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October 11, 2010 
 
 
Contract No. 911602.12 
Project DPI-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 
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Natasha Clay    ALDOT – ETS         clayn@dot.state.al.us  
Pat Patterson    ALDOT – ETS          pattersonp@dot.state.al.us 
Heather Dunn   ALDOT – ETS          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@jaguar1.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: 
 
I.   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. 

 
II.  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.   

 
III. 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. 
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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 
questions 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.   
 
 

IV. 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?  I 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 I-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.  I 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.  I am very concerned about vibrations, tourist interruptions, disruption of access, 
and noise.   

 
As part of the I-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 I-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. 
 
I 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.  I 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.  I think viewpoints 
should be shown from Council School, the Down the Bay neighborhood, and the area near Virginia 
Street and Dearborn.  I 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. 
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20) Robert Edington – How long will construction take?  I 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: I-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 quality 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. 

 



7 

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. 
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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 – I 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? 
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- 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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October 11, 2010 
 
 
Contract No. 911602.12 
Project DPI-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:                                              E-MAIL:  
Lynne Urquhart   Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)         lynne.urquhart@dot.gov 
Elizabeth Ann Brown  Alabama Historical Commission (AHC)          elizabeth.brown@preserveala.org 
Rhonda Davis   Historic Mobile Preservation Society    rhondapdavis@comcast.net   
Dora Finley**   MHDC           doradaexplorer@bellsouth.net 
Joseph Glazar   AHC           joseph.glazar@preserveala.org 
Devereaux Bemis   MHDC           bemis@cityofmobile.org 
Janic Terry    City of Mobile         terryj@ci.mobile.al.us  
Aimee Williams   City of Mobile          williamsa@ci.mobile.al.us  
Herndon Inge**   “Stop the Bridge”         hinge@herndoninge.com 
Elizabeth Merritt   NTHP           betsy_merritt@nthp.org 
Alfedo Acoff    ALDOT – ETS         acoffa@dot.state.al.us 
Natasha Clay    ALDOT – ETS         clayn@dot.state.al.us  
Pat Patterson    ALDOT – ETS          pattersonp@dot.state.al.us 
Heather Dunn   ALDOT – ETS          dunnh@dot.state.al.us 
Brian Ingram    ALDOT – Location         ingramb@dot.state.al.us 
Wade Henry    ALDOT – Location         henryw@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 
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  
Bonnie Gums   University of South Alabama       bgums@jaguar1.usouthal.edu  

**Indicates partial attendance 
 

DISCUSSION: 
 

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, 
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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 I-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’: 
 

1. Council Elementary School 
2. Prince of Peace Catholic Church 
3. Admiral Semmes Hotel (from an upper story) 
4. Canal Street (additional views) 
5. Lawrence Street (additional views) 
6. Phoenix Fire Museum 
7. Christ Church  
8. 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 

 
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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From: Herndon Inge III [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,
 
I 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.
 
I 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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From: Dunn, Heather M.
To: Covington, Buddy
Subject: FW: I-10 Request for Extension of Time
Date: Thursday, July 17, 2014 11:25:45 AM

For document inclusion. 

-----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)(I).

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)
--  Old 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
mailto:buddy.covington@volkert.com
mailto:emerritt@savingplaces.org
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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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