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Disposition of Substantive Comments on SDEIS 

Commenter Comment Response 
1. United States 

Department of 
the Interior, 
Bureau of 
Land 
Management, 
letter dated 
April 30, 2019 

There is no conflict apparent between the BLM’s interests 
and this project.  The BLM has no public domain (PD) 
surface land holdings that will be affected on or near the 
proposed project site.  Likewise, the BLM holds no 
subsurface mineral rights on or near the proposed project 
site. 

Comment noted. 

2. National 
Oceanic 
Atmospheric 
Administration 
(NOAA) 
Fisheries 
Service, e-mail 
dated May 1, 
2019 

Previous correspondence from the Habitat Conservation 
Division (HDC) expressed concerns regarding impacts to 
submerged aquatic vegetation and wetlands which are 
addressed in the SDEIS, Appendix F Draft Mitigation Plan.  
The HCD does not object to the project concept and will be 
reviewing the project again during the permitting phase.  
No additional coordination with HCD is required unless 
changes are made outside of those described in the 
submitted documents. 

Comment noted. 

3. State Senator 
Chris Elliott, 
letter dated 
May 7, 2019 

The utilization of a Public Private Partnership (P3) to 
design, build, finance, maintain, and operate this project is 
clearly the only way forward given the current levels of 
state and federal funding for such ambitious projects.  This 
bridge and corresponding Bayway are crucial for coastal 
Alabama, for the State of Alabama, and for the entire I-10 
corridor, but the proposed tolling scheme puts entirely too 
high a burden on local commuters who will bear a 
disproportionate portion of the total project cost. 

ALDOT is sensitive to the burden that frequent users would 
bear and has considered how to design the program to 
offset some of that burden for frequent users while also 
complying with federal laws that limit how residency is 
considered. In response to comments received from the 
public, ALDOT has revised the frequent user discount 
program as part of its toll policy. The policy now includes a 
monthly unlimited pass at a cost of $90 per month at toll 
commencement. For people who do not buy the monthly 
pass, a 15% discount will be applied for more than four 
trips per month (trips 1 through 4 at full rate and trips 5 
and above at discounted rate). Class 1 vehicles with active 
ALDOT-authorized transponders will be eligible for the 
frequent user discount program. These revisions to the toll 
policy will help offset economic impacts for frequent users. 
Frequent users are most likely to use the monthly 
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Commenter Comment Response 
unlimited pass and frequent user discount, but eligibility is 
not limited based on a user’s residency. 

It should be noted that implementing a toll provides a 
mechanism for non-local users to share in the cost of the 
project by paying to use the tolled facility. 

We must increase the public subsidy prior to the Request 
for Proposal (RFP) in order to increase the frequent user 
discount for the people of this region that stand to be the 
most affected by this tolling plan.  The current plan, which 
would see a possible maximum charge of $6, is overly 
burdensome and would lead to an almost $200 month 
increase in costs for a daily commuter who makes 40 trips a 
month.  That amount would be even higher for the trucking 
industry, which could see possible costs of $24 or even $36 
per use in toll charges. 

Releasing the Final RFP after the Combined FEIS/ROD is 
approved will allow ALDOT to obtain proposals from the 
teams who are bidding on the project.  Once the proposals 
are received, the amount of the public subsidy will be 
known, and further opportunities to incorporate additional 
funds may be available.  The state’s contribution to this 
project is expected to be comparable to what is being 
spent on projects in other parts of Alabama.   

While the proposed changes do include possible measures 
to manage congestion on other routes like the Causeway 
and the Africatown Bridge, we all know that an 
unreasonable costing toll on the new bridge will lead to 
unprecedented traffic and issues on not only the alternate 
routes, but also the roads leading to those routes.  Traffic 
in Daphne and Spanish Fort near the current bridge is 
already problematic on a good day; adding thousands of 
additional vehicles daily to the Causeway due to issues of 
toll avoidance could easily create a nightmare traffic 
scenario on secondary and tertiary routes. 

As discussed in Sections 4.6.2 and 4.10 of the SDEIS, traffic 
studies indicate that the implementation of a toll may 
result in reduced traffic on I-10 due to toll suppression.  
Anticipated impacts on communities resulting from toll 
diversion are discussed in Sections 4.1.5, 4.4.1, and 4.6 of 
the SDEIS. Impacts include increased traffic along Bay 
Bridge Road, the Cochrane-Africatown USA Bridge, US-90 
between the Cochrane-Africatown USA Bridge and the 
Bankhead Tunnel, and the US-90/US-98 Causeway. 
Increased traffic could result in increased congestion along 
these routes.  Mitigation measures to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate these impacts are identified Section 5.0 of the 
ROD. 

Additionally, a buy-down clause must be incorporated into 
any potential RFP for the tolling of this project.  A buy-
down clause is crucial and gives the state the ability to 
bring down future toll costs, as the state is able.   

A buy down clause is included in the contract to allow 
ALDOT to subsidize tolls in the future, should additional 
funds become available.   
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Commenter Comment Response 
We must increase the ALDOT investment in this project to 
make sure that the people of this region are getting their 
fair share of state transportation dollars.  Other projects in 
different parts of the state have had similarly elevated 
costs without having to be tolled.  ATRIP I project costs will 
be around $1 billion.  The I-59/20 elevated road project in 
Birmingham is projected to accost in excess of $700 million 
and will likely be closer to $800 or even $900 million by 
completion.  The Pike Road Exchange in Montgomery had 
costs of almost $200 million and proposed projects in 
Huntsville will reach over $100 million.  In all of these 
cases, none of the residents of those areas were asked to 
have to consider a toll to pay for those projects.  Why is 
Coastal Alabama asked to accept a lower state subsidy for 
projects that are not even comparable in size or scope of 
impact? 

ALDOT is actively seeking additional funding sources to 
help deliver this project.  The I-59/20 project in 
Birmingham will cost about $800 million and will serve 
160,000 vehicles per day.  ALDOT has the capacity to fund 
the Birmingham project, along with the ATRIP and other 
projects mentioned in this comment, through ALDOT’s 
traditional funding model.  The Mobile River Bridge and 
Bayway Project exceeds ALDOT’s available capacity to fund 
in a traditional manner.  The state’s contribution to the 
Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Project is expected to be 
at least proportional per vehicle on this project as the I-
59/20 project.   More information on why the project must 
be tolled to be viable is included in Section 3.7 of the 
Supplemental DEIS. 

I share ALDOT’s frustration with the lack of the United 
States Department of Transportation funding for this 
project.  The proposed $150 million INFRA grant is paltry 
for a project of this magnitude and its importance for not 
only Coastal Alabama, but for the crucial I-10 corridor.  
However, it seems that with a lack of meaningful federal 
infrastructure legislation, this is the reality of our current 
situation.  

ALDOT is actively seeking additional funding sources to 
help deliver this project.  However, because of funding 
challenges currently being experienced nationwide, the 
project is only viable if the corridor is tolled.  Proposed 
federal infrastructure legislation under the current 
administration is heavily dependent upon tolling to deliver 
infrastructure projects around the United States.  Section 
3.7 of the SDEIS contains more information on funding of 
the project and tolling.   

Two things are abundantly clear.  This is our only 
opportunity to finally secure a Record of Decision (ROD) for 
this long-discussed project and our one chance for a viable 
P3 project.  However, the current level of public subsidy 
and corresponding tolling scheme are a non-starter for 
Coastal Alabama commuter who simply cannot afford to 
disproportionately bear the cost of such a monumental 
project.  In order to be successful, ALDOT should include an 

ALDOT’s revised frequent user discount program will 
reduce the cost of tolls for frequent users.  Implementing a 
toll will also provide a mechanism for non-local users to 
share in the cost of the project by paying to use the tolled 
facility. ALDOT will continue to pursue all available funding 
sources to deliver this project. 
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 Commenter Comment Response 
increase public subsidy in the RFP thereby reducing the 
cost of the tolls for daily commuters. 

4. Bernard H. 
Eichold, III, 
Md. Dr.P.H., 
F.A.C.P., letter 
dated May 10, 
2019 

I would like to thank Mr. Vince Calametti, Mr. Michael Lee, 
Sr., the Mobile Area Chamber of Commerce and ALDOT 
for moving this project forward. 
 
The first public meeting about the new I-10 bridge was held 
on June 6, 2005. It was stated that a route just east of 
Michigan Avenue direct to the Eastern Shore (the shortest 
option) was not possible because of the cost in building a 
new Bayway. 

The Alternatives Screening Evaluation looked at a range of 
reasonable alternatives which included alternatives similar 
to what is noted in this comment (Alternatives 7, 8, and 
14).  These alternatives would begin in proximity to 
Michigan Avenue or Broad Street, cross McDuffie Island, 
and connect to the I-10 Bayway to continue to Daphne.  
Alternative 7 would be approximately 2.4 miles south of 
the Wallace Tunnel.  Alternative 8 would be located 
approximately 1.6 miles south of the Wallace Tunnel, and 
Alternative 14 would be located approximately 1.3 miles 
south of the Wallace Tunnel.  None of these alternatives 
were eliminated solely due to higher costs. 
 
Alternatives 7 and 8 were not carried forward for more 
detailed design because of their potential for impacts to 
previously undisturbed wetlands, submerged aquatic 
vegetation, and essential fish habitat; hazardous materials 
sites, businesses, disposal areas, and the maritime industry; 
and to underwater archaeological sites.  The Alternatives 
Screening Evaluation notes that while Alternatives 7 and 8 
would reduce impacts on downtown Mobile Historic 
Districts, they would completely bypass Battleship Park to 
the south.   
 
Alternative 7 would require a main span bridge length of 
approximately 2,350 feet to span the navigation channel 
and authorized turning basin.  This span length contributes 
to the alternative being estimated to cost approximately 
twice as much as the four Build Alternatives.  With the 
replacement of the Bayway (rather than widening the 

B-4



Disposition of Substantive Comments on SDEIS 

Commenter Comment Response 
existing), this alternative would continue to cost twice as 
much as the four Build Alternatives.   

Alternative 14 was eliminated from further consideration 
for potential impacts to wetlands, essential fish habitat, 
archaeological sites, businesses, disposal areas, and 
maritime facilities.  Maintaining existing access to USS 
ALABAMA Battleship Park would also be difficult with this 
alternative. 

This and additional information regarding the range of 
alternatives considered can be found in Section 3.2 and 
Appendix B of the 2014 DEIS. 

The existing I-10 route was to be widened to include an 
additional lane in each direction.  In good faith, ALDOT then 
acquired the land for the bridge crossing at the proposed 
site.  At some later date, the FHWA required ALDOT to 
include a new elevated Bayway connected to the proposed 
new I-10 bridge.  This was a major change in scope of work, 
more than doubled the original cost, yet the public hearing 
process was not started over or other location for the 
bridge considered.  Now since the new I-10 Bayway is 
proposed on the existing I-10 ROW as presented in this EIS, 
the existing toll free I-10 will be destroyed at a cost of 
probably $200-300M and toll payers will be footing the bill. 

The SDEIS was prepared to address the changes in the 
project and public hearings were held on May 7 and May 9, 
2019 to discuss the findings of the SDEIS, including 
refinements to the project and increases in the estimated 
project cost. 

The Bayway must be replaced at a higher elevation due to 
its vulnerability to storm surge.  This requirement would 
have to be met for any alternative, regardless of its 
location.  In order to meet this requirement, any 
alternative connecting to the existing Bayway alignment 
would be required to replace the Bayway at a higher 
elevation.  Based on the storm surge analyses performed 
for the project (Appendix G of the Supplemental DEIS), 
most of the existing Bayway would be catastrophically 
damaged by a 100-year storm event.  ALDOT performed a 
structural analysis of the existing Bayway and evaluated 
several options to retrofit/strengthen the existing Bayway.  
ALDOT also studied the economic of retrofitting the 
existing Bayway (which is reaching the end of its 75-year 
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design life).  The cost of retrofitting the existing Bayway 
and providing a new widened Bayway (that would also be 
required to withstand storm surge) was more expensive 
than replacing the Bayway with a new bridge above the 
wave impacts and meeting AASHTO requirements.  For 
these reasons, ALDOT determined that the Bayway should 
be replaced at an elevation above the 100-year storm surge 
elevation. 

The cost to replace the Bayway, including demolition of the 
existing structures, would be a consistent cost for all of the 
alternatives.  Moving the Bayway to the south would also 
result in impacts to environmental resources that have not 
been previously disturbed, while replacing the Bayway 
within its existing footprint limits the impacts to 
environmental resources in areas that have been 
previously disturbed.  For these reasons, the conclusions 
reached in the Alternatives Screening Evaluation in the 
DEIS remain valid.  

More details on the storm surge analysis prepared for the 
project can be found in Section 3.4 and Appendix G of the 
SDEIS.  

If Mobile is to be the only community with a designated 
interstate toll bridge, can ALDOT now amend the 
Environmental Impact Study moving the new Bayway 
several hundred feet to the south, convert the existing I-10 
structure to a free local route: “Mobile/Baldwin County 
Connector” ending on the eastern shore at Highway 98 and 
at Canal Street on the western shore?  If we cannot save 
the entire existing Bayway could we preserve the 
westbound lane for future light rail, biking, and recreation 
(rail could originate near the Bass Pro parking lot and use 

The existing Bayway is reaching the end of its life cycle and 
will have to be replaced, regardless of whether it would be 
used for vehicular traffic, light rail, or recreational use.  
Delaying the replacement of the Bayway will result in the 
cost to construction new bridges over Mobile Bay being 
higher than what is currently proposed due to inflation.  

Leaving the existing Bayway in place even for its remaining 
useful life would require continued maintenance of the 
structure, above and beyond the current anticipated costs 
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Commenter Comment Response 
the Bankhead Tunnel with gates to get to Mobile)?  I 
believe the Mobile Area Chamber of Commerce has 
reviewed the benefits light rail could have on a southern 
city.  

of the project.  In addition, it would require an alternate 
project location that would have increased environmental 
impacts, as discussed in the Alternatives Screening 
Evaluation Report contained in Appendix B of the DEIS.  
This would result in increased impacts due to additional 
shading (two bayways) and impacts to previously 
undisturbed areas (new bayway) of wetlands, submerged 
aquatic vegetation, and essential fish habitat. 

A study by the South Alabama Regional Planning 
Commission and ALDOT, sponsored by the City of Mobile, 
found that light rail would not achieve sufficient ridership 
to justify the cost compared to building a bridge over the 
Mobile River.  More details on this study are included in 
Section 3.2.4.2 of the 2014 DEIS.  As noted in the first 
paragraph, the existing Bayway is reaching the end of its 
life cycle and will have to be replaced, regardless of 
whether it would be used for vehicular traffic or light rail.  

Alabama now has new dollars since the gasoline tax was 
increased.  Birmingham is spending/spent $5.4 billion on 
interstate projects within 10 miles of their downtown over 
the last several years without a toll, why should Mobile be 
the only Interstate in Alabama with a toll? For the purpose 
of economic growth and quality of life, I respectfully ask if 
the citizens would like to keep the existing I-10 as a “toll 
free” Mobile/Baldwin County Connector, leaving the new I-
10 toll bridge for interstate commerce or simply make the 
new I-10 bridge toll free. 

Even with the passage of the Rebuild Alabama Act, which 
will not be fully implemented until October 2021, there will 
not be enough money to build the proposed project.  Once 
fully implemented, the increase in state gas tax is expected 
to generate around $320 million per year, of which one-
third is slated for counties and municipalities for local 
roads.  Moreover, there is a multi-billion dollar backlog of 
existing road and bridge needs statewide that will consume 
and exceed the new state revenue generated by the 
Rebuild Alabama Act.  Section 3.7 of the SDEIS provides 
more information on why the project must be tolled. 

ALDOT has not spent $5.4 billion on interstate projects 
within 10 miles of downtown Birmingham in the last 
several years.  The Birmingham Northern Beltline project, 
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which has an estimated cost of $5.3 billion when fully 
implemented, is being constructed in phases as funding 
becomes available.  The only segment of that project that 
has been funded is a 1.34-mile-long segment that was let in 
2013.  It is anticipated that the paving portion of that 
segment will be let within five years.  This segment costs 
approximately $46 million.  No other segments of the 
Birmingham Northern Beltline are currently scheduled for 
construction due to lack of funds.  The I-59/I-20 project in 
Birmingham will cost about $800 million and will serve 
160,000 vehicles per day.  ALDOT has the capacity to fund 
the Birmingham project through ALDOT’s traditional 
funding model.  The Mobile River Bridge and Bayway 
Project exceeds ALDOT’s available capacity to fund in a 
traditional manner.  The state’s contribution to the Mobile 
River Bridge and Bayway Project is expected to be at least 
proportional per vehicle on this project as the I-59/I-20 
project.   More information on why the project must be 
tolled to be viable is included in Section 3.7 of the SDEIS. 

Please see response to the previous comment regarding 
why the existing Bayway cannot remain as a free 
Mobile/Baldwin County Connector. 

5. United States 
Department of 
the Interior, 
Office of 
Environmental 
Policy and 
Compliance, 
letter dated 
May 17, 2019 

The draft Section 4(f) evaluation states, “No archeological 
sites as of yet have qualified as Section 4(f) resources, and 
none are expected to qualify as Section 4(f) resources.” 
However, the draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
states, “…FHWA and ALDOT have also determined that the 
undertaking may have an adverse effect on archeological 
sites…” The referenced archeological sites were not 
identified in the draft Section 4(f) evaluation. 

As discussed in Section 5.2 and Section 5.5.3 of the SDEIS, 
FHWA’s determination of adverse effects under Section 
106 of the NHPA does not automatically mean that there 
will be a Section 4(f) “use”.  Chapter 5 of the SDEIS 
evaluates each potential Section 4(f) resource and whether 
there is a “use” under Section 4(f). 

The proposed project will have adverse effects under 
Section 106 of the NHPA to several NRHP eligible 
archaeological sites.  These archaeological sites are 
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The draft Section 4(f) evaluation concludes, “With the loss 
of the Union Hall, none of the other Build Alternatives 
would result in Section 4(f) impacts.” Conversely, the draft 
MOA identifies a finding of adverse effect for two National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) listed resources within 
the project’s proposed APE. They are the Church Street 
East Historic District and the Lower Dauphin Street Historic 
District. 

The draft Section 4(f) evaluation discusses an ongoing 
coordination effort with the Alabama Historical 
Commission (SHPO) in compliance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. However, the 
administrative record provided is incomplete. 
The draft Section 4(f) evaluation fails to provide the 
complete administrative history with the SHPO 
documenting their concurrence with the proponent’s 
findings and the draft MOA. As a result, the Department 
cannot provide Section 4(f) approval of this project at this 
time. We would be pleased to reconsider this position 
upon receipt of the referenced correspondence and the 
finalized MOA. 

considered eligible for listing on the NRHP based on 
Criterion D, a property has or can yield important 
information to prehistory or history.  However, Section 4(f) 
applies to archaeological sites that are on or eligible for the 
NRHP and warrant preservation in place.  Section 4(f) does 
not apply if FHWA determines, after consultation with the 
SHPO, federally recognized Indian tribes, and the AHCP that 
the archaeological resource is important chiefly because of 
what can be learned by data recovery and has minimal 
value for preservation in place, and the SHPO and ACHP 
does not object to this determination (See 23 CFR 
774.13(b) and FHWA’s Section 4(f) Policy Paper, Question 
3A).  None of the archaeological sites assessed on this 
project have been determined to warrant preservation in 
place.  Therefore, none of the archaeological sites 
adversely effected under Section 106 of the NHPA qualify 
as Section 4(f) resources.  Archaeological sites in the 
context of Section 106 are discussed in Section 4.13.8 of 
the SDEIS (pages 144-146).  Archaeological sites in the 
context of Section 4(f) are discussed in Section 5.4 of the 
SDEIS (page 180). 

The proposed project has an adverse visual effect under 
Section 106 of the NHPA on two historic districts.  
However, "constructive use" under Section 4(f) applies 
when proximity effects of the proposed project 
substantially impair aesthetic features or attributes of the 
Section 4(f) property, where such features or attributes are 
considered important contributing elements to the value of 
the property (See 23 CFR 774.15(e)(2), 23 CFR 774.15(f)(5), 
and FHWA’s Section4(f) Policy Paper, Question 7B).  For a 
historic property, this occurs when the proposed project 
either obstructs or eliminates the primary views of a 
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historic site.  The proposed project does not obstruct or 
eliminate the primary views of the historic districts.  Or a 
“constructive use” may occur when the proposed project 
substantially detracts from the setting of the historic 
property which derives its value in substantial part due to 
its setting.  Since neither historic district derives its value in 
substantial part due to its setting, the districts are not 
substantially impaired and the adverse visual impacts 
under Section 106 of the NHPA do not rise to the level of 
"constructive use" under Section 4(f).  For more detail, 
please see Section 4.13.3 (pages 140-141), Section 5.2 
(page 178) and Section 5.5.3 (pages 182, 183-186) of the 
SDEIS. 

The circumstances here are similar to a hypothetical 
situation discussed in FHWA’s Section 4(f) Policy Paper: 

Another example of an adverse effect where there 
is no Section 4(f) use might be construction of a 
new highway within the immediate view shed of a 
historic farmstead that results in an adverse effect 
finding under Section 106 for the diminishment of 
the setting. It is unlikely this visual intrusion would 
reach the threshold of substantial impairment of 
the attributes which cause the farmstead to be 
eligible for the NR as it would still retain its historic 
fabric and use features; however, a constructive 
use could occur where the proximity of the 
proposed project substantially impairs esthetic 
features or attributes of a property protected by 
Section 4(f), where such features or attributes are 
considered important contributing elements to the 
value of the property. 
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Answer to Question 7B: Does Section 4(f) apply 
when there is an adverse effect determination 
under the regulations implementing Section 106 of 
the NHPA?  This text is quoted from FHWA’s 
Section 4(f) Policy Paper, which is available at:  
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/legislation
/section4f/4fpolicy.pdf 

The Section 106 MOA has been finalized and was signed on 
July 11, 2019.  A copy is included in Appendix D of the FEIS.  
The MOA addresses potential Section 106 effects on 
historic resources and identified mitigation measures for 
those effects. 

6. USEPA, Region 
4, letter dated 
May 22, 2019 

The purpose of this letter is to provide the EPA' s 
comments on the proposed project. On November 6, 2014, 
the EPA provided comments on the Mobile 1-10 River 
Bridge and Bayway widening Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS), following site visits and meetings 
associated with the proposed project including a public 
meeting on September 23, 2014, in Mobile, Alabama. The 
EPA also provided comments on the Draft Mitigation Plan 
on wetlands, submerged aquatic vegetation (SA V) and 
essential fish habitat (EFH) on July 25, 2017, and January 
11, 2018. ALDOT responded to the EPA's DEIS comments in 
Appendix P of the SDEIS and included a revised Draft 
Mitigation Plan in Appendix F. 

The EPA's DEIS comments addressed water resources, air 
quality, cultural resources, noise and community impacts, 
and pedestrian and bicycle facilities. The EPA appreciates 
the efforts made by FHWA and ALDOT to respond to our 
comments and to ensure that additional environmental 
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and socioeconomic issues associated with the changes to 
the project were considered as part of the SDEIS. Primary 
project changes include alignment modifications, 
replacement of the Bayway bridges, bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations, and tolls to help fund the proposed $2.1 
billion project. The SDEIS also identifies new environmental 
commitments and mitigation measures to help offset 
adverse impacts. 

Please see the enclosed detailed comments and technical 
recommendations that should be addressed in 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement/Record of 
Decision (see enclosure). 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 
The EPA encouraged the implementation of a "Complete 
Streets" design to provide the public within the project 
limit with safe and user-friendly facilities to support transit, 
bicycle, and pedestrian modes of transportation for 
accessing places along the corridor. These accommodations 
could also help reduce mobile source air toxics. To address 
the need for pedestrian and bicycle facilities, ALDOT 
committed to new separated bicycle and pedestrian path 
from downtown Mobile Via the Cochran-Africatown USA 
Bridge to the USS Alabama Battleship Memorial Park. 
ALDOT is also creating an overlook on the new Mobile River 
Bridge. 

Comment: The EPA appreciates the efforts by ALDOT to 
coordinate with relevant stakeholders and commit to 
providing the public with safe bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities as well as a view of the Mobile River. 

Comment noted. 

Tolling ALDOT is sensitive to the burden that frequent users would 
bear and has considered how to design the program to 
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ALDOT estimates that the Mobile River Bridge and Bayway 
Project will cost approximately $2.1 billion. Due to 
proposed project costs and limited funding availability, the 
proposed project will require a public-private partnership 
agreement for 55 years that will result in tolling the 
proposed corridor. The SDEIS recognizes that tolling has 
the potential to adversely impact low-income and minority 
populations. The EPA recognizes that a non-tolled route 
exists that could be used by communities like Africatown, 
and other stakeholders. 

Recommendation: The EPA understands that tolls are 
necessary to help fund the proposed project, however, the 
cost may be excessive for specific populations. The SDEIS 
states that a 15% discount will be provided to frequent 
users of the tolled facilities. In addition, the EPA 
recommends considering discounts for low income 
residents and those on a fixed income such as the elderly 
to help offset potential impacts to those populations. 

offset some of that burden for frequent users while also 
complying with federal laws that limit how residency is 
considered. In response to comments received from the 
public, ALDOT has revised the frequent user discount 
program as part of its toll policy. The policy now includes a 
monthly unlimited pass at a cost of $90 per month at toll 
commencement. For people who do not buy the monthly 
pass, a 15% discount will be applied for more than four 
trips per month (trips 1 through 4 at full rate and trips 5 
and above at discounted rate). Class 1 vehicles with active 
ALDOT-authorized transponders will be eligible for the 
frequent user discount program. These revisions to the toll 
policy will help offset economic impacts for frequent users. 
Frequent users are most likely to use the monthly 
unlimited pass and frequent user discount, but eligibility is 
not limited based on a user’s residency. 

Discounts specifically designed for low-income and fixed-
income residents were considered but were not included in 
the toll policy because the toll-free route parallels the 
proposed tolled route and is easily accessible for use by the 
public, including low-income and fixed-income 
communities.  ALDOT has committed to maintaining a free 
route that can be used by individuals who cannot afford to 
or choose not to pay the toll. 

Environmental Justice (EJ) 
The EPA recognized that a new environmental justice (EJ) 
analysis was included in the SDEIS. Impacts on minority and 
low-income populations are discussed in the SDEIS 
including disproportionate impacts associated with the 
diversion of traffic onto non-tolled roads located within the 
vicinity of the Africatown/ Plateau community. The EPA's 
DEIS comments noted that targeted EJ outreach occurred 

Through consultation with the Africatown/ Plateau 
community, ALDOT has developed environmental 
commitments that will be implemented to provide benefits 
to the Africatown/Plateau community and other 
communities that may be affected by the proposed project. 
The environmental commitments identified in Section 5.0 
of the ROD serve a similar function as a Community 
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over ten years ago and as a result was outdated. We also 
requested a summary of EJ concerns expressed by the 
community in relationship to the proposed project.  

Recommendation: The EPA appreciates the efforts made to 
more actively engage affected communities in the decision-
making process, including the identification of community 
concerns, opportunities and the development of an EJ 
mitigation plan. The FEIS/ROD should include a final 
community mitigation plan or memorandum of agreement 
that is developed with the communities that will be 
adversely and disproportionately affected by the proposed 
project. 

Benefits Agreement in that they formalize ALDOT’s 
commitment to provide certain assurances of benefits to 
the affected communities.  To involve the community in 
the implementation of these commitments, ALDOT will 
develop an Africatown/Plateau Steering Committee.  
ALDOT will send invitations to serve on the Steering 
Committee within 60 days of approval of the Combined 
FEIS/ROD.  ALDOT will hold the first Steering Committee 
meeting in the Fall of 2019.  This will provide continued 
opportunities for involvement of Africatown/Plateau 
representatives to promote compatibility with the 
community’s plans for development and growth.  This has 
been added as an environmental commitment in Section 
5.0 of the ROD.  The framework for the Committee is 
contained in Appendix C of the FEIS.  

Air Quality 
For air quality impacts during construction, the EPA 
previously recommended that the project implement diesel 
emission reduction activities through various measures 
such as: reducing idling through operator training and/or 
contracting policies, using cleaner fuels, retrofitting 
equipment with emission reduction technologies, 
repowering older engines with newer cleaner engines, 
replacing older vehicles. 

Recommendation: The SDEIS does not indicate that efforts 
will be made to implement diesel emission reductions.  The 
EPA recommends that every effort should be made to 
minimize impacts to air quality during construction which is 
expected to take several years to complete. 

Article 107.22 of the State of Alabama Highway 
Department Standard Specifications requires the 
contractor to comply with all state, Federal, and local laws 
and regulations controlling pollution of the environment, 
including air pollution during construction.  Section 4.17.3 
of the 2014 DEIS discusses air quality impacts during 
construction.  

Historic Resources 
The EPA notes that FHWA and ALDOT continue to consult 
with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and 

Appendix D of the FEIS contains the post-SDEIS 
consultation on historic resources with the SHPO and the 
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Section 106 Consulting Parties regarding historic resource 
concerns and ALDOT will need to conduct additional 
archeological surveys on some of the alternatives. 

Recommendation: The EPA recommends that the FEIS 
should document the results of the consultation 
process, any remaining survey results, and the final 
requirements in the Memorandum of Agreement. 

Section 106 Consulting Parties, as well as the signed 
Section 106 MOA. 

Water Resources and Water Quality 
The EPA has a critical role in reviewing compensatory 
mitigation proposals and we requested that ALDOT consult 
with the EPA following the DEIS. We also requested a 
quantification of project related impacts. Per EPA's DEIS 
request, the SDEIS includes quantified wetland impacts. 
Potential impacts include approximately 6 acres of 
estuarine emergent wetlands, 1.3 acres of scrub shrub 
forested wetlands, and 16.1 acres of SAV resulting in 
impacts to 22.1 acres of essential fish habitat.  Mitigation 
of 1.5:1 for wetlands and 2:1 for SAV is proposed. The 
proposed mitigation approach includes creating 
approximately 9 acres of marsh and approximately 32.2 
acres of SAV habitat at a location north of the Mobile Bay 
Causeway. Impacts to scrub shrub and forested wetlands 
will be mitigated through the purchase of an appropriate 
number of credits from a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
approved mitigation bank. 

Recommendations: The EPA appreciates the inclusion of 
quantified wetland and aquatic impacts, the involvement 
of EPA in the development of the compensatory revised 
Draft Mitigation Plan for the project, and the commitment 
to ensure that monitoring will be part of the final 
Mitigation Plan. Since SAVs are transient and wetland 

Updated SAV and wetland surveys will be required prior to 
finalizing the Mitigation Plan and obtaining permits for 
construction.  This is documented as an environmental 
commitment in Section 5.0 of the ROD. 
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impacts are not fully known, the EPA recommends that 
commitments to conduct more recent SAV and wetland 
surveys be part included in the FEIS/ROD to ensure the 
information remains relevant. 
Dredging 
The DSEIS estimated that approximately 325,000 cubic 
yards of material would be dredged, and the 
dredged material would be beneficially used to create the 
marsh island mitigation site. 

Recommendation: The EPA appreciates ALDOT' s 
commitment to beneficially use dredged material. 
Environmental commitments to quantify and test the 
sediments prior to disposal should be included in the 
FEIS/ROD. 

The following environmental commitment has been added 
for the project: If dredging is used, a Sediment Sampling 
Plan that includes a benthic characterization study, will be 
performed prior to obtaining a permit for dredging.  
Sediments will be quantified and tested prior to disposal of 
the dredged material.  The commitment is included in 
Section 5.0 of the ROD. 

Noise 
The SDEIS indicates that 1,185 noise-sensitive receptors are 
within the vicinity of the build alternatives. 
The preferred alternative may result in noise impacts to 
276 receptors. These sites either approach or exceed the 
noise abatement criteria. There were no noise 
minimization strategies proposed during the SDEIS. 
Recommendation: The EPA recommends that the FEIS/ 
ROD include any required noise abatement measures for 
the preferred (selected) alternative that exceed current 
criteria. 

ALDOT's Noise Policy implements the requirements of 23 
CFR 772 Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic 
Noise and Construction Noise.  Potential noise impacts and 
the noise abatement analysis that was performed for 
potentially impacted receptors.  Noise abatement 
measures, including noise minimization strategies, were 
found to not be reasonable per ALDOT’s Noise Policy. 
Section 4.10 of the SDEIS and Appendix J of the SDEIS 
contain more detailed information on the noise analysis 
performed for the project. 

7. Coastal 
Alabama 
Partnership, 
letter dated 
May 22 ,2019 

Coastal Alabama Partnership (CAP) is a 501 (c)(3) private 
sector lead, not-for-profit organization focused on 
providing a platform for regional leaders to convene, 
collaborate, build consensus, and advocate for Coastal 
Alabama’s top priorities. CAP supports funding for 
infrastructure and transportation projects that will 
facilitate economic competitiveness, environmental 

Comment noted. 
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sustainability, and improve the overall quality of life for all 
citizens and businesses in Coastal Alabama.  
 
The I-10 River Bridge and Bayway project is included in 
CAP’s 2019 Regional Legislative Agenda, and is a priority 
project for the region. Specifically, CAP supports the 
commitment of the Alabama Department of Transportation 
(ALDOT) in working with public and private partners to 
increase capacity on Interstate 10 by building a new six-
lane, cable-stayed bridge over the Mobile River and a new 
eight-lane, seven-mile Bayway spanning Mobile Bay.  
 
This bridge and corresponding Bayway are crucial for 
Coastal Alabama, and the entire I-10 Corridor on the Gulf 
Coast for the following reasons and considerations:  

- The Wallace Tunnel currently averages 75,000 
vehicles per day, reaching up to 100,000 vehicles 
during the peak tourism season. Furthermore, 
Traffic crossing Mobile River and Bay on Interstate 
10 has more than doubled since the current 
facilities were built in 1970, far exceeding the 
planned capacity.  

- In a recent TRIP Report for Alabama (2016) --a 
national transportation research group—identified 
50 highway projects needed in order to support 
Alabama’s economic growth. This report listed the 
Mobile I-10 corridor as the 2nd most critical project 
to economic growth in Alabama.   

- Transportation infrastructure is key to the 
continued success of the Port of Mobile. As volume 
increases at the Port (20% last year at APM 
Terminals alone), the more important the ability to 
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move containers and cargo becomes along the 
east-west corridor of I-10.  

- This project will also, increase the capacity of I-10
to meet existing and predicted future traffic
volumes, provide vehicles carrying hazardous
materials a direct route away from downtown
Mobile, and minimize impacts to Mobile’s maritime
industry.

CAP, with its regional partners, supports the completion of 
the design phase of the Mobile River Bridge and Bayway 
project and will continue to support ALDOT’s effort in 
seeking grant funding from the Federal Highway 
Administration. The Coastal Alabama region is experiencing 
tremendous growth – the Mobile River Bridge and Bayway 
project is vital and will provide great benefits for citizens, 
travelers, and businesses, as well as regional and interstate 
commerce. To advance the delivery of the project ALDOT is 
utilizing a public-private partnership pairing ALDOT with a 
private partner to design, build, finance, operate, and 
maintain the new Mobile River Bridge and Bayway—CAP 
commends ALDOT for this innovative approach to expedite 
the completion of this project.  
Regarding project funding, your Department estimates the 
Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Project could cost 
approximately $2 billion. Citing the lack of United States 
Department of Transportation funding and state funding 
shortages, ALDOT determined the Mobile River Bridge and 
Bayway Project is only viable if the corridor is tolled. These 
projected toll revenues will be used to cover capital costs, 
operation, and maintenance of the project and will not 
cover all project costs. ALDOT will still need to invest in the 
project using traditional funds or available grants. 

Comment noted. 
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CAP is not opposed to tolling the Mobile River Bridge and 
Bayway Project and recognizes that to complete the 
project, the inevitable solution may involve tolling the 
corridor. However, it is clear many uncertainties remain as 
the potential amount of a required toll, the potential the 
initial toll could increase over time and the potential “cap” 
on the toll or the rate by which it could increase.  

The toll policy for this project has been developed by 
ALDOT.  Through this policy, ALDOT sets the maximum 
amount that can be charged, establishes the vehicle 
classifications, and limits the rate at which the toll can 
increase each year.  The Concessionaire will determine the 
final toll rate in accordance with the toll policy.  Factors 
that may influence toll rates include traffic volumes, 
existing travel conditions, forecasted travel conditions, and 
costs for construction, operations, and maintenance.  It is 
anticipated that the tolled lanes will be divided into toll 
segments so that drivers only pay for the portion of the 
tolled facility that they use. 

CAP urges ALDOT to work with our Coastal Alabama 
Elected Officials, Governor Ivey, our State Legislators, 
Federal Highway officials, Unites States Congress, and the 
Administration and examine all possible funding solutions 
prior to the final decisions regarding tolling for the Mobile 
River Bridge Project. 

ALDOT is actively pursuing available funding sources to 
help advance this project.  Once ALDOT receives proposals 
from the teams who are bidding on the project, the 
amount of the public subsidy will be known, and further 
opportunities to incorporate additional funds may be 
available.  Additionally, ALDOT has incorporated a buy-
down clause into the contract so that ALDOT can subsidize 
the tolls should additional funds become available in the 
future. 

We must also closely examine the potential burden tolling 
the corridor will have on citizens of Coastal Alabama who 
will bear a disproportionate portion of the project cost. 
CAP will not support a tolling rate that will cause economic 
detriment and hardships for citizens and businesses in our 
region.  

ALDOT is sensitive to the burden that frequent users would 
bear and has considered how to design the program to 
offset some of that burden for frequent users while also 
complying with federal laws that limit how residency is 
considered. In response to comments received from the 
public, ALDOT has revised the frequent user discount 
program as part of its toll policy. The policy now includes a 
monthly unlimited pass at a cost of $90 per month at toll 
commencement. For people who do not buy the monthly 
pass, a 15% discount will be applied for more than four 
trips per month (trips 1 through 4 at full rate and trips 5 
and above at discounted rate). Class 1 vehicles with active 
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ALDOT-authorized transponders will be eligible for the 
frequent user discount program. These revisions to the toll 
policy will help offset economic impacts for frequent users. 
Frequent users are most likely to use the monthly 
unlimited pass and frequent user discount, but eligibility is 
not limited based on a user’s residency.  

It should be noted that implementing a toll provides a 
mechanism for non-local users to share in the cost of the 
project by paying to use the tolled facility. 

Increased traffic in our local municipalities from toll 
avoidance issues which increase congestion on alternate 
routes, must be adequately considered. 

The proposed project will result in traffic diverting from the 
tolled route to the non-tolled route to avoid paying the toll.  
The potential impacts on communities resulting from toll 
diversion are discussed in Sections 4.1.5, 4.4.1, and 4.6 of 
the Supplemental DEIS.  To help address concerns about 
increased congestion due to traffic diversion, ALDOT has 
committed to mitigation measures, including but not 
limited to an access management plan, which are 
contained in in Section 5.0 of the ROD. 

CAP supports ALDOT and its public and private partners to 
complete the long-discussed and much needed Mobile 
River Bridge and Bayway project, but believes we must take 
advantage of this opportunity to ensure the continued 
success and growth of the Coastal Alabama Region. 

Comment noted. 

8. Alabama 
Trucking 
Association, 
letter dated 
May 23, 2019 

The Interstate 10 Corridor is a heavily traveled commercial 
lane for trucking. With an appreciation of the need for the 
proposed Mobile River Bridge and Bayway, early on the 
Alabama Trucking Association (ATA) joined the efforts of 
the Build the 1-10 Bridge Coalition for the purpose of 
adding capacity to 1-10.  
Our vision, at the time, was that the 1-10 Mobile bridge 
would be an alternative route allowing traffic to travel 
freely through the existing route (Wallace Tunnel), as well. 

ALDOT does not control the content of the Build the I-10 
Bridge Coalition website but does maintain current project 
information on the Mobile River Bridge project website at 
www.mobileriverbridge.com.  

As noted in Section 3.7 of the SDEIS, modifications to the 
Wallace Tunnel will be constructed, and the Wallace 
Tunnel will also be tolled as part of the project.  The 
Bankhead Tunnel will remain toll-free, along with the 
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In fact, the Build the Bridge Coalition website currently 
states: "the bridge is an addition to existing transportation 
options; the Wallace Tunnel and Bankhead Tunnel will 
continue unchanged." 

Cochrane-Africatown USA Bridge, and the US-90/US-98 
Causeway. 

ATA is opposed to tolling existing highways.  Since this 
project's inception, estimated costs have nearly tripled. 
Initially, the cost for the project was estimated at $773 
million. With the expanded scope of the project, today's 
estimated cost is $2.1 billion.  Based on the magnitude of 
the project's funding requirements, the study foresees 
tolling as the only available means to subsidize the project. 
With the discussions at the federal level concerning 
highway funding, we are not sure that will remain the case. 

ALDOT is actively seeking additional funding sources to 
help deliver this project.  However, because of funding 
challenges currently being experienced nationwide, the 
project is only viable if the corridor is tolled.  Proposed 
federal infrastructure legislation under the current 
administration is heavily dependent upon tolling to deliver 
infrastructure projects around the United States.  Section 
3.7 of the SDEIS contains more information on funding of 
the project and tolling.   

That brings to issue the proposed toll rates.  The maximum 
proposed toll (traveling the entire toll corridor) for a 
passenger automobile is $6.  For people who use the entire 
tolled route twice per weekday to commute for work, the 
toll would cost approximately $60 per week (if the toll is 
set at the upper end of the acceptable range). To help 
offset the cost of tolls for frequent users, ALDOT will 
incorporate a frequent user discount program into their toll 
policy. Currently, ALDOT is evaluating a 15% discount when 
20 or more trips are taken in a month. 

ALDOT is sensitive to the burden that frequent users would 
bear and has considered how to design the program to 
offset some of that burden for frequent users while also 
complying with federal laws that limit how residency is 
considered. In response to comments received from the 
public, ALDOT has revised the frequent user discount 
program as part of its toll policy. The policy now includes a 
monthly unlimited pass at a cost of $90 per month at toll 
commencement. For people who do not buy the monthly 
pass, a 15% discount will be applied for more than four 
trips per month (trips 1 through 4 at full rate and trips 5 
and above at discounted rate). Class 1 vehicles with active 
ALDOT-authorized transponders will be eligible for the 
frequent user discount program. These revisions to the toll 
policy will help offset economic impacts for frequent users. 
Frequent users are most likely to use the monthly 
unlimited pass and frequent user discount, but eligibility is 
not limited based on a user’s residency. 
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  The trucking industry would also be affected by the 

implementation of a toll on 1-10. The study anticipates the 
cost of truck tolls to be four to six times higher than the 
cost for a passenger vehicle, depending upon the size of 
the truck. A related chart shows the proposed toll rates for 
a tractor-trailer combination at $30; and $36 for a heavier 
tractor-trailer combination by permit.  There are no 
discounts for trucks. Furthermore, the proposed rates as 
mentioned are indexed, meaning they increase annually. 
 
Regarding truck tolls, we surmise that shippers are not 
willing to pay the add-on expense.  Consequently, trucks 
that traverse the 1-10 Bridge regularly will be inclined to 
seek alternate routes, though these routes are not, for the 
most part, conducive to truck traffic. The alternate route, in 
our opinion, is the Wallace Tunnel.  We understand that 
the actual toll rates are yet to be set by the concessionaire, 
but the study raises concerns among the trucking industry 
as to costs to the highway user. Given the expense to the 
movement of highway freight as defined by the proposed 
toll rates, the Alabama Trucking Association is not in the 
position to support the project as proposed. 

Rates for each vehicle classification were evaluated as part 
of the Draft Traffic and Revenue Study prepared for the 
project.  The proposed vehicle classifications and 
multipliers for trucks are consistent with the classifications 
and multipliers currently used on tolled facilities in other 
parts of the country.  For example, the proposed 
multipliers for truck rates on the Mobile River Bridge and 
Bayway Project are the same as the Sanibel Island 
Causeway and Sunshine Skyway in Florida and lower than 
the Midbay Bridge in Florida and the Houston Ship Channel 
Bridge in Texas.  It is common for trucks to pay higher tolls 
based on their size and shape due to the fact that trucks 
cause more wear and tear on roads and bridges. 
 
Based upon research conducted by the National 
Cooperative Highway Research Program, Transportation 
Policy Research Center, American Transportation Research 
Institute, and others, the primary factors influencing a 
truck driver’s decision to use a tolled or non-tolled route 
include: the size of the truck, its origin and destination, 
scheduling opportunities, travel time reliability, the type of 
load or freight being moved, and user cost. The proposed 
Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Project, which includes 
tolling the Wallace Tunnel, would provide trucks with a 
more direct, less congested route across Mobile River and 
Mobile Bay, making it an attractive route to ensure travel 
time reliability.  Additionally, ALDOT has committed to 
leaving the Bankhead Tunnel, Cochrane-Africatown USA 
Bridge, and US-90/US-98 Causeway non-tolled for trucks 
and other users who choose not to pay the toll.  Potential 
economic impacts on trucks and other users are discussed 
in Section 4.4 of the SDEIS. 
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  Congestion is a major concern for trucking. Each year, the 

American Transportation Research Institute (ATRI) ranks 
The Top 100 Bottlenecks in America. The Mobile 1-10 
corridor did not place in the top 100. It in fact was ranked 
at 215th of the 300 venues compiled. ATRI ranks the 
bottlenecks based on truck data as to truck speed and 
number of trucks impacted. As the major highway user in 
Alabama, the trucking industry is forced to question the 
validity of the project based on its projected costs to the 
highway user. The Alabama Trucking Association remains 
supportive of an adequately funded highway 
infrastructure, as evidenced by our backing of the recently 
passed state fuel tax. We too, support the efforts of the 
American Trucking Associations and the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce in efforts to increase the fuel tax at the federal 
level. 
 
That stated, we look forward to working with Governor 
Ivey and ALDOT to explore the best feasible scenarios for 
the funding of the Mobile River Bridge and Bayway. 

As described in Section 3.6 of the SDEIS, without the 
project, congestion on existing routes will continue to 
grow, resulting in delays on a daily basis.  Specifically, the 
Wallace Tunnel was designed to carry approximately 
35,000 vehicles per day.  In 2018, it carried around 75,000 
vehicles per day.  In 2040, it is projected to carry around 
95,000 vehicles per day, which means that congestion 
currently experienced on summer weekends will be 
experienced on a daily basis on all routes, including I-10, 
the Bankhead Tunnel, the Cochrane-Africatown USA 
Bridge, and the US-90/US-98 Causeway. 
 
ALDOT looks forward to working with the Alabama 
Trucking Association and others to identify additional 
funding sources to help deliver this project. 
 

9. Mobile 
Baykeeper, 
letter dated 
May 23, 2019 

Mobile Baykeeper recognizes the value and need for the I-
10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway improvements and 
commend Alabama Department of Transportation 
(ALDOT) for its efforts to evaluate the project in full. By 
thoroughly studying and communicating the project’s plan, 
we can grow responsibly and minimize negative 
impacts to the very natural resources that support so many 
economic sectors and our quality of life. 
 
The project proposes to construct a new six-lane bridge 
across the Mobile River to increase capacity and 
supplement the existing four-lane George Wallace Tunnel 
and replace and raise the Bayway up to 8 feet higher as a 

ALDOT appreciates Mobile Baykeeper taking the time to 
meet to discuss these comments on May 20, 2019.   
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result of storm surge projections.  Mobile Baykeeper 
applauds ALDOT for evaluating several alternatives 
including a No Build Alternative and fourteen Build 
Alternatives to assess effectiveness and impact on the 
environment. We have several comments after reviewing 
the SEIS that we believe should be reviewed and 
considered to ensure the plan is as effective as possible. 
Public Involvement 
Per NEPA requirements, environmental information must 
be made available to the public before decisions are made 
on a proposed project.  Mobile Baykeeper attended both 
public hearings on May 7 and May 9, 2019 hosted by 
ALDOT. The public hearings failed to cover the 
environmental impacts (wetland, SAVs, Essential Fish 
Habitat, etc.) in the presentation and poster sessions.   It is 
important to provide and include environmental impacts so 
the community can understand the significant changes 
from the 2014 EIS and how they will impact their natural 
resources. ALDOT needs to properly communicate with the 
community so they may provide feedback, comments, and 
concerns as intended through the NEPA process. We 
encourage ALDOT to actively share this information 
through their website, public meetings, or other media 
channels to ensure the community is properly informed of 
these changes for the final SEIS. 

The purpose of the 2019 Public Hearings was to gather 
public input on the SDEIS which, as stated in Section ES-1.0 
of the SDEIS, “was prepared primarily to evaluate the 
effects of tolling and other changes on potential impacts 
that were not addressed in the DEIS.”  The presentation 
was focused primarily on the impacts associated with 
tolling, as those impacts are the reason that a SDEIS had to 
be prepared.  The DEIS and SDEIS were placed on tables at 
the Public Hearings for review by the public.  The project 
website contains the DEIS, SDEIS, and other information 
and studies related to environmental impacts.  The media 
receives regular updates on the project, including approval 
of environmental documents.  

Stormwater Runoff 
Stormwater runoff from highways and bridges contain 
harmful pollutants, including metals (including lead, zinc, 
and copper), particles, clay and silt, nutrients (nitrogen and 
phosphorous), oil, grease, chemicals, rubber, bacteria 
(animal droppings), litter, and other hydrocarbons.  Each of 
these can have a negative impact on water quality and 
aquatic life. Any increase in impervious surfaces is an 

ALDOT has incorporated measures to address stormwater 
runoff throughout the project limits in accordance with 
Federal, state, and local regulations.   Environmental 
stewardship measures that go beyond the minimum 
required to obtain environmental permits include the 
following: sweeping of Bayway bridges; utilizing open grade 
friction course pavements on I-10 roadway segments; 
requiring vegetative filter strips on the shoulders and 
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increase in the amount of rainfall now exposed to these 
substances, which results in a higher contribution of 
stormwater pollutants entering waterways. The proposed 
project will result in approximately 100 acres of new 
impervious surfaces within the watershed.  We strongly 
recommend ALDOT incorporate stormwater runoff capture 
and containment methods into Bridge design, construction, 
and operation to reduce runoff pollution to Mobile River 
and Mobile Bay.  

slopes within the project limits where practicable; and 
partnering with local organizations in environmental 
stewardship projects within the geographic limits of 
ALDOT’s Southwest Region to help improve water quality.  
These measures are discussed in more detail in Section 5.0 
of the ROD. 

Containment of stormwater runoff on the bridges has not 
been incorporated into the project.  The project involves 
approximately eight miles of bridges.  Conveying bridge 
deck runoff on long bridges (over 400 feet) is not usually 
considered practicable. Bridge deck conveyance systems, 
when utilized, are generally an expensive practice. There 
are also technical design issues that increase design, 
construction and operations and maintenance costs for the 
bridge (several of which would pertain to the Mobile River 
Bridge main span and Bayway bridges).  More details on 
these technical design issues that led ALDOT to the 
determination that containment for stormwater will not be 
included on the bridges is discussed in Section 4.8.2 and 
Appendix H of the SDEIS. 

ALDOT cites a national study, NCHRP 778, as the primary 
resource for identifying recommendations for stormwater 
best management practices and treatment options. The 
study finds “little evidence of water quality or ecosystem 
degradation resulting from stormwater runoff from bridge 
decks being release into receiving waters”; however, runoff 
from highways and bridges are well known to contain 
heavy metals and other harmful pollutants.  We are 
concerned ALDOT is relying on a national study, instead of 
a local or regional study, for its analysis of local impacts.  

As discussed in Appendix H of the SDEIS, the NCHRP 
research program is administered through the 
Transportation Research Board, a division of the National 
Research Council.  The Transportation Research Board is 
jointly administered by the National Academy of Sciences, 
the National Academy of Engineering, and the National 
Academy of Medicine.  The National Research Council 
maintains a full-time research correlation staff of 
specialists in highway transportation matters.  ALDOT 
believes it is appropriate to use this study which was 
prepared by independent scientists and evaluated bridge 
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We appreciate ALDOT’s commitment and desire to reduce 
stormwater runoff impacts from the project, however, 
these measures alone will not offset the impacts and will 
likely lead to degradation of important and sensitive water 
resources for the state. 

projects in various locations around the United States, 
including North Carolina, Texas, and others.  

Sweeping on the bridge decks can be effective at removing 
some of the contaminated sediments, however, it is largely 
dependent on how frequently sweeping occurs (currently 
only planned to occur on a monthly basis).  Additionally, 
although stewardship projects have been successful at 
achieving improvements, many of these are seen off-site 
and away from where the negative impacts are being 
inflicted. We appreciate the addition of these low-cost 
nonstructural BMPs listed but are disappointed in ALDOT’s 
decision not to incorporate containment and treatment of 
stormwater runoff from the bridges, particularly in areas of 
high sensitivity and ecological importance. 

Mobile River and Mobile Bay are sensitive environments 
that are subject to numerous anthropogenic stressors from 
industrial pollutants to sedimentation. The bridge decks 
cross waterways that contain endangered species 
(Alabama sturgeon, Alabama red-bellied turtle, Bald eagle, 
Gulf sturgeon, and West Indian Manatee), support high 
value fisheries, wildlife habitat and are heavily used for 
recreation.  Thus, it is vital that ALDOT place significant 
emphasis on stormwater pollution reduction and should 
support contracts that will implement stormwater capture 
and runoff containment and treatment methods in project 
design, construction practices, and the final build.   

ALDOT currently vacuum sweeps the Bayway bridges and 
has committed to continuing to sweep the Bayway bridges 
as well as the new Mobile River Bridge.  Research indicates 
that off-site mitigation has benefits of: resulting in higher 
pollutant load reductions compared to treatment of the 
bridge deck runoff, being more economical, and providing 
safer conditions for workers performing maintenance and 
for road users. 

ALDOT has worked with the USEPA, USACE, USFWS, NOAA-
NMFS, ADEM, and ADCNR, which have jurisdiction over 
endangered species, fisheries, habitat, and recreation, to 
develop a draft mitigation plan that compensates for 
potential impacts to those resources.  The Final Mitigation 
Plan will be developed in consultation with the above-listed 
agencies prior to construction.  The USFWS has issued an 
Incidental Take Permit with prescribed reasonable and 
prudent measures and terms and conditions to protect 
endangered species, which are included as environmental 
commitments in Section 5.0 of the ROD.  More information 
on this coordination is contained in Sections 4.7, 4.8, and 
4.9 of the SDEIS. Interagency coordination and the Draft 
Mitigation Plan are included in Appendix F of the SDEIS.   
Final environmental commitments are included in Section 
5.0 of the ROD. 

Runoff containment infrastructure is also extremely 
important when considering the potential for hazardous 
material spills. ALDOT cites NCHRP 778 again when 

The Concessionaire will be required to prepare a Spill 
Response Plan that identifies specific measures for 
mobilizing resources to contain spills that could occur on 
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discussing the estimated spill frequency, saying they are 
“extremely rare, less than 0.01 percent of all reported spills 
for the period of 2003 to 2012”.  This study however is 
national and does not evaluate the frequency of hazardous 
material anticipated to travel on the Mobile River Bridge 
and Bayway and does not look at local data for frequency 
of spills. Therefore, utilizing the national NCHRP 778 report 
as the sole source is inappropriate for this major, local 
project. 

the main span of the Mobile River Bridge, Bayway bridges, 
and other portions of the project.  The plan will be 
reviewed and updated by the Concessionaire at least 
annually to incorporate advances in technological 
developments related to spill containment measures, as 
appropriate.  This is listed as an environmental 
commitment in Section 5.0 of the ROD.  Additionally, 
ALDOT has committed to conducting hazardous material 
truck study which will provide more specific data on travel 
patterns and hazardous materials trucks crossing the 
Mobile River.  This commitment is also included in Section 
5.0 of the ROD. 

With so many new and innovative strategies available, 
ALDOT should incorporate more protective measures than 
what has been committed in the SEIS. For instance, with 
impacts to wetlands already identified from the 
replacement of the Bayway, wetland mitigation 
requirements could be fulfilled by constructing 
“stormwater wetlands” downgrade from the outlet of a 
bridge deck runoff collection system. As the NCHRP Report 
778 states, “these engineered wetlands with dense 
vegetation remove pollutants primarily through biological 
processes, evapotranspiration and infiltration”. They also 
provide other benefits including “high aesthetic value; 
improved treatment over dry detention and retention; 
flood attenuation; reduction of peak flows; and limits 
downstream bank erosion”. 

ALDOT has worked with the USEPA, USACE, USFWS, NOAA-
NMFS, ADEM, and ADCNR, which have jurisdiction over 
endangered species, fisheries, habitat, and recreation, to 
develop a draft mitigation plan that compensates for 
potential impacts to those resources.  More information on 
this coordination is contained in Sections 4.7, 4.8, and 4.9 
of the SDEIS. Interagency coordination and the Draft 
Mitigation Plan are included in Appendix F of the SDEIS.   
Final environmental commitments are included in Section 
5.0 of the ROD. 

Mobile Baykeeper strongly encourages ALDOT to reduce 
stormwater runoff impacts from the proposed project with 
containment and treatment onsite, particularly in critical 
areas where protecting water quality is crucial to support 
fisheries, endangered species, and recreational activities. 

ALDOT has reviewed the three critical areas noted in the 
letter.   
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Below is a list of potential areas for implementing 
additional, more protective stormwater runoff BMPs.  

- Section of the proposed project crossing over
D’Olive Creek – this is a critical area as it is listed in
ADEM’s 2018 303(d) list, is ranked high for wetland
restoration, contains critical remaining brackish
submerged aquatic vegetation, and has priority
intertidal wetlands for storm protection.

- Crossing of important freshwater submerged
aquatic vegetation.

- Mobile River crossing where multiple
anthropogenic stressors exist upstream and West
Indian Manatee sightings are clustered
downstream throughout the year.

- Drainage associated with the Mobile River Bridge
Project that discharges into the D’Olive Creek
Watershed shall be designed to achieve a sediment
reduction of 80 percent, regardless of whether a
TMDL has been implemented.  This requirement
meets or exceeds any TMDL established for 303(d)
water bodies in the state of Alabama. This is
included as an environmental commitment in
Section 5.0 of the ROD.

- ALDOT has committed to provide mitigation at a
ratio of 2:1 for the loss of SAV in the area noted in
Mobile Baykeeper’s letter.  The Draft Mitigation
Plan included in Appendix F of the Supplemental
DEIS is based upon this mitigation ratio.

- As noted above, ALDOT has incorporated measures
to address stormwater runoff throughout the
project limits in accordance with Federal, state,
and local regulations.  ALDOT has also committed
to environmental stewardship measures that go
beyond the minimum required to obtain
environmental permits.  Additionally, special
provisions for protection of manatees have been
developed in consultation with the USFWS, as
described in Section 4.9.1 and Appendix I of the
SDEIS, and Section 5.0 of the ROD.

ADEM 303(d) Impaired Waterbodies 
Joe’s Branch and D’Olive Creek are listed in the 2018 303(d) 
list for siltation due to land development.  The proposed 
project will cross directly over Joes Branch and will be 
partially in the D’Olive Creek watershed and in close 

As noted in Section 5.0 of the ROD, drainage associated 
with the Mobile River Bridge Project that discharges into 
the D’Olive Creek Watershed shall be designed to achieve a 
sediment reduction of 80 percent, regardless of whether a 
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proximity to the creek. The Mobile River is also listed in the 
final 2018 303(d) list for mercury from atmospheric 
deposition and although the project does not specifically 
cross over the section listed, it is still in close proximity to 
the project. Two of the three of these waterways’ 
impairments are due to runoff and stormwater pollution. In 
order to not exacerbate the pollution issues in these 
waterways, runoff capture and containment from the 
Mobile River Bridge and Bayway is an integral part of 
project evaluation and final construction. We greatly 
appreciate ALDOT’s commitment to achieving a sediment 
reduction load of 80% for the D’Olive Creek Watershed. We 
encourage ALDOT to account for impacts to impaired 
waters regardless of if a Total Daily Maximum Load (TMDL) 
has been implemented by Alabama Department of 
Environmental Management. We are also supportive of 
ALDOT’s willingness to “partner with local organizations on 
environmental stewardship projects in a similar manner 
within the Southwest Region to help improve water 
quality”. 

TMDL has been implemented.  This requirement meets or 
exceeds any TMDL established for 303(d) water bodies in 
the state of Alabama.  
 
 
 
 
 

  Erosion Control 
We strongly encourage the Construction Best Management 
Practices Plan (CBMPP) to incorporate phased construction 
approaches to minimize erosion issues.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We also request the natural riparian buffer to be at least 50 
ft, as opposed to the 25 feet in the SEIS, as EPA suggests 

 
A Construction General Permit from ADEM will be required 
for ground disturbing activities resulting from the 
project.  As part of the obtaining the Construction General 
Permit, a Construction Best Management Practices Plan 
(CBMPP) will submitted and approved by ADEM that 
requires a detailed description of the sequencing/phasing 
of construction activities and site-specific BMPs utilized in 
each phase. 
 
 
The 25-foot riparian buffer is an ADEM requirement.  Due 
to the developed nature of the project setting, there is 
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that distance “to safeguard these fragile areas [riparian 
buffers], highways should be sited with sufficient setback 
distances between the highway right-of-way and any 
wetlands or riparian areas”.  Riparian areas are important 
zones to protect as they provide benefits to our aquatic 
resources, water quality, structural integrity, economy, and 
overall community welfare. 

limited applicability for this requirement, with the D’Olive 
Creek Watershed being the only location where a riparian 
buffer exists.  As previously noted, drainage associated 
with the Mobile River Bridge Project that discharges into 
the D’Olive Creek Watershed shall be designed to achieve a 
sediment reduction of 80 percent, regardless of whether a 
TMDL has been implemented.  This requirement meets or 
exceeds any TMDL established for 303(d) water bodies in 
the state of Alabama and should provide sufficient 
protection for this sensitive area.  This requirement is listed 
as an environmental commitment in Section 5.0 of the 
ROD. 

Environmental Justice and Air Quality 
It is important that the Corps comply with the Executive 
Order 12898 requiring federal agencies to ensure minority 
and low-income populations will not experience 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts from federal 
projects. Based on the projections provided, the project 
would result in “disproportionately high and adverse 
effects on the Africatown/Plateau community due to traffic 
diverting to the non-tolled route along Bay Bridge Road 
and the Cochrane-Africatown USA Bridge”.  ALDOT needs 
to find ways buy down the toll including special funding 
resources and grants to ensure this community is not 
disproportionately impacted.   

ALDOT performed a new Environmental Justice Assessment 
as part of the SDEIS, which is included in Section 4.6 and 
Appendix E of the SDEIS. The Africatown/ Plateau 
community is expected to experience disproportionately 
high and adverse impacts related to a degraded level of 
service and community cohesion resulting from traffic 
diversion to avoid the toll.  Due to the proximity of the 
non-tolled route to the Africatown/Plateau community, 
residents of the community are expected to continue to 
use the non-tolled route as their primary route across 
Mobile River and Mobile Bay.   

Through consultation with the Africatown/ Plateau 
community, ALDOT has developed environmental 
commitments that will be implemented to provide benefits 
to the Africatown/Plateau community and other 
communities that may be affected by the proposed project.  
The environmental commitments identified in Section 5.0 
of the ROD serve a similar function as a Community 
Benefits Agreement in that they formalize ALDOT’s 
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commitment to provide certain assurances of benefits to 
the affected communities.  To involve the community in 
the implementation of these commitments, ALDOT will 
develop an Africatown/Plateau Steering Committee.  
ALDOT will send invitations to serve on the Steering 
Committee within 60 days of approval of the Combined 
FEIS/ROD.  ALDOT will hold the first Steering Committee 
meeting in the Fall of 2019.  This will provide continued 
opportunities for involvement of Africatown/Plateau 
representatives to promote compatibility with the 
community’s plans for development and growth.  This has 
been added as an environmental commitment in Section 
5.0 of the ROD.  The framework for the Committee is 
contained in Appendix C of the FEIS. 

ALDOT is actively seeking other funding sources to deliver 
the project.  ALDOT has incorporated a buy down clause 
into the toll policy for this project, which will allow ALDOT 
to subsidize tolls if additional funds become available.   

We appreciate ALDOT studying the impacts from the 
proposed project on local air quality. We suggest ALDOT 
install air monitors, particularly along the Africatown 
corridor to monitor air quality and ensure impacts to public 
health are evaluated as projections of traffic could be 
incorrect or change and therefore require additional 
measures to protect the surrounding community. 

Air quality monitors fall under the jurisdiction of the ADEM 
who installs and monitors them.  Requests for air quality 
monitors should be submitted to ADEM’s Air Quality 
Section.  As noted in the Combined FEIS/ROD, ALDOT will 
work with the Africatown/ Plateau Steering Committee to 
meet with ADEM to facilitate discussions regarding the 
process for ADEM to install air quality monitors.  By letter 
dated August 7, 2019, ALDOT transmitted a letter to ADEM 
initiating coordination on this topic.  A copy of this letter is 
contained in Appendix C of the FEIS. 

Dredging 
Dredging can cause: an increase in suspended sediment 
concentrations or turbidity, the potential release of 
contaminated material, an increase in erosion to nearby 

The USACE and ADNCR will require any material to be 
dredged to be evaluated and monitored as part of the 
permitting process.  Permits for dredging, should it be 
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shorelines, and disturbance of habitats, particularly within 
the vicinity of the dredging activities.  During this activity, 
fine sediments (including clays, silt, and fine-sands) 
generate turbid conditions. Turbidity plumes and 
sedimentation are a result of overflow and washing 
practices. Impacts from dredging activities on water quality 
needs to be quantitatively evaluated to fully understand 
options for avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of 
impacts. 

Dredged material has the potential to be contaminated 
with harmful substances such as heavy metals, pesticides, 
PCBs, oil, etc. particularly when it is near ports and 
industrial facilities. Many of these contaminants are legacy 
and therefore can be buried within or locked in seabed 
sediments. Dredging can suspend these into the water 
column where they can cause contamination of waters and 
shellfish/fish species. Many of these metals typically do not 
manifest until some time has passed and different 
chemical, hydrographical, and geological processes have 
had an opportunity to alter these newly disturbed 
sediments. ALDOT needs to evaluate the long-term impacts 
and monitor the material to be dredged to manage the 
potential for contamination. 

used, will require an analysis of potential impacts on water 
quality based on the location and limits of the proposed 
dredging activities.  The permits will also identify specific 
measures to be implemented to avoid, minimize, and 
mitigation impacts on water quality. 

The following environmental commitment has been added 
for the project: If dredging is used, a Sediment Sampling 
Plan that includes a benthic characterization study, will be 
performed prior to obtaining a permit for dredging.  
Sediments will be quantified and tested prior to disposal of 
the dredged material.  This commitment can be found in 
Section 5.0 of the ROD. 

Wetlands, SAVs, and Essential Fish Habitats 
Wetlands are known to provide several important 
ecological functions such as water purification, shoreline 
stabilization, flood protection, groundwater recharge, 
nutrient recycling, particle retention, surface water and 
subsurface storage, and habitat for fish and wildlife. They 
add intrinsic value to the community.  However, wetland 
loss “remains a threat to the State’s ecological and 
socioeconomic prosperity”. There are a number of reasons 

ALDOT developed a Draft Mitigation Plan for wetlands, 
submerged aquatic vegetation, and essential fish habitat in 
consultation with the agencies with jurisdiction over these 
resources.  These agencies include the USEPA, USACE, 
USFWS, NOAA-NMFS, ADCNR, and ADEM.  The plan 
includes mitigation measures to alleviate the impacts of 
the project.  More detailed information on this topic can be 
found in Section 4.7 and Appendix F of the SDEIS.  
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for the significant wetland loss in coastal Alabama and 
trends indicate future loss from sea level rise. 
Shading of wetlands can result in a reduction of 
vegetation productivity and growth. The proposed 
construction of the new Bayway is anticipated to 
result in the impact of approximately 3.9 acres of wetlands 
through shading. 

Submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) is an important source 
of food for several species including manatees and over-
wintering waterfowl. It provides habitat for 
macroinvertebrates and fishes, and helps prevent erosion 
through sediment stabilization. Over the past few decades, 
there have been dramatic declines in the SAV population in 
Mobile Bay. Approximately 16.1 acres of SAV are 
anticipated to be impacted by the proposed project. We 
are appreciative of ALDOT for acknowledging that 100 
percent of the SAV between the existing Bayway bridge 
could be impacted either from shading or dredging and 
therefore has taken a conservative approach to their 
impact evaluation. 
ALDOT has indicated pile driving operations may result in 
impacts to aquatic species and has coordinated with the 
USFWS in order to minimize potential impacts and the 
Concessionaire has decided to use a “ramp-up pile driving 
procedure during the installation of piles in water”.  We 
appreciate ALDOT’s cooperation and coordination with 
relevant agencies to reduce local impacts to fish habitat 
and aquatic species.  For the impacts that cannot be 
avoided, compensatory mitigation has been identified for 
the project. 

Comment noted. 

ALDOT is proposing a mitigation ratio of 1.5:1 for wetlands. 
This is one of the lowest ratios available and essentially 

The quality of the potentially impacted wetlands was 
developed in accordance with USACE policies and 
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considers these wetlands to be unproductive. These 
wetlands are located in the lower delta where critical 
species rely on these wetlands and are vital for several 
important ecological functions (listed earlier). ALDOT 
should increase their valuation of the impacted wetlands to 
more than 2:1 and ensure an adequate mitigation. All 
mitigation should occur within the 12-digit HUC 
subwatershed and near where the impacts from the 
project will be endured. 

procedures.  Additionally, the proposed mitigation ratio 
was determined in consultation with the USEPA, USACE, 
USFWS, NOAA-NMFS, ADEM, and ADCNR.  The proposed 
mitigation site, which is located within the subwatershed 
and in close proximity to the project site, would, however, 
have ample room for expansion should future 
environmental restoration projects and funding become 
available.   More detailed information on these topics can 
be found in Sections 4.7 and 6.6 and Appendix F of the 
SDEIS. 

In addition to reevaluating the mitigation ratio, we also 
want to make a few comments on the currently proposed 
mitigation: “the creation of tidally influenced emergent 
wetland and SAV habitat in Polecat Bay, approximately 
8,600 ft (2,590 m) north of the project. Creation of a 9-acre 
marsh island and a surrounding 32.2-ac area of SAV habitat 
would require fill across 43.5 acres of bay bottom with 
suitable sediments”. This proposed project could be a 
beneficial option, but we encourage ALDOT to work with 
relevant agencies to ensure successful implementation and 
to verify that no secondary impacts will occur from this 
proposed mitigation (such as release of contaminated 
materials, loss of existing productive habitat, etc.). 

The proposed mitigation site was identified through 
consultation with the USEPA, USACE, USFWS, NOAA-NMFS, 
ADEM, and ADCNR.  A variety of factors influenced 
selection of this site, including, but not limited to, sufficient 
water depths; lack of intrusion on recreational boaters, 
fishermen, and hunters; and ability to support both 
wetland and SAV growth.  The site is in close proximity to 
the project location and is within the same 12-digit HUC 
subwatershed.  As noted in Section 5.0 of the ROD, 
continued consultation with the resource and regulatory 
agencies will occur through the permitting, construction, 
and post-construction phases.   

ALDOT plans to implement a “5-year monitoring program 
design [that] includes post-construction observations and 
measurement of elevation, bathymetry, and shoreline 
changes, as well as assessment of vegetative cover, species 
composition, and areal extent of habitat”. We are 
supportive of monitoring plans but request they be at least 
10 years to ensure long-term impacts and changes are 
accounted for and addressed. 

The five-year monitoring plan was identified in consultation 
with the USEPA, USACE, USFWS, NOAA-NMFS, ADEM, and 
ADCNR. 

Benthic Communities 
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Benthic communities are known to play a critical role in the 
health and functioning of estuarine systems. For instance, 
organic matter not used in the water column settles on the 
bottom floor where it can be remineralized by benthic 
organisms to become nutrients that can then be used in 
the water column. This remineralization contributes the 
nutrients necessary to increase primary productivity 
and is an important link in the food web of an estuary. 

Dredging activities can negatively impact benthic 
communities either directly or indirectly. The extent of 
these impacts can vary greatly and depend on many factors 
including the type of community present, the duration of, 
and type of dredging. Excavation and smothering by 
sediment can cause lethal impacts to these communities. 
The specific benthic communities along the proposed 
project should be characterized to understand what 
species will be disturbed from dredging and if damage is 
irreversible or if the area contains recolonizing benthic 
species that have a more rapid recovery period. For 
instance, benthic assemblages that are physically buried 
from sediment deposited may or may not be able to 
recolonize depending on the species and frequency of 
dredging and sediment deposited from the project. To 
ensure the full extent of impact is evaluated, we encourage 
ALDOT characterize the different benthic communities 
throughout the portion of the project’s disturbance. 

If dredging is used, a Sediment Sampling Plan that includes 
a benthic characterization study, will be performed prior to 
obtaining a permit for dredging.  This commitment has 
been added to Section 5.0 of the ROD. 

10. ADEM, letter 
dated May 24, 
2019 

The ADEM has reviewed the ALDOT’s SDEIS for the Mobile 
River Bridge Project.  Based on the information provided, 
the Department has not identified any concerns with the 
proposed project as it pertains to the Governmental 
Hazardous Waste Program.  However, it may be 
appropriate for ALDOT to coordinate with the ADEM Water 

ALDOT has coordinated with and will continue to 
coordinate with the various branches of ADEM with 
jurisdiction over the resources that may be affected by this 
project.  More information on previous coordination efforts 
with ADEM can be found in Section 6.6 of the SDEIS. 
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Division or other programs within the Department that 
have jurisdiction over this type of project.  It should be 
noted that the proposed work area for the Mobile River 
Bridge Project is located near other sites being managed 
under the Governmental Hazardous Waste Branch.  
Additional information regarding these sites can be found 
in the Department’s online files at 
http://app.adem.alabama.gov/eFile/ using the appropriate 
5-digit master ID listed below.

- Alabama State Port Authority, Master ID 00680
- Brookley AFB, Master ID 29181
- Continental Motors – Teledyne, Master ID 12050
- Theodore Ammo – AL State Docks, Master ID

19569
- Mobile OMS 28, Master ID 22433

Based on the review of the SDEIS, the Department does not 
anticipate any impact at these sites from the proposed 
construction for the Mobile River Bridge at this time.  If 
ALDOT becomes aware of any impact or potential impact 
to these sites in the future, please notify the Department. 

11. Levon Manzie, 
Mobile City 
Council 
District 2, 
letter dated 
May 7, 2019 

I am writing in regard to the proposed Mobile River Bridge 
Project. As you are likely aware, while it will certainly be 
beneficial to the city and region, there are a number of 
incredibly historic and vulnerable communities which will 
be adversely impacted by its construction. 
At a recent community meeting regarding the project, I 
introduced the concept of a community benefits 
agreement, which would compensate these communities 
including the historic Plateau/Africatown and Down the 
Bay community. There was a good bit of interest in the idea 
and I believe it might be the best way to help mitigate the 

ALDOT has evaluated the potential impacts of the 
proposed project on communities in Mobile and Baldwin 
Counties.  Specifically, ALDOT performed an Environmental 
Justice Assessment that looks at the potential impacts that 
minority and low-income communities may experience as a 
result of the proposed project.  This assessment discusses 
potential impacts on both the Africatown/Plateau 
community and the Down the Bay and Texas Street 
communities.   

Neighborhood workshops and local meetings were held in 
these communities to obtain input from the local residents 
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major inconvenience both communities will have to 
endure.  

and community leaders regarding potential impacts and to 
identify mitigation measures to provide benefits to the 
affected communities. The results of this assessment and 
outreach efforts can be found in Section 4.6 and Appendix 
E of the SDEIS.  

ALDOT has identified mitigation measures and 
environmental commitments that will be implemented to 
provide benefits to the Africatown/Plateau community and 
other communities that may be affected by the proposed 
project.   
The environmental commitments identified in Section 5.0 
of the ROD serve a similar function as a Community 
Benefits Agreement in that they formalize ALDOT’s 
commitment to provide certain assurances of benefits to 
affected communities, such as traffic signals, 
bicycle/pedestrian facilities, long-term haz mat study, 
water quality, aesthetics, and access management, along 
with others.  These commitments are required to be 
carried forward through the design, construction, and post-
construction phases of the project.   

12. Africatown 
Comment 
Letter dated 
May 2, 2019: 
Joe Womack, 
Reverend 
Christopher 
Williams, 
Reverend 
Derek Tucker, 
Teresa Fox-
Bettis, 

We, the below signed Africatown residents and regional 
advocates, are very concerned about how the proposed I-
10 Toll Bridge & Tunnel will contribute negatively to traffic 
patterns through the community. 

We all appreciated the workshops held in our community 
on Tuesday, July 19, 2018 and Tuesday, March 19, 2019 to 
better inform residents about the planning process and 
seek consultative feedback. We think ongoing dialogue 
about our concerns is necessary, and we look forward to 
productive conversations about our concerns. 

ALDOT is committed to working with the Africatown/ 
Plateau community to implement mitigation measures and 
environmental commitments related to the Africatown/ 
Plateau community.  To involve the community in the 
implementation of these commitments, ALDOT will 
develop an Africatown/Plateau Steering Committee. 
ALDOT will send invitations to serve on the Steering 
Committee within 60 days of approval of the Combined 
FEIS/ROD.  ALDOT will hold the first Steering Committee 
meeting in the Fall of 2019.  This will provide continued 
opportunities for involvement of Africatown/ Plateau 
representatives to promote compatibility with the 
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Anderson Flen, 
Ramsey 
Sprague 

To reiterate many of the concerns raised at these meetings, 
historic Africatown already experiences many negative 
impacts from the current traffic arrangement. These 
include difficulty leaving the neighborhood during rush 
hour traffic, traffic lights that are unresponsive, noxious air 
quality, high levels of heavy truck and hazardous cargo 
traffic, high speed traffic on Bay Bridge Road/Africatown 
Boulevard, and too few safe pedestrian crossing locations.  
Many in the community are rightfully wary of massive 
government-led infrastructure projects due to the 
sometimes profoundly negative impacts of poor planning 
and the lack of consideration for the kinds of adjustments 
the community is forced to make in response. 

community’s plans for development and growth.  This has 
been added as an environmental commitment in Section 
5.0 of the ROD.  The framework for the Committee is 
contained in Appendix C of the FEIS. 

Based on the plans we have seen, praise is due for the 
future reintroduction of a four way traffic signal in front of 
Union Baptist Church at the intersection of Africatown 
Boulevard and Bay Bridge Cutoff Road, but we would also 
like to see these traffic lights and the existing set at 
Magazine Street at the foot of the Cochrane-Africatown 
USA Bridge to be on timers during periods of high traffic. 
Although the sensor-driven lights at Magazine Street have 
improved recently, there were years where they failed 
consistently, leaving residents and industry commuters 
with little choice but to run the light, endangering others. 
The current arrangement also allows traffic through the 
community to be moving dangerously fast for the kinds of 
land use along the at-grade interstate bypass corridor, 
which include historic tourist attractions, churches, and 
homes. 

ALDOT will provide traffic signals at Union Missionary 
Baptist Church (Bay Bridge Road Cutoff) and Magazine 
Street/Tin Top Road.  The signals will be timed to improve 
traffic flow along the corridor to minimize impacts to the 
community.  The signals will also be responsive to traffic to 
facilitate ingress and egress for the residents of the 
Africatown/Plateau community.  ALDOT will work with the 
Africatown/Plateau Steering Committee to make sure the 
signals are effective and properly operating and that any 
concerns or issues associated with the timing and/or 
sensors are addressed in a timely manner.  The language 
for this environmental commitment has been updated in 
Section 5.0 of the ROD. 

We are also looking for a much stronger emphasis put on 
pedestrian safety given the number of people who 
regularly cross Africatown Boulevard on foot. Responsive 
crosswalks should be installed not just at the Africatown 

ALDOT will install crosswalks at all of the signalized 
intersections along Africatown Boulevard as part of the 
Cochrane-Africatown USA Bridge Shared Use Path.  These 
crosswalks will include appropriate striping on the asphalt, 
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Boulevard and Magazine Point intersection, but also at the 
intersection of Africatown Boulevard and Bay Bridge Cutoff 
Road, where historic tourist attractions encourage 
pedestrian traffic but where the sheer danger today is a 
deterrent to the full enjoyment of the existing attractions. 
Pedestrian traffic at this location will only increase with the 
development of a new Africatown Welcome Center, 
proposed on the site of the former Welcome Center across 
from the historic Old Plateau Cemetery. 

push-button activated signal heads, and pedestrian 
signage.  This has been added as an environmental 
commitment in Section 5.0 of the ROD. 

We also find it baffling that currently Bay Bridge Road at I-
165 has a posted speed limit of 40 miles per hour, but as 
soon as the interstate bypass transitions into Africatown 
Boulevard headed eastbound, the posted speed limit goes 
up to 45 miles per hour despite there often being a greater 
concentration of pedestrian and residential traffic along 
the road on Africatown Boulevard. Unfortunately, as any 
Africatown resident will attest, traffic passing through our 
community often travels at speeds much higher than the 
posted 45 miles per hour limit and law enforcement is 
never seen enforcing traffic law along the road. Instead of 
an increase for eastbound traffic, as it allows now, we 
would like to see traffic slowed to 35 miles per hour along 
Africatown Boulevard. To reiterate, this will help us 
facilitate the safety of tourists whose pedestrian traffic we 
hope to increase along that corridor for existing attractions 
such as the historic Union Baptist Church and our historic 
Old Plateau Cemetery as well as future heritage tourist 
attractions. 

ALDOT will work with the Africatown/Plateau Steering 
Committee to evaluate and implement traffic calming 
measures that would be effective in reducing speeds along 
Africatown Boulevard without substantially increasing 
anticipated queue lengths.  The language for this 
environmental commitment has been updated in Section 
5.0 of the ROD. 

In order to aid in slowing traffic and to alert drivers headed 
westbound on the Cochrane-Africatown USA Bridge to the 
residential nature of the community they are entering at 
the foot of the bridge, we recommend a caution light at the 
crest of the bridge warning drivers that a light awaits at the 

ALDOT will install a caution signal at the suggested 
location.  ALDOT will work with the Africatown/Plateau 
Steering Committee to evaluate and implement traffic 
calming measures that would be effective in reducing 
speeds along Africatown Boulevard without substantially 
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foot of the bridge and reminding drivers of the Africatown 
Boulevard's maximum speed limit. Rumble strips at the 
foot of the bridge coming into the residential 
neighborhood may also be appropriate. 

increasing anticipated queue lengths.  The language for this 
environmental commitment has been updated in Section 
5.0 of the ROD. 

ALDOT's overall projected increase in traffic along 
Africatown Boulevard has raised concerns about air 
pollution and public health, as well. All emerging air quality 
science points to alarming increases in stroke risk for all 
who breathe auto and diesel exhaust even momentarily. To 
monitor the impacts to public health, appropriate air 
monitors should be installed somewhere along the 
Africatown Boulevard corridor, as well. 

Air quality analyses for carbon monoxide (CO) were 
performed at intersections along Bay Bridge Road in 
accordance with USEPA requirements.  The projected 
emissions resulting from vehicular traffic were well below 
the USEPA’s one-hour and 8-hour criteria for CO, and the 
proposed project is not expected to exceed the USEPA’s 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards.  The Clean Air Act 
requires the USEPA to set primary standards that are 
“requisite to protect public health with an adequate margin 
of safety.”  These standards include considerations of 
populations that may have increased risks for health 
effects, such as children, the elderly, and individuals with 
pre-existing health conditions or diseases.  More 
information on the air quality analysis is available in 
Sections 4.6.2 and 4.11 of the SDEIS. 

Air quality monitors fall under the jurisdiction of the 
Alabama Department of Environmental Management 
(ADEM) who installs and monitors them.  Requests for air 
quality monitors should be submitted to ADEM’s Air 
Quality Section.  ALDOT will work with the Africatown/ 
Plateau Steering Committee to meet with ADEM to 
facilitate discussions regarding the process for ADEM to 
install air quality monitors.   This commitment is included in 
Section 5.0 of the ROD.  By letter dated August 7, 2019, 
ALDOT transmitted a letter to ADEM initiating coordination 
on this topic.  A copy of this letter is contained in Appendix 
C of the FEIS. 
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Additionally, we recognize data gaps when it comes to the 
types of traffic documented along Africatown Boulevard. 
ALDOT has asserted a belief that overall Hazardous Cargo 
tonnage moving through Africatown would decrease with 
the opening of a potential I-10 Toll Bridge and Tunnel. This 
is a potential traffic pattern that advocates and residents 
would love to be able to champion, however, we believe 
that assertions coming from ALDOT like these should be 
backed up by available data in order to monitor the real 
effect of the proposed I-10 Toll Bridge and Tunnel. We 
insist that any traffic studies executed include the 
collection of data about the types of traffic, specifically 
documenting the Hazardous Cargo traffic flow through 
Africatown in order to be able to compare actual numbers 
before and after potential construction. 

Section 4.4.1 of the SDEIS states, “The project would 
provide trucks with a more direct, less congested route 
across Mobile River and Mobile Bay. Trucks transporting 
hazardous materials would no longer be routed to I-65, I-
165, and the Cochrane-Africatown USA Bridge to cross the 
Mobile River but will be able to use a direct, non-congested 
route.”  Verbal statements made by ALDOT during previous 
meetings reflect a belief that by providing an interstate 
route that accommodates hazardous materials trucks 
should reduce the amount of haz mat trucks making 
through trips via Bay Bridge Road and the Cochrane-
Africatown USA Bridge.  However, it is acknowledged there 
has not been a study to definitively make this 
determination.  Because trucks transporting hazardous 
materials are not required to obtain a permit from the 
state of Alabama, the number of hazardous materials 
trucks using the current route listed in the 2014 DEIS is 
based on industry standards.  

ALDOT commits to conducting a traffic study that 
documents existing and future hazardous cargo traffic flow 
along Africatown Boulevard to compare actual numbers 
before and after construction of the project.  As noted in 
the errata sheet contained in Section 2.0 of the FEIS, this 
has been added as an environmental commitment in 
Sections 4.6 and 4.18.2 of the SDEIS. 

Massive government infrastructure projects with touted 
regional benefits have negatively impacted the Africatown 
community in the past, sometimes profoundly. For 
instance, the construction of the Cochrane-Africatown USA 
Bridge and the related expansion of Bay Bridge Road (now 
partly Africatown Boulevard) saw the demolition or 

The proposed project would not result in the acquisition of 
right-of-way from the Africatown/Plateau community, nor 
would the proposed project result in relocations of 
residences, businesses, or non-profit organizations in the 
Africatown/Plateau community. 
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removal of many homes and small business storefronts 
from historic Africatown. Replacement properties for these 
community-serving businesses along the new corridor were 
never afforded, and the Africatown community has since 
gone without community-serving businesses along what is 
now Africatown Boulevard for several generations. 
As we understand, the potential I-10 Toll Bridge and Tunnel 
will assess tolls upon drivers via a Private/Public 
Partnership between ALDOT and a private-sector vendor. 
Not only will expansion of existing road capacity allow for 
an increase in traffic along I-10 proper, which would 
negatively impact communities along the existing I-10 
corridor, the potential toll avoidance traffic along the only 
toll-free alternate routes will almost certainly negatively 
impact communities living along those routes like 
Africatown. 

Traffic studies indicate that the implementation of a toll 
may result in reduced traffic on I-10 due to toll 
suppression.  More detailed information on traffic and 
anticipated traffic diversion to the toll-free route can be 
found in Sections 4.6.2 and 4.10 of the SDEIS. 

The impacts to Africatown/Plateau are primarily increased 
traffic and congestion.  The increased traffic results in 
access issues to the neighborhood, reduced community 
cohesion, and noise impacts.  Potential impacts on 
communities resulting from toll diversion are discussed in 
Sections 4.1.5, 4.4.1 and 4.6 of the SDEIS.   

As most who come to familiarize themselves with 
Africatown resident needs and priorities quickly recognize, 
Africatown residents and regional advocates can easily 
identify more capital improvement projects than there is 
available money to pay for them. Given the capital 
improvement needs of Africatown and of similarly-situated 
communities who are impacted negatively from their 
proximity to existing and future interstate traffic flows 
along I-10, we as Africatown residents and regional 
advocates insist upon the creation of a Community Benefits 
Agreement between the communities most directly 
impacted by existing and future I-10 traffic and any 
potential Private/Public Partnership. 

The communities involved should include any community 
affected by toll avoidance traffic as well as those impacted 
by the potential I-10 Toll Bridge and Tunnel itself, such as 

For the Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Project, the 
revenue from the tolls will be collected by the 
Concessionaire and used to repay the necessary funds to 
design, build, finance, operate and maintain the project for 
a 55-year term.  These funds might come in the form of 
Private Activity Bonds, a Federal TIFIA Loan or private 
equity from the Concessionaire.  Tolling will not create a 
revenue stream, and additional funds in the form of a 
public subsidy will be required to pay for the project.  More 
information on how the project will be funded is available 
in Section 3.7 of the SDEIS. 

ALDOT has worked with potentially affected communities 
to identify mitigation measures and environmental 
commitments that will be implemented to provide benefits 
to the Africatown/Plateau community and other 
communities that may be affected by the proposed project.  
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Africatown, Down the Bay, and downtown Mobile, as well 
as Spanish Fort. 
 
The goal of a Community Benefits Agreement of this nature 
would be to require that a portion of the revenue raised by 
a potential I-10 Toll Bridge and Tunnel be reinvested into 
directly affected communities like Africatown to ensure 
that the burden imposed is appropriately acknowledged 
and compensated. In Africatown, this reinvestment would 
be a step in the right direction to address the profoundly 
negative impacts from past ALDOT infrastructure projects 
constructed through the neighborhood for regional benefit. 

Mitigation measures specific to the Africatown/Plateau 
community are discussed in Section 4.6 of the SDEIS and 
Section 5.0 of the ROD.  The  environmental commitments 
identified in Section 5.0 of the ROD serve a similar function 
as a Community Benefits Agreement in that they formalize 
ALDOT’s commitment to provide certain assurances of 
benefits to affected communities, such as traffic signals, 
bicycle/ pedestrian facilities, long-term haz mat study, 
water quality, aesthetics, and access management, along 
with others.  These commitments are required to be 
carried forward through the design, construction, and post-
construction phases of the project.   

  To recap, with respect to Africatown Boulevard and any 
potential I-10 Toll Bridge and Tunnel, 
we wish to see: 

 

  - Timed traffic lights at the intersections of 
Africatown Boulevard and Magazine St/Tin Top 
Alley and Bay Bridge Cutoff Road. 

ALDOT will provide traffic signals at Union Missionary 
Baptist Church (Bay Bridge Road Cutoff) and Magazine 
Street/Tin Top Road.  The signals will be timed to improve 
traffic flow along the corridor to minimize impacts to the 
community.  The signals will also be responsive to traffic to 
facilitate ingress and egress for the residents of the 
Africatown/Plateau community.  ALDOT will work with the 
Africatown/Plateau Steering Committee to make sure the 
signals are effective and properly operating and that any 
concerns or issues associated with the timing and/or 
sensors are addressed in a timely manner.  The language 
for this environmental commitment has been updated in 
Section 5.0 of the ROD. 

  - Responsive pedestrian crosswalks at the 
intersections of Africatown Boulevard and            
Magazine St/Tin Top Alley and Bay Bridge Cutoff 
Road. 

ALDOT will install crosswalks at all of the signalized 
intersections along Africatown Boulevard as part of the 
Cochrane-Africatown USA Bridge Shared Use Path.  These 
crosswalks will include appropriate striping on the asphalt, 
push-button activated signal heads, and pedestrian 
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signage.  As noted in the errata sheet contained in Section 
2.0 of the FEIS, this has been added as an environmental 
commitment in Section 5.0 of the ROD. 

- The speed limit on Africatown Boulevard lowered
to 35 mph.

ALDOT will conduct a speed study to determine if changing 
the posted speed limits will have a beneficial effect.  ALDOT 
will work with the Africatown/Plateau Steering Committee 
to evaluate and implement traffic calming measures that 
would be effective in reducing speeds along Africatown 
Boulevard without substantially increasing anticipated 
queue lengths.  As noted in the errata sheet contained in 
Section 2.0 of the FEIS, this has been added as an 
environmental commitment in Section 5.0 of the ROD. 

- A speed caution light at the crest of the Cochrane-
Africatown USA bridge warning of the traffic light
at the bridge's base.

ALDOT will install a caution signal at the suggested 
location.  ALDOT will work with the Africatown/Plateau 
Steering Committee to evaluate and implement traffic 
calming measures that would be effective in reducing 
speeds along Africatown Boulevard without substantially 
increasing anticipated queue lengths.  As noted in the 
errata sheet contained in Section 2.0 of the FEIS, this has 
been added as an environmental commitment in Section 
5.0 of the ROD. 

- A rumble strip on the bridge's descent to
encourage westbound bridge traffic to slow in its
approach to historic Africatown.

ALDOT will work with the Africatown/Plateau Steering 
Committee to evaluate and implement traffic calming 
measures that would be effective in reducing speeds along 
Africatown Boulevard without substantially increasing 
anticipated queue lengths.  As noted in the errata sheet 
contained in Section 2.0 of the FEIS, this has been added as 
an environmental commitment in Section 5.0 of the ROD. 

- Installation of appropriate air quality monitors
along the traffic corridor.

ALDOT will work with the Africatown/ Plateau Steering 
Committee to meet with ADEM to facilitate discussions 
regarding the process for ADEM to install air quality 
monitors.   As noted in the errata sheet contained in 
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Section 2.0 of the FEIS, this has been added as an 
environmental commitment in Section 5.0 of the ROD. 

- A long-term traffic study that documents existing
and future Hazardous Cargo traffic flow along
Africatown Boulevard.

ALDOT will conduct a traffic study that documents existing 
and future hazardous cargo traffic flow along Africatown 
Boulevard to compare actual numbers before and after 
construction of the project.  As noted in the errata sheet 
contained in Section 2.0 of the FEIS, this has been added as 
an environmental commitment in Section 5.0 of the ROD. 

- A commitment in the form of a contractual
Community Benefits Agreement requiring a
portion of toll revenue be reinvested into the
communities directly impacted by potential I-10
Toll Bridge and Tunnel traffic flows and toll
avoidance routes like Africatown.

The environmental commitments identified in Section 5.0 
of the ROD serve a similar function as a Community 
Benefits Agreement in that they formalize ALDOT’s 
commitment to provide certain assurances of benefits to 
affected communities, such as traffic signals, 
bicycle/pedestrian facilities, long-term haz mat study, 
water quality, aesthetics, and access management, along 
with others.  These commitments are required to be 
carried forward through the design, construction, and post-
construction phases of the project.   
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1. USS ALABAMA 

Battleship 
Memorial Park, 
comment 
submitted on May 
7, 2019 

The Mobile River Bridge Project, now years into 
planning, has begun to take on some form and shape.  
The bridge makes such basic changes to Interstate 10 
and Battleship Parkway that it is of vital interest to the 
Commission.  Specifically, we are interested in an early 
exit onto the Causeway, now called the Veterans 
Memorial Exit.  

At Battleship Park, we expect to remain the number 
one tourist attraction in the state of Alabama.  The 
Causeway, including either end, represents substantial 
commercial weight.  

The Mobile River Bridge project and its ramifications 
for Battleship Park and neighbors will bring a new 
dimension to the Causeway and the Eastern Shore and 
is an important and ongoing concern.  

Our subject is the Veterans Memorial Exit on Mobile 
River East, which has been in and out of the plan and 
competed with the $50 million bicycle/pedestrian 
plan, which has also been in and out of the plan.  This 
exit, leading to the industries on the east side of the 
river, to Battleship Park and to the Causeway 
commerce, is an extremely important element.  It is a 
mystery why any planner would consider omitting it 
and closing off the east end of the Causeway from the 
freeway.  The veterans, with the South Alabama 
Veterans Council, have submitted many documents 
and letters and resolutions in favor of the exit.  The 
ALDOT leadership has been to a Battleship 
Commission meeting to discuss it.  

ALDOT and FHWA have met with the USS ALABAMA 
Battleship Memorial Park Commission on several 
occasions throughout the development of this project. 
The most recent presentation to the Commission was 
made on April 21, 2017, where concerns about access to 
the Park and potential impacts that could result as part 
of the proposed project were discussed. ALDOT shared 
information on their evaluation of several options to 
provide more direct access to the Park. Concepts 
providing direct access to the Park via a new ramp or 
relocation of the Park’s entrance could not meet design 
criteria for safe roadway conditions; therefore, they 
were not advanced for further consideration.  ALDOT 
has committed to maintaining existing access to the Park 
in the final condition of the proposed project.  

Travelers will not be deadended on the Causeway. 
Travelers will still be able to exit onto and off of I-10 to 
the Causeway at the same locations as in the current 
condition.  

ALDOT has also committed to installing additional 
supplemental signage to direct travelers to the Park.  

This and additional information can be found in Section 
4.13.5 of the SDEIS, Section 5.0 of the ROD, in the signed 
Section 106 MOA contained in Appendix D of the FEIS. 
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2. USS ALABAMA 

Battleship 
Memorial Park, 
letter dated May 
22, 2019 

The Commission has voiced its opposition to the 
proposed construction as designed to a variety of state 
and federal officials.  The route and design differs in 
2019, of course; however, our concerns and objections 
remain constant.  The USS ALABAMA Battleship 
Commission’s comments to the Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement are as follows: 

- If the estimated 2039 traffic flow through the
Wallace Tunnel exceeds 100,000 vehicles
daily, the environmental impact of air
pollution, vehicle fluid, and tire residue will be
substantial and adverse to Battleship
Memorial Park in general.  With base funding
of bridge construction now potentially
dependent on a tolling solution, more traffic
will descend on the Causeway (US Highway
90).  The potential environmental impact is
unknown for those out-years, but it cannot be
deemed benign.

- Wild bird populations will be affected.
Battleship Memorial Park is Site 29 on the
Alabama Coastal Birding Trail.  Visitors and
birdwatches alike use our Nature Observation
Deck overlooking Pinto Pass and the Mobile
Bay mudflats.  Battleship Memorial Park is
home to many bird species, including
overwintering waterfowl such as Canadian
geese, which hatch their young here.
Shorebirds are abundant around the saltwater
marsh.  Our 4 raised Osprey nest boxes usually
have 2 families raising young each spring.  The
Long-billed Curlew, herons, egrets, ibis, Gull-
billed Terns, Least Bittern, Yellow- and Black-

The proposed project may result in more traffic on the 
Causeway due to traffic diverting to avoid the toll.  
ALDOT has identified and committed mitigation 
measures to offset potential impacts related to traffic 
diversion on the Causeway.  Additional information on 
this topic can be found in Sections 4.4.1, 4.16.1, and 
4.18.2 of the SDEIS.  Additional information specific to 
traffic projections and anticipated levels of service can 
be found in Section 4.1.5 and Table 4 of the SDEIS.  

Wild birds currently use the areas along the Alabama 
Coastal Birding Trail, including the Battleship Memorial 
Park site that is currently located in close proximity to 
the existing Causeway and I-10 Bayway.  Traffic is 
projected to increase on these routes with or without 
the proposed project.  The proposed project would not 
prevent visitors and birdwatchers from using the nature 
observation deck overlooking Pinto Pass and Mobile Bay 
mudflats, which is located approximately 0.5 mile south 
of the Causeway. 

Traffic analyses indicate that traffic on the Causeway will 
increase with the implementation of the proposed 
project.  However, traffic will also increase without 
construction of the proposed project as more people 
divert from I-10 to the Causeway to avoid congestion.  
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crowned Night Herons, Short-billed 
Dowitches, Black-bellied Plovers, and Black-
necked Stilt all make Battleship Memorial Park 
part of their natural habitat. 

- Wildlife indigenous to and traversing
Battleship Memorial Park (alligators, foxes,
armadillo, opossum, and other occasional and
stray creatures) will also be exposed to air
pollution and runoff residue from increased
Causeway traffic.

Traffic models show that the intersections of the 
Causeway at Addsco Road will operate at a failing level 
of service with or without the project in the year 2040.  
The intersection of the Causeway at Bankhead Tunnel 
will improve with the proposed project, which should 
reduce the idling air emissions compared to the No Build 
scenario.  The Clean Air Act requires the USEPA to set 
primary standards that are “requisite to protect public 
health with an adequate margin of safety.”  These 
standards include considerations of populations that 
may have increased risks for health effects, such as 
children, the elderly, and individuals with pre-existing 
health conditions or diseases.  

An air quality analysis was performed for the project.  
The traffic analysis found that the worst congestion 
would occur on Bay Bridge Road.  The air quality analysis 
determined that air quality emissions at this location 
would be substantially below the National Ambient Air 
Quality standards; therefore, other intersections are 
expected to be below those standards as well.  The air 
quality analysis performed indicates that adverse 
impacts related to air quality are not anticipated.  More 
information related to the air quality analysis is included 
in Section 4.11 and Appendix K of the SDEIS. 

Additional runoff would be experienced with increases 
in traffic in both the No Build and Build scenarios.  
Measures to be implemented for stormwater 
management as part of the proposed project are 
described in Sections 4.8 and 4.14 of the SDEIS. 
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3. Herndon Inge, III, 

letter dated May 
21, 2019 

LOW BUILD option: 
- Not previously seriously considered/evaluated
- Would relieve “view impact” objections
- Would reduce “skyline impact” objections
- Would relieve “constructive taking” objections
- Would reduce vibrations from piling

foundation
- Would reduce “economic dead zone”

objections 
- Would reduce “noise impact” objections
- To open for the passage for 4 to 6 ships per

day, and the balance of the day to close for
car/truck and bicycle traffic

- Plenty of “low build” designs to
consider/evaluate

- Would reduce incline, easier for bicycle and
pedestrian and cars/truck traffic

- Would reduce impact on ALL neighborhoods
- Would reduce impact on ALL historic

resources
- Could place corridor almost anywhere
- Would prevent over 5 years of litigation
- Would reduce costs
- Would reduce impact to Mobile’s Gulfquest

Maritime Museum and Cruise Terminal 
- Would be easier to connect to new Mobile Bay

crossing 

The third component of the project’s purpose and need 
is to minimize impacts on the maritime industry.  To 
construct a bridge with a lower vertical clearance would 
result in adverse impacts on the maritime industry along 
the Mobile River. 

A report evaluating air draft clearance was prepared in 
2012 in response to input from stakeholders requesting 
that the air draft clearance be increased from 190 feet 
to 215 feet.  The evaluation found that increasing the air 
draft clearance to 215 feet would allow the Port of 
Mobile to remain competitive in the cruise industry and 
container cargo shipping with other ports that are 
unobstructed.  Additionally, an air draft clearance of 215 
feet would accommodate larger cruise ships with air 
drafts ranging up to 210 feet.  The Air Draft Clearance 
Analysis report is included in Appendix C of the DEIS. 

Moveable bridge types, including a bascule bridge and a 
vertical lift bridge, were evaluated as part of the 
Alternatives Screening Evaluation and the 2014 DEIS.  
The longest bascule bridges in the world are 
approximately 300 feet long.  A span length of 
approximately 1,200 feet is required to span the Mobile 
River Federal Navigation Channel.  A bascule bridge was 
not found to meet technical/practical and feasible/ 
reasonable criteria for this project due to the limitations 
in span length.  The Alternatives Screening Evaluation 
found that a vertical lift bridge would require vertical 
towers of nearly 500 feet to lift the main bridge span 
from a low elevation of 140 feet to a high elevation of 
215 feet; therefore, it would not appreciably lessen the 
visual impacts associated with construction of a new 
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bridge across the Mobile River.  The vertical lift bridge 
would also be substantially more expensive to construct, 
maintain, and operate compared to a cable-stayed 
bridge.  This and additional information on bridge types 
can be found in Section 3.2.4.5 and Appendix C of the 
2014 DEIS. 

MOVE corridor 2 miles South: 
- Would relieve “view impact” objections
- Would reduce “skyline impact” objections
- Would relieve “constructive taking” objections
- Would reduce “economic dead zone”

objections
- Would reduce impact on ALL neighborhoods
- Would reduce impact on ALL historic

resources
- Would prevent over 5 years of litigation
- Would reduce cost of acquiring rights of way
- Would reduce impact to Mobile’s Gulfquest

Maritime Museum and Cruise Terminal
- Would be easier to connect to new Mobile Bay

crossing
- Would “cluster” local industries
- Would save the $50,000 in immature trees

offered in Memorandum of Agreement
- Exit would leave plenty of room to still enter

Mobile’s Business District
- Would satisfy obligations of Section 106 and

Section 4(f)
- Would decrease adverse impact on the style,

theme, feeling, ambiance, quiet, and peace of
historic neighborhoods, historic structures,
plazas, parks, waterfront protected areas,
then complying with Federal law.

The Alternatives Screening Evaluation looked at a range 
of reasonable alternatives which included alternatives 
similar to what is noted in this comment (Alternatives 7, 
8, and 14).  These alternatives would begin in proximity 
to Michigan Avenue or Broad Street, cross McDuffie 
Island, and connect to the I-10 Bayway to continue to 
Daphne.  Alternative 7 would be approximately 2.4 miles 
south of the Wallace Tunnel.  Alternative 8 would be 
located approximately 1.6 miles south of the Wallace 
Tunnel, and Alternative 14 would be located 
approximately 1.3 miles south of the Wallace Tunnel. 

Alternatives 7 and 8 were not carried forward for more 
detailed design because of their potential for impacts to 
previously undisturbed wetlands, submerged aquatic 
vegetation, and essential fish habitat; hazardous 
materials sites, businesses, disposal areas, and the 
maritime industry; and to underwater archaeological 
sites.  The Alternatives Screening Evaluation notes that 
while Alternatives 7 and 8 would reduce impacts on 
downtown Mobile Historic Districts, they would 
completely bypass Battleship Park to the south.   

Alternative 7 would require a main span bridge length of 
approximately 2,350 feet to span the navigation channel 
and authorized turning basin.  This span length 
contributes to the alternative being estimated to cost 
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approximately twice as much as the four Build 
Alternatives.  With the replacement of the Bayway 
(rather than widening the existing Bayway), this 
alternative would continue to cost twice as much as the 
four Build Alternatives. 

Alternative 14 was eliminated from further 
consideration for potential impacts to wetlands, 
essential fish habitat, archaeological sites, businesses, 
disposal areas, and maritime facilities.  Maintaining 
existing access to USS ALABAMA Battleship Park would 
also be difficult with this alternative. 

This and additional information regarding the range of 
alternatives considered can be found in Section 3.2 and 
Appendix B of the 2014 DEIS. 

4. Herndon Inge, III, 
Verbal Comments 
at May 9, 2019 
Public Hearing 

The practical answer to crossing the bridge has only 
been considered here, not the cumulative impact on 
the central business district, historic Mobile, tourist 
impressions of our beautiful city downtown, Cooper 
Riverside Park, the waterfront, historic neighborhoods, 
aesthetics, its residents, its history, and the very 
reason that we’re here.  The Alt B corridor will ruin 
downtown, Mobile’s past and future for --- to prevent 
a few hours of delay and the four to six ships per day 
that cross under the bridge. 

Cumulative impacts of the project were considered and 
evaluated as part of the NEPA process.  These impacts 
are addressed in Section 4.19.4 of the 2014 DEIS and 
Section 4.16.2 of the SDEIS.  

Potential impacts on downtown Mobile and tourism are 
addressed in Sections 4.3 and 4.4 of the 2014 DEIS.  

Potential impacts of the proposed project on historic 
resources are described in Sections 4.15 of the 2014 
DEIS and Section 4.13 of the SDEIS.  A Viewshed Impact 
Assessment was performed in consultation with the 
Section 106 Consulting Parties to evaluate the visual 
effects of the project on historic resources, including 
cumulative impacts.  The Viewshed Impact Assessment 
is summarized in Section 4.16 of the 2014 DEIS and is 
included in Appendix J of the 2014 DEIS.  
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Direct impacts to Cooper Riverside Park and the 
waterfront are not anticipated.  Viewshed renderings 
from Cooper Riverside Park and the waterfront are 
contained in Appendix J of the DEIS.  

The Section 106 MOA was developed in consultation 
with the Section 106 Consulting Parties to develop 
appropriate mitigation measures for adverse effects on 
historic resources. 

I will look out my window and see the 551 feet, two 
towers, and the 215-foot vertical clearance roadway 
from my window, and it’s ridiculous and insulting for 
you engineers to say that the visual impact is 
mitigated by $50,000 of tree cover that will not be 
mature in our lifetime.   

ALDOT has made commitments related to mitigation for 
viewshed impacts, including lighting, bridge aesthetics, 
and visual effects.  These commitments are documented 
in Stipulations A, B, and C of the Section 106 MOA. 

And the way y’all have bypassed the impact – FHWA 
has said there was an impact.  You guys said there was 
not an impact.  That guy {FHWA} listens. 

Based on consultation among ALDOT, FHWA, and 
Consulting Parties, the determination of effects was 
revised from “no adverse effect” to “adverse visual 
effect” on the Church Street East Historic District and 
the Lower Dauphin Street Historic District.  This change 
is discussed in Section 4.13.1 of the SDEIS, and the 
consultation with the Section 106 Consulting Parties 
related to the determination of effects can be found in 
Appendix L of the SDEIS. 

5. Herndon Inge, III, 
Letter dated April 
16, 2019 

Note: Comment letter from Mr. Inge contained the 
same comments that were received on June 8, 2018 
and February 27, 2019. 

Responses to these comments are included on Pages L-
267, L-268, L-321, and L-322 in Appendix L of the SDEIS.  

6. City of Mobile, 
Letter dated May 
23, 2019 

I am writing to support the ALDOT’s I-10 Mobile River 
Bridge and Bayway Project.  This project is an 
important transportation infrastructure project that 
will improve the mobility, safety, security, and 
efficiency along the I-10 corridor in Mobile and 

Comment noted. 
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Baldwin Counties.  The South Alabama region has 
experienced tremendous growth in recent years and a 
reliable interstate system is vital to maintaining and 
increasing that growth.  The Mobile River Bridge and 
Bayway Project will provide great benefits for citizens, 
travelers, and businesses, as well as regional and 
interstate commerce. 

As an elected official, I fully support the project and 
ALDOT’s efforts to deliver it. 

7. USEPA, Region 4, 
Letter dated May 
22, 2019 

The EPA notes that FHWA and ALDOT continue to 
consult with the SHPO and Section 106 Consulting 
Parties regarding historic resource concerns and 
ALDOT will need to conduct additional archaeological 
surveys on some of the alternatives.  The EPA 
recommends that the FEIS should document the 
results of the consultation process, any remaining 
survey results, and the final requirements in the 
Memorandum of Agreement. 

The results of the consultation process and final 
requirements for the project, including consultation 
requirements on the remaining archaeological survey 
results, are included in the Section 106 MOA.  The 
signed Section 106 MOA is included in Appendix D of the 
FEIS. 

8. Carol Adams-Davis, 
Verbal Comments 
at May 9, 2019 
Public Hearing (also 
submitted in 
writing) 

There’s another popular route that was not included in 
the DEIS but publicly supported for years.  If you start 
just east of Michigan Avenue on existing I-10 and go 
straight across the Bay using the north end of 
McDuffie Island and by Little Sand Island,  you will end 
up in Daphne where ALDOT can design an appropriate 
connection to the existing I-10 on the Eastern Shore.  
This could present an opportunity to mitigate the 
longstanding problems on the existing Highway 98.  

This suggested route would avoid the negative impacts 
on the historic district, parks, residential 
neighborhoods, schools, and nursing homes.  

The Alternatives Screening Evaluation looked at a range 
of reasonable alternatives which included alternatives 
similar to what is noted in this comment (Alternatives 7, 
8, and 14).  These alternatives would begin in proximity 
to Michigan Avenue or Broad Street, cross McDuffie 
Island, and connect to the I-10 Bayway to continue to 
Daphne.  Alternative 7 would be approximately 2.4 miles 
south of the Wallace Tunnel.  Alternative 8 would be 
located approximately 1.6 miles south of the Wallace 
Tunnel, and Alternative 14 would be located 
approximately 1.3 miles south of the Wallace Tunnel. 

Alternatives 7 and 8 were not carried forward for more 
detailed design because of their potential for impacts to 
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It would alleviate construction problems regarding 
noise in downtown, high quality issues downtown, air 
quality issues downtown, vibrations due to historic 
buildings, settling after completion, closing tourist 
attractions. 

previously undisturbed wetlands, submerged aquatic 
vegetation, and essential fish habitat; hazardous 
materials sites, businesses, disposal areas, and the 
maritime industry; and to underwater archaeological 
sites.  The Alternatives Screening Evaluation notes that 
while Alternatives 7 and 8 would reduce impacts on 
downtown Mobile Historic Districts, they would 
completely bypass Battleship Park to the south. 

Alternative 7 would require a main span bridge length of 
approximately 2,350 feet to span the navigation channel 
and authorized turning basin.  This span length 
contributes to the alternative being estimated to cost 
approximately twice as much as the four Build 
Alternatives.  With the replacement of the Bayway 
(rather than widening the existing Bayway), this 
alternative would continue to cost twice as much as the 
four Build Alternatives. 

Alternative 14 was eliminated from further 
consideration for potential impacts to wetlands, 
essential fish habitat, archaeological sites, businesses, 
disposal areas, and maritime facilities.  Maintaining 
existing access to USS ALABAMA Battleship Park would 
also be difficult with this alternative. 

This and additional information regarding the range of 
alternatives considered can be found in Section 3.2 and 
Appendix B of the 2014 DEIS. 

9. Katherine Frangos, 
Friends of the 
Museum, e-mail 

Please remove my name from all communication 
involving Friends of the Museum. 

As requested, Ms. Frangos was removed from the list of 
Consulting Parties in the Section 106 MOA, and the 
address for the Friends of the Museum was updated. 
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dated May 13, 
2019 

10. Christopher 
Williams, York 
Missionary Baptist 
Church, letter 
dated May 6, 2019 

Acceptance of invitation to serve as a Section 106 
Consulting Party. 

Reverend Williams was added to the list of Consulting 
Parties in the Section 106 MOA. 

11. Mobile Historic 
Development 
Commission, e-
mails from John 
Sledge dated June 
5, 2019 and e-mail 
from Paige Largue 
dated June 6, 2019 

I do think it would be good to include an AfricaTown 
representative on the Aesthetic Committee for the 
proposed I-10 Mobile River Bridge. That community 
represents an important constituency. 

I support John’s suggestion to include the Africatown 
community in stakeholder meetings. The Cochrane-
Africatown USA Bridge has seen an increase in traffic 
over the last few years. I think the proposed I-10 
bridge could adversely impact their flow of traffic. 

ALDOT has committed to developing an 
Africatown/Plateau Steering Committee after the 
Combined FEIS/ROD.  ALDOT believes that Africatown’s 
interests would be better served by a steering 
committee that will be comprised of members of the 
community to focus on impacts and benefits to 
Africatown/Plateau rather than being part of an overall 
bridge aesthetics committee.  This commitment is 
included in Section 5.0 of the ROD.  The framework for 
this Committee is included in Appendix C of the FEIS. 

12. Alabama Historical 
Commission, e-mail 
dated June 5, 2019 

We have a concern with the notes from the March 
2019 Consulting Parties meeting in Mobile.  Page 2 of 
the meeting notes states: SHPO stated that the 
Section 106 regulations do not consider disturbance 
within previously disturbed right-of-way an adverse 
effect on a historic property. 
We believe this statement does not accurately reflect 
our intended meaning.  While disturbances within 
previously disturbed right-of-way is not an adverse 
effect on archaeological resources, we did not mean 
to imply or convey that it could not be an adverse 
effect on historic resources. Visual effects on standing 
structures was not included in this statement. 

Meeting minutes have been revised to reflect this 
change.  The revision is included in the errata sheet 
contained in Section 2.0 of the FEIS. 
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P  

(For the purposes of responding to comments received, written and verbal comments were grouped together based on content, as summarized 
below). 

Comment Response 
Comment Group: Tolls and Tolling 
1. Approximately 190 people stated that they are not in favor 

of the project as proposed because the toll is too high, and 
approximately 36 people specifically stated that there 
should be a higher discount for locals.  

ALDOT is sensitive to the burden that frequent users would bear and has 
considered how to design the program to offset some of that burden for 
frequent users while also complying with federal laws that limit how 
residency is considered. In response to comments received from the 
public, ALDOT has revised the frequent user discount program as part of 
its toll policy. The policy now includes a monthly unlimited pass at a cost of 
$90 per month at toll commencement. For people who do not buy the 
monthly pass, a 15% discount will be applied for more than four trips per 
month (trips 1 through 4 at full rate and trips 5 and above at discounted 
rate). Class 1 vehicles with active ALDOT-authorized transponders will be 
eligible for the frequent user discount program. These revisions to the toll 
policy will help offset economic impacts for frequent users. Frequent users 
are most likely to use the monthly unlimited pass and frequent user 
discount, but eligibility is not limited based on a user’s residency.  

ALDOT is actively seeking additional funding sources to help deliver this 
project.  A buy down clause is included in the contract to allow ALDOT to 
subsidize tolls in the future, should additional funds become available.   

2. Approximately 288 people stated that they are not in favor 
of the project as proposed because they do not want a toll. 

ALDOT is actively seeking additional funding sources to help deliver this 
project.  However, because of funding challenges, which are discussed in 
Section 3.7 of the SDEIS, the project is only viable if the corridor is tolled. 

3. Approximately 31 people stated that locals should be 
exempt from paying the toll.  

While the toll policy for the proposed project does not provide a 
mechanism for locals to be exempt from paying tolls, the revised frequent 
user discount program will help reduce the cost of tolls for many locals by 
providing substantial discounts for frequent users, many of whom live in 
Mobile and Baldwin Counties.  ALDOT has considered how to design the 
program to comply with federal laws that limit how residency is 
considered. 
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4. Costs should not be borne by the commuter. ALDOT is sensitive to the burden that frequent users would bear and has 

considered how to design the program to offset some of that burden for 
frequent users while also complying with federal laws that limit how 
residency is considered. In response to comments received from the 
public, ALDOT has revised the frequent user discount program as part of 
its toll policy. The policy now includes a monthly unlimited pass at a cost of 
$90 per month at toll commencement. For people who do not buy the 
monthly pass, a 15% discount will be applied for more than four trips per 
month (trips 1 through 4 at full rate and trips 5 and above at discounted 
rate). Class 1 vehicles with active ALDOT-authorized transponders will be 
eligible for the frequent user discount program. These revisions to the toll 
policy will help offset economic impacts for frequent users. Frequent users 
are most likely to use the monthly unlimited pass and frequent user 
discount, but eligibility is not limited based on a user’s residency. 

5. Tolling is double-taxing.  A toll is a user fee, not a tax. If a driver does not use the facility, he or she 
does not pay for it. Drivers only pay a toll when they choose to drive on a 
toll road because it provides a higher level of convenience, reliability, or 
safety.  Toll customers also pay their share of local, state, and federal taxes 
through the purchase of fuel.  Money generated through gas taxes help 
fund non-tolled roads that are open to everyone.  There may be a double 
payment, because the toll pays directly for the trip the driver is taking, 
while the government gets the benefit of the gas tax for use on the roads 
the driver is not using.   

6. Approximately 13 people stated that Wallace Tunnel 
should not be tolled because it is an existing facility.  
Others stated that tolling the Wallace Tunnel is illegal and 
is not allowed. 

Under 23 U.S.C. 129, Congress permits federal participation in certain type 
of toll-financed construction activities, including reconstruction or 
replacement of bridges or tunnels on the Interstate Highway System. By 
letter dated May 11, 2017 to ALDOT, the FHWA confirmed that 23 U.S.C. 
129 is applicable to the proposed project. This letter indicates that the new 
Mobile River Bridge and existing Wallace Tunnel would provide dual 
facilities and serve together as one to carry traffic on a single route and are 
proximately located, meeting the requirements for “reconstruction” under 
23 U.S.C. 129.  Therefore, tolling the Wallace Tunnel is legal and meets 
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federal criteria to toll an existing interstate. Additional information can be 
found in Section 3.7 and Appendix A of the SDEIS. 

7. Has ALDOT considered dynamic or variable price tolling to 
adjust the price in real time for traffic volumes and time of 
day?  This could help balance out traffic flows and help 
prevent the bridge from reaching capacity too quickly after 
construction.   

The toll policy allows for dynamic or variable price tolling as long as the toll 
rate charged by the Concessionaire does not exceed the maximum toll rate 
established by ALDOT, which is set at $6 (2020 dollars).  With dynamic or 
variable price tolling, tolls are continually adjusted according to traffic 
conditions to maintain a free-flowing level of traffic. Under this system, 
prices increase when the tolled facility becomes relatively full and 
decrease when the tolled facility becomes less full. The current price is 
displayed on electronic signs prior to the beginning of the tolled section. 
This system’s flexibility helps to consistently maintain optimal traffic flow 
through a corridor.   

8. Toll all routes across Mobile Bay – both Causeway and 
Bayway. 

By providing a non-tolled route across both the Mobile River and Mobile 
Bay, users will have a choice regarding whether to pay the toll.  ALDOT is 
committed to providing a non-tolled route across both the Mobile River 
and Mobile Bay for users who cannot afford to pay the toll or choose to 
not pay the toll for other reasons.  This commitment will help avoid and/or 
minimize adverse impacts on minority and low-income communities 
located in close proximity to the non-tolled route.  Low-income and 
minority communities are offered protection under Executive Order 
12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations. 

9. There should be a sunset clause on the tolls. As noted in Section 3.7.3 of the SDEIS, it is anticipated that the tolls will 
remain in place after the end of the concession period in order to help 
maintain and operate the infrastructure. 

10. Why is there going to be a toll on this project when the I-
59/I-20 project in the Birmingham area is not tolled? 

The I-59/I-20 project in Birmingham will cost about $800 million and will 
serve 160,000 vehicles per day.  ALDOT has the capacity to fund the 
Birmingham project through ALDOT’s traditional funding model.  The 
Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Project exceeds ALDOT’s available 
capacity to fund in a traditional manner.  The state’s contribution to the 
Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Project is expected to be at least 
proportional per vehicle on this project as the I-59/20 project.   
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11. The toll will result in adverse economic impacts due to 

reduced traffic and commerce between Mobile and 
Baldwin Counties. 

The economic effects of tolling on businesses along a tolled or non-tolled 
route vary depending upon a project’s location and setting.  ALDOT has 
committed to maintaining a toll-free route to allow users the option to pay 
the toll or to bypass the toll, and ALDOT has committed to mitigation 
measures that will help offset impacts associated with the proposed 
project.  These mitigation measures, which are included in Section 5.0 of 
the ROD, should help offset the potential impacts anticipated to occur due 
to traffic diversion to the toll-free route.  The potential economic impacts 
resulting from tolling the proposed project are discussed in Section 4.4.1 
of the SDEIS.   

12. At a public meeting at the International Trade Center, 
someone mentioned that 200 paper surveys were sent to 
residents of Baldwin County about toll rates.  200 people 
responding to surveys is not sufficient to establish toll rates 
on this project. 

ALDOT has not conducted a public meeting at the International Trade 
Center for this project.  Surveys were not used to establish toll rates. 
ALDOT has established a toll policy for the project that sets a maximum toll 
that can be charged and may be adjusted annually with inflation.  The 
maximum toll rate allowable in the toll policy is $6 (in 2020 dollars).  The 
Concessionaire will determine the final toll rate in accordance with the toll 
policy.  Factors that may influence toll rates include traffic volumes, 
existing travel conditions, forecasted travel conditions, and costs for 
construction, operations and maintenance.  It is anticipated that the tolled 
lanes will be divided into toll segments so that drivers only pay for the 
portion of the tolled facility that they use.  More information on tolling can 
be found in Section 4.4.1 of the SDEIS and Section 2.0 of the ROD. 

13. The Supplemental DEIS states that Section 4.3.1 addresses 
economic impacts to retail and tourism.  However, Section 
4.3.1 of the Supplemental DEIS is related to hazardous 
materials.  Additionally, the Supplemental DEIS states that 
the DEIS did not evaluate the impacts of tolling.  For these 
reasons, the economic impacts of the project have not 
been fully vetted. 

The Supplemental DEIS states that Section 4.3.1 of the DEIS (which was 
signed in 2014) evaluates potential impacts on retail and tourism.  Section 
4.4.3 of the Supplemental DEIS discusses potential economic impacts on 
retail and tourism.  Copies of both the Supplemental DEIS and the DEIS 
were available at the Public Hearings for review, comment, and reference.  

Section 4.3 of the Supplemental DEIS states, “The DEIS did not evaluate 
the potential impacts of tolling, as tolling was not proposed at the time the 
DEIS was prepared.  As noted in Section 3.7 and shown on Figure 15, 
Virginia Street to the US-90/US-98 interchange in Daphne on I-10 would be 
tolled.  I-10 Business from Canal Street/Water Street through the Wallace 
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Tunnel to its connection with the Bayway would also be tolled.  All of the 
Build Alternatives would be tolled and would result in similar impacts due 
to tolling.”  

The Supplemental DEIS was prepared to supplement the DEIS and to 
document any changes in potential impacts associated with the addition of 
tolling to fund the project and other refinements that were made 
following the 2014 DEIS.  Section 4.3 of the Supplemental DEIS describes 
the potential economic impacts associated with tolling.      

Comment Group: Funding Sources 
14. Approximately 56 people commented that federal money 

should be used to pay for the project. 
Due to a nationwide funding shortfall resulting from increases in 
construction costs and a lack of increase in federal gas taxes, there is not 
sufficient federal funding to deliver the project through a traditional 
federal-aid project, where federal funds would be used to pay for 80 
percent of the project, and state funds would be used to pay the 
remaining 20 percent.  ALDOT is actively seeking available funds from 
federal sources to use as part or all of the public subsidy for the project.  
federal funding sources may include federal-aid, federal loans, or federal 
grants.  More information on how this project will be funded can be found 
in Section 3.7 of the SDEIS. 

15. This bridge is part of the Federal Interstate system and as 
such should NOT involve the use of private funds. 

Over the last two decades, as revenues have lagged behind investment 
requirements, Congress and the states have sought ways to expand the 
capacity of the Federal-aid program to deliver projects.  Public-private 
partnerships (P3s) allow public agencies to leverage private sector 
resources to build critical projects when the public agencies do not have 
sufficient funds to do so otherwise. More information on why a P3 was 
selected to deliver this project is contained in Section 3.7.3 of the SDEIS. 

16. Use GOMESA funds to construct the project. ALDOT has reviewed the possibility of using Gulf of Mexico Energy Security 
Act of 2006 (GOMESA) funds for the Mobile River Bridge and Bayway 
project. GOMESA is a Congressional Act that provides for a distribution of 
certain off-shore oil and gas leasing revenues to be returned to the Gulf-
producing states of Alabama, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas. 
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Per the Federal Register, GOMESA funds are to be used by the states for 
the following purposes: 

Projects and activities for the purposes of coastal protection,
including conservation, coastal restoration, hurricane protection,
and infrastructure directly affected by coastal wetland losses.
Mitigation of damage to fish, wildlife, or natural resources.
Implementation of a Federally-approved marine, coastal, or
comprehensive conservation management plan.
Mitigation of the impact of Outer Continental Shelf activities
through the funding of onshore infrastructure projects.
Planning assistance and administrative costs not to exceed 3
percent of the amounts received.

In Alabama, the Legislature appropriates the State of Alabama’s share of 
GOMESA funds to the Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural 
Resources. This year, 58 applications for GOMESA funds were received.  
Fifteen projects were approved totaling $28,722,000 which is Alabama’s 
full acquisition for the current fiscal year. Generally, the 15 projects fall 
into the following categories: land acquisition along coastal areas; forestry 
management projects along coastal areas; marine debris removal; and 
several projects for the development of boating access areas. 

ALDOT has committed extensive time and effort in considering whether 
GOMESA funds could be used for a bridge infrastructure project such as 
the Mobile River Bridge and Bayway. There does not appear to be a 
precedent in any of the Gulf-producing States for using GOMESA funds for 
any similar project. The term “hurricane protection” does not appear to 
include roads that provide additional evacuation capacity. 

Even if it was determined that this project was an eligible use for GOMESA 
funds, it would take away from the many local uses in Mobile and Baldwin 
Counties that are steeped in years of precedents. If the total annual 
amount of GOMESA funds was committed to the Mobile River Bridge and 

B-61



Disposition of Substantive Comments on SDEIS 

Comment Response 
Bayway Project to pay debt service, it would mean no other eligible and 
needed local projects could be funded. Furthermore, even if the total 
annual amount of GOMESA funds was committed to the Mobile bridge 
project, the funds would not be sufficient to eliminate tolls. 

ALDOT is actively seeking additional funding sources to help deliver this 
project.  A buy down clause is included in the contract to allow ALDOT to 
subsidize tolls in the future, should additional funds become available. 

17. Approximately 55 people asked why the Rebuild Alabama 
gas tax revenues cannot be used to fund the project. 

Due to a nationwide funding shortage for infrastructure projects, the 
project is only viable if the corridor is tolled.  Even with the passage of the 
Rebuild Alabama Act, which will not be fully implemented until October 
2021, there will not be enough money to build the proposed project.  Once 
fully implemented, the increase in state gas tax is expected to generate 
around $320 million per year, of which one-third is slated for counties and 
municipalities for local roads.  Moreover, there is a multi-billion dollar 
backlog of existing road and bridge needs statewide that will consume and 
exceed the new state revenue generated by the Rebuild Alabama Act.  
Section 3.7 of the SDEIS provides more information on why the project 
must be tolled. 

18. Use BP/RESTORE Act funds to pay for the project. Under the RESTORE Act, Alabama is receiving approximately $370 million 
to be administered by the Alabama Gulf Coast Recovery Council for 
projects in Mobile and Baldwin Counties that are focused on ecosystem 
restoration, economic development, and tourism protection.  To date, 
Alabama has received a total of $97 million in RESTORE Act funds.  In 
addition, Alabama will receive approximately $21 million per year from 
2019 through 2031.  In 2018, a total of 29 projects were determined to be 
eligible for funding under the first round of projects to be funded with 
RESTORE Act funds, and 15 of those projects were selected for 
funding.  Even if the entirety of the remaining estimated $250 million were 
allocated to the Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Project, the funds would 
not be sufficient to eliminate tolls.  Furthermore, it would mean that no 
other eligible and needed local projects could be funded with RESTORE Act 
funds.   
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ALDOT is actively seeking additional funding sources to help deliver this 
project.  A buy down clause is included in the contract to allow ALDOT to 
subsidize tolls in the future, should additional funds become available.   

19. Approximately 15 people suggested that Alabama adopt a 
lottery to help pay for the project and other transportation 
needs in the state. 

The Alabama legislature recently evaluated a state lottery bill.  As 
proposed, the bill, if approved, was expected to bring in $167 million a 
year. A total of 75% of the money was allocated to go to the General Fund 
and 25% was allocated to go to the Education Trust Fund.  The bill was not 
passed in the 2019 legislative session.  Even if the bill were passed and all 
of the funds were earmarked for the Mobile River Bridge and Bayway 
Project, it would not generate sufficient revenue to eliminate the toll.  

ALDOT is actively seeking additional funding sources to help deliver this 
project.  A buy down clause is included in the contract to allow ALDOT to 
subsidize tolls in the future, should additional funds become available. 

Comment Group: Bayway 
20. If the federal government has mandated raising the height 

of the lanes on the Bayway, then it should provide funding 
equivalent to its mandate or allow a scaling down of the 
project if it cannot match its mandate. 

Level I and Level III Storm Analyses were conducted to determine the 
height and wave impact forces for various storm events.  These analyses 
used existing data for environmental conditions primarily related to wind 
and storm surge heights, water bottom terrain, water depths, flood prone 
areas identified by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), 
and the heights and widths of the existing Bayway bridges and ramps.  The 
analysis confirmed that a 100-year storm event would catastrophically 
damage a major portion of the existing I-10 Bayway structure beyond 
repair similar to the I-10 bridges in Pensacola after Ivan and the I-10 and 
US-90 bridges in Louisiana and Mississippi. 

As a result of Hurricanes Ivan and Katrina, AASHTO issued the “Guide 
Specifications for Bridges Vulnerable to Coast Storms. ” This document 
includes the following requirement: 
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Most of the existing Bayway is well below the 100-year wave crest 
elevation, placing it well within the wave impact.  To determine the 
feasibility of strengthening the existing Bayway structure for wave impact 
forces, ALDOT performed a structural analysis of the existing Bayway as 
well as design of several retrofit options.  The analysis revealed that even 
with the retrofit design, the uplift buoyant force from the waves damaged 
50% of the bridge beyond repair. ALDOT also studied the economics of 
retrofitting the existing Bayway (that is reaching the end of its 75-year 
design life).  The cost of retrofitting the existing and providing a new 
widened Bayway (that also would be required to withstand the wave 
impact forces) was more expensive than replacing it with a new bridge 
above the wave impacts and meeting the AASHTO requirements.  For 
these reasons, it was determined that the Bayway should be replaced at 
an elevation above the 100-year storm surge elevation.  More information 
can be found in Section 3.4. and Appendix G of the SDEIS. 

21. Approximately 15 people suggested moving the proposed 
bridge a couple of miles to the south to leave the existing 
Bayway in place.  Others suggested leaving the existing 
Bayway in place as a local connector and did not mention 
building a new bridge to the south. 

The Alternatives Screening Evaluation looked at a range of reasonable 
alternatives which included alternatives that would be located a couple of 
miles to the south of Alternative B’.  These alternatives were labeled as 
Alternatives 7, 8, and 14.  They would begin in proximity to Michigan 
Avenue or Broad Street, cross McDuffie Island, and connect to the I-10 
Bayway to continue to Daphne.  Alternative 7 would be approximately 2.4 
miles south of the Wallace Tunnel.  Alternative 8 would be located 
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approximately 1.6 miles south of the Wallace Tunnel, and Alternative 14 
would be located approximately 1.3 miles south of the Wallace Tunnel.   

Alternatives 7 and 8 were not carried forward for more detailed design 
because of their potential for impacts to previously undisturbed wetlands, 
submerged aquatic vegetation, and essential fish habitat; hazardous 
materials sites, businesses, disposal areas, and the maritime industry; and 
to underwater archaeological sites.  The Alternatives Screening Evaluation 
notes that while Alternatives 7 and 8 would reduce impacts on downtown 
Mobile Historic Districts, they would completely bypass Battleship Park to 
the south.   

Alternative 7 would require a main span bridge length of approximately 
2,350 feet to span the navigation channel and authorized turning basin.  
This span length contributes to the alternative being estimated to cost 
approximately twice as much as the four Build Alternatives.  With 
replacement of the Bayway (rather than widening), this alternative would 
continue to cost twice as much as the four Build Alternatives. 
Alternative 14 was eliminated from further consideration for potential 
impacts to wetlands, essential fish habitat, archaeological sites, 
businesses, disposal areas, and maritime facilities.  Maintaining existing 
access to USS ALABAMA Battleship Park would also be difficult with this 
alternative.  This and additional information regarding the range of 
alternatives considered can be found in Section 3.2 and Appendix B of the 
2014 DEIS. 

The existing Bayway is reaching the end of its life cycle and will have to be 
replaced, regardless of whether it would be used for vehicular traffic, light 
rail, or recreational use.  Delaying the replacement of the Bayway will 
result in the cost to construction new bridges over Mobile Bay being 
higher than what is currently proposed due to inflation.  
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Disposition of Substantive Comments on SDEIS 

 
 

Comment Response 
Leaving the existing Bayway in place even for its remaining useful life 
would require continued maintenance of the structure, above and beyond 
the current anticipated costs of the project.  In addition, it would require 
an alternate project location that would have increased environmental 
impacts, as discussed in the Alternatives Screening Evaluation Report 
contained in Appendix B of the DEIS.  This would result in increased 
impacts due to additional shading (two bayways) and impacts to previously 
undisturbed areas (new bayway) of wetlands, submerged aquatic 
vegetation, and essential fish habitat.  More information on the existing 
Bayway and why it must be replaced can be found in Section 3.4 of the 
SDEIS. 

22. Lowering the speed limit on the Bayway and enforcing it 
will improve safety and is something that can be done to 
solve the congestion problem without paying much money 
now. 

The speed limit within the project limits is already lower than what is 
typically posted on interstate routes.  Enforcement of the speed limit is not 
within the control of ALDOT.  While reducing speeds on the Bayway and 
within the Wallace Tunnel may result in safer conditions, it will not add 
capacity to the I-10 corridor between Mobile and Baldwin Counties and 
therefore will not meet the purpose and need of the proposed project. 

Comment Group: Wallace and Bankhead Tunnels 
23. Approximately 9 people stated that fixing the west 

entrance to the Wallace Tunnel would solve the congestion 
issues because it would reduce crashes. 

The proposed project includes improvements to the west entrance to the 
Wallace Tunnel.  The capacity of the Wallace Tunnel is exceeded daily, and 
improving the west tunnel entrance will not add capacity on I-10 across 
the Mobile River and therefore would not meet the purpose and need of 
the project. Additional information on the proposed improvements to the 
west tunnel entrance can be found in Section 3.4 of the SDEIS.  More 
information on existing and projected traffic in the Wallace Tunnel with 
and without the proposed project is contained in Chapter 2.0 and Section 
3.6 of the SDEIS. 

24. Closing the Bankhead Tunnel will be a major mistake and 
result in worse congestion on the Cochrane-Africatown 
USA Bridge and the Causeway. 

ALDOT has committed to maintaining a free route across the Mobile River 
and Mobile Bay.  The free route consists of the Bankhead Tunnel, the 
Cochrane-Africatown USA Bridge, and the Causeway.  ALDOT has no plans 
to remove the Bankhead Tunnel.  ALDOT regularly inspects the Bankhead 
Tunnel and maintains the tunnel to ensure its sustainability.  Closure of the 
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Comment Response 
Bankhead Tunnel is not in any of ALDOT’s short-term or long-term 
transportation plans.    
 

Comment Group: Other Comments 
25. Approximately 15 people suggested using a northern route 

that would involve constructing an interstate connector 
from the Bayway, across the Cochrane-Africatown USA 
Bridge, through Africatown, and connect to I-165. 

A full range of reasonable alternatives, including 14 different alignments, 
was evaluated as part of an Alternatives Screening Evaluation.  The 
screening process included northern routes (Alternatives 5, 6, and 11) that 
would provide an interstate connection from the Bayway to the Cochrane-
Africatown USA Bridge and then progress through the Africatown/Plateau 
community before connecting to I-165 to reach I-65.  It was determined 
that these alternatives would not divert sufficient traffic to meet the 
project’s purpose and need, would result in direct impacts to a historic 
district listed on the National Register of Historic Places, and would result 
in major direct physical and indirect impacts to the Africatown/Plateau 
community, which is a predominantly minority and low-income 
community.  Therefore, the northern routes were not carried forward for 
further analysis.  Appendix B of the 2014 DEIS contains the Alternatives 
Screening Evaluation Report. 

26. A total of 5 people mentioned that they regularly cross 
Mobile Bay for medical purposes. 

ALDOT has committed to maintain a toll-free route that consists of the 
Bankhead Tunnel, US-90/US-98 Causeway, and the Cochrane-Africatown 
USA Bridge.  Additionally, ALDOT has committed to a frequent user 
discount program as part of the toll policy for the project, which will help 
offset economic impacts for frequent users, including those who use the 
facility to reach medical facilities on either side of Mobile Bay. 

27. Please add fencing along the portion of the bike/ped path 
that will be located on the Cochrane-Africatown USA 
Bridge.   

For safety, fencing will be required along the shared use paths on the 
Cochrane-Africatown USA Bridge. 

28. The project is needed to help Mobile remain competitive in 
economic development and to improve quality of life.  
Reliable infrastructure is important to attracting 
businesses, tourists, and residents to the area. 

Comment noted. 
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From: january.murray@noaa.gov
To: Bartlett, Mark (FHWA)
Subject: I-10 Mobile River Bridge & Bayway
Date: Wednesday, May 1, 2019 3:40:42 PM

Hello Mark,
 
NOAA's Fisheries Habitat Conservation Division (HCD) has reviewed
the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the I-10 Mobile
River Bridge and Bayway, Project No. DPI-0030(005). Previous correspondence from
HCD expressed concerns regarding impacts to submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV)
and wetlands which are addressed in the SDEIS, Appendix F Draft Mitigation Plan.
The HCD does not object to the project concept and will be reviewing the project
again during the permitting phase. No additional coordination with HCD is required
unless changes are made outside of those described in the submitted documents.

Thank you,
-- 
January Murray
Fishery Biologist
Habitat Conservation Division
NOAA Fisheries Service
5757 Corporate Blvd, Suite 375
Baton Rouge, LA 70808

Office: 225-380-0089

Web www.nmfs.noaa.gov
Facebook https://www.facebook.com/NOAAFisheries/
Twitter www.twitter.com/noaafisheries
YouTube www.youtube.com/usnoaafisheriesgov
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United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
Richard B. Russell Federal Building 

75 Ted Turner Drive, S.W., Suite 1144 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 

ER 19/0144 
9043.1 

May 17, 2019 
 

 
 
 
Mr. Mark Bartlett 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
9500 Wynlakes Place 
Montgomery, Alabama  36117 
 
Re: Comments and Recommendations on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation, I-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway, Mobile and 
Baldwin, Alabama 

 
Dear Mr. Bartlett: 
 
The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and Section 4(f) Evaluation for the proposed I-10 
Mobile River Bridge and Bayway project, Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama. The 
Department offers the following comments for your consideration. 
 
General Comments 
 
We welcome this opportunity to cooperate with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
and the Alabama Department of Transportation (ALDOT) in evaluating the I-10 Mobile River 
Bridge and Bayway improvements.  As detailed, the purpose of the proposed project is to 
increase the capacity of I-10 to meet existing and projected future traffic volumes and to provide 
a more direct route for vehicles transporting hazardous materials, while minimizing impacts to 
Mobile, Alabama’s maritime industry. 
 
Section 4(f) Comments 
 
The Draft Section 4(f) evaluation describes a range of avoidance alternatives, the affected 
Section 4(f) resources, and discloses potential project impacts to those resources.   
 
The BAE Maritime Historic District, Oakdale Historic District, Africatown Historic District, 
Church Street Historic District, Lower Dauphin Street Historic District, and USS ALABAMA 
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Battleship Memorial Park were identified as being in the area of potential effect (APE) during 
Section 106 consultation.  
 
The draft Section 4(f) evaluation states, “No archeological sites as of yet have qualified as 
Section 4(f) resources, and none are expected to qualify as Section 4(f) resources.”  However, the 
draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) states, “…FHWA and ALDOT have also determined 
that the undertaking may have an adverse effect on archeological sites…”  The referenced 
archeological sites were not identified in the draft Section 4(f) evaluation. 
 
The draft Section 4(f) evaluation concludes, “With the loss of the Union Hall, none of the other 
Build Alternatives would result in Section 4(f) impacts.”  Conversely, the draft MOA identifies a 
finding of adverse effect for two National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) listed resources 
within the project’s proposed APE.  They are the Church Street East Historic District and the 
Lower Dauphin Street Historic District.   
 
The draft Section 4(f) evaluation discusses an ongoing coordination effort with the Alabama 
Historical Commission (SHPO) in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act.  However, the administrative record provided is incomplete. 
 
Summary Comments 
 
The draft Section 4(f) evaluation fails to provide the complete administrative history with the 
SHPO documenting their concurrence with the proponent’s findings and the draft MOA.  As a 
result, the Department cannot provide Section 4(f) approval of this project at this time. We 
would be pleased to reconsider this position upon receipt of the referenced correspondence and 
the finalized MOA. 
 
The Department has a continuing interest in working with the FHWA and ALDOT to ensure that 
impacts to resources of concern to the Department are adequately addressed.  If you have 
questions, please contact Steven Wright at Steven_M_Wright@nps.gov.  I can be reached at 
(404) 331-4524 or via email at joyce_stanley@ios.doi.gov. 
  

Sincerely,  

  
      Joyce Stanley, MPA 
      Regional Environmental Officer 
 
cc: Christine Willis – FWS 
 Michael Norris - USGS 
 Steven M. Wright – NPS 
 Michelle Fishburne - OSMRE 
 OEPC – WASH 
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HERNDON INGE III, L.L.C. 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

 
MAILING ADDRESS: 

200 SOUTH CEDAR STREET                                                     P. O.  BOX 40188 TELEPHONE (251) 432-1444 
MOBILE, ALABAMA  36602 MOBILE, ALABAMA  36640-0188   
e-mail: hinge@herndoninge.com  
www.herndoninge.com 

May 21, 2019 
 
 

Mr. Matthew Ericksen, P. E. 
ALDOT, Region Engineer 
Southwest Region – Mobile Area 
1701 I-65 West Service Road, North 
Mobile, Alabama 36618 
  
 RE: Mobile River Crossing 
  
Sir: 
 
 Please file the below Public Comments in the Environmental Impact Statement of the 
Mobile River Crossing: 
   
LOW BUILD option: 
 Not previously seriously considered/evaluated 
 would relieve “view impact” objections 
 would reduce “skyline impact” objections 
 would relieve “constructive taking” objections 
 would reduce vibrations from piling foundation 
 would reduce “economic dead zone” objections 
 would reduce “noise impact” objections 
 to open for the passage for the 4 to 6 ships per day, and the balance of the day to close for 
car/truck and bicycle traffic 
 plenty of “low build” designs to consider/evaluate 
 would reduce incline, easier for bicycle and pedestrian and cars/trucks traffic 
 would reduce impact on ALL neighborhoods 
 would reduce impact on ALL historic resources 
 could place corridor almost anywhere 
 would prevent over 5 years of litigation 
 would reduce costs 
 would reduce impact to Mobile’s Qulfquest Maritime Museum and Cruise Terminal 
 would be easier to connect to new Mobile Bay crossing 
 
MOVE corridor 2 miles South: 
 would relieve “view impact” objections 
 would reduce “skyline impact” objections 
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 would relieve “constructive taking” objections 
 would reduce “noise impact” objections 
 would reduce “economic dead zone” objections 
 would reduce impact on ALL neighborhoods 
 would reduce impact on ALL historic resources 
 would prevent over 5 years of litigation 
 would reduce cost of acquiring Rights of Way 
 would reduce impact to Mobile’s Qulfquest Maritime Museum and Cruise Terminal 
 would be easier to connect to new Mobile Bay crossing 
 would “cluster” local industries 
 would save the $50,000 in immature trees offered in Memorandum Of Agreement  
 exit would leave plenty of room to still enter Mobile’s Business District 
 would satisfy obligations of Section 106 and Section 4(f) 
 would decrease adverse impact on the style, theme, feeling, ambiance, quiet and peace of 
historic neighborhoods, historic structures, plazas, parks, waterfront protected areas, then 
complying with Federal law 
       
       
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
      Herndon Inge 
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May 22, 2019 
 
ALDOT – Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Project 
ATTN: Matt Ericksen, P.E. 
1701 I-65 West Service Road N 
Mobile, Alabama 36618 
 
Subject: Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Project No. DPI-0030(005), I-10 Mobile 
River Bridge and Bayway, Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama. 
 
Dear Mr. Ericksen,  
 
 
In March, you released and opened for comments the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement I-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway, Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama. The state 
purpose of this project is to increase the capacity of I-10 to meet existing and projected future traffic 
volumes and to provide a more direct route for vehicles transporting hazardous materials while 
minimizing impacts to Mobile’s maritime industry.  
 
Coastal Alabama Partnership (CAP) is a 501 (c)(3) private sector lead, not-for-profit organization focused 
on providing a platform for regional leaders to convene, collaborate, build consensus, and advocate for 
Coastal Alabama’s top priorities. CAP supports funding for infrastructure and transportation projects 
that will facilitate economic competitiveness, environmental sustainability, and improve the overall 
quality of life for all citizens and businesses in Coastal Alabama.  
 
The I-10 River Bridge and Bayway project is included in CAP’s 2019 Regional Legislative Agenda, and is a 
priority project for the region. Specifically, CAP supports the commitment of the Alabama Department 
of Transportation (ALDOT) in working with public and private partners to increase capacity on Interstate 
10 by building a new six-lane, cable-stayed bridge over the Mobile River and a new eight-lane, seven-
mile Bayway spanning Mobile Bay. 
 
This bridge and corresponding Bayway are crucial for Coastal Alabama, and the entire I-10 Corridor on 
the Gulf Coast for the following reasons and considerations: 

 The Wallace Tunnel currently averages 75,000 vehicles per day, reaching up to 100,000 vehicles 
during the peak tourism season. Furthermore, Traffic crossing Mobile River and Bay on 
Interstate 10 has more than doubled since the current facilities were built in 1970, far exceeding 
the planned capacity. 

 In a recent TRIP Report for Alabama (2016) --a national transportation research group—
identified 50 highway projects needed in order to support Alabama’s economic growth. This 
report listed the Mobile I-10 corridor as the 2nd most critical project to economic growth in 
Alabama. 

B-108B-108



 Transportation infrastructure is key to the continued success of the Port of Mobile. As volume 
increases at the Port (20% last year at APM Terminals alone), the more important the ability to 
move containers and cargo becomes along the east-west corridor of I-10. 

 This project will also, increase the capacity of I-10 to meet existing and predicted future traffic 
volumes, provide vehicles carrying hazardous materials a direct route away from downtown 
Mobile, and minimize impacts to Mobile’s maritime industry. 

 
CAP, with its regional partners, supports the completion of the design phase of the Mobile River Bridge 
and Bayway project and will continue to support ALDOT’s effort in seeking grant funding from the 
Federal Highway Administration. The Coastal Alabama region is experiencing tremendous growth – the 
Mobile River Bridge and Bayway project is vital and will provide great benefits for citizens, travelers, and 
businesses, as well as regional and interstate commerce. To advance the delivery of the project ALDOT is 
utilizing a public-private partnership pairing ALDOT with a private partner to design, build, finance, 
operate, and maintain the new Mobile River Bridge and Bayway—CAP commends ALDOT for this 
innovative approach to expedite the completion of this project. 
 
Regarding project funding, your Department estimates the Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Project 
could cost approximately $2 billion. Citing the lack of United States Department of Transportation 
funding and state funding shortages, ALDOT determined the Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Project is 
only viable if the corridor is tolled.  These projected toll revenues will be used to cover capital costs, 
operation, and maintenance of the project and will not cover all project costs. ALDOT will still need to 
invest in the project using traditional funds or available grants. 
 
CAP is not opposed to tolling the Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Project and recognizes that to 
complete the project, the inevitable solution may involve tolling the corridor. However, it is clear many 
uncertainties remain as the potential amount of a required toll, the potential the initial toll could 
increase over time and the potential “cap” on the toll or the rate by which it could increase.  
 
CAP urges ALDOT to work with our Coastal Alabama Elected Officials, Governor Ivey, our State 
Legislators, Federal Highway officials, Unites States Congress, and the Administration and examine all 
possible funding solutions prior to the final decisions regarding tolling for the Mobile River Bridge 
Project. We must also closely examine the potential burden tolling the corridor will have on citizens of 
Coastal Alabama who will bear a disproportionate portion of the project cost. CAP will not support a 
tolling rate that will cause economic detriment and hardships for citizens and businesses in our region. 
Increased traffic in our local municipalities from toll avoidance issues which increase congestion on 
alternate routes, must be adequately considered.  
  
CAP supports ALDOT and its public and private partners to complete the long-discussed and much 
needed Mobile River Bridge and Bayway project, but believes we must take advantage of this 
opportunity to ensure the continued sucuess and growth of the Coastal Alabama Region.  
 
 
Sincerely,  

 
Wiley Blankenship 
President/CEO 
Coastal Alabama Partnership 
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Providing citizens a means to protect the beauty, health and heritage of the Mobile Bay Watershed and our coastal communities. 

                          May 23, 2019 
          

                          Alabama Department of Transportation (ALDOT) 
Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Project 
ATTN: Matt Ericksen, P.E. 
1701 I-65 West Service Road N. 
Mobile, AL 36618 
 
RE: Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Study (SEIS) 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
We are Mobile Baykeeper, a twenty-two-year-old nonprofit organization with the 
mission of providing citizens a means to protect the beauty, health, and heritage of 
the Mobile Bay Watershed and our coastal communities. We are submitting 
comments on behalf of our board, officers, and more than 4,500 members regarding 
the draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Study (SEIS) for the I-10 Mobile 
River Bridge and Bayway project. Mobile Bay is a complex and highly sensitive 
ecosystem considered to be one of the most biodiverse ecosystems in North 
America. Mobile Bay is Alabama’s central estuary serving as a transitional zone where 
the river’s fresh water can mingle with tidally influenced marine waters making it a 
highly productive and diverse nursery as well as exceedingly environmentally and 
economically important. Protecting the health of Mobile Bay is critical for several 
industries including: commercial and recreational fisheries, tourism, coastal 
development, and recreation (boating, paddling, swimming, etc.). Each of these 
industries contribute significantly to our economic prosperity and growth making it 
vitally important to evaluate all potential impacts to our natural resources. We must 
ensure that we understand all of the potential impacts to be able to mitigate 
appropriately and protect our environment, economy, community, and quality of life 
for future generations.  
 
Mobile Baykeeper recognizes the value and need for the I-10 Mobile River Bridge 
and Bayway improvements and commend Alabama Department of Transportation 
(ALDOT) for its efforts to evaluate the project in full. By thoroughly studying and 
communicating the project’s plan, we can grow responsibly and minimize negative 
impacts to the very natural resources that support so many economic sectors and our 
quality of life. 
 
The project proposes to construct a new six-lane bridge across the Mobile River to 
increase capacity and supplement the existing four-lane George Wallace Tunnel and 
replace and raise the Bayway up to 8 feet higher as a result of storm surge projections. 
Mobile Baykeeper applauds ALDOT for evaluating several alternatives including a 
No Build Alternative and fourteen Build Alternatives to assess effectiveness and 
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impact on the environment. We have several comments after reviewing the SEIS that we believe 
should be reviewed and considered to ensure the plan is as effective as possible. 
 
Public Involvement  
Per NEPA requirements, environmental information must be made available to the public before 
decisions are made on a proposed project.1 Mobile Baykeeper attended both public hearings on May 
7 and May 9, 2019 hosted by ALDOT. The public hearings failed to cover the environmental impacts 
(wetland, SAVs, Essential Fish Habitat, etc.) in the presentation and poster sessions.2 It is important 
to provide and include environmental impacts so the community can understand the significant 
changes from the 2014 EIS and how they will impact their natural resources.  ALDOT needs to 
properly communicate with the community so they may provide feedback, comments, and concerns 
as intended through the NEPA process. We encourage ALDOT to actively share this information 
through their website, public meetings, or other media channels to ensure the community is properly 
informed of these changes for the final SEIS.  
 
Stormwater Runoff 
Stormwater runoff from highways and bridges contain harmful pollutants, including metals (including 
lead, zinc, and copper), particles, clay and silt, nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorous), oil, grease, 
chemicals, rubber, bacteria (animal droppings), litter, and other hydrocarbons.3, 4, 5 Each of these can 
have a negative impact on water quality and aquatic life.6 Any increase in impervious surfaces is an 
increase in the amount of rainfall now exposed to these substances, which results in a higher 
contribution of stormwater pollutants entering waterways. The proposed project will result in 
approximately 100 acres of new impervious surfaces within the watershed.  
 
We strongly recommend ALDOT incorporate stormwater runoff capture and containment methods 
into Bridge design, construction, and operation to reduce runoff pollution to Mobile River and Mobile 
Bay. ALDOT cites a national study, NCHRP 778, as the primary resource for identifying 
recommendations for stormwater best management practices and treatment options. The study finds 
“little evidence of water quality or ecosystem degradation resulting from stormwater runoff from 

                                                
1 40 C.F.R. § 1500.1(b) 
2 Mobile River Bridge Poster Boards - 
https://www.dropbox.com/s/h6m110pp4h8xes3/MRB%20Boards%201.pdf?dl=0; 
https://www.dropbox.com/s/zdr3yx0tk7v0xil/MRB%20Boards%202.pdf?dl=0  
3 Dupuis, T. V., and Kobringer, N. P., (1985) “Effects of Highway Runoff on Receiving Waters, Volume IV: 
Procedural Guidelines for Environmental Assessments.” Report No. FHWA/RD-84/065 (July 1985). 
4 Shepp, D.L. (1996). Petroleum Hydrocarbon Concentrations Observed in Runoff from Discrete, Urbanized 
Automotive-Intensive Land Uses. In Proceedings of Watershed 96: Moving Ahead Together, Baltimore, MD, 
June 8–12, 1996. 
5 Sansalone, J.J., and D.W. Glenn III. 2000. Temporal Variations in Heavy Metal Partitioning and Loading in 
Urban Highway Pavement Sheet Flow: Implications for In Situ Treatment Design. Transportation Research 
Record 1720 (00-0354):100–111. 
6 NCHRP (2002) National Cooperative Highway Research Program. Assessing the Impacts of Bridge Deck 
Runoff Contaminants in Receiving Waters V1. 
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bridge decks being release into receiving waters”; however, runoff from highways and bridges are well 
known to contain heavy metals and other harmful pollutants. 7, 8, 9  We are concerned ALDOT is 
relying on a national study, instead of a local or regional study, for its analysis of local impacts. Our 
area has a higher than average concentration of industrial facilities and associated commercial traffic 
carrying hazardous materials; because of this the NCHRP study is likely not an accurate representation 
of the impacts that could reasonably be expected to occur as a result of this project.  
 
From ALDOT’s review of the study and use of its BMP selection evaluation tool (that evaluates costs 
and benefits of different BMPs), ALDOT has committed to environmental stewardship measures to 
help offset environmental impacts caused by stormwater. The current identified measures are 1) 
sweeping on Bayway Bridges, 2) utilizing Open Grade Friction Course Pavements in sections of the 
project, 3) vegetated filter strips, and the implementation of 4) environmental stewardship projects (to 
be determined). We appreciate ALDOT’s commitment and desire to reduce stormwater runoff 
impacts from the project, however, these measures alone will not offset the impacts and will likely 
lead to degradation of important and sensitive water resources for the state.  
 
Sweeping on the bridge decks can be effective at removing some of the contaminated sediments, 
however, it is largely dependent on how frequently sweeping occurs (currently only planned to occur 
on a monthly basis).10 Additionally, although stewardship projects have been successful at achieving 
improvements, many of these are seen off-site and away from where the negative impacts are being 
inflicted. We appreciate the addition of these low-cost nonstructural BMPs listed but are disappointed 
in ALDOT’s decision not to incorporate containment and treatment of stormwater runoff from the 
bridges, particularly in areas of high sensitivity and ecological importance.  
 
The NCHRP 778 report indicates decision about how to handle stormwater runoff must be made 
with consideration of public funding and the sensitivity of local environments. The report mainly 
focuses on the removal of pollutants with regards to their overall cost to the project. It is then up to 
the project manager and decision makers to evaluate the local system’s dynamics and public interests 
to ensure the right application of stormwater measures. ALDOT states in the draft SEIS that the 

                                                
7 Dupuis, T. V., and Kobringer, N. P., (1985) “Effects of Highway Runoff on Receiving Waters, Volume IV: 
Procedural Guidelines for Environmental Assessments.” Report No. FHWA/RD-84/065 (July 1985). 
8 Shepp, D.L. (1996). Petroleum Hydrocarbon Concentrations Observed in Runoff from Discrete, Urbanized 
Automotive-Intensive Land Uses. In Proceedings of Watershed 96: Moving Ahead Together, Baltimore, MD, 
June 8–12, 1996. 
9 Sansalone, J.J., and D.W. Glenn III. 2000. Temporal Variations in Heavy Metal Partitioning and Loading in 
Urban Highway Pavement Sheet Flow: Implications for In Situ Treatment Design. Transportation Research 
Record 1720 (00-0354):100–111. 
10 Sutherland, R.C., S.L. Jelen, and G. Minton. 1998. High efficiency sweeping as an alternative to the use of wet 
vaults for stormwater treatment. In Advances in Modeling the Management of Stormwater Impacts, ed. W. James, 
pp. 351–372. Computational Hydraulics International, Guelph, ON. 
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report makes note that “decision maker must be the steward of public funding and environment, 
balancing the objectives of each to ensure sustainability.”11 
 
Mobile River and Mobile Bay are sensitive environments that are subject to numerous anthropogenic 
stressors from industrial pollutants to sedimentation. The bridge decks cross waterways that contain 
endangered species (Alabama sturgeon, Alabama red-bellied turtle, Bald eagle, Gulf sturgeon, and 
West Indian Manatee), support high value fisheries, wildlife habitat and are heavily used for 
recreation.12 , 13  Thus, it is vital that ALDOT place significant emphasis on stormwater pollution 
reduction and should support contracts that will implement stormwater capture and runoff 
containment and treatment methods in project design, construction practices, and the final build.  
 
Runoff containment infrastructure is also extremely important when considering the potential for 
hazardous material spills. ALDOT cites NCHRP 778 again when discussing the estimated spill 
frequency, saying they are “extremely rare, less than 0.01 percent of all reported spills for the period 
of 2003 to 2012”. This study however is national and does not evaluate the frequency of hazardous 
material anticipated to travel on the Mobile River Bridge and Bayway and does not look at local data 
for frequency of spills. Therefore, utilizing the national NCHRP 778 report as the sole source is 
inappropriate for this major, local project.  
 
With so many new and innovative strategies available, ALDOT should incorporate more protective 
measures than what has been committed in the SEIS. For instance, with impacts to wetlands already 
identified from the replacement of the Bayway, wetland mitigation requirements could be fulfilled by 
constructing “stormwater wetlands” downgrade from the outlet of a bridge deck runoff collection 
system. As the NCHRP Report 778 states, “these engineered wetlands with dense vegetation remove 
pollutants primarily through biological processes, evapotranspiration and infiltration”. They also 
provide other benefits including “high aesthetic value; improved treatment over dry detention and 
retention; flood attenuation; reduction of peak flows; and limits downstream bank erosion”.14  
 
Mobile Baykeeper strongly encourages ALDOT to reduce stormwater runoff impacts from the 
proposed project with containment and treatment onsite, particularly in critical areas where protecting 
water quality is crucial to support fisheries, endangered species, and recreational activities. Below is a 
list of potential areas for implementing additional, more protective stormwater runoff BMPs.  

                                                
11 
https://www.dropbox.com/s/51lb7kt5g3xlz2r/Mobile%20River%20Bridge%20and%20Bayway%20SDEIS
%20-%20Volume%20I.pdf?dl=0 p. 115 
12 Martin, J. C. (2007, December 5). The Local and Regional Economic Impacts of The Port of Mobile 
(Rep.). Retrieved March 16, 2018, from Alabama State Port Authority website: 
http://www.asdd.com/aspa_feis/Appendix_C_MobileImpact.pdf  
13 University of Alabama, 2013. Southern Wonder Alabama’s Surprising Biodiversity. Book published by the 
University of Alabama and the Nature Conservancy, which was funded in part by the World Wildlife 
Federation. 2013. 
14 Arizona DOT Post-Construction BMP Manual, p. 160 of the .pdf document. Appendix B. Table B-3 
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• Section of the proposed project crossing over D’Olive Creek – this is a critical area as it is 
listed in ADEM’s 2018 303(d) list, is ranked high for wetland restoration, contains critical 
remaining brackish submerged aquatic vegetation, and has priority intertidal wetlands for 
storm protection (Appendix A).  

• Crossing of important freshwater submerged aquatic vegetation (Appendix A, Appendix B). 
• Mobile River crossing where multiple anthropogenic stressors exist upstream and West Indian 

Manatee sightings are clustered downstream throughout the year (Appendix C).  

ADEM 303(d) Impaired Waterbodies  
Joe’s Branch and D’Olive Creek are listed in the 2018 303(d) list for siltation due to land development. 
The proposed project will cross directly over Joes Branch and will be partially in the D’Olive Creek 
watershed and in close proximity to the creek. The Mobile River is also listed in the final 2018 303(d) 
list for mercury from atmospheric deposition and although the project does not specifically cross over 
the section listed, it is still in close proximity to the project. Two of the three of these waterways’ 
impairments are due to runoff and stormwater pollution. In order to not exacerbate the pollution 
issues in these waterways, runoff capture and containment from the Mobile River Bridge and Bayway 
is an integral part of project evaluation and final construction. We greatly appreciate ALDOT’s 
commitment to achieving a sediment reduction load of 80% for the D’Olive Creek Watershed. We 
encourage ALDOT to account for impacts to impaired waters regardless of if a Total Daily Maximum 
Load (TMDL) has been implemented by Alabama Department of Environmental Management. We 
are also supportive of ALDOT’s willingness to “partner with local organizations on environmental 
stewardship projects in a similar manner within the Southwest Region to help improve water quality”.  
 
Erosion Control 
We strongly encourage the Construction Best Management Practices Plan (CBMPP) to incorporate 
phased construction approaches to minimize erosion issues. We also request the natural riparian buffer 
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to be at least 50 ft, as opposed to the 25 feet in the SEIS, as EPA suggests that distance “to safeguard 
these fragile areas [riparian buffers], highways should be sited with sufficient setback distances 
between the highway right-of-way and any wetlands or riparian areas”.15 Riparian areas are important 
zones to protect as they provide benefits to our aquatic resources, water quality, structural integrity, 
economy, and overall community welfare. 
 
Environmental Justice and Air Quality 
It is important that the Corps comply with the Executive Order 12898 requiring federal agencies to 
ensure minority and low-income populations will not experience disproportionately high and adverse 
impacts from federal projects. Based on the projections provided, the project would result in 
“disproportionately high and adverse effects on the Africatown/Plateau community due to traffic 
diverting to the non-tolled route along Bay Bridge Road and the Cochrane-Africatown USA Bridge”. 
ALDOT needs to find ways buy down the toll including special funding resources and grants to ensure 
this community is not disproportionately impacted.  
 
We appreciate ALDOT studying the impacts from the proposed project on local air quality. We 
suggest ALDOT install air monitors, particularly along the Africatown corridor to monitor air quality 
and ensure impacts to public health are evaluated as projections of traffic could be incorrect or change 
and therefore require additional measures to protect the surrounding community.  
 
Dredging  
Dredging can cause: an increase in suspended sediment concentrations or turbidity, the potential 
release of contaminated material, an increase in erosion to nearby shorelines, and disturbance of 
habitats, particularly within the vicinity of the dredging activities.16 During this activity, fine sediments 
(including clays, silt, and fine-sands) generate turbid conditions. Turbidity plumes and sedimentation 
are a result of overflow and washing practices.17 Impacts from dredging activities on water quality 
needs to be quantitatively evaluated to fully understand options for avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation of impacts.18 
 
Dredged material has the potential to be contaminated with harmful substances such as heavy metals, 
pesticides, PCBs, oil, etc. particularly when it is near ports and industrial facilities. Many of these 
contaminants are legacy and therefore can be buried within or locked in seabed sediments. Dredging 
can suspend these into the water column where they can cause contamination of waters and 
shellfish/fish species. Many of these metals typically do not manifest until some time has passed and 
different chemical, hydrographical, and geological processes have had an opportunity to alter these 

                                                
15 National Management Measures to Control Nonpoint Source Pollution from Urban Areas (November 
2005, EPA-841-B-05-004 
16 P.L.A. Erftemeijer, R.R.I.I.I. Lewis. (2006). Environmental impacts of dredging on seagrasses: a review 
Marine Pollution Bulletin, 52, pp. 1553-1572
17 Nieuwaal, M. (2001). Requirements for sediment plumes caused by dredging. MSc. Thesis, Delft University 
of Technology, 89pp. 
18 40 C.F.R. § 230.10(d) 
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newly disturbed sediments. ALDOT needs to evaluate the long-term impacts and monitor the material 
to be dredged to manage the potential for contamination. 
 
Wetlands, SAVs, and Essential Fish Habitats  
Wetlands are known to provide several important ecological functions such as water purification, 
shoreline stabilization, flood protection, groundwater recharge, nutrient recycling, particle retention, 
surface water and subsurface storage, and habitat for fish and wildlife.19 They add intrinsic value to 
the community. However, wetland loss “remains a threat to the State’s ecological and socioeconomic 
prosperity”.20  There are a number of reasons for the significant wetland loss in coastal Alabama and 
trends indicate future loss from sea level rise.21 Shading of wetlands can result in a reduction of 
vegetation productivity and growth. The proposed construction of the new Bayway is anticipated to 
result in the impact of approximately 3.9 acres of wetlands through shading.  
 
Submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) is an important source of food for several species including 
manatees and over-wintering waterfowl. It provides habitat for macroinvertebrates and fishes, and 
helps prevent erosion through sediment stabilization. Over the past few decades, there have been 
dramatic declines in the SAV population in Mobile Bay.22 Approximately 16.1 acres of SAV are 
anticipated to be impacted by the proposed project. We are appreciative of ALDOT for 
acknowledging that 100 percent of the SAV between the existing Bayway bridge could be impacted 
either from shading or dredging and therefore has taken a conservative approach to their impact 
evaluation.  
 
ALDOT has indicated pile driving operations may result in impacts to aquatic species and has 
coordinated with the USFWS in order to minimize potential impacts and the Concessionaire has 
decided to use a “ramp-up pile driving procedure during the installation of piles in water”. We 
appreciate ALDOT’s cooperation and coordination with relevant agencies to reduce local impacts to 
fish habitat and aquatic species.  
 
For the impacts that cannot be avoided, compensatory mitigation has been identified for the project. 
ALDOT is proposing a mitigation ratio of 1.5:1 for wetlands. This is one of the lowest ratios available 
and essentially considers these wetlands to be unproductive. These wetlands are located in the lower 
delta where critical species rely on these wetlands and are vital for several important ecological 

                                                
19 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Why Are Wetlands Important? (last updated Jan 19, 2018) available 
at https://www.epa.gov/wetlands/why-are-wetlands-important 
20 Handley, L., K. Spear, S. Jones, C. Thatcher (2011) Mobile Bay. In: Emergent wetlands status and trends in 
the Northern Gulf of Mexico, 1950-2010: USGS Scientific Investigations Report. 22pps. 
21 Friend, J.H., Lyon, M., Garrett, N., Borom, J.L., Ferguson, J., and Lloyd, G.C. (1981). Alabama coastal 
region ecological characterization: Volume 3: a socioeconomic study, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of 
Biological Services, Washington, D.C., FWS/OBS-81/41, 367 p. 
22 Barry A. Vittor & Associates. (2005). Historical SAV Distribution in the Mobile Bay National Estuary 
Program Area and Ranking Analysis of Potential SAV Restoration Sites. 
http://www.mobilebaynep.com/images/uploads/library/NEP_historicSAV.pdf  
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functions (listed earlier). ALDOT should increase their valuation of the impacted wetlands to more 
than 2:1 and ensure an adequate mitigation. All mitigation should occur within the 12-digit HUC sub-
watershed and near where the impacts from the project will be endured.  
 
In addition to reevaluating the mitigation ratio, we also want to make a few comments on the currently 
proposed mitigation: “the creation of tidally influenced emergent wetland and SAV habitat in Polecat 
Bay, approximately 8,600 ft (2,590 m) north of the project. Creation of a 9-acre marsh island and a 
surrounding 32.2-ac area of SAV habitat would require fill across 43.5 acres of bay bottom with 
suitable sediments”. This proposed project could be a beneficial option, but we encourage ALDOT 
to work with relevant agencies to ensure successful implementation and to verify that no secondary 
impacts will occur from this proposed mitigation (such as release of contaminated materials, loss of 
existing productive habitat, etc.).   
 
ALDOT plans to implement a “5-year monitoring program design [that] includes post-construction 
observations and measurement of elevation, bathymetry, and shoreline changes, as well as assessment 
of vegetative cover, species composition, and areal extent of habitat”. We are supportive of monitoring 
plans but request they be at least 10 years to ensure long-term impacts and changes are accounted for 
and addressed. 
 
Benthic Communities  
Benthic communities are known to play a critical role in the health and functioning of estuarine 
systems. For instance, organic matter not used in the water column settles on the bottom floor where 
it can be remineralized by benthic organisms to become nutrients that can then be used in the water 
column.23 This remineralization contributes the nutrients necessary to increase primary productivity 
and is an important link in the food web of an estuary.  
 
Dredging activities can negatively impact benthic communities either directly or indirectly. The extent 
of these impacts can vary greatly and depend on many factors including the type of community 
present, the duration of, and type of dredging. Excavation and smothering by sediment can cause 
lethal impacts to these communities.24, 25 The specific benthic communities along the proposed project 
should be characterized to understand what species will be disturbed from dredging and if damage is 
irreversible or if the area contains recolonizing benthic species that have a more rapid recovery 
period.26 For instance, benthic assemblages that are physically buried from sediment deposited may or 

                                                
23 Nowicki, B., & Nixon, S. (1985). Benthic Nutrient Remineralization in a Coastal Lagoon 
Ecosystem. Estuaries, 8(2), 182-190. Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/stable/1352199 
 
24 Morton, R. A. (1977). Historical shoreline changes and their causes: Transactions Gulf Coast Association of 
Geological Societies, v. 27, p. 352-364. 
25 Guillory, V. (1982). Environmental effects of estuarine dredging and spoil disposal, a literature review. 
Contributions of the Marine Research Laboratory, Technical Bulletin 35, Louisiana Department of 
Wildlife and Fisheries, 37-61. 
26 ICES International Council for the Exploration of the Sea. (1992). Report of the ICES working 
group on the effects of extraction of marine sediments on fisheries. Copenhagen (Denmark): 
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may not be able to recolonize depending on the species and frequency of dredging and sediment 
deposited from the project. To ensure the full extent of impact is evaluated, we encourage ALDOT 
characterize the different benthic communities throughout the portion of the project’s disturbance.  

Major Comments Summarized: 

• More needs to be done to reduce stormwater runoff pollution. With so many new and 
innovative strategies available, ALDOT needs to strive to incorporate better protections including 
containment and treatment of runoff. Specifically we suggest ALDOT implement constructed 
stormwater wetlands downgrade of stormwater runoff flow in critical areas . 

• Pursue options to buy down the toll and reduce impacts to environmental justice 
communities. ALDOT should look into special funding and grant resources to reduce the toll 
including to ensure the Africatown/Plateau community is not disproportionately impacted from 
the project.  

• Impacts to water quality from dredging needs to be quantitatively evaluated. ALDOT 
needs to evaluate the long-term impacts and monitor the material to be dredged to for manage 
the potential for contamination of waterbodies. 

• The mitigation ratio undervalues the importance of impacted wetlands. With impacts to 
wetlands, SAVs, and Essential Fish Habitat, we must underscore the importance of proper 
mitigation so the project’s impacts can be offset to ensure the ecological and economic functions 
these provide can be maintained.  

• Impacts to benthic communities needs to be evaluated. ALDOT has not studied the specific 
benthic communities along the proposed project’s disturbance area. These communities need to
be characterized to understand potential impacts from dredging.  

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the draft SEIS. We request a written response 
to each of the provided comments. If you have any questions or need additional information, please 
don’t hesitate to contact us.  
Sincerely, 

 

 
Casi (kc) Callaway Cade Kistler   Laura Stone  
Executive Director & Baykeeper Program Director   Program Coordinator 
Mobile Baykeeper    Mobile Baykeeper                  Mobile Baykeeper 

ICES Cooperative Research Report # 182. https://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/publications/tm/tm209/pdfs/ch6.pdf  
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APPENDIX A 

 
http://www.mobilebaynep.com/images/uploads/library/Prioritization_Guide_for_Coastal_Habitat
_Protection_and_Restoration_in_Mobile_and_Baldwin_Counties_Final.pdf  
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http://www.mobilebaynep.com/images/uploads/library/Prioritization_Guide_for_Coastal_Habitat
_Protection_and_Restoration_in_Mobile_and_Baldwin_Counties_Final.pdf  
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http://www.mobilebaynep.com/images/uploads/library/Prioritization_Guide_for_Coastal_Habitat
_Protection_and_Restoration_in_Mobile_and_Baldwin_Counties_Final.pdf  
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APPENDIX B 

 
http://www.mobilebaynep.com/images/uploads/library/SAV_2015.pdf  
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APPENDIX C 

Retrieved from DSEIS Biological Opinion generated by Dr. Carmichael.  
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United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Richard B. Russell Federal Building

75 Ted Turner Drive, S.W., Suite 1144
  Atlanta, Georgia 30303
ER-19/0144

July 26, 2019 

Mr. Mark Bartlett
Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration
9500 Wynlakes Place 
Montgomery, Alabama  36117 

Re: Comments and Recommendations on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation, I-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway, Mobile and 
Baldwin, Alabama

Dear Mr. Bartlett: 

The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and Section 4(f) Evaluation for the proposed I-10 
Mobile River Bridge and Bayway project, Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama. The 
Department offers the following comments for your consideration. 

General Comments

We welcome this opportunity to cooperate with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
and the Alabama Department of Transportation (ALDOT) in re-evaluating the I-10 Mobile River 
Bridge and Bayway improvements.  As detailed in the SEIS, the purpose of the proposed project 
is to increase the capacity of I-10 to meet existing and projected future traffic volumes and to 
provide a more direct route for vehicles transporting hazardous materials, while minimizing 
impacts to Mobile, Alabama’s maritime industry. 

Section 4(f) Comments

The Draft Section 4(f) evaluation describes a range of avoidance alternatives, the affected 
Section 4(f) resources, and discloses potential project impacts to those resources.   

The BAE Maritime Historic District, Oakdale Historic District, Africatown Historic District, 
Church Street Historic District, Lower Dauphin Street Historic District, and USS ALABAMA 
Battleship Memorial Park were identified as being in the area of potential effect (APE) during 
Section 106 consultation.  
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The draft Section 4(f) evaluation states, “No archeological sites as of yet have qualified as 
Section 4(f) resources, and none are expected to qualify as Section 4(f) resources.”  However, the 
draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) states, “…FHWA and ALDOT have also determined 
that the undertaking may have an adverse effect on archeological sites…”  The referenced 
archeological sites were not identified in the draft Section 4(f) evaluation. 

The draft Section 4(f) evaluation concludes, “With the loss of the Union Hall, none of the other 
Build Alternatives would result in Section 4(f) impacts.”  Conversely, the draft MOA identifies a
finding of adverse effect for two National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) listed resources 
within the project’s proposed APE.  They are the Church Street East Historic District and the 
Lower Dauphin Street Historic District.

The draft Section 4(f) evaluation discusses an ongoing coordination effort with the Alabama 
Historical Commission (SHPO) in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act.  However, the administrative record provided in the SEIS was incomplete.

On July 18, 2019, an executed MOA (DPI-0030 (005) was provided.  A mitigated finding of 
adverse effect was found for the Church Street East Historic District and the Lower Dauphin 
Street Historic District.  FHWA and ALDOT have also determined that the undertaking may 
have an adverse effect on unidentified archaeological sites.  The MOA details that a program of 
integrated Phase I and Phase II archaeological evaluation will be conducted as the project 
progresses. 

Summary Comments

Based on this updated information, the Department has no objection to Section 4(f) approval of 
this project contingent on the full execution of the requirements identified in the July 11, 2019 
MOA.

The Department has a continuing interest in working with the FHWA and ALDOT to ensure that 
impacts to resources of concern to the Department are adequately addressed.  If you have 
questions, please contact Steven Wright at Steven_M_Wright@nps.gov. I can be reached at
(404) 331-4524 or via email at joyce_stanley@ios.doi.gov. 

     Sincerely,
         

       Joyce Stanley, MPA
       Regional Environmental Officer

cc: Christine Willis – FWS
Michael Norris - USGS

 Steven M. Wright – NPS
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Chester McGhee – BIA
William Brown – BOEM
OEPC – WASH
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