard Counties

1-66 (I-24 to I-57 Missouri)
Item 01-23.00

Mars # 6878901D
Intermediate Planning Study

At your request, personnel from the Geotechnical Branch have completed a
preliminary office review of the subject project.

The Geologic Formations within the project area are part of the Quaternary,
Tertiary and Cretaceous Systems. The Quaternary System consists of alluvium, loess and
continental deposits. The alluvium contains clay, silt, sand and gravel. Loess deposits are
primarily composed of silt and can be very sandy at the bottom of the formation. Continental
deposits consist of gravel, sand, silt and clay with some chert pebbles.

The Tertiary System includes Formations of the Jackson, Claiborne, Wilcox
Porters Creek Clay and the Clayton & McNairy. The Jackson and Claiborne Formations contain
sand, silt, clay, and clay breccia, and the Claiborne also contains a few lignite seams. The
Wilcox Formation contains sand, silt and clay. The Porters Creek Clay consist of clay and sand.
The Clayton and McNairy Formations are found in the Cretaceous System and consist of sand,
clay and silt deposits. The formations can be located on the attached geologic map.
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The geotechnical considerations are as follows:

Concerns associated with these formations include wet embankment foundations,
unstablc subgrades, highly erodible and moisture sensitive soils. Wet embankment foundations
may be addressed by using type Il filter fabric and 1-3 feet of aggregate for stabilization.
Unstable subgrades may be improved by using type [V filter fabric and aggregate or cement
stabilization. Extra handling of the materials may required by the contractor to meet the proper
moisture contents for compaction purposes. Embankment slopes will tikely be 2:1 or flatter.

Generally, materials encountered in these formations when exposed in cut sections
arc highly erodible and may require erosion control methods such as rock and fabric or an
crosion control] blanket to minimize erosion of the cut face. Cut slopes for this project will likely
be 2:1.

The Porters Creek Clay outcreps in and around the area of Paducah. The Branch
prefers an alignment and/or grade that would avoid having this formation exposed in a cut
section or directly below subgrades. The formation is extremely moisture sensitive and highly
erodible and will cause unstable subgrades and cuts. The location of the Porters Creck Clay may
be found on the attached Geologic Map.

Alluvium, loess and continental deposits cover much of the area that any
alignment will traverse. Positive drainage 1s essential in maintaining stable foundations and
subgrades.

Any bridge foundations will most likely involve the use of drilled shafts and scour
at pier and abutment locations should be considered. The project is located within the scismic

zone 3, an area where heavy earthquake damage could occur.

[f there are any questions, please advise.
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Commonwealth of Kentucky
Ja .. Codell, It o ! Paul E. Patton
Sec . of 1 insportation Frankfort, Kentucky 40622 Gavernor

Clifford C. Linkes, P.E.
Deputy Secretary 'ANT

Annette Coffey, Director

Division of Planning

Michael L. Hill, Director =,/ = -
Division of Multimodal Programs

February 25, 2002

ltem No. 1-23.00
Interstate 66 (1-66) Planning Study
Marshall, McCracken, and/or Ballard Counties

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this significant project.

The Division of Multimodal Programs’ responsibilities include air quality
conformity issues and the determination of air quality impacts of large
construction projects on the state’s rural nonattainment areas. Marshall County
and a southern portion of Livingston County are designated as an isolated rural
air quality maintenance area for the one-hour ozone standard. This area is in
conformity with respect to a recently revised (effective 2-8-02) State
implementation Plan (SIP). The provisions of this designation will apply until, at
least, 2025. During the period of this designation, implementation of any new
projects would require that air quality conformity be demonstrated. The 1-66
project is not included in the current Statewide Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP); therefore, a new conformity analysis would be required in order
to proceed. Additionally, new federal standards for ozone and particulate matter
are expected to be implemented in 2004 and could impact Marshall and
Livingston Counties as well as McCracken and Ballard Counties. Please contact
Jesse Mayes of this Division, at (502) 564-7686, for more information on the air
quality impacts of the {-66 construction.

In addition, the construction of a segment of Interstate Highway 66 (1-66)
in this area potentially has major impacts on the Paducah Small Urban Area
(SUA). Currently, a small urban area study is being developed for the Paducah
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Annette Coffey
February 25, 2002
Page 2 of 2

area including a travel demand model covering all of McCracken County. During
the course of the study, one of the goals has been to anticipate potential impacts
of [-86. When completed, a copy of the small urban area study will be provided
to the Division of Planning. Please contact Barry House of this Division, at (502)
564-7686, for any questions regarding this study.

The coordination and connectivity of bicycle and pedestrian facilities is
important in the early planning and design stages of projects. Design Guidance
from the United States Department of Transportation released in February, 2000,
states “bicycling and walking facilities will be incorporated into all transportation
projects unless exceptional circumstances exist.

One of the 1-66 project goals is to “improve access and mobility in
depressed or impoverished regions.” Although Kentucky Interstate bridges and
facilities traditionally do not accommodate bicycles or pedestrians, including
additional modes of travel in the construction of the Mississippi River crossing
will help meet that project goal. This Division recommends a separate bicycle
and pedestrian path be incorporated in the design of the Mississippi River
crossing. Other states have expanded Interstate bridges allowing bicycle and
pedestrian access, including Pennsylvania and Oregon. Examples of this type of
access can be provided upon request. Additional bicycle and pedestrian
concemns to be addressed during design are Ballard County's extensive bicycle
routes that need to be accommodated in overpass and ramp construction of this
project. Please contact Paula Nye of this Division, at (502) 564-7686, for any
questions about bicycle and pedestrian concerns.

We look forward to working with your Division to facilitate your study
efforts in our air guality nonattainment and maintenance areas, SUA and MPQO
areas, and by increasing awareness of bicycle and pedestrian issues.

MLH/LJS/RPS/AJT












Washington, D.C, 20472

February 28, 2002

Annette Coffey, P.L.

Director

Diviston of Planning

Kentucky Transpertation Cabinet
125 Holmes Street

Irankfort, KY 40622

Dcar Ms. Coftey:

This 1s to acknowledge receipt of your January 25, 2002, letter to the Federal
Emergency Management Ageney (FEMA). FEMA 1s currently reviewing your
concemns and will get back to you as soon as possible.

Should you need further assistance, please contact Ms. Zina Colbert at (202) 646-
4582, Please reference folder 17830 when inquiring about this response. Thank
you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,
- ‘ .

Ao e

Robert F. Shea
Acting Administrator, Federal Insurance
and Mrtigation Administralion
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15 January 2003

Ms. Annette Coffey, P.E.

Dircctor, Division of Planning (A-2)
Kentucky Transpertation Cabinet
125 Holmes Strect

Frankfort, KY 40622

Subj: PROPOSED NEW I-66 HIGHWAY BRIDGE, MILE 954.0 — 948.0,
LOWEL .0 SSISSIPPIRIVER; AND MIBE977.0 OHIO RIVER —~ - - —  —

Dear Ms. Cofley:
Please refer to your letter dated 2 January 2003 concerning the subject bridge.

The Coast Guard is the sole agency tasked with the responsibility for permitting bridges across
navigable waters af the United States. This responsibility includes evaluating the impacts of the
bridge from a navigational standpoint, determining the proper location for the piers and the
required navigational clearances. Since the Lower Mississippi River is a navigable waterway, a

Coast Guard Bridge permit will be required.
1 appreciate the opportunity to provide navigational input in the early stages of project

development. We have initiated our review of the navigational requirements for the new bridge
crossings described in the enclosures to your Ietter. There appear to be four as follows:

1. A new bridge at Mile 948.0, Lower Mississippi River
2. A pew brdge at Mile 951.0, Lower Mississippi River.
3. A new bridge at Mile 952.0, Lower Mississippi River.
4. A new bridge at Mile 977.0, Ohic River.
T expect to have the pier location and navigational requirements established within 30 days.

At that time T will notify you of our findings. We look forward to working with you and your
staff on this very important project. You can contact Mr. David Orzechowski at (314} 539-3900,

Ext. 2382 to discuss this project.
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U.S. Department * , Commander 22 Spruce Street

of Transpertatior Eighth Coast Guard District Lo i, MO 631032832
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13 February 20403

Ms. Annette Coffey, P.E.

Dircctor, Division of Planning (A-2)
Kentucky Transportation Cabinct
125 Holmes Street

Frankfort, KY 40622

Subj: PROPCI E ) NEW [-66 HIGHWAY BRIDGE, MILE 954.0 — 948.0,
LOWER {ISSISSIPPI RIVER

Dear Ms. Coffey:
Please refer to our letter dated 15 January 2003 concerning the proposcd subject bridge.

The Coast Guard has reviewed and determined navigational requirements along with pier
locations for the four potential crossing alternatives under consideration, i.c.: Mile 948.0, 951.0
or 952.0 Lower Mississippi River (LMR) and mile 977.0 Ohio River (OHR).

From a navigational viewpoint, a bridge crossing at mile 977.0 OHR is the most desired. At this
location 1t would be near the existing Illinois Central Railroad Bridge at mile 977.7. This would
require the right descending pier being located on the Illinois bank and the left descending pier
being far enough out to span both of the railroad spans customarily used by river navigation. A
1500-foot horizontal clearance would be required to safely meet the needs of navigation.

~ An acceptable alternative crossing would be located at mile 948.0 LMR. At this location the
right descending pier would be located on the Missouri bank with the left descending pier being
placed behind the dikefield. A 1500+ foot horizontal clearance will be required to safely meet
the necds of navigation at this location.

A bridge crossing over the LMR i1s not recommended at any location from the confluence
downstream to mile 949.5. This is due to large tows moving in both directions from the threc
rivers in a series of gradual bends and would provide the greatest impediment to navigation.
Vessels transiting tn this stretch of the river are in what navigation refers to as a “slick turn”.
This term refers to the river current continually pushing you towards the left descending bank all
the while you are steering towards the right descending bank to where the navigational channel
proceeds to cross over the center of the river towards the right descending side. Also, the effects
of high and low water arc a continuing condition that affects needed sailing line for large tows.



16591.1/948.0 LMR
13 February 2003

Subj:  PROPOSED NE'W [-66 HIGHWAY BRIDGE, MILE 954.0 — 948.0,
LOWER MI™ SSIPPIRIVER

I appreciate the opportunity to make comments regarding the needed navigation clcarances early
in the design process. Should you have any questions, plcase contact Mr. David Orzechowski at

(314) 539-3900, Ext. 2382 to discuss this projcct.

Sincerely,

M| (T, 2

Bndge Admjmstrator
By direction of the District Commander







































RE

Agriculture

Annette Cofley. P15,
Dircctor

Division of lanning
Transportation Cabinet
125 Holmes Street
I'rankfort, KY 4060]

Dyear Ms. Cofleyv:

With regard to vour letter of January 2, 2003, for [-66, [ offer the following:

January 10. 2003

[£ the project uses Federal money Lo convert farmland to nonagricultural uses, either torm
AD-1006 or form NRCS-CPA-106 should be submitted to cach respective county Natural

Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) representative. As in your letter, this would be

Marshall County and McCracken County. Kentucky. If needed, yvou may receive the forms from

the NRCS field oftices. The forms may also be obtained via Internet at
Pl mes e e oAy 440 527 . The Marshall County District

Conservationist 1s Dianna Angle (270-527-3230, extension 3) and the McCracken County
District Conservationist is John Shely (270-354-5242, extension 3).

When sendimg the forms to the NRCS field office. please ascertain that the routes, aliernative

routes, cte. are clearly located on topographic maps, soil maps, or other similar scale maps.

Should vou have questions. contact State Soil Scientist Bill Craddock at (839) 224-7369.

Sincerely

I i , i
DAVID G, "aWwWYER
State Conservationist

o
B. (resecke, NRCS, Madisonville,
JoShely, NRCS, Paducah, KY
D). Angle, NRCS, Benton, KY
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Ms. Annette Coffey, P.E.

Dircctor, Division of Planning (A-2)
Kentucky Transpertation Cabinet
125 Holmes Strect

Frankfort, KY 40622

Subj: PROPOSED NEW I-66 HIGHWAY BRIDGE, MILE 954.0 — 948.0,
LOWEL .0 SSISSIPPIRIVER; AND MIBE977.0 OHIO RIVER —~ - - —  —

Dear Ms. Cofley:
Please refer to your letter dated 2 January 2003 concerning the subject bridge.

The Coast Guard is the sole agency tasked with the responsibility for permitting bridges across
navigable waters af the United States. This responsibility includes evaluating the impacts of the
bridge from a navigational standpoint, determining the proper location for the piers and the
required navigational clearances. Since the Lower Mississippi River is a navigable waterway, a

Coast Guard Bridge permit will be required.
1 appreciate the opportunity to provide navigational input in the early stages of project

development. We have initiated our review of the navigational requirements for the new bridge
crossings described in the enclosures to your Ietter. There appear to be four as follows:

1. A new bridge at Mile 948.0, Lower Mississippi River
2. A pew brdge at Mile 951.0, Lower Mississippi River.
3. A new bridge at Mile 952.0, Lower Mississippi River.
4. A new bridge at Mile 977.0, Ohic River.
T expect to have the pier location and navigational requirements established within 30 days.

At that time T will notify you of our findings. We look forward to working with you and your
staff on this very important project. You can contact Mr. David Orzechowski at (314} 539-3900,

Ext. 2382 to discuss this project.
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U.S. Department * , Commander 22 Spruce Street

of Transpertatior Eighth Coast Guard District Lo i, MO 631032832
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13 February 20403

Ms. Annette Coffey, P.E.

Dircctor, Division of Planning (A-2)
Kentucky Transportation Cabinct
125 Holmes Street

Frankfort, KY 40622

Subj: PROPCI E ) NEW [-66 HIGHWAY BRIDGE, MILE 954.0 — 948.0,
LOWER {ISSISSIPPI RIVER

Dear Ms. Coffey:
Please refer to our letter dated 15 January 2003 concerning the proposcd subject bridge.

The Coast Guard has reviewed and determined navigational requirements along with pier
locations for the four potential crossing alternatives under consideration, i.c.: Mile 948.0, 951.0
or 952.0 Lower Mississippi River (LMR) and mile 977.0 Ohio River (OHR).

From a navigational viewpoint, a bridge crossing at mile 977.0 OHR is the most desired. At this
location 1t would be near the existing Illinois Central Railroad Bridge at mile 977.7. This would
require the right descending pier being located on the Illinois bank and the left descending pier
being far enough out to span both of the railroad spans customarily used by river navigation. A
1500-foot horizontal clearance would be required to safely meet the needs of navigation.

~ An acceptable alternative crossing would be located at mile 948.0 LMR. At this location the
right descending pier would be located on the Missouri bank with the left descending pier being
placed behind the dikefield. A 1500+ foot horizontal clearance will be required to safely meet
the necds of navigation at this location.

A bridge crossing over the LMR i1s not recommended at any location from the confluence
downstream to mile 949.5. This is due to large tows moving in both directions from the threc
rivers in a series of gradual bends and would provide the greatest impediment to navigation.
Vessels transiting tn this stretch of the river are in what navigation refers to as a “slick turn”.
This term refers to the river current continually pushing you towards the left descending bank all
the while you are steering towards the right descending bank to where the navigational channel
proceeds to cross over the center of the river towards the right descending side. Also, the effects
of high and low water arc a continuing condition that affects needed sailing line for large tows.



16591.1/948.0 LMR
13 February 2003

Subj:  PROPOSED NE'W [-66 HIGHWAY BRIDGE, MILE 954.0 — 948.0,
LOWER MI™ SSIPPIRIVER

I appreciate the opportunity to make comments regarding the needed navigation clcarances early
in the design process. Should you have any questions, plcase contact Mr. David Orzechowski at

(314) 539-3900, Ext. 2382 to discuss this projcct.

Sincerely,

M| (T, 2

Bndge Admjmstrator
By direction of the District Commander
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Ms. Annette Coffey, P.E., Director
Division of Planning

Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
125 Holmes Street

Frankfort, KY 40022
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Dear Ms. Coffey:

Thank you for your early coordination with us regarding the above-referenced project.
EPA Regions 4, 5, and 7 reviewed the information provided in your letter of January 2, 2003, in
accordance with Section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. EPA Region 4 is acting as the lead EPA Region for the project
at the present time. " b wpose of this letter is to provide you with the results of our review, in

response to your request for conmnents on the potential corridors.

Our enclosed preliminary comments pertain to known issues in the geographic area, and
are subject to change v ° ore detailed mformation becomes available. It appears that your
screening process identified several priority cavirommental issues, which will require further

evaluation as the project proceeds.
We look forward to reviewing the forthcoming NEPA documents for this project, and a

contmued productive working relationship with you and the other agencics involved with this
project. If you have any questions or need more information, please contact Ramona McConney

of my staff at (404) 562-9615.
Sincerely,

Gl

Heinz J. Mueller, Chief _
Office of Environmental Assessment

Intemet Address (URL) « hitp//www.opa_gov
RecyciodHecyclable » Printed with Vegetable O Based Inks on Recyded Paper (Minimum 3% Poslconsumern)



_ EPA Comments on
Planning Study for 1-66 from I-24 in Kentucky to Missouri

General: We recognize that the maps you provided outline general corridors, which are subject
to further study and detailed refinements. Based on the preliminary nature of the maps and
information, our comments may change as the pr0Ject pro gresses, and more detailed information
becomes available,

. The NEPA document(s) prepared for this I-66 segment should discuss the status of the
adjacent I-66 segments, as well as identify and provide an analysis of different alternative termini
locations within the Study Area, in relation to the termini of the neighboring segments. In~
addition, I-66 traffic impacts on the other roads in the area need to be considered.

Purpose & Need: In order for EPA to fully evaluate the alternatives, the NEPA document should
identify the basic underlying transportation problems (deficiencies) or needs between the two
logical termini for the segment under consideration.

Traditional traffic data or analysis should be presented to substantiate each identified need.
For example: if the problem is congestion, then Level of Service (LOS) data should be presented
to support this need. In addition, traffic numbers [e.g., LOS, vehicle miles of travel (VMT),
vehicle hours of travel (VHT), etc.], if applicable, for existing (current) and future (20 year)
forecasts should also be presented.

The traffi¢ analysis should inchude projected traffic volumes that would utilize the facility
from the connecting portions of the proposed I-66. Although this segment would presumably
have mdependent utility, each segment of the proposed I-66 is envisioned to connect with other
segments.

The traffic analysis must include an estimation of additional traffic volumes, partlcularly
truck traffic, that would utilize the proposed I-66. This should include traffic considered as “pass-
- through” (NAFTA-generated or other national traffic) to the study area, as well as traffic that
either originates, or would ultimately end, their destination in the study area. This traffic
information should be split out and reported separately.

Alternatlves EPA recommends that the Draft EIS identify a preferred altematlve This A
minimizes some of the issues associated with rating every action alternative, and enables us to
provide a thorough review of the environmental issues associated with the preferred alternative.
The preferred alternative should avoid or minimize adverse impacts, so that the need for
mitigation of impacts will be lessened or eliminated. A critical factor of the analysis of alternatives
is the avoidance or minimization of adverse impacts. When alternatives are rejected, a rationale
for rejection should be provided. The rationales should include environmental reasons, along with
other considerations. As part of the NEPA process, the no-action alternative must also be
carefully evaluated. :
The Alternates/Corridors which include new routes and new bridging would result m
impacts to the environment. Such impacts should be carefully evaluated, and avoidance and/or
mitigation measures, and their feasibility, should be considered throughout the NEPA process.

Alternate/Corridor 20: We concur that rebadging existing Interstate I-24 as I-66 apparently
would result in the fewest environmental impacts of the alternatives/corridors under




consideration. Secondary and curmulative mmpacts should also be considered when evaluatmg this
alternative. ,

- S C ts: NEPA requires the analysis and disclosure of the direct,
secondary and cumulative impacts of major federal actions on the environment. While the direct
impacts of transportation projects may or may not be significant, the secondary or indirect effects
- of the project on land use, and the subsequent environmental effects, can be both temporally and
geographically more extensive,

With respect to transportation projects, such as the proposed I-66, which both appear to
serve and induce land use changes, the analysis of these changes and their subsequent
environmental effects is mportant to the understanding of the overall impact of the federal action
on the natural, cultural and socioeconomic environment, -

Consideration of secondary and cummlative impacts requires the assessment of an area’s
ability to absorb additional development, the loss of businesses or residences, and the watershed’s
ability to absorb the loss of additional wetlands. Further, the upcoming NEPA document should
mclude a detailed det . © ion of how local land use regulations would affect growth induced in
the study area by the f~ e alternatives.

1" ~ Intt :upcoming NEPA document, describe the short and long-term effects the
_roject is expected to  ave on induced travel The anticipated effect of the project on the number
of car trips should be stated, smce the presumption is that adding the I-66 segment will result m
enhanced access and traffic flow.

- i % red! .cies: The map of the study area shows wildlife preserves and
natural arcas. Efforts should be made to avoid and/or minimize mpacts to these areas, and on
wildlife and endangered species migrating to and from these areas. We recognize the Shawnee
National Forest as a particular area of environmental concern.

The mpact of the project on threatened and endangered species, and their habitats, should
be evaluated during the scopn.,, ocess, and appropriate avoidance and/or mitigation measures
- puld be developed in consulta on with the FWS, as appropriate. EPA principally defers to the
- . »regarding endangered species assessments, and encourages your continued coordination
wi 1the s h

L Yy «Section 4(f) Properties: The maps you provided show the
presence of sites with historic and cultural signiftcance, but it is unclear whether any of the
tential cormidors would mpact those sites. Coordination with the State Historic Preservation
Officers of the involved States will be needed to assist in addressing potential inypacts, and
compliance with Section 106 of the Natiopal Historic Preservation Act.
Each NEPA docurpent should describe the cultural resources which the undertaking may
effect, and demonstrate to the public that appropriate consultation with the State Historic
«. zrvation Officer/Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO/THPQ) is underway or has .
occurred.
If consultation is completed, any mitigation for adverse effects agreed to through the
Sectjon 106 process should be included in the NEPA documentation, so that the public, as well as
thc EPA, has a complete picture of the action and all of its potential impacts to the ¢nvironment,



both natural and man-made. This enables all reviewers to give better, more informed comments.

The upcoming NEPA document should account for certain public lands, and all historic
properties protected under Section 4(f), especially the Shawnee National Forest. Under Section
4(f), if the selected alternative mpacts any of these “Section 4(f)” properties, then the upcoming
NEPA document must mclude an analysis which shows that: (1) there is no feasible and prudent
alternative to the use of land from the Section 4(f) property, and (2) the selected altcrnative
mcludes all possible plannmg to minimize harm from such use.

: The NEPA document should contain a discussion of the transportation air quality
rcgulatory reqmrements and regtonal air quality concerns in the project area. A localized carbon
monoxide (CO) analysis, in metropolitan areas, may help m the evaluation of altemative
alignments.

The document should assess existing air quality condmons in terms of National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), Federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)
imerements, and state air quality standards (particularly if they are more stringent thau the federal
regulations).

Any aspects of the project that could adversely affect air quality, in termns of creating new
violations of Federal air quality standards, mcreasing the frequency and severity of existing
violations of the standards, or delaying attainment of the standards, should be identified. Al
ernissions resulting from the project must be in compliance with applicable air quality regulations,
particularly the NAAQS for criteria air pollutants [e.g., ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen
oxides, sulfur dioxide, lead and particulate matter (PM)] in designated non-attamment or
mamtenance areas.

4l . .Is concermed about the project’s potential to impact wetlands m the study area

re are a number of patustrine forested wetlands and palustrine emergent wetlands i the study
area. :
Tt ;v >ming NEPA document should describe the functions and values of each wetland,
so that a re iewer can ascertain and compare the gravity of wetland impacts from each altemnative.
The upcomig NEPA document should account for direct, mdirect, and cummlative wetland
mnpacts fro ch altemative. The upcoming NEPA document should give a detailed description
of strategies for avoiding, mmimizing and mitigating wetland impacts, and coramit to
imp .. enting these strategies.

s NEPA document’s wetland mitigation strategy should commit to reproducing the
functions and values lost in the impacted wetlands, and establish compensatory sites as close as
possible to mpacted wetlands (preferably adjacent to the impacted wetlands). We suggest that
the feasible alternatives avoid forested wetlands, as these wetlands are difficult to reproduce
elsewhere.

1 - Act Section 303(d) Impaired Water Bodies: We are concerned with the
potential of 1is project to mapact impaired sections of water bodies in the study area. The
Mississippi River is an example of a water body m the study area listed as an impaired stream
under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act. The water quality impairment is due primarily to
priority organics, metals, nutrients, habitat alterations, and siitation.

Under Section 303(d), impaired streams are subject to the Total Maximum Daily Load



N 1) program, which is used to return the streams to compliance with water quality
standards. Under the TMDL program, all point and non-point sources that affect the Mississippi
River are subject to maximum ¢ “lutant loadings that can be mtroduced mto the river. We
reconmend that the upcoming I *A document include information regarding impaired scgments
of rivers in the study area and any 1 MDLs that are associated with mmpaired segments. The
upcoming NEPA document should also describe what the mmpacts of the feasible alternatives
would be to stretches of the impaired rivers.

Noise: Interstate construction and operational (highway) noise should be predicted for the no
build and each of the build alternatives. State-of-the-art noise modeling should be utilized, with
consistent methods used by the DOTs of all the states involved. Given that I-66 will cross state
boundaries, consistency m the noise analysis could becoroe an issue. In order to provide
consistency within the streamlined NEPA process, EPA recormmends the following measures:

Definitions of Substantial Noise Increases - Pursuant to 23 CFR 772, the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) provides the state DOTs discretion in their
interpretation of what constitutes a “substantial increase” m noise levels attributable to
their highway projects. When predicted traffic noise levels substantially exceed the
existing noise level, it is defined as a traffic noise impact which warrants further attention.
Some states consider a 10 dBA or greater increase as substantial, while other states
believe that mcreases are not substantial until 15 dBA or greater. EPA believes that a 10
dBA or greater increase due to the project is substantial (significant), since a 10 dBA
mcrease is perceived as a doubling of sound by the human ear. For those states that
adhere to the 15 dBA or greater threshold, EPA requests that noise analysis also be
provided for a 10-14 dBA mcrement category, as well as the 15 dBA or greater mcrement
category.

Consistent Use of Noise Metrics - Similar to the states’ discretion in definmg substantial
incremental increases, FHWA allows the use of either the L or the L;, metric in the noise
analysis. In order to achieve consistency within the noise analysis of this highway, EPA
requests that if the use of Ly, is prescribed by state regulation, a noise analysis using L,
sbould also be provided to supplement the required L,, analysis. However, if all states
along the route use L, then L, data need not be secondarily provided since consistency
would already be achieved.

Consistent Use of Noise Models - Modelng should also be consistent for noise analyses
along highway. It is particularly important that the same noise model version be used for
both the Draft EIS and Final EIS, and among EISs for I-66 sections to the extent possible.
For example, use of STAMINA followed by the use of the Traffic Noise Model could
create concern regarding model acceptability.

Noise abaternent should be considered when project noise impacts approach FHWA Noise
Abatemoent Criteria, or meet or exceed the existing noise levels by the state thresholds, ie.,
mecremental increases of 10 dBA or greater (preferred by EPA), or 15 dBA or greater,

In general, avoiding noise impacts via alignment shifts is frequently the most effective form



of “mitigation,” (since it avoids or minimizes the need for attenuation), and should therefore be
ernphasized during the alternatives analysis.

: The EIS should identify and discuss the Iocauon, arount, type, and quality of
waters of the U S., including wetlands, in the study area, identify who delineated them (ie., U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (COE), contractor, lead agency, etc.), the delineation method(s) used,
and fmpacts to these resources for each action alternative.
All discussions of waters of the U.S. should be broken out by rivers/strearns and wetlandb
Include maps, text, and tables that featurc areas occupied by wetlands, aguatic systems, and non-
wetland riparian habitat.

<o~ «u ¢ If waters of the United States may be impacted by activities regulated by
Sectlon 404 of the Clean Water Act, EPA strongly recommends that the NEPA document contain
a thorough discussion of the proposed project’s consistency with Federal Guidelives for
s ~ification of disposal sites for dredged or fill materials, [the 404(b)(1) Guidelines found at 40
~FR Part 230].

In addition, a draft mitigation plan should be developed during the NEPA process to
compensate for predicted wetland and stream Josses that remain after efforts to avoid and
minimize such mpacts.

The project proponents should consider requesting concurrence for the project from
reviewing agencies under the WEPA/404 merger process agreement, m the states where the
selected alipnment is located, and where the agreement s accepted. Specifically, the project
proponents would request the reviewing agencies for concurrence on three proposed pomts: (1)
the purpose and need for the project, (2) the alternatives retained for further study, and (3) the
preferred alternative. This process is helpful because makes the project proponents and the
reviewing agencies aware of each other’s views, and it provides an opportunity for constructive
dialog. If any reviewing agency raises issues about a proposed concurrence poimt, then these
issues can be resolved before the upcoming NEPA document is submitted for review.

' " 7t BPA is concerned about degradation of water quality in waterways, from
erosic , siltation and other pollutants associated with road construction and operations. The
NEPA docuroent should discuss potential impacts to water quality, designated uses, and
biclogical resources from construction and operations of the proposed I-66 segment. The
discussion in the document should be of sufficient detail to determine which alternatives are
environmentally preferable. Site-specific water quality problems need to be assessed m greater
detail, if applicable, mcluding the adoption of site-specific mitigation measures to protect watcer
quality and designated uses.

The NEPA document should discuss what mitigation measures (¢.g., nonppoint source
controls) will be mplemented to protect or improve water quality, desienated uses, and biological
resources. Mitigation measures related to protection of water quality should be tatlored to the
condition of the specific water resource, as well as the severity of the potential impacts. Best
Management Practices (BMPs) should be used to reduce erosion during construction and
operation of the facility.



: Consistent with Executive Order 12898 (Federal Actions to Address
n Inority and Low-Income Populations), potential EJ impacts should be considered m the NEPA
decupent. The general purpose is to foster non-discriminatior m federal programs, and to provide
minority and low-incoine cormmunities greater opportunities for public participation in, and access
to, public information regarding human health and environmental issues.

4 "~ : The NEPA document should clarify if any agricultural land, specifically
prtme and wique {.. mland, would be impacted by the preposed construction. If so, the docurent
should use the U.S. Departrent of Agriculture classification scheme to deseribe the present use of
agricultural land which would be affected. If this acreage mcludes prime agricultural land (Class
2), consideration should be given to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines,
(August 30, 197 . 7 August 11, 1980). Mitigation measures should be developed to avoid loss
of such valuable resources.

" Biodiversity is defmed as the variety of plants and animals (biota) of a site or
region, and , typically measured by the number of different species and number of individuals per
species. In gener: , the more diverse an area (number of habitat types and animal mhabitants) and
the better represented these components are (population counts), the more rigorous (resistant,
undisturbed, natural, "healthy™) the area is considered.

Consistent with CEQ guidance, the NEPA document should discuss biodiversity aspects
of the proposal as appropriate. Coordination with the USFWS/NMES and the state fish and
wildlife agency is recommended regarding the design of any project mitigation areas to enhance or
restore biodiversity. ‘

One of the biggest threats to the environment is loss of ecosystem functionality due to
fragmentatio . Roads, agriculture and other development often lead to cutting natural systems
mto smaller p.  s. Large, contiguous tracts of natural land are required not only for species
habitat range, such as migratory birds or black bears, but for ecosystem function.

Many ecological processes require large areas of land, often crossing more than one land
cover type. Viable landscape linkages are needed to connect these different land types, or the
processes are disrupted and their capabilities to function healthily are compromised. For these
' reasons, conservation nmust take on the new challenpe of not only protecting pristine areas, but
ecological connectivity as well

] : Public mvolvement should be initiated early and solicited throughout the
NEPA documentat n process. It is essential to know the values of a community i order to
avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts as well as parrow the field of alternatives. The corommnity
also needs to be informed of the tradeoffs and constraints of the process.
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Tuly 3, 2003

Rcadiness Branch
Construction Operations Division

Ms. Annette Coffey, P.E.
Dircetor, Division of Planning
Transportation Cabinet
Commonwealth of Kentucky
Mail Code A-2

Frank{orl, Kentucky 40622

Dear Ms. Coffey:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed alignment of Intcrstate 66,
Members of my staff recently participated in a conference call with representatives from your
office, Parsans Brinckerhofl, and the U.S. Coast Guard. At the end of the teleconference, Mr.
Bruce Siria requested that the Memphis District send a letter to your organization outlining the
Corps” position and concerns regarding any construction within the Birds Pot-New Madrid
Floadway Weundersiand that a selected corridor ts to be recommended at a July 17 mecting of
the Transportation Cabinet.

The U.S5. Army Comps of Engineers strongly opposes any proposed alignments that cross the
floodway and recommends that the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet sclect a route for Interstatc
66 that is outside the floodway.

The enclosures to this letter sumnmarize our concems from 1) operational; 2) engincering; 3)
real estate; and 4) regulatory standpoints. These documents also outline the stongent criteria that
must be met if your asency does select a route through the floodway.

I[f you or your staff has any questions regarding this matter, please contact me. Once again,
I'd hike to propose that members of my staff mect with your planning team to fully brief them on
our corncerns. Copies of this letter with enclosures are being forwarded to the U.S. Caast Guagd
and the President of the Mississippt River Comumission,

" Sincerely,

Encloswes Jack V. Scherer

- Colonel, Corps of Engincers
District Bngineer
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Enclosure 1
Operations

Concerns

Figure 1 is a section of the plate provided by Parsons
Brinckerhoff entitled “Final Alternative Corridors.”
The northern corridor (11-North according to the
legend) crosses the Inflow Crevasse where 11,099 feet
of levee would be artificially crevassed utilizing
Dense Blasting Agent (DBA) -105P, a blagting agent
with a cratering effect of 1.5 time thal of TNT. The
southern catridor, 11-South, while outside the limits
of the inflow crevasse, still crosses the floodway
within the fuse plug area. Any corridor crossing
within the upper fuse plug area would have to cross
fands that the Corps purchased due to anticipated
damages from bluchole and sanding effects.

Figure 1 - Optional Corridors for 1-66
Crossing the Floodway

The Memphis District strongly opposes both of these
proposed alignments and would oppose any alignment crossing within the upper fuse plug area.
The Memphis District would prefer that Interstate 66 not cross the floodway. If, however, your
agency would like to pursue an alternative south of the upper fuse plug, you must consider the
following critena prior to initiating any dctailed planning.

Criteria

Bridge Clearance

Any proposed bridge crossing the Mississippl River adjacent to the floodway cannot impose any
restrictions for the operational tows involved in floodway operation. At a minimum, the low
steel elevation of the bridge shall be 385.97 NGVD.

Safety Zone .

The safety zone for liquefuction potential, airhlast, and ground motion has been established to be
one-hall mile from any of the three detonatcd crevasse locations.

Access Lanes

In order to access crevasse locations with floating plant carrying the components of the DBA
105-P, the Corps has purchased eascments riverward of the levee that cannot be blocked or
hindered by any permanent structures, such as bridge peirs.

Evacuation

Duc to safety concerns for inhabitants and workers, all roadways entering the floodway would be
closed during operation of the floodway. Under current anthority, the floodway could be
operated when the Cairo gage reaches an elevation of 58.0 fect with a forecast in excess of 60.0
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feot. Therefore, in the interest of public safety, the Corps would require that an [nterstate
crassing thu floadway be closed when the Catro gage nears these stages.

f

Tho Birds Point - New Mudrid Floodway is lecated in southeast Missouri in Mississippt and
New Madeid counties on the right descending bank of the Mississippi Raver just below Cairo,
[finois. It contains approximately 205 square miles, varies from 4 to 12 miles in width, and is
approximately 30 miles long. The purposc of the Floodway is to provide additional conveyance
in this reach of the dver in order to prevent the Praject Design Flood from exceeding its design
elevations at and above Cairo on the Mississippi and lower Olo River and along the Mississippi
River adjacent to the floodway.

Cec  truction and operation of the Birds Point — New Madrid Floodway was originally authorized
by th [.cod Control Act of 15 May 1928, which adopted the report of the Chief of Engincers
published in House Document 90, 70™ Congress. Scction 8 of the Act addressed the
responsibilitics for construction and operation of
N the Mississippt River and Tributaries Project, of

o Vifickiitte which the Birds Point — New Madnd Floodway is

- N Calro

R ' a comnponent. The salient {ealures of the floodway
' o included cons(ruction of the sethack levee (sce
Set Back - o Figure 2) to project design grade, the degrading of
Mainline Leveo- —Frontline the frontline levee to an clevation equivalent to the
L Levee fowline that corresponded to 55.0 feet on the
\ g f (Cairo, [L, gage and the acquisition of the nuccssary
. ] flowage easermcnts, The plan of operation called
l ‘ 7 i.%ickman for the ,[r?nll'mu levee to begjnknamra_l overtopping
. J 'l at an cquivalent stage of 55.0 feet (1 17 year
by Recifoot frequency) on the Cairo gage.
Lake
The flood of 1937 necessitated operation of the
, Figure 2 — Physical features of the Birds Point | iloodway; however, it became evident that patural
— New Madrid Floodway overtopping alone would not allow an adequate

flow through the floodway. After several natural
crevasses, dynamite was utilized to crevassc other sections of the frontline levee,

Modification to the flandway was authorized by the Flood Control Act of 27 Qctober 1963,
substantially as reccommended by the report of the Chicf of Enginecrs published m House
Docament 308, 887 Congress. This document provided for raising the 57 mile frontline lever to
give more protection to the floodway area by,

“...rasing the levees forming the east boundary of the Birds Point — New
Madrid Floodway and modifying operation thereof to include breaching of
the fuge piug levee duning floods which reach S8 fect and threaten to
exceed 60 feet at Cairp,”

The cugrent operation plan was implemented m October 1986, The Memphis District and the
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Mississippi Valley Division developed this plan to eliminate some of the disadvantages of
previous operational plans. The wotent of the 1986 Operation Plan is to allow natural overtopping
of the upper fuse plug scetion before artificially crevassing the levee. Under a natural
overtopping condition, or artificial crevassing with a forecast to exceed 60 feet at Cairo, the
floodway is afforded a 1 in 80 year level of protection., However, if the integrity of a feature of
the main stem flood control project is threatened, aritficial operation of the floodway may be
required and is authorized (1965 Flood Control Act} at or above a 58-foot stage on the Cairo
gage with a stage 1n excess of 60 fect predicted.

The two fuse plug sections of the SN e
frontline levee (shown in figure 3) are . o Viichliffe
two feet lower than the remainder of the ¢ Inflopss C4
frontline levee to provide for nalural B!ucl'lmlc..u' o ~ Upper Fuse Plug
overtopping of the levee at high nver Sanding Lands '

stages. The upper fuseplug section is |

11.3 miles long, and the inflow crevasse \ !

within the upper (useplug 1s 11,099 feet —~1 - g‘{'i‘fmft"g'fj‘“
ir1 Iength. Duc to the bluchole and Lovier Fuse FIL — L
sanding effects cxpeeted from | ofowoution TN -
overtopping, the Corps purchased in fee Crevacse £2 : 1¢ o

value a one-half mile strip of [and along
the entire 11.3 miles of the upper fuse
plug. This area was quit claimed to tF - Figure 3 — Operationzl Features of the Floodway 1
local levee district for maintenance. * he .
guitclaim deed(s) contained a clause that stipulated that no permanent sttuctures could be built in
the area. On the lower end of the floodway, the foseplug is 4.5 miles long and Inflow/Outflow
Crevasse #2 within the lower fuseplug is 5,500 feet in length. Inflow/Qutflow Crevasse #1,
located 1n the vicinity of Big Oak Trec State Park, ts also 5,500 fect in length,

Under the plan of operation, three crevasse sections of the frontline levee (shown in figure 3}
would be aruficially crevassed by detonating a shurry blasting agent known as Dense Blasting
Agent (DBA) 105P, which has a cratering effect 1.5 times that of TNT. The slurry would be
pumiped 10 a scrics of 47 polyethylene pipes that have been pre-empluced n the three sites. Upon
order of the President, Mississippt River Commission,. the slurry would be detonated in 1,000-
foot sections, as needed, according to hydrologic conditions, allowing a minimum discharge of
550,000 cubic feet per sccond to pass through the floadway.
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The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Mississippt Raver Commission have a
continuing obligation to cnsure that the Mississippl River and Tributaries (MR&T)
Projeet can efficiently and safely pass floods through the Lower Mississippt River
Valley. An integral feature of the MR&T Project 1s the safc and efficient operation of the
Birds Point — New Madnd Floodway (floodway).

. ia
I cause the integrity of the fload protection works in the vicinity of the floodway are
e 2endent on the diversion of flood discharges through the floodway, no increase n
¢ ade of the upper fuseplug lovee can be permitied; nor can any impediment of the
approach (low conditions be allowed.

The operation of the floodway and the level of protection afforded the interior of the
floodway is sluge dependent; therefore, any structure proposed must have sufficient
openings to preclude any change in the stage discharge relationship of the Mississippi
River in the viemity of the floodway.

Any increascs in other locations considered must also address the remedial measures
required to preserve the current level of flood protection,

Any proposed structur=s withun the interior of the floodway will be required to pass all
anticipated flow diversions at the same level as currently indicated by the Mississippt
Basin Model tests.

Proposed structures within the floodway would have to he designed to resist potential
localized velocitivs and scour created by the flow diversion and the accumulation af any
floating debris.

Operation of the floodway will require suspension of traffic along any proposed route
through the tloodway with the duration of traffic suspension being dependent upon the
recession of the floodwaters within the floodway and safety inspections of the floodway
area.

Background

Current physical condrtions pertuining to the floodway are refloctive of the provisions
outlined in the 1965 Fload Control Act (FUA) dated 27 October 1965, This law provided
for raising the levees forming the cast boundary of the floodway. It also provided for
operation of the Hloodway when floods veach S8 feet and arv projected to exceed 60 feet
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" on the Cairg, TL gage. Such operation includes artificial breaching of the t . 5 which

right shall not be limited to the existing fuseplug sections.

The opetation of the floodway during major floods will divert those flows necessary to
insure the integrity of the fload protection works on the Migsissippi and Ohio Rivers
upstream and adjacent to the floodway. To ensure that wmtegrity, Mississippi River (lood
discharge below Catro, IL, o New Madrid, MO, awe required to be limited to 1,810,000
cubic feet per sccond (cfs) of the total Mississippi River Project Flood of 2, 360,000 cfs.
This will require a mimmum discharge of 550,000 cfs fo pass through the floodway.

The current operation plan is designed to accomplish the required diversions by
artificially crevassing sections of the frontline levee (FLL) in three locations, These three
locations are designated as Inflow Crevasse, an 11,099-foot section in the upper fuse
plug, Inflow/Outflow Crevasse No. 1, a 5500-foot section in the FLL across from
thekman, KY and Inflow/Outflow Craevasse No. 2, a 5500-foot scetion of the lower
fuseplug section. Undcer the current operational plan, at approximately 60 feet on the
Catro, 1L gage. the [nflow Crevasse in the UFP Section will be completely prepared far
opurationt. The Dircetor of Public Safety of the State of Missount will be notified of
impending actions and upon order of the President, MRC artificial crevassing of the
[nflow Crevasse will begin in 1,000-foot sections as neceded according to hydrologic
conditions. Preparation of the Inflow/Outflow Crovasses for artifictal breaching will
tfollow aperation of the Inflow Cravasse. However, if the integrity of a fearure of the
mainstem flood control project is threatened, operation of the floodway may be required
and is authorized at or above a 58- foot stage on the Cairo gage with a stage in excess of
60-feet predicted.

[
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Real Estate

l - o~

Operation of the Project 1s controlled by the President of the Mississippi River
Cornmission. The Chicf of Engineers would be consulted prior to any activation,
Therefore, any necessary grant of the right to construct a highway across the floodway
would be determined by those entities within the Corps. Addittonally, Congressional
alteration of operational anthorities could be required in order to grant any Consent to the
proposed Interstate Highway right-of-way, If Congressional Authority changes operation
of the floodway for proposed highway, then new easements would have to be acquired
avur the entire floodway.

- ra

1he Corps of Engincers must consent to the utilization of any casements or real estate
interests requested for the interstate. “As a general rule, activities or construction and use
of structures or facilitics which would injure or defeat the purposes for which the
propetty interest was acquired will not be approved.”

At present, the easements held by the United States in the floodway and the conditions
aud reservations in the fuse plug Quitclaim Deeds, preclude the consent to the highway
right-of-way, ahsent a showing of no impact on floodway operations by engineering
analysts of the appropriate engineering branches.

.. United States possesses Flowage Eascments, Access Lane Easemunts, and Levee and
Crevassing Easements tor the operation of the Birds Point-New Madnd Floodway.

R rvalion of curtain rights in the United States, which are conditions of utilization,
apply to an ared approximately one-half mile in width and runing the entire length of the
Upper Fuse Plug area.

In that arey, the United States reserved “.. the perpetual right, power, privilege, and
casement to overflow or inundate the lands ... together with any improvements situated
thereon, at any time, or for any length of time, with waters of the Mississippl River and
its trihutaries as may be necessary or required in connection with the operation and
maintenance of the Birds Point - New Madnd Floodway. .

Restrictions in that area prohibit building for human habitation, other than those presently
existing, nor shall any building be constructed or maintained on the land ... that no
structure of any other typce, other thau those presently uxisting, shall be constructed or
maintawned on the land ... without the prior written approval of the representative ot the _
United States i charge of the Binds Point - New Maddd Floedway Project....”
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feot. Therefore, in the interest of public safety, the Corps would require that an [nterstate
crassing thu floadway be closed when the Catro gage nears these stages.

f

Tho Birds Point - New Mudrid Floodway is lecated in southeast Missouri in Mississippt and
New Madeid counties on the right descending bank of the Mississippi Raver just below Cairo,
[finois. It contains approximately 205 square miles, varies from 4 to 12 miles in width, and is
approximately 30 miles long. The purposc of the Floodway is to provide additional conveyance
in this reach of the dver in order to prevent the Praject Design Flood from exceeding its design
elevations at and above Cairo on the Mississippi and lower Olo River and along the Mississippi
River adjacent to the floodway.

Cec  truction and operation of the Birds Point — New Madrid Floodway was originally authorized
by th [.cod Control Act of 15 May 1928, which adopted the report of the Chief of Engincers
published in House Document 90, 70™ Congress. Scction 8 of the Act addressed the
responsibilitics for construction and operation of
N the Mississippt River and Tributaries Project, of

o Vifickiitte which the Birds Point — New Madnd Floodway is

- N Calro

R ' a comnponent. The salient {ealures of the floodway
' o included cons(ruction of the sethack levee (sce
Set Back - o Figure 2) to project design grade, the degrading of
Mainline Leveo- —Frontline the frontline levee to an clevation equivalent to the
L Levee fowline that corresponded to 55.0 feet on the
\ g f (Cairo, [L, gage and the acquisition of the nuccssary
. ] flowage easermcnts, The plan of operation called
l ‘ 7 i.%ickman for the ,[r?nll'mu levee to begjnknamra_l overtopping
. J 'l at an cquivalent stage of 55.0 feet (1 17 year
by Recifoot frequency) on the Cairo gage.
Lake
The flood of 1937 necessitated operation of the
, Figure 2 — Physical features of the Birds Point | iloodway; however, it became evident that patural
— New Madrid Floodway overtopping alone would not allow an adequate

flow through the floodway. After several natural
crevasses, dynamite was utilized to crevassc other sections of the frontline levee,

Modification to the flandway was authorized by the Flood Control Act of 27 Qctober 1963,
substantially as reccommended by the report of the Chicf of Enginecrs published m House
Docament 308, 887 Congress. This document provided for raising the 57 mile frontline lever to
give more protection to the floodway area by,

“...rasing the levees forming the east boundary of the Birds Point — New
Madrid Floodway and modifying operation thereof to include breaching of
the fuge piug levee duning floods which reach S8 fect and threaten to
exceed 60 feet at Cairp,”

The cugrent operation plan was implemented m October 1986, The Memphis District and the
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Mississippi Valley Division developed this plan to eliminate some of the disadvantages of
previous operational plans. The wotent of the 1986 Operation Plan is to allow natural overtopping
of the upper fuse plug scetion before artificially crevassing the levee. Under a natural
overtopping condition, or artificial crevassing with a forecast to exceed 60 feet at Cairo, the
floodway is afforded a 1 in 80 year level of protection., However, if the integrity of a feature of
the main stem flood control project is threatened, aritficial operation of the floodway may be
required and is authorized (1965 Flood Control Act} at or above a 58-foot stage on the Cairo
gage with a stage 1n excess of 60 fect predicted.

The two fuse plug sections of the SN e
frontline levee (shown in figure 3) are . o Viichliffe
two feet lower than the remainder of the ¢ Inflopss C4
frontline levee to provide for nalural B!ucl'lmlc..u' o ~ Upper Fuse Plug
overtopping of the levee at high nver Sanding Lands '

stages. The upper fuseplug section is |

11.3 miles long, and the inflow crevasse \ !

within the upper (useplug 1s 11,099 feet —~1 - g‘{'i‘fmft"g'fj‘“
ir1 Iength. Duc to the bluchole and Lovier Fuse FIL — L
sanding effects cxpeeted from | ofowoution TN -
overtopping, the Corps purchased in fee Crevacse £2 : 1¢ o

value a one-half mile strip of [and along
the entire 11.3 miles of the upper fuse
plug. This area was quit claimed to tF - Figure 3 — Operationzl Features of the Floodway 1
local levee district for maintenance. * he .
guitclaim deed(s) contained a clause that stipulated that no permanent sttuctures could be built in
the area. On the lower end of the floodway, the foseplug is 4.5 miles long and Inflow/Outflow
Crevasse #2 within the lower fuseplug is 5,500 feet in length. Inflow/Qutflow Crevasse #1,
located 1n the vicinity of Big Oak Trec State Park, ts also 5,500 fect in length,

Under the plan of operation, three crevasse sections of the frontline levee (shown in figure 3}
would be aruficially crevassed by detonating a shurry blasting agent known as Dense Blasting
Agent (DBA) 105P, which has a cratering effect 1.5 times that of TNT. The slurry would be
pumiped 10 a scrics of 47 polyethylene pipes that have been pre-empluced n the three sites. Upon
order of the President, Mississippt River Commission,. the slurry would be detonated in 1,000-
foot sections, as needed, according to hydrologic conditions, allowing a minimum discharge of
550,000 cubic feet per sccond to pass through the floadway.
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The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Mississippt Raver Commission have a
continuing obligation to cnsure that the Mississippl River and Tributaries (MR&T)
Projeet can efficiently and safely pass floods through the Lower Mississippt River
Valley. An integral feature of the MR&T Project 1s the safc and efficient operation of the
Birds Point — New Madnd Floodway (floodway).

. ia
I cause the integrity of the fload protection works in the vicinity of the floodway are
e 2endent on the diversion of flood discharges through the floodway, no increase n
¢ ade of the upper fuseplug lovee can be permitied; nor can any impediment of the
approach (low conditions be allowed.

The operation of the floodway and the level of protection afforded the interior of the
floodway is sluge dependent; therefore, any structure proposed must have sufficient
openings to preclude any change in the stage discharge relationship of the Mississippi
River in the viemity of the floodway.

Any increascs in other locations considered must also address the remedial measures
required to preserve the current level of flood protection,

Any proposed structur=s withun the interior of the floodway will be required to pass all
anticipated flow diversions at the same level as currently indicated by the Mississippt
Basin Model tests.

Proposed structures within the floodway would have to he designed to resist potential
localized velocitivs and scour created by the flow diversion and the accumulation af any
floating debris.

Operation of the floodway will require suspension of traffic along any proposed route
through the tloodway with the duration of traffic suspension being dependent upon the
recession of the floodwaters within the floodway and safety inspections of the floodway
area.

Background

Current physical condrtions pertuining to the floodway are refloctive of the provisions
outlined in the 1965 Fload Control Act (FUA) dated 27 October 1965, This law provided
for raising the levees forming the cast boundary of the floodway. It also provided for
operation of the Hloodway when floods veach S8 feet and arv projected to exceed 60 feet
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" on the Cairg, TL gage. Such operation includes artificial breaching of the t . 5 which

right shall not be limited to the existing fuseplug sections.

The opetation of the floodway during major floods will divert those flows necessary to
insure the integrity of the fload protection works on the Migsissippi and Ohio Rivers
upstream and adjacent to the floodway. To ensure that wmtegrity, Mississippi River (lood
discharge below Catro, IL, o New Madrid, MO, awe required to be limited to 1,810,000
cubic feet per sccond (cfs) of the total Mississippi River Project Flood of 2, 360,000 cfs.
This will require a mimmum discharge of 550,000 cfs fo pass through the floodway.

The current operation plan is designed to accomplish the required diversions by
artificially crevassing sections of the frontline levee (FLL) in three locations, These three
locations are designated as Inflow Crevasse, an 11,099-foot section in the upper fuse
plug, Inflow/Outflow Crevasse No. 1, a 5500-foot section in the FLL across from
thekman, KY and Inflow/Outflow Craevasse No. 2, a 5500-foot scetion of the lower
fuseplug section. Undcer the current operational plan, at approximately 60 feet on the
Catro, 1L gage. the [nflow Crevasse in the UFP Section will be completely prepared far
opurationt. The Dircetor of Public Safety of the State of Missount will be notified of
impending actions and upon order of the President, MRC artificial crevassing of the
[nflow Crevasse will begin in 1,000-foot sections as neceded according to hydrologic
conditions. Preparation of the Inflow/Outflow Crovasses for artifictal breaching will
tfollow aperation of the Inflow Cravasse. However, if the integrity of a fearure of the
mainstem flood control project is threatened, operation of the floodway may be required
and is authorized at or above a 58- foot stage on the Cairo gage with a stage in excess of
60-feet predicted.

[
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Real Estate

l - o~

Operation of the Project 1s controlled by the President of the Mississippi River
Cornmission. The Chicf of Engineers would be consulted prior to any activation,
Therefore, any necessary grant of the right to construct a highway across the floodway
would be determined by those entities within the Corps. Addittonally, Congressional
alteration of operational anthorities could be required in order to grant any Consent to the
proposed Interstate Highway right-of-way, If Congressional Authority changes operation
of the floodway for proposed highway, then new easements would have to be acquired
avur the entire floodway.

- ra

1he Corps of Engincers must consent to the utilization of any casements or real estate
interests requested for the interstate. “As a general rule, activities or construction and use
of structures or facilitics which would injure or defeat the purposes for which the
propetty interest was acquired will not be approved.”

At present, the easements held by the United States in the floodway and the conditions
aud reservations in the fuse plug Quitclaim Deeds, preclude the consent to the highway
right-of-way, ahsent a showing of no impact on floodway operations by engineering
analysts of the appropriate engineering branches.

.. United States possesses Flowage Eascments, Access Lane Easemunts, and Levee and
Crevassing Easements tor the operation of the Birds Point-New Madnd Floodway.

R rvalion of curtain rights in the United States, which are conditions of utilization,
apply to an ared approximately one-half mile in width and runing the entire length of the
Upper Fuse Plug area.

In that arey, the United States reserved “.. the perpetual right, power, privilege, and
casement to overflow or inundate the lands ... together with any improvements situated
thereon, at any time, or for any length of time, with waters of the Mississippl River and
its trihutaries as may be necessary or required in connection with the operation and
maintenance of the Birds Point - New Madnd Floodway. .

Restrictions in that area prohibit building for human habitation, other than those presently
existing, nor shall any building be constructed or maintained on the land ... that no
structure of any other typce, other thau those presently uxisting, shall be constructed or
maintawned on the land ... without the prior written approval of the representative ot the _
United States i charge of the Binds Point - New Maddd Floedway Project....”
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The alternative alignment that crosses the Ohio/Mississippi floodplain near Wickliffe, K and
Mound City, IL would present some concerns relative to the wetlands in that corridor, However,
such desigm features as an clevated roadway and some wetland mitigation could overcome these
concens. The opporiunitics for wetland mitigation within the Wildlife Management Areas in
and near the cormidor should be considered.

The proposed alternatives that cross the Birds Point — New Madrid Flaodway would likely
involve welland impacts that would include some mtigation requirements in addition to the
stiingent requiretnents dealing with operntion of the floodway.

Construction of a route through the Joodway will have 404 permitting requirements.

i

[n weighing alternative comidors, the alternative crossing from Wicklitfe, KY and Mound City,
[L. may appear less desirable due to wetland concerns. However, any alternative crossing the
Birds Point - New Madrid Floodway would not only have 404 permitting requirements; it would
require that all operational, engineering and real estate eriteria be met. After a review of the
criteria, the crossing rom Wickliffe to Mound City wonld appear more desirable.
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DISCUSSION PAPER

SUBJECT: Proposed interstate 66 Road Crossing of Mississippi River

ISSUE: Effects of Road Crossing on Mississippi River Flood Regimes

We, at the Memphis District Corps of Engineers, are propanents for improvement in the
infrastructure and in helping the nation move forward. The building of the Interstate 66
crossing over the Mississippi River would be an example of that improvement and we
support that effort. But with that, we want to be insured thal design efforts and
considerations are given to our concerns in dealing with the flooding regimes af the
Misaissippi River and Tributaries.

Qur major concerns are potential impacts to floodway operation and headloss or
changes in the water surface elevations as a result of any proposed bridge or
embankment construction. The gperation of the floodway is a very complex and
confroversial issue. Having a major roadway crossing the floodway just magnifies the
complaxity and presents another potential obstacle to operation if needed. Note that
failure o operate the floodway during a Project Design Fleod or one nearing this level of
an event results in the overtopping of levees and flocdwalls in this reach of the
Mississippi River and Tributaries project. The impacts extand up the Ohio River and
outside the boundaries of Mississippi Valley Division.

Alsa, the flowage easements within the Birds Point-Mew Madiid Flocodway in southeast
Missourn have restrictive clauses that preclude improvements that would affect the
operation of the floodway, which may in turf require substantial conveyance openings
on any proposed features within the floodway area. Any proposed construction would
need detailed engineering studies that indicated that the operation of the floodway would
not be unpacted. The studies would have to show that sufficient openings are provided
such that there are no appreciable changes in the water surface elevations in and above
this reach of the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers. Previaus efforts related to the port
development in the upper fuse plug section required physical modeling of this reach of
the river along with proposed developments. The Corps considers physical modeling
the minimuim level of detall in this kind of engineering analyses. This is a very
controversial issue in a reach of the Missiasippi River floodplain that requires, by virtue
of the lives that could be impacted, this level of study.

Regardless of the designs efforts taken and what the results may show, Mississipp!
Valley Division still retains final review authority on addressing issues on the Mississippi
River, Therefore, detailed review will be a major effort by the Corps of Engineers and
wili result in intensive correspondenca between design agsencies and the Corps.

if you have any quastions concerning this issue, please contact Dewey Jones at 901-
544-0676 or Tracy James at 901-544-0673.
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