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Don Siegelman

Govemor

ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

1409 Coliseum Boulevard, Montgomery, Alabama 36130-3050

December 6, 1999 _ G. M. Reberts
. Transporiation Director

MEMORANDUM
TO: ‘Dykes Rushing, Engineer
Office Engineer -
FROM: - DonT. Arkle, Chief
' Design Bureau
BY: Alfedo Acoff, Coordinator

Environmental Technical Section

RE: Project: DPI-0030(005)
[-10 Mobile River Bridge
Mobile & Baldwin Counties, Alabama

" Dear Sir:

Please find attached a letter requesting views and comments, a map of the project
area, and a list of agencies contacted as a part of the early coordination procedures for the
subject project. '

AA/JPB/mbw
Attachment

pc:  Mr. Ronnie Poiroux
Mr. Frank Topping
Mr. William Adams
ETS File



'ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

1409 C_oliseum Boulevard, Montgomery, Alabama 36130-3030

Don Siegelman N . G. M. Roberts
Governor . Transporialion Director

. December 6, 1999

«Title»«Fi‘rstName»«LastNameb - B}
«JobTitle» : '
«Company»

«Addressl»

«Address2»

«City» «State» «PostalCode»

RE: Project: DPI-0030(005)
I-10 Mobile River Bridge
Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama

Dear Sir:

The Alabama Department of Transportation is studying a proposal to widen
Interstate 10 (110) from approximately Broad Street in Mobile County to a location east
of the existing U.S. Highway 98/I-10 interchange in Baldwin County. The proposed
project will include a new bridge over the Mobile River in the vicimity of the existing I-10
Wallace Tunnels, improvements to the [-10 Bayway and interchange 1rnprovements as
required Additional rights of way will be required to implement this project. The study

_ area is shown on the enclosed figures.

The purpose of the project is to provide a multi-lane facility with improved level
of service for existing and future traffic along the existing Interstate 10 Corridor.

The Alabama Department of Transportation is investigating all aspects of this
proposal in order to determine its feasibility. We are very much interested in the views of
public officials and agencies concerning this proposed highway facility. The early
identification of effects a highway project may have on an area is needed to assure proper
planning.

Also, we are interested in your review of this proposal so that we may satisfy the
intent of certain Federal Statutes (Section 204 of the Demonstration Cities and
Metropolitan Development Act of 1966 and Section 401 of the Intergovernmental

~ Review Act of 1968). Although Federal-Aid Highway Planning, Research, and
_Construction projects have not been selected for review under Alabama’s
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs” (Executive Order 12372) process, we
must still meet these other requirements. Therefore, your review is requested.



December 6, 1999
Page 2 ’

It would be appreciated if you would inform us of any comments or useful .
information that you might have regarding the feasibility of this proposal and identify any
social, economic or environmental effects relative to the proposal. The comments will be
taken under consideration in the development of this project and the appropriate

-environmeéntal document. o

Sincerely,

Don T. Arkle, Chief
Design Bureau

By

. 3 A\
Alfedo Aeoff, Coor '/a__,tﬂr
Environmental Teclficdl Section

JIPB/AA/mbw

C: ETSFile
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USCG-Bridge Section, New Orleans.

.1 David Frank
righth Coast Guard District
Hale Boggs Federal Building
501 Magazine Street
New Orleans LA70130—33 96

Mr. Larry Goldman
Field Supervisor -

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Semce )
- P: 0O, Box 1190 '

Daphne AL 36526

' Port of Mobile, Harbor Master

Captain D. K. Carey

"P. O. Box 1588

Mobile AL 36633

Commissioner Sam Jones
Mobile County Commission
™ . Box 1443

. .abile AL 36633

Commissioner Gary G. Tanner
Mobile County Commission
P. Q. Box 1443

MObile Al 36633

- Honorable Lionel W. Noonan

Probate Judge
Mobile County
P.0.Box 7
Mobile AL 36633

Mayor E. Harry Brown

City of Daphne
- P.0.Box 400

Naphne AL 36526

%ZAI‘IJE‘ /%/5 O;STT‘:GT‘ Gr;asorgg/nﬁgc‘:

! Resderery Sranch OP-SA
bl Al 36828 ~cco !

USCG-Marine Safety, Mobile
150 N. Royal Street:
Mobile AL 36652

Alabama State Docks, Director
Attn: James K. Lyons

250 North Water Street
Mobile AL 36633-1586

Mayor Mike Dow
City of Mobile
P. O. Box 1827
Mobile AL 36633

Commissioner Freemen E. Jockisc
Mobile County Commission.

P. O.Box 1443

Mobile AL 36633

Mr. Joe W. Ruffer
County Engineer
P.O. Box 1443
Mobile AL 36633

MayorW. Ray Carter

'City of Spanish Fort

P.O.Box 7216
Spanish Fort AL 36577

Sheriff Jack Tillman
Mobile County
P.0O.Box 113
Mobile AL 36633

%f 7o 71;45'/5?

Av J'aﬁ Lics jrenzinls. AH



Commissioner Frank Burt, Jr.
'dwin County Commission

..0O. Box 1488

P. O. Box 1488 k

Bay Minette AL 36507

Councilman Thomas Sullivan
City of Mobile

P. O. Box 1827

MobileAL 36633

The Honorable Sonny Callahan
United States Congressman
2790 Cottage Hill Road
Mobile AL 36606

The Honorable Jeff Sessions
United States Senator
13 St, Joseph-Street

Jbite AL 36602

Councilman Fred Richardson
City of Mobile

P. O. Box 1827

Mobile AL 36633

Councilman Bess Rich
City of Mobile

P. O. Box 1827
Mobile AL 36633

Comumnissioner Samuel Jenkins
Baldwin County Comrnission
District 1 A
P. O. Box 1488

y Minette AL 36507

. Mobile AL 36633

. SARPC, .Regional Planning Comumission

651 Church Street
Mobile AL 36602 .

Councilman Clinton L. Johnson
City of Mobile -
P. 0. Box 1827 .

The Honorable Richard Shelby
United States Senator s
438 U. S. Courthouse

Mobile AL 36602

Counciiman Reggie Copeland, Sr.
City of Maobile

P. O.Box 1827

Mobile AL 36633

Councilman Mabin Hicks
City of Mobile

P.0O.Box 1827

Mobile AL 36633

Councilman Charles Waller
City of Mobile

P. 0. Box 1827

Mobile AL 36633

Commissioner Hilliard "Hilo" Middleton

Baldwin County Comumission
District 3 -

P. 0. Box 1488

Bay Minette AL 36507



.Commissioner Max M. Foreman
~*dwin County Commission

Listrict 4 ' '

P. Q. Box 1488

Bay Minette AL 36507

Commissioner Joe Faust, SR.
Raldwin County Commission
District 6 :

P. O. Box 1488

Bay Minette AL 36507

Mr. Thomas Granger
Baldwin County Engineer
22220 West Blvd.
Silverhill AL 36576

Councilman J. Rhea Sildernail
City of Daphne

= 0. Box 400

..aphne AL 36526

Councilman Patrick B. Collins
City of Daphne '
P.O. Box 400

Daphne AL 36526

Councilman Nell Gustavson
City of Daphne

P. O. Box 400

Daphne AL 36526

Councilman Robert E. Pannone
City of Spanish Fort

P. O. Box 7226

“panish Fort AL 36577

Commissioner Dean Hansen
Baldwin County Commission
District 5 '
P. O. Box 1488

Bay Minette AL 36507 _

Commissioner Allen Perdue

Baldwin County-Commission
District 7
P. O.Box 1488 -

- Bay Minette AL 36507

. Councilman John H. Montgomery

City of Daphne
P.0.Box 400
Daphne AL 36526

Councilman John L. Lake
City of Daphne

P. O. Box 400

Daphne AL 36526

Councilman Greg Bumam
City of Daphne

P. O. Box 400

Daphne AL 36526

Councilman Carol Ray Hall
City of Spanish Fort
P.0.Box 7226
Spanish Fort AL 36577

Councilman William L. Dannenberg
City of Spanish Fort

P. 0. Box 7226

Spanish Fort AL 36577



Councilman Joe W. Thomas
~*+y of Spanish Fort
.. O.Box 7226
Spanish Fort AL 36577

Senator Albert Lipscomb
Senate District 32
P. O. Box 209

" Magnolia Springs AL 36555 - -

Senator Hap Myers

" Senate District 34

3904 Yester Place
Mobile AL 36608

Rep. Jimmy Warren
- House District 64
P. O. Box 207
Stleberry AL 36432

Rep. Steve McMillan
House District 95

P. O. Box 337

Bay Minette AL 36507

Rep. Yvonne Kennedy
House District 97
1205 Glennon Ave.
Mobile AL 36603

Rep. James Buskéy
House District 59
2207 Barretts Lane

| Mobile AL 36617

Counciirnan Wanda W. Finch-

City of Spanish Fort
P. O. Box 7226
Spanish Fort AL 36577

"Senator Vivian Figures

Senate District 33
2054 Clemente Court
Mobile AL 36617

Sénator George Callahan

- Senate District 35

5531 Dawes Lane
Theodore AL 36582

Rep. Walter Penry
House District 94
12040 County Road 54

_ Daphne AL 36526

Rep. Jeanette Green
House District 96 -

123 N. Autumwood Dr.’
Saraland AL 36571

Rep. William Clark
House District 98
711 Atmore Ave.
Prichard AL 36612

Rep. Victor Gaston
House District 100
864 Parkwood Dr., W.
Mobile AL 36608



Rep. Chris Pringle Rep. I. E. Tumer

. wuse District 101 - , House District 102
1. 0. Box 8342 : _ - 20909 Tumer Circle
‘Mobile AL 36689 : . Citronelle AL 36522
Rep. Joseph Mitchell ‘ - -Rep. Mike Dearn
House District 103 . _ House District 104
465 Dexter Avenue 3705 Scenic Dr.
Mobile AL 36604 : Mobile AL 36605
Rep. Phil Criglér ' - " Superintendent J. Larry Ne{vton
House District 105 _ ] _ Superintendent of Education
8040 Shannor Dr. ' I Baldwin County
Irvington AL 36544 : 175 Courthouse Square
o Bay Minette AL 36507
ADECA, Coastal Programs

Naphne AL



" §. Environmental Protection Agency |
Jdvironmental Assessment NEPA Review Staff

100 Alabama Street

Atlanta, GA 30303-3[04

Director

Office of Environmental Planning and Cornpliance
U. S. Department of Interior

1849 C Street, N.W. MS-2340

Washington, D.C. 20240

Chief

Envirpnmental Impact Assessment Program
UsGS

U.S. Department of Interior

Reston, VA 22092

Environmental Coordinator
Game and Fish Division

labama Department of Conservation
o4 North Union Street, Room 449
Moatzomery, AL 36130

Corporate Real Estate
Alabama Power Company
P.O.Box 2641
Birmingham, AL 33291

Supervisor

U. S. Forest Service
USDA

2944 Chesinut Street
Montgomery, AL 36107

Direcror

Alabama Department of Industrial Relations
49 Monroe Street
‘ontgomery, AL 36130

"Recreation Program
_ Planning and Economic Division

ADECA
401 Adams Ave.
Montgomery,AL 36130

‘Water Resources Division
USGS

U.S. Department of [ntenor
2350 Fairlane Dr. Suite 120
Montgomery, AL 36116

Conservation Chairman

Alabama Chapter, Sierra Club
P.O.Box 395
Double Springs, AL 35333

Chief

Traffic Safety Division
ADECA .

401 Adams Ave,
Montgomery, AL 36130

Assistant to the Director
Council Arts & Humanities
201 Monroe St, Suite 110
Montgomery, AL 36130

Director

Geological Survey of Alebama
Alabama Qil and Gas Board

P. 0.Box 0

Tuscaloosa, AL 35486 .

" Director

Alabama Department of Tounsm & Travel
401 Adams Ave., Suite 126
Montgomery, AL 36104



Project Manager
ports District Office
rAA
120 NB Hanger Drive, Suite B
Jackson, MS 39208-2306

~ Alabama Forestry Commission -
513 Madison Aveaue

Montgomery, AL 36130

Alabama Historical Commission
468 South Perry Streat
Montgomery:, AL 36130-0900

Director -

Alabama Emergency Management
0. Box 2160

lanton, AL 35046-2160

D¥irector, Eastern States Office
Bureau of Land Management
U. S. Department of Interior
411 Branwooed Dr., #404
Jackson, MS 39206

Attomey General of Alabama
11 South Union Street

- Momgomery, AL 36130

Commissioner .
Alabama Department of Agriculture & Industry
#45 Federal Drive
mntgomery, AL 36107

Director

Soil Conservation Service
USDA

P. O.Box 311. -

Auburn, Al 36830

Superintendent

Alabama Deparumént of Education
50 North Ripley Street
Mortgomery, AL 36130-2101

Director : :
Alabama Development Office
401} Adams Avenue, 6th Floor
Montgomery, AL 36130-4106

Chairman

Transponation Committze
The Alabama Conservancy
1920 Rosaqlie Ridge
Hunisville, AL 35811

U.S. Department HUD

Region1V

Beacon Ridge Tower 5-30
600 Beacon Parkway West
Birmingham, AL 35208

Executive Vice President
Alabama Cattlemen's Association
P. C. Box 2499

Montgomery, AL 36102-2499

Soil & Water Conservation
100 North Union Street, Suite 334
Montgomery. AL 36104-3702



he Alabama Conservancy
47177 Avenue South, Suite 201
Birmingham, AL 35233~3405

Cahaba River Society
2717 7% Ave., South, Suite 205
Birmingham, AL 35233

ADEM Water Division ~

‘Water Quality Program

1751 Cong. W. L. Dickinson Drive
Montgomery, AL 36130

Natiogal Marine Fish
9721 Executive Center Dr., North
St Petersburg, FL 337022489



Mr, James Billie

irman -
seminole Tribe of Florida
6300 Stirling Road
Hollywood FL 33024

- Ms. Kathie McCoy
Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians
Hwy. 441, North :
Sequoyah Trail
Cherokee NC 28719

Mr. Kenneth H. Carleton

Tribal Archaeologist

Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians
Hwy. 16, West
Philadelphia MS 39350

Mr. Lovelin Poncho

Fhairman '
,ushatta Tribe

3 Mile North Powell Road

Elton LA 70532

Mr. Tarpie Yargee

Chief

Alabama - Quassarte Tribal Town
111 North 6th '
Hernrietta OK 74437

Mir. John Ross
“ Spokesperson
United Keetoowah Band of
Cherokee Indians
. 2450 South Muskogee Avenue
Tahlequah OK 74465

Ms. Judy Allen
Chociaw Nation of Oklahoma
"th and Locust
rant OK 74701

‘Mr. Bilty Cypress.

Chairman Miccosukee Tribe
Mite Marker 70

US Hwy 41

Miami FL-33199

Mr. William Day

Tribal Historian .

Poarch Band of Creek Indtans
5811 Jack Springs Rd. '

Atmore AL 36502

Mr. George 7. Captain

Chief

Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma
127 West Oneida ‘
Seneca MO 64865

Mr. Elmo Clark

Chairman

Caddo Indian Tribe of Oklahoma
Intersection of 281 & Hwy i56
Binger "T"

Binger OK 7300%

Mr. Alan Cook

Creek Nation of Oklahioma
Highway 75 at Loop 56
Okmulgee OK 74447

Mr. Richard L. Allen
Cherokee Nation

Cherokee Nation Complex
Hwy. 62-South of Tahlequah
Tahlequah OK 74465 '

Ms. Jennifer Makaseah

- Tribal Secretary

Absentee - Swawnee Executive Committ
2025 So. Gordon Cooper Dr.
Shawnee OK 74801



a

Ms. Virginia Nail

( . kasaw Nation
Aruerican Building
12th and Broadway
Ada OK 74820

Ms. June Fixico
-Mekko

Kialegee Tribal Town
"318 South Washita

Wetumka OK 74833

Frances Battise

Chairperson

Alabama - Coushatta Tribe of Texas
Route 3, Box 640

Livingston TX 77351

Mr. Charlie McGertt

Town King

- Thlopthloceo Tribal Town

Interstate 40, Exit 227

" Clearview Exit
Okemzh QK 74859

Mr. Jerry Haney

Principal Chief

Seminole Nation of Oklahoma
NE Cormner of Junction 270 and 56
Wewoka OK 74834

Mr. Willliam E. Day

Director S

Tunica - Biloxi Office of Cultural and
Historic Preservation

150 Melacon Drive

Marksville LA 71351



’ | N | )
| ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

1409 Caliseum Boulevard, Montgomery, Alabama 36130-3050

. G. M. Roberts
Transportation Director:

Don Siegelman

G ] . i . . .
ovemor December 6, 1999

Mobile District Corps of Engineers
ATTN: Regulatory Branch OP-SA
Mobile AL 36628-0001 '

RE: Project DPI-0030 (005)
I-10 Mobile River Bridge
~ Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama

Dear Sir:

The Alabama Department of Transportation is studying a proposal to widen
Interstate 10 (110) from approximately Broad Street in Mobile County to a location east
of the existing U.S. Highway 98/1-10 interchange in Baldwin County. The proposed
project will include a new bridge over the Mobile River in the vicinity of the existing I-10
Wallace Tunnels, improvements to the I-10 Bayway and interchange improvements as
required. Additional rights of way will be required to implement th15 prOJect The study
area’is shown on the enclosed figures.

- The purpose of the project is to provide a multi-lane facility with nnprcwed level
of service for existing and future traffic along the existing Interstate 10 Corridor.

The Alabama Department of Transportation is investigating all aspects of this
proposal in order to determine its feasibility. We are very much interested in the views of
public officials and agencies concerning this proposed highway facility. The eatly
identification of effects a highway project may have on an area is needed to assure proper
pianning.
Also, we are interested in your review of this proposal so that we may satisfy the.
intent of certain Federal Statutes {Section 204 of the Demonstration Cities and
Metropolitan Development Act of 1966 and Section 401 of the Intergovemmental
Review Act 0f 1968). Although Federal-Aid Highway Planning, Research, and
Censtruction projects have not been selected for review under Alabama’s
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs” (Executive Order 12372) process, we
must still meet these other requirements. Therefore, your review is requested.



December 6, 1999
Eage 2

it would be appreciated if you would inform us of any comments or useful
information that you might have regarding thé feasibility of this proposal and identify any
‘social, economic or environmental effects relative to the proposal. The comments will be
taken under consideration in the development of this project and the appropnate
environmental document.

Sincerely, '

Don T. Artkle, Chief .
_Desig‘n Bureau

By: @’W

Alfedo z\ce(ff Coordinator (-
Environmental Technical Section

JPB/AA/mbw

C: ETSFile



)

U.S. Department ~Airports District Office |
of Transportation ] 120 Motth Hangar Drive, Suite B
Federal Aviation ) Jackson, MS 39208-2306
. . : (601) 965-4628 FAX: (B01) 965-4632
Administration - : eMail: 9.asojanado@faa.gov

~ December 13, 1999 | ' - .

- Alfedo Acoff, Coordinator

" Environmental Technical Section
Alabama Department of Transportation
1409 Coliseum Boulevard
Montgomery, Al 36130-3050

RE: Project DPI-0030(005)
I-10 Mobile River Bridge
Mobite and Baldwin Counties, Alabama

‘Dear Mr. Acoff:

Find attached Federal Aviation Administration {FAA) Form 7460—1 The form instructions
include report:ng criteria. At a point where design and construction techniques have been
established, please review the reporting criteria on FAA Form 7460-1. If applicable, then submlt
the FAA Form 7460-1 to the Southermn Region address shown on the front of the forn.

Reporting may be required for the pemmanent structure and/or cranes used during construction.

Call me if you have any questions. %

William J. Schutler, P.E. | V=
Program Manager , s -




: NOTICE OF PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OR ALTERATION

§77. 13 t:onstrucﬁon or alteration requiring notice. .

(@) Except as provided in §77.15, each sponsor who proposes any of the

_foliowing construction or alferation shall nu'l:lfyﬂweAdmmlshator mthe forrnand
prescribed in §77.17: R

we "

. §77.15 Construction. or alteration not requiring notice. -

No person is required to notify the Administrator for any of the foﬂovmg
. construction or alteration:
(3) Any object that would be shielded by existing structures of a pelmanent and

{1) Any construction or alteration of more than 200 feet in height above the —suhstantral character or by natural temain or topographic feahures of equal or

[ A

gmundiwda'lrtssm : -
{2) Anly construction or alteration of greater height than an lrnaglnary surface'
exten&ng outward and upward at one of the following slopes: -
| (s)muturorahonzontanrstanceofzooooreetfrunmemmmof
- the nearest runway of each airport specified in paragraph (a) (5) of this section
. with at least one runway more than 3,200 feet in actual length, excluding

- ~.-\..q. -g._:;

= "{§) 50 &1 for a horizortal distance of 10,000 feet from the nearest point of the
» nearest runway of each airport specified in paragraph (a} (5)-of this seclion
cwith its longedrunwaynomreﬂmnizoofeetmam:a!}ergm -exciuding .
--hehpofts

. ‘ﬂzsmifnrahonznntalcﬁstameofﬁooofeetfmmmemar&pokﬂofme
= nearathmﬁigandlakauffareaufeachhdpmtspeccﬁadmparagraph(a)ﬁ)

+ of this section. R
oz (S}Anyhlg!'my, rafiroad, or other traverse way for moblle objects, of a height .
which, if adjusted upward 17 feet for an lntestate!-hg!'lwayﬂtatrspartofme
‘National System of Miitwy and Interstate Highways where overcrossings are
designied for a minimem of 17 feet vestical distance, 15 feet for any other public
roadvay, 10 feet or the height of the highest mobile object that would normally
traverse the road, whichever is greater, for a private read, 23 feet for 3 railroad,
and for-a waterway or any any other traverse way not previcusly menfioned, an
amount equal to the height of the highest mobile object that would nomally
traverse i, would exceed a standard of paragraph (a) (1) or {2} of this section.

{4) When requested by the FAA, any consfruction or alteration that would be
in an strument appreach area (defined in the FAA standards goveming
instument approach procedures) and available information indicates it might
excead a standard of Subpart C of this part.

_ {5 Any construction or alterafion on any of the fo!lomng alrpotts (including
_hediports): .

G)Ananpmmatrsavailab!e forpubﬁcuseandisls&dmmeAnpurt

Directory of the. cument Ainman's Information Manual or in ether the Alaska or

/Pacific Airman’s Guide and Chart Supplement. .

(i} An airport under construction, matlsthesubpctofamhceorpmposalon

. file with the Federal Aviation Administration; and except for imilitary airports, #
- :sdeaﬂylndlmdthatﬁata;rportmubeavaihhieforpubhcuse. ce e

(@) An airport that is operated by an armed force of the United Siates.

{b) Each sponsor who pmpos&emns&ucﬁonuaﬂeraﬁmﬂﬁﬁsmesubiectofa
notice wnder paragraph (a) of this section and is advised by an FAA regional
office that a supplemental ndlice is required shall submit that nolice on 2
prescribed form to be received by the FAA regm\a[ofﬁceatleasttiﬁmsbefom
the start of construction or afteration.
(c)Eachspmsnrvmomﬂertakesconstmchmm'anemtonﬁmhsmeswjedof
a notice under paragraph (a) of this section shall, within 5 days after that
construction or alteraion reaches its greatest height, submit a supplemental
nchceonaprscnbedfunnmtheFAAregmmloﬁicehawngjmsdchnnoverme
region involved, if —

{1} The constructien or alteration is more than 200 feet above the surface
level of its site; or .
(2} An FAA regional office advises him that subnmon of the form is

required,

ST ’\«-h-..._ﬂ".'

greaterheight,sﬂwuuldbebmtedmthec:ungestedareaofady town, or
seittement where it is evident beyond all reasurable doubt that the struchmre so
shielded will not adversely affect safety in ar navigation. e

® Anyantannashum:recfmfeetorlessmhaghtemeptm H':atwouid
Increase the height of another antenna structure, - S e

(e} Any air navigation facity, alrpottwstmlapprmchurlan&ngand alrcrait
aresting  devica, orn‘aeteombglmldevm.ofatypeappmvedbyme
Administrator, oranappropnatemiﬁarysemceonnﬁtaryaupods thelomhon
and height of which Is fixed by #s funclional purpose, -
(d)A:qmnshuchonoraJterahonforwhldmohcesreqmedbyanyuﬂ\erFM
regulation. -

§77.17 Form and t:me of notlce.
e} EachpefsmwlmtsrequwedtonuhfymeAdnmsmrwﬂermﬁ(a)s}aﬂ
send one executed form set of FAA Form 7460-1, Nolice of Proposed
* Construction or Alleration, to the Manager, Air Traffic Division, FAA Regional
Office having jurisdiction over the area within which the construction or altesation
wil be located. Copies of FAA Form 7460-1 may be obtained- from the
headquarters of the Fedesal Aviation Administration and the regioal offices.

(b} The notice required under §77.13 (a) (1) through (4) must be submitted at
least 3 days before the earfier of the following dates —

{1) The date the proposed construction or aiteration is to begin.

(2) The date an application for a construction permit is tobe filed.
However, a nofice refating to proposed construction ar afteratian that is subject to
the Bcensing requirements of the Federal Commtmications Act may be sent to
the FAA 1t the same tie the application for construction is fled with the Federal
Communications Comniission, or at any time before that filing.

(c)Apmpnsedshudwaotanaﬂeraﬂcntoanemshngstmdmeﬁutmmeds
2,000 feet in height above the ground wil be presuned to be a hezard to air
navigation and to result in an inefficient utilization of airspace and the applicant
has the burden of overcoming that presumption. Each nistice subniitted under the
pertinent provisions of this part 77 propesing a structure in excess of 2,000 feet
above ground, or an alteration that will nake an existing shucture exceed that.
_ height, must contain a defafled showing, directed to mesting this burden. Only in
" exceptional cases, where the FAA condludes that a clear and compefling
stmmnghasbeennndeﬂatﬂmtﬂdnctrﬁu&mammfﬁaeﬂm&ahmofme
airspace and would notresukmalﬂzardtoarnavgahon. m‘“adeﬁermmaﬁon of
no hazard be issued. -

{d) In the case of an emergency invelving essential public Services, pubﬁc health,

or public safely that requires immediate construction or atteration, the 30 day
requirement in paragraph (b} of this section does not apply and the notice may be
sent by telephane, telegraph, or other expeditious means, with an executed FAA
Form 7460-1 subsmited within five (S5) days thereafter. Outside normal business
hours, emémency actices by felephone or telegraph may be submitted to the
nearest FAA Fight Service Station.

(e} Each person who is required 1o notify the Administrator by paragraph (b} or
{c) of §77.13, or both, shall send an executed copy of FAA Forrn 7460-2, Nolice
of Actual Construction o Alteration, ta the Manager, Air Traffic Division, FAA
Regional Office having jurisdiction over the area involved.,

ADDRESSES OF THE REGIONAL OFFICES

" Eastern Region :
DC, DE, MD, NJ, NY, PA, VA, WV
Eastem Regionat Office
Air Traffic Division, AEA-S20
JFK [ntarnational Airport
Fitzgeraki Federal Building
Jamaica, NY 11430
Tal: 718-553-2616

Great Lakes Region

I, IN, MI, MN, ND, OH, SD, Wt
Great [.akes Regional Cffica -
Air Traflic Division, AGL-520
2300 East Devon Avenua

Des Plaines, I, 60018

Tel: 847-294-7568

New England Regicn
CT, MA, ME, NH, RL VT
New England Regional Office
Air Traffic Division, ANE-520
12 New Enaland Exacutive Park

Alaska Regicn

Al'.nhan Regmal Office

Air Traffic Division, AAL-530
222 West Tth Avenua
Ancherage, AK 99513

Tel; 907-274-5893

Centrat Region
1A, KS, MT, NE
Ceriral Regional Cffice
Air Traffic Divisiot, ACE-520
-, 50 East 12th Stroet
Kansas City, MO 54106
7 Tel: 816-426-3408 ar 3403

Southwest Region
AR, LA, NM, OK, TX
Southwest Regmnal Office
Air Traffic Division, ASW-520
2601 Meacham Bautevard
Fort Worth, TX 76137-0520

- Tel 8317-222-5531

Western Pacific Region
HL, CA, NV, AZ, GU

Northwest Mountain Region
CO, ID, MT, OR, UT, WA, WY
Morthwest Mountzin Regional Office
Air Traffic Division, ANM-520

1601 Lind Avenue, SW

Renton, WA 83055-4056

Tel. 425-227-2520 :

Southern Region
AL, FL, GA, KY, MS, NC, PR,

SC. TN VI Western-Pacific Regional Office
Southem Regional Office Air Traffic Division, AWP-520
Air Traffic Division, ASO-520 15000 Aviaticn Boulevard -

Hawiharme, CA 90260

1701 Columbia Avenue
Tel: 3_10-725-6557

Colega Park, GA 30337
Tel 404-305-5585



el INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING FAA FORM 7460-1

PLE!SE TYPE or PRINT
ITEM #1. Please include the name, address and phone number of a personal contact point as well as the company name.

M #2. Please include the name, address and pho fe numbar ofa persona] contact point as well as the company name.

A 43, New Consh'udxon would bea structure that has not yet been buitt. - e : P,

Alteiahon is a ohangeto an existing structure such as the addition of a srde mounted antenna a change to the marlong and lighting, a
change to power andfor Erequenq', ora ohango to tha hetght. The nature of the alternatlon shalt be snoluded in ITEM 21 :Complete

Description of Proposal™. . S

Existing would be'a cotrection to the lahtude andior Iongitude ‘a oorreotion ‘o tho hefght, ‘oF if ﬁl‘ng on an eaosimg s‘tmotme whzoh- has
never been studied by the FAA. The reasan for the notics shali be included in ITEM #21 "Complete Desmpﬁon of Proposal". R

ITEM #4. I Permanent, so indicate. if Terhi:orary, oh as a crane or dnllmg demck, enter the estimated length of hmo the temporary

structure will be up. ‘- : _
ITEM #5. Enter the date that oonstruct:on is expeoted 10 start and the date that oonstruchon shouid be oompleted- o s : o
ITEM £6. Please indicate the type of stucture ‘D0 NOT L EAVE BI__;‘;ANK. R m e S N

ITEM #7.. In the event that obstruction marlong and !:ghtmg rs requ:red ploase indicate type des:red- i no preference check other" and
indicate "no_preference”. DO NOT LEAVE BLANK. NOTE: High mtens:tyﬁghhng shaﬂ be used only for structurés over 500" AGL. inthe
absence of hrgh intensity lighting for structures over 500° AGL, marking is also required. - v Tz -

' ITEM iﬂ If this is an exdisfing. tower that has been [Tegistared with the FCC enterthe FCC Antenna Structure Regtstrahon number here.

ITEM #9."and #10. Lafitude and longitude must be geographic coordinates, accurate to within the nearest. second or to the nearest
hundredth of 2 second if known. ‘Latitude and longitudé derived solely from a hand-held GPS instrument is NOT acceptable. A
hand-heid GPS js only accurate to w:thln 100 meters (328 feet) 95 per oent of the trrne. This data, when plotted should match the sit=

O N T ..
: B - -t PO O e 2 1

deplctlon submitted under TTEM #20. """~ "~ =~ * 7 .
ITEM #11.-NAD 83 is preferred; however latrtudeﬂongrtude may be submrtted in NAD 27 . Also, in some geographto areas where NAD 27 .
and NAD 83 are not dvailable dther datums may be used. it i is rmportantto know which datum is used.. DO NOT LEAVE BLANI. - .

eded W FOSewwe Al O TS IR OHERR L 3 - -

ITEM #12. Enter tho name of tho nearest ottylstato to the srte if the structure is or wi be ina ctty enter the name 2\1 that oltylstate
ITEM #13. Enter tho ful! name of the nearest pubho—use (not pnvato-usa) a:rpo:t (or hoﬁport) or rmlrtag au]gort (or hoFPod) to ﬁze site

e f

TTEM #14. Enter the distance from the airport or. heliport isted in #13 to the structura.

‘}M #15. Enterthe di recton from the alrpor‘t or hehport listed in #13 to the structure. .
ITEM #16. Enter the site elevahon above mean sea level and expressed in whole feet rounded to the nearest foot (e d. 17' 3" rounds tc
17", 1T 6" rounds to 18'), This data should match the ground contour eievations for site dep:ctlon suhmrtted under lTEM #20 e

ITEM #17. Enter the total structire height above ground level in whole feet rounded to the next hlghest foot (e g 17‘ 3 rounds to 18‘)
The total structure height shall include anythmg mounted on top of the structure, such as antennas, obstructlon tlghts, lightning

rods, ete. -
ITEM #18. Enterthe overal[ helght above mean sea level and expressed in whole feet This will be the total of ITEM #16 + ITEM #17.

TEM #19. ifan FAA aeronautlcai study was prewously conducted enter the previous study number.

ITEM #20, Enter the re!atronshlp of the stmoture fo roads, airports, prominent terrain, ex:stmg structures, etc Attach an 3-1[2" X1
non-reduced copy of the appropriate 7.5 minute U.S. Geological Survey (USGS} Quadrangle Map MARKED WITH A PRECISE
INDIGATION OF THE SITE LOCATION. To obtain maps, Contact USGC at 1-800-435-7627 or via Intemet at “http: ffmapping_usgs.gov".

If available, attach a copy of a documented s:te survey with the surveyor's certification stating the amount of vert:cai and horizontat

accuracy in feet
ITEM #21.
* For transmitting stations, mciude maximum effective radiated power (ERP) and all frequanoues
For antennas, iriclude the type of antenna and center of radiation {Aftach the antenna pattern, if avaifable).

For microwave, include azimuth relative to frue north.
For overhead wires or transmission fines, include size and configuration of wires and their supporting structures (Attach dep:cﬁon)

For each pole/support, include coordinates, site efevation, and structure height above ground level or water.
" For buildings, include site orientation, coordinates of each corner, dimensions, and construction materials.

For alterations, expiain the alterzation thoroughly.

For exdsting structures, thoroughly explain the reason for notifying the FAA fe.g. conectrons no recard of previous study, €lc.).
Filing this information with the FAA does nat relieve the sponsor of this construction or alteration from complying with any
ather federal, state or local rules or regulations, If you are not sure what other rules or regulatlons applyto your proposai
sontact local/stata aviation and zoning authotities. _
}

Paperwork Reduction Work Act Statement This infonmation is collected to evalunte the effect of propesed constuction or
aiteration on air navigation and is not confidential. Providing this information is mandatory for anyone proposing construction or alteration
that meets or exceeds the criteria contained in 14 CFR , part 77. We estimate that the burden of this collection is an average 19 minutes
per response. An agehcy rmay not conduct or sponsor, and a persan is not required fo respond to a collection of information unless i
displays a currently valid OMB control number. The OMB control number for this collection is 21 20-0001. :



e e L e Ew— m e—e s o -

Yeasa Type or Print on This Form
és Faiture To Provide All Requested Information May Delay Processing of Your Notice OB TR e L
3 N . a . . . PE -
b Dapmant f piioten Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration
l. Sponsor (persch, company, eic. proposing this action) :- s ades o P) "
Minof: S ; ' - . i
Ty 10. Longitude: a -
Mnuess: - { 11.patum: CInapss [inap2z Ooter
: - 42, Nearest Ciy: —_ =1~ L State:
Shy- State: Zipz - e T T P
Felejhone:_ _ Fax 13, Nearest Public-use (rot private-use) or Mitary Alfport o7 Hefipost.
3. Sponsor's Representative (fofhor than#1). - ~© T -7 | = ‘_Tfjf'.ﬂ_;_f-_'ﬁ-'."?-’ e p— s
Attn.of: - el — | 14 Distance from #13. to Stucture: —
Name— 15. Direction from #13. to Struchure:
Address: 16. Site Elevation (amst): ft
Ciy:— States_ "+ Zion 7. 'l'ofal StmctureHelght (AGL): ft
Tetephone: —Fax— 18. Overall Height (#18. + #17,) (AMSL). fr. .
. R T —em—1 0. Prévious EAA Aeronasitical Study Number (f appicable):
3. Noticeof: - [[] New Construction [1 Afteration 1 edsting § - ‘ ) .
) . . - i -OE
4. Durations = [J.Penmanent - [J Temporary (——months, —_..days) T - ) T T :
-7 - . - ’ zn.nwcfmol‘ Location: {Alfach a USGS 7.5 minirte .
5. Work Schedule: Beginning.— ~End : : - Y Quadrangle Map with the predse site marked and any cerlified survey.). .
8. Ty}pe:[l Anterina Tower [} Crane [J Buikﬁng O PowerlLine
[] tandm [ WaterTank [ Other
7. Marking/Painting and/or Lighting Preferred: -
{1 Red Lights and Paint (] Dual - Red and Medium Intensity White
{1 White ~ Medium Intensity [ Dual - Red and High Intensity White
[J white - High Intensity ] other_ :
}c Antenna Structure Regisiration Number (& appicable).
Frequengnym (kW)

21. Complete Description of Proposak: -

Notice is required by 14 Code of Federal Regudations, pa

it 77 pursuant to 49 U.S.C., Section 44718, Persons who knowingly and willingly viciate the notice
requirements of part 77 are subject to a civil penalty of $1,000 per day until the notice is received,

pursuant to 49 U.S.C., Saction 46301 (@), -

_)}'Ehy certily that ail of the above statements made by me are true, complete, and correct to the best of
or light the structure in accordance with established marking & lighting standards as necessary.

my knowledge. In addition, 1 agree to mark

Mate

Typed or Printed Name and Tille of Parsan Filing Notica

‘Signadre

FAA Form 7460-1 (299} Supersedes Previous Edition

NSN: 0052-00-012-0009









ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

1403 Coliseum Boulevard, Montgomery, Alabama 36130-3050

Govemor : : : December 17, 1999 - - Transpoﬁg-ﬁg"." gjc;:sg‘sr

Governor

Volkert, David & Associates, Inc. : -
P. O. Box 7434 :
Mobile, AL 36670

RE: Project DPI-0030(005) -

.10 Mobile River Bridge -

Mobile & Baldw_in Counties, Alabama
Dear Sir:

Attached is a copy of our early coordination efforts on the subject praject. We will
forward a copy of all responses to your oftice on a regular basis. These comments wili be useful
in your efforts to study and prepare the appropriate environmental document. :

Should we be able to assist further with this matter, please contact Mr. Joe P. Bearrentine
of our Environimental Technical Section at (334) 242-6149.

Sincerely,

Don T. Arkle. Chief
Design B

JPB/mbw
Attachment
pc: Mr. Ronnie Poiroux .

- Mr. William Adams
ETS File
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&
STATE OF ALABAMA
ALABAMA HISTORICAL COMMISSION
468 SouTH PERRY STREET
- MONTGOMERY, ALABAMA 36130-Co00

LEE H. WARNER ' , . TEL: 334-242-3184
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR . - . FAX: 334:240-3477

- December 28, 1999

Alfedo Acoff /

Alabama DOT Copy o .. Div.Eng.

1409 Coliseum Boulevard V Location

Montgomery, Alabama 36130-3050 - Usies

" Re: . | | 7. _DVA
e AHC 00-0352 — ==

DOT DPI-0030 (005) : £Js
Widen I-10

Broad Street to US 98/1-10 Interchange
Mobile and Baldwin Counties

Dea.r WAoot té{ :

Uponreview of the information forwarded by your office, the Alabama Historical Commission
has determined that should this project be given favorable consideration, several cultural resource
issues would have to be addressed. Site 1 Ba 207 is directly adjacent to the bridge on the Baldwin -
County side and there are eleven more known archeological sites in the immediate vicinity of the
project. On the Mobile County side, theré are five known archaeological sites in the immediate
vicinity of the project. These sites do not include Battery McIntosh, the Confederate Obstructions,
the USS Alabama, and historic structures in Mobile which shall also need to be addressed.

We appreciate your early coordination with our office and we are ready to work with you to
resclve any cultural resource jssues which may arise. Should vou have any questions or comments,
please contact Stacye Hathorn or Greg Rhinehart of our office.

beth Ann Brown
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
) ign Buread
EAB/SGH/GCR | Ena?,;'r%mﬁm

THE STATE HisToRIC PRESERVATION OFFiIcs
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Alabama Department of Transportation R LERST
1409 Coliseurn Boulevard ' L

Montgomery, Alabama 36130-3050
Dear Mr, Arkie: _
Subject:  Project: DPI-0030(005)

1-10 Mobile River Bridee
Mobile County, Alabama

The Naztiona] Marine Fisheries Service (NMEFS} has reviewed the informatian provided with your -
letter, dated Degember 6, 1999, regarding the widening of Interstate 10 (1-10) from approximately.

Broad Street i Mobile Cotinty to 8 locatiog east of the existing U.§; Highway 98/1-10 interchange =
in Baldwin County. The proposed project wilf include a pew bridge over the Mobile River in the
vicinity of the existing 110 Wallzce Tugte]s, roadway improvements, additional dght»nf‘-Ways, and
interchange improvements as required. : . '

Be advised that the project area wetlands are identified a5 Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) in the 1998
generic amendment of the Fishery Management Plans for the Gulf of Mexico. The genedc
amendment was prepared by the Guif of Mexico Fishery Management Council as required by the
1996 amendment to the Maguuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and gement Act,” Federal

L .

asencies which permit, fund, orugd ertake activities which may adversely impact EFH muist undertake



LlF" -

cc:
ADEM, Mobile
AL DCNR, Guif Shores
EPA, Atlants
. FWS, Daphpe
- F/SER4
F/SER3

- Sincerely,

WHIThsl

Assistant Regional Admigistrator

Habitat Conservation Division
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COMMIESSION

TIMOTHY C.BOYCE o
STATE FURESNTER <

GRS o - Alabama Ferestry Commission
Copyto: -/ Div.Eng - -
Location : - 1070 Schillinger Road
Utiities Mobile, Alabama 36608

W ;‘Q\/ﬂ | January 14, 2000

Alabama Department of Transportatian
1409 Coliseum Blvd
Moatgomery, Alabama 36130

RE: Project: DP-0030 (005)
1-10 Mobile River Bridge

Dear Sirs:

In response to your letter dated December 6, 1 999; I would like to submit the following
comments regarding environmental effects: '

1). This expansion area is'in a note worthy estuary for fish and shell fish. Nursery
production of oysters, shrimp, red fish, and spotted sea trout will be negatively
impacted.

2). The emergent marsh grasses and submerged aquatic grass beds will receive
adverse sediment loads and turbidity from the construction process. The sediment
transport will be altered and all dredge material will have to be placed in a spoils
area which has not been identified. -

3). The existing Bayway has increased mortalify (due to vehicle volume) for American
coots, migrating shore birds, and resulted in a bald eagle death in 1598.

4). The Shoals located north and south of the Bayway are a major wintering area for
migrating waterfowl due to the abundance of preferred grasses. The construction
will disrupt this area for several years. : '

5). The construction of the existing Bayway results in the redirection of Dolee’s Creek,
which should be flowing north. This can be confirmed by examining topographic
maps of the area. Future construction will likely result in the filling of Dolee’s Bay.
An Army Corp of Engineers survey should be conduncted to determine feasibility.



Alabama Department of Transportation
January 14, 2000 )
Page 2

6) The North American Waterfowl Management Act prohxbus this type of activity inan -
identified migration corridor and wintering area. This is administered by the U. S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. Officials from the U.S.F.W., Washington Office should
be-consulted and a mitigation process initiated before the construction draft is
written. .

If I can be of future assistance in the planning process, please feel fiee to contact me.

Sincerely,.
. SteveLyda |
Mobile County Manager

Alabama Forestry Commission

cc: Robert Dismukes



" DON SIEGELMAN

Alabama Department of Economic And Community Affairg
- S ,\’ = g_:_",*z‘vg DEWAYNE FREEMAN

GOVERNOR e DIRECTOR

January 24, 2000

Don T. Arkle, Chief

Design Bureau _
Alabama Department of Transpartation
* 1409 Coliseum Boulevard
Montgomery, Alabama 36130-3050

Dear Mr. Arkle:

Re: Project: DP{-0030(005)
[-10 Mobile River Bridge
‘Mobile and Ba!dwin Counties, Alabama

Review of the referenced proposal indicates that it may impact a Land and Water
Conservation Fund (LWCF) assisted site located on the Mobile River. Section 8(f)(3) of
the LWCF Act of 1965 prohibits the conversion of any Fund assisted property to any
use other than outdoor recreation without approval of the Secretary of the U.S.~
Department of the Interior. A site inspection will be necessary to determine what, if any,
impact may result from the proposal. -

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Jon
Strickland at 334-242-5483.

Gwyb:_ﬁ{ biv.E‘ng..

JAL:JCS

= Locsion 7
Uiitias - James A. Littleton, Director
IZ VA Community Services Division
v ETS _

401 Adams Avenue » Suite 580 = P.O. Box 56390 » Monigomery, Alabama 356103-5690 = (334} 242-5100
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
P. O. Drawer 1190
Daphne, Alabama 36526

INREPLY REFER TO: N : & o
X\

00-0497a ' February 8, 2000

Mr. Don T. Arkle

Alabama Department of Transportation
1409 Coliseum Boulevard
Montgomery, AL 36130-3050

‘Dear Mr. Arkle:

- Thank you for your letter of December 6, 1999 requesting comments on the proposal to widen
Interstate 10 (110), Project: DPI-0030(005) in Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama, We have
reviewed the information you enclosed and are providing the following comments in accordance
with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. et seq.) and the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

The following Federally listed species are known to occur In the project area and would likely
be affected by the project: '

1. Alabama sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus suttkusi)
2. Alabama red-bellied turtle (Pseudemys alabamensis)
3. Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)

We recommend that someone from the Alabama Department of Transportation contact this
office as soon as possible so that informal consultation may begin. Together we can determine
what studies are necessary to assess the impacts that occur and determine ways to minimize
those impacts. ' : A -

If you need any additional information please contact Mr. Bert W. Steen, of my staff, at 334-441-
5181 ext. 38 and please refer to the reference number above. ' :

Sincerely,

:Q% Z " Div. Eng
Larry E. Goldman v/ _ Location
Field Supervisor

Utiiiies -
v _ Dy
v 1S

FAX: 334-441-6222

DIIANTE. 224 441 _SIR1 www. fws.gov

.“ -
]
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- See 47 CFR 1.1204(b) for rules
governing permissible ex parte contacts.
For information regarding proper
filing procedures for comments, see 47
CFR 1.415 and 1.420. .

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73
Radio broadeasting,

Federal Communications Commission

Jabn A. Karousos, :

Chief, Allocations Branch, Policy and Rules

Division, Mass Media Bureau. :

[FR Doc. 003640 Filed 2—-15-00; 8:45 am)

BILLING CODE 6712-0%—P

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION ‘

. 47CFRPant73 =

[DA No. 00212, MM Docket No. 60-20, FIN—
9733]

- Radic Broadpasting Services; Paris -
and Mount Pleasant, TX.
.AGENCY: Pederal Comumunications
_ ACTION: Proposed rule,

SUMMARY: This document requests -
comuients on a petition fled by
Carephil Communications requesting
the reallotment of Channel 270C2 from
Paris; Texas, to Mowit Pleasant, Texas,
" and modificition of the Hcense for

* Station KBUSIFM) to specify Mount

. Pleasant, Téxas, as the community of

* " Heanse. The coordinates for Charinel

2702 at Mount Pleasant are 33-11-47
and 95-06-10. In accordance with
Section 1.420(i} of the Commission's
Rules, we shall not accept competing
expressions of interest in the use of -
Channel 270C2 at Moumnt Pleasant.
DATES: Comments must be filed on or
before March 27, 2000, and reply
comments on or before April 11, 2000.
ADDPRESSES: Federal Communications
Commission, 445 Twelfth Street, 3.W.,

Washington, D.C. 20554, In addition to i

filing comments with the FCC,
_interested parties should serve the
petitioner’s counsel, as follows: Greg P,
Skall, Pepper & Corazzini, L.L.P., 1776
K Street, N.W., Suite 200, Washington,
D. C. 20006.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kathleen Scheuerle, Mass Media
Bureaun, {202} 418-2180.
SUPPLEMENTARY [NFORMATION: Thisis a
summary of the Comuiission’s Notice of
Proposed Rule Making, MM Docket No.
0020, adopted Jamuary 27, 2000, and
released February 4, 2000. The full text
of this Cammission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
- normal business hours in the

Commission’s Reference Center,
Washington, DC. The complete text of
this decision may also be purchased
from the Commission’s copy
contractors, International Transcription
Services, Inc., 1231 20th Sireet, NW.,
Washington, DC. 20036, {202) 8573800,
facsimile (202} 857—3505. Provisions of
the Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980
do not apply to this proceeding.
Membess of the public shouid note that
from the time & Notice of Proposed Rule
Making is issned until the matter Is no
longer subject to Commission
consideration or court review, all ex
parte contects are prohibited in
Commission proceedings, such as this
cne, which involve channel allotments.
See 47 CFR 1.1204(b} for rules
governing permissible &x parte contact.
For information regarding proper
filing procedures for cornmets, see 47
CFR 1.415 and 1.420.
List of Subjects in' 47 CFRPart 73"
Radio bmadcast._r T )

Federal Communicdtipns Gonimission. ~
John A, Karousos, | ., N ;; L

" Chief, Allocations Bra ih; Policyand Hules ©
Division, Mass Medig Bureguts. -, ;.5 1o
{FR Doc. 00-3641 File

" BILUNG CODE §T12-01-F.3

".  ~‘Provisions of the Regula

FEDEFAL COMMUKC)
COMMISSION

47 CFRPant73 | 0"
[DA G0-171; MM Dotket N
9814] 3 gl e

1305

Radio Broadcasti‘r;é Services, o
Andalusia, AL and Hoit, FL

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission. T

ACTION: Proposed rule.

00T RN . - -

suMMARY: This docwnent requests
comients on a petition for rule making
filed on behalf of Capstar TX Limited
Partnership, licensee of Station
WTKE(FM), Channel 251C1, Andalusia,
Alabama, requesting the reallotment of
Channel 251C1 to Holt, Florida, as that
locality’s first local aural transmission
service, and modification of its
authorization accordingly. Coordinates
used for Chanmnel 251C1 at Holt, Florida,
are 30-59-57 NL and 864120 WL.
DATES: Comments must be filed on or
before March 27, 2000, and reply
comments on or before April 11, 2600.
ADDRESSES: Secretary, Federal
Communications Commission,
Washingten, DC 20554. In addition to
filing cormments with the FCC,
interested parties should serve the

petitioner’s counsel, as follows: Gregoxy
L. Masters and E, Joseph Knoll, I, .
Esgs., Wiley, Rein & Fielding, 1776 K -
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20606.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Nancy Joyner, Mass Media Bureau, (202}
418-2180.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Thisis a
synopsis of the Commission’s Notice of
Proposed Rule Making, MM Docket No.
00-17, adopted January 19, 2000, and
released February 4, 2000. The full text
of this Commission decision is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FCC's
Reforence Information Centar {Room
CY-AZ57), 445 Twelfth Street, SW.,
Washington, DC. The complete text of -

-this decision may also be purchased |

from the Commission’s copy contractor,
International Transcription Service,
Inc., 1231 20th Steeet, NW.,
Washington, DC 20036, (202} 857-35800.
tory . --

*"- Flexibility Act of 1980 do not apply to

_his proceeding,.
* Members of the public should note
that from the time a Notice of Proposed

Rule Making is issued until the matfer -

. is 1o longer subject to Commission - -
. consideration or court review, all ex
.. parte contacts are prohibited in
.",.. Commissicn proceedings, sitch as this
., _one, which involve channel allotments.
- See 47.CFR 1.1204(b}forrales . - .~

verning permissible ex parte mnt_zcts:_

s .- BoVern
. - For information regarding proper
_ filing progedures for corments, See 47

CFR 1.415 and 1.420. .
List of Subjects in'47 CFR part 72
Radic Broadcasting,

. Federal Communications Commission. -

John A. Karousos,

Chief, Allocotions Branch, Policy end Rules
Division, Mass Media Burear. .

[FR Doc. 003642 Filed 2--15-00; 8:45 art
BILLING CODE 6Ti2-01-F

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
-Fish and Wildlife Service

50 CFR Part 17
RIN 1018-AF56

Endangered and Threatened Wikdlie
and Plants; Notice of Reopening of
Comment Period on the Proposed Fule
Te List the Alabama Stusgeon as
Endangered

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Servite,
Interior.

ACTION: Proposed rule; notice of
recpening of comment period.
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SUMMARY: We, the Fish and Wildlife
Service {Service), give notice that the
public cormment period on the preposed
rule to list the Alabama shurgeon
{Scaphirhynchus suttkusi) as
endangered is reapened. We are
reopening the comment pericd in order
to obtain comments on a Canservation
Agreement and Strategy for the Alabama
sturgeon (both decuments will be
referred to hereafter as the 2000
Strategy), which were signed by the
Alahama Department of Gonservation
and Natural Resources (ADCNR], the
Service, the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (Corps), and the Alabsma-
Tombigbee Rivers Coalition on February
g9, 2000, and on their relevance and
significance to the proposed listing of
the Alabema sturgeon as endangered.
The goal of the 2000 Strategy is *. . .

to eliminate or significantly reduce
current threats to the Alabama sturgeon
and its habitat. . . . " Reopening the
comment period will allow ell
interested parties to submit comments
on the 2000 Strategy and its relevance
and significance to the proposed listing
of the Alabama sturgeon as endangered.
The 2000 Strategy is available for review
(See the SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
section undar Comment Procedures for
how o obtain these documents).

DATES: We will accept comments until
March 17, 2000. :
ADDRESSES: If you wish to comment,
you may submit your camments by any
one of several methods. You may mail
ar hand-deliver comments to Mitch
King, at U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
1875 Century Bonlevard, Suite 415,
Atlanta, Georgia 30345. You may also
comment via the Internet to
mitch_king@fws.gov. See the
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section for
Comment Procedures.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTAGT: MTr.
Mitch King, (see“ACUDRESSES™ section),
404-679-7180 (phone), 404-679-4180
(facsimile).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

On March 26, 1929, we published a
rule proposing endangered status for the
Alabama sturgeon in the Federal
Register (64 FR 14676). On January 11,
2000, we published a notice in the
Federal Register (65 FR 1583),
reopening the comment period through
February 10, 2000. On February 7, 2008,
we published a second notice in the
Federal Register {65 FR 5848},
reopening the comment period through
March 8, 2000. Witk this notice, we are
reopening the comment period through
March 17, 2000, to obtain comments-on
the substance of the 2000 Strategy and

on the relevance and significance of the
2000 Strategy for the Alsbama sturgeon
on the listing decision.

In 1997, a valuntary conservation
affort was implemerted and coordinated
by ADCNR in order to address the
primary threats to the Alabama
sturgeon, which was identified asits
small numbers and its apparent inahility
to offset mortality rates with
reproducton and recruitment rates. The

" primary focus of this effort wasto

remedy the small population size
through a captive breeding and
restocking program, Secondarily, the
effort provided habitat restoration
measures and ressarch to determine life
history information essential to effective
conservation and management of the

- species. A variety of public ad private

entitiss, including the Service, the -
Corps, the Rivers Coalition, the Geologic
Survey of Alahama, and the Mobils
River Basin Coalition participated in the
implementation of this effort,

During the three years of this effort,
the participants had less success
capturing Alabama sturgeon than was
injtially expected. The capture effort
produced five Alabama sturgeen, two of
which currently survive at the Marion
State Fish Hatim'y. The three year -
effort provided needed experience in
the caphure of Alabama sturgeon,
especially with respect to the best
method for collecting, the areas on the
river most likely to yield Alabama
sturgeon, and the best time of yearto
collect. The capture effort also resulted
in the establishment of protocols for
handling, transporting, and propagating
Alabama sturgeon. In addition,
collection efforis and work on other
sturpeon species are producing
information that could be valuable
regarding the Alabama sturgeon. For
example, recent collection efforts.on the
pallid sturgeon indicate that
manipulating flows out of water control
structures can increase collection
success for that species.

On February 9, 2000, the Service,
ADCNR, the Corps, and the Rivers
Coalition eritered into the 2000 Strategy
that expands upon the initial efforts
undertaken in 1987. The 2000 Strategy
includes a substantial change to the
capture program. During the three years
that the 1997 effort was underway, a
total of 250 field days were spent i the
capture effort. Under the 2000 Strategy.
a minimum total of 548 field days will
be expended each year for the first three

€ars.

The parties to the 2000 Strategy
signed the documents on February 4,
2000, becanse of a desire to have
implementation begin immediately
while we are in a period of the year that

has the best chance of capturing
sturgeon. The 2000 Strategy is subject to
amendment by consent of the parties. .
The reason the comment period has
been reopened through March 17, 2000,
is to obtair public comment on the 2000
Strategy's relevance and significance to
the upcoming listing decision. How the
2000 Strategy is relevant or significant
(i.e., its effect on the underlying analysis
of the listing factors in the proposed
rule) should be a primary focus of
comment during the public comment
period. Any comments received
concernring the 2000 Strategy will be

* fully considered by 1s in our final

determination.
Public Comments Solicited

We are seeking comments on the
relevance and signficance of the 2000
Strategy to the listing decision.

. Specifically, we are seeking input on

whether: ]

(1) The 2000 Strategy addresses the
factors identified in the proposed listing
ruls te a degree that there is no longer
a basis for listing the Alabama stn:gfuu;
~ {2) The 2000 Stratégy addresses the
factors identified in the proposed listing
rule to a degree that the listing
determination would more
apﬁmpriately be threatened instead of
endangered. The Conservation Stategy
could also be linked to a 4(d} nude;or,

{2) The 2000 Strategy fails to address
the Factors sufficiently to have an effect
cn the listing deterrtviation, hut stilt
form the basis for a Section 7[2)(1)
program, a Section 7(2)(2} consultation,
a Section 10 permit for nan-federal
entities, and/or the core of a species
recovery plan.

We request comments or suggestions
from the public, other concexned
governmental agencies, the scientific
commumity, industry, or any other
interested party concerning the 2000
Strategy and its xelevance and |
significance to the proposed listing of
the Alzbama sturgeon as endahgered.

Comment Procedures

Please submit Internet comments a5
an ASCI file, avoitling the use of special
characters and any form of encryption
Please also include “Attention:
{Alabama sturgeon]” and your name and
return address in your Internet message.
¥ you do net receive a confirmation
from the system that we have received
your Internet message, contact us
directly at the address given in the
ADDRESSES section or by telephoge at
404-679-7180. Finally, you may also
hand-deliver comments to the address
given in the ADDRESSES Section. Qur
practice is to make comments, includ®ng
names and home addresses of
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respondents, available for public review
during regular business hours.
Tndividual respondents may request that
we withhald their home address from
the rulemaking record, which we will
Honor to the extent allowable by law.
There alsc may be circramstances in
which. we would withhold from the
rulemaking record a respondent’s
identity, as allowable by law. If you
wish us to withhold your name and/or
_ address, you must state this

prominently at the beginning of your
commient. However, we willnot
consider anonymous comments. We
will make all submissions from = .
organizations ar businesses, and from
individuals identifying themselves as
representatives or offictals or
rganizations ar businesses, available
for public inspection in their entirety.
Comments and materials received will
be available for public inspection, by
appointment, during normal business
bours at the abave address. To obtain
copies of the 2000 Strategy, you can
download er print ons from http://
endangered.fws.gov/listing/indexhtml
{under Ammouncements) or ¢ontact
Kelly Bibb at 404/679-7132 (phone) or
404/679-7081 (facsimile) o receive a
faxed or mailed copy. All questions
related to this notice shoulcﬁlbe directsd
to Mz. Mitch King at the address or
phone number listed in the ADDRESSES
section of this notice.
Author’
- The primary author of this notice is
Mitch. King (see ADDRESSES section).

Authority: The authority for this notice is -
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 {16
U.S.C 1571 efseq)

Dated: February 11, 2000.
Sam D, Hamilton,
Regional Director, Fish and Wildlife Service.
IFE Doc. 003782 Filed 2-14-00; 12:13 pm)
BILLING CODE 4310-45-9

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Nationa! Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

50 CFR Part 223
[1.. 081699C, 092183A, D92799G])

.Endangered and Threatened Species;
Notice of an Additional Public Hearing
tar Proposed Rules Govemning Take of
West Coast Chincok, Chum, Coho and
Sockeye Salmon and Steelhead Trout

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS}, National Oceanic and
Atmosphberic Administration {NOAA),
Gommercea. -

ACTION: Proposed rule; notification of
public hearing.

SUMMARY: NMFS is announcing sn
additional public hearing for the
following: Proposed Riile Governing
Take of Seven Threatened
Evolutionarily Significant Units (ESUs)
of West Coast Salmonids; Proposed Rule
Goveming Take of Threatened Snake
River, Central California Coast, South/
Central California Coast, Lower
Columbia River, Central Valley
California, Middle Columbia River, and

Uppex Willamette River Evolutionarily

Significant Units (ESUs) of West Coast
Steelhead; and Limitation on Sectian 9
Protections Applicable to Salmon Listed
as Threatened under the Endangered
Species Act (BSA), for Actions Under
Tribal Resource Management Plans,
NMFS is holding this additional public
hearing forall three rules to facilitate
public participation in this regulatory
process. - :

DATES: The meeting date is February 22,
2000, 6:00 p.m.~2:00 p.m. )
ADDRESSES: Ttz meeting will be held at
Whitman College, Cordiner Hall, 345
Boyer Avenuse, Walla Walla, WA.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Carth Griffin, (503) 231-2005; Craig
Wingert, (562) 980—4021; or Chris
Mobley, (301} 713-1401. Copies of the
Federal Register documents cited
herein and additional salman-related
materials are available via the Internet &t
WWW.IOWT.00aa.gov,

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Backgromnd

T¥nder section 4{d) of the Endangered
Species Act (ESA), the Secretary of

Commerce {Secretary} is required to
adopt such regulations as he deems

_necessary and advisable for the

conservation of species listed as
threatened. On December 30, 1999 (64
TR 73479), NMFS issued a proposed
rale mnder section 4(d} of the ESA
which contains the regulations that it
believes, are necessary and advisable to
conserve threatened Snake River,
Cenfral California Coast, South/Central
California Coast, Lower Columbia River,
Ceniral Valley California, Middle
Columbia River, and Upper Willamette
River ESUs of West Coast Steelhead.
The proposed rule applies ESA secton
9(a)(1} prohibitions to the previously
mentioned steeThead ESUs, but
proposes not to apply the take
prefubitions to 13 specific programs
which Hmit impacts on listed steelhead
to an extent that makes added
protection through Federal regulation
not necessary and advisable for the

conservation of these ESUs (see 64 FR
73479). ' .

On January 3, 2000 {65 FR 170),
NMFS issued a proposed rule vnder
section 4(d) of the ESA which was
nearly identical to the December 30,
1999, proposal except that it applied to
the following spectes of salmen: Oregon
Coast Coha, Puget Sound, Lower |
Columbia and Upper Willamette
Chinook, Hood Canal Summer-run and
Columbia River Chum, and Ozette Lake
Sackeye. '

Also on January 3, 2060 (65 FR 108),
NMFS issued a‘preposed rule under
section 4{d) of the ESA that would not
impose the section g{a)(1) prohibitions
cn lake when impacts on thréatened
salmonids result from implementation
of a tribal resource management plan,
whaere the Secretary has determined that
implementing that Tribal Plan will not -
appreciably reduice the likelihood of
survival and recovery fox the listed
species. This proposal applies to
threatened salmonids that are currently
subject to ESA. section 8(a){1} take

prohibitions: Snake River spring/

summer chinook salmon; Snake River
§a1] chinook salmon; Central California
Coast (CCC) coho salmon; and Southem
Oregon/Northern California Coast
(SONCC) coho salmon. This proposed
limitation on take prohibitions would
alsp be available for all other threatened
salmonid ESUs whenever final ESA
section 9{a} prohibitions are made
applicable to those ESUs.
February 14, 2000, NMFS

published a Federal Register document

nder the Proposed Rules section which
extendad the public comment periods
forall 3 proposed rules and announced
additional public hearings in
Washington and Idaho. Because these
closely related rules had public
comment periods that ended on
diffzrent dates (February 22, 2000, for
the steelhead proposal and March 3,.
2000, for the other 2 proposals,
respectively), NMF3 extendedthe
comment period for all three rules to
March 6, 2000, to avoid confusion and
to facilitate public participation. :

NMFS hzs received a request for an
additional public hearing to allow
further opportunity for the pubiic ta

" participate in the exchange of

information and opinion amorg
interested parties and to provide oral
and written testimony. NMFS finds that
the Tequest is reasonable and has
scheduled the meeting accordingly (see
DATES and ADDRESSES).

NMEFS is soliciting specific
information, comments, data, and/or
recommendations on any aspect of the
December 30, 1999, and January 3, 2000,
proposals from all interested parties.




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HOB!LE DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

P.O. BOX 2288
MOBILE, ALABAMA 36623-0001
REPLY TO : . JL.lIle- 8, 2000
ATTENTION OF: )
Regulatory Branch
Operations Division
Subject: Pre-application Consultation and Review of Alabama

- Department of Transportation Proposed Project, I-10, Mobile
.and Baldwin Counties, Alabama

Alabama Department of Transportation
Attention: Ms. Alfedo Acoff, Coordinator
Environmental Technical Secticon

1409 Coliseum Boulevard

Montgomery, Alabama 36130-3050

Dear Ms. Acoff:

ThlS 1s in reply'tor our letter dated January 5, 2000,

U.S. Hig ¥ i erchange'in Baldwin County, Alabama.

If "waters of the United States®, including wetlands, are
filled or mechanically c¢leared -for this project, a Department
of the Army (DOA) permit, pursuant to Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act, will be required prior to construction.
Bridges over navigable waters are subject to U.S. Coast Guard
jurisdiction; therefore, you should also coordinate. your
‘request with that agency. If any work other than bridge
construction, including poured footings, approach fills,
temporary structures, etc., is conducted below the mean high
tide line of navigable "waters of the United States", a DOA
permit pursuant to Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act
of 1899 will be reqguired.

We look forward to working with your Department on this
project should a DOA permit be reguired.

Sincerely,

Copy to: /fw. Eng | %/%w%;,

Chuck Sumner
Project Manager
Permit Evaluation Sectlon
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South Alabama Regionél Planning Commission

. enmgwe

7 o James P Nix, Chairman  « Samuel L Jones, Vice-Chaimman
. Wilkam J. Lovett, Secretary  »  Lamy W. White, Treasurer~ »  Russell J. Wimbedly, Executive Director

. . o SECTION INFO | ACTION * | FILE
June 15, 2000 ) DIV ENGINEER ) '
. : ' ) ADMINISTRATION
- CONSIRUGIION
i ' COONTY 1RANS
M_r ) Ron.P_o t_roux . : , | DISTRICT ENGRS
Ninth Division Engineer EQUIPMENT -
Alabama Department of Transportation _%‘T"”E"‘-E'%‘EE
1701 N. Beltline Highway o PLANNING
Mobile, AL 36618 | STECAL P

Dear Mr. Poiroux: .. .

| received a letter-from Dr. George Crozier today relaying his thoughts on the way the 10
Bridge/Bayway pro;ect is proceeding. His letter makes three main points — two of which have been
touched on by the. local newspaper and the third being a potential environmental issue that [ think
he is well qualified to address. It would not be correct or fair to say that Dr. Crozier is against the -
projects, but rather he, as have others, questions some aspects of the way the studies are being
handled. First, there appears to be liitie in the way of public information or opportunity for public
input. 1think in the end this will do nothing but hurt the projects, because the foundation of public
support just will not be there. In the same vein, Dr. Crozier questionis the lack of pubhc discussion -
of alternatives to Bayway widening. 1’m not sure there are any viable altematives, but if we don’t
explain why, much of the' public will not accept that conclusion. These are issues I know you are
already aware of from a general perspective, but the public’s perception of a project can be

substantially impacted by the opinions of a man w1th Dr. Crozier’s community recognition and
credibiiity.

The third point Dr. Crozier made is that these projects will impact Mobile Bay through roadway
runoff. He specifically mentions tire dust and heavy metal molecules contained in the runoff, which
he contends could be significant. | am enclosing an article he sent me {the source. is not cited)
which describes an experimental system being developed in Louisiana that appears promising and
should be worth looking into. At the very least, the studies being conducted by Volkert Engineering -

should address the need for some type of runoff filtration and/or containment system on the bridge
and Bayway. :

Let me know what you think after you read the article. I appreciate your consideration of these
suggestions; call if you have questions or need additional information.

‘y, F_-. N B
' ' g 1
. | £ s JUN 16 2000 ;=
Bill Morgan o P
Director, Transportation Planning ' ‘maﬁb‘tj S’E;’E-"a?i.:criaﬁcn:
PORH DRASOR

c: - Mr. Paul Griggs, DVA (w/ enclosure)
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"ing water poflution |
=
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If asked for a method o
coutrol aix poliution, most
people would describe a
filter or chemical o |
trap or change the
fouling agent.
Describing 2
method for controll-

is not as simple

 because it is czused i

by contarminznts
from many SOUCCES.
Experts will say the §
best managenment
practice is to.reduce
pollutants and then
to contain and treat B

conraminated watcr 3
or channel it away
from aquifers and
waterbodics. They
may also ask,“What
kind of polluted
water2” Controlling
pollution in road- .
way Stormwater

" runoff, for example, is

challenging because rain is
erratic and the composition
of roadway poliutants varied.
Runoff comes from a broad
arca and accumulates more
pollutants as it moOves.
Besides, it contains heavy
mectals, one of the major
contributors to water pollu-
tion throughout the world.
In some parts of the US,
roadway runoff is controlled
at grade by plants that absorb
poliumants as water passcs
through or by retention

teen divéried into b
esludry helow. Dr. Jan
Hurd ore testing this mel

pans of the US, it is controll-
ed by filtration through
pazvement or channdling to 2
wastcwater treatment facility,
but none of these effectively
removes besvy metals from
water pouriag directly from

- an elevated roadway into 2

waterbody. For Louisiana, this
ciccumstance is significant
because the stare has more
clevatad moadways than any
other and many acc
constoucted over fish
nurserics — wetiands and

estuarics. De John Sansalone
AF rhe Toariciana State - -~

Sznsalone and research assfisia
thod 1o [er the runofi und reduce 1he ey
._intg e esluanes. . Phath by-Boden Raf et

Roatway bridge nmz‘d a poleniizl source o1 heavy metals ior Lonisiana’s e=i\sar|es has
gaf filters (inregmund) igr cteaning

el ‘

Envircnmental Engmccnng
Depastment is studying 2
method for filtering runoff
from these roadways before
it epters an estoary.
“Roadw=y cunoff is the
most significant source of
heavy metal in the
environment today” he said.

" Vehicies contain

components full of lead,
cadmium, zinc, nickel,
copper,and chromiuo — al{
potentally roxic® In fact, the
anaual level of pollution

-from madway stocrm water

runoff actnlly exceeds that

pefore heing released into the
tes Brend Duet and Jonaihan
gl of pniluhon tlu":mg

, indrstrial wastcwater
combined. Roadway cunoff
contzins significant.

pollutants, such as
these heavy meta
molecules that may be
partially fittered by sc
beside inland roadwa:
From elevated roads.
flows directly into
estuaries. The direct
discharge of this
pollution into the '_
wetlands can be roxi
o many aguatic ‘
species, especially to
invertebrares like
oysters or juvenile
shrimp. ;
Sansalone’s soluti
is to filter the storm
water runoff before
enters the cstuary.
*First we created 2
beach-scale Biwer
systcm in the lab.”
Sansalone said. “No

_we arc ficld testing and

ronitoring its performan
on a roadway overan
estuarys

He chose a biofilter
sorptive floating bead
clarifier — developed o
aquaculture systems by ¥
Ron Maloue, also of L5U
Deparument of Givil an¢
Environmenta Engineer
The hourglass shape de
the thres working zone
the bead clagifier —2
fileration chamber,a wa
throat, and an-expansic
chambcr Wat:r enters
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Photo 2: Facing west towards Mobile from the eastern bank of Mobile Bay.
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Photo 4: Western side of Mid Bay Interchange facing towards Mobile, Alabama.



Photo 5: Filamentous algae along with Ruppia maritime.

Photo 6: Hydrilla verticillata, Vallisneria americana, and Ruppia maritima.



Photo 7: Submerged aquatic vegetation. A grassbed of Vallisneria americana.

Photo 8:An emergent wetland consisting of Typha spp. and Juncus roemeranus.




Photo 9: An emergent wetland consisting of Peltandra virginica, Juncus roemeranus, and
Typha spp.

Photo 10: An emergent wetland consisting of Tyha spp.Jun us reeraus, an
Peltandra virginica.



Photo 12: Facing east from the western bank of Mobile Bay.
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Environmental Impact Statement: Mobile and Baldwin Counties,
AL

[Federal Register: October 20, 2003 (Volume 68, Number 202})1]
[Notices] )

[Page 59980-55981]

From the Federal Register Online via GPO Access {wals.access.gpo.gov]
[DOCID: fr20o0c03-78] '

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Highway Administration

Environmental Impact Statement: Mobile and Baldwin Counties, AL

AGENCY: Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)}, DOT.
ACTION: Notice of intent.

SUMMARY: The FHWA is issuing this notice to advise the public that an
environmental impact statement (EIS) will be prepared for a proposed
highway project in Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. Joe D. Wilkerson, Division
Administrator, Federal Highway Administration, 500 Easterm Blvd., Suite
200, Montgomery, Alabama 36177, Telephone: {334) 223-7370.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATTION: The FEWA in cooperation with the Alabama
Department of Transportation (ALDOT) will prepare an environment impact
statement on a proposal to increase the capacity of Interstate Route 10
at Mobile by constructing a new six-lane bridge across the Mobile River
at Mobile and

[ [Page 5998171

widening the existing bridges across Mobile Bay from four to eight
lanes.

Interstate Route 10 now geoes under the Mobile River in a four-lame
tunnel and crosses Mobile Bay on two, two-lane bridges, each seven mile
long bridges. Exlstlng and predicted traffic volumes regquire that
additional capacity on I-10. across the Mobile River and Mobile Bay be
added., Curreantly, vehicles tramsporting flammables, corrosives, and
explosives are prohibited from using the I-10 tunnel, which requires
these hazardous materials to be transported along a circuitous route
along a surface street, part of I-165, a bridge over the Mobile River,
and a segment of a noncontrolled-access State route.

An Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared for the preject
which essentially evaluated a single alignment. The alignment evaluated .
in the EA emerged from a Feasibility Study for a Mobile River I-10
Bridge, which was completed in 1997 for the South Alabama Regional
Planning Commission. The proposed design for the new bridge provides

htinsfhransr ana anv/rotohin/enanmintanly oot 10/23/2003
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198 feet of vertical clearance with a 1,250-foot span over the Mobile
River ship channel.

Because of concerns relating to visual impacts of the bridge on
historic properties, including a Naticmal Register Landmark structure
{014 City Hall), it has been decided to prepare an EIS which will
inciude reevaluation of all three aligmments included in the
feasibility study. )

Alternatives under consideration are no ‘build and adding capacity
by constructing a six-lane bridge across the Mobile River, which will
tie or merge with the existing I-10 bridges across Mobile Bay, and
widening the current Mobile Bay bridges from four to eight lanes. Three

- build alternates were considered in a feasibility study performed for
the project. All three altermates will be further evaluated in the
development of the EIS.

The prior EA process included twe public involvement meetings,
meetings with local historic interests, resource agencies, a Bridge
Aesthetic Design Workshop, a neighborhood workshop, and two public
hearings. Barly ccordination letters were sent to resource agencies,
tribes, and interested parties. The EA was also distributed to
interested parties.

Cooperating agencies include the U.§. Coast Guard and U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers.

'New early coordination letters, two additional public involvement
meetings, and two public hearings are proposed at this time. The
existing, cooperating agencies will be reguested to maintain that
status for the EIS.

During the evaluation of effect on historic properties, an adverse
effect was determined for several properties including the 01d City
Eall. Therefore, coordination with the Department of Interior, the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and the State Historic
Preservation Officer {Alabama Historic Commission) is required. Also,
the National Trust on Historic Preservation and the Mobile Historic
Commission requested to be consulting parties during the EA process.
That coordination will continue during the EIS process.

To ensure that the full range of issues related to this project are
addressed and that all significant issues identified, comments and
suggestions are invited from all interested parties., Comments or
guestions concerning this proposed action and the EIS should be
directed to the FHWA at the address provided above.

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance Program Number 20.205,
Highway Planning and Construction. The regulations implementing
Executive Order 12372 regarding intergovernmmental consultation on
Federal programs and activities apply to this program. )

Joe D. Wilkerson,

Division Adminigstrator, Montgomery, Alabama.
[FR Doc. 03-26342 Filed 10-17-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CQODE 48910-22-M
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US Cepatmert : Alabama Division ' 8500 Wynlakes Place
Depa N _ - Montgomery; AL 38117
Federat Highway ] ; June 7, 2012 334-274-6350

Admlnlstrcﬂion - S : 334-274—6352

In Reply Refer To:
HDA—AL

Lléfmgston, TX 77351 L

E Suhject. Project DPL- 0030(005) _____ e
1 - I-10 Mobl_lg River Bndge aﬁd Bayway Wldcnmg

tal Policy Act ( _
ountles Alabama Ther@ is madequate toadway

ity of Vu'g_lma Street'on
_eI m&archmge on the east su_ie of thc TiVET. -

g planmng for Mobile and Baldm Countles, Alabarna. Some addﬁmual nght—of—way Wlll be
reqmr&d ' . ,

FHWA and ALDOT would like to untlate govemment—to-governme,nt consultanon w1th the
Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas for the subject Federal-zid project. We r&spectﬁ.ﬂly request
tlns consultatlon to address the cultural and ]nstonc resource 1ssues pursuant to the tegu] atlons

properties ptesent to include Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs). A rnap shomng the APE



© Enclosures

is enclosed. Also, we invite your comments regarding any other tnbal CONCErns rcgardmg the
proposed project. Your response acknowledging your 1nterest in part1c1pat1ng asa consu]tmg

party for this un.dertakmg is greatly appremated

We menectfull rrequest a response by Tuly 11, 2 12. Should you havc any qucaul)ﬂb doout thiis

: pr@Ject, you may contact Ms. Lynne Urquhart at (334) 274—6371 or emaJJ address at
lyr_me urquhart@dot £Oov. W

} F_pr ‘Mark D. Bartleat, P.E.

Dmsmn Admlmstra'

' ALDOT, wf attachméht's ; -
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Mr. Bryant Celestine

Historic Preservation Officer
oushatta Tribe of Texas -
' 571 State Park Road 56

le;ngston TX 7?351

Mr. Kevin Scnvner

Historic Preservatron ang Hepatriataon :

, Manager
The Chickasav Nataon ,
P.0. Box 1548 .

- Ada, OK 748 ==
"~ Honorable I(evm Srckey

Chairman~ -

Coushat‘ta Tribe

P.Q. Box 818"

Eiton LA 70532

Mr. KennethH Carie -
THP@[Archaeold_g
- Mississippi Band o

- P.O.Box 6257 -
ctaw, M$ 393’5’

Leonard Harjo"
rincipal Chief :
inole Nat&on of Okiahoma
0. Box 1498

wIndians. .

Dr Richard L. Allen
. Cherokee Nation
P.O. Box 948

Tahlequah, OK 74465

- Honorabile Tarpie Yargee
“Town Chief, EPA_ -
Alabama-Quassarte Tribal Town -
P.O. Box 187
Wetumka, OK 74883 _
' ' anorah¥e Bill Angatubby
Governor :
The Chackasaw Nation
0. Box 1548
, OK 74820

M. Tyler B. How L
.. Eastern Band of the Cherckae Nation
. P.0.Box 45! o

- Mr. Tiger Hobia, Mekko
Kaalegee Tribal Town '
P.0.Box332
Wet mka, OK 74883

nnaJ. Waiiace Chlef

- FEastern Shawnee Tr;be of Okia homa
- P.O.Bex350 . .o :

127 West Oneida " :

Seneca, MO 6486

ért Thiewé.-r '

) P.0. Box 746
- Tahlequah, OK 74465 -

'M -I{aren Kaniatobe
Tribal Hlstor:c Preservatlon Offlcer
Absentee Shawnee Trlbe
-2025 $. Gordon Cooper

~ Dr. lan Thompson, Director
Choctaw Nation of Ok[ahoma ‘
P.O. {}rawer 1210 '
16" &

7 Durant oK 74702

Shewnee oK 74801




Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma
Gi-egory E. Pyle
P.O. Box 1210 + Durant, OK 74702-1210 « (580) 924-8280 Chiel

Gary Batton
Assistant Chiel’

August 8, 2012

Mark Bartlett

AL DOT

Federal Highway Administration
9500 Wynlakes Place

Montgomery, AL 36117

RE: DPI-0030(005), I-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Widening, Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama.

Dear Mr. Bartlett,

Thank you for your correspondence regarding the above referenced project. Baldwin and Mobile counties are located
within the historic area of interest to the Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma. Before we can comment on the likelihood of this
project affecting Choctaw historic or sacred sites, we request a letter from the SHPO, indicating that there are no known
archaeological sites located within the project area and that the project area has low archaeological potential,

Please contact me with any question or concerns. Thank you.
Sincerely,

Dr. 1an Thompson

Director, Historic Preservation Department
THPO, Tribal Archaeologist, NAGPRA Specialist
~ Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma '

PO Drawer 1210

Durant, OK-#4701
/7
oLl
ohnhie'Jacobs

é¢tion 106 Coordinator
jiacobs(@choctawnation.com




Bill Anoatubby

- Governor

Jefferson Keel

Lieutenant

J lH §0ﬂ HEADQUARTERS Governor

Arlington at Mississippi / Box 1548 / Ada, OK 74821-1548 / (580) 436-2603

September 14, 2012

Mt Mark D Bartlett P.E.

Division Administrator

" AL Division, Federal Highway Adnumstratlon

9500 Wynlakes Place’ o
Montgomery, AL 361 17

Clair, Crenshaw,’ _Tuscaloosa Baldmn, and Moblle Count1es AL We accept the mwtatton to
7 consult under Scctlon 106 : . : _ _

--Sm:cerely,;.-f L

'. son Keel, Lt, Governdr
" The Chlckasaw Nation

Enclosure




FHWA
Project List

US-231 Improvements from CR-516
(Cropwell Drive) to SR-34. Project No.
STPAA-0053 (565)

S ClauCounty,AL R

US-331 from 4-lane South of the City of
Luverne to CR-50 (Fuller’s Crossroads).
Project No. NHF-0009 (506}

Crenshaw County, AL

1-59/1-20, Additional Lanes from SR-6 (US-
82)/McFarland Blvd to West CR-32. Project
No. NHF-1059 (302).

Tuscaloosa County, AL

BRZ-6300 (), TCP 63-01-11 Bridge
Replacement on Old Jasper Road over Tyro
Creek; TCP 63-01-11 Bridge Replacement on
Upper Tyro Creek; TCP 63-04-11 Bridge
Replacement on Hosmer Road over Rockeastle
Creek

Tuscaloosa County, AL

1-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway

Mobile and Baldwin Counties, AL

Widening, Project No. DPI-0030 (005).




MAY-24-02 FRI 11:24 M ALDOT ) FAX NO. 1334080828

P. 01
.. 'STATE OF ALABAMA °
ALABAMA HISTORICAL COMMISSION
) .. 468 SOuUTH PERRY STREET
MONTGOMERY, ALABAMA 36 130-Q900
LEE-H.WARNE-R K . . s TEL: 334-242-3184
. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR ' May 22, 2002 FaX: 334:240-3477

Ms. Alfedo Acoff, Coordinator

- Environmental Technical Section
Algbama Dept. of Transportation
1409 Coliseum Bivd.
Montgomery, AL 36130-3050

Re:  AHC 2000-0352 & 2000-1934
~ ALDoT Project DPI-0030(005)
Underwater Resource Survey for Proposed 1-10 Bridge
Maobile Co..
Dear Ms, Acoff,

“The Alébama Historical Corumission has reviewed Appendix 2: 4 Submerged

Cultural Resource Remote Sensing Survey of the I-10 Bridge Corridor across the Mobile' -

River-at Mobile, Adlabama By Gordon Watts via sub-contract with Archaeology Inc. We
agree with the conclusion of this report that there are no known significant cultural
resources within the submerged portion of this APE through the Mobile River. Should

* any submerged cultural resources be discovered during the course of this project please
cease wotk and contact this office immediately. We cannot sign the enclosed letier from
you dated April 24, 2002'as it implies that we concur with this entite project. Asyou

know we still have many facets of this project to review before we can make any final

decisions. If you have any qucsti_'ons contact Amandas McBride or Stacye Hathorn of this -

office.

Yours truly,

Thomas O. Maher, Ph.D,, RPA
State Archaeologist
FOR: Elizabeth Ann Brown
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer




»p

Bob Riley
Govemor

ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

1409 Coliseum Boulevard, Montgomery, Alabama 36130-3050

Joe Mcinnes
Transportation Director
September 27, 2004 Vor KE AT .
OBy
S ILE
EP 2.9 200
Subject: Project no. DPI-0030 (005)
I-10 Mobile River Bridge
Mobile and Baldwin Counties
Dear Interested Party:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) published a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the
Federal Register, October 20, 2003, to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (ELS)
on a proposal to increase the capacity of Interstate Route 10 (I-10} at Mobile, Alabama.
The Alabama Department of Transportation (ALDOT) and FHWA are currently
evaluating altérnatives as a component of the ELS process.

The following activities were conducted to solicit input on the proposed transportation
improvements for I-10 and to obtain suggestions on potential altematives to be evaluated
in the EIS: :

December 8, 2003  Coordination with Section 106 Consulting Parties
December 8,2003  Agency Scoping Meeting
December 9, 2003 Public Involvement Meeting

Based on input received as a result of the above activities and other information, fourteen
alternatives have been identified. A map depicting the general location of these
alternatives is enclosed. :

These alternatives will be screened and evaluated to determine which of these
alternatives, or possibly others, are reasonable alternatives to be addressed in the draft
EIS. To be determined a reasonable alternative; it must meet the purpose and need for the
project which is to reduce congestion (increase capacity) along the 1-10 corxidor between
Mobile and the eastern shore of Baldwin County. A preliminary cost estimate of
alternates will be developed during the first level of screening to determine if other
alternatives might be dropped based on cost. Because this cost estimate will be very

preliminary and because the environmental impacts have not been folly explored, only



Page 2
1-10 Mobile River Bridge
September 27, 2004

those alternatives, where the magnitude of the cost difference leaves no doubt that the
alternative cannot successfully compete with the others, will be dropped from farther
consideration. _

- Following the alternatives screening process, a public involvemnent meeting will be

- conducted to present the reasonable alternatives that are identified for further evaluation
in more detail. Comments will be solicited on the identified reasonable alternatives as
well as other aspects of the proposed transportation jimprovements during the public
involvement process. :

Any guestions or comments concerning this process or this project may be mailed to

Alfedo Acoff

Environmental Coordinator

Alabama Department of Transportation
Post Office Box 303050

‘Montgomery, Alabama 36130-3050.

Your comments will be taken under consideration in the development of this project and -
in the preparation of the EIS. Thank you for your interest in this important project.

Sincerely:

Don T. Arkle, Chief
Design Bureau
/7

foy: 7 % /

Alfédo Kcoff, Cobrfdinator
: Environmental ection()
DTA/AA/ILS '

Enclosure
fc: FHWA

Mr. R. F. Poiroux
Mr. William Adams



District Engineer

Corps of Engineers, Mobile District
Regulatory Functions Branch

P. 0.2288

Mobile,.Alabama 36628-0001

Attention: Mr. Chuck Sumner

Mr. Larry Goldman

Field Supervisor

US Fish and wildlife Service
PO Drawer 1190

Daphne, AL 36526

M:s. Elizabeth Brown

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Alabama Historical Commission

468 South Perry Street

Montgomery, AL 36130-0900

Mr. Andreas Mager Ir

Assistant Regional Administrator
National Marine Fisherics Service
9721 Executive Center Drive, Nozth
St. Petersburg, FL. 33702

USS Battleship Commission

Attention: Mr. John Schmidt, Chairman
PO Box 65 :
Mobile, AL 36601

Commander {obc)

Fighth Coast Guard District
501 Magazine Street

New Orleans, LA 70130-3396

Attention: Mr. Marcus Redford, P.E.



Alabama Department of Environmental Management
4171 Commanders Drive
Mobile, AL 36615-1421

Mr. Jon Hornsby

Environmental Coordinator

Alabama Department of Conservation
And Natural Resources

Montgomery, AL 36130

Mr. Heinz Mueller, Chief ,
Office of Environmental Assessment
USEPA, Region 4
100 Alabama St SW
Atlanta, %30303-3104

£33
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U.S. Department Alabama Division 500 Eastern Boulevard, Suite 200
of Transportation Montgomery, Alabama 36117-2018

Federal Highway
Administration

VOLKERT-MOBIL £

NOV ~
September 30, 2004 : 3 2004

Refer to: HDA-AL

Ms. Carol Legard

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
12136 W Bayaud Ave, Suite 330

- Lakewood, CO 80228

Dear Ms Legard:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) published a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the
Federal Register, October 20, 2003, to prepare an FEnvironmental Impact Statement (EIS) on a
proposal to increase the capacity of Interstate Route 10 (I-10) at Mobile, Alabama, project
DPI-0030(005). The Alabama Department of Transportation (ALDOT) and FHWA are
currently evaluating alternatives as a component of the EIS process.

The following activities were conducted to solicit input on the proposed transportation
improvements for I-10 and to obtain suggestions on potential alternatives to be evaluated in the
EIS: '

December 8,2003  Coordination with Section 106 Consulting Parties
. Decernber 8,2003  Agency Scoping Meeting
December 9,2003  Public Involvement Meeting

Based on input received as a result of the above activities and other information, 14 altemaﬁﬁes
have been identiﬁed. A map depicting the general location of these alternatives is enclosed.

These alternatives will be screened and evaluated to determine which are reasonable
alternatives fo be addressed in the draft EIS. A reasonable alternative must meet the purpose
and need for the project; to reduce congestion (increase capacity) along the I-10 corridor
between Mobile and the eastern shore of Baldwin County. A preliminary cost estimate will be
developed to determine if other alternatives might be dropped. Only where the magnitude of
the cost difference leaves no doubt that alternatives are unreasonable, will they be dropped from
consideration.



A pub']ic involvement meeting will be conducted to present the alternatives identified for
further evaluation. Comments will be solicited on the reasonable alternatives as well as other
aspects of the proposed transportation Improvements. '

Any questions or comments concerning this process or this project may be mailed to

Mr. Joe Wilkerson, 500 Eastern Blvd., Suite 200, Montgomery, AL 36117. Your comments
will be taken under consideration in the development of this project and in the preparation of
the EIS. Thank you for your interest in this important project.

Sincerely,

/s/Bill Van Luchene

JoeD. Wi]kers_on
Division Administrator

Enclosure

ALDOT "

Letters also sent to:

Mr. Devereaux Bemis

Mobile Historic Development Commission
205 Government Street, 2nd Floor S. Tower
Mobile, AL 36644

Ms. Elizabeth Merritt

National Trust for Historic Preservation

1785 Masachusetts Ave., NW '
Washington, DC 20036-2117



OLKERT

& ASSOCIATES, INC.

www.volkert.c:om
3809 Moffett Road (36618
. : ) PO. Box 7434
October 25. 2004 . ) ' . Moblie Alabama 36670-0434
: - ' : ' 251:34274070
Volkeit Contract No. 911602.12 ' mf;;,tgjj;;ﬁ?f;;

Project DPI-0030(005) - ) .

* 1-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Wldemng EIS
Alabama Department of Transportation
Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama

M. Devereaux Berris

Mobile Historic Development Commission
Post Office Box 1827

Mobile, AL 36633-1827

Dear Mr. Bemis:

Please reference your request to the Federal Highway Administration for a larger scale map

showing the 14 alternatives that are currently being screened for reasonableness for the I-10

Mobile River Bridge project. A map showing these alternatives was originally transmitted to yon

by the Federal Highway Administration on September 27, 2004. Your request for a larger map

was forwarded to us by the Alabama Department of Transportation. In response, enclosed is a

larger map showing the 14 alternatives. If you have any questions or nced additional information,
. please contact Skeeter McClure at (251) 342-1070.

fmms
Enclosure

¢: Mr. John Shill (without enclosure)
Mr, Bill Van Luchene (without enclosure)

Office Locations:

Mokite, Birmingham, Foley, Alabama  New Orleans, Louisiana * Gainesville, Orlando, Pensacola, Tampa, Forlda
Dalton Georgia * Chattanooga, Tennessee * Alexandria, Virginia * Washington, D.C.



OLKERT

& ASSOCIATES, INC.
www.volkert.com
3809 Moffett Road (36618)
- P.O. Box 7434
NOVember]. 2004 . MDblie Alabama 36670 0434

251.342.1070
Fax 251.342.79462

Volkert Contract No. 911602.12 volkert@volkert.com

Project DPI-0030(005)

I-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Widening EIS
Alabama Department of Transportation

Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama

Mr. Devereanx. Bemis _

Mobile Historic Development Commission
Post Office Box 1827

Mobile, AL 36633-1827

Peor-car/
De@f’Mr. Bemis:

Per your request to me on October 28, 2004, enclosed is a map showing four of the fourteen
alternatives that are being considered in the alternatives screening process for the I-10 Mobile
River Bridge project. No decision has been reached regarding which alternatives are considered
to be reasonable. Please contact me if you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

N.D. “Skeeter” McClure, IV, P.E.
Environmental Project Manager

/mms
Enclosure

¢: Mr. John Shill (with enclosure)
Mr. Ronnie Poiroux (with enclosure)
Mr. Bill Van Luchene (with enclosure)

Office Locations: :
Mcbile, Birmingham, Foley, Alabama * New Orleans, Louisiana * Gainesville, Oriando, Pensacola, Tampa, Florida
Dalton, Georgia * Chattanooga, Tennessee * Alexandria, Virginia * Washington, D.C.






LEE H. WARNER
Executive Director

468 South Perry Street
Montgomery, Alabama
36130-0900

tel 334 242-3184
fax 334 240-3477

- preservel:\ .

ALABAMA HISTORICAL COMMISSION

June 9, 2005

Alfedo Acoff

Environmental Technical Section
Alabama Department of Transp ortation
1409 Coliseum Boulevard

Montgomery, AL 36130-3050

Re: AHC 2000-0352
1-10 Bridge :
Baldwin & Mobile Counties

Dear Mz Zcoff: f(‘bm‘o’

The Alabama Historical Commission held a staff meeting to
discuss the fourteen alternatives for the above referenced project. After
careful deliberation our office concluded that Alternative #11 is our
preferred option, overall, as it seems to be a good long-term solution.
Alternative #14 is also a reasonable choice. If, however, an in-town
route is necessary the Alabama Historical Commission considers
alternative #1 to have the least potential to profoundly effect historic
properties. Further, Alternatives #4, #5, #6 & #7 may be acceptable.
Finally our office can neither support alternatives #2, #3, #8, #9, #10,
#12 nor #13 due to their potential to severely effect historic properties.

We appreciate your continued efforts to help us in preserving
Alabama's non-renewable cultural resources. If you have questions or
comments or if we may be of additional service, please contact Stacye
Hathorn of our office and include the AHC project number referenced

above.
Very truly yours,
Elizabefh Ann Brown

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

EAB/sgh

www.preserveALAorg ’ © ' State Historic Preservation Office



L eY
U.S. Department Alabama Division 500 Eastern Boulevard, Suite 200
of Transportation . Montgomery, Alabama 36117-2018

Federal Highway
Administration

September 27, 2005 | .
el t 9 2005

Mr. John W. Coleman

Mobile Historic Development Commission
P. O. Box 1827

Mobile, AL 36633-1827

Dear Mr. Coleman:

This is to inform you of the status of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for
Federal-aid Project Number DPI-0030(005), the I-10 Mobile River Bridge in Baldwin and
Mobile Counties. The purpose and need of this project is to increase capacity of I-10 at the
Mobile River and across Mobile Bay. After reviewing both the purpose and need of the project;
the reasonableness of the 14 proposed build altematives (map enclosed); and comuments from
the general public, elected officials, and others, it has been determined that 3 build alternatives
will be further studied in developing the EIS. Enclosed is Table 7 from the Final Phase I
Screening Evaluation Report, August 2003, prepared by Volkert and Associates, listing each of
the 14 proposed build alternatives and the results of the screening process. The three reasonable
build alternatives are #3, #9, and a combination alternative composed of alternatives #1 and #2.
These alternatives will be designated as A, B, and C in the EIS (map enclosed) and the no-build
alternative will also be included. As a Section 106 Consulting Party per 36 CFR 800 Protection
of Historic Properties, your organization is being notified in order to seek your input into the
further development of the environmental studies for the project.

Sincerely,
/s/Joe D. Wilkerson

Joe D, Wilkerson

Division Administrator
Enclosures
ce: :
ALDOT
File Reading Lurquhbart/jwilkerson/ls 9/27/05

GAUSER\LURQUHAR\WP\2005\EIS\I-10 Mobile Historic Dev Comm.doc




U.S. Department : Alabama Division 500 Eastern Boulevard, Suite 200
. of Transportatton . ’ - Montgomery, Alabama 36117-2018

Federal Highway
Administration

September 27, 2005

Mr. John Hildreth

Deputy General Counsel

National Trust for Historic Preservation
1785 Massachusetts Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Dear Mr. Hildreth:

This is to inform you of the status of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (E1S) for
Federal-aid Project Number DPI-0030(005), the I-10 Mobile River Bridge in Baldwin and
Mobile Counties. The purpose and need of this project is to increase capacity of [-10 at the
‘Mobile River and across Mobile Bay. After reviewing both the purpose and need of the project;
the reasonableness of the 14 proposed build alternatives (map enclosed); and comments from
the general public, elected officials, and others, it has been determined that 3 build alternatives
will be further studied in developing the EIS. Enclosed is Table 7 from the Final Phase I
Screening Evaluation Report, August 2005, prepared by Volkert and Associates, listing each of
the 14 proposed build alternatives and the results of the screening process. The three reasonable
build alternatives are #3, #9, and a combination alternative composed of alternatives #1 and #2.
These alternatives will be designated as A, B, and C in the EIS (map enclosed) and the no-build
alternative will also be included. As a Section 106 Consulting Party per 36 CI'R 800 Protection
of Historic Properties, your organization is being notified in order to seek your input into the
further development of the environmental studies for the project.

Sincerely,
/s/Joe D. Wilkerson

Joe D Wilkerson

Division Administrator
Enclosures
ce:
ALDOT
File Reading Lurquhart/jwilkerson/ls 9/27/05

GAUSER\LURQUHARYWP\2005\EIS\I-10 Mobile Historic Dev Comm.doc




U.S. Department Alabama Division 500 Eastern Boulevard, Suite 200
of Transportation Montgomery, Alabama 36117-2018

Federal Highway
Administration

September 27, 2005

Mg Elizabeth Merritt

Deputy General Counsel

National Trust for Historic Preservation
1785 Massachusetts Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Dear Ms. Merritt:

This is to inform you of the status of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for
Federal-aid Project Number DPI-0030(005), the 1-10 Mobile River Bridge in Baldwin and
Mobile Counties. The purpose and need of this project is to increase capacity of I-10 at the
Mobile River and across Mobile Bay. After reviewing both the purpose and need of the project;
the reasonableness of the 14 proposed build alternatives (map enclosed); and comments from
the general public, elected officials, and others, it has been determined that 3 build alternatives
will be further studied in developing the EIS. Enclosed is Table 7 from the Final Phase I
Screening Evaluation Report, August 2005, prepared by Volkert and Associates, listing each of
the 14 proposed build alternatives and the results of the screening process. The three reasonable
build alternatives are #3, #9, and a combination alternative composed of alternatives #1 and #2.
These alternatives will be designated-as A, B, and C in the EIS (map.enclosed) and the no-build
alternative will also be included. As a Section 106 Consulting Party per 36 CFR 800 Protection
of Historic Properties, your organization is being notified in order to seek your input into the
further development of the environmental studies for the project.

Sincerely,
/s/Joe D. Wilkerson

Joe D. Wilkerson

Division Administrator.
Enclosures
ce:
ALDOT '
File Reading Lurquhart/jwilkerson/ls 9/27/05

G\USER\LURQUHAR\WP\2005\EIS\I-10 Mobile Historic Dev Comm.doc
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ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

1409 Coliseum Boulevard, Montgomery, Alabama 36110

Bob Riley ’ ' ) ; Joe Mclnnes
Govemor October 5, 2005 Transportation Director

Mr. Devereaux Demis

" Mobile Historic Development Commission
205 Government St, 27 Floor S Tower
Mobile AL 36644

Dear Mr. Demis:

Reference:  Project No. DPT-0030 (005)
1-10 Mobile River Bridge
Baldwin and Mobile Counties

This is to inform you of the status of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for
the referenced project. The purpose and need of this project is to increase capacity of I-
10 at the Mobile River and across Mobile Bay. After reviewing both the purpose and
need of the project; the reasonableness of the 14 proposed build alternatives (map
enclosed); and comments from the general public, elected officials and others, it has been
determined that 3 build alternatives will be further studied in developing the EIS.
Enclosed is Table 7 from the Final Phase I Screening Evaluation Report, August 2005,
prepared by Volkert and Associates, listing each of the 14 proposed build alternatives and
the results of the screening process. The three reasonable build alternatives are #3, #9,
and combination alternative composed of alternatives #1 and #2. These alternatives will
be designated as A, B, and C in the EIS (map enclosed) and the no-build alternative will
also be included. As an interested party, your agency is being notified in order to seek
your input into the further development of the environmenta) studies for the project.

Sincerely:

Don Arkle, Chief
Design Bureau

Cd AL

By: Aifedo Acoff, Coordinator
Environmental Technical Section

fc: Federal Highway Administration
Volkert and Associates
Mr. R. F. Poiroux
Mr. William Adams
file
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0CT-17-200% MON 11:21 AM ALDOT DESIGN BUREAU FAX NO, 334 289 0826 P, 02702

468 South Perry Strest
Montgornery, Alabarha
36130-0500

ol 334 2423084
fx 33t O34T

wavey.preserveAdlA org

preservel:\ b

ALABAMA HISTORICAL COMMI 510N

October |3, 20050ctober 13

Alfedo Acoff

Environmental Technjcal Section
ALDoT

(409 Coliseurn Boulevard

P.O. Box 303050

Montgomery, Alabama 36110

Re: AHC 2000-0352; ALDOT Project DPI-0030 (005) 1-10 Mobile River Bridge
and Byway Widening, Alternatives Screening Evaluation, Mobile and Baldwin Countié:;

Dear Ms. Acoff:

The Alabama Historical Commission is in receipt of the above referenced document. Tii:nk you
for forwarding this notice; we will add it to our files. Please keep us informed of any chi. - ges in
this project.

We appreciate your commitment to helping us preserve Alabama’s non-renewable resol: ces.
Should you have any questions, please contact Amanda McBride of this office and include: he
AHC tracking number referenced above.

Very truly yours,

Elizabeth Ann Brown

Depury State Historic Preservation Officer

EAB/ALM/alm
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MOBILE I—IISTORIC % DEVELOPMENT 5% COMMISSION

OCTOBER 19, 2005

Mr. J. D. Wilkerson

Division Administrator . - ' : '
. U.S. Department of Transportation - , o VO,LK_ERT‘MOBILE
Federal Highway Alabama Division | - OCT 2 4 2005

500 Eastern Boulevard, Suite 200
Montgomery, AL 36117-2018

Dear Mr. Wilkerson:

The Mobile Historic Development Comm1ssmn has examined the fou: alterna’uves
outlined in your letter of September 27%. The Commission believes that the only
acceptable plan is the no build alternative. It is the opinion of the Commission that build
alternatives A, B, and C would irreparably damage the historic character of the City of-
Mobile. In addition to the consensus of the Commission, we have received several letters

- from the membeérs in support of the no build alternative. It is the opmlon of the
Commission that the potential for environmental impact neglected to give adequate
weight to the historic impact. . : ~

- Further, several members of the Commission who represent various business interests in -
the City, noted that all of the three build alternatives would forever halt the possibility of
larger ships ever entering the port of Mobile. It was also noted that the pldn to increase
the height of the Bridge had not been adequately detailed. Is there an increase in the
steepness of the bridge or a lengthening of the approaches? Either of these mlght have

. an even greater impact on our historic City. However, these points are minor in ‘
considering the overall impact of the Bridge on the historic resources of the City of
Mobile. 1 urge you to seriously consider the no build option.

For your information, though John Coleman is stﬂl a
~ member of the Mobile Historic Development Commission,

I became the president in June of 2004. Please address all
correspondence to me until June of 2006 when a new
president will be clected.
1 Smcerely, E! sl
: fowss
=. . | U
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L : Jaime Betbeze ' - ﬁ’ .
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Bob Riley
Govermnor

- ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

1409 Coliseun Boulevard, Monigomery, Alabama 36110

April 17, 2006
: Joe Mclnnes
Mr. Jaime Betbeze, President Transportation Director
Mobile Historic Development Commission
City of Mobile
Post Office Box 1827

Mobile, AL 36633-1827 VOLKERT M

Subject: Project No. DPI-0030(005) B OB“‘“E
i-10 Mobile River Bridge AY i 5 '20.05
Mobile and Baldwin Counties

Dear Mr. Betberze:

The purpose of this letter is to provide you, as a consuiting party on the subject project, proposed
Areas of Potential Effect (APE) for the three (3) alternatives being addressed, along with the no
build alternative, in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed project. By a
letter dated October 8, 2002, Elizabeth Ann Brown, Depuiy State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO), provided an APE for Alternative A. Alternate A (formerly Altemnate 3) was the only build
alternative addressed inan Environmental Assessment (EA} for the proposed project. The EA
was approved by Federal Highway Administration on June 8, 2003.

Utilizing the APE for Alternative A as a basis, APEs have been developed for Alternatives B and
C. The northern and northwestern boundaries are common for alf three of the proposed APE's.
The remaining boundaries have been expanded commensurate with the location of the proposed
bridges for Alternatives B and C. A map showing the three (3) alternatives and their respective
APEs is attached. '

The APEs will be utilized to analyze and address viewshed issues related to the National Historic
Landmarks (NHL) and National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) designated Historic Districts.
The proposed project also includes widening of the I-10 Bayway from four (4) lanes to eight (8)
lanes along with the proposed high rise bridge over the Mobile River. The Bayway widening
would be constructed to the inside of the existing lanes. Based upon prior coordination with the
SHPO, we do not expect the Bayway widening to create any viewshed issues. Furthermore, as
we developed the EA the ALDOT, FHWA and the AHC had determined that viewshed effects are
not likely for the NHLs, Battieship U.S.S. Alabama and the Submarine U.S.S. Drum.

Please provide any comments on the proposed APE’s within thirty days of receipt of this letter. |
look forward to your views and commenits. :

’{.4@%/

Steven E. Walker, P.E. .
Acting Design Bureau Chief

Sincerely,

Attachrnent
cc. FHWA
Advisory Council on Historic Places
National Park Service : ,
Mr. Devereaux Bemis, Director (Mobile Historic Development Commission)
Mr. Paut Griggs



Bob Riley
Governor

ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

1409 Coliseum Boulevard, Monigomery, Atabama 36110

Joe Mcinnes
Transportation Director

April 17, 2006

Ms. Elizabeth Merritt
Deputy General Counsel
National Trust for Historic Preservation

. 1785 Massachusetts Avenue, NW

Washington, DC 20036

~Subject: Project No. DPI1-0030(005)

{-10 Mobile River Bridge
Mobite and Baldwin Counties

Dear Ms. Merritt:

The purpose of this letter is to provide you, as a consulting party on the subject project, proposed
Areas of Potential Effect (APE) for the three (3) alternatives being addressed, along with the no
build alternative, in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed project. By a
letter dated October 8, 2002, Efizabeth Ann Brown, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO), provided an APE for Altemative A. Alternate A (formerly Altemate 3) was the only build
alternative addressed in an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed project. The EA
was approved by Federal Highway Administration on June 9, 2003.

Utilizing the APE for Altemative A as a basis, APEs have been developed for Alternatives B and
C. The northern and northwestern boundaries are common for all three of the proposed APE's.
The remaining boundaries have been expanded commensurate with the location of the proposed
bridgas for Afternatives B and C. Amap showing the three (3) altematives and their respective
APEs is attached.

The APEs will be utilized to analyze and address viewshed issues related fo the National Historic
Landmarks (NHL) and National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) designated Historic Districts.
The proposed project also includes widening of the [-10 Bayway from four (4) lanes to eight (8)
lanes along with the proposed high rise bridge over the Mobile River. The Bayway widening
would be constructed to the inside of the existing lanes.- Based upon prior coordination with the
SHPO, we do not expect the Bayway widening to create any viewshed issues. Furthermore, as
we developed the EA the ALDOT, FHWA and the AHC had determined that viewshed effects are
not likely for the NHLs, Battleship U.S.S. Alabama and the Submarine U.S. 8. Drum.

Please provide any comments on the proposed APE’s within thirty days of receipt of this letter. |
look forward to your views and comments.

Sincerely,

Yo w 2atl

Steven E. Walker, P.E.
Acting Design Bureau Chief

Aftachment

cc: FHWA
Advisory Counci on Historic Places
National Park Service
Mr. Paul Griggs



Bob Riley
Governor

ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

1409 Coliseum Boulevard, Montgomery, Alabama 26110

April 17, 2006

Joe Mclnnes
Transportation Director

Mr. John Hildreth

Deputy General Counse!

National Trust for Historic Preservation
1785 Massachusetts Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Subject: Project No. DPI-0030(005)

1-10 Mobile River Bridge
Mobile and Baldwin Counties

Dear Mr. Hildreth:

The pufpose of this letter is o provide you, as a cbnsulﬁng party on the subject project, proposed
Areas of Potential Effect (APE) for the three (3) alternatives being addressed, along with the no

- build altemative, in the Draft Environmental impact Statement for the proposed project. By a

letter dated October 8, 2002, Elizabeth Ann Brown, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO), provided an APE for Alternative A. Alternate A (formerly Alternate 3) was the only build
alternative addressed in an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed project. The EA
was approved by Federal Highway Administration on June 9, 2003.

Utilizing the APE for Alternative A as a basis, APEs have been developed for Alternatives B and
C. The northem and northwestern boundaries are common for all three of the proposed APE’s.
The remaining boundaries have been expanded commensurate with the location of the proposed
bridges for Alternatives B and C. A map showing the three (3) alternatives and their respective
APEs is atfached.

The APEs will be utilized to analyze and address viewshed issues related to the National Historic

‘Landmarks (NHL) and National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) designated Historic Districts.
“The proposed project also includes widening of the 1-10 Bayway from four (4) lanes to eight{8)

lanes along with the proposed high rise bridge over the Mobite River. The Bayway widening
would be constructed to the inside of the existing lanes. Based upon prior coordination with the
SHPO, we do not expect the Bayway widening to create any viewshed issues. Furthermore, as
we developed the EA the ALDOT, FHWA and the AHC had determined that viewshed effects are
not likely for the NHLs, Battleship U. S.S. Alabama and the Submarine U.S.S. Drurm.

Please provide any conﬁments on the proposed APE's within thirty days of receipt of this lefter. 1
look forward to your views and comments. '

Sincerely, W
Z%f;:k —Z'— T

Steven Walker, P.E.
Acting Design Bureau Chief

Attachment

cc. FHWA
Advisory Council on Historic Places
National Park Service
Mr. Paul Griggs
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= - CITY OF MOBILE TSR
. ) COUNCIL MEMBERS
. ‘ *  REGGIE COPELAND, SR.
PRESIDENT-DISTRICT 5

FREDRICK D. RECHARDSON, JR.
VICE PRESIDENT-DISTRICT |

WILLIAM C. CARROLL, JR.
. DISTRICT2 :

CLINTON L. JOHNSON
DISTRICT 3
BEN BROOKS
- PISTRICT 4
" CONNIE, HUDSON
DISTRICT6

A L , o "+ GINA GREGORY
'SAMUEMI;:;: JONES . _ _ 7 DISTRICT 7

© April27,2006 . ' CLENB AR o

Mr. StcvenE Wa]ker P.E.

Alabama Department of Transportation
-1409 Coliseum Boulevard
Montgomery, AL 36110

Dear Mr Walker:

The Mobile Historic Development Commission objects to all three build alternatives due
to their impairment on historic Mobile.. Therefore, we recommend the no build
alternative. Alternative A, B and C are all within the view shed of two of Mobile’s
National Historic Landmarks: the Old Southern Market and the Battleship U.S.S.
Alabama. In addition, the border of the view shed touches the third Natlonal Hlstorlc
Landmark, the Government Street Presbytenan church.

All three view sheds u.np’act the Church Street East Historic District. In addition, the
noise and light from the bridge will affect the district. The City has worked long and
hard to renovate the Fort Conde Village area of Church Street East. Alternative A
physically abuts the border of the district at this locale. Alternative B is also in close
proximity to the Church Street East Historic District. :

Though the view shed is restricted on the map, it will have a visual impact on a number
of other propertles particularly, those in the Lower Dauphin Street Commercial District
and the Qakleigh Garden Hlstonc D15tnct Specifically, it will be visible from the front

~ porch of the Oakleigh House Museum. There is no-doubt that the proposed bridge will
have an impact on the visual character of Mobile for centuries to come. At this time, it
can not be allowed to impair the historic character of Mobﬂe

‘Smcerely,

Jaime W. Betbéze
MHDC Presidc_nt

PO BOY 1R17 « MARIT TR AT AD AR A 246271297



468 South Perry Street
Monigomery. Alabama
36130-0900

tel 334 24243184
fax 334 24013477

www.preserveALA org

May 21, 2006

Mr. William Adams, Design Bureau Chief
Alabama Department of Transportation
1409 Coliseum Boulevard

Montgomery, AL 36110

Re: Project DPI-0030(005), AHC 00-0352
I-10 Mobile River Bridge
Mobile and Baldwin Counties

P

Dear William: Des'\gl'\!

we can agree that the widening of the Bayway will have noa
properties listed on the NRHP. Nor should activities have an adverse effect on the
USS Alabama nor the USS Drum, unless the design of the road limits physical
access in some way not now foreseen.

The APE agreed to by our office for Alternative A in October of 2002 should be
accurate for visual effects, although it may not include indirect effects. Since the
height of the bridge has changed several times, | would like for you to confirm that
the now-proposed bridge is the same height as the one approved for the APE in
2002.

Using the developed APE to develop the others is probably reasonable, but since the
map provided does not have NRHP district boundaries, making sure that the APE
boundaries are correct is difficult. Could we request such a map!?

Thanking you in advance for your cooperation, | am,

Ypurs truly,

Elizabeth Ann Brown
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

State Historic Preservation Office
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May 25, 2006 T
' | LR -
Steven B, Walker, PE | m —
Acting Design Bureau Chief P
Algbama Dep’t of Transportation s o e
1409 Coliseum Boulevard ' _ e,
Montgomery, AL 36110 ' el rae

Re:  I-10 Mobile River Bridge, Proposed Area of Potential Effects (APE)
™ Project No. DPI-0030(005) -

Deat Mr. Walker:

, On behalf of the National Trust for Historic Preservarion, T am-submitting the following

comments on the proposed Area of Potential Effects (APE) for visual jmpacts associated with the

1-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Widening project. These comments respond to the
information in your letter dated April 17, 2006, which we received on April 25, 2006.

We appteciate your seeking our comments on the proposed AFE. It is difficult to provide
- meapingful comments, however, given the minimal documentation included with the proposal.
The regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act require that
determinations such as this must be “supported by sufficient documentation to enable any
reviewing parties to understand its basis™ 36 C.ER. § 800.11(z). The msp attached to your
letter lacks sufficient detail to ascertsin with clarity which historic properties are iticluded within
the proposed APE. o

It appears (but is difficnlt to confirm) that a portion of the Church Streat Bast Historic
District, north of Governxoent Street, has been improperly excluded from the APE. The historic
district inclodes two National Historic Landunartks — the Old Southern Market (City Hall), and
the Govermment Street Presbyterian Church. Since the Church is on the north side of
Governiment Street, it would also be improperly excluded from the APE if Government Street

~ were used as the boundary of the APE. It is not appropriate t0 SCVET the historic district for

purposes of assessing the visual effects of a massive project such as this. The effect of the
project on the bistoric district as a whole needs to be assessed, Government Street would be an
arbitrary boundary for the APE.

In addition, it appears (though again, it is difficult to confirm) that the Oakleigh Garden
" Historic District and the Lower Dauphin Street Coramercial Historic District have been excluded
from the APE. We strongly object to these exclusions as well. The Mobile Historic
Development Commission has already commented that thie project will have adverse visual
jmpacts within these two Historic districts, in addition to the Church Street Bast Historic District,
Since the federal agency itself must make the final determination regarding the APE, id. §

Prufectz'ng the Jrreplaces ble

w

1783 MASHACRUSETTS AVENUT, NW * WASBINQTON. DG 20036
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Steven E. Walker, P.E.
May 26, 2006
Page 2

800.4(a)(1), we encourage the Federal Highway-Administraﬁon (FHW A}, by copy of thi; 1et§er,
to correct these omissions by expsnding the houndaries of the APE to inclpdc a:ll three historic
districts (Church Street East, Oakleigh, and Lower Dauphin Street), in their ennzety.

Thank you agajn.fm' seeking our comments on the proposed APE. We look forward to
consulting with you as the Section 106 review process moves forward.

Sincerely,

WW?J

* Elizabeth S. Merritt
Deputy General Counsel

Cc:  Mary Ann Naber, Federal Preservation Officer, FHWA
Catherine A. Batey, Ass't Division Administrator for Alabama, FHHWA
Willizm Van Luchene, Environmental Engineer, Alabama Division, FHWA
Carol Legard, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation ' '
Paul Hartwig, National Historic Landmarks program, .
' Nationsl Park Service, Southeast Region
Blizabeth Ann Brown, Deputy SHPO, Alabama
Ronnie Poiroux, Division Engineer, Alabama DOT
Deversanx Bemis, Executive Director, Mobile Historic Development Commissiofl
Patricia A. Hildebrand, Executive Director, Alabama Trust for Historic Preservation
Marilyn Culpepper, BExecutive Director, Historic Mobile Preservation Society
Joseph McGill, Southemn Office, National Trust
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ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Design Burealt
1409 Coliseum Boulevard, Montgomery, Alabama 36110
P. O. Box 303050, Montgomery, Alabama 36130-3050
Phone; 334-242-6178 FAX: 334-269-0826

Bob Riley Joe Mcinnes
Govemor Transportation Director
May 7, 2007 _ V@LKE?‘?T—MF‘W’E -
Elizabeth Ann Brown HAY 1 ﬁ 67

State Historic Preservation Officer
Alabama Historical Commission
468 South Perry Street
Montgomery, Alabama 3613 0-0900

RE: AHC #00-1934 Crltural Resources Assessment ALDOT Project: DPI-0030 (005) [-10 Mobile
River Bridge and Byway Widening Mobile and Baldwin Counties

~ Dear Ms. Brown:

Please find enclosed two copies of the Final Cultural Resources Reports for the referenced project. The
Reports censist of three volumes:

Volume I — Historical Backgrownd on the Port of Mobile During the Twentieth Century and Standing
Structure Suwrvey and Viewshed Impact Assessment of Atlantic Marine Inc., Shipyard, and Bender
Shipbuilding & Repair Company, Inc.;

Volume I — Historical Background, Phase I Archaeological Survey, and Phase I Standing Structure
Survey and

Volume ITII — Viewshed Impact Assessment.

These documents were Tevised as per comments within SHPO’s letter dated February 12, 2007. The
following are those comments and responses from our office. Please note that the page numbers you
referenced are from the Draft Report of Folumel. :

1) The contractor should use standard AHC survey forms in the future.

RESPONSE: The University of South Alabama, Center for Archaeological Studies, is now using AHC
survey forms.

2) Height for buildings should be estimated in feet rather than storeys. In this context, some ‘'five storey”
buildings may be 50 feet tall, but have only one storey. '

RESPONSE: Estirmated heights are provided in storeys and feet.

3) There need to be maps showing proposed individual structure or historic district boundaries, with
contributing and non-contributing buildings indicated.



Page 2 May 7, 2007 (continued)

RESPONSE: The boundary of the proposed Atlantic Marine Historic District is shown on Figure 1, page
27, and Figure 7, page 33. Structures documented in this study are shown on Figure 7, page 33. All of
the structures identified on Figure 7 are considered contributing resources to the proposed Atlantic Marine
Historic Distriet. :

4) Page 5, paragraph 2 — Minor Detail: "Prior to the First World War, ADDSCO continually grew
larger . . . Could benefit from slight clarification, for the purpose of establishing chronology. The
company was founded only at the beginning of 1917, and the US entered in 1918, so this might change fo,
“Prior to the US involvement in the First World War . . " or “During the year between ADDSCO's
Jfounding and US involvement in the First World War .. .” or simply, “During the First World War .. ."

RESPONSE: Sentence has been revised to, “Prior to and during the First World War, ADDSCO grew
larger through the purchase of smaller companies.”

5) Page 9, paragraph 1 — Unclear: “following a nationwide plea from President Nixon, ADDSCO (1970}
launched a scrap metal recycling company named "Pinto Island Metals Corporation. ? The sentence
does not make it clear what the President made a plea for.

RESPONSE: Sentence has been changed to, “Foliowing a nationwide plea from President Nixon to
develop alternate means of disposing of unsightly waste metal objects, . ..”

6) Pcige 42 — It is assumed there is no cornerstone for this building or it would have been mentioned, but
it appears plausible the office building was architect designed. Are there any other possible untapped
sources that might reveal the architect or firm responsible for the building’s design?

RESPONSE: The following has been added, “According to Luther Linton . . ., a cornerstone was placed
on the structure during World War I, but it has since been removed.” '

7} Page 68 — What is the source of the information about Dry Dock #17 being the last surviving dry dock
in the US from the World War Il area? Similarly, the source for the information on the Plymouth diesel
switcher? Although the dry dock contributes 1o the significance, integrity, and presumed eligibility of the
ADDSCO site, it also seems that the Dry Dock #17 is potentially very significant in its own right,
especially if it the last of its type. As such, it may be considered individually eligible at a national level of
significance. This further analysis may be planned for a Phase Il report.

RESPONSE: The source of information regarding Dry Dock #17 was personal communication with Hal
Jones, March 6, 2007. Dry Dock #17 could be considered individually potentially eligible for the NRHP;
and a Phase II study on this resource is recommended if Altemnate C is chosen.

The source of information for the Plymouth diesel switcher was personal communication with Hal Jones,
March 6, 2007. This source was added to the text.

8) Page 75-132 — Further research needs to be conducted before we can concur that Bender is eligible
for the NRHP. It is a local institution and well-known landmark, and is only one of a few shipbuilding
entities in Alabama. However, it post-dates World War II, and has barely achieved the 30 year criterion
threshold. For this reason, it did not have the same enormous effect on Mobile’s growth and development
as ADDSCO. Additionally, it seems to be largely comprised of buildings from other, prior, seemingly
unrelated and unaffiliated businesses acquired within the most recent 50 years. What building would be
eligible? What would be appropriate boundaries, and how would they be justified? What is the
significance of Bender to Mobile?



Page 3 May 7, 2007 (continued)

RESPONSE: Based on additional research and discussicns with knowledgeable individuals, the Bender
complex as a whole, is no longer recommended potentially eligible as a district. Structure 17, the Union
Hall, as well Structures 7a, 7b, 14 and 19 are recommended individually potentially eligible.

9) .Plage_ 8§0-83 — The photographs on these pages would be more helpful if the location and massing of the
bridge pylons being discussed were drawn in on the photographs.

RESPONSE: Reascnable approximations of the proposed I-10 bridge features were superimposed on
photographs of Atlantic Marine and Bender. The perspective views are not to scale. Please see figures 5-
12 on pages 79-82 of Volume 1 of the enclosed Reports.

10} Page 89 — Structure 1. What is the basis that this particular Quonset Hut was a double or triple bay
structure?

RESPONSE: This statement has been removed from the discussion of Structure 1.

11) Page 116, Figures 57 and 58 — These photographs show a structure or fragment which no longer
appears 1o be a building.

RESPONSE: Structure 13 is the remains of a once larger structure.

12) Page 123, Structure 17 (Union Hall} — The Union Hall could benefit from more historical
documentation, although perhaps this is planned for a Phase II survey. The paragraph hints that the
building had a relationship to both Bender and ADDSCO. If so, the significance may be more relevant as
a stand-alone, individual resource rather than part of a proposed Bender District.

'RESPONSE: Structure 17 is recommended individually potentially eligible under Criterion A. Additional
archifectural and historical documentation of this structure, particularly of its use as a union meeting hall,
its role, if any, during World War TJ, and its association with ADDSCO and Bender shipyard, is
recommended in a Phase II Study if the Alternate B bridge route is chosen.

No structures over 50 years old were found within Alternate A. A total of five (5) structures were found to
be potentially eligible for the NRHP within Alternate B and C. Should Alternate B or C be chosen
ALDOT will enter into consultation with the Alabama SHPO and the Federal Highway Administration
pursuant to Section 106 to mitigate possible effects.

As is ofien the case in Mobile, complete assessment of the archaeological resources was not possible due
to existing buildings, parking lots, historic overburden, and access limitations. As chronicled in the report,
“there is a high probability that intact historic-period features are preserved beneath these impediments to
examination. Consequently, following an alternate selection, a meeting should be scheduled to establish a
detailed approach for Phase I evaluation of currently masked resources, and a schedule for their
examination should be established.



Page 4 May 7, 2007 (continued}

At this time we respectfully request concurrence that there are no structures found eligible for the NR
within Alternate A; that the submitted five structures within Alternates B and C are possibly eligible for
the NR; and that Phase II Archaeological evaluations are performed upon an alternate selection. Please
review this information. Should SHPO agree please sign and return a copy to the Design Bureau. Thank
you for your attention fo this matter.

Sincerely,

William F. Adams, P.E.
Design Bureau Chi

By:

Environmental Technical Section

enclosures

AA/WBT/pmp

cer FHWA
Volkert & Associates
9™ Division
John Shill, ETS Project Manager
Cultural Resources File

CONCUR: DATE:
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STATE OF ALABAMA
ALABAMA HISTORICAL COMMISSI
AGE SOUTH PERRY 5HRTREFT
MONTCOMERY, ALABAMA 361300200

-RAR-S104
-240-3477

COF ONEL (RET.) JOHN AL NCUBAULER
EXCCUTIVE DIRFCTOR JU')‘ 3, 2007

Ms. Alfedo Acoff

Environmental Technical Section

Alabarma Department of Transportation -
P.O. box 303050 -
Montgomery, AL 36130-3050

Re: AHC 00-0352, ALDOT DPI.0030 (005), I-10 Bridge and bayway widening
Dear Ms Acoff:

We very much appreciate the additional time to review the documentation for this project.
The analysis provided by the University of South Alabama added to our knowledge about
historic resources, especially those related to shipbuilding. We can concur with you.; that
historic structures within the routes of the various aiternatives have been identfied. Ve do
not yet occur on the visual effects as presented in the report,

This report has greatly enlarged our view of the bridge and the effects on adjacent historic
buildings and districts. As a general comment for the whole document, it is important to note
how significant a factor the tree canopy is in mitigating what would be adverse effects to
historic structures. Also generally, many multi-story buildings were not evaluated from upper
stories.

We have atrached a list of specific comments on the report. As always, we appreciate your
efforts and those of your agency to consider the effects of your actions on cultural resources.

Sincerely,
Colonel (Ret.) john A Neubauer
State Historic Preservation Officer

THLE SATC HISTORIC FRCSCRVATION OFFICKE
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO HISTORIC RESOURCES AND VIEWSHED
ASSESSMENT FOR I-10 BRIDGE
JULY 2007

|. The diagram on page cight, showing the bridge in refation to the height of other buildings
and structures was especially helpful. The relative height of the pylons and deck to the
surroundings has been the subject of discussion in every meeting on this project, and this =
diagram puts the information into a graphic which is easy to understand. It would be useful to
add the Qid Southern Market/City Hall building to this graphic, and a residential structure from
the Church Street East District.

2, We do not find your case for dismissing the adverse visual effect at the Old Ciry Hall
because the context is already degraded compelling. It Is because the context {and that of
nearby “Ft. Conde Village,” not included in the sampling) is so degraded that this overpowering
visual effact is so damaging. Certainly at the location of Alternative A, the specter of the bridge
is 50 overwhalming to the Old City Hall that no other adverse effect is noticed. It is an error
in logic to think that just because something is bad, one other bad thing won't make it worse.

3. The emphasis in the viewshed assessment seemed to be on the visibility of the pylons of the
bridge from historic properties. It does not seem that visual effect of the elevation of the
approaches was considered in Church Street/Church Street East,

4. The cffects of the bridge on residential structurcs and industrial areas are different both
because of the scale of the structurces and the difference in the nature of the activities which
take place there. Shipbuilding is, by its nature, a noisy business in a large and somewhat chaotic
crivironment. Residential structures house poople’s lives, away from the work-a-day world, and
to be successful require a context which is more ordered, and quiet. Even if the bridge is over
the shipyard, the effects will not be as intense because of the difference in the nature of the
work that goes on there.
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STATE OF ALABAMA
ALARAMA HISTORICAL COMMISSION
AGE SOUTH PERRY STRERT
MONTGOMFRY, AlLaRAMA 3E130-0900
July 12, 2007
COLOMCL (RET.) JOHN AL NEULAULR TrL 334-242-3184
ExecuTivy DIRCCTOR FAX, 304-2400477

Ms. Alfedo Acoff

Environmental Technical Section

Alabama Department of Transportation

P.O. box 303050

Montgomery, AL 36130-3050 o

Re: AHC 00-0352, ALDOT DPI-0030 (005), I-10 Bridge and bayway widening
Dear Ms Acoff:

As a clarification to our letter of July 3, 2007 about the above-referenced project, we concur
with the eligibility of the structures identified in the most recent report.

Sincerely,

\@MJBMWWW-B\/'

Colonel {Ret) John A. Neubauer
State Historic Preservation Officer

TIIC STATE HISTORIC PRESFERVATION QFHICK
www.nreserveale.org



ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Design Bureau, Environmental Technical Section
1408 Coliseurn Boulevard, Montgomery, Alabama 36110
P. O. Box 303050, Montgomery, Alabarma 36130-1050
Phone: 334-242-6176 FAX: 334-269-0826

Bob Riley Joe Mclnnes
Govemnor : Transportafion Director

July 27, 2010

«Titley «First Name» «Last Name»
«Company Name»

«Address Line 1»

«Address Line 2»

«City», «Statey «ZIP_Code»

RE: Project DPI-0030(005)
Section 106 Consulting Parties :
[-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Widening EIS
- Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama

Dear Sir or Madam:

The Federal Highway Administration, in cooperation with the Alabama Department of

* Transportation (ALDOT), is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
proposed 1-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway widening. The proposed project would
consist of a new, six-lane bridge across the Mobile River and the widening of the existing
1-10 bridges across Mobile Bay from four to eight lanes. The purpose of the proposed
project is to: 1) alleviate existing and projected traffic congestion on I-10, including the I-
10 Wallace Tunnels; 2) increase capacity across the Mobile River; 3) improve highway
safety and driving conditions; 3) reduce the number of hazardous materials trucks
traversing downtown Mobile; and 4) provide transportation - improvements that meet
Interstate standards. The Build Alternatives and the No Build Alternative will be
evaluated in the EIS. The FHWA issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS for the
proposed project on October 20, 2003 (copy enclosed).

With this letter, we extend to your organization an invitation to become a Section 106
Consulting Party with the FEWA and ALDOT in the development of the environmental
document for the proposed project. (If your organization is already a Consulting Party, we
appreciate your continued participation.) .

We are requesting your attendance in order to continue our coordination on this proposed
project as it preciudes the Section 106 process. The meeting is scheduled for August 31,
2010 at 9:00 a.m., in Conference Room N at ALDOT’s 9™ Division office located at
1701 I-65 West Service Road N, Mobile, Alabama 36618, An on-site field review in
conjunction with the viewshed analysis/consultation will be held the following day,
September 1, 2010 at 9:00 a.m. '



Project DPI-0030(005)

1-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Widening EIS
Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama

July 27, 2010

2|Page

The acceptance of this invitation does not imply that your agency either supports the
proposed project or has any special expertise with respect to the evaluation of the EIS.
Consulting parties are defined as “groups or individuals who have demonstrated interest in
historic properties that may be affected by a proposed project.” These groups or
individuals have the opportunity to comment on identification and evaluation of historic
properties as well as provide their views on effects to these properties and proposed
strategics to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects.

Please respond to Attn: Ms. Alfedo Acoff, in writing, with an acceptance or denial of the
invitation. Your response can be mailed to the Alabama Department of Transportation;
Environmental Technical Section; 1409 Coliseum Boulevard; Montgomery, AL 36110.
Also, if you have any questions, please feel free to email those to dunnh{@dot.state.al.us.

Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this project. |

Sincerely,

William F. Adams, P.E.
State Design Engineer

By:

) g N
Alfedo %off, Coordinafr
Environmental Technical Settion

WFA/AA/ hmd
Attachment

c: Mr. Mark Bartlett, FHWA
‘Mr. Vince Calametti, 9" Division Engineer
Mr. Buddy Covington, Volkert & Associates
DB File
ETS File



Agencies/OQrganizations that are already Consulting Parties

Mr. Rennie Brabner

President, Mobile Historic Development Commission
City of Mobile '

PO Box 1827 _

Mobile, AL 36633-1827

Ms. Elizabeth Merritt

Deputy General Counsel

National Trust for Historic Preservation
1785 Massachusetts Avenue NW
Washington, D.C. 20036-2117

Mrt. John Hildreth

Director, Southern Office

" National Trust for Historic Preservation
William Aiken House '

456 King Street — 3™ Floor

Charleston, SC 29403

Agencies/Organizations included in previous Section 106 Coordination/Consultation

Ms. Elizabeth Ann Brown
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
" Alabama Historic Commission
468 South Perry Street
Montgomery, AL 36130

Ms. Carol Legard

FHWA Liaison _
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Old Post Office Building

1100 Pennsylvania Avenue NW

Suite 803

Washington, D.C. 20004



Municipalities {to be invite_d)

The Honorable Samuel L. Jones
~ Mayor, City of Mobile

PO Box 1827
Mobile, AL 36633-1827 -

Commissioner Mike Dean

~ President, Mobile County Commission
205 Government Street

Mobile, AL 36644-1001

The Honorable Fred Small
Mayor, City of Daphne
PO Box 400

Daphne, AL 36526

The Honorable Joseph C. Bonner
Mayor, City of Spanish Fort

PO Box 7226

Spariish Fort, AL 36527

The Honorable Charles “Skip” Gruber
Chairman, Baldwin County Commission
Baldwin County (Foley) Satellite Courthouse
201 East Section Street

Foley, AL 36535

Maritime Property Owners with Potential for Direct Impacts to Eligible Historic
S-tr_'ucture( s) and/or District : '

Mr. Walter Meigs
General Counsel
Atlantic Marine Alabama
PO Box 3202

. Mobile, AL 36652

Mr. Tom Bender

President

Bender Shipbuilding & Repair Co.
265 South Water Street

Mobile, AL 36603



ALABAMA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

NINTH DIVISION e ot &
OFFICE OF DIVISION ENGINEER 4T~ 7,0
1701 1-65 WEST SERVICE ROAD N '
MOBILE, ALABAMA 36618-1109
TELEPHONE: (251) 470-8200

U’Z'z’;{/’/ JOE MCINNES

™7 = TRANSPORTATION DIRECTOR

BOB RILEY
GOVERNOR FAX: (251) 473-3624 ;

October 1, 2010

Mr. Herndon Inge IlI
P.O. Box 40183
Mobile, Alabama 36640-0188

RE: Mobile River Crossing

Dear Mr. Inge:

This letter serves as confirmation that your letters dated September 13, 2010 and
September 28, 2010(attached) will be included in the Section 4(f) Review and taken
into consideration of the draft Environmental Impact Study.

Sincerely,

PRV T

Vincent E. Calamett], P.E:
Division Engineer

VEC/DCP/ELP/ant
Attachment :
cc. Alfedo Acoff, ALDOT ETS w/a -
William Adams, ALDOT Design Bereau w/a
Donald Powell, ALDOT w/a
David Weber, Volkert wia
File w/a



HERNDON INGE 1III, 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 . FACSIMILE (251} 432-6941

TOLL FREE (800) 363-4265

e-mail: hinge @herndoninge.com
www. hemdoninge.com

Septemnber 13, 2010

SECTION INFO | ACTION | FILE
BV ENGINEER ‘
ADMINISTRATION

FACSIMILE ALSO TRANSMITTED - (251) 473-3624 CONSTRUCTION

Mr. Vincent E. Calametti, Division Engineer | C%ﬂ‘ggﬁgﬁgﬁ\s '

Alabama Department of Transportation EQUIPMENT

1701 1-65 West Service Road, North ‘ ﬂi'TNETFiiigCE

Mobile, AL 36618-1109 . PLANNING

SPECIAL PROJ

RE: Mobile River Crossing
Mr. Calametti:

Please submit these comments to be considered in the Section 4(f) review and the draft
Environmental Impact Study.

In this morning’s paper, there was a noti'cé that the Alabama Departrment of Transportation
is proposing to spend $700 million to “sink an interstate highway that runs through Birmingham
below street level”.

Iremember in the 1970's when the “high speed interstate {was proposed] through a Central
Business District”. I remember how the construction and the noise pollution and dust pollution
affected downtown Birmingham. Iremember how the noise pollution affected the new Hyatt Hotel
so that the rooms facing the “high speed interstate through a Central Business District” were
unusable, as the noise and vibration were too disrupting to the hotel guests.

Now, the Alabama Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration
cansave $700 million by not having to re-think a bridge over downtown Mobile. Highway.engineers
can save the $700 million and spend it instead on Route C, or the “Northern route” including the
African Town Bridge, or spend it elsewhere in the State where the citizens want it. '

I hope present ALDOT engineers learn a lesson from the 30 years of experience in the
Central Business District of downtown Birmingham, and from Boston, Seattle, Portland, San
Francisco, Ft. Worth, Washington, D.C., New Orleans and proposed I-210 connector.



Please confirm that this has been included in the Section 4(f) review and the consideration
of the draft Environmental Impact Study.

Sincerely,

IS . - I
; o : {
A A
) A7 i

ol
ff@-:g/’ e

Herndon Inge m/

HIlll/mes

ce: hammamis @dot.state.al.us
biddicks @ dot.state.al.us
acoffa@dot.state.al.us
powelldo@dot.state.al . us
lynne.urguhart @dot.gov
ebrown @ preserveala.org
hetsy merritt @nthp.org
eturner406@ aol.com
kefrangos@aol.com
rhondapdavis@comcast.net
smthirsi @bellsouth.net
chunter@downtownmobile.org
mwallace@ mobilebaykeeper.org

posnerdave @hotmail.com
boballen9 @ vahoo.com




HERNDON INGE 111, L.L.C.

ATTORNEY AT LAW
MAILING ADDRESS: .
200 SOUTH CEDAR STREET P. 0. BOX 40188 TELEPHONE (251} 432-1444
MOBILE, ALABAMA 36602 MOBILE, ALABAMA 36640-0188 FACSIMILE (251) 43246941

TOLL FREE (800} 363-4265

e-mail: linge @hendoninge.com
www.herndoninge. com

September 28, 2010

SECTION INFO | AcTioN | FILE
DIV ENGINEER :
ADMINISTRATION | . T B
) CONSTRHETION . ... N D A
. e A COUNTY TRANS
Mr. Vincent E. Calametti, Division Engineer OISTRICT ENGRS

; EQUIPMENT
AlabamaFDepartmenF of Transportation N TENANGE
1701 1-65 West Service Road, North MATERIALS
: PLANNING
Mobile, AL 36618-1109 <FECIAL PROJ

RE: Mobile River Crossing

Mr. Calametti:

Please submit these comments to be considered in the Section 4(f) review and the draft
Environmental Impact Study. '

I previously wrote to you on September 13, 2010 regarding the 1-20/1-59 raised expressway

proposal to “sink an interstate highway that runs through Birmingham below street level.” Tinclosed

-~ are 2 pages from the Concept Feasibility Review for Lowering 1-20/1-59 dated January, 2009 and

paragraph 2.0 mentions that Birmingham City Center Master Plan 2004 recommended the lowering
of the raised expressway to reduce air, noise and vibration impacts.

Paragraph 4 of the Feasibility Review similarly states that the removal of the raised I-20/1-59
raised expressway would add economic development and meet community goals as recommended
in the Birmingham City Center Master Plan to “reduce noise and vibration impacts currently felt by
the adjacent businesses and neighborhoods.” ' |

Rather than bujlding a bridge over Downtown Mobile, and then having to pay to remove it,
“I hope present ALDOT engineers learn a lesson from the 30 years of experience in the Central
Business District of Downtown Birmingham, and from Boston, Seattle, Portland, San Francisco, Fort
Worth, Washington, D.C., New Orleans and proposed I-210 connector.”

Please confirm that this has been included in the Section 4(f) Review and in consideration
of the draft Environmental Impact Study.




Sincerely,

b\

Herndon Inge ITI 4
HIIli/mes
ce: hammamis@ dot.state.al.us
biddicks@dot siate.al.us
acoffa@dot. state.al.us
powelldo@dot.state.al us
Iynne.urguhart@dot.gov
ebrown @preserveala.org
betsy _merritt@nthp.org
eturner406 @ apl.com
kefrangos@acl.com
rhondapdavis @ comcast.net
smihtrst@bellsouth.net
chunter@downtownmobile.org
mwallace@mobilebaykeeper.org

posnerdave @hotmail.com
boballen? @ vahoo.com




BUILDING COMMUNITIES PROGRAM —
CONCEPT FEASIBILITY FOR 1-20/59 LOWERING PROJECT

§

1.0 RPCGB Building Communities Program

The RPCGB Building Communities Program is intended to provide grants for projects, -
strategies and services that support SAFETEA-LU planning factors, including transportation

and land use integration, economic vitality, safety and security, accessibility and mobility,

environment including air quality, and system preservation. The FY 2010 Unified Planning

Work Program adopted by the Birmingham Metropolitan Planning Organization includes a

task for Building Communities Program activities, including Corridor Transportation Plans

such as the 1-20/59 Lowering Project. :

As documented in the Purpose and Need (SKection 3), the I-20/59 Lowering Project would be
consistent in support. of the SAFETEA-LU planning factors and the RPCGB Building
Communities Program. '

2.0 Background _
A Concept Feasibility for Lowering [-20/59 in Jamuary 2009 was completed under the

sponsorship of Operation New Birmingham by a third-party transportation planning
consultant. The engineering concept design, construction, and cost feasibility were evaluated
for lowering a section of 1-20/59 that runs through the north part of downtown Birmingham,
between the 31° Street Interchange {Exit 126B) to the east and the Arkadelphia Interchange
(Exit 123) to the west. ' :

“ This analysis was conducted in response to the Birmingham City Center Master Plan, 2004,
that recommended the lowering of the portion of the interstate currently on elevated structure.
The community benefits cited in the Master Plan include connectivity benefits between the
expanding Civic Center District and downtown Birmingham, safety and capacity
improvements, and air, noise and vibration impact reductions. '

3.0 Purpose and Need : _
The Conceptual Feasibility Report resulted in the following preliminary Purpose and Need .
Statement, required to meet the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements for
all Federal Highway Administration projects including the interstate system:

« The project demonstrates significant safety and operational benefits in the corridor. The

“crash rate greatly exceeds the statewide rate, and the proposed design will eliminate many

of the current design deficiencies and operational bottlenecks in the corridor, including
providing a shoulder breakdown lane.

e The project will also provide significant congestion relief and travel time benefits
compared to future non-build corridor operations. As the proposed concept provides
additional freeway lanes, braiding of critical ramps to eliminate weaving issues, adds
additional east-west frontage capacity through the corridor, and improved way finding.
Significant improvements in safety, capacity and operations are expected.



o The project will aid economic development and meet community goals as recommended
in the Birmingham City Center Master Plan. The proposed expansions of the
Birmingham-Jefferson County Civic Center and the Museum of Art will be better served
by improved interstate and surface street infrastructure. The project will also reduce noise
and vibration impacts currently felt by the adjacent businesses and neighborhoods.
Proposed interchange improvements could allow 20 plus acres of land to be reclaimed in
an area with expanding development opportunities.

e The project is listed as a community goal in the Birmingham City Center Master Plan, and
additional stakeholder and public meetings will strengthen local and business community
support for the project. The project fulfills a City Center Master Plan objective of
providing improved connectivity between the Civic Center and Downtown Districts and
for the development of “green streets” and improved pedestrian amenities.

4.0 Contract Tasks

The objective of this contract between the RPCGB and the CONSULTANT is to conduct
next step tasks for the Concept Feasibility for Lowering 1-20/59 in the downtown Birmingham
Area until a formal project development process can be undertaken -in which adequate
preliminary engineering funds are programmed to address all issues from planning through
construction and result in a construction ready project.

The Study Area shall include the section of 1-20/59 that runs through the northern part of
downtown Birmingham, between the 31% Street Interchange (Exit 126B) to the east and the
Arkadelphia Interchange (Exit 123) to the west, as well as the 1-20/59 Interchange with the
Elton B. Stephens Express (U.S. 280). A map of the generalized study area is included as
Attachment 1. '

Speciﬁc tasks to be conducted by the CONSULTANT include the following:

Task 1: Conduct Traffic Simulation Modeling using the VISSIM micro- simulation
platform for four scenarios: (1) existing AM peak, (2) future AM peak, (3) future PM peak,
and (4) future special event (i.e. stadium). Measures of effectiveness will be compared and
summarized for factors to include capacity, safety and operations. Pedestrian Operations
will be incorporated into the model to see how the project would impact or improve
pedestrian movements in key pedestrian corridors, during a typical day and during special
event operations such as at the Birmingham-Jefferson County Civic Center. Pedestrian
recommendations shall be consistent with the U.S. DOT Policy Statement on Bicycle and
Pedestrian Accommodation Regulations and Recommendations. A 3-D visual simulation of
. vehicle and pedestrian movements will be prepared by the sub-consultant. The sub-consultant
shall assist the CONSULTANT by providing quality control review. '

Task 2: Develop Photo Simulations (two) of key areas along the project corridor, including
key pedestrian corridors. Additional renderings will be prepared of before and after highway
and pedestrian areas to better define the contextual, pedestrian and connectivity features of the
project. This task will be conducted by the sub-consultant.



Task 3: Assist the RPCGB in any Stakeholder and Public Qutreach Meetings necessary
to address specific project concept issues, build community consensus and identify the
potential benefits and impact resolutions before engaging in the NEPA environmental
process. Provide summaries of the micro-simulation modeling for use in public outreach.
Information gathered should improve understanding of the conumunity needs and goals of the
comidor in an assessment of the need for additional studies or activities.

Task 4: Develop Final Report to include the results of the micro-simulation.

Generalized Study Area — 1-20/59 Lowering Project




Concept Feasibility Review for Lowering [-20/1-59 January 2008

4. Preliminary Project Purpose and Need

41. Development of a Project Purpose and Need

The development of a project purpose and need is an important part of meeting the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements for all Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
projects. FHWA controls all aspects of the interstate system and any modification thereof
requires clear documentation of the purpose and need to do so.

Depending on the levet of project impacts, some degree of alternative network analysis and
mode evaluation will have to be done in the formal NEPA process. If the right-of-way and/or
community impacts are great, then a Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will
have to be prepared, which documents project impacts (right-of-way, environmental, historical,
ecological, community, etc) and includes comparative analysis to other highway and transit
alternatives. However, if the project can be accomplished within existing rights-of-way and can
document minimal or positive impact to the community, then the NEPA process reguires an
“Environmental Assessment (EA)” or “Categorical Exclusion” (CE) which requires a iesser
evaluation of impacts and alternatives.

Given that the corridor would likely fall within existing rights-of-way and have mostly positive
community, safety and capacity impacts, the later NEPA requirements are expected; however,
further study would be required to determine the process required. In either case, a project
Purpose or Need statement needs to be developed, and while not required to be formalized at
this time, it will be helpful to gather data and public input pertaining to the foliowing draft
Purpose and Need list as part of the process:

» The project demonstrates significant safety and operational benefits in the corridor. As
noted in section 2.1, the corridor crash rate greatly exceeds the statewide rate, and the
proposed design will eliminate many of the current design deficiencies (section 2.3) and
operational bottlenecks in the corridor, including providing a shoulder break-down lane.

« The project will also provide significant congestion reduction and travel time benefits
compared to future year no-build corridor operations. As the proposed concept provides
additional freeway lanes, braiding of critical ramps 1o eliminate weaving issues, adds
additional east-west frontage road capacity through the corridor and improved wayfinding,
significant improvements in safety, capacity and operations are expected. The magnitude
of improvement wilt be documented in later phases of the NEPA study process.

« The project will add economic development and meet community goals of the project as
recommended in the Master Plan. The proposed expansions of the BJCC and Museum of
Arts that will be better served by improved interstate and surface street infrastructure and
the project will also reduce noise and vibration impacts currently felt by the adjacent
businesses and neighborhoods. Proposed interchange improvements could allow 20-pius
acres of land to be reclaimed in an area with expanding development cpportunities.

« The project is listed as a community goal in the Birmingham Center City Master Plan, and
additional stakeholder and public meeting efforts are planned to strengthen the local and
business community support for the project. The project fulfills a Master Plan objective of
providing improved connectivity between the Civic Center and Downtown Districts and for
the development of “green streets” and improved pedestrian amenities.

Our guidance to Operation New Birmingham is to focus further studies and efforts towards
gathering community and business input and consensus, along with conducting additional

targeted planning and engineering studies. These efforts should be geared toward defining
and reinforcing a stated corridor Purpose and Need required later in the NEPA process.
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Contract No. 911602.12

Project DP1-0030(005)

I-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Widening EIS
Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama

FINAL
RESUME OF MEETING

DATE: August 31, 2010
PURPOSE: Section 106 Consulting Parties Coordination Meeting — Update on the Subject Project,
in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800 Section 800.2 part (c)

ATTENDANCE: REPRESENTING: E-MAIL.:
Lynne Urquhart Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) lynne.urquhart@dot.gov
David Frank U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) david.m.frank@uscg.mil
Walter Meigs BAE and Navy League walter.meigs@baesystems.com
Kelly McElhenney U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) kelly.n.mcelhenney@usace.army.mil
Steve Reid USACE stephen.h.reid@usace.army.mil
Duane Poiroux USACE duane.b.poiroux@usace.army.mil
Elizabeth Ann Brown Alabama Historical Commission (AHC) elizabeth.brown@preserveala.org
Rennie Brabner Mobile Historic Development Commission (MHDC) renniebrabner@bellsouth.net
Rhonda Davis Historic Mobile Preservation Society rhondapdavis@comcast.net
Dora Finley MHDC doradaexplorer@bellsouth.net
Robert Edington USS Alabama rpedington@aol.com
George F. Rush USACE george.f.rush@usace.army.mil
Joseph Glazar AHC joseph.glazar@preserveala.org
Devereaux Bemis MHDC bemis@cityofmobile.org
Herndon Inge “Stop the Bridge” hinge@herndoninge.com
Mary Cousar MHDC and Architectural Review Board smthtrst@bellsouth.net
Vaughn Morrisette Colonial Dames vim3tay@aol.com
Sally Morrissette Colonial Dames/Conde-Charlotte Museum House
Bill Tunnell Battleship USS Alabama btunnell@ussalabama.com
Don Mroczko USACE donald.e.mroczko@usace.army.mil
Caroline Etherton Gulf Coast Exploreum Science Center and

Conde-Charlotte Museum House cetherton@exploreum.com
Mike Dean Mobile County mdean@mobile.cty.net
Anne Blake Brooks Conde-Charlotte Museum House anneblakebrook@gmail.com
Joy Earp USACE joy.b.earp@usace.army.mil
Harwell Coale, Jr. Christ Church Cathedral hcoale@cdklaw.com
Ann Bedsole National Trust for Historic Preservation (NTHP) and

AHC smthtrst@bellsouth.net
Patricia Edington History Museum Board rpedington@aol.com
Katherine Frangos Friends of the Museum kcfrangos@aol.com
Carol Hunter Preserve our Waterfront chunter@downtownmobile.org
Elizabeth Turner Conde-Charlotte Museum House and

Friends of the Museum eturner406@aol.com
Elizabeth Merritt NTHP betsy merritt@nthp.org
Alfedo Acoff ALDOT - ETS acoffa@dot.state.al.us




Natasha Clay
Pat Patterson
Heather Dunn

ALDOT -ETS
ALDOT - ETS
ALDOT -ETS

clayn@dot.state.al.us
pattersonp@dot.state.al.us
dunnh@dot.state.al.us

Brian Ingram ALDOT - Location ingramb@dot.state.al.us
Wade Henry ALDOT - Location henryw@dot.state.al.us
Vince Calametti ALDOT - Ninth Division calamettiv@dot.state.al.us
Don Powell ALDOT - Ninth Division powelldo@dot.state.al.us
Edwin Perry ALDOT - Ninth Division perrye@dot.state.al.us
Allie Tucker ALDOT - Ninth Division tuckera@dot.state.al.us
David Webber Volkert, Inc. dwebber@volkert.com
Buddy Covington Volkert, Inc. bcovington@volkert.com
Skeeter McClure Volkert, Inc. smcclure@volkert.com
Missi Shumer Volkert, Inc. mshumer@volkert.com
Kenneth Nichols Volkert, Inc. knichols@volkert.com
Rick Hillman Volkert, Inc. rhillman@volkert.com
Bonnie Gums University of South Alabama bgums@jaguarl.usouthal.edu
HANDOUTS:

= Agenda for the meeting

= DVD containing cultural resources reports

= Map showing historic districts, viewshed locations, and Alternatives A, B, B’, and C
= Hard copies of previous correspondence (letters)

= Hard copies of resumes of previous Section 106 Coordination Meetings/Activities

DISCUSSION:

Welcome and Opening Remarks
Mr. Vince Calametti, ALDOT Ninth Division, opened the meeting by welcoming the attendees. He
then turned the meeting over to Buddy Covington, Volkert.

Consulting Parties Under Section 106

Mr. Buddy Covington explained that the purpose of the meeting was to coordinate with Section 106
Consulting Parties on the subject project. He listed the organizations and individuals who are currently
serving as Consulting Parties. He also requested that anyone with an interest in the project who
believes they should be included as a Consulting Party should write a letter to the FHWA.

Presentation

Mr. Covington began the presentation portion of the meeting by utilizing a map showing Alternatives
A, B, B’, and C, which will be evaluated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Mr.
Covington also noted that there have been changes since the latest coordination activities. These
changes include an increase in vertical clearance from 190 feet to 215 feet and the development and
addition of Alternative B’.

Mr. Covington explained that a Viewshed Impact Assessment and other cultural resources reports were
previously prepared by the University of South Alabama — Center for Archaeological Studies in 2007.
The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has concurred with the eligibility determinations for
standing structures and archaeology on the proposed project and concurred with the maritime
archaeology reports. In addition, a proposed historic district that encompasses portions of Atlantic
Marine/BAE Systems property on the eastern side of the Mobile River is under consideration and is
considered eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). It was noted that
several buildings that were included in the proposed historic district have been torn down since the
2007 studies.



The Viewshed Assessment was conducted for Alternatives A, B, and C at a vertical clearance of 190
feet. Revisions and supplements are required to evaluate the increased vertical clearance for all four
Build Alternatives and to evaluate the potential visual impacts of Alternative B’. Revisions are also
required to address comments received from the SHPO and other Section 106 Consulting Parties. Since
the Viewshed Assessment was completed, new technology is available to allow us to conduct
georeferenced 3D modeling. Volkert utilized this modeling to update visuals for potential viewshed
impacts. The pictures showing the 40 locations evaluated in USA’s original Viewshed Impact
Assessment were imported into the model, and the 3D model of the proposed bridge was imported into
the picture to present what the bridge would look like from the various locations. In addition, new
photographs from Battleship Park, the Tensaw River, Texas Street Recreation Facility, and Daphne
Bayfront Park were included.

Mr. Covington began the PowerPoint presentation (copy attached). He asked that attendees hold their
guestions until the end of the presentation. The presentation gave a brief background of the project’s
purpose and need and previous coordination activities. Following the background information, the
renderings from the locations where the bridge would be visible were shown. Mr. Covington explained
the shadow study/model. The shadow study/model was conducted for December 21, the shortest day of
the year, which casts the longest shadows.

. Question and Answer Session

The following is a summary of the question/answer session that took place following the presentation:

1) Robert Edington — Do the rendering show the tops of the pylons at 500 feet?
- Response: Yes, the model shows the tops of the pylons at 490 feet.

2) Robert Edington — What are the peak hours for traffic? | came through the Wallace Tunnels at 7:00
a.m. and had to slow down to 60 miles per hour (mph) to make the curve at the entrance of the
tunnels. Afternoons are the same way. There is no need for this bridge.

- Response: 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. and 7:00 to 9:00 a.m. are considered peak traffic hours.

3) Robert Edington — Why not use Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) signs to get people
traveling from Mississippi to take 1-65 around the Wallace Tunnels?
- Response: ITS can be used to alert drivers about traffic conditions, but it will not always
make people use a longer route. In addition, ITS would not meet the purpose and need of
the project, which is to add capacity across the Mobile River.

4) Robert Edington — How close is the model to the actual mass of the bridge?
- Response: The 3D model is developed using the actual dimensions of the bridge, as
currently designed.

5) Devereaux Bemis — Software/model is great and very helpful. There are some locations that we
missed in the 2007 assessment. Since 2007, the MHDC has been working on two new proposed
historic districts. The Oakdale Historic District is almost finished, and its application should be
submitted by the end of September. The proposed boundaries would be south of Virginia Street as
far as Ann Street. Next year, the Maysville Historic District is expected to be completed.

We need to add other historic standing structures to the Viewshed Impact Assessment, including
Prince of Peace Catholic Church, Council Elementary School, the Conde-Charlotte House, and
more views from Old City Hall.

- Response: The field review (conducted on September 1) will be used to identify additional
locations from which the potential viewshed impacts should be assessed.
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6) SHPO — We need to assess the potential impacts to the Conde area.
- Response: Same response as comment #5.

7) Devereaux Bemis — The MHDC has not surveyed the east side of the Mobile River, and we do not
know what is over there that could be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).
What has been torn down since 2007?

- Response: USA will be updating their reports to account for changes that have occurred in
the viewshed since 2007.

8) Devereaux Bemis — Be sure to show the approach ramps, piers, pylons, etc.

- Response: The approach ramps, approximate locations of the support piers, pylons, cables,
and bridge deck are all modeled to scale as currently designed. It is likely that the support
piers may shift in some locations. Right now they are shown at approximately 140 feet
apart.

9) Herndon Inge — What is the format of this meeting. | was led to believe it was a round table
discussion.
- Response: The format is an open discussion. We only ask that you keep the subject matter
related to Section 106 issues since this is a Section 106 Consulting Party coordination
meeting. Your comments on other issues are welcome at the public involvement meetings.

10) Herndon Inge — Can we submit additional written comments?
- Response: Yes.

11) Herndon Inge — My office is located on South Cedar Street. From the end of my driveway, you
will see two of the three towers for the bridge. There will be substantial impacts, although not
direct impacts. | am very concerned about vibrations, tourist interruptions, disruption of access,
and noise.

As part of the 1-210 raised expressway litigation, FHWA stated that noise pollution impacts would
exist up to eight city blocks away. You would need triple-pane glass windows to mitigate the
noise. The proposed 1-210 bridge would have been a much less substantial bridge than the
proposed I-10 Mobile River Bridge.

My father helped with the condemnation associated with the Wallace Tunnels. The excavation
vibrations cracked the brick on the Goldstein’s building near the Battle House Hotel, resulting in
permanent damage.

The dewatering associated with construction of the parking garage at Mobile Metro Plaza took
water from as far away as Catherine Street.

| was involved in the litigation regarding Barber vs. State of Alabama over the Dog River Bridge.
The court found that vibrations in fragile soils are a serious taking, even if actual construction is not
outside of the construction corridor.

What are vibrations during pile driving going to do to historic structures in downtown Mobile,
especially those built on slabs? The vibrations will have serious impacts on the foundations of
structures.

- Response: The DEIS will include a detailed noise analysis, including potential abatement
measures. Construction methods and ways to evaluate potential vibration impacts will be
evaluated and included in the DEIS.
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12) Herndon Inge — An engineer with the USACE, Mobile District, told me that he was working on a
project at Brookley that involved soils work. A dozer operator left a dozer on while he was not
using it, and it dropped four feet due to compaction or liquefaction. The same thing happens when
you are driving piles.

- Response: Thank you for the information. The DEIS will evaluate construction methods
and measures to evaluation potential vibration impacts.

13) Harwell Coale — Are the impact studies complete?
- Response: No. We did preliminary studies on Alternatives A, B, and C at 190-foot vertical
clearance, and we are now updating the studies to include Alternatives A, B, B’, and C at a
vertical clearance of 215 feet.

14) Harwell Coale — Previous construction in Mobile did significant damage to the cathedral, and we
only got compensation after a lawsuit.
- Response: The DEIS will include a discussion of vibrations, construction impacts, and
measures to mitigation potential damages that may occur.

15) Elizabeth Turner — We have data on wall damage that resulted during construction of the Wallace
Tunnels. We will be happy to provide it to you for your use and information.
- Response: Thank you.

16) Ann Bedsole — If you find the project will have significant damage after the impacts are assessed,
do you have another plan?
- Response: Our charge is to work with the Consulting Parties to develop a plan that results
in a finding of no adverse effect.

17) Ann Bedsole — What is the only way to have a no adverse effect finding is the No Build
Alternative? Will you fix the West Tunnel Interchange that created the bottleneck?
- Response: The West Tunnel Interchange is an issue. Historically, approximately 10 to 12
accidents occur per year at this location. This year, we have already seen 13 accidents. As
a project completely independent from the proposed I-10 Mobile River Bridge, we are
looking at options to reconfigure the interchange. Right now, we are working with the City
to develop a plan for the best way to maintain traffic while reconfiguring the interchange.

18) Elizabeth Ann Brown — Are we talking about the curve at Fort Conde?
- Response: Yes.

19) Dora Finley — I am very concerned about the effects of vibrations on Council School. It is over 100
years old. | am also concerned about the effects of noise on Council School, especially during
construction, as well as noise impacts on the Down the Bay neighborhood. | think viewpoints
should be shown from Council School, the Down the Bay neighborhood, and the area near Virginia
Street and Dearborn. | would also like to see an analysis of the psychological effects of noise
impacts, especially during construction, and the psychological effects of living so close to a bridge.
I am also concerned about runoff from the bridge, especially in the Down the Bay area that already
floods. While the lighting may help in some aspects, it may result in psychological impacts to
residents.

- Response: We will look at noise and potential noise abatement measures in the DEIS. In
addition, vibrations and construction methodologies will also be discussed in the DEIS.
ALDOT is looking into sand filter systems that collect and filter water. Lighting impacts
will be discussed in the DEIS.



20) Robert Edington — How long will construction take? | am very concerned about noise, water, and
air pollution.

- Response: The DEIS will include an entire section on construction impacts. This will not
be a tremendous earth-moving project; it will mostly consist of bridge construction. The
duration of construction depends on funding. If we obtain funding all at one time, then
construction will likely take four to five years. If we obtain funding through normal
appropriations for phases of construction, it will likely take eight years, including right-of-
way acquisition. The project would probably be split so that the approaches would be built
as one phase, the main span would be built as one phase, and the Bayway would be
constructed as another phase.

21) Carol Hunter — Heritage tourism is up. Can you model economic impacts on the tourism industry?
Lots of places are moving interstates away from their downtowns, and we are adding to ours.
- Response: We can look into modeling tourism impacts.

22) Robert Edington — FHWA has been wrong before: 1-40 in Memphis, San Francisco over
Fisherman’s Wharf, elevated expressway in French Quarter. You should look at these examples for
lessons learned.

- Response: Thank you for your comment.

23) Robert Edington — You need to evaluate air quality impacts because they are going to be
substantial.
- Response: Air guality impacts will be modeled using specific air quality models mandated
by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The air quality analysis will be included
in the DEIS.

24) Herndon Inge — In 2008, I gave some transportation documents to Vince Calametti. They include
the USDOT’s Highway Improvements to Support Downtown Revitalization. This document did not
draw positive conclusions about locating an interstate near downtowns, such as Boston,
Washington D.C., Portland, Seattle, and San Francisco. The proposed bridge would be repeating
mistakes if we don’t look at the history of building interstates in downtown areas. Please review
these documents.

- Response: Thank you for your comment.

25) Elizabeth Merritt — Do you not have the proposed effect determination yet?
- Response: SHPO has concurred with our determinations of eligibility (including Atlantic
Marine Historic District and Bender Union Hall). We do not have determinations of effect.
SHPO provided comments on the Viewshed Impact Assessment, which we are now
updating for new conditions (additional Build Alternative and increased vertical clearance).

26) Elizabeth Merritt — Is the only unresolved issue the new Historic District?
- Response: No. The other unresolved issues include physical effects of vibrations and
agreement on potential impacts for all four Build Alternatives at the 215-foot vertical
clearance.

27) Devereaux Bemis — We would also like to add more locations from which viewshed impacts should
be considered. These locations include more views from Old City Hall, the proposed Oakdale
Historic District, Council School, and the Conde area. We would also like to have an assessment of
how each historic district will be affected as a whole. The 2007 reports recognized visual effects on
individual historic standing structures, not by historic districts.

- Response: Same response as Comment #5. Potential impacts to historic districts will be
included in the revised report.



28) Elizabeth Merritt — Please bring paper copies of the renderings shown in the presentation to the
field review. It is difficult to tell how high the bridge would be from the locations without the
renderings.

- Response: We will have them in the field and will use them to determine if the limits of the
area of potential effect should be revised.

29) Elizabeth Merritt — What is the timetable for the Draft EIS?
- Response: We expect to have the Draft EIS ready in early 2011.

30) Vaughn Morrissette — What will the impact be on fragile buildings? Why is Alternative C not the
Preferred Alternative over Alternative B’? Alternative C would have less impact on historic
Mobile.

- Response: All four Build Alternatives and the No Build Alternative are viable alternatives
and are being studied at an equal level of detail. Environmental impacts will be evaluated
equally for all of the alternatives. We do not have a preference at this time. The City of
Mobile has stated that it supports Alternative B’. Ultimately, FHWA and ALDOT make
the decision on which alternative to construct.

31) Ann Bedsole — Is it possible to have models showing from looking up at the bridge from ground
level?

- Response: We have modeled some of the buildings in the downtown area, but not all of
them. [Note: The 3D model was pulled up and shown on the projector screen. The
attendees looked at Alternative B’ from elevation 20’ at Virginia Street near Council
School. It was noted that the model does not include all of the trees and buildings that
would shield some of the view of the bridge.]

32) Devereaux Bemis — Due to the vertical clearance, did you have to move the begin point of the
project further west?
- Response: Yes. The begin point moved approximately 100 feet to accommodate a 4%
grade.

33) Ann Bedsole — We do not want to look at the same thing under this bridge that you see under the
bridges in New Orleans. We do not want to have a lot of abandoned buildings that deteriorate.
What aesthetic treatments will we have? What will you see if you are under the bridge?

- Response: We are planning to buy everything under the bridge. We do not want to
construct the bridge over active businesses.

34) Ann Bedsole — What do you do with the abandoned buildings? Can you lease buildings from
owners under the bridge during construction and give them back to the owners after construction?
- Response: That is an option.

35) Rhonda Davis — How much right-of-way will be acquired?
- Response: The nominal right-of-way is approximately 150 feet wide for all of the
alternatives. Alternative C at Virginia Street has residential relocations. Alternatives A, B,
and B’ would not have residential relocations.

36) Mary Cousar — How many projects have been scrapped because of historic impacts? These
alternatives will destroy the history of Mobile. We should leave the interstates for commerce and
make the local people use local roads.

- Response: We do not know the number. However, I-759 in Gadsden was redesigned from
an interstate to a context sensitive design to minimize historic impacts.



37) Elizabeth Ann Brown — Section 106 is a negotiation process. The process is designed for us to get
something more in line with what we want — something better than the original plan. The point of
Section 106 is not to Kill transportation projects. If you look at the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA), it is all about balancing the effects of damage to the environment and resources while
accommodating traffic.

38) Alfedo Acoff — Who plans to attend the field review on Wednesday? It will leave from the front of
this building.
- Response: 23 people plan to attend.

39) Devereaux Bemis — Please provide notes for where you want us to go so we can be sure we cover
all of the locations.

40) Elizabeth Merritt — What is the ballpark cost for the project?
- Response: All of the Build Alternatives are estimated to be around $650 million, with
Alternative C being a little higher at $700. Alternative C is higher because of right-of-way
costs and acquisitions around the Virginia Street interchange.

41) Walter Meigs — Are you including costs for having to tear down or raise bridges in the future to
accommodate higher air draft vessels? They are currently doing this in Los Angeles and New
Jersey.

- Response: No. Our maritime economic consultant will be updating data on vessels calling
on the Port of Mobile and update economic effects of the proposed project. Some people
believe that Alternatives A, B, and B’ would accommodate most vessels. Based on prior
studies, Alternative C would have the most adverse impacts on the maritime industries.

42) Water Meigs — Are you designing the towers so that they could be raised in the future?
- Response: No.

43) Herndon Inge — | received ALDOT’s newsletter from March 2006. Why has the cost only slightly
changed since 2006?
- Response: Prices/unit costs have actually gone down since 2006 with the economic
downturn. The unit costs used in our estimates are actually pre-recession.

44) Elizabeth Merritt — What is the advantage of Alternatives A, B, and B’, generally speaking?
- Response: Alternatives A, B, and B” would have less impacts on the maritime industries.

45) David Frank — Alternatives A, B, and B’ would have less impacts on navigation.

46) Elizabeth Merritt — What is the rule of thumb with vibration impacts? What is the baseline you
use? Do you have a maximum peak particle velocity, or do you use distance from buildings? How
will you evaluate unusual soil characteristics? Is a special baseline required?

- Response: We know unusual soil issues exist near the Mobile River. We are going to have
to look at a range of geotechnical issues and have geotechnical or structural engineers to
evaluate potential impacts. We may also be able to use other methodologies rather than
pile driving.

47) Elizabeth Merritt — For the Section 106 process, the effects of vibrations and how you will evaluate
them should be a central issue.

- Response: This issue has been discussed since the initiation of the proposed project and
will continue to be discussed and evaluated.

48) Ann Bedsole — Will we reconvene in the future when the studies have been conducted and have
more notice prior to the meeting?



- Response: We apologize for the short notice for the meeting. We wanted to meet with you
all before the public involvement meetings took place. We will reconvene with longer
notice in the future. We welcome all of your comments at any point during the NEPA
process.

49) David Frank — What is the timetable?
- Response: Best case scenario — Draft EIS in the Spring of 2011, but it is likely that it may
be the Fall of 2011.

50) Elizabeth Merritt — Where will we be in the Section 106 process when the Draft EIS is completed?
- Response: We hope to be at a point where we have given you all enough information for
you to respond to the results of our studies and then we can come to a compromise. We
have to follow the NEPA process. Everyone is not going to be happy, but we have to
consider all of the effects on various resources.

51) Elizabeth Ann Brown — Where is the presentation?
- Response: We can provide you with a hard copy or an electronic copy. [Note: An
electronic copy was provided to the SHPO prior to the field review on Wednesday,
September 1.]

V. Closing
Ms. Acoff thanked everyone for attending the meeting and providing comments. Mr. Covington asked that
anyone who wanted a copy of the handouts or the presentation contact Volkert or ALDOT.
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Contract No. 911602.12

Project DP1-0030(005)

I-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Widening EIS
Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama

Final
RESUME OF MEETING

DATE: September 1, 2010
PURPOSE: Section 106 Consulting Parties Field Review

ATTENDANCE: REPRESENTING:
Lynne Urquhart Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
Elizabeth Ann Brown Alabama Historical Commission (AHC)

E-MAIL.:
lynne.urquhart@dot.gov
elizabeth.brown@preserveala.org

Rhonda Davis
Dora Finley**
Joseph Glazar
Devereaux Bemis
Janic Terry
Aimee Williams
Herndon Inge**
Elizabeth Merritt
Alfedo Acoff
Natasha Clay
Pat Patterson
Heather Dunn
Brian Ingram
Wade Henry
Don Powell
Edwin Perry
Allie Tucker
Buddy Covington
Skeeter McClure
Missi Shumer
Kenneth Nichols
Bonnie Gums

Historic Mobile Preservation Society
MHDC

AHC

MHDC

City of Mobile

City of Mobile

“Stop the Bridge”

NTHP

ALDOT -ETS

ALDOT -ETS

ALDOT - ETS

ALDOT -ETS

ALDOT - Location
ALDOT - Location
ALDOT - Ninth Division
ALDOT - Ninth Division
ALDOT - Ninth Division
Volkert, Inc.

Volkert, Inc.

Volkert, Inc.

Volkert, Inc.

University of South Alabama

**|ndicates partial attendance

DISCUSSION:

rhondapdavis@comcast.net
doradaexplorer@bellsouth.net
joseph.glazar@preserveala.org
bemis@cityofmobile.org
terryj@ci.mobile.al.us
williamsa@ci.mobile.al.us
hinge@herndoninge.com
betsy merritt@nthp.org
acoffa@dot.state.al.us
clayn@dot.state.al.us
pattersonp@dot.state.al.us
dunnh@dot.state.al.us
ingramb@dot.state.al.us
henryw@dot.state.al.us
powelldo@dot.state.al.us
perrye@dot.state.al.us
tuckera@dot.state.al.us
bcovington@volkert.com
smcclure@volkert.com
mshumer@volkert.com
knichols@volkert.com
bgums@jaguarl.usouthal.edu

Attendees gathered at the ALDOT Ninth Division office at 9:00 a.m. and boarded two vans to begin the
tour of locations from the prior Viewshed Impact Assessment and to field review potential locations to

evaluate in future revisions to the cultural resources studies.

The driving tour traversed areas of Mobile near Council Elementary School, Prince of Peace Catholic
Church, Church Street East, Admiral Semmes, Phoenix Fire Museum, Christ Church, Old City Hall,



Fort Conde Village, Bender Union Hall, Oakdale, Virginia Street, Maysville, Oakleigh, Water Street,
and St. Francis Street.

The driving tour stopped at the Conde — Charlotte House in Fort Conde Village. Attendees were
provided access to the Conde — Charlotte House and walked throughout Fort Conde Village noting
several houses that have been restored or are in the process of being restored along St. Emanuel,
Monroe, and S. Royal Streets.

The driving tour stopped at the existing 1-10/Virginia Street interchange and reviewed the proposed
impacts associated with Alternative C at this location.

The driving tour briefly visited the offices of the Mobile Historic Development Commission to acquire
a map of the proposed Oakdale Historic District.

The following locations were identified as points that need to be added to the revised Viewshed Impact
Assessment for the addition of Alternative B’ and raising the vertical clearance of all alternatives to
215"

Council Elementary School

Prince of Peace Catholic Church

Admiral Semmes Hotel (from an upper story)

Canal Street (additional views)

Lawrence Street (additional views)

Phoenix Fire Museum

Christ Church

A residence on Broad Street at Canal Street (from an upper story, if possible)

9. Fort Conde Village/Conde-Charlotte House/Conde-Charlotte House balcony

10. Union Hall

11. Museum of Mobile/Old City Hall (additional views and a panoramic view would be helpful)

12. Update changes in the visual setting near the La Vert House and La Clede Hotel

13. Mobile Convention Center looking south over Cooper Riverside Park/Maritime
Museum/Cruise Terminal

14. Proposed Oakdale District (locations where the project might be visible)

15. Proposed Maysville District (locations where the project might be visible)

16. St. Matthew’s Catholic Church

ONoGaR~wWDE

Volkert and the AHC discussed that the 16 sites noted above add detail to the forthcoming revisions to
the Viewshed Impact Assessment, but did not change the Area of Potential Effect (APE) delineated in
the 2007 Viewshed Impact Assessment. The AHC agreed that the prior APE will not change for the
revised Viewshed Impact Assessment.

The revised Viewshed Impact Assessment will include an assessment of changes to structures
contributing to the proposed Maritime Historic District at Atlantic Marine (now owned by BAE
Systems), an assessment of potential impacts at the National Historic Landmarks at Battleship Park (the
USS Alabama and the USS Drum), and also include an assessment of potential impacts to Mobile
historic districts within the APE.
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CORNER OF 5T. EMANUEL & CHURCH STREETS

115 SOUTH CONCEPTION STREET
MoBILE, ALABAMA 36602

THE VERY REV. JOHNNY W. COOK ) TE:EF;TN?E: gg:-igg-éigg
EAN H - .

DA ) E-MAIL: OFFICE@CHRISTCHURCHCATHEDRALMOBILE.ORG

THE REV. CANON BEVERLY F. GIBSON } .

‘Sup-DEAN _ Tuesday, July 24, 2012

Ms. Heather Dunn

Alabama Department of Transportation
Environmental Technical Section
1409 Coliseum Boulevard
Montgomery, Alabama 36110

IN RE: Project DPI-0030(005)
ATTN: Mr. William F. Adams, P. E., State Design Engineer

Dear Mr, Adams,

In response to your June 18, 2012 letter regarding Project DPI 0030(005) the Vestry and
Wardens of Christ Church Cathedral, Mobile, Alabama continue to maintain the position that
 the proposed I-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bay Way Widening EIS, Mobile and Baldwin
Counties, Alabama, Volkert Confract 911602.12 would adversely effect our historic
properties. We have occupied this location in downtown Mobile continuously since 1822,

Most of the cultural resource maps produced for this project fail to note the location of Christ
Church, Mobile. We ask that you update of the project maps to show our location and all
five buildings, the newest of which was constructed in 1906. We are concemned because our
buildings sustained damage from the original construction of the I-10 tunnel in the 1970's.
We are well aware of our current physical status as the result of engineering studies
conducted before repairs were made to our structure following damage from Hurricane
Kafrina in 2007. '

As per your letter dated September 24, 2010, please change the contact name for Christ
Church Cathedral as a consulted party under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act for the subject project to the very reverend Johnny W. Cook, Dean.

Sincerely, |

T PEEE T onne AL Urquhbart, U. S, Department of Transportation

ESTABUISHED 1822



BAE Systems T (251) 405-1407
Southeast Shipyards Alabama LLC  F (251) 405-1406
Main Gate, Dunlap Drive

Post Office Box 3202

Mobile, AL 36652-3202 USA

BAE SYSTEMS

August 10, 2012

Ms. Heather Dunn

Alabama Department of Transportation
Environmental Technical Section
1409 Coliseum Boulevard
Montgomery, Alabama 36110

RE: Project DPI-0030(C05)
Section 106 Consuiting Parties
I-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Widening EIS
Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama

Dear Ms. Dunn:

As directed in ALDOT's June 18, 2012, letter to BAE Systems, this letter sets out comments to
the captioned matter. : : L :

BAE Systems refers ALDOT to all the prior comments which BAE Systems and Atlantic Marine,
which BAE Systems acquired in 2010, have made to ALDOT, its outside contractors, its
consultants, and ifs collaborative agencies - state and federal - since this prospective project
was first publicly announced in the mid-1990s. Route C will traverse BAE Systems’ existing
yard, efiminate current vessel berths, and restrict future development of BAE Systems’ Mobile
yard. These factors and consequences have been detailed in the numerous communications
mentioned above. Consistently, BAE Systems and Aflantic Marine have suggested that the
further north a bridge crossing the Mobile River is built, the less will be the adverse effects on
the Mobile Harbor. Those same concerns continue today. If anything, the concems are
greater; for, since the project was first announced publicly, ocean-going vessels have continued
to get larger with ever-growing air drafts, which in turn means that any bridge over the Mobile
River needs to be built higher with greater air draft clearance to allow vessels sufficient
clearance for passage.

WE trust that ALDOT will not disregard the long-term effects on BAE Systems’ yafd and the
Mobile Harbor. '

 Very trilly yours,

BAE Systems Proprietary Information
This document contains propristary information and is tendered for information and evaluation purposes only; no copy or other use
or dissemination can be made of this informatien without the express written permission of BAE Systems.
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Mobile Hlstorfc Development Commission
P.0. Bax 1827
Mabite, AL 366331827

August 17, 2012

* Ms. Heather Dunn
Alabama Department of Transportation
Environmental Technical Section
1409 Coliseum Boulevard
Montgomery, AL 36110

RE:  Review of I-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Widening

- Dear Ms. Dunn,

The Mobile Historic Development Commission has been asked fo review and.
comment ¢ the cultural résources. report. We have reviewed the report. We comimend
you for the work done and apprec1ate the scope and attention to detail. However, at this
time the Mobile Historic Development Commission does not support the bridge prolect

We have several comments regarding the proposed project:

¢ [f theI-10 bridge over the Mobile River is going to be constructed it should be as
context sensitive as possible. The bridge should be as far from downtown as
possible to mitigate the impact of boring, drilling, pile driving and eéventual
settlement, as well as noise, the obtrusive view, the traffic, storm water rimoff,
and dirt arid debris.

e The federal right-of-way should be restored into the city’s historic grid and be
redeveloped into the fabric of our conmunity.

¢ The access to the Wallace Tunnel should be put underground once the new
bridge is completed reclaiming the land. '

« There should be a separated biking and walking path connecting Mobile County
to Baldwin County so that our pedestrians are not isolated.

e There should be architectural features to mitigate noise for the neighborhoods

and other landscaping features that would mitigate the unsightly pilings and
bridge.

251-208-7281 mhdc@cityofmabile.org www.mobilehd.org



e Itisimperative that physical damage to our historic structures be avoided before,
during and after the construction process, through careful monitoring. This
includes physical impact and settlement. Such damages, if any, must be
compensated. -

e Light pollution from the construction process and ffom the tall bridge must be
kept out of our historic neighborhoods.

» Surface lan'dsti'ap.mg is a necessity arsund the pilings and the right—o_f-way,

o The bridge miust be architecturally appealing with historic features that fit into
Mobile's context or fabric. o

». Canal and Claiborne Streets must be planted and maintained to hide bridge
pilings. '

¢ Where possible, there should be addltlonal planting near historic sites to remove
the bridge from view.

L Per Discussion Point 9.0f the Minutes of the Consulting Parties Meetmg of July
26%, we will be happy to offer specific mitigation recommendations.

We have other concerns beyond the impact o our historic sites: Accordingly, we
must ask the following questrons

* Have the Departrnent of the Navy and the Department of Homeland Security .
reviewed the various proposals and approved them?

« Wil this project increase the likelihood of saltwater intrusion into the Mobile
River Delta? Have our conservation agencies and groups been consulted?

+  What is the impact on the Port of Mobile?
¢ Whatis the impact on our shipyards? Will the presence of this bridge infringe on
their future ability to bid for and build ships and other equipment for our
military and other government agencies?
Sincerely,

Norman Pitman
" President

251-208:7281 mhde@citvofmobiie.org www.mobilehd.org
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August 19, 2012

Mr. William F. Adams, P.E.

State Design Engineer :
Alabama Department of Transportatio
Environmental Technical Section
1409 Coliseurn Boulevard
Montgomery, Alabama 36110

Dear Mr. Adams:

On behalf of the Historic Mobile Preservation Society please enter into record that
our organization opposes the construction of the proposed I-10 Mobile River
Bridge. We feel that this bridge will impede on the historic fabric of Mobile. We
believe the proposed bridge will cause loss to a valuable historic neighborhood,
encourage downtown flight and adversely affect our reputation as a historic city.

In addition, the newly proposed I-10 Bridge will be visible from the Oakleigh
Historic Complex. The Historic Mobile Preservation Society operates the Qakleigh
Historic Complex, constructed in 1833, as Mobile’s official period house museum.
The visual impact and visual pollution caused by this bridge will have a negative
impact on our visitor experience. '

Again, our organization stands firm on our position that the construction of the

proposed 1-10 Mobile River Bridge is not in the best interest of historic
preservation in Mobile, '

Sincerely.

Exedutive Director

Creating tangible links 1o the past for the benefit of present and future generations. - Member
Natioral Trust forum
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August 20, 2012

DIV

Mr. John Cooper, Department Head COUNTY TRANS
Mr. Vince Calametti, Ninth Division EngineejiiSTRCT
Alabama Department of Transportation Eou et
1701 I-65 West Service Road North B (7

Mobile, Alabama 36618 _ l%fﬁm . '

Re: T-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Widening
Contract No. #911602.10
Project DPI-0030(005)

Dear S5irs:

I am the President of Restore Mobile, Inc., a 501(c) (3}
non-profit dedicated to revitalizing Mobile’s historic
neighborhoods through the development and rehabilitation of
‘residential restructures and the promotion of home ownership
opportunities in Mobile’s traditional neighborhoods. We
respectfully request that we be added as a consulting party in
connection with the above-referenced project. It is our belief
that the project will impact historic neighborhoods, including
the South Oakleigh and Texas Hill neighborhoods where we are
currently active. We submit that appropriate mitigation in
connection with the project should include rehabilitation of
‘historic properties in the nearby neighborhoods. It may also be
necessary to relocate some historic structures to vacant parcels
within the neighborhoods depending upon the final route chosen
for the project. Our group stands ready to participate in these
mitigation efforts. Thank you for your consideration.

RE CGEIVE
JTW/tds l AUG 23 202

ALDOT Ninth Division
Division Engineer

Very truly youxd,
ot

rod J. White

£MO115035.1)




fed {edo

A

US_Depgmnent Alabama Division 9500 Wynlakes Place
of Transpdriation Montgomery, AL 36117
Federal Highway September 12, 2012 7 334-274-6350
Administrafion  334-274-6352
Alabama, FHWA@dat.dav

- In Reply Refer Tos

HDA-AL

Mr. Jarrod J, White -
Cabaniss Johnston LLP

Mobile Office, Riverview Plaza
63 South Rayal St, Suite 700
Mobile, AL 36652

Subject: Section 106 Consulting Party Status
Project DPI-0030(005)
I-10 Maobile River Bridge and Bayway Wldemng:
Baldwin and Mobile Counties

Dear Mr. White:

“We are in receipt of your August 20, 2012 letter requesting to be a consulting party under
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act for the subject project. We have consulted
- with the Alabamia Historical Commission and welcome Restote Mobile, Inéas a consulting
party. By copy of this letter, we request your orgamzatlon be added to the consulting party list
with you as the representative.. If a different representative is preferred, please notify us. You
will be provided information and kept informed as the Section 106 process proceeds and invited
to any consulting party meetings.

Sircerely,

O |

For: Mark D. Bartlett, P, E
Division Administrator - -

CC:
Ehzabeth Brown, Alabama Histarical Commission
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Photo Number 1 —

Southeast corner of the Church Street East Historic District/Old Southern
Market and Old City Hall looking east-northeast at Mobile Convention
Center and Cooper Riverside Park.




Photo Number 2 -

Southeast corner of the Church Street East Historic District/Old Southern Market
and Old City Hall looking east at Cooper Riverside Park, overhead signs, and
Maritime Museum.
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Photo Number 3 -

Southeast corner of the Church Street East Historic District/Old Southern Market

and Old City Hall looking southeast at Maritime Museum, overhead signs, and I-
10 ramps.
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Photo Number 4 -

Southeast corner of the Church Street East Historic District/Old Southern Market
and Old City Hall looking south at I-10 ramp, overhead signs, and air
conditioning unit.
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Photo Number 6 —
Church Street East Historic District looking east toward Cooper Riverside Park

and Alternative A rendering.
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Photo Number 7 —
Church Street East Historic District looking east toward Cooper Riverside Park

and Alternative B rendering.
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Photo Number 8 —
Church Street East Historic District looking east toward Cooper Riverside Park

and Alternative B’ (Preferred) rendering.
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Photo Number 9 — Church Street East Historic District looking east toward Cooper
Riverside Park and Alternative C rendering.
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Photo Number 10 —

Church Street East Historic District looking east from Ft. Condé toward the existing
Water Street interchange ramps and Alternative A rendering.

Photo Number 11 —

Church Street East Historic District looking east from Ft. Condé toward the
existing Water Street interchange ramps and Alternative B rendering.
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Photo Number 12 —
Church Street East Historic District looking east from Ft. Condé toward the existing
Water Street interchange ramps and Alternative B’ (Preferred) rendering.
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Photo Number 13 —
Church Street East Historic District looking south toward the Phoenix Fire Museum
and Alternative A rendering.



Church Street East Historic District looking south toward the Phoenix Fire Museum
and Alternative B rendering.

Photo Number 15 —
Church Street East Historic District looking south toward the Phoenix Fire
Museum and Alternative B’ (Preferred) rendering.
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Photo Number 16 —
Church Street East Historic District looking south toward the Phoenix Fire Museum
and Alternative C rendering.

Photo Number 17 —
Church Street East Historic District looking southeast from Christ Episcopal Church
toward Ft. Condé, Old City Hall, and Alternative A rendering.
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Photo Number 18 —

Church Street East Historic District looking southeast from Christ Episcopal Church
toward Ft. Condé, Old City Hall, and Alternative B rendering.

)

= AESABEETS
_—.‘—q---::"' ‘ﬂiﬁ —-.—

-—

e T e £ £ 55
Photo Number 19 —

Church Street East Historic District looking southeast from Christ Episcopal Church
toward Ft. Conde, Old City Hall, and Alternative B* (Preferred) rendering.
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Photo Number 20 —
Edge of Lower Dauphin Street Historic District looking southeast at Mobile

Convention Center, elevated walkway, Maritime Museum, and cruise terminal.
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Photo Number 21 — Edge of Lower Dauphin Street Historic District looking south
at Mobile Convention Center, elevated walkway, Maritime Museum, cruise
terminal, and parking garage.

Photo Number 22 —
Lower Dauphin Street Historic District looking south toward Alternative A rendering.
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Photo Number 23 —
Lower Dauphin Street Historic District looking south toward Alternative B
rendering.

Photo Number 24 —

Lower Dauphin Street Historic District looking south toward Alternative B’
(Preferred) rendering.
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and City Hall (now Museum of Mobile)’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship,

feeling, or association. Based on this information, a finding of no adverse effect was made.

Photo Number 26 — ;
Old Southern Market and Old City Hall (now Museum of Mobile) looking southeast
toward Alternative A rendering.

Photo Number 27 — ,
Old Southern Market and Old City Hall (now Museum of Mobile) looking southeast
toward Alternative B rendering.
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Photo Number 29—
Battleship Park Alternative A rendering.

Photo Number 30—
Battleship Park Alternative B rendering.
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Photo Number 31—
Battleship Park Alternative B’ rendering.

Photo Number 32—
Battleship Park Alternative C rendering.
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Photo Number 33 —
Union Hall looking north toward Alternative A rendering.
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Photo Number 34 —
Union Hall looking south toward Alternative B rendering.
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Photo Number 35 -
Union Hall looking north toward Alternative B’ (Preferred) rendering.

Union Hall looking south toward Alternative C rendering.
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Photo Number 1 —

Southeast corner of the Church Street East Historic District/Old Southern
Market and Old City Hall looking east-northeast at Mobile Convention
Center and Cooper Riverside Park.
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Photo Number 2 -
Southeast corner of the Church Street East Historic District/Old Southern Market

and Old City Hall looking east at Cooper Riverside Park, overhead signs, and
Maritime Museum.



Photo Number 3 -

Southeast corner of the Church Street East Historic District/Old Southern Market

and Old City Hall looking southeast at Maritime Museum, overhead signs, and I-
10 ramps.




Photo Number 4 -
Southeast corner of the Church Street East Historic District/Old Southern Market

and Old City Hall looking south at I-10 ramp, overhead signs, and air
conditioning unit.
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Photo Number 6 —
Church Street East Historic District looking east toward Cooper Riverside Park
and Alternative A rendering.

Photo Number 7 —

Church Street East Historic District looking east toward Cooper Riverside Park
and Alternative B rendering.
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Photo Number 8 —
Church Street East Historic District looking east toward Cooper Riverside Park

and Alternative B” (Preferred) rendering.
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Photo Number 9 — Church Street East Historic District looking east toward Cooper
Riverside Park and Alternative C rendering.
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Photo Number 10 —
Church Street East Historic District looking east from Ft. Condé toward the existing

Water Street interchange ramps and Alternative A rendering.

Photo Number 11 —
Church Street East Historic District looking east from Ft. Condé toward the
existing Water Street interchange ramps and Alternative B rendering.
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Photo Number 12 —

Church Street East Historic District looking east from Ft. Condé toward the existing
Water Street interchange ramps and Alternative B’ (Preferred) rendering.

Photo Number 13 —
Church Street East Historic District looking south toward the Phoenix Fire Museum
and Alternative A rendering.
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Photo Number 14 —
Church Street East Historic District looking south toward the Phoenix Fire Museum

and Alternative B rendering.

Photo Number 15 —
Church Street East Historic District looking south toward the Phoenix Fire

Museum and Alternative B* (Preferred) rendering.
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Photo Number 16 —
Church Street East Historic District looking south toward the Phoenix Fire Museum

and Alternative C rendering.

Photo Number 17 —
Church Street East Historic District looking southeast from Christ Episcopal Church
toward Ft. Conde, Old City Hall, and Alternative A rendering.
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Photo Number 18 -

Church Street East Historic District looking southeast from Christ Episcopal Church
toward Ft. Condé, Old City Hall, and Alternative B rendering.

Photo Number 19 —

Church Street East Historic District looking southeast from Christ Episcopal Church
toward Ft. Condé, Old City Hall, and Alternative B’ (Preferred) rendering.
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Photo Number 20 —
Edge of Lower Dauphin Street Historic District looking southeast at Mobile
Convention Center, elevated walkway, Maritime Museum, and cruise terminal.
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Photo Number 21 — Edge of Lower Dauphin Street Historic District looking south
at Mobile Convention Center, elevated walkway, Maritime Museum, cruise
terminal, and parking garage.

Photo Number 22 —
Lower Dauphin Street Historic District looking south toward Alternative A rendering.
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Photo Number 23 —
Lower Dauphin Street Historic District looking south toward Alternative B
rendering.

Photo Number 24 —
Lower Dauphin Street Historic District looking south toward Alternative B
(Preferred) rendering.
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and City Hall (now Museum of Mobile)’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship,

feeling, or association. Based on this information, a finding of no adverse effect was made.

Photo Number 26 — ;
Old Southern Market and Old City Hall (now Museum of Mobile) looking southeast
toward Alternative A rendering.

Photo Number 27 - )
Old Southern Market and Old City Hall (now Museum of Mobile) looking southeast
toward Alternative B rendering.
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Photo Number 29—
Battleship Park Alternative A rendering.

Battleship Park Alternative B rendering.
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Photo Number 31—
Battleship Park Alternative B’ rendering.

Photo Number 32—
Battleship Park Alternative C rendering.
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Photo Number 33 —
Union Hall looking north toward Alternative A rendering.

Photo Number 34 —
Union Hall looking south toward Alternative B rendering.
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Photo Number 35 —
Union Hall looking north toward Alternative B’ (Preferred) rendering.
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Union Hall looking south toward Alternative C rendering.
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From: Herndon Inge lll [mailto:hinge@herndoninge.com]
Sent: Monday, July 07, 2014 2:41 PM

To: Dunn, Heather M.

Subject: Mobile River crossing- ALDOT Project DPI-0030(005)

Ms. Dunn,

| disagree that the Project will have “No” adverse indirect effect or direct use. The visual impact,
disruption during construction, noise, vibration during construction and after construction, and air
pollution will affect the historic districts and the Old Southern Market. My view from my office
window will be affected. There will be adverse impacts within 200 feet of the historic districts, and
historic places, as well as visual impact from further than 200 feet.

| incorporate by reference my letters to ALDOT dated June 21, 2005, July 2, 2008, September 13,
2010, September 28, 2010, November 4, 2010, February 3, 2012 and March 5, 2012, with all

attachments.

Adverse impacts to historic places and districts would be lessened if the bridge was located farther
North or farther South from any historic district.

Please notify me if this e-mail does not satisfy the “written comments” requirement.

Herndon Inge
“Stop the Bridge”
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----- Original Message-----

From: Betsy Merritt [mailto:emerritt@savingplaces.org]

Sent: Thursday, July 17, 2014 9:12 AM

To: Dunn, Heather M.

Cc: Adams, Wanda; Acoff, Alfedo; Carol Legard; cvaughn@achp.gov; Reid Nelson;
Mark.Bartlett@dot.gov; Lynne.Urquhart@dot.gov; 'MaryAnn.Naber@dot.gov' (MaryAnn.Naber@dot.gov);
LeeAnne.Wofford@preserveala.org; Frank.White@preserveala.org; Amanda.Hill@preserveala.org;
alabamatrust@uwa.edu; bemis@cityofmobile.org; hinge@herndoninge.com

Subject: RE: I-10 Request for Extension of Time

This message confirms the National Trust for Historic Preservation's formal disagreement with many of
the proposed determinations of No Adverse Effect for the I-10 project, pursuant to 36 CFR
800.5(c)(2)(D).

We agree with the detailed comments of the Alabama Historical Commission dated November 15, 2012,
which concluded that a number of adverse effects on historic properties would result from the proposed
project.

Visual Effects

In general, the methodology for assessing visual effects understates the impacts, and fails to convey
the full magnitude of the adverse visual impact on Mobile's historic districts and neighborhoods. For
example, the photos show the edge of the Church St. East Historic District, but do not demonstrate the
way in which the proposed bridge would loom over and dominate the historic district as a whole, and
would be highly visible from many places within the district.

We also agree with the SHPO that the project would have adverse visual impacts from night lighting,
and that the visual impact analysis Relies too heavily on tree cover, which could be lost as the result of
a storm or other event.

Adverse visual effects include:

-- Church St. East Historic District, including especially the Admiral Semmes Hotel, Christ Episcopal
Church, and Fort Conde Village, for the reasons described in the SHPO's comments.

-- Lower Dauphin St. Historic District (eastern end of the district, especially Royal and Government
streets).

-- Union Hall ("substantial" adverse visual effects)

-- 0Old Southern Market and City Hall (a National Historic Landmark) ("very serious" adverse visual
impact)

Noise

The information provided did not include sufficient documentation to adequately assess noise impacts.
The report acknowledged noise "impacts" on the on the Church St. East and Oakdale Historic Districts,
but did not disclose sufficient data (such as what assumptions were made about the noise levels of the
No Build alternative) to support a determination of No Adverse Effect.

Vibration
The potential for construction vibration impacts was dismissed in a single conclusory paragraph with no

data whatsoever. This approach of "we'll figure it out later" is utterly inadequate to support a
determination of No Adverse Effect. A much more sophisticated and scientific analysis is needed.


mailto:dunnh@dot.state.al.us
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Access

We agree with the SHPO that the project presents a serious potential for adverse impacts on access to
the USS Alabama.

In light of the numerous objections raised to the No Adverse Effect determinations by a variety of
consulting parties, we look forward to engaging in consultation to resolve these disagreements,
pursuant to 36 CFR 800.5(c)(2).

In addition, we believe that release of the Draft EIS prior to resolving these disagreements would be
premature, because the DEIS would be inadequate to disclose to the public the nature and magnitude
of the project's potential impacts on historic properties.

Thank you for considering the National Trust's comments.

Sincerely,
Elizabeth S. Merritt

Elizabeth S. Merritt, Deputy General Counsel
National Trust for Historic Preservation
(202) 588-6026
www.preservationnation.org

WE HAVE MOVED:
2600 Virginia Ave. NW, Suite 1100
Washington, DC 20037

Note my new e-mail address:
emerritt@savingplaces.org

From: Betsy Merritt

Sent: Monday, July 07, 2014 12:21 PM

To: dunnh@dot.state.al.us

Cc: adamsw@dot.state.al.us; acoffa@dot.state.al.us; Carol Legard; cvaughn@achp.gov; Reid Nelson;
Mark.Bartlett@dot.gov; Lynne.Urquhart@dot.gov; 'MaryAnn.Naber@dot.gov' (MaryAnn.Naber@dot.gov);
LeeAnne.Wofford@preserveala.org; Frank.White@preserveala.org; Amanda.Hill@preserveala.org;
alabamatrust@uwa.edu; bemis@cityofmobile.org; hinge@herndoninge.com

Subject: I-10 Request for Extension of Time

Dear Ms. Dunn,

On behalf of the National Trust for Historic Preservation, I would like to request additional time to
comment on the proposed Determination of Effects by Alabama DOT regarding the I-10 bridge project.
The Section 106 regulations require that the consulting parties be given 30 days "from receipt" of a
finding of No Adverse Effect to review and comment on the findings. See 36 C.F.R. § 800.5(c). As you
can see from the attached copy of the letter, The National Trust did not receive this letter (including
extensive additional documentation on a CD) until June 16. Therefore, we request until July 16 to
review and comment on these findings.

I anticipate that we will be notifying you of our disagreement, pursuant to 36 C.F.R. § 800.5(c)(2)(i).

Please let me know if you have any questions. Thank you.
Sincerely,

Elizabeth Sherrill Merritt | DEPUTY GENERAL COUNSEL
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NATIONAL TRUST FOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION

The Watergate Office Building

2600 Virginia Avenue NW Suite 1100

Washington, DC 20037

www.PreservationNation.org< http://www.preservationnation.org/ >
WE'VE MOVED!

Note my new e-mail address:
emerritt@savingplaces.org<mailto:emerritt@savingplaces.org >
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