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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
2001-A Highway 98
P. 0. Drawer 1190
Daphne, Alabama 36326

W4396076a October 9, 1996

Mr, Paul H. Griggs

Volkert and Associates, Inc.
P.O. Box 7434

Mobile, AL 36670

Dear Mr. Griggs:

This responds to your letter of October 2, 1996 concerning a proposal to construct a bridge to
interstate highway standards over the Mobile River near the central business district of Mobile,
Alabama. We have reviewed a map of the project area and provided the following comments in
accordance with the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.)

Our records indicate that the Alabama red-bellied turtle Psendemys alabamensis and the guif
sturgeon Acipenser oxyrinchus desotoi, which are Federally endangered and threatened species,
respectively, are known to occur in the project area. During the environmental review process for
this project, you should assess potential impacts to these Federally listed species and determine if
the proposed project may affect them. A finding of “may affect” could require imuation of
formal consultation as described in Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act with our agency.

We recommend that you submit a copy of your assessment and findings regarding the
involvement of these two Federally listed species to this office for review.

For further coordination regarding this matter, please contact Brett Wehrle at our office (Phone:
334/441-5181 Ext. 29).

Sincerely yours,

7
Larry EtGoldman
Field Supervisor




FiSH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
2001-A Highway 98
P. O. Drawer 1190
Daphne, Alabama 36526

IN REPLY REFER TO:

98-1514a October 2, 1998

Mr. Paul Griggs

David Volkert & Associates, Inc.
P.O. Box 7434

Mobile, AL 36670

Dear Mr. Griggs:

Thank you for your letter, dated September §, 1998, requesting comments on the expansion of
the scope of the 1-10, Mobile River Bridge Project (DPI-0030 (005)). We have reviewed the
information you enclosed and are providing the following comments in accordance with the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

The Service has no additional enddngered species information to add to our letter of October 9,
1996 (W4396076a). We maintain that the Alabama red-bellied turtle (Pseudemys alabamensis)
and the gulf sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus desotof) are known to occur throughout this area
and potential impacts should be determined.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Mr. Patric Harper at
(334) 441-5181, ext. 34.

Sincerely,

Larry E. Goldman
Field Supervisor
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January 28, 2002

Contract No. 911600.10

Project DP1-0030 (005)
Mobile River Bridge, 1-10

Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama

RESUME OF MEETING

Date: January 23, 2002

Location:  ALDOT 9" Division Office

Purpose: The meeting was held to discuss coordination letters on the project.

Subject: National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)

Comments on ALDOT Project #DP1-0030 (005)
Mobile River Bridge, Mobile County, Alabama

Attendees:
John Shill ALDOT
R. F. Poiroux ALDOT
Alfedo Acoff ALDOT
Bill Van Luchene FHWA
Brett Gaar Volkert
Russell Holland Volkert
Joe Wilkerson FHWA
Darren LeBlanc USFWS
Bruce Porter USFWS

Jennifer Robinson NMFES
N. D. Skeeter McClure Volkert

334-242-6132
251-470-8204
334-242-614

334-223-7379
251-968-7551
251-342-1070
334-223-7370
251-441-5181
251-441-5181
850-234-5061
251-342-1070

shill@dot.state.al.us

acoffa@dot.state.al.us
william.van.luchene@fhwa.dot.qov
bgaar@volkert.com
rholland@volkert.com
joe.wilkerson@fhwa.dot.gov

jennifer.robinson@noaa.qov

smcclure@volkert.com

The meeting was held to discuss the following coordination letters on the project:
e November 13, 2001 — USFWS to FHWA on Endangered Species

e January 9, 2002 - NMFS to ALDOT on Essential Fish Habitat

The meeting began with all attendees introducing themselves. Mr. Wilkerson then discussed the
history of the project explaining how the construction channel was dredged in 1974 and the
Bayway was completed in 1976. ALDOT purchased 900 acres, of which 100 acres was used as
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a disposal site. The other eight hundred acres were placed in conservation instead of filling the
construction channel at Maeher Park.

The discussion then led to impacts to submerged aquatic vegetation (SAVs) from shading by
additional lanes on the Bayway. The wetland report indicated that 17.11 acres of SAVs would
be shaded by construction. After detailed discussion it was determined that 60 feet of additional
bridge would be needed instead of the original estimate of 70 feet. This will reduce the SAV
impacts to 14.66 acres. The wetland report will be revised to show 14.66 acres of SAV impacts
and 1.45 acres of emergent wetland impacts.

Jennifer Robinson, NMFS said SAVs impacted by shading will have to be mitigated. She could
not give mitigation ratio at this time but indicated that she will let the DOT know after discussing
it with Dauphin Island Sea Lab Scientists. Darren LeBlanc, FWS indicated that many areas in
the bay could be suitable mitigation sites. Jennifer indicated that mitigation for SAV impacts
would include relocation of SAVs to an approved location in the bay.

Brett Gaar discussed the high degree of variability in SAV quantities from year to year. He
stated that quantities of SAVs can change as much as 80 percent from year to year. This number
is largely based on salinity levels in the Bay.

Mr. Wilkerson discussed the construction method involving working from barges and leap
frogging the barges as work progresses. He stated the barges would be lifted by a crane and
placed on the shallow areas. They will not be drug across the wetlands. Mr. Wilkerson also
stated that the bridge rail to be removed will be collected for disposal and will not be allowed to
drop into the water. Darren LeBlanc, FWS asked why work could not be done from the deck of
the new lanes. Mr. Wilkerson explained stating that safety and significant additional costs would
be required in such a high traffic area. The span length is also too great to work from the end.

Ms. Robinson said ALDOT must consider the impacts of widening to the outside rather than the
inside. Brett Gaar indicated there would be much greater emergent wetland impacts and
probably greater SAV impacts by widening to the outside. Mr. McClure stated that widening the
Bayway to inside avoided more serious impacts to SAVs and emergent vegetation that would
accrue if the widening was to the outside. Also, the construction methodology minimizes
impacts to both SAVs and emergent vegetation. Ms. Robinson agreed but said it needed to be
addressed.

Mr. Wilkerson stated the ALDOT will begin looking for mitigation sites in the Bay.

Bruce Porter, FWS then discussed concerns regarding federally protected fish and wildlife
species.

Mr. Porter was concerned about migratory fowl flying into cables and bridge columns on the
bridge. He suggested installing strobe lights with a three-second duration on the bridge. Bill



Van Luchene stated that the FAA controls lighting requirements; however, ALDOT will request
approval for these lights from FAA.

Mr. Porter then stated impacts to the Bald Eagle and Gulf Sturgeon are not major concerns.
These are species that can occur in the project vicinity but he does not anticipate impact to these
species.

The Alabama Red-Bellied Turtle (RBT) is an endangered species that is known to occur in the
project area. Mr. Porter noted concern that limiting traffic on the Bayway would increase traffic
on the Causeway which can increase the road mortality of RBTs. Mr. Wilkerson stated there
will be no decrease in laneage on the Bayway during construction. All lanes will remain open.
Any temporary closures for unloading materials would be accomplished during periods of low
traffic volumes, such as at night. Bruce Potter said even without an increase of traffic on the
Causeway, the take of RBTs can occur because the shallow SAV areas are known to be feeding
habitat for RBTs. Placing construction barges in these SAV areas could potentially harm RBTs
if they were present. Mr. Potter said a biological opinion and an Incidental Take Permit (ITP)
would be required.

Respectfully submitted,

Volkert Environmental Group, Inc.

Brett Gaar, R.E.P.A.
Assistant Vice President

BG/als

c All Attendees



Umted States Department of the Interior -
: VOLKERT-MOBILE

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE SEP 1 1 2002
P. O. Drawer 1190 ‘ :
Daphne, Alabama 36526

August 28, 2002

‘Mr. Joe D. Wilkerson -

Division Administrator .
Federal Highway Administration
500 Eastern Boulevard, Suite 200
Montgomery, Al. 36117-2018

Dear Mr. Wilkerson:

This is to confirm receipt of your letter, dated July 18, 2002, requesting formal consultation
regarding possible impacts to twe federally listed species, Pseudemys alabamensis and
Acipenser oxyrinchus desotoi, from the Mobile River Bridge/I-10 Bayway Widening Project
between Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama. We have also received the biological
assessment from the Alabama Department of Transportation as written by Volkert &
Associates, Inc. Your initiation package is now complete and the initiation date for formal
consultation is August 28, 2002. Although the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has up to 90
days to consult and then 45 days to finalize a Riological Opinion, it is likely that we willbe

able to conclude consultation in a much shorter time frame. We look forward to working with
your agency in an expeditious TOanner.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Mr. Bruce Porter at
(334) 441-5181, ext. 37.

Sincerely,

Z}(’M

LarryE Goldman

Field Supervisor
cc: DOT, Montgomery; AL (John Shill)-
PHONE: 334-441-5181 -www.fws .20V FAX: 334-441-6222

SHIPPING ADDRESS: 1208-B Main Street, Daphne, AL 36526



United States Departwient of the Interior

- FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
: ¥ O. Drawer {90
Daphna, Alabama 16526

May 14,2003

"t ey .

Mr. Joe D. Wilkerson : ‘ - . S
Division Administrater '
Federal Highway Administzation '

S00 East Boulevard, Suite 200

Montgomery, AL 36117-2018

This document transmits the Fish and Wildtife Service’s (Service) Mological opinion based an
our review of the proposed Federal Eighway Administration Project DPI-0030(005) located in
Mobile apd Baldwin Counties, Alsbama over Mohile Bay, and its offects on (he cndangered
Alabama rod-bellied turtle (Pseudemys alabamensis) and the thresrancd Gulf sturgeon
(deipenser axyrinchus desoror) w sccordsmce with ssotion 7 of the Fudangered Species Act of

1973, &3 amended, (16 US.C. 1531 et seq.). Your July 11, 2002 request for formal consutation
was received on July 18, 2002, - _

This blological opinion is based on infonmation provided in the Gotober 9, 2002 biological
asscssment, discussions With experts in the field, and other sources of information, A complete
administrative record of this cousultation is on fils a1 the Daphne Field Office.

v ot

LY

CONSULTATION HISTORY

October 2, 1996 The Daplne Field Office (DFO) was potified by David Volkeri and
' Associates (Volkert) by letter that they had been contracted by the ,
Alshama Department of Trausportation (ALDOT) to conduct 2 feasibility
_ study for 2 bridge over the Mabile River. i '

Qctober 9, 1996 DFQ responded to Volkert vig a letter,

Aupust 31, 1998 The DFQ subsequently received a letter from Veolkert changing the scope
of the project. : -

October 2, 1998 The DFO acknowledged receipt of the letter from Veolkert changing the

: scope of the praject and restated the federally listed species that may be
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affected by this project.

October 9,2001  The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) submitted a Biological
Assesament prepared by 'Volkert. _

Novcmber 13,2001, The DFO position concerning the conslusions of the Bialogical
Assessment was provided to the FHWA by ietter. -

Jamuary 23, 2002 An inter-agency naeeting was held on in Mobile, Alabama to discuss the
project, '

haly 11, 2002, The FHWA_ requested formal section 7 consaltation regarding impacts to
B the Alabama red-bellicd turtlc and the Gulf sturgeon asseciated with the
widening of Interstate 10, '

August 28, 2002, By letter, the DFQ initiated formal consultation with the FHW A reganding

the widlening of the; Interstate 10 corridor and the erection of 2 bridge over
the Mebile River, : .

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION:

The FHWA and ALDOT have proposed to construct a 2,200-foot-long aad 190-foot-high cable
stay bridge over the Mobile River and to widen from four Janes to eight lanes the existing
Interstate 10 corridor (locally known as the Bayway) over Mobile Bay betwesn Mobile and
Daphue, Alabama. ALDOT Plans to constinct the four additional Janes inside of the twin
cxisting Rayway bridges, The construction of the I-10 Bayway widening will be carried out
using segmented barges traversing the ares between the existing Bayway lanes. The barges will
efther float if sufficient water depth exists ar rest on the bottom in shallow areas. The harge
segments will serve as a construction platform and would be “leap-frogged” ahead using
construction cranes ag the constraction progresses, The project will destroy 14 acres of
submerged aquatic vegetation and 6.5 acres of emerpent wetlands due to shading from the new
structure. At this time, the agencies have not identified the habitat mitigation measures that

would be carried owt in associstion with the project. _ '

The action area is considered to include a comvidar that encompasses the existing Interstate
Highway 10 and 2 distance of 150 feet north and south of the existing Interstate corridor betwoen
Daphne and Mobile, Alabama. The action area also includes existing abandoned/fvacant parking
lots and public/ALDOT parking facilities identified as staging areas for construction equipment

Page2 of 14
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- dlong U5, 50/98 (Causeway).
STATUS OF THE SPECIBS/CRITICAL HABITAT
Alabama red-bellied tarfle (Psendemys alabpmensiﬁ)

Specieg/eritical habitat desoription: The Alabama red-bellied turtle (Pseudemys alabamensis)

was listed on Jume 16, 1987 as endungered (Federal Repister, 52;:22939-22943), with nio eritical

- habitat designated, in Alabama. This is a large, freshwater, herbiverous turtle attaining a shell

length of 33 centimeters (13 inches). It normally has an orange fo red plastron and at the tip of

the upper jaw a prominent notch bardered on each side by a tooth-Jike cusp, The elongate
carapace is high-domed, its highest point often anterior to mid-body, where the shel] is widest,
The background carapace coloration is brown, olive, or black with yellow to light orange
striping. This furtle is thought to be restricted to freshwater habitats in the vicinity of Mobile

- Bay, including parts of Mobile, Baldwin and Montoe Counties, Alabama. Snags and dense beds
of submersed and emetpent aquatic vegetation provide turtles with a substrate for cover, predator
ayoidance, food, and for thermo-regulation by basking. -

Life hislory: The: species is belicved to be strictly herbivorous. The analysis of turtle stomach
contents revealed substantive samples of cight submergent aquatic plaots, including
Myriophyllum spicatum (Nelson 2000). The primary nesting site for this turtie is believed to be
Gravine Island in Baldwin Connty; however, recent survey information indicates nesting takes
place at other sites north of the Highway 90/98 causeway an the Big Island spoil bank along the
easten shore of the Apalachee River in Baldwin County (Nelson, 2001), Alabama red-bellied
turtle hatchlings may over-winter in the nest to emcrge in the early spring (March-April).
Vegelafive analysis of nesting sites suggests that turtles may prefer sites with some vegetation
{rathey than unvegetated sand). Nest predation on turtle eggs is significant from raccoons '
(Procyan lotor), fish crows (Corvus ossifragus), and boat-tailed grackles (Quisealus majoer)
(Nelson 2001). Howevet, a stady of nesting turtles on Gravipe Island in 2002 indicated most
nests were dépredated by armadillos (Dasypus novemeinctus), fish exows, and raccoons,
respectively (Godwin 2002).  This turtle Wwas collected from Chacaloochee Bay in 1992 and
1934, and appears to be widely distributed throughout most of the tributaries of the lower
Mobile-Tensaw Deita, although not abundant anywhere (Nelson, 2001, Dabie 1993).

Population dvgamics: Data on population status and trends are inconclusive and total population
size is unknown.  No conclusive data has been collected conceming population stability,
Previous age class data indicated an apparent decling in the number of youmg turtles in the averall
population between 1970 and 15%83. Of 24 individuals collected from 1968 to 1970, ten were
juveniles and small adalts. Oaly one of 20 individaals collected between 1571 and 1983 was a
Juvenile or staall adult (Service, 1990). In a 1995 survey, 24 adult females, ten adult males and

- 11 juveniles wexs captured, and 70 road-killed hatchlings that had overwintered in nests were.

observed on the 17.8. 90/98 causeway during 2 2001 mottality survey (Nelson 2001).

Statns and distdbution: The decline in recritment of this species may be the result of
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disturbayee and predation at Gravine Island, the primary nesting site. The concentration of turtle
nests on this sparsely vegetated disposal area makes them casy prey for predators. During the
1960's, domestic pigs (Sus sp.) were released on Gravine islend and were shortly thereafter
observed as aggressive predators of turtle sggs. Armadillo, fish crow, amd rececon predafion is
currently the most obvious cansa for the docline of faveniles. The species has also been .
detimentally affected by hwmam activities at Gravine Island, including egg collection (now
discantinued) and recreational use, On au overall basis, reductions in the arnount of aguatic
vegefation may bave alse had 4 role in the decline of species, as well as collecting (or the pet
wrade. Alabama red-bellied furtles may also be incidentslly harvested by commercial fishermen
1n gill, hoop, and trammel nets, by crab fishernien in crab traps, and by people towing shrimp
trawls (Service, 1990). - '

In 1994, 23 Alabama red-bellied turtles were captared in Grand Bay, Jim*s Creek, the Raft River,
Chuckfce Bay, Big Bay Joha, Ozk Bayou, Crab Creek and Chacaloochee Bay as partofa
systematic sempling program to document the prosent distribution of the species (Nelson 2001).
Trapping efforts thet began in 1995 collected 47 Alabamg red-bellied tnrtles in Gumnison Creek,
Bayou Sars, upper Mobile River, Bayon Canot, Chickasaw Creek, Dead Lake, The Basin, apper
Tensaw River, Big Briar Creek, Big Lizard Creek and Gravine Island (on the Tensaw River). In
1996, trapping efforts collected 82 Alabama red-bellied turfles frong Bayou LuBatre in Mohile
County {o the Fish River in Baldwin County, and a 1997 trapping effort collected a single
Alabama red-bellied turtle (a gravid female) at the mouth of the Alabama River. From May ~
October 1999, 161 turtles were captured at Gravine Islind, of which 90 wure Alahama red-
bellied turtles. Data on tartle population trends are inconclusive. Although the Alabams redbelly
tartle recovery plan states that the species jis apparently declining and may become extinet waless
recovery actions can be effectively taken to stop the decline (Service, 1990), one researcher
cencluded that fids species appears to be the most common species of trtle along the U.S. 50/98
caussway, including Meaber State Park, the ADCNR property, and Big Island {Nelson 2001).

Digoussions are underway conceming the feasibility of restoring tidal cirenlation patterns in the
Mobile~Tensaw Delta by constmcting additional breaches in the U.S, 90/98 causeway. Ifthis
occurs, the density and speciés compositich of freshwater aquatic vegetation may change as &
result of salinity changes, which may affect freshwater habitat available for (bis species. Impacts

1o this species would need to be evaluated shonld that project be formally proposed for
constrction. _ _

ahus of the speries in the aotion axes: The Alabama red-bellied tnrtle is found throughout
most of the distributaries of the lowor Mobile-Tensaw Delts, but is not particularly abundant
anywherc. However, it may be the most copmon species of twrtle in the action ares. HExisting
data indicates it is found primazly north of the U.S, 90/98 Cavseway and since most of the action
area Yieg south of the canseway, impacts to the turtle znd its hahitat may be less than if the
highway was placed closer to the Causeway, However, suitable habitat does exist at the eastern
texminus of the Bayway within and around D°Olive Bay, as well as, the habitats adjacent to the
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" Blakeley River.

Ors a; i ropment within the aotion area: The Alabama red-bellied turtle is
threatened primarily by b 1 activifies within the astion atea. Fishing activities, the.general
preseace of people and noise associated with high recreatiopal use likely reduce nesting by the
species on the limited nesting habitat within the project aren.  These disturbances fo nesting
habjtat, and predation by animals have reduced roproductive success and recritment since 1970,
The alligator is probably a frequent predstor of Alabarr red-+ellied tirtles as evideaiced by the
- high frequency of tooth scars found on the shelis of young turtles (Dobie 1985). Armadills and
fish crow predation appear to be the main factors lhmiting nest success, a phencmenon which is
aided by concentration of turtle nests on sand banks. Ficld reseanch indicates the presence of fire
ants in the turtle nest chambers may be & predation factor for the species.

EFFECTS OF THE ACTION
Factors to be considered

Ho LTS

Distribution: The southery peographic distribution of this species appears to be immedistely
adjacent 1o the Mobile-Tensaw Delta, and the totties oconr in waterways that now (or formerly)
enter Mobile Bay. The species is widely distributed throughont most of the tributaries of the
lower Mobile-Tensaw Delta, butis not particnlarly sbundant amywhere (Nelson 2001). The
Alabama red-bellied turtle appears to be the most cormmon specics ef mtle along the U.S. 90/98
canseway, inchading Meaher State Park, the ADCNR, property, and Big Island (Nelson 2001). In
this area, the State owns over 13,000 acres of mostly natural Delta hahitat, Upstream vf that
area, aver 20,000 acres of habitat have been acquited in the Mobile-Tensaw Delta by the U.S,
Ammy Corps of Engitieers (COE) under the Tennessee-Tombighee Waterway Wildlife Mitigation
Project, including Gravine Island. The ADCNR is managing thess lands as part of the Mobile-
Tensaw Delta Wildlife Management Aren. Studies funded by these ngencies are coyently being
-candocted to develop information thas will assist in management aad protection of the Alabama

- red-bellied turtle (Service, 2000). Until such work is completed, the species population size is

ot known, nor are several factors related o the resilience of the turtle; therefors & recovery rate
czmnot be determined. .

Contimvation of a systematic sampling program is needed to conclusively determine several
biological aspects of this species, including nesting arcas, foeding habitats, food sourees, major
threats to hiological success, populafion size, population structure, population sex ratio,
reproductive success, and movement. Until additional research is compieted, the recovery rate
for the species is not determinable,

Dixect Effects of the Proposad Astion: Direct effects to the species conld occur as a result of
being crushed by werk barges being lowered into the water or otherwise relocated (as well as
from actions associated with this particular operation), or by equipment movement or placement
in the npland staging areas.. Work barges being mansuvered into place during the winter months
may directly impact estivating turtles by crushing. During this period of wintet estivation, the
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turtle is most vulnerable because it cannot avoid the dangers of the proposed action. The
potential exists for land vehicles associated with the project to crush turtles that may be traveling
to end from the pest. In addition fo crushing from equipment traffic, uplapd staging areas present
potential impacts to nesting activities by restricting ascess to nesting areas, destroying existing

nests by crushing the eggs of over-wintering inrtles and the killing of hatchlings as they returmn to

We have serious reservations about the practicality of positioning barges between the existing
bridge spans without dredging. The water depth between the spans east and west of Apalachee
River are extremely shalfow, even at high tide. A shallow draft boat cannot maneuver between
the spans in this section. We, therefore, are concerned that dredging may be required to place
barges betwecn the spans in this area. This biological opinion does not address dredging,
pipeline placement, or dredged material disposel areas. If dredging is required FEWA will need
to request re-initiation of formal consultation to address potential adverse effects associated with
dredging activitics. '

Due to project-caused shs.&mg, the permanent loss of 14 acres of submerged aquatic vegetation |
and 6.5 acres of emergent wetlands used by the wrtle and located between the existing east-west
lanes of Interstate 10 will occur,

:s: Respo the Proposed Action: Based on the above discussion, adverse affects are
expected, given the scope of the project axea and the habitat availsble to the species in Upper
Mobile Bay. However, there arc some unknown impacis associated with bridge constraction on
aquatic turtles. The particular sensitivity of turtles fo bridge construcfion is unknown. R is also
nnkrown whether turtles would exhibit avoidance behavior near project temporary work areas.

Gulf sfurgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus desafoi} '

Species description: The Gulf sturgeon is a subspecies of the Atlantic sturgeon (deipenser
axyrinchus). It is a large,. primitive, bony fish with a sub-¢ylindvical body imbedded with bony
Plates or scutes. The smont is greatly extended and bladelike with four fleshy chin barbels in

- front of the mouth (Vledykov 1955; Viadykov and Greeley 1963). Adults yange from 1.8~2.4m
(six to eight #) or more in length, with adult fomales larger than males, The Gulf sturgeon has a
longer head, pectoral fins, and spleen fhan the Atlantic sturgeon. Gulf sturgeon are anadromons,
with immature and mature fish antually migrating into freshwater streams, Spawning is beliaved
to oocur in, siteam refches having deep water and cloan (sock, gravel or sand) bottors, The cggs
are sticky and adhere in clumps or strings to snags, outcroppings or other clean surfaces.
Subadults and adults spend six to nine manths each year in rivers aud thres to six of the coolest
months (September - March) in estuaries or the Gulf of Mexico. It appears that sturgeon less

than fwo years old reside in lower reach riverine habitats and estuarics throughout the year
(Foster and Clugston, 1997). .

The Service and the National Marine Fisherlos Service designated the Gulf sturgeon as a
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thireatened species under the ESA on Septeraber 30, 1991 (Service 1991). Hisorically, Gulf
sturgeon occrrred in the Gulf of Mexico from the Mississippi River to Tampa Bay, Florida
(Wooley ef al 1982). Gulf sturgeor occwrmred in most major river systems Trom the Missisgippi -
River to the Suwannee River, Florida_ - -

Life History: The movements of Gulf sturgeon in the Apalachicola, Suwannee, Pear! and
Choctawhatohee Rivers have been and confinue to he monitored by ultrasonic and radio :
telemetry and by conventional fish sampling gear (Foster 1993; Carr 1983; Wooley and Cratean
1985). In general, subadult and adult Gulf sturgeon begin to migrate into tvers from the Gulf of
Mextico as Hver temperatures increase to about 16 to 23° C (60.8 to 75.0°F). They coafime to
immigrate through carly May, but most agive when temperatures reach 21° C. Subadult and
adult Gulf sturgeon in the Suwarmes and Apalachicola Rivers generally begin downstream
migration in late September and October (Service 1991). Most retarn to the estuaries or the Gulf
of Mexico by mid-November to early December (Service 1991). Based on mark-recapture dats,
thase young fish did not appear to venture far into the Gulf of Mexico. Tagging studies from the
fall of 1996 through May 1998 in Choctawhatches Bay showed that all age 4 fish and 78% of all
sub-adult tagged Guif stoxgeon rernained in Choctawhatches Bay the entire winter. A 1993 study
noted that estuarine sengrass beds with mud and sand substrates appear to be important winter
habitats for Gulf sturpeon where most feeding is thouglt to ¢oonr, The Gulf Sturgeon Recovery/
Management Plan indicates that Gulf sturgeen less than two years old may remain in tiverine
- habitats and estuarine arcas throughout the year. Based on the sbove information, we believe
that Juvenile, sub-adult and adult Gulf sturgeon could occur within the project arca during the
construction of the bridges. There were two sitings of Gulf smrgeon in Mobile Bay durng 2002,
It is ot knewn ‘whether Gulf sturgeon in Mobile Bay and its drainage basin undertake similsr
migrations and use the extuacy and rivers in « manncr similar to that reported elsewhere.

Evidence from incidental captares and strandings itidicate that some Gulf stargeon use Mobile
Bay well into the summer (see below). '

Aduilt fish feed almost entirely on invertebrates in the estuarine-marine environment during the
thres to four winter months, then enter freshwater where they do not feed for the following eight
ot nire months (Masar and Clugston 1993} Limised stomach analyses from Suwamiee and
Apalachicols River Gnif sturgeon indicate that mud and sand bottoms and seagrass commumities
arc probably important marine habitats for Gulf sturgeon (Mason and Clugsten 1993), Inthe
spring, immigrating subadult and adult Gulf sturgeon eollected from the river mosths contained
gammarid and havstoriid amphipods, as well as, other amphipods, polychaste and oligochaete
anmnelids, lancelets and brachiapods, Small Gulf stirgeon (0.5 to 4.0 k@) (1.1 to 8.8 Ib) collested
at the mouths of these rivers during the winter and early spring contained armphipod and isopod
crustaceaus, aligochaetes, polychactes, and chironomid and cerstopogonid larvae. ‘

Fopulatiop dypamics: Tagging studies indicate sturgeon are closely associated with, and tend to
teturn to the river where they were spawned. Due to this strong affinity, it is believed that there
is very little, if any, exchanpe of genefic material betwsen sturgeon in different river systems. A
study of mitochondrial DNA of Gulf sturgeon form, geographically distinet drainapes, supports

the results of these tagging studies that indicate genetic differences among Guif sturgeon stocks
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(Stabile e al 1996). Based on fish fissue samples from the Pear] River and Lake Pontchartmain,
DNA analyses indicate that Gulf sturgeon in thaf atea are genetically distinct from those in other
Gulf river systems (Suwannee, Apalachicols, Ochlockonss, Blackwater, and Choctawhatchee)
fish tissues were snalyzed (Foster 1993; Carr 1983; Woolsy and Crateau 1985). .
Comparison of histeric information and ourrent duta indicates that Gulf sturgeon populations are
substautially reduced from historic levels (Wooley apd Cratean 1985). This dechne was likely

. -cansed by over-uxploitation and was exacerbated by damming of rivers coupled with other forms -
of habitat destruction and water quality deterioration (Hnff 1975). Navigation activitics,
including dam constraction, dredging, dredged material disposal and other maintenance actions
could adversely affect Gulf shrrgeon habitts depending on the location and timing of the
activity.

_ fox: GﬂlfsturgeonrangaﬁnmlakePomchamﬁnhLmﬁsimtonpaBay
in Florida. The fish still ocours, at least accasionally, throughout this range. but in redneced
numbezrs from the pre-settlement exa. The Gulf sturgeon is essentially coniined to the eastem
Gulf of Mexico. Gulf sturgeon stocks have been greatly reduced aor extitpated throughout much
of the hi toric range by over fishing, dem construction and general hahitat degradation. The Gulf
stargeon has historically been of commercial importance, with the eggs used for caviar, the flesh
for smoked fish, and the swim bladder yielding isinglass, 2 gelatin historically used in food
products and glues, While historic catches peeked zbont the beginning of the twenticth cantury,
thay have decreased drastically since that time, The decline was inittally due {0 over fishing, but
subsequent dam construction has impacted habitat and eliminated or reduced some populations
in more recent years,

Effects of the Action

Factors fo be Copsidersd: We have determined that the proposed work wotld not affect the Gulf
sturgeon in their fresh wator life stages. Sturgeon use of this area is based on information from
other ereas and there are no Inown environmental constraints that would restrict stargeon vse to
2 small confined part of Mobile Bay that would be affected by bridge construction. Also,
ALDOT bas indicated that construction methods and equiprent/vessel staging activitics should
not block passage of sturgeon through the construction area,

4
L

Speoiss Response to the Proposed Action: Based on the small footprint of the project ares and
considering the amount of total surface area available, we do not believe the proposed project
would adversely affect this species, The habitat impacts resulting fiom this project with regards
to the Gulf stargeon will be temporary in nature, Based an the proposed action and the
distribution and mobility of the Gulf sturgeon, we do not belisve that any sturgeott will be taken
by this proposed action, '

V. CUMULATIVE EFFECYS: Cunmlative effects include the effects of firture State, iribal,
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local or private actions that are reasonably certain to occur in the action axea considered in this
biological opinion. Future Federal actions unrelated to the proposed action are not considered in
this section because they require separate consultation purstant to section 7 of the Endengered
Species Act. Based on the best available commercial and scientific data available for these
species, the Servics is unable at this time to identify cumulative impacts to thess species,

YL CONCLUSION: Afier reviewing the current statis of the Alabama red-bellied turtle, the
environmental baseline for the action axea, the effects of the propased action, and the cumulative
effects, it is the Servioe's biological opinion that the proposed actian is not Likely to jeopardize
the continoed existence of this species. No eritical habitat has been designated in the action arca
for this species, therefare, none will be affected. 'We bave reviewed the proposed action in light
of the agpregate effects of cverything that has led to this species’ current statos and those fhings
likely to alfect this species in the fisture, Actions that jeopardize the continued existence of a.
species are those that reasonably would be sxpested to directly or indirectly rednce appreciably
the likelihood of both the zurvival and recovery of a listed species in the wild by reducing the

- Teproduction, munbers, or distribution of the species,

No adverseaffeotsameacpmdta ocewr reganding the Gulf stargeon,

VIL INCIDENTAL TAKF, STATEMENT: Section9 of the Act and Federal regulations
pursuant to section 4(d) of the Act prohibit the take of endangered and thyeatened species,
respectively, without special exemption. Take is defined as to harass, harm, pursue, huat, shoot,
wound, kill, trap, eapture ot eollect, or to atternpt to engage in any such conduct. Harm is further
defined by the Service to include significant habitat modification or degradation that results in
death or injury to listed species by significantly inypairing essentisl behavioral patberns, including
breeding, feeding or sheltering. Incidental take is defined as take that is inciderdal to, and not the
purpose of; the carrying out of an otherwise lawful activity. Under the texms of section 7(0)(4)
and section 7(0)(2), taking that is incidental to and not intended as part of the agency action is not
considered to be prehibited taking under the Act provided that such taking is in compliance with
the terms and conditions of this Incidental Take Statement.

‘The measares described as Terms and Conditions. below are non-discretionary, and must become
binding conditions of any grant or permit issued to the Alabama Department of Transportation,
23 appropriate, for the exemption in section 7(0)(2) to apply. The Federal Highway
Administration has a continning duty to regnlate the activity coversd by this Incidental Take
Staterment. If the Federal Highway Administration: (1) fails to assume and implement the terms
and conditions or, (2) fails to requite the ALDOT to adhere to the terms and copditions of the
Incidental Take Statement thtough enforceable terms that are added to the permit or grant
document, the protective coverage of section 7()(2) may lapse, Tn order to monitor the fxpact
of incidental talce, the ALDOT must report the progress of the action and its fmpact on the
species to the Service as specified in the below Tenms and Conditions.

The Sexvice anticipates incidental take of ths red-bellied turtle will be diffienlt to detect because
the incidenta] take will likely be orushing the furtle into the sediment by the barges. However,
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incidental takes is given for the rutles that may he foundm (he defincd action area. Therefore,
incideatal take would be exceeded if the project changeathepmposed use of the bargcs

YIEL EFFFC’I‘SGFTHETAKE In the accompenying bislogical opinion, the Service
detemuned&mtﬂﬂslevdofantmpatudtalmwnotﬂkelymremltmjacpudymthaspwmwhm
the reasapable and prudent measnres identified below are mxplcmented.

IX. REASONABLE AND FRUDENY MEASURES: The Servics belicves that the following

reasonable and prudent measures are necessary and appropriate fo mindmize impaats to the
Alabamsa red- bellxecl turtle. These terms and conditions are pon-discrotionary.,

1. Work areas within the deﬁnedpmject area should be fenced to exclndcmd-belﬁed
-tuctles.

2. All cqmpmmt gtaging areas Jocsted along U.8. Highway 90/98 (Causcway) wﬂl
be selegied in cooperation with the Scrvice and fenced to exclude the Alabama

red-bellicd turtle. Fencing shall be mmmtmdandprapedymamm:wd for the
duranonof&amect.

3. Work arees within the projeet corridor should be cleared of Gulf sturgeon and

Alabama red-bellied turties prior to placing wotk barges in the enclosures. 'Work
arcasthatareemlose&wﬁhmnshfcmngwﬂlbedenmddaﬂy of turfles or
_ smrgveonﬂmtmghthavcmtcrcdmm

4, Catch harges or vchicles shall be used to collect and remove debrls zcsulhng from
. the mod:ﬁcnnon of existing hridge structures,

5. Mommrmgfufdead,smk,mxmueduuﬂesormngmnshmﬂdbewmhmmdma
daily basis. : -

-

X. TERMS AND CONDITIONS

L

. In order to be vxempt from the prohibitions of section 9 af the Aet, the Federal Highway

Administeation must comply with fhe following terms and conditions, which implement the
reasomzble and prudent measures described above and outline required rcporbngfmomtanng
reqmmmcnis. These terms end conditions are non-discrctionary.

1. Inﬂaosea:caswhomwoﬂcbargeswﬂlmstouth:baybnﬁm,meahfmcmgm
foating silt curtain, wirh & maximum 2" by 2" mesh, attached to the existing
support cohmns will be used o exclude tustles and shugeon from the work arcs,

' This fencing 'will be installed prior to lcup-ﬁugging barges into place and removed
when work in an area js completad,
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Staging areas are thosc areas whers equipment will be stored avernight or longer
pediods of time.  These arcas will be fenced using silt fancing where possible, If
fencing is jmpossible, the areas should be surveyed and cleared before vehisles
are moved and all turtles removed and released into adjncent habitats.

3. Priorto placing platform work barges in place, the work areas within the project
area will be cleared of sturgeon and furtles by trained personnel familiar with the
species and permitted to take these species. Turtles may ejther be neftted and
released by hand ar the mesh fencing may he opened and the species allowed to
eave the encloswre on its own. Alabama redbelly turtles should be sexed, aged,
measured and weighed before releasing in suitable habitat outside the project area.
Gulf sturgeon should only be removed from the water long enough fo photograph
for identification, _

4, The concrete portions of the oxisting bridge 1o be removed will be placed on catoh .
barges or vehicles and later taken into the Gulf for the creation of fish habitat
structures. Determining location of these stuctares shonld be.coordinated with

the Alabama Diepartient of Conservation and Natum! Resources, Marine

5. Upon locating & dead, injured, or sick individual of an endangered or threatened
species, initial notification must be made to the Fish and Wildlife Service Law
Enforcement Office at the Daphne Field Office (251-441-5787). Additional
notification must be made to the Fish and Wildlifs Servioe Ecological Services
Field Office in Daphne, AL at 251-441-5181, Care should be taken in handling
sick or iInjured individuals and in the pressrvation of specimens in the best
possihle stats for later analysis of eause of death or injury.

Conservation Recommendations

S, \
Section 7(2)(1) of ESA. directs Federal agencies to utilize their authoritics to further the purposes
of the ESA by carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of endangered and threatened -
species, Conservation recommendations are discretionary ageacy activities to minjmize or avoid
adverse effects of a proposed action on.listed species or eritical habitat, to help implement
recovery plans, or to develop information. . o

1. The Federal Highway Administration in concert with the Alabama Deparfment of

Transportation should install modified gnardezils along U.S. Highway 98/90 (cansewzy) to

prohibit red-belljed turtles acoess to the roadway. Turtles and ofher wildlife are killsd amually
crossing this roadway. -

. 2. Wildlife cawtion/information crossing signs shonld be posted along the canseway to
educate and alert the public to the presence of the Alabama redbelly tartle.
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. 3. Efforts to breach the causeway with elevated roadways alfowing for a return of more

natural flows and fhushing of the Upper Mobile Bay should be studied with regards Lo the benefit
to the envirorument.

4. The impacis to submerged a:{uat.ic vegetation and emnergent wetland as a result of this
praject should be mitigated. Mifigation should include resioration or crestion of similar type
. babitats as close to the impact site as possible. '

¥n order for the Service to be kept informed of actions minimizing or avoiding adverse effects or
benefitting listed species or their habitats, the Service requests notification regarding
hmplementation of any conservation recommendations. C

REINITIATION NOTICE

This concludes formal consultation on the action outlined in the request. As provided in 50 CFR
§402.16, reinitiation of formal consultation is required where discretionary Federal agenoy
involvement or control over the action has been retained (or is authorized by law) and it (1) ths
amouat or extent of incidental take is exceeded; (2) new information reveals effects of the agency
 action that may affect listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent uot considered
in this opinion; (3) the agency action is subsequently modified in a mannér that canses an effect
 to the listed species or critical habitat nat considered ju this opinion; or (4) a new species is listed
or critical habitat designated that may be affected by ths action.. In instances whers the amount or

_extenit of meidental take is exceeded, any oporations causing such take must cease pending re~

We appreciats the cooperation of your staffin the preparation of fhis Biological Oginion. We
look forward to working closely with you in implementing its provisions. If you have any
questions about this opinion,please contact Bruce Porter of my staff at (251)441-5864.

Sincerely,

o _slea

Larry E, Goldman
Field Supervisor
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January 23, 2006

Project DPI-0030{005)

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

Volkert Contract No. 911602.12

RESUME OF MEETING

DATE: January 18, 2006

LOCATION: Volkert & Associates, Inc., Mobile, Alabama
PURPOSE: Cobrdination_ Meeting with U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS3)

NAME: REPRESENTING: . TELEPHONE:
Bruce Porter USFWS ‘ : 251-441-5864
Bill Garnett Alabama Department of Transportation (ALDOT), Environmental 334-242-6152
: Technical Section : : _
John Shill ALDOT, Erivironmental Technical Section 334-242-6132
Marie Kyser , ALDQT, Envitonmental Technical Section : - 334-242-61438
Lynn Heisler : ALDOT, Environmental Technical Section T 334-242-6113
- Buddy Covington Volkert & Associates, inc. (Volkert) 251-342-1070
Skeeter McClure Volkert ’ 251-342-1070
Carah Mason Volkert . 251-342-1070
DISCUSSION:

The agenda for the meeting is aitached.

Skeeter McClure provided an overview of ongoing study efforts, public involvement aciivities, and the
aliernatives screening evaluation process. Fourteen alternatives were evaluated. Five altematives were
presented at the public meetings on June 6 and 7, 2005. Following the input from the public meetings,
ALDOT identified three (3) alternatives to be studied in more detail in the Draft E1S. FHWA concurred. A
map showing the locations of these three alternatives was provided to r. Porter. '

The potential impacts associated with the Bayway widening would be the same for all three alternatives.
The USFWS issued a Biological Opinion and Incidental Take Permit for the Red Bellied Turtle for
Alternative A. Alternative A was the alternative studied and presented in the Environmental Assessment in
2003. '

Alternatives B and C traverse habitat that was not considered in the evaluations for Alternative A. Volkert
biologists have conducted a field review of the new areas 1o determine wetlands and potential suitable
habitat for protected species. Mr. Porter has not seen the Pinto Pass area. He would like to make a site




visit with Volkert bioiogists to the area. ALDOT and FHWA will be notified of the site visit so they can
participate if they desire. ' :

The location of the bridge pylons in the Mobile River was discussed. Any pylons in the river would be

outside of the navigation channel and would be protected from ship collisions by an armored island.
Species that would need to be addressed in the Mobile River include the Gulf sturgeon and the manatee.

A proposal to recommend Altematives B or C would require a review of the Incidental Take Permit to
determine if it would have to be amended. ;

USFWS Coordination Meeting 2 01/18/06



Volkert

environmental
Group, Inc.

To: Skeeter McClure
From:Paul B. Looney / %
CC: File—911602.12

Date: April 5, 2006
Re: Field Review of Pinto Pass for Mobile River I-10 Bridge Altematives

Summary of Field Review with USFW3S

Volkert Environmental Group, Inc. (Paul Looney, Buddy Covington, Henry Malec)
met with ALDOT (John Shill, Tony Shaddix, and Shan Norman) and USFWS (Bruce
Porter) to detenmine the potential for impacts to the red bellied slider in the vicinity of
Pinto Pass. We were joined by representatives of Atlantic Marlne the property
owner.

Mr Porter's concem was that any impacts to the welland in the vicinity of the Pinto
Pass area, especially in the vicinity of the dike, could have impacts to nesting habitat
for the turtle. Mr. Porter and | walked the area of concem and d[SCUSSBd habitat
requirements and potential use of the area by T/E species.

After viewing the habitat in question, Mr. Porter was no longer concemed with
impacts as there is no suitable nesting or foraging habitat in the Pinto Pass area. He
asked whether there was any possibility for the removal of the Dike that currently
blocks passage of river waters through the former pass. His idea was to cut an
opening in the dike to the nonmal water level and allow the area to stabilize itself
without cutting a large channel. He suggested that this could be considered
mitigation for all potential impacts within the project boundaries in the Mobile River
delta. He stated that the mitigation would be considered as a benefit to the entire
area of Pinto Pass.

Atlantic Marine was interested in the potential for mitigation credits as a part of the
restoration. ALDOT was amenable to the idea of cuiting the dike and obtaining
mitigation credit for the project impacts.



All parties agreed that the determination of no impact to T/E species in Pinto Pass
was a result of the visit and discussions wilf follow conceming the suggested
mitigation effort fo be undertaken during construction of the bridge.

e
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Project  DPI-6030(005)

1-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Widening
Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama
Velkert Contract No. 911602.12

RESUME OF MEETING
DATE: January 11, 2007
LOCATION: Volkert & Associates, Inc., Mobile, Alabama
PURPOSE: Coordination Meeting with U.S. Fish & Wildlife Services (USFWS)
ATTENDANCE: REPRESENTING: TELEPHONE:
Bruce Porter USEWS , ' 251-441-5864
Alfedo Acoff ALDOT, Environmental Technical Section 334.242-6143
Mike Reed ALDOT, Environmental Technical Section 334-242-6710
Bill Van Luchene Federal Highway Administration 334-223-1370
Bill Garnett ALDOT, Environmental Technical Section 334-242-6132
Marie Kyser ALDOT, Environmental Technical Section 334-242-6132
Lynn Heisler ALDOT, Environmental Technical Section 334-242-6113
Buddy Covington Volkert & Associates, Inc. 251-342-1070
Skeeter McClure Volkert & Associates, Inc. 251-342-1070
Paul Griggs . Volkert.-& Associates, Inc. 251-342-1070
Jerald Overstreet Volkert & Associates, Inc. 251-342-1070
Steve Ricks .- Volkert & Associates, Inc. 251-968-7551

DISCUSSION:

The purpose of the meeting was to update Bruce Porter of the UJ.S. Fish and Wildlife Services (FWS) on
studies and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 1-10 Mobile River Bridge and
Bayway Widening project. ,

The three altematives are the same as discussed at the January 16, 2006 coordination meeting and the
field review with him on April 15, 2006. The draft EXS is scheduled for release this summer and a
corridor public hearing will be conducted. A preferred alternative will be identified after the Public
Hearing and additional studies will be conducted and presented in 2 Final EIS.

The Incidental Take Permit for the Red Bellied Turtle (RBT) will be reviewed for the preferred
alternative to see if it needs to be modified. Mr. Porter said that FWS was being encouraged fo
implement fencing of portions of the north side of the Battleship Parkway to protect RBT’s. The prirary
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_ populations of the RBT, about 1,500 to 1,600, live in the Mobile Delta north of the Battleship Parkway.
The RBT aftempts to cross Battleship Parkway to nest. Approximately 80 RBT are killed each year by -
traffic. The ALDOT wilt consider the fencing as potential mitigation for 1-10 Bayway Widening
impacts. A newspaper article on the RBT is expected in the near future.

The manatee and gulf sturgeon were discussed. No impacts are anticipated. Construction of the
protective istand around the pylon pier in the Mobile River for alternative A would likely require
manatee warnings on work vessels. '

The issue of strobe lights on the proposed bridge as related to bird impacts was discussed. This will need
to be coordinated with the Federal Aviation Administration.

Mr. Porter said the ficld review was helpful and the FWS was satisfied with the coordination process
thus far. '
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March 7, 2007 3809 Moffett Road (36418)

. P.O. Box 7434
Mr. Bruce Porter ) * Mobile, Alabama 36670-0434
Fish and Wildlife Biologist , o 22;" 332‘3;32
EJZ(S;SFI;s];l& V\g_:;lhie Services volkert@volkert.com

-B Main Stree
Daphpe, Alabama 36526
Subject: Contract 1D No. #205
- Supplemental Agreement #4

" Project No. DPI-0030(005)
1-10 Mobile River Bridge EIS
Mobile and Baldwin Counties
Volkert Project No. 911602.12

Dear Mr. Porter:

During our coordination meeting with you on Janoary 11, 2007, we discussed the studies related
to the I-10 Bridge and Bayway Widening Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). We
provided you with a draft resume of the meeting on Januvary 19, 2007, via email. A copy of the
resume is provided for your convenience,

The FEWA would like to include a letter from the USFWS in the Draft EIS stating that we have

' coordinated with you and that you agree with the methodologies that are being used. Is this
possible? We will provide you with the Draft EIS for your review and cornment after it is
approved by FHWA. We will also invite you to participate in field reviews on the preferred
Altemative after it has been identified. We will also provide you the Final EIS for review and
comment. ' :

Thank you for your interest and cooperation. Please let me know if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
VOLKERT & ASSOCIATE

ndm/cao

Enclosare

ce: Paul Griggs, Volkert (without enclosure)
Buddy Covington, Volkert (without enclosure)
Wade Henry, ALDOT (without enclosure)
John Shill, ALDOT (without enclosure)
Bill Van Luchene, FHW A (without enclosure)
Missi Shumer, Volkert (without enclosure)

Office Locations: . . T
Birmingham, Foley, Mobile, Alabama = Gainesville, Orlando, Pensacola, Tampa, Fiorida * Atlanta, Georgia C?Ellnswlfej Hlinois '
Baton Rouge, Louisianz ¢ Tupelo, Mississippt ¢ Raleigh, North Carolinz ¢ Chattancogs, Ternessee » Alexandria, Virginia = Washington, D.C.
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
1208-B Main Street ‘ . ,
Daphric, Alabama 36526 VO KERT.AORY £

N REPLYR.EFER'[:O: HAR 36 2387
07-TA-0377 March 14, 2007

Mr. N.D. McClure

Volkert and Associates, Inc.
P.O. Box 7434

Mobile, AL 36670-0434

Dear Mr. McClure:

Thank you for your ietter, daved Nlﬁfch , 2007, requesting thai my office concur with the
methodologies discussed at our last COOI'dll’laTIOI.l meeting and proposed to be used by your
company to evaluate the environmental affects associated with the 1-10 Bridge and Bayway
Widening project. We offer the following comments in accordance with the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.5.C. et seq.) and the Endangered Species Act
of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). _

We appreciated the opportunity to meet on January 11, 2007, and discuss the upcoming Drait
Environmental Impael Statement (DEIS). We agree with yaur methods of evaluating the
project thus far and look forward to future coordination me\,tmgs as thig pa ‘aject moves ahead.

If you have guestions or comments regarding this wrrespondgn;e, please call Mr. Bruce Porter
at (251)441-5864 or email bruce porter@tvs.gov. '

Sincerely,

Withican J. Pearsci

Field Supervisor

Ce:  Federal Highway Administration, Attn: Mr. Bill Van Luchene, 500 Eastern Blvd., Suite
200, Montgomery, AL 36117-2(H8

www.fws.gov

PHONE: 251-441-5181 T&gﬁgg‘l FAX:251-441-6222
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US . Depariment Alabama Division 9500 Wynlakes Place
of Transportation Montgomery, AL 36117-8515
Federal Highway December 23, 2010 334-274-6350

Administration

, In Reply Refer To:
Mr. William J. Pearson : :  HDA-AL

Field Supervisor
US Fish and Wildlife Service
PO Drawer 1190
Daphne, Alabama 36526
Attention: Mr. Bruce Potter
Dear Mr. Pearson:
FHWA réspectfu.]_ly requests to re-initiate Formal Consultation with the USFWS iﬁ accordance
with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act for Federal-aid projecf DPI--O'OS 0(005),
Mobile/Baldwin (..Iounties_. The project design has changed since the 2003 Biological Opinion to
include the addition of Alternate B; and an increase in the vertical brid'ge clearance from 190 feet
to 215 feet. Please find enclosed correspondeﬁce for your review and an updated project location
'graphic. We greatly appreciate ydur assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

/s/Linda L. Guin

Mark D. Bartlett, P. E.
Division Administrator

Enclosure
ce: : T

ALDOT, Mr. Tony Shaddix s
ALDOT, Ms, Heather Dunn .
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February 7, 2011

Contract No. 911602.12

Project DP1-0030(005)

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

RESUME OF MEETING

DATE: February 2, 2011

PURPOSE: Agency Coordination Meeting

ATTENDANCE: REPRESENTING: E-MAIL:

Lynne Urquhart Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) lynne.urguhart@dot.gov
Phil Johnson U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) Philip.r.johnson@uscg.mil

Nick Amberger
Terry Gilbreath
Allen Phelps

Felicia Smith
Mark Thompson*
Veronica Beech*
Tom Piper

Kevin Harrison
Richard Johnson
Fred Small

Glen Cunningham
Bruce Porter
Amanda Hill
Joseph Glazar
Alfedo Acoff
Natasha Clay
Wade Henry
Taylor Stoudenmire
Don Powell

Allie Tucker
Andrew Wood
David Webber
Buddy Covington
Skeeter McClure
Missi Shumer
Kenneth Nichols

City of Mobile
Alabama State Port Authority (ASPA)

Alabama Department of Environmental Management

(ADEM)

ADEM

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
NMFS

Mobile MPO

South Alabama Regional Planning Commission
City of Daphne

City of Daphne

USACE, Mobile District

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS)
Alabama Historical Commission (AHC)
AHC

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.

Volkert, Inc.

* Attended via conference call.

nick.amberger@cityofmobile.org
tgilbreath@asdd.com

cap@adem.state.al.us
fsmith@adem.state.al.us
mark.thompson@noaa.gov
veronica.beech@noaa.gov
tipper@sarpc.or
kharrison@sarpc.org
directorpw@bellsouth.net
mayorsmall@bellsouth.net
glen.a.cunningham@usace.army.mil
bruce.porter@fws.gov
amanda.hill@preserveala.org
joseph.glazar@preserveala.org
acoffa@dot.state.al.us
clayn@dot.state.al.us
henryw@dot.state.al.us
stoudenmiret@dot.state.al.us
powelldo@dot.state.al.us
tuckera@dot.state.al.us
wooda@dot.state.al.us
dwebber@volkert.com
bcovington@volkert.com
smcclure@volkert.com
mshumer@volkert.com
knichols@volkert.com
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HANDOUTS (copies attached)

= Agenda for the meeting
= Map showing proposed Build Alternatives
= PowerPoint presentation given during the meeting

DISCUSSION

Welcome and Opening Remarks

Mr. Don Powell, ALDOT Ninth Division, opened the meeting by welcoming the attendees. He then
turned the meeting over to Mr. Skeeter McClure of VVolkert. Mr. McClure stated that the purpose of
the agency coordination meeting was to brief the agencies on the status of the project, including
changes that have occurred since the most recent agency coordination activities and to identify any
guestions or concerns the agencies may have regarding the project.

Cooperating Agencies

Mr. McClure noted that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District, and the U.S. Coast Guard
are Cooperating Agencies on the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed project. The
Federal Aviation Administration was invited to serve as a Cooperating Agency, but they declined.

Presentation

Mr. McClure began the presentation by giving a brief history of the project, including the purpose and
need for the project, which is to relieve congestion in the Wallace Tunnel, provide additional capacity
across the Mobile River, and reduce the number of hazardous materials trucks traveling through the
central business district of Mobile.

The presentation also included a relatively detailed summary of coordination activities conducted with
agencies and various organizations with an interest in the proposed improvements.

Mr. McClure explained that since the most recent agency coordination activities, several changes had

taken place in the project. The following is a summary of changes that have occurred:

1) An additional Build Alternative, Alternative B’, was developed and will be included in the Draft
EIS. Alternative B’ was developed to minimize potential impacts on Austal facilities, GulfQuest
development at Mobile Landing, the Alabama Cruise Terminal, and the former Union Hall at
Bender, which is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.

2) The vertical clearance of the proposed bridge has been increased from 190 feet above mean high
water to 215 feet above mean high water. The belief is that the 215-foot vertical clearance will
better suit Mobile’s shipbuilding industries and will enhance the City’s ability to attract larger
cruise ships.

3) A “northern route” alternative was proposed by maritime and historic interests and evaluated for its
ability to meet the purpose and need of the proposed project. Traffic studies revealed that a
“northern route” would not remove sufficient vehicles from the Wallace Tunnel to relieve
congestion in the tunnel. In addition, a “northern route” would not provide additional capacity
across the Mobile River and would not reduce the number of hazardous materials traveling through
Mobile’s central business district. Therefore, FHWA determined that a “northern route” would not
meet the purpose and need of the proposed project, and it will not be studied in detail in the EIS.

Mr. McClure stated that the following four Build Alternatives will be evaluated in the Draft EIS:
Alternatives A, B, B’, and C. All of these Build Alternatives are being studied at a 215-foot vertical
clearance. With the exception of Alternative A, the piers for the bridges would be constructed on land.
Alternative A would have one pier in the Mobile River. The pier would be placed outside of the
Federal Mobile Harbor Navigation Channel and would be constructed within a rock-armored island.
All four of the Build Alternatives would include widening the existing 1-10 Bayway across Mobile Bay

2



from four to eight lanes. Widening of the Bayway would be constructed to the inside of the existing
lanes, with the exception of the easternmost eastbound lanes, which would require widening to the
outside to provide a transition section for the exit ramp to US 98 in Daphne. Widening to the inside
would minimize potential impacts on environmental resources. Much of the construction channels
used to build the existing Bayway still exist and would be used to construct the widening.

Public involvement meetings showing the four Build Alternatives and the 215-foot vertical clearance
were conducted on August 31 and September 2, 2010. The results of these meetings indicate that the
majority of people who provided comments are in favor of the proposed project and recognize that the
proposed project is needed to relieve congestion.

The presentation concluded with a list of the next steps in the project development process and NEPA
documentation with a tentative schedule.

. Discussion

The following is a summary of the discussion that took place following the presentation:

1) Bruce Porter, USFWS: Mr. Porter stated that no new species were listed as threatened or
endangered. He also stated that the USFWS would like to see the use of “leapfrogging” the barges
during construction to minimize impacts. Mr. Porter also asked what type of lighting was proposed
for the tops of the bridge pylons. The USFWS requests that the longest duration allowed by FAA
between strobes be utilized. He believes this duration is three seconds. The strobe lights placed
on bridges attract birds, resulting in mortality.

Response:
- ALDOT intends to use segmented barges (or “leapfrogging”) to minimize impacts to
environmental resources to the extent practicable.
- Coordination with FAA has occurred and will continue throughout the design and
construction of the proposed project to determine what types of strobe lights and the
duration between flashes are acceptable to FAA to obtain a permit.

2) Phil Johnson, USCG: Mr. Johnson stated that the USCG is primarily concerned about pier
locations. He also noted that separate bridge permits will be required for each river crossing
(Mobile River, Tensaw River, Apalachee River, and Blakeley River). He stated that tributary
crossings would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. He also said that he would look into the
existing bridge permits for the river crossings (that were obtained for construction of the existing I-
10 Bayway) to see if the proposed improvements could be added as amendments to existing
permits.

3) Mark Thompson, NOAA/NMFS: Has a submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) survey been
conducted? Mitigation may be necessary for impacts to SAV. NOAA/NMFS will also be
interested in impacts to emergent marsh. Will construction methodology involve pile driving?
Shading impacts will have to be evaluated. Impacts to essential fish habitat (EFH) under the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act will also have to be considered.
Does FHWA plan to de-commission any of the existing river crossings?

Response:

- A SAV survey was conducted in 2001. The survey concluded that the proposed
project would likely impact 20 acres of SAV. The amount and location of impacts
varies depending upon conditions. Pre- and post-construction surveys will be
conducted to determine quantities of impacts and appropriate mitigation measures.

- Construction methodologies include the use of segmented barges and will include pile
driving.

- Shading impacts will be evaluated in the Draft EIS.
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- Impacts to EFH will be evaluated in the Draft EIS.
- There are no plans to de-commission any of the existing river crossings.

4) Glen Cunningham USACE: When was the SAV survey conducted? Section 10 Permits will be
required for impacts to SAV resulting from pile placement. He also noted that most of the impacts
to water bodies will be associated with the Bayway widening.

Response:
- The SAV survey was conducted in 2001. See response to Mr. Thompson’s comments
in Item 3 above.

5) Richard Johnson, City of Daphne: What is a Record of Decision? Is that the final decision by
FHWA on which alternative is to be constructed? Is Alternative B’ the preferred alternative?
Response:

- The Record of Decision is the final document prepared by the FHWA documenting the
agency’s decision on which alternative is approved for construction.

- Alternative B’ has received substantial support from the City of Mobile and the public,
but a Preferred Alternative has not been identified and will not be identified until all
four of the Build Alternatives and the No Build Alternative are evaluated in the Draft
EIS. We expect to identify a Preferred Alternative in the Draft EIS.

6) Fred Small, Mayor — City of Daphne: Mayor Small noted that the City of Daphne is fully on-
board with the proposed improvements. As discussed with ALDOT in other meetings, the City of
Daphne is concerned about whether 1-10 will be widened from four lanes to eight lanes from US 98
to east of the I-10/SR 181 interchange. The City of Daphne believes that going from eight lanes to
four lanes on this segment of 1-10 would be moving the bottleneck from the Wallace Tunnel to SR

181.

Response:

- ALDOT is looking at widening 1-10 from US 98 to east of SR 181 from four lanes to
six lanes as part of a separate project that will likely be constructed long before the
proposed 1-10 Mobile River Bridge project.

V. Closing

Ms. Acoff thanked everyone for attending the meeting and providing comments. Additional comments
or questions may be provided directly to VVolkert or routed through ALDOT or FHWA to Volkert.









ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPO RTATION

1409 Coliseun Boulevard, Montgemery, Alabama 36130-3050

Don Siegelman : } ' - Paul Bowlin .
Govemor - December 4, 2001 : Transpartat.ron Director

Ms. Jennifer Robinson

National Marine Fisheries Service
_ 3500 Delwood Beach Road

Panama City, FL. 32408

Dear Ms. Robinson:

RE: Project DPI-0030(005)
Mobile River Bridge/I-10 Bayway Widening
Mobile and Baldwin Counties

In response to your letter dated January 5, 2000 regarding the Essential Fish Habitat
(EFH) in the 1998 generic amendment of the Fishery Management Plans for the Gulf of
Mexico, we have attached Volkert and Associales, Inc. (Volkert) Essential Fish Habitat
Assessment for the referenced project. It is the opinion of the Alabama Department of
Transportation that the proposed project will not adversely affect any Essential Fish
Habitat as set forth by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council. *

We respectfully request that you address any comments to this office at you earliest
convenience. We appreciate your assistance in this matter. -

Sincerely,

Don T. Arlkde, Chief
Design Burean

TN S ;'f’«'
By: péf,_ Yi»/(-/

_Wﬁg}i__’;/do Acoff, Coordinator
Environmental Technical Section

LH
Attachment
cc: Mr. Bill Van Luchene, FHWA (w/atchs)
Mr. Larry Goldman, USFWS (w/atchs)
Mr. Paul Griggs, Volkert (w/o atchs)
Mr. Joe Bearrentine, ALDOT-ETS (w/o atchs)
file (w/atchs) ‘
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Southeast Regional Office
9721 Executive Center Drive North -

St. Pétersburg, Florida 33702

Jamuary 9, 2002

Mr. Dan T. Arkle, Chief

Design Bureau

Alabama Departiment of Transportation
1409 Coliseum Boulevard

Montgemery, Alabama 36130-3050 YT Emvironmental See
Aidg}

Dear Mr. Arkle: - ' g,

Subject: DIO_}VCT. DPI-0030(005) :
Mobile River Bridge/I-10 Bayway W’lde:m]:Lor
Moebile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the information provided with your
staff’s letter dated December 4, 2001, regarding the construction of a 2200-foot Iong and 190-foot
high cable stay bridge over the Mobile River and the widening of the existing Interstate 10 (I-10)
Bayway over Mobile Bay from Mobile to Daphne, in Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama. The
project will provide a six-lane bridge over the river and p1-0v1de four adciltlcnal travel lanes, resulting

. 1 a total of eight lanes, along the Bayway

The copstruction of the J-10 Bayway widening will be performed utilizing segmented barges
traversing the area between the existing Bayway lanes. The barges will float if sufficient water depth
exists or they will rest on the bottom in shallow areas. The barge segments serve as a construction
platform and are leapfrogged ahead using construction cranes as the construction progresses. The
duration of barge segments in 2 particular location should not exceed 30 days.  No new dredging is

proposed at this time.

The Alabama Department of Transportation (ALDOT) has provided the NMFS with an Essential
Fish Habitat (EFH) Assessment dated November 2001. In this assessment, the ALDOT has
. determined that the proposed project will not adversely affect EFH. Per discussion with your staff
on December 20, 2001, the ALDOT and the Federal Hi crhway Admmlstratlon (FHW A) are working

together on this project.

Based upen information in the EFH Assessment, the project corridor contains approximately 17.11
acres of submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV), 6.35 acres of subtidal mudfiats, and 36 acres of open
water habitat. Small unquantified amoun:s of SAV such as southern naiad (Najas guadalupernis),
wild celery (Fallisneria spiralis), slender pondweed (Poramogeton pusillus), and widgeon grass




(Ruppia maritime) are present in the project corridor. Major marsh grass species present melude
-alligator weed (4lternanthera philoxeroides), big cordgrass (Spartina cynosuroides), Phragmiies
communis, hardstem bulrush (Scirpus californicus), and sawgrass (Cladivum jamaicense). The
ALDOT has determined that the proposed project will irupact upper intertidal habitat and that
submerged grassbed habitat could be Jost due to shading from the new travel lanes. The Bayway
widening will require the derolitior and disposal of bridge rubble from the inside portion of the east
* and west Bayway lanes. The ALDOT is proposing to use the bridge rubble in the establishment of
artificial reef habitat in the Mobile Bay estuary and/or Gulf of Mexico to offset shading impacts to

SAV.

The Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) was provided a Biological Assessment which addressed
impacts to threatened and endangered species from this project in October 2001. Since this
assessment contained additional information about the project, the FWS provided a copy to.the
NMEFS. Based L upon the Biological Assessment. the project, corridor contains approximately 23 acres
of SAV, 1.5 acres of subtidal mudflats, and 81 &cres of open%paaer habitat. Three different wetland
tvpes have been identified in the study corridor, which is the area between the two existing I-10
bridges (east bound and west bound), including forested, emergent, and SAV. SAV, including tape
grass (Vallisneria amerzcana) and widgeon grass (Ruppza maritima), is the most abundant wetland

in the project corridor.

The NMEFS is conccmed shout the accuracy of the information provided in the EFH Assessment and
the Biological Assessment since statements in the two reports seem to conflict. A few examples of
this include acreage of the habitats in the project corridor and the quantity and specles of SAV tobe

impacted by the project.

The construction of the additional lanes along the Bayway will utilize the existing construction canal
that was initially dredged during the construction of the Bayway in the 1970's. The SAV and
mudflats are generally located in areas where shoaling has occurred in the old construction canal
over the past 27 years. The ALDOT is proposing to use special construction methodologies so as -
to minimize the impacts to these resources during comstruction; however, these specific
methodologies have not been detailed. Based on discussion with the FWS, large areas of the
construction canal have filled in since the earlier project was-completed and substantial areas of
mmarsh have covered what was formerly an-excavated open water area. The NMFS questions how
the construction barges will be used in these areas, especially since no new dredging 1s proposed.
Werecommend that the ALDOT detail the specific construction methodologies that will be used 1o
avoid and minimize nnpact to estuarine emergent wetlands during lane construction alomg the

Bayway.

The NMFS also recommends that the ALDOT quantify potential impacts to forested, emergent,
SAV, and subtidal bottoms from the proposed project. In'the EFH Assessment and Biological
Assessment, acreage estimates are given for each habitat type within the project corridor, but no
specific information is provided regarding the impact to each habitat.

The NMFS also questions the mitigation discussed in the EFH Assessment. The ALDOT 1s
proposing to construct artificial rsefs as mitigation for shading impacts to SAV. The NMFS



recommends that a mitigation plan be developed that provides in-kind mitigation for impacts to the
various wetland types within the project corridor. Furthermore, mitigation should be done near the

Impact site,

Based on information provided in the EFH Assessment, the NMFS believes that the constzruction: of
the additional travel lanes along the Bayway will have adverse impacts on SAV and esmarine
emergent wetlands. SAV and estuarine emergent wetlands are highly productive areas thar provide
babitat and nursery grounds for a diversity of species that are economically and ecologically
smportant. They include spotted seatrout (Sciaenops ocellata), mullet (Mugil cephalus), red drum
{Sciaenops ocellatus), flounder (Paralichthys lethostigma), gulf menhaden (Brevoortia paironus),
znd blue crab (Callinectes sapidus). Brown shrimp (Farfantepenaeus aztecus) are especially
concentrated in SAV areas containing widgeon grass (Ruppia maritima) and Vallisneria sp.’ In
addition to'their habitat value, SAV and emergent wetlands produce and export defritus (decaving
organic material) which is an important element of the marine and estuarine food webs. Through
various biochemical-and physical processes, SAV and emergent wetlands also help maintain water
quality by removing excess nutrients and pollutants from the water column. Eliminating portions
of the SAV and emergent wetland community would reduce overall fisheries productivity in the

Mobile Bay.

In consideration of the wetland impacts associated with the construction of the additionsl lanes along
the Bayway and to ensure the conservation of EFH and associated fishery resources, , final action on
the proposed project should require the followmcr

EFH Cohservation Recommendatiors

1. The amount of proposed impact to each habitat type in the project comridor be identified
imcluding forested wetiands, emergent wetlands, SAV, and subtidal bottom. .

A detailed description of the special construction methodologies to be used for minimizing
wetland impacts during construction be provided for our review. '

!-J

A detailed description be provided regarding what steps have been taken to avoid and minimize
wetland impacts from the proposed construction of the addirional lanes along the Bayway.

[

A

A mutigation plan be mcguded that prov1des in-kind mitigation for each habitat type that will be
1mpacted.

Please be advised that Section 305(b)(4)(B) of the Magnuson-Stevcns Fishery Conservation and
Management Act and NMFS's implementing regnlation at 50 CFR Section 600.920() require your
office to provide a written response to this letter within 30 days of its receipt. Your response must
include a description of measures propesed by your agency toavoid, mitigate, or offset the adverse
impacts of the activity. If your response is inconsisient with our EFH Conservation

“Loasch, H. 1965. Distribution and gro.wf:h of penaeid shrimp in Mobile Bay, Alabama.
Publ. Inst. Mar. Sci. Univ. Tex. 10:41-38.



Recommendations, you must provide a substantive discussion justifying the reasons for not
implementing those recommendations. Ifit is not possible to provide 2 substantve response within
30 days, the ALDOT and/or FHW A should provide an interim respornse to the NMFS, to be followed -
by the detailed response at least 10 days prior to final approval of the action.

We apprcciate tb_e opportunity to provide you with comments. Please direct related ccﬁ:ments,
- questions, or correspondence to Jennifer Robinson of our Panama City Office at 850/234-5061.

Assistant Regional Administrator
Habitat Conservation Divisicn

ce:
F/SER4

cc: (email)

ADEM, Mobile

AT DCNR, Gulf Shores
EPA, Atlanta

FWS, Daphne

FHWA, Montgomery



% | UNITED STATES DERARTMENT DF COMMERCE
. % ﬁ Alational Oceanic and Atmospherie Administration
A | NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SEAVICE

Southeast Regional Office
9721 Executive Center Drive North
St. Petersburg, Flonda 33702

May 9, 2002

Mr. Brett Gaar _
Assistant Vice President
Volkert & Associates, Inc.
-P.O. Box 7434

Mobile, Alabama 36670-0434

Dear Mr. Gaat:

Subject: ALDOT State Number: DPI-0030(005)
Mobile River Bridge/I-10 Bayway Widening
Volkert Project Number: 911600.12
Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed your letter dated- April 15, 2002,
requesting our concurrence with the Alabarna Department of Transportation’s (ALDOT) agreement
to coordinate with Dauphin Tsland Sea Lab in selecling acceptable sites for mitigation of impacts to
submerged aquatic vegetation (SA'V) in Mobile Bay from the above referenced project. The ALDOT
has submittcd an Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Assessment dated November 2001 and the project
corridor contains approximately 17.11 acres of SAV, 6.33 acres of subtidal mudflats, and 36 acres
of open watcr habitar.

The NMFS, by letter dated January 9, 2002, provided EFH Conservation Recommendations (CR)
to the project. Included as one of the EFH CRs was that a mitigation plan be included that provides
in-kind mitigation for each habitat type that will be impacted. In this regard, a mitigation plan
should provide significant details to demonstrate that the effort will be successful. Specifically,
information should be included addressing the site selection process, the hand!ling and treatment of
plants to be transplanted/planted, establishing replaccment ratios and success criteria, monitoring, -
remedial aclioms and a coutingency plan if the mitigation is not successful. For information specific
to mitigation for SAV impacts, we refer you to Guidelines for the Conservation and Restoration of
Seagrasses in the United States and Adjocent Waters by Mark Fonseca, Jud Kenworthy, and Gordon
Thayer, November 1998. This document can be viewed at www.cop.noaa.gov under the Decision
Analysis Scrics. '

We understand that the Dauphin Island Sea [,ab does have some experience in transplanting SAVs
in Mobile Bay and, therefore, have no ohjections to the ALDOT agreeing to coordinate with them
in devcloping a mitigation plan. We appreciate the opportunity to provide you with comments and

7



are available to review the components of the mitigation plan as they are developed. Please direct

Telated comments, questions, or correspondence to Mark Thompson of our Panama City Office at

850/234-5061.
Sincérely,
Ar;dr as Mager, {r.
Assistant Regional Admiinistrator
Habitat Conservation Division
ce:
F/SER4
cc: (email)
ADEM, Mobile
AL DCNR, Gulf Shores
EPA, Atlanta '
FWS, Daphne
FHWA, Montgomery

et

A ————,
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ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Design Bureau, Consultant Management Section
1408 Coliseum Boulevard, Montgomery, Alabama 36110
P. O. Box 303050, Montgomery, Alabama 36130-1050
Phone; 334-242-G178 FAX: 334-353-6513

Bob Riley B Joe Mcinnes
Govemor Transportation Director
December 21, 2010

Mr. Mark Thompson

Habitat Conservation Division
National Marine Fisheries Service
3500 Delwood Beach Road
Panama City, FI. 32408

RE:  Project No. DPI-0030(005)
I-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Widening EIS
Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama

Dear Mr. Thompson:

As you know, the Alabama Department of Transportation is preparing an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for construction of a new bridge over the Mobile River and widening of the ex1st1ng
Bayway, Extensive coordination with the National Marine Fisheries Service has taken place since the
project was initiated. Previous correspondence regarding potential impacts on Essential Fish Habltat
and submerged aquatlc vegetation is enclosed. :

The purpose of this letter is to update you on the status of the proposed project. A new Build
Alternative, Alternative B’, has been added as a reasonable alternative for evaluation in the EIS, and
the vertical clearance over the Mobile River Navigation Channel has been increased from 190 feet to-
215 feet. A map showing the four Build Alfernatives under consideration is enclosed for your

" information. Due to the time that has elapsed since our most recent coordination activity, we
respectfully request that you review previous correspondence and coordination on the subject project
and provide us with any pertinent updated information that should be included in the EIS.

Please let me know if you have any questions or require additional information.

Sincerely,

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

By, Al

Heather Dunn for:
Alfedo Acoff, Coordinator
Environmental Technical Section




Project No. DPI-0030(005)

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

2|Page

WFA/ AA/ hmd
attachments

c: Mr, Brian Ingram (w/o att.)
Mr. Vince Calametti (w/o att.)
Mrs. Lynne Urquhart (w/o aft.)
DB File (w/ ait.)
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ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

1409 Coliseum Boulevard, Montgomery, Alabama 36130-3050 o

G. M. Roberts
Transporiation Director.

Don Siegeiman
Governor

June 5, 2001

Mobile Diistrict Corps of Engineers
Attention: Regulatory Branch

P.O. Box 2258

109 St. Joseph Street

Mobile, AL. 36628-0001

" Re: Project DPI-C030 (5)
New I-10 Bridge and Bay-way Widening
Mobile County

Dear Sir:

The proposed project is to construct 2 new bridge over the Mobile River in the downtown Mobile area. The new
bridge is proposed to be constructed justsouth of the existing 1-10 runnels.and will serve as the new I-10 facility.
The structure is proposed to have a 190 feet vertical clearance that will handle existing river traffic to the Alabama
State Docks as well as the cruise ships that are being proposed by the City of Mobile. The new bridge is proposed to
be a six-lane facility and the bay-way from the Spanisk Fort Interchange to the new bridge will be widened to a six-
lane facility in order to better handle existing and future traffic in a safer and more efficient manner. Smali zamounts
of additional rights-of-way will be required to implement the project. :

We plan to process this project with an Environmental Assessment (EA). A copy of this document wili be forwarded
to you-upon approval by the Federal Highway Administration, the lead Federal Agency for this project. We are
requesting that your agency become a cooperating federal agency. Further, we are requesting that you provide any
input regarding the appropriate environmental documentation and the permitting process under your jurisdiction.
Thank you in advance for your commeats and we look forward to hearing from you at your earliest convenience.
Should you require any additional information or have any questions, you may contact this office or Mr. Joe P.
Bearrentine, {(334) 242-6149) the project manager for this project ‘ .

Sincerely,

Don T. Arkle, Chief
Design Bugeau,

oty i

Alfedo £coff, Coordinator
Envirdfmental Technical $&ction

JPR

Attachment

Cc: Mr. Robert King (FFITW A, Bridge Eng.)
Mr. Romnie Poireux (Div. Eng.) -
Mr. Fred Conway {Bridge Eng.)

Mr. William Adams (Location Eng.)
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

MOBILE DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.O. BOX 2288
MOBILE, ALABAMA 36628-0001

June 29, 2001

REPLY TO
© AYTENTION OF:
Regulatory Branch . e
Operations Division {;3¥“%¢?%
‘ Iz a:

Ms. Alfedo Acoff T 1§h )
Coordinator, Environmental o ﬁ& ‘
Technical Section o - @S%ﬁk%&
Alabama Department of Transportation -~ | vﬁ%«ﬁﬂ "
1409 Coliseum Boulevard - N o ﬁ@ ‘

Montgomery, Alabama 36130

Dear Ms. Acoff:

. This is in reply to your letter dated June 5, 2001,
regarding Alabama Department of Transportation (ALDOT), in
cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA),
Project Number DPI-0030(5) for comstruction of a new bridge
over the Mobile River, and widening the existing bridge over
Mobile Bay. In your letter, you requested that the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers be a cooperating agency in the preparation
of an Environmental Assessment for the project. You also
- requested  that we provide input regarding the. appropriate
environméntal documentation and the permitting process under
our jurisdiction.

We are pleased to accept the offer to be a cooperating
agency with FHWA as the lead agency. Until now, our
involvement in this project has been through informal -
discussions and meetings. The latest information we have
received through these sources has indicated that you would
£ill no "waters of the United States", and not requireée a
dredged work canal or other dredging in order to complete the
project. Because you have riot made a written indication
whether this plan would continue in effect, or if other plans
are currently being considered, we ere unable to advise on
environmantal documentation or the tvpe of permit evaluation
~hat would be ragquired. As soon as you can provide
preliminary plans showing the nature of proposed impacts to
nwaters of the United States", we will be able to provide
further advice.

We look forward to working with 22DOT and FHWA on this
roject. Our point.of contact will o= Mr. Chuck Sumner.
lease contact him directly at (251} 694-37392 should you have
any questions. '

b
P

xfﬁinggrely,
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

' MOBILE DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.0. BOX 2238

REPLY TU
ATTENTION O

‘Requlatory Branch
Operations Division

SUBJECT :
Bridge Crosgsing Mobile Bay
ALJ02-0Q113-Y

Volkert and Assocviates,
Attention: Mr. Brett Gaar
316 South McKenzie Street
Foley, Alabama 36535

Dear Mr. Gaarx:

Per your request, this
inspection on February 13,
Interstate 10 bridge lanes
Mobile. Specifically, the

February 28,

MOBILE, ALABAMA 36628-0001

2002

Jurisdictional Determination Along Interstate 10

- Jurisdictional Number

Ind.

office completed a field

2002, of the area beatwecen the two
crossing Mobile Bay from Daphne to
majority of the site is located in

Section 36, Township 4 South, Range 1 East, Baldwin County,
Alabama. -

The inspection disclosed that the bridge docs cross
navigable waters and some portions of the proposed bridge
expansion will be constructed over wetlands and submerged
aquatic vegetation. Work at this site is subject to our
Federal permitting authority pursuant to Section 10 of the
Rivers and Harbors Act of 18539 (33 USC 403) and Scction 404
of the Clean Watexr Act of 1977 (33 USC 1344}.

Section 10 prohibits the placing of any structure in oOr
over navigable waters of the United States and excavating
from or depositing matexial into such watexs, uniess the work
has been properly authorized by a Department of the Army
permit. This jurisdiction extends to the ordinary high water
mark, or foxr tidal areas the wmean high tide line. However,
gince the project involves a bridge, the United States Coast
Guard should be contacted for information regarding their
regulations and jurisdictien that pertain to bridges.

Section 404 prohibits filling activitics in waters of the
United States, including wetlands, unless the work has been -
authorized by a Department of the Army permit. In general,
permits which involve £illing of wetland areas for nonwater-
dependent activities under the present regulations are not
viewed favorably by other commenting agencies.

03/08/02 FRI 15:04 [TX/RX No 52971 [fjo02
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Slab-on-grade construction, some pile-supported
structures, grading, 1andc1car1ng with heavy equipment,- and
construction of a built- -up road are considered flllmng
activities and will recquirec a permit if located in wetlands.

'Activities that involve the removing of wvegetation azbove
the ground (mowing, rotary cutting, and chainsawing} whexre
the activity mneither substantially disturbs the rToot system
nor involves wmechanized pushing, dragging, or other similar
activities that redeposit excavated soil material do not

require 2 Section 404 permit.

The approximate boundaries of wetlands, including
submerged aquatic vegetation areas, located along the project
corridor are corrxect as denoted in your "Wetland
Determination and Submerged Aquatic Vegetation Survey"
correspondence., However, due to the drastic change in
vegetation reported between your 2000 and 2001 year survey,
an inspection of the project area should be conducted prior
to construction commencing.

Please be advised that this Jurlsdlctlonal determlnatlon
reflects current policy and regulation and is valid for a
period of 5 years from the date of this lettex. If after the
5-year periocd this jurisdictional determination has not been
specifically revalidated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
it shall automatically expire, Should you disagree with -
certain terms and/or conditions of this determination, the

~enclosed Notification of Applicant Options outlines the usteps

to take to file your objection.

Thank you for your cooperation with our pexmit program.
If you have any questions or require further information
concerning this matter, plcase contact Mr. Chip Dixon of the
Enforcement Section at (251} 654-3873.

Sincerely,

Enclosure

na/nR/02 FRT 15-ad4d I'TX/RX NO (52971
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;;: TLALFFERED ERMIT: Ymayaccaptorubjcctfotbppcxmlt

ACCEPT: Ifyau received a Standard Permit, you may sign the peruit docament: and retorn it to the districr engineer far final
autharization, If yon received 2 Letter of Permpissicn (LOP), yot may accept the LOP and your workt is authorized. Your

sfgnzm:mﬂzeSmndademmi:oracccpmnocnfd::LOPmmsmaxwumptﬂmp:mitiniumﬁmqr,a‘ndwaivca.llﬁgj.lu
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yovide new information,

= X 1 g within 60 days of the
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date of this notice, fieans that you accept the appraved JD in its eatirety, and waive all rights to appeal the aporaved D, _

«  APPEAL: Ifyou disagree with tho approved ID, youmay appeal the approved ID under the Corps of Exgineers Administative

Appeal Process by completing Section I of this Farm and sending the form to the division eaginesr. This form, st be recaived

bydmdivisionmginetrwidﬁnGOda.ysofmedzmofdt'mmﬁc&
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ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOF!TAT!ON

1409 Coliseum Eoutevard ‘Montgomery; Alabama 361 30-3050

Pawi Bowiin

Dort Siegeitar o ) o :
- Govemnor o _ April 24, 2002 o Transportation Director

Mr. William J. Schuller, P.E.
Program Manager -

U.S. Department of Transportanon
Federal Aviation Administration
120 North Hangar Drive, Suite B
Jackson, Mississippi 39208-2306

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

D¢ar Mr. Schuller:

Durmg Meragency coordination of the subject pmject with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
{(FWS),a questmn was taused concerning strobe lights that will be installed on the proposed

bridge.

The proposed crossing is a. mble—stayed bridge with 190 feet of vertu:al clearame over the
Mohile River navigation channel. The-bridge is located in downtown Mobile just south of the
existing Wallace Tunnels on I-1 0. There will be two mainspan pylons with a top elevation of
490 feet above mean sea level.. It is our understanding that obstructien lights with strobe
capability will be requued at the tops-of these pylons.

A representative of FWS expressed concern about migratory fowl flying into cables and bridge
cohumns. He suggested installing strobe lights with a three-second duration on the bridge.

_ Are strobe lights with a three-second duration acceptat:)le to FAA? Iwould appreciate your
views on this matter and any other information you have related to this issue.

- Thank you for your cooperation on this matter,

Sincerely,

Al%g‘Acoff Coo

Location
FHWA
Volkert
File



(A

U.S. Department : - : o Airports D_is’trict_OffiEe
of Transportatiory o - , : 100 West Cross Street, Suite B
| Federal Aviation _ Jackson, M5 392082307
Administration (601) 664-9900-  Faix: {501) 664-9901
i . - eMail: T-ASO-JAN-ADO@faa. gov

April 30,2002 |

' Mr. Alfedo Acoff, Coordinator
Environmental Technical Section
Alabama Department of Transportation
4409 Coliseum Boulevard -
Montgomery, Alabama 36130-3050

'RE: Project DPI-0030(C05) N
1-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway VVidening
Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama

Dear Mr. Acoff.

Enclosed is an FAA Form 7460-1. Based on the height of 490 feet above mean sea level for
the two mainspan pylons of the subject project, it is necessary that the FAA Forin 7480-1 be
Fied with our office in Atlanta, Georgia. The office address fs on the form. Please be sure that
this form is submitted. _ S ' :

As to your question on the cycle time for strobe lights, the FAA Obstruction Marking and -
Lighting Advisory Circular (AC 70/7480-1K), indicates a range of 20 to B0 flashes per minute.

" This document is available on the intemet through fiovww.faa.gov/ats/atalaiindex. hitml
There will be a piace on this web page that provides an opportunity to download “AC 70/746Q- -
1K”, which is the advisory circular of interest. A definitive answer to your question on strobe
cycle times will need to come from Atlanta. | suggest that you include this question with your
submission of the FAA Form 7460-1. L -'

If you have any questions on this issue, please call or write me.

Sincerely,

William J. Schufler, P.E.
Program Manager

enclesure

cc  FHWA (Alzhama)



 ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION |

1408 Coliseum Boulevard, Mantgomery, Alabama 36130-3050 .

. ‘ - Paul Bowlin
| May -10, 2002 Transportation Director

Ms. Dale Arrington
Southern Region
Southern Regional Office ,
Air Traffic Division, ASO-520 . :
- 1701 Columbia Avetue ‘ VOLKERT.MOB IL E
College Park, GA 30337 .
MAY 15 2007

RE: Piro_}ect DPI—OOBO(OOS} :
" 1-10 Mobhile River Brdge and Bayway Widenmg
Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama

Dear Ms. Arrngton:

Please find enclosed cérrespondénce'tbai was sent to Mr. Schuller, Federal Aviation
Administration. Also, enclosed is his respornse to our inguiry and he suggested we contact your
" office to get an answer to our inquiry and fo submit Form 7460—1. : '

We wauld appreciste an answer to our original correspondence to Mr. Schuller, which is
enclosed and since, the project is not at the construction level, but at the preliminary stage we

arg not submitting Form 7460-1 at this time.
Sincerely, :
Alfé o !zoﬁ; Coord.'mz@

Envirommental Technical Section

Thank you for your cooperation on thls matter.

Enclosures

Imatmn
FHWA
Yolkert
File



ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Design Bureau, Consultant Management Section
1409 Coliseum Boulevard, Montgomery, Alabama 36110
P. 0. Box 303050, Montgomery, Alabama 36130-1050

- Phone: 334-242-6178 FAX: 334-353-6513

Bob Riley . Joe Mcinnes
Govemor Transportation Director

December 21, 2010

Mr. Rans Black

Manager, Southern Region
Federal Aviation Administration
Airport Districts Office

100 West Cross Street, Suite B
Jackson, Mississippi 39208-2307

RE: Project No. DPI-0030(005)
I-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Widening EIS
Mobile and Baldwin Counties

Dear Mr, Black:

The Alabama Department of Transportation (ALDOT), in conjunction with the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), is studying a proposal to construct a new bridge over the
Mobile River in Mobile County, Alabama, and widen the existing I-10 Bayway from four to
cight lanes. A Notice of Intent to prepare a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
was published in the Federal Register on October 20, 2003 (copy enclosed). Four Build
Alternatives and the No Build Alternative are being evaluated in the DEIS. The proposed
Build Alternatives (A, B, B’, and C) are shown on the enclosed figure. The proposed bridge
would be cable-stayed with a vertical clearance of 215 feet over the Mobile River Navigation
Channel. The bridge would be located in downtown Mobile, just south of the existing I-10
Wallace Tunnels. There would be two pylons with a maximum elevation of approximately
490 feet above mean sea level.

Coordination with your office regarding required strobe lighting has occurred throughout the
project development process. Copies of previous letters between your agency and the
ALDOT are enclosed for your reference. :

The Federal Aviation Administration has been identified as an agency that may have an
interest in the project because of its jurisdictional responsibilities and special expertise that
may be applied to this project. With this letter, we extend an invitation to the Federal
Aviation Administration to serve as a cooperating agency in the preparation of the DEIS, in
accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ)
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provision of the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA). Please respond in writing with your acceptance or denial of this invitation.



Project No. DPI-0030(005)

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

2}jPage

Thank you for your interest and cooperation. Please let me know if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

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

By: . W
- Heather Dunn for:
Alfedo Acoff, Coordinator

Environmental Technical Section

WFA/ AA/ hmd

attachments |

c: Mr. Brian Ingram (w/o att.)
Mr. Vince Calametti (w/o ait.)

Mrs, Lynne Urquhart, FHWA (w/o att.)
DB File (w/ att.) »
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Airports District Office
U.S. Department 100 Vest Cross Straet, Suite B
of Transportation Jackson, Mississippi 38208-2307

Federal Aviation
Administration

' | D
January 4, 2011 | | - SCANNED. _

Mr, William F. Adams, P.E.

State Design Engineer

Alabama Department of Transportation 3
P.O. Box 303050 i)
Montgomery, AL 36130-1050 ' :

- - 3 n'-n‘“."-
. RSN

Subject: Project No. CP1 0030(003) e
I-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Widening EIS

Dear Mr, Adams:

We have received your letter of December 21, 2010, inviting the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) to serve as a cooperating agency in the preparation of the DEIS for the
subject project. FAA’s interest in the project is the safe and efficient use of airspace. FAA’s
evaluation of airspace takes place by your filing of FAA Form 7460-1. FAA’s involvement in
this project is limited to evaluation of airspace and any recommendations that may result from
that airspace analysis. Dueto FAA’s limited interest in the subject project, FAA declines the
invitation to serve as a cooperating agency in the preparation of the DEIS, '

.Your agency must file form 7460-1 for airspace evaluation of the proposed structures at your
earliest opportunity. This should be well ahead of final design so that any recommendations
may be taken into account. Pleasc filc a separate Form 7460-1 for each major vertical
structure. You may file the form(s) 7460-1 clectronically at:

https://ocaaa.faa. gov/ocaaa/external/portal jsp

If you have questions, please contact Will Schuller 601-664-9883 or email him at
will.schuller@faa. gov.

Sincerely, S
MM

Rans D. Black

Manager

cc:

Mrs. Lynne Urquhart, FHWA
Aecronautics Bureau, ALDOT




ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

1409 Coliseum Boulevard, Montgomery, Alabama 36130-3050

Don Siegelman G. M. Roberts
Governor ! o : Transportation Director

June 6, 2001

Bridge Administration

Eighth Coast Guard District
Hale Boggs Federal Building
500 Camp Street

New Orleans, LA. 70130

Re: Project DPI-0030 {5)
New I-10 Bridge and Bay-way Widening
Mobile County ' ‘

Dear Sir:

The proposed project is to construct a new bridge over the Mobile River in the downtown Mobile arex. The new
bridge is proposad to be constructed just south of the existing I-10 tunnels and will serve as the new I-10 facility.
The structure is proposed to have a 190 feet vertical clearance that will handle existing river traffic to the Alabama
State Docks as well as the cruise ships that are being proposed by the City of Mobile. The new bridge is proposed to
be a six-lane facility and the bay-wzy from the Spanish Fort Interchange to the new bridge will be widened to a six-
lane facility in order to better handle existing and fiture traffic in a safer and more efficient manner. Smali amounts
of additional rights-of-way will be required to implement the project. :

: - ’ e
We plan to process this project with an Environmental Assessment (EA). A copy of this document will be forwarded ~
. to you upon approval by the Federal Highway Administration, the lead Federal Agency for this project.

In'accordance with the USCG/FHW A Memorandum of Understanding on implementing NEPA, FHWA Notice,
N 6640.22, dated July 17, 1981 we are requesting that your agency become a cooperating federal agency. Further,
we are requesting that you provide any input regarding the appropriate environmental documentation and the

- necessary clearances for the environmental documentation.
‘Fhank you in advance for your comments and we look forward to bearing from you at your earliest convenience.

Sincerely,

Don T. Arkle, Chief

Desiganau ‘ M

By: { ,ﬁ,;/gé; é’i 4 :

Alfedo AGSF, Coordinator  /7/'/ @
Envirgrfmental Technical Sectigh / :

IPB
Artachment”™
Cc: Mr. Robert King (FHW A, Bridge Eng.)

Mr. Ronnie Poiroux (Div. Eng.}

Mr. Fred Conway (Bridge Eng.)

Mr. William Adams (Location Eng




Commander : 501 Magazine Street
Eighth Coast Guard District - New Orleans, LA 70130-3395
Hale Boggs Federal Building Staff Symbol: abc
. . Phone: 504-589-2565
FAX: 504-569-3063

U.S. Department J
of Transportation /8

United States
Coast Guard

Mr. Alfedo Acoff

Chief, Design Bureau

Alabama Department of Transportation

- 1409 Coliseum Road _
Montgomery Alabama 36130-3050

. Dear Mr. Acofl:

This refers to your letter of June 6,2001, regarding the proposed project to construct a new
bridge over the Mobile River in the downtown Mobile area. Your letter requests that the Coast
Guard become a cooperating agency for the proposed project and to provide input regarding the
appropriate environmental documentation and the necessary clearances for the environmental
documentation. ' : ' ' '

" As the Federal Highway Administration is the lead federal agency for the purposes of NEPA, the
Coast Guard will act as a cooperating agency. We concur with your decision to process the
project with an Environmental Assessment.

Guide Clearances are defined as the navigational clearances established by the Coast Guard for a
particular navigable water of the United States which will ordinarily receive favorable _
consideration under the bridge permitting process (33 CFR Chapter 1, Subchapter J - Bridges) as
providing for the reasonable needs of navigation. They are not intended to be regulatory in nature
or to form a legal basis for approving or denying a bridge permit application. Under the
circumstances of a particular case, greater or lesser clearances fora proposed bridge may be
required or approved as meeting the reasonable needs of navigation for that particular location.
For example, the particular character of the waterway and topography at the proposed location
may justify a departure from the clearances specified for the waterway in the list of Guide
Clearances. The Guide Clearances for the Mobile River at the proposed bridge site is a
horizontai clearance of 300 feet and a vertical clearance of 123 feet above ordinary high water.

During preliminary discussion regarding this proposed project, it was determined that these
clearances would not be adequate due to the increase in size and type of vessel traffic using the
waterway at this location. The clearances previously proposed were to provide for a vertical
clearance of greater than 200 feet. The information provided in your letter indicates the structure
will have a proposed vertical clearance of 190 feet. Please include an assessment of navigation
in vour FA regarding the discussions of vertical clearance and how you determined 190 feet to be
the recommended vertical clearance.



If we can be of any further assistance, please-contact our office at 504-589-2965.

Sincerely,

Copy: Mr. Joe D. Wilkerson, FHWA



ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

1409 Coliseum Boulevard, Montgomery, Alabama 36110

October 5, 2005

Joe Melnnes
Transportation Director

Bridge Administration Branch
Eighth Coast Guard District
Halg Boggs Federal Building
501" Magazine Street - Room 313
Néw Orleans, LA 70130-3396

‘Reference:  Project No. DPI-0030 (005)
1-10 Mobile River Bridge
Mobile and Baldwin Counfies

Dear Sirz

Our records indicate that the US Coast Guard agreed to become a cooperating agency
when the referenced project was being processed with an environmenial assessment. -~
Now that we are processing it with an environmental impact statement, we respectfilly
request that you become a cooperating agency in this process. We will assume your
cooperation in this unless we are notified by you to the conirary.

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 géneral 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, Angust 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 28 ...
A,B, and C in the EIS (map enclosed) and the no-build alternative will also be included.



Bridpe Administration Branch
October 5, 2005
Page?2

As a cooperating agency in this project, your agency is being notified in order to seek
your input into the further development of the environmental stadies of the project.

Sincerely:

Don Arkle, Chief
Design Bureau

1

By: Mfedo Acoff, Coordinator
Environmental Technical Section

/c: Federal Highway Administration
Volkert and Associates
Mr. R. F. Poircux
Mr. William Adams
file



December 13, 2005

Project DPI-0030{005)

110 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Widening EIS
Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama

Volkert Contract No. 911602.12

RESUME OF MEETING

DATE: December 13, 2006

LOCATION: Mobile, Alabama (Via Teleconference)
PURPOSE: Coordination Meeting Teleconference with the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG), a Cooperating Agency

NAME: REPRESENTING: . , TELEPHONE: E-MAIL:
Marcus Redford  U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) 504-589-2965 mredford@df. uscg.mit
John Shilt Alabama Department of Transportation 334-242-6132  shilli@dot state.al.us
(ALDOT) — Environmental Technical
Section '
Wade Henry ALDOT Location 3342426464 henywfdot.state.al us
Skeeter McClure  Volkert & Associates, Inc. (Volkert) 251-342-1070  smeciure@volkert com
Missi Shurner Voikeri 7 251-342-1070  mshumer@volkert.com
DISCUSSION:

The USCG responded to ALDOT’s letter dated October 5 2005, agreeing to continue to serve as a
Cooperating Agency on the |-10 Mobile River Bridge EIS. Mr. John Shill indicated that ALDOT had
received the lefter from the USCG.

Mr. McClure provided a brief background regarding the evolution of the 1-10 Mobile River Bridge Project.
An Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared for a Build Alternative and a No Build Alternative. The
EA was sighed by FHWA in June 2003, and a Public Hearing was conducted. Due to maritime economic
issues and historic issues, FHWA decided that it was necessary to prepare an Environmental Impact
Statement (EiS) that evaluated multiple Build Alternatives for the proposed project. A Notice of Intent was
published on October 23, 2003. Subsequent to the publication of the Notice of Intent, 14 potential
alternatives were identified by agencies and the pubfic through the scoping and public involvement
process. Volkert conducted an Alternatives Screening Evaluation on the 14 potential alternatives to

- determine which alternatives were reasonable and should be studied in detall in the EIS. Five alternatives
were presented to the public at Public involvernent Meetings held in June 2005. These five alternatives
included four alternatives in proximity fo downtown Mobile and one alternative using a northern route via
the Cochrane Bridge. Subsequent to the Public Invoivement Meetings, the South Alabama Regional
Planning Commission conducted traffic studies/modeling on these five alternatives to determine whether
they would reduce congestion in the I-10 Wallace Tunnels (which is the purpose and need for the project).




Traffic studies indicate that the northem route would not reduce congestion in the 1-10 Wallace Tunnels.
Therefore, the northemn route was eliminated from further consideration. Additionally, Alternatives 1 and 2
in proximity to downtown Mobile were combined to create one alternative {Alternative C). The three
remaining alternatives {Altemnatives A, B, and C) are currently being studied in the EIS.

Mr. McClure also provided a brief description of the proposed improvements. The bridge would be six
lanes with a four percent grade. Currently, the proposed vertical clearance is 190 feet. It was noted that
the vertical clearance will continue to be looked at as the study progresses. In addition, the 1-10 Bayway
will be widened from four lanes to eight lanes to the inside.

Martin Associates, a firm specializing in maritime economic studies, is a subconsultant to Volkert to
perform a maritime economic impact analysis associated with the proposed I-10 Mobile River Bridge.
Martin Associates will identify and address direct impacts to maritime industries in Mobile, as well as
indirect impacts such as bridge height restrictions. Martin Associates will ook at the impact of a bridge on
the ability of ships {and the size of ships) to use the tuming basin north of the I-10 Wallace Tunnels. The
firm’s study will also provide input regarding whether the vertical clearance of the proposed bridge should
be increased. Mr. Redford recalled previous discussions regarding heights of bridges in this area
associated with the replacement of the CSX Railroad Bridge. He stated that the process will determine the
necessary verlical clearance of the proposed bridge. :

Mr. Redford was interested in the locations of piers for the proposed bridge and the length of the proposed
spans. Mr. McClure stated that one of the primary concerns Is to ensure that the spans clear the
navigation channels. Mr. Redford noted that the USACE channel will dictate the size of the span required,
but that it is generally best to span as much as possible. He also stated that the Guide Clearances for this
area are currently outdated. '

Mr. Redford stated that he had heard people question whether building a structure over industrial facilities
was safe in terms of possible terrorist attacks. Mr. McClure noted that he had heard the same issue but
that he had not been able to find anything in writing regarding this concern. Mr. Redford stated that he had
not seen anything in writing either. Mr. Redford recommended that we coordinate with the USCG Sector
Mobile (Captain of the Port/Waterway Safety/Port State Security) to discuss potential concerns regarding
this issue. Mr. McClure recommended including the Mobile Harbormaster (Captain Dave Carey) in this
coordination effort as well. Mr. Redford agreed.

Mr. McClure thanked Mr. Redford and ALDOT for their participation and encouraged Mr. Redford to let ué
know if he needed any additional information on the I-10 Mobile River Bridge EIS Project.

U.5. Coast Guard Teleconference 2 12/13/05



OLKERT

& ASSOCIATES, INC.

; ‘ ) W.volkerthm
3809 Moffett Road (36618)
May 22, 2008 | PO, Box 743
. : " Mobile, Alabama 36670-0434
Mr. David Frank : - 2513421070
Bridge Administrator : lEax 551'[:42'7%2
Eighth Coast Guard Disirict - ertivolkert.com

500 Poydras Street

Room 1313

New Orleans, Louisiana 70130-3310

Subject: Contract ID No. #205
. Supplemental Agreement #3
Project Nos. DP1-0030{005)
1-10 Mobile River Bridge EIS
“Mobile and Baldwin Courties
Volkert Project No. 811602.12

Dear Mr. Frank:

As you are aware, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is currently being prepared for the proposed i-
10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Widening EIS. At this time, three build altemafives are under '
consideration, one of which was evaluated in the approved Envirormental Assessment (EA} for the subject
project prior to its elevation to an EIS. The U.S. Coast Guard served as a Cooperating Agency on the EA
for the proposed project and has agreed to confinue to serve as a Cooperating Agency on the EIS (see
enclosed letter dated October 5, 2005). Enclosed is a package of information regarding coordination with
the U.S. Coast Guard to date, as well as some additional information regarding potential clearances and
proposed pier and pylon locations for the proposed bridge.

We will continue fo coordinate with the U.S. Coast Guard regarding clearance requirements, proposed pier
and pylon locations, and other considerations related to the proposed -10 Mobile River Bridge as the
corridor study and EIS develops. We appreciate your interest in this project and look forward o receiving
any comments on the information provided. Should you have any questions or comments, please contact
Mr. Skeeter McClure or Mr. David Webber at (251) 342-1070. o ' :

Sincerely yours, _
- VOLKERT & ASSOGIATES, INC.

Jorf

Buddy Covington
Environmental Manager

Office Locations: . ’
Birmingham, Foley, Huntsville, Mobile, Alabamma e Gainesville, Orlando, Pensacola, Tampa, Forida * Atlarta, Georgia '» Collinsville, Hinois
_ Baton Rouge, Louisiana » Dibenville, Mississippi * Raleigh, North Carofina » Chattanooga, Tennessee o Alexandris, Virginia * Washington, D.C.



OLKERT

Mr. Bill Van Luchene, P.E., FHWA
Mr. Robert King, P.E., FHWA
Mr. Stan Biddick, P.E., ALDOT Location
- Mr. John Shill, ALDOT ETS
- Mr. David Webber, P.E., Volkert & Associates, inc.
Mr, Skeeter McClurs, P.E., D.WRE., Volkert & Associates, inc.
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR © ALABAMA IéEPARTMEN'I_‘ OF BCoNom
. . AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS

DON SIEGELMAN
NormAN B. DAvVIs, JR. -

(GOVERNOR
’ DrECTOR
VOLKERT-MOBILE
JAN 10 2002
_MF.N.D.McClure B |
Volkert & Associates : ¢ Ly
3809 Moffett Road L, PL,,,

Mobile, Alabama 36618
DCear Mr. McClure:

ADECA has completed its review of the proposed improvements to
‘Interstate 10 between Mobile and Baldwin counties and concurs with your -
proposal to limit construction to the interior side of each span. This approach will

not result in a conflict with section 6(f)(3) of the Land and Water Conservation
Fund Act of 1985, which restricts the use of Meaher State Park property to

outdoor recreation. \ ] - '

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

Sincerely, Q

Anne Payne ﬂ/\ﬂGJ/
e Assi'sﬁaht Director :
AP:JCS

Cc: Riley Boykin Smith -

401 ADAMS AVENUR * SUITE 580 * P.O. Hox 5600 » ManTaoummy. AT araMa 36103-5400 » /341 242.5100



HOUSE O
ALABAMA STATE HOUSE
MONTGOMERY, ALABAMA 36130

DISTRICT NC. 103 COMMITTEES:
MOBILE COUNTY CONSTITUTION AND ELECTIONS
GCAMPAIGN FINANCE SUBCOMIMTTEE,CHAIR
JOSEPH MITCHELL, Ph.D. EDUCATION POLICY
465 DEXTER AVENUE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

MOEILE, ALABAMA 36604 SUBGCMMITTEE, CHAIR

; . INTERNAL AFFAIRS
DHEQRSEE%E;WS FSFO!%OE s MOBILE COUNTY LEGISLATION
' o o NATIONAL/REGIONAL COMMITTEES
LEGISLATIVE OFFICE 234/242-7600 ' ,&?ﬁ:ﬁi;?g@?é%ﬁﬁ}ﬁi’;”E”Ts'
WEB PAGE: LABOR AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT,
HOUSE3@AL HOUSE.GOV : TRANSPORTATION AND CULTURAL AFFAIRS

SOUTHERN STATES ENERGY BOARD

August 24, 2010

Duncan Joseph McInnes, Director

Alabama Department of Transportation (ALDOT)
1409 Coliseum Boulevard

Montgomery, AL 36130-3050

RE: Project No. DPI-0030 (005)
1-10 Mobile River Crossing
Mobile and Baldwin Counties

Dear Sir:

We have reviewed those materials forwarded to our offices and community regarding the
proposals surrounding Project Number DPI-0030 (005), suggesting some bridge a span to
incorporate U.S. Interstate Highway 10 (I-10) and to connect Mobile and Baldwin
counties.

We are aware of a coalition established in Mobile that is designed, in part, to provide a
context for alternatrves to any construction that will impact negatively Alabama’s oldest
city. While we agree with the substance of alternative proposals, we oppose any 1new
bridge construction to link Mobile County with Baldwin County; particularly as such
construction will again destroy historic ethnic and cultural communities in the path of and
in proximity to the “footprint” of any such bridge construction. The construction of I-10
at its approach to the Wallace Tunnel effectively eviscerated a vibrant urban working-
class African-American community. The Cochran-Africatown Bridge effectively did this
same thing to a northern portion of the City of Mobile. The 1-165 Connector effectively
ended forever residential expansion, business development and recreational enterprise
development that had been denied African-American communities for nearly one
hundred years secondary to industrial and marine industrial uses of land.

We are diametrically opposed to any bridge or road construction that would jeopardize
the architectural and environmental continuity and integrity of any urban geographical
area in the City of Mobile. We have seen only plans that negatively impact on the status



of the entire culture of this Port City and her historic African-American communities,
Antebellum Diaspora and coastal panoramas. It is not lost on us that now-historic urban
African-American neighborhoods and communities were founded on the periphery of
bustling racially segregated urban centers or nestled as unobtrusively as possible to serve
an otherwise excluded slave and indentured and domestic servants class.

We do not offer alternatives to a new bridge between Baldwin County and Mobile
County. We do oppose any construction that will have as its direct or indirect result any
displacement of residences, businesses, recreational interests and historic public
educational facilities. Further, we oppase any road or bridge construction that would
have the affect of reducing the potential for recreational and family entertainment
development and business enterprise development. Such a construction would become a -
monolith that will inhibit the developing trends to gentrify parts of The City of Mobile
that have gone blighted in the last forty years. In addition, there would be the loss of
potential tax revenue secondary to the absence of taxable properties and taxable land and
improvement revenues. These losses would not be recovered in the lives of our of our

prodigy.
Summary

We diametrically oppose the building of Project No. DPI-0030 (005), I-10 Mobile River
Crossing, Mobile and Baldwin Counties for the several reasons stated above.




Mobile County Health Department

Major General William C. Gorgas Clinic

251N BAYOUSTREET' PO.BOX 2867  MOBILE, ALABANA3GES2-2067  (251)690-6158  FAX [251) 4327442

'BOARD OF HEALTH

Bernard H. Eichald I, M.D., DrPH. FAC.R ' Elizabeth Minto, M.D., Chairman Duncan Scott, MD.
Healih Officer ' Ronald D. Franks, M.D. Henry J. Kach, M.D.
-Edward R. Fiolte, M.D. George T, Koglianos, MD, FAC.0.G.

Conme Hudson, Presidenl, County Commission

August 16, 2012

M. John R. Cooper, Director

Alabama Department of Transportation
1409 Coliseum Boulevard
Montgomery, AL 36110

RE: Praject DPI-0030(005) — I-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Widening EIS
Dear Mr. Cooper:

As Health Officer of Mobile County; 1 have serious concems regardmg, noise, air qualny, road water discharge, and a
failure of the Alabama Department of Transportation (ALDOT) to include a safe pedes!r]anfbike path similar to that seen
on the I-95 Woodrow Wilson Bridge (Attachment 1). The proposed high level bridge will have a negative impact on the
peace and tranquility of Cooper Water Front Park, James Seals Park, national historic landmarks and the Church ‘Street
East National Historic District. The runoff from the roadway needs 1o be fillered before discharged into the bay. In order
to reduce bottom shadow and protect against storm surge, the Bayway should be elevated to the height of the new I-10
Lake Pontchartrain Louisiana crossing. Since Mobile is the second oldest city in America and the planned river crossing
is in downtown, could Parsons Corporation from Baltimore, MD, who helped désign the Woodrow Wilson. Bridge, be
consultants to ensure aesthetics are appropriate for the area? Will the Environment Impact Statement (EIS) study air
quality as it relates to urban spraw! with higher traffic counts per hour in this mixed use neighborhood? Why is a mass
transit (] 1ght rail corridor) not included in this project since forty (40} percent of the existing 1-10 tunnel traffic is local?
On high ozone days how will ALDOT limit vehicular traffic in order to protect the health of the public? If done properly

could this structure not only be functional but also a significant tourist attraction? Since there have been rccent changes in
the Ieadership of ALDOT wouid now be the time to reconsider a new tunnel? '

L

Bernard H. E:chold I, M.D., Dr.P. H.,FA.CP.
Health Officer

Si ergly,

BHE:vw
AL

¢c: Mr. William F, Adams, P.E. Design Bureau Chief
Ms: Heather Dunn, Assistant Environmental Coordmator/Noase & Air
M. Vinge ¢ Calametti, P.E. , Ninth Division Engineer

The Mobile County Health Department has earned
the Joint Commission’s Gold Seal of Approval.

wwn. MobileCountyHealth.org






o EEP MOBILE MOVING

> “heiter quicker, cheaper” solutian
fa Mobile’s fraffic cangestion

P 0. Box 8451 Mobils, AL 36569 251’-47’0—1755 Fax 251-473-1066 -~

May 9, 2007

Mr. Don Arkle

Alabama Department of Transportation
1409 Coliseum Boulevard

P.O. Box 303050

Montgomery, Alabama 36130-3050 -

Dear: Mr. Arlde:

* On behalf of Keep Mobile Moving, T thank you for taking the time to participate in the
meeting on May 7, 2007 with our consultant, Street Smarts, and representatives of your
organization, the City and County. 3 S
We all understand need to balance the importance of the Port of Mobile to the region’s and
the State’s prosperity and wellbeing and the need to bavea free flow of traffic and
commerce. I am often reminded of John Lehman’s recent statement to the Mobile Press-
Register, “Mobile hasthe potential to be the premier entrée port on the Gulf Coast.” He went
ot to commient that, “Mobile should not sacrifice a strategic asset (the Port) {0 solve a current
problem (traffic).” - . f |

As you are aware, Keep Mobile Moving is concerned that a bridge in any of the currently
proposed locations south of the Cochrane-Africatown Bridge would have the potential to
hamstring the fftire growth of our city and port, not to mention the harm it would causs 1o
the vibrant maritime industry that has Jong served as a mainstay to the State”s economy. The
pamm would be felt during the five-plus year constriction cycle, as well as affer the bridgeis
completed.

We were extremiely pleased in the approach offered at the meeting. Based on agreement
reached during, and in discussions after, the meeting, a meeting will be arranged soon among
Sireet Smarts, ALDOT and SARPC. That group will revisit assumptions and rerun the models
to defermine if changes fo the proposed alternatives are needed to have it meet the projected
traffic load in 2030. This will altow the Northem Route altemative to reenter “the mix” so .
consideration can be given to the cost and economic impacts of all the proposed ToRtes.

Ifyou have any questions, please contact Keép Mobile Moving at the address or phione shown
ahove, or the email addresses below. . o ‘

Bruce Croushore, Bender: 251-431 8020, brucec@bendership.com

ce: Governor Bob Riley _ 1078, & 106750
' Waiter Meigs, Atlantic Marine: 25 1-690-7061, walferm@atianticrmaring.com



ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
1409 Coliseum Boulevard
P.0O. Box 303050
- Monigomery, Alabama 36130-3050

Bob Alley _ Telephone: 334/242-68311 - Fax No.: 334/262-8041 Joa Melnnes
Govemor : _ _ _ _ : _ . Transpertation Director -

May 24, 2007

Mr. Jack Edwards

Keep Mobile Moving

P. O. Box 8451

Mobile, Alebama 36689

Dear Mr. Edwards

We have received and reviewed the February 14, 2007; report fitled
"Independent Analysis of 1-10 Bridge Project and. of Alternatives” which was -
prepared for Keep Mobile Moving by Street Smarts of Duluth, Georgia. We
appreciate your consultant's effort in data collection, analysis and evaluation of
alternatives. We also appreciate the opportunity afforded to members of our staff

~ to meet with representatlves of Keep Mobile Moving and Marsha Anderson

- Bomar of Street Smarts on May 7, 2007, to discuss the Street Smarts fi indirigs
and recommendations. Attached you will find our questions and comments
concerning this report. In addition to our comments, we have attached a letter
from Kevin Harrison, South Alabama Regional Plannmg Commission (SARPC)
Transportation Planning Department, concerning their review of the traffic
modeling and assumptlons :

As was stated at the meetmg, we welcome Ms. Bomar’s participation in the
a'!ternatives development process. Your position is clear that a northemn
alternative is desirable to lessen impacts to the port and maritime industries.
With Ms. Bomar's assistance, we will work with SARPC to determine if a northern
alignment alternative can solve congestion in the tunnel. After we complete th[s
process we will make ourselves available for a meeting to discuss our findings. '

We understand that maktng the rlght decision is important to the City of Mobile,
to the people who llve there and to the traveling public.

Smcerely,

et

D. W. Vaughn PE
Chief Enginegt/Deputy Director

DWV/DTA:sfw

copy: Mr. Don Arkle
Mr. Ronnie Poiroux
The Honorable Sam Jones
File



Comments cohceming Independent Analysis of 1-10 Bridge Project and of
. Alternatives prepared by Street Smarts for Keep Mobile Moving '

The fo[loWing comments and questions are offered to reach a beiter understanding of the
proposed improvements recommended in the above referenced report.

Traffic Vol_u-mes and Projections

1.

There are only two places, other than the Governménf Street/Bankhead Tunned, fo .

. cross the Mobile River: 1-10 and Cochran-Africatown Bridge. The ALDOT New [-10

Bridge traffic projections show an increase of 48,560 vehicles that cross the river in
2030. The Street Smarts Proposal shows an increase in river crossings of only
37,500. There are 11,000 less trips across the Mobile River under the Street Smarts
Proposal. It would appear that there are less trips due to the lesser capacity provided

~ in the Street Smarts proposal [i.e.; Alane tunnel and 4-Tane Cochran-Africatown

Bridge verses 4-lane tunnel, 4-Jane Cochran-Africatown Bridge and new 6-lane 1-10

- bridge]. What is the economic impacf associated with these fewer trips?

How much 1-65 traffic north of 1-165 is traversing 1-65 to I-10 and now going through

the [-10 funnel fo 1-10 east? The license plate study noted that 20% of the traffic on &

&5 north was headed for I-10 east (and vice versa) but do we know how much of that
traffic is currently already using the Cochran-Africatown Bridge and how much is going
through the tunnel? - ' -

Cépacity Analysis

1.

It is ALDOT's position and practice that decisions concerning capacity should be made
based on a detailed analysis as provided for in the Highway Capacity Manual (HMC).
This includes a detailed operations analysis using percent (%) of trucks, grades,
clearances and obstructions. This is a practice that has been endorsed by FHWA.

" The Florida Level Of Service Tables (hereinafter referred to as Florida LOS Tables)

provide general numbers that can be used for planning purposes but are not intfended
to be used in an alternatives analysis or for design. o :

It is noted that, using the Florida LOS values, the Street Smart solution suggests that
the existing congestion on -10 and on 165 and all future congestion caused by growth
aver the next 23 years can be handled by adding one lane in each direction on 1-65
between 1-10 and 1-165. This assertion should cause questions concerning the use of
the Florida LOS values considering the amount of congestion that afready exists.
The tunnel will operate at a LOS E and will be approaching capacity in 2030 based on
the Street Smart solution and using Florida LOS Tables. The actual operations may
be worse when analysed using HCM procedures. What can be done to alleviate
congestion'in the tunnel in 2030 if only the Street Smart solution is implemented? Wil
a bridge be necessary at that time? ‘ , , T

On page 20, the Street Smarts report discusses “Afternates A and B to connect to 10 -
far enough north of Virginia Street to allow weaving to and from the interchange.” This
weave has never been provided for in any preliminary layouts for Alternates A, B or C.
The eastbound on-ramp to 1-10 from Virginia Street and the westbound off-ramp to
Virginia Street from [-1G have always been o and from the 1-10 Bridge only and will
ot allow a movement to or from the 1-10 Wallace Tunnels. The maximum grade used
in planning for all three alternatives for the Bridge is 4%. All horizontal and vertical

1.



curvature for the three bridge alternatives have also been designed by Volkert using
70 mph freeway design criteria. : : '

General Comments

1.

it was noted that other cities, such as Atlanta, are diverting truck traffic away from the
downtown congested areas It was stated in the report that the diversion can add as much
as 35 miles to a trip. It is believed that the reference to 35 miles is the total length of the
trip but does not exclude the length that would otherwise have been traveled. Based on
some quick internet route planning programs, it would appear that traveling 1-285 _
compared fo [-75 through town would add about 8 miles to a 20 mile trip. Traveling 1-285 -

in fieu of 1-85 through town would add only 3 miles to a nearly 28 mile trip In Mobile, the

reroufing of I-10 around [-65/1-165 would add 8.5 miles to a 7.5 mile trip. The Mobile truck
diversion is more drastic as it more than doubles the length of the trip. Has Keep Mobile

. Moving considered the economic cost of diverting truck traffic an extra 8.5 miles?

On Page 14 it is noted that in the Alternatives Screening Evaluation (Volkert, 2005) that

" 11,000 fo 18,000 vehicles per day are diverted from the Wallace Tunnei fo the Cochran-

Africatown Bridge under the northem alignment scenarios, Street Smarts assert that
these volumes do not include the traffic that could be diverted from |-65. The fraffic

.projections in the Alteratives Screening Evaluation were produced by the regional traffic

model maintained by the South Alabama Regional Planning Commission (SARPC). -
SARPC should be consulied to d efermine if the volume diverted included traffic from 1-65.
On Page 17 the report notes that the establishment of the Choctaw Point container port
will increase truck movements within Mobile. If the 1110 bridge is not built, how will the
truck traffic from the Choctaw Point facility access I-10 east? ' I ,
The truck diversion argument made on Page 18 states that truckers are more concerned
with predictability than overall time. Adding 10-15 minutes of fravel time would be .
insignificant. This argurnent is only valid when comparing the truck diversion to the
existing congested tunnel. A comparison should be made between the new bridge and
the rerouting plan. The new bridge will provide predictabiliyand save 10-15 minutes over
the rerouting plan. ' - e - :

it is ALDOT’s belief that a detailed analysis using the HCM will show that an additional
1ane in each direction is needed on 1-65 under the New 1-10 Bridge Alternate and two
additional lanes are needed in each direction under the Street Smarts proposal. The
second additional lane will come at an extremely higher cost due to rebuilding
interchanges and additional rights of way required. Based on information from our
consultant: one additional [ane will cost $50 milion, and two additional lanes will cost
$244 miilion. ’ - , .

An additional suggestion in the Street Smarts report (page 28} is to reconstruct the 1-10
Wallace Tunnel approaches at a cost of $75M. This improvernent has been previously
studied, with plans prepared by ALDOT for improvementis which appear to be not as
extensive as visualized in the Street Smarts report. The ALDOT plan was estimated to

cost $80 M over 15 years ago. Current construction and ROV costs for improvements as
Visualized in the Street Smarts report would be much grealer. Maintenance of traffic,

staging of constrtiction, direct impacts on the Church Street East Historic District, and a
long tern major distuption of the |-10 Corridar traffic during construction will be major
impacts associated with this project.
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; - Sauth Alabama Regional Planning Commission

@ pC
i {. r’, ) Tin Russell Cheimman -« Semos b Janoe, Vice-Chaitinen

e Wiksm L. Lovets, Secrelmy  + Ler W whie, Troosyer ¢ Pussel J. Wimbety, Exacutive Sirestor

——

14r, Paul Griges, Assistant Vics Prestdent
Volkest & Associates

3800 MoDeit Road

Mobile, AT, 36618

Dear Mr. Gelzes:

ek yos fbr ziving me the opportenity to review tie Independent Apalysis of e 110 Bridge Project

el Altsrmitives developed by Creet Spnarts for Kesy Mobils Moving. 1 havs scvam] commezis
tegamding the conclusions of seidl analysis. Fiost letms sy shat the followisg vicws and opiriens &
of the Souh Alsbama Regionsl Plagming Commission’s Trausportation Plenming Tepariment, not of
the Mabilz Mestropolitan ¥lanning Organization’s mbers or mezmbess of the South Albems
Repiopal Plemning Comprission. ' : .

" We found st for the most part te dgra collecion fochnigoes 'n::f.lzzﬂd e sotmd, ead some of ta

serommendrions we support, particularly he Roglonal Tuolligent Teemsporation Systems. That being
said, other recorarmendations seernl to be ursuhstantiated. , :

The sy emphasized the siguificance of tho volume of traffic troveling soufh an 165 to Baldwin
Cornty vie I-10. Any tevele due cast of Mohile County headed south on 65 eoing to apywhers in
Baldwin Connty, most likely would travel on SR 225 or 1S 59 apd would not twavel throagh Mobile to

“get to Baldwin County. As rnatter = fact, they would be sigaed that way, There I3 10 {focnse plate sody - -

focations conducted o I-65 between 110 and L165. We are not disputing their data or their dea
collortion methods as we feel they wers conducted soundly; however, fhe volums sxticipried on 163
somhioad 1 Baldwin Cotuty is mirmscule at bes Appencix F of the siudy showing the resalis fom
the [icense pinte survey, saggests that Sit= 110 Site 4 had 2 caphme yohon of 3086 wohicled, with 285
velicles maiine the Site 1 o Site 4 movement] thet is 2.9% of the sample. Page 7 of the report
Idicates that it 15 =ATDOT s asserion that about 20% ofthe traffic that irevels 1-65 sonth {z bomnd. for
1.10 on the cast side of Mobile Bay,™ I do not disput= this percectags if de referencs poipt 15 oo 1635
ftwezn UF 90 and [-10- bt it should not be taken out of context. That 20% melades commuices with
destnations 10 US 90, Afpert Blvd, Teuphin 52 Spring FEIL Ave ad US u%. Tt iz projested that these
gommuters will coutimue o travel south on [65 to I-10 1o Baldwin County. Astording 1 the US
Censns i 2000, ovar 10,000 people lived in Haldwin Coupty and worked in Molile Commty, Tha i
ewver 20,000 ehicles a day and the average gnrmgl growth reta of ADT on the Bayway hetween, 2000

nd 2005 is hizher then anticipated at 2. 8%.

Ateg, while we conceds thet reropiing truck treffic with no Joca! origin or destinetion (through tracks}
aveer {he Cochran Brides wonld suprove trafsic copgestion copdiBons at the turmed, it would be at the
cost of the trucking fndusty. A 9.5 miruie {page 11, [10 east of Wallece tnemals to 110 west of”
Wellace Tuamsls) increase fn time, for 8000 tmicks (page 18) a day, @ §72.65 per tck howr
{according to 2 2005 stody by the Texay Tralfie Insttote) equates o an ammral cost o the economy of

$33.588,516 (for a soven day mverepe). Being s Mobile was one of the worst hottlenecks for e

1% Bzaumgerd Sk, Sute 207 = RO Box {BES ~ hoble A 96571 + Phoe {£a1) L3864 - Fax (251} 4436093 + hhp /e sDipoamd



ATTACHWENT D _ , Page 2

rnsiing iodusiry according 1o the 1-10 Feelght Cormidor Study, I see problems with re-routing throvgh
frocks to the ootk i )

The anelysis recommends widening 1.65 Between L-10 and I-165 ata cost of $50 million, “sowreed”
- &om Volkert's Altematives Screcning Evalvation. The cired 350 oillion excludes cost sstimates for
the requirad imterehange medifiestions, Bridges over roadways, risht of way acquisition, =nd relocation
of recuired mew fromzge soeds {additional costs, Bxhibit 7, Alemste 5, Volkert's Altemafives
Sereening Evalaation). That project wevnld be signiticantly Mgher than 350 mailion. Purthersore, this
sactien of 1-65 from 1-165 1o 1-10 is not in the curent MATS Long Range Trensporiafion Flan and
cammetly is not cligible Tor eny sort of fedaral fanding. Our visua fuspoction indicatss ot there is not
“erfictent rooyn™ for additional lanes ty inlersisty standards; and service roads aud ROW on at least
one ide of 1-63 Would nead 1o be foctuded in the cost estimate. $30 million s 4 low cost estimate o1
widening 165 and that project shoald not be tnchuded with the cost of the bridpaprojsct (page 32). :

The Stody states on pege 14, fourth paragraph st “The Volkert Eveluafion referemced transportation
modsling work perfortied by the SARPC and sysumed that abost 18,000 vahicles would divert 10 the
CochraAfdeztown Bddge if vo new bridge were tuilt on 1-107 Thiy stoterment Is omiiting critical .
tct. The model suzgesting the 18,000 vehicies asing the Cochmn Drirfdae ad drematis nproverneos
" Yeing tested to the porthern romte. So “yes®, if the Baywey was 8 [ancs, the Cochran Canseway and the
‘Cochyan Bridge had a divect comection to fhe Bayway, were widered zod 2t imterstate standerds, and
1-65 wes intreased to 10 lanes, the model showed only 18,000 t=ips oot of the profected 104,000 would
 tzka the northem route to gel to their destinetion throughout Mobils County, rarher than b sqoeesed
firongh a himnel with a capacity of 55,500, In other words, the time waiting ta go through the tuznel
WgremfurIS,Oﬂﬂvchid:smdﬁmﬁtﬁpstal five path to their destination. Our capecity
of fhe tmne] may differ becnse onr caparifies are calaated wsiag federul puidelines for LOS D at 55
mph fposted hrmel speed), pot 65 mph. : : ’

Also, afthongh we support tmy eIfort to inerause snfety in the Wailise Tennels,  needs to be known
{har the recometuction of the westerd 10 approsches © the Wallaze Tonnel sugesstad in the analysis,
emeroachies mio the Church Strect Bast Histaric Disfrict witich Is 2 petionally regictered histerie district
- {4F proteated). ’ e Ce :

We mpreciate the time and effort taken to privately amalyzs this set of altzmatives. Howeyes, we stilf
support am sliemate for a new Gcilily crossing the Mobile Rivez; addidons] eapacity is needed. The
gnalysis presented some good ideas, but generally when a route cheice is presented 1o 2 tveler, ime
=evings is preferential nd fime is relalive o distsnce (T=60D/5).

Zipcarely,

Revin Herrison
Dirseter, Transportaticn Plarning

o Mr. Remnie Poirowx, ALDOT
Mr, Skester McClure, Volkert and Assoc,
Mr. Buddy Covington, Voikert and Assoc.
Mr. Russell Wimberly, SARFPC



W KEEP MOBILE MOVING

a “befter, guicker, cheaper” salution
10 Mokile’s traffic congestion

P 0. Box 8451 Mobife, AL 36689 251-470-1755 Fax 251-473-1066

August 20, 2007

Mr. Don Vaughan
Chief Engincer/Deputy Direcior
Alabama Department of Transportation
- 1409 Coliseurn Boulevard

P.0. Box 303050 |
Montgomery, Alabama 36130-305

Dear Mr. Vaughan: 7

On behalf of Keep Mobile Moving (KMM), 1 again thank you and the Department for your
willingness to work with us to demonstrate that the alternative Mobile River crossing we
offered based on the work of Street Smarts is viable and should be included inthe -
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) analysis. Marsha Bomar of Street Smarts has met
with Mr. Harrison of SARPC and 1 believe some of your staff in an effort to resolve the
capacity differences. Those discussions are ongoing. o . '

- Following the May meeting in ALDOT’s Mobile offices, you wrote to me with a series of .
questions/concemns concerning the Street Smarts report. That letter also contained a letter
from Kevir Harrison, SARPC’s Director, [ranspostation Planning, to Volkert dated March
22, 2007. We asked Strect Smarts to respond to the issues raised in those letters. Their
response is contzined in the memo enclosed with this Jetter. We believe these answers
verify that the alternative solution proposed by Keep Mobile Moving will bandle the traffic

" requirements for the designated planning period, thus justifying inclusion in the EIS.

There are two items that I believe merit further comment. First, your letter recognized that

the cost to reconfigure the western end of the Wallace Tunnel is subject to debate. That is a
part of the reason that KMM decided, after careful consideration, not to include that projeet

in its package as a Core Project. And, as you know, we made the same decision concerning

the Western Loop. Whether that was a wise decision, especially in the light the recent

positive developments in South Alabama (TK plant, Choctaw Point container facility,
Alabama Motorsports Park) is, in my view, worth further discussion in the community and at -
ALDOT. ‘ :

Secondly, your letter and attachments asked several questions about the cost impact of the
Keep Mobile Moving’s proposal and how would the KMM proposal handle future traffic
flows. These questions are normally addressed as part of the EIS associated with a project.

Bruce Croushore, Bender: 251-431-8020, brucec@bendership.com
Walter Meigs, Atlantic Marine: 251-690-7061, walterm@atlanticmarine.com



M. Don Vaughan
August 20, 2007
Page 2

Tt does not, in my judgment, appear logical or equitable to ask us to evaluate those
potentially downside economic impacts when under the current constraints of the ALDOT
process, the economic impact of the proposed bridge(s) on the entire waterfront and
maritime industry 1 Mobile cannot be considered. This reemphasizes the concerns that I
and others expressed by letter to Mr. McInnis in November 2004, requesting that the ‘
northern route be included in the EIS. -

1 Jook forward to reaching resolution on the outstanding technical issues so the route KMM
has proposed will be included in the EI3 and we can jointly work toward a viable solution
that alleviates traffic congestion on the area highways and protects the economic viability
of Mobile. '

b is my understanding that the FIS process has been beld in abeyanéc unti} Street Smarts’
solution is filly analyzed and understood. Please confirm this fact.

“Yours truly,

' j@c&/&.&«&ﬁ?

Jack Edwards
Enclosed: StreetSmarts Memo dated 24 July, 2007

ce: Governor Bob Riley -
Mayor Samuel L. Jones
. Don Arkel
M. Ronnie Poiroux -
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MEMORANDUM

10:  Keep Mcbite Moving
FROM: John Karmowski, P.E., PTOE
Cc: ‘Marsha Anderson Bomar, Street Smaris

SUBJ ECT; Response to ALDOT Commenis on Street Smarts Study

DATE: 24 July 2007,

. Street Smaris received comments from the Alabama Depariment of Transportation
'regarding our siudy enfited “Independent Analysis of 110 Bridge Project and of
Alternafives”, February 14, 2007 {"the Street Smarls analysis™ or “the Street Smarts

study”). The comments included in a letter from ALDOT to Keep Mobile Moving dated
May 24, 2007, are summarized below in ifalics dlong with our responses in bold text.

TRAFFIC VO_LUMES AND PROJECTIONS ‘ .
1. Trafiic volumes shown In the Streef Smarts sfudy crossing Mobile River are 11.000
vehicles per day less than the ALDOT study. : '

The volumes shown in Figure & of the Sheet Smarls sfudy for the Cochran-Africatown
‘Bridge did not add back the existing fraffic volume on the C-A Biidge. The new velume
would be ‘about 50,000 vehicles per day (vpd) and wouid resultin @n LOS D under the
methodology used within Sreet Smaris’ analysis. - ' : '

2. How much 165 traffic north of f—f65 is traversing 165 to F10 and now going through
the 110 tunnel to the east? How much is currently usng the Cochran-Afficatown Bridge
versus the funnel2 o : -

From the license piate study, we determined that as much as 20% of the fraffic that is on
1-45, north of 1-145 can be seen on 1-10 east of the Mabile River. In general, about 5-8%
of the kaffic is using fhe tunnels and the ciher 12-15% is using the Cochron-Afdcatown
Bridge. This fluctuates throughout the day and, presumably, throughout the yedar -

CAPACITY ANALYSIS _ o )

1. ALDOT's position Is thaf the DOT uses the Highway Copacity Manual (HCM] to
conduct level of service analysis, including detailed operations analysis using percent of
trucks, grades, clearances, and obsiructions. The Forida DOT method is useful for
planning purposes but not for alternative analysis. [Related comment} 2. Concern over

CTREST= ereF : -
] % =Es = 3090 Premiare Parkway = Suite 200 + Duluth, GA 30097 « {770) 813-0862 » FAX (770) 813-0688
s 55_%% %Qﬁﬁg streelsutnar_ts@streegmggg,us * wwnw streetsmarts. us




Résporise to ALDCT's Comments
24 Juty 2007
Page 2 of 7

the results of the analysis using the Florida DOT methodotogy considering curent leveis
of congestions. -

The FDOT method provides a way fo estimate levals of service based on daily Traffic
volume for ali types of roadways with different characterisfics. For example, their
methodology accounts for highways with 2 traffic signals per mile in subyrban creg or
freeways with an inferchange every 2 miles.

For ihis project, the FDOT method is appiopriate because we compared facililes of
stmilar fypes fo each other. While faciors such as truck percentages, grades, and cther
105-reducing variables are Imporiani, every facifity has those issues and the FDOT
methodology assumes those less-than-ideal condilions. .

- The HCM methodology suggesied by ALDOT for compuiing levels of service on
freeways is based on NCHRP Report 387, This is the same source that SARPC uses fo
cajculate levels of service (source: Kevin "Hamison, SARPC). NCHRP 387 presenis .
methoeds for long-range transporiation planning and skeich planning for major
invesiment sfudies. (Source: NCHRP Report 387, 1997) ' ;

Shreet Smarts compared the FDOT methodoiogy fo the HCM methodology and presenis
this information below. If Street Smaris had vsed the HCM values insiead of the FDOT

values, the levels of service would have been befter, not worse, than these shown in the

Street Smarls study. it is imporiant 1o note that the HCM tables are for hourly traffic

volumes Instead of average daily traffic volume. Tables similar fo the ene used in Street

Smars study were developed for the various freeways sfudies. The table below was
used in the Skeel Smaris siudy. : -

- 22,000 52,000 67,200 76,500
34,800 56,500 81.700 { 105,800 ] 120,200
47500 F 77,0001 111 400 1 144,300 ] 163,200
50,200 67,500 | 141,200 { 182,60C 207,600

Basad on FDOT Tabie 4-1 Methodology: from Street Smarts stody-

The iables on the following page are the conversion of the peak one-hour thresholds in
Exhibit 23-2 of the HCM {200C ediiion) fo daily kaffic voiumes for {-65, {-10, and the
Cochran Freeway for thiee different K-factors (the percenicge of dailly hcffic that
occurs during the peak hour). The K-fdclors are from the ALDOT's Haific count website.
and are speciic to each of the three iqcilifies. We assumed a base free flow speed of
45 MPH and ihen made adjustmenis for the number of lanes and spacing of

Page 20f 7



Response fo ALDOT's Comments
T @ July 2007
Page3of7

interchanges. (It is acknowledged thal the posted speed -on some freeway sections
may be higher or iower than 65 MPH; for the purpose of comparing one method to
. another, we used a free-flow speed of 65 MPH for the whole freeway system.)

For example on 1-85, the per lane, per hour volume threshold for LOS D is 2090 vehicles
per hour at a free-flow speed of 65 MPH. If there are three lanes (in each direction), the
side friction from other traffic would tend to reduce the free-flow speed to 62 MPH. There
are about 1% interchanges per mile between [-10 and |-165 and at that spacing the
free-flow speed further reduces fo 56 MPH. At 55 MPH, the volume threshold for LOS D is
1910 vehicles per hour, per lane. If you muttiply 1910 vehicles by six (6) lanes and divide
by the K-factor of 10% (i.e., 10%_of the haffic occurs during the peak hour'on I-65
according to ALDOT's count database), you gel a capacity of 114,600 vehicles per day.

165 [N ' Fresway Leve! of Senvice

38,600 57,200 76,400 90,
59,400 85800 | 114,600 | 135,000 %
- 82.800 | 119,600 157,200 | 182,000
(GI 65,000 | 108,000 156,000 | 202,000} 230,000
Assumption; K=10%, 1.75 interchanges / mi .
Source: HCM 2000, Exhibit 23-2 LOS Criteria for Basic Freeway Segments.

Fresway

81,818
- 104,182 | 122,727

_ 45,818 75273 | 108,727 | 142,908 165,455
BN 60,000 08,182 | 141,818} 183,636 209,091
Assumption: K=11%, 1.35 inferchanges fmi : ’
Saurce: HCM 2000, Extibit 23-2 LOS Criteria for Basic Freeway Segmenls

Cochran eeway Leval of Service
anes Diodpeals s i DR
: 22,000 | 38,000 52,000 57,333 | 76,667
3 34,250 56,250 81,000] 102,750 | 116,250
3 47333 . 78,000 112,000 139,333 | 156,867
() 59,167 07,500 | 140,000 | 174,167 195,833
Assurnption: K=12%, 1 interchange /2 mi

Source: HCM 2000, Extibit 23-2 LOS Criteria for Basic Freeway Segments

PogeSof?‘ -



Response to ALDOT's Comments
24 July 2007
Page 4 of 7

The proposed I-10 bridge will have a long, steep approach with @ significant number of

tucks but there does nof appear o be any inclusion of this consiraint in the ALDOT
capacity analysis. Likewise, the Wallace Tunne! has ifs own capacify-reducing Issues:
trucks, hotizontal and vertical curvaiure, and merging fraffic; this is why Street Smaris
fecommends re-configuration of the approaches fo Improve the overall LOS beyeond
what the planning-leve! resulis showed. When compaoring faciifies in an aiiernaiives
analysis, planning-fevel capacity analysis s appropiiate; It is an esfimate of fraffic
conditions. The regionat model also provides an esfimate of koffic. Since not every road
nor every condition is included in the model, these mefhods are used so that focilifies
can be judged against one ancther.

3. What can be done fo affeviafe congestion in the tunnel in 2030 i only the Sireet -
Smaris solufion is implemented? Will g bridge be necessary at that ime€ ‘

It is possible thai some other solutions will be needed in the fuiure, Traffic desirng fo
cross the Mobile River will continue o rise. The region needs te defermine what is in the
‘besi interest of the communily and seek io design a road network that fils those
interesis. This may include a re-route of 1-10, additional improvements fo the north of the
Cily, more funnels, an increase in waterborne froffic (shod sea freighi ond
' passenger/car ferry service), expansion of the rail systern, or other improvements not
yet identified in 2007. If conditions are found to exist where these other improvemenis
are needed, it would be expecied thalt ¢ detailed impact onalysis would be
underiaken ai that fime. Sireet Smaris’ study retained the same paramelers as used by
- ALDOT and its consuilants, ie, projected haffic counts through 2030, in an effort fo
encble an appies-fo-apples comparison.

4. Street Smarts discusses o weave between the proposed Virginia Street access and
the bridge. The prefiminary layouts do hot include access fo the funneks. The maximum
grade used in planning for all three scenarios is 4% and The design speed is 70 mph
freeway design. : :

The “weave” discussed in Sireet Smarls’ anaiysis is actuaily o merging of hatfic from
Virginia Sireet onto the bridge and not access to the tunnel. Fresumably, ihe faffic is
moving relaiively slowly or fram.a stop condilion di the Virginia Avenue on-ramp and
must merge on an uphill slope with freeway-speed frafiic. The problem idenfified is
principaily for frucks that will not be able fo reach freeway speads on their way up the
bridge. We estimate that the majority of irucks will reach about 35 mph on the upsiope.
Given the volume of frucks on this cormidor, this will result in a de factor fruck lane and
greatly reduce the capacity of the bridge. ' '

Page 4of 7



Response to ALDOT's Commenis
24 July 20Q7
Page 50of7

GENERAL COMMENTS _ :
1. Has Keep Mobile moving considered the economic impact of diverting fruck fraffic

an extra 8.5 milese

According fo the trucking indusiry, they are mare interested in travel fime reliability.
Traveling incrementally longer routes is acceptable if the route funclions reasonably.
The drivers need the route published as the specified route so they can be paid for the
mileage. If that is done, the exha distance Is acceptable. The diversion suggesied is not
axireme for frucks serving non-local Hips. From the example in the Sireet Smarts study
for 1-285 in Aflanie, a truck traveling on 1-20 wesi from fhe east side of Allaniaq, would
divert an exira 11 miles i if took the souih lcop (ihe least congested and quickest route)
around the city instead of traveling through ihe heart of the city. The following graphic
ilusirafes this path. : . : - )

' 2. SARPC model should be consu.'fed to determine I the volume diverfed fo the
Cochran-Africatown bridge under the northem ro ute alternatives included iraffic from -

Pags 5of 7



Response to ALDOT's Comment
24 July 2007 S
" Page 6 o7 .

SARPC provided “Select Link Analysis” figures fhc’f graphicaily show how haffic fraverses
within the crea under various build scenarios. it depicts e cmdun_t of traffic that is
assigned fo a given path and the resulfs are siii being studied.

3. If the I-10 bridge is not built, haw will the fruck iraffic from the Choctaw Paint facility
gcceess 10 east?

There is no spacific consideration given for Choctow Point in efther the Volket study or
the Sireet Smarts study. Since the Volker! study did not address the Chociaw Point, 1t
was not included in the Shreet Smaris study. The study recemmendation is for all rucks
without an origin or destinalion downtown io be re-routed around the downiown core.

4. The fruck diversion argument in the Street Smarts study is only valid when comparing
to the current congested tunnel. A comparison should be made between ihe new’
bridge and the reroufing plan. The new bridge will provide predictability and save 10-15
minutes over the rerouting plan. ) . _ o -

While it is frue thai the new bridge will create more capacity and a straighter/shorier
path through the City, the northern roule plan recommendation was made fo idemiify a
reasonable alférngtive for further consideration.” ]

5. ALDOT believes that an additional fane on -65 in each direction s needed under the
‘New [-10 Bridge Alfernative and two lanes are needed in each direction under the
* street Smarfs proposal. The difference in costis $194M. - ' :

The Street Smaris study concluded that eight lanes are suificient in 2030 on 1-&35. In the
" SARPC response fo the Street Smaris alfernciives, the highest volume on 1-45 in 2030 was
104,000 vehicles per day with the Cochran Causeway opfion (Alfemafe 3 in the SARPC
study). This volume of traffic should be well within acceplatle ranges for an eight lane

faciity. (See the 1-45 table an page 3 of the memorandum - eight lanes af LOS D
capacity Is 157,200 vehfday.) . - ' ' _

6. The cost shown in the Street Smarts analysis to rebuid the I-10 Walace Tunnel
approach is $75M. C uTent costs and ROW costs for the proposed changes would be
much greater. The project wo uld also have long term, major disrupfion to 10 fraffic.

The alternative in Sireet Smarls’ sfudy is just one option. Cther solulions which address
the problem may be more feasible o build and wiih less impact. Cne such sojution
may be fe¢ only improve the eastbound entrance and leave the wes_iboimd departure
essenticlly aos it is today. Anciher option is to reduce the number of bridges and roads
on the west side of the tunnel and re-route downtown Iraffic to the Henry Acaron Loop.

Page 6 of 7



This option should be more fully explored iﬁ m

'Response to ALDOT's Comménts
24 uly 2607
Page 7 of 7

uch the way the 1-10 Bridge project is
being study — through the E.LS. process. ]

£\ 50071 549-02\, ... \Responise jo ALDOT regarding Sireet Smarts study.doc
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g KEEP MOBILE MOVING

B2 4 “hetier, quicker, chieaper” solution
ta Mabila’s Eraffic congestion

P 0. Box 8451 Mobile, AL 36689 251-470-1765 Fax 251-473-1066

September 28, 2007

Mr. Don Vaughan

'Chief Engineer/Deputy Director
Alabama Department of Transportation
1409 Coliseum Boulevard '
P.O. Box 303050

Montgomery, Alabama 36130-3650

Dear Mr. Vaughan: : o _
‘On behalf of Keep Mobile Moving, I want to update you on where we are in working with

SARPC to demonstrate that the alternative Mobile River crossing (the Northern Route)
we offered based on the work of Street Smarts is viable and should be included in the
Erivironmental Impact Staternent anatysis. As [ reported in my August 20" Jetter to you,
Marsha Bomar of Street Smarts has met with Mr. Kevin Harrison of SARPC face-to-face
and by phone several fimes since the May meeting at ALDOT’s office in Mobile.

The core issues discussed and evaluated in those meetings were; can enough traffic be
diverted to the Northern Route? and what is the carrying capacity of the Wallace Tunnels
while maintaining an acceptable Level of Service (LOS)? Bascd on the discussions

 during the latest meeting with SARPC, held in Mobile on August 28% it isnow clear that
 enough traffic can be diverted to the Northern Route so that the residual traffic can move

through the Wallace Tunnels at an acceptable LOS.

“The latest meeting was afiended by Russ Wimberly and Kevin Harrison (SARPC), David
Webber (Volkert), Marsha Bomar and John Karnowski (Street Smarts) and several -
representatives of KMM. We have attached Mr. Karnowski’s synopsis of the meefing.

‘Everyone involved in this review acknowledges the particular weaknesses of the model
being used by SARPC, especially its characteristic of only diverting traffic to alternative
routes when the calculated wait time exceeds the projected travel time for an altemative
route. Essentially, a congestion problem must develop before traffic will reroute. KMAM's
position, especially as related to trucks, is that traffic can and must be proactively
diverted to prevent congestion. Even with these model anomalies, Mr. Harrison made
oreat efforts to manually load traffic and was able to demonstrate that by properly loading
the Northern Route, traffic volume through the Tunnels would reduce to an acceptable
LOS. ' -
.~ Bruce Croushore, Bender: 251-431-8020, brucec@bendarship.com
Walter Meigs, Atfantic Marine: 251-630-7061, walterm@atlaniicmarine.com
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Mr. Don Vanghan
September 28, 2007
Page 2

Thus, the Northern Route must now be considered a “Reasonable Alternative,” since it is
practical from a technical and econormic standpoint, makes cOmMMOD 5ENSe, and satisfies
the Purpose and Need as originally developed for the project. ’ :

With this accomplished, we look forward to working further with the Department
evaluating the actual roadway expansions, diversions and changes necessary to achicve
the projected traffic flows. We are also available to you to assist in gathering the
information needed and called for by the National Environmental Policy Act for inclusion
in an Environmental Impact Statement to evaluate the Northern Route, the three current
alternatives, and the “No-Build” alternative. ' : .

‘Before closing, we should remind ourselves that the Need and Purpose for this project

were determined about a decade ago and all of us at KMM are concemed that proceeding

" with a billion-dollar bridge project without an up-to-date assessment of theregion’s

traffic projections and future highway needs, especially in light of a decade of eConontic
development, would do a disservice to Mobile, the Gulf Coast and the Nation's inferstate
sysiem. S -

" Thank you for you imferest and cooperation. KMM looks forWaIdi:o meeting with youand

others on October 15, 2007.
Yours truly, '

ack Edwards

Fnclosed: StreetSmarts Memo dated 30 August, 2007

ec:  Govemor Bob Riley
Mayor Samuel L. Jones
Mr. Joe Mclnnis
Mr. Don Asket”
Mr. Ronnig Poireux
.M. Russ Wimberly



MEMORANDUM

T0: Keep Mobile Moving
fROM: - John Karnowski, P.E., PTOE
Ce:’ ~ Marsha Anderson Bomar, Streef Smarts

SUBJECT: Synops‘ts of SARPC Meeﬁng on 28 August 2007
DATE: 30 August 2007
" In attendance df the meeting were Russ. Wimberly, Kevin Heurison, David

Webbar, Tom Bender, Ron McAlear, Bill Fister, Paul Jones, Sfeve Permy. Marsha
Anderson Bemar, and John Kamowski . .

'At our meeting at SARPC on 28 August 2007, Street smarts discussed our irafiic
projections and capacity analysis with Russ Wimberly and Kevin Harison of .
SARPC and David Webber of Volkert & Associates. The discussions centered
around the 2030 projected volume in the Wallace Tunnels under the Nerthern
Route alternafives scenario {ie. improved  funnel approaches, Cochran-
Afficatown fresway, fruck refoute poficy, and enhanced 18], as well as the

operational capacity of the Tunnels.

In the recent traffic projections performed by Kevin Harrison, the fraffic volumé in
the tunnels would be approximately 74,000 vehicles per day in 2030 under the
Northern Route scenario- Street Smarts predicted 72.900 in our Independent
Analysis of +10 Bridge Project and of Alternatives, 14 February 2007. However, In
Kevin's model scenario, the Cochran-Afiicatown freeway is assumed to be six
lanes wide and 65 would be 10 lanes wide. Street Smarts assumed a four-dane
Cochran-Afficatown Freeway and only eight lanes on I-45.1 The rational for the
assignment of traffic through the tinnels is sufﬁciehﬁy similar and the numbers are
comparable. It was our understanding that Kevin agreed that the 2030 fraific
projections are in the range of 70,000-75,000 veticles per day in the Tunnels.

Wwith regard to the capacity of the tunnels, there was much discussion about

- what values should be used. ALDOT defines the planning methodology o be
used to determine which road segments are candidate for improvement. The
assumptions used in the capacity determination are crifical to the result and can
make a significant difference in the analysis. if is important 1o note that capacity
analysis is based on the peak 15 minuies of the day and adjusted ic a peakone- -
hour of @ day. Then to arrive at a daily traffic volume, one must know what

1 We do not believe ihe ditference in roadway width assumptions materialy impact the
volume projections. :

o e S A E o] ' . -
STREETY == 3060 Premiere Parkway « Sule 200 + Duluth, GA 30087 + {770) 813-0882 « FAX (770) £13-0638
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Synopsis of SARPC Mig on 28 August 2007
30 August 2007 : .
Page 2 of 2

percentage of the daiy volume is from the peak hour volume and adjust the
one-hour volume to a 24-hour volume.

SARPC's MATS model documentation assumed a Hare freeway has an LOS D ai
55,600 vpd. They assumed that the peak hour fraffic s 10% of the daily traffic
volurne {K-factor} and trucks are about 15% of the fotal fraffic volume. Source:
MATS 2030 Transportation Plan, 23 Feb 2005, pg 3-1. '

street Smarls reviewed couni data on ALDOT's count website for -10 west of the
tunnels as well as ALDOT daly count data iaken in the Tunnels, recorded at the
Tunnel moaintenance facility in Mobile. The data indicate a very different
perceniage of peak hour fraffic. Instecd of 10% used in the SARPC model, the
value is about 8% on typical days fl.e., days where the volume Is the same as the
average volume}. This means that the traffic volume is spread out more evenly
throughout the day and the daily traffic volume can be much higher ana sfill
meet the capacity constraint. if one used the same methcdology .as SARPC buf
“used 8% rather than 10%, the LOS D threshold would be 69,500 instead_of 55,4600:

[Calc: 55,600%0.70+ O._OS]

The SARPC methodology s good for comparng faciities across an entre
network of roads and is not interided 1o examnine any one road segment in
detail) We used the Highway Capacity Manudl {HCM} Chapier 23 {Basic
Freeway Segmenis} and calculated the current capacity of the tunnet with-all
available roadway and traffic charactenistics. Using that methodology and the
comect K-factor of 8%, the LOS D threshold is 58,700 vpd.

Using the same HCM methodology. we considered the improved conditions.
instead of 15% frucks, we assumed 5% frucks. We ako assumed improved

approach geometrics and no Water Street interchange adjacent fo the Tunnels.

The resuits were that the LOS D threshoid is 74,000 vpd.

We belisve that it is prudent {o use the HCM methodology for the Tunnels before
the Northem Route opftion is dismissed. it is more indicative of recl-worid
conditions. The implication for this project is that the projected volums and LOS
D volurne {for the improved conditions) are approximately the same. This is
actually an improvement over the cument level of service, whichisan k.

" One topic that was not discussed at the meeting on 28 August was SARPC’s
asserfion ihat 65 should be 10 lanes wide and the Cochran-Aficatown freeway
should be six lanes. This is a significant point because of the costs involved and if -
still needs to be discussed. Street Smiarts’ analysis {and subsequent recnalysis}
shows that there is sufficient. capacity fo handie the projected traffic across the
Cochran-Africatown Bridge. 1t is Street Smarfs' view that +65 needs fo be

widened only to eight lanes, which is much more feasible than fen lanes.



Project DPI-0030(005)

I-10 Mobile River Bridge

Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama
Volkert Contract No. 911600.10

SUMMARY OF MEETING
DATE: Tuesday, October 15, 2007
TIME: 1:00 pm
PLACE: City Smarts Room in Mobile, AL
SUBJECT: Discussion of Northern Alternate Proposed by Keep Mobile Moving
ATTENDANCE:
Mayor Sam Jones City of Mobile
Bob Chappell Chamber of Commerce
Al Stokes City of Mobile
Bill Metzger City of Mobile
Don Arkle ALDOT
William Adams. ALDOT
Ronnie Poiroux ALDOT
Don Vaughn ALDOT
Mark Bartlett FHWA
Bill VanLuchene FHWA
Kevin Harrison SARPC
Russ Wimberly SARPC
John Karnowski Street Smarts
Marsha Bomar Anderson Street Smarts

The meeting was a back and forth dialogue. The following is a summary of views and opinions

John Murphy
Joe Ruffer

Chip Drago
Henry Sewell
Tom Bender
Walter Meigs
Randy Delchamps
Bruce Croushore
Ann Bedsole
Steve Perry

Paul Jones

Tony Pogey
Paul Griggs
David Webber
Skeeter McClure
Buddy Covington

Mobile County

Mobile County

Press Register
Thompson Engineering
Bender Ship Building
Atlantic Marine

“Bender Ship Building

NTHP
KMM
ORCA

Volkert & Assoc.
Volkent & Assoc.
Volkert & Assoc.
Volkert & Assoc.

expressed by the participants. The meeting was not recorded so the positions attributed to various
individuals may or may not reflect their official positions. They should be considered in context of the
statements, opinions or assertions of their preceding comments,

Mayor Jones began the meeting by introducing Don Vaughn. Mr. Vaughn stated that ALDOT has met
with Street Smarts and participated in traffic modeling studies. ALDOT has reviewed the study by Street

Smarts and would like to offer their comments.

Don Arkle

In the May meeting, ALDOT was tasked with reviewing data by Street Smarts to agree upon.a method of
traffic modeling. The point of contention in the May meeting was how much traffic would be diverted from
the Wallace Tunnel to the Northern Route. The first order of business is for ALDOT to understand the

TACviProjects\911600\Weetings\-10 Mobile River Resume of Meeting 10-16-07
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improvements recommended by Street Smarts for the Northern Route. It is ALDOT’s understanding that
the following improvements are recommended by Street Smarts:

NGO R N

Cochrane Bridge to remain as a four lane.

One additional lane in each direction on I-65.

Force all through trucks to take the Northern Route.
Widen the |-10 Bayway.

Enhanced ITS in the area.

Improved approaches to I-10 west of the Wallace Tunnel.
Elimination of the Water Street interchange.

A freeway facility from 1-10 to I-165.

John Karnowski
Something different has to happen with the Water Street exit.

Don Arkle
The following statistics and definitions were discussed to relate the capacity of the Wallace Tunnel.

1.
2.

10.

11.

The SARPC ran 8 different traffic modeis with different scenarios for the Northern Route.
Alternate 6 was considered the “best case” for the Northern Route because it assumed all truck
traffic would use the Northern Route. A total of 20,000 vehicles was diverted manually in the
traffic model to the Northern Route. This 20,000 vehicles was diverted to mimic 8,000 trucks
being diverted from the tunnel to the Northern Route. Alternate 6 assumed a freeway between |-
10 and |-165, a six lane Cochrane Bridge and two additional lanes in each direction on 1-65.

The alternate 6 traffic model had 74,000 vehicles per day in tunnel with diversion of traffic to the
Northern Route.

Street Smarts has done capacity analysis which says that 74,000 vpd in the Wallace Tunne! will
provide a LCS of D.

The term K factor is used to convert average daily traffic to an hourly volume. We use the hourty
volume to design facilities. The 30" highest hour of the year is typically used in design.

K factor is different between every other day congestion and once every two weeks.

Street Smarts used a K of 8% to make the 74,000 vpd achieve a LOS of D.

ALDOT used a K factor of 10%. This is based upon the continucus count information generated
from their counting equipment in the tunnel. This produces an LOS of F.

Traffic was stopped for over an hour on 57 separate occasions in 2006. These were stops
related to traffic congestion. The average annual daily traffic in the Wallace Tunnel in 2006 was
66,000 vpd.

Traffic was also stopped due to 66 traffic accidents in the tunnel. This totals 123 occasions in
2006 where traffic was stopped on I-10, or 33% of days.

Street Smarts has proposed adding one lane in each direction on I-65. ALDOT believes that two
lanes in each direction is required when traffic is re-routed to accommeodate for future congestion.

Tom Bender

The May, 2007 meeting was to get this route put into the EIS. It is not uncommon that a K factor of 8% is
considered. A bridge over the city could deter commerce. After the last meeting, he felt as though the
traffic would work out.

Don Arkle
Any alternate in the EIS must meet the purpose and need.

Tom Bender
Economic impact to the city could qualify as the routes now not meeting the purpose and need.

Marsha Bomar Anderson

John Karmowski developed the 8% K factor by reviewing days that the average daily traffic of 66,000 was
achieved.

Joe Ruffer
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His office views the tunnel. He sees backup every day. The back ups are due to the I-10 traffic. Mr.
Ruffer sees no real change in the traffic problems by doing interchange work at the Water Street
interchange..

Mark Bartlett
One thing they did not include is additional use of the ITS system. In addition to trucks — you could sign
for cars to go around.

Marsha Bomar Anderson
Deletion of trucks will improve traffic flow and reduce accidents.

Ronnie Poiroux
If all trucks are re-routed to 1-65, the capacity of I-65 will be compromised.

Tom Bender
A more thorough investigation needs to be done on the Northern Route. He thinks that this is feasible
and that they had reached that goal. A little money to study a 4™ alternate is worth our time.

Don Arkle
We have studied the alternate already. We have tried a different alternate. Based upon the process we
are using, it does not work.

Mark Bartlett
What volume would work?

Don Arkle
A little less than today’s volume, possibly around 60,000 vpd. We would have to close down ramps in the
downtown area to achieve this. The impact of this solution would not be acceptable.

Bruce Croushore
Do we want to use a decade old purpose and need with the economic growth in the region? The ALDOT
approach does not look at the entire network, it only looks at one spot.

Don Arkle
We didn't just study a bridge downtown. We studied 14 alternates to relieve congestion in the Wallace
Tunnel.

William Adams

The local Metropolitan Planning Organization {MPQO} comes up with a project based on the overall study
of an area. The long range plan includes the entire Mobile area and the project to relieve congestion in
tunnel is part of that overall plan.

Kevin Harrison
We are updating a 20 year plan. The bridge has been in the Mobile MPO plan for 20 years. We are
probably underestimating traffic that crosses the river on a daily basis.

Sam Jones
Hwy 90 traffic is backed up into Government Street when the Wallace Tunnel is congested. They had to
go up to Washington Ave. to get into the Bankhead Tunnel.

Don Arkle
[-10 through the Wallace Tunnel is not working right now.

Ronnie Poiroux
[-10 has been identified as one of the nine major freight corridors in the United States. Traffic on I-1C is
only going to increase.

Tom Bender
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Can we force traffic with signs to move ic an alternate route? About $200,000 to study another alternate
is not unreasonable. The impact of a bridge is enormous to the maritime industry.

Don Arkle
The FHWA needs to make a decision on what to study.

Ronnie Poiroux
Cochrane Bridge route has been studied in our 14 alternate screening analyses.

Don Arkle
Previcus analysis was based on traific modeling we have studied over the last couple of months.

William Adams
We have studied all the traffic and came to the same conclusion.

Ann Bedsole

We must consider ITS on US 43 at the same time as on I-10. Signs on I-65 directing southbound traffic
to 1-165 would help out. 66 days in which traffic backed up to accidents and 57 days back up for
congestion,

there are ways to reduce the number of accidents.

William Adams
| predict that 1/2 of the 66 days of backup due to accidents were a result of congestion. 1-65 is already
signed to take I-165 to I-10 east.

Ronnie Poiroux
Accidents cccur due to congestion.

Don Arkle
ALDOT agrees that ITS is needed. ALDOT is investigating ITS now in this corridor.

Bruce Croushore

We will talk about the 1-10 freight study when ALDOT makes a recommendation to FHWA. We aiso need
to study the separation of truck and auto traffic for safety. We also need to consider cargo transfer by
water rather than truck.

Kevin Harrison
The next update of the SARPC traffic model will include freight.

Sam Jones
Is there a time cycle on the end of EIS process and relief of congestion?

Don Arkle
The time pericd is dependent upon getting funds available. This meeting is supposed to help get this
process completed.

Sam Jones

Any alternate that shuts down ramps into the City would be disastrous for the City of Mobile. Two tunnels
kills Mobile. He does not know what the alternate is. He knows it is getting worse every day on I-10. We
need to move in some direction. We currently are not doing anything to scive the problem. We have had
a lot of growth and the current system is broken right now.

Mark Bartlett
in the NEPA process all alternates are not studied at the same level. There was consideration given to
the economic impact of the bridge.

Don Arkle
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The NEPA process defines purpose and need. All reasonable alternates must solve the problem that has
been identified. We look at all impacts — economic and environmental. There is a balancing act between
cost and environmental process. We must obtain local support.

Mark Bartlett

In the beginning of the process, we look at a wide range of alternates. We only study the alternates that
meet the purpose and need in the EIS. Is it reasonable to take away access to downtown Mobile? We
must talk further on how this alternate was considered. He has not heard encugh today on how this
alternate will meet the purpose and need.

Kevin Harrison
Bay Bridge road was shown as interstate from I-165 to I-10 in the Street Smarts Northern Route alternate.

Sam Jones
We cannot put a six lane interstate on Bay Bridge Road and impact that community. The community
would object.

John Karnowski
They recommended a four-lane freeway with interchanges between 1-65 and |-10.

Bruce Croushore
Is the disruption on I-10 due to the Water Street interchange.

Marsha Bomar Anderson
It is due to disruption of the removal of access to Water Street.

John Karnowski

The Street Smarts report recommends that the entrance on west side of tunnels would be moved and
relocated. The influence of Water Street is tremendous on operations of tunnel. Moving the ramp is
advantageous to tunnel operations.

Bruce Croushore
What is the air draft of the bridge?

Paul Griggs
A minimum of 190°.

Tom Bender

We are not considering economic impact in the purpose and need. No bridge got eliminated for things
that weren't considered. Originally, we should not have proceeded with a $1B project without considering
a no bridge alternate.

Mark Bartlett
What type of diversion is required to take place in order for the purpose and need to be met?

Kevin Harrison

The only way the Northern Route will work is if you cut off all access from Michigan Ave. to east of the
tunnel on 1-10. This would get I-10 down to 60,000 vpd. It is hard to moadel ITS to validate to annual
average daily traffic since ITS typically affects hourly traffic.

Marsha Bomar Anderson
How do we get this alternate back into the document?

Don Arkle
Right now, they have the same options. Can we handle more traffic with these existing conditions?
Tunnel will “bulge at the seams” until it shuts down.
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Tom Bender
These are all foreigners on a Friday causing congestion. We need to use a K of 8% instead of 10%.
The impact of the bridge is big when you consider that it boils down to something so small.

Steve Perry

The bridge cost is approximately $1 billion. This is a lot of money to spend and we know we are
impacting the shipping industries. To make a decision based upon the assumption used without looking
at economic impact concerns him. We need to look at how this will affect the economy.

Ann Bedsole

She is an adviscr for the National Trust for Histeric Preservation. All downtown landmarks are in the area
of the study. They are concerned about the impact of the bridge. She is concerned about the
continuation of this 300 year old city. We exist because we are a port. If we do anything to endanger
that, we cannot do that. Are we looking at the whole picture and economic impact? We cannot consider
everything unless it is in the EIS. Northern Route has been studied by downtown merchants fong before
this. Please include the Northern Route in this study.

William Adams
Economic impacts of bridge alternate have been studied.

Don Arkle
We have to solve the problem with the afternate.

Bruce Croushore
Without the Northern Route there is not community consensus.

Don Vaughn
Mr. Vaughn closed the meeting with the following points:

This meeting was a good discussion on the project.

There are probably things that we did not consider fully.

This has given us the opportunity to study these issues again.

We are looking at the econemic impact of any alternate.

We will look at economic benefits, positives and negatives.

We must go back to purpose and need. We must refieve congestion in the tunnel.
We must further evaluate comments from today.

This route will be considered in every way.

. FHWA has been working with us to solve this problem.

10. if there is anything further to add, please do so within the next 3 or 4 weeks.
11. ALDOT will address all of this in the environmental document.

12. These are legitimate concerns that ALDOT will study.

LoNOUT~LN=

Mark Bartlett
The project depends on the City to have this discussion. We must look at all reasonable alternates. The
study has merit only if all reasonable alternates are studied for the project.
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uS Department Alabama Division 500 Eastem Bivd., Stite 200

of Fanspontation . Montgomery, AL 3611 7-2018
Federal Highway '
A-‘;nﬁms;ﬁ‘?ﬁm Y_ February 6, 2008

M:r. D. J. Mcinnes !’ T 4 T _ In Reply Refer To: -

Director - i e HDA-AL

Alabama Department of Transportation [ Py 2 i

Montgomery, Alabama _ E ’iﬂ’gﬂ% .

| : L Al s
Attention: Mz, D. W, Vaughn \:\‘ gy 5,
' ' . N P
' Dear Mr. Mcunes: o *3??:3”?"'7’*3&‘

We have reviewed M, Vaughn’s letter requesting inclusion of the Narther Route Alternative
in the 1-10 project in Mobile. In that letter, Mz, YVaughn stated thai numerous individuals and
groups suppert the study of this alternative and have provided addifional studies to support the
benefits of making improvements to Interstate 65 and the route leading up to the existing
crossing at the Cochran-Africatown bridge. As you know; the Norhern Rotrte was included
and analyzed in the initial screening phases of the Draft EIS. However, due to.the alternative’s
‘high cost and failure to meet the stated purpose and need (P&N), it wes eliminated from - B
consideration. While we understand that the locals have proposed some enhancements o the
alternative, we are reluctant to agres with your proposal to include the alternative without some
clarification of what features have changed to allow this alternative to satisfy the proj ect’s
purpose and need, thus warranting advancing the alternative for further study. -

The following items have been disoussed and would need fo be clarified or finalized priof to
: decidmg {o consider the alternative any further in the DEIS. -

« What is the K factor for the project? Much discussion has revolved around the
capacity of the tinnel and the appropriate X factor to be used on Interstate 10. To date,
all alternatives included in the documeént have nsed the same K factor, based on Stafe

' pormal procedures. The studies provided by the supporters of this enhanced alternative
have advanced a different K factor for consideration. It should be noted that all
alternatives included and evaluated in the DEIS will need to be considered utilizinga
consistent K factor. ' — :

e What modificztions will be required to the Interstate System in the proposed -
alieritative? In the discussions with the consultant hired by the locals, there was some
confusion surrounding what modifications would be required in the vicinity of the
turmel. Specifically, there were assumptions related 0 closing, modifying, or
relocating several of the downtowm interchanges and ramps that clearly need to be

. evaluated and well defined before including the altsmative.. '

#&’@‘IE& TH E ey
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e What diversion assumptions are being nsed? To become 2 vigble alternativs, the
erhanced alternative assumes that all comameruial through traffic as well as alarge
number of passenger cars would be diveried off Intersiate 10+to proceed along the
alternate reute. These assumptions will need to be clarified and made consistent with
he traffic projections of the planning models used by the Metropolitan Planning
Orgenizafion. A full and Jetailed discussion of the use of Intelligont Transportation
Systems will need to be provided if the alternative relies on fre technology to realize
the neaded diversion. Given the proposal diverts mainline taffic from Interstate 10, it
is likely that the route would need 10 be designated as a bypassroute around Mobile, .
and the State would need to request that the new route be added to the Interstate

Systerm.

« ‘What improvements will be necessary on US 98 to handle the increased traffic and -
still maintain access to the industrial areas of the corridor? Portions of the existing
ronte along US 98 are heavily industrialized and have considerable direct, permitted
access o the roadway. A conceptual freeway design should be developed that will be
capable of handling the increase traffic at the same {ime as maintaining the committed

level of access to these industrialized areas. “This design advanced by the supporters
- gited that the route would be widened to six lanes, and additional capacity would be
© . peeded across the Cochran Bridge. Please specify how masty lanes of trave! along the
corridor will be necessary, including any widening or improvements needed to the -
bridge. o : -

" » How many lanes will be added on Interstate 65 as a result of the additional traffic
- from the alternative? Currently, the Long-Range Plan states thet two additional lanes
are planned aloxg Interstate 65. The rmber of Ianes neccssary for widening I-65 10
ihe north and ramp modifications necessary 1o accommodate the widening shonld be
clearly defined in any proposal, if warranted. Y addition, the interchange at Inferstate
10 and Inferstate 65, as well as the interchange at Interstate 63 and Interstate 165 should
be evaluated to determine if the current desigp and capacity of the Tamps is adequate to
handle the proposed traffic projections. T not, the alternative should be evaluated to
. determine if using these corridors would be appropriate. '
* YWe look forward to working with you and your staff to decide to advance the alternative beyond
‘the sereening phase in the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) once we have the above

information regarding this enhanced alterpative.

* Sincerely yours,

Mt 2 ftti
Wark D. Bartlett, P. E:

: : Division Administrator

BOVING THE=""Y

AMERICAN

ECONOMY {
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w KEEP MOBILE MOVING

T vnatier, quicker, cheaper” solation
fa Mobile’s Gaffic congestion

B0 P 0. Box 8451 Mobile, AL 35639 251-470-1756 Fax 251-473-1066

March 12, 2008

M. Joe Melnnes, Ditector

Alsbama Department of Transportation
- 1409 Coliseum Boulevard

P.O. Box 303030

Montgomery, Alabama 36130-3030

Dear Ine,

We appreciate the opportunity to address questions and issues raised by Mr. Mark Bartletf as part
of ouf comznitment to continue helping the greater Mobile comnymity solve fts traffic congestion
problem, - '

We all recognize that things heve changed dramatically since this project began. To address
Mobile’s firture highway needs, the traffic impacts of the ThyssenkKrupp plent, the Choctaw Point
container terminal end the Northrop-Grumman/EADS tanker projest syust be considered.
Additionally, eapacity issuss with the proposed bridge; lack of'a regional approach; consideration
of economiic impacts of a new bridge, including distuption during construction, need to be
considered: These all indicate that continuing to pursue only 8 new bridge without carefully

cansidering projected traffic flows is not in Mobile's or Alabama’s interest.

We feel strongly that a phased implementation of the recommendations based on Street Smarts’
study should start now. Some, such as a regional ITS system, ate relatively low cost and without
question will be beneficial regardless of the ultimate solution.

Az I indicated in_ms? 'let_ter o you on Februars} 26% we have had our consultants, Street Smarts, -
* review the questions In M, Bart]ett’s lettet. L have attached our responses to his questions,

addressing each mdividuslly.

Please contact me if you have any questions concerning our responses. We will be happy to

msks the necegsary technical people avaiiable o you. yout gtaff and Mr. Bartlett a3 you may
degire.

Yours truly,

i Edwards '

Ericlosure: (Respohse to-Questions raised by FWHA)
é¢;  Mayor Samiue] T.. Tones’ . _
Mr, Mark D. Bastlett Zruss Croushors, Bendsr: 251-4371 -8020,'bmaec@bendefship.com

' Wafter Meigs, Atfantic Marine: 257-690-7 081, wafterm@atlanticrarine.com
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Keep Mobite Moving _
Response ta Questions raised by FWHA |
Letter from M. Bartlett to J. Melnnes 2/6/08

Note: Page numbers reference the Street Smarts report dated 14 February, 2007 (enclosed)

FHWA Question:

et

What is the K factor for the projact? Much discussion has revolved around fhe
capacity of the tunnetl and the appropriate K factor {o be used on Interstate 10.
To date, all alternatives included in the document have used the same K facter,
basad an State norimal procedures. The studies provided by the supporters of
this enhanced altemative have advanced a differsnt K factor for consideration. [t
should be noted that all afternatives included and evaluated in the DEIS will need
ta be considered utilizing a consistent K factor.

Response:

it is usus! to use a consistent K-Factor to analyze an aniire highway, such as 110
in Alabama, and in a planning study, a regionalized K-faclor might be used to
compare one facliity to another. However, a detailed capacity analysis of one or
mors specific roadways would typically use the Highway Capacity Manual and
more specific individualized factors (e.g., peak hour factors, driver population

* factors, fruck percentages, grade and lane widths, in addition to K-facltors), In the

case of the Wallace Tunnels, Street Smarts’ quantified how much fraffic the
facility can handle on an average day hased on the Manual and the specific
faciors — recognizing that ali the capacity calculations are performed for cne hour
and then expanded to apply to a full day

FHWA Question:

What modifications will be required fo the Interstate System in the
proposed alternative? Inthe discussions with the consultant hired by the
locals, there was some confusion surmounding what modifications would be :
required in the vicinity of the funnel, Specifically, there were gssurnptions related
to closing, modifying, or relocating several of the downtown inferchanges and
ramps that clearly nesd to be evaluated and weil defined before including the
alternative. '

- KMM Response:

In its study, Street Smarts recommended realignments fo the west end of the
Wallace Tunnels approaches (p. 28). Since the time those recommendations
were made, the Downtown Mobile Alliznce commissionad Volkert & Associates
“perform a conceptual study i determine the feasibility of reclaiming for ’
-development and reuse the property under the existing elevated on and off
ramps for 1-10 at Water Street. The Vokert nroposal would eliminate the Water
St. ramps from the interchange and construct 2 new diamond interchange at
Canal Street several hundred yards to the west. Sftreet Smarts agrees with Mr.
Rarilett that additional work will be needed to show the suitabllity of the proposed
plan (i.e., a traffic study along with environmental assessments). However, the
changes proposed by Valkert, probably further modified after additional study,
should improve the western appreach to and axits from the Tunnels such ihat the

- 3M208 o | . Page1of3
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Keep Mobile Moving
Responsa o Quastions raised by FWHA
Letter from M. Bartistt fo J. McInnes 2/6/08

- design speeds can be increased and therefore the capacity increased. The

enhanced geometry will offer the added benefit of reducing the number of traffic

incidents.

. FHWA Question:

KMM

What diversion assuraptions are heing used? To become a viable .
alternative, the enhanced aiternative assumes that aft commercial through traffic
as well as a large number of passenger cars would be diverted off Interstate 10
to proceed along the alternate route. These assumptions will nead to be clarified
and made cansistent with the traffic projections of the planning models used by
fhe Metropolitan Planning Organization. A full and detailed discussion of the use
of infeligent Transportation Systems will need to be provided if the alternative
relies on the technology to realize the needed diversion. Given the proposal
diverts mainling traffic from interstate 10, it is likely that the route would need to
be designated as a bypass route around Mabile, and the State would need to

request that the new route be added to the Interstate System.

Response: _ 7

The Street Smarts study would only mandate that through trucks be re-fouted. (p-
11). No allowances were made or diversion based on ITS-informed driver
pptions, changes in driver behavior, of other factors that may reduce fraffic in the
Wallace Tunnels. Any benefit accruing from those factors would be above and
beyond the rerouted truck traffic. The SARPC planning numbers fouk into
account truck traffic rerouting by way of nommalizing. trueks to passenger car
equivalent. Some minimal rerouting of regional passenger cars was dore in fis
model. The SARPC model did not include ITS in fts routing assignments.
Whether the designation of a by-pass toute around Mobile would be needed in a
situation where only a portion of the trafiic siream (through trucks) is re-routed
mandatorily is a policy matier best left to the State of Alabama. - g

FHWA Queastion: ;|

What improvements will be nacessary on US 98 to handle the increased
traffic and sfill maintain access to the sdustrial areas of the comridor?
Portions of the existing reute along US 98 are heavily industrialized and have
considerable direct, pennitted access fo the roadway. A concepiual freeway ,
design shouid be developed that will be capable of handiing the increase traffic at .

the same time &8 maintaining the cormmitted fevel of access o these
industrialized areas. This design advanced by the supporters cited that the route

- ‘would be widened fo six lanes, and addiional capacity woilld be needed across

the Cochran Bridge. Please specify hiow many lanes of travel along the corridor
will be necessary, inciuding any widening of improvements neaded to the bridge.

312108 _ ' Page 2 0f 3

ps
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' - Keep Mobife Moving
Response to Questions raised by FYWHA.
Letter from M. Bartlett to J. Melnnes 2/6/08

KMM Responsa: o - : :
The Street Smarts proposal included a limited access highway between I-10 and
|-185 with frontage roads, as needed (p. 25). The path of the roadway, referred to
as the “Cochrane-Africatown Freeway”, will be along a new alignment on the
south end of the corridor, to the immediate east af some of the industrial sites.
On the northern and western ends, the alignment is close to the cumrent
alignment. Street Smarts did not propase increasing the capacity of the
Cochrane-Africatown Bridge, although it did acknowledge that the bridge could
be redesigned or even widened to increase its vapacity and efficiency. Sireet
Smarts also recommended consideration of building a paraflel span and of
replacing the exiting bridge with a new one. o

FHWA Question: B S ' ' .
How many lanes will be added on Interstate 85 as a resuit of the additional
traific from the alternative? Cumently, the Leng-Range Plan states thet iwo
additional lanes are plannad atong Interstate 65. Thz number of lanes necessary

- for widening 1-85 to the north and ramp modifications necessary {o accommaodate
“the widening should be clearly defined in any proposal, if warranted. In addition,
the interchange at Interstate 10 and Interstate 65, as well as the interchange at
Interstate 65 and Interstate 185 should be evaluated {0 determine if the current

design and capacity of the ramps is adequate to handle the proposed traffic
pojections. If not, the alterative should be evaluated to determine if using these
corridors would be appropriate.

KMM Response: : ‘ :

The Street Smarts study concluded that [-65 would need to be eight (8) lanes
wide (four in each direction} between 1-10 and 1-165. (p. 27). There are
segments that are already eight lanes wide. The interchanges at |-65/-165 and |-

. 65/L10 were evaluated and found to be acceptable. Volkett's Altematives
Screening Evaluafion acknowledged that widening of 1-65 between {-165 and |-10
wouild be required to reduce congestion even if traffic from -10 is not diveried to
-85 (Volkert, August 2005, p. 7).

RPN Pang R of 2
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- ALAB DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
1409 Go;lseumsnulevard .
P.O, Box 303050
Momgomery, Alabama 36130-3060

Bob Ritey Telephore: 334/242-6311 - Fax No.; 334/252-8041 _ Joe Mcinnes
Goverror 7 April 18, 2008 Transpottation Direclor

Mr. Jack Edwards

Keep Mobile Moving .
“P.O.Box 8451 . o

Mobile, AL 36689 ]

L M
Dear Mr. Edwards: L DB
" RE: Project DPI-0030(5)
| Mobile County : -
[-10 Mobile River Bridge

Thank you for your March 12, 2008, response to the issues raised by
FHWA on the referenced project. We will need more detailed information
in order to address these Issues and | recommend that we meet to discuss
the “specifics” of the required information. We will be contacting you soon

to schedute a meeting.
~ Sincerely, J i
P ' .

D. W. Vaughn,
Chief Engineer!?éputy Director

DWV.sfw _
copy. Mr. Joe Mcinnes
. The Honorable Samuel L. Jones

~ Mr. Mark Barilett
be: Willigm Adams




 ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
. 1409 Coliseum Boutevard
Montgotmery, Alabama 36110

Telephone: 334/242-6311 - Fax No.: 334/262-8041

3cb-Ffﬂey.
- Zaverror

Mr. Jack Edwards
Keep Mobile Maving
P. O. Box 8541
Mobile, AL 36689

Dear Mr. Edwards:

AP1-0030(005) Mobite County
~ 1-10 Mobile River Bridge

: Thank you for the time and interest you and the group, Keep Mobile
Moving (KMM), have invested in the 1-10 Mobile River Bridge project. We
always appreciate input from groups like yours that have the potential to
improve the quality and value of the decisions we make on projects.
However, after careful consideration, we have concluded that the
suggested northem alternative is not a viable solution for satisfactorily
increasing capacity for the current and projected traffic crossing the Mobile
River and wilt not be carried forward in the Environmental impact
Statement. o : -

Based on the information and comments provided by KMM, the

Department does not see where further study of this particular alternate is

warranted. We have reviewed the original traffic projections provided by

the regional planning commission and the changes suggested by KMM.

\We have conciuded that the northern alternative would not attract enough

traffic to alleviate the congestion inthe tunnels and provide an acceptable

Level of Service in the design year. The additional length of this route

would require higher build costs, higher user costs, and more

environmental impacts to the Mobile area. o



» Letmeag ain thank you for your‘invoivement in this project. | know
we are both deeply concerned with the future of Mobile and realize that
there is a great need for action to resolve the traffic issues this project
addresses. We will contintie +o move forward with the three remaining
alternatives to try and reach a solution that will best serve the traveling
public and also meet the needs of the City of Mobile. |ask that you and
your group remain active participants in this project as we complete the
environmental document-and seek funding for the ultimate construction of
this much needed project. '

- Sipcerely,

G v
_ .J.Mclnls_ .
_Transportation Director

_ DIM/DWV/WFAMDH:la
cc. Governor Bob Riley
. Mr. DI W, Vaughn
Mr. Vince Calameti
Mr. Mark D. Bartlett, PE
‘Ms, Ann Bedsole-
File
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Contract No. 211600.12 / 911600.10

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

TO: File
FROM: Skeeter McClure
DATE: December 21, 2000
SUBJECT: Coordination with ADEM Coastal Programs

1. A December 16, 1999 letter from ADEM to ALDOT recommended consultation with ADEM’s
Coastal Programs’ staff on the proposed Mobile River 1-10 Crossing and Bayway Widening.
This consultation has been initiated.

2. A meeting was held on July 31, 2000 with Mr. Brad Gane and Mr. Allen Phelps of the ADEM
Coastal Programs’ staff. This was an orientation meeting and an information briefing
describing the proposed project was presented. The ADEM staff provided the following
observations, concerns, and guidance concerning the proposed project:

a. Projects that provide regional benefits are provided special consideration by ADEM. A
transportation proiect, such as the proposed I-10 improvements, would provide regional
benefits as well as system-wide benefits and thus would receive special consideration.

b. Impacts to wetlands and/or Submerged Aquatic Vegetation {(SAV) are a concern but
probably not a “show stopper.” Mitigation will be required. Mitigation for marshes and
sea grasses cannot be accomplished by monetary contributions (in-lieu fee). ADEM has
the authority and responsibility to determine acceptable mitigation.

c. Dredging and disposal activities associated with redeveloping a construction channel in
shallow areas represent one of the biggest environmental challenges for the proposed
Bayway widening. The type of dredging and disposal measures utilized can influence
the type and severity of impacts.

d. Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be required. Silt curtains or other barriers to
control sediment movement should be considered. Turbidity implications for sea
grasses are an area of concern to ADEM.

e. Water quality monitoring will likely be required. Turbidity must not increase more than
50 NTU above background conditions.

Volkert & Associates, Inc.




f. D’Olive Creek may represent an opportunity for environmental restoration/mitigation.
Captain Hal Pierce, Retired, is a good resource person on D’Olive Creek.

9. The proposed project will require two certificates from ADEM:
Coastal Certification
Section 401 of Clean Water Act Certification

On November 15, 2000, Skeeter McClure called Mr. Gane to discuss a construction
methodology that would eliminate the necessity for dredging for construction of the Bayway
widening. The methodology utilizes segmented barges as a constructiori platform. In water
of sufficient depth the barges float; in shallow areas the barges rest on the bottom. Barge
segments are tied together to form a working platform and can be relocated as the
construction progresses. Therefore, any impacts are of temporary nature.

Mr. Gane stated he would need to know more details, but in general, it appeared this
methodology would have much less impact than dredging and disposal activities. He stated
that a SAV inventory should be conducted in the shailow areas in order to quantify the
amount of SAV present and to determine the densities, types, and habitat values of the
SAVs. This information is needed to assess and quantify potential impacts and to
determine appropriate mitigation, if required.

Mr. Gane stated that regional benefits of the project should be documented.

In response to a question concerning ADEM’s policy/position on the potential water quality
implications of runoff from bridge surfaces, Mr. Gane said he would have to check and get
back to us. :

Mr. Gane believed D’Olive Creek had experienced significant hydrological changes
associated with highway construction. This area offers an excellent opportunity for
restoration/mitigation measures. ADEM may have programs that could be used to support
efforts in this regard. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers alsc has environmental restoratior
programs that might could be used in conjunction with ALDOT and ADEM programs.

. Adraft of this memo was provided to ADEM Coastal Programs. Comments provided by a
telephone conversation with Mr. Allen Phelps on December 21, 2000 were incorporated into
this memo. Consultation with ADEM Costal Programs will continue as the project develops
and more details become available. :

rcm

c: Malcoim Beasley

Brett Gaar

Brad Gane, ADEM Coastal Programs
Paul Griggs

Kyle Parker

WEnvrsernAenvirPROJECTS\900\91160ALETTERSVILE Memo 2000 Nov 22.dac
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February 19, 2001

Contract No. 911600.12
Project DPI-0030(005)

Mobile River Bridge, 1-10 Crossing
Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama

RESUME OF WORKSHOP

DATE: - Febmary 7, 2001

LOCATION: Government Plaza, Mobile, Alabama

PURPOSE: Interagency Coordination Workshop

ATTENDANCE: AFFILIATION: TELEPHONE:

See attached list of attendees.

DISCUSSION:

The meeting was opened by Mr. Don Arkle, ALDOT Design Bureau. He welcomed everyone and
explained that the purposes of the workshop were to update the agencies on the project activities to date;
1o share information on internal conclusions that had been reached; to answer questions about the

project; and to seek comments, issues, or concemns from the agencies. All attendees introduced
themselves and stated their agency affiliation.

Mr. Paul Griggs, Volkert & Associates, Inc. (Volkert), provided a project overview including a
discussion of the purpose and need, status of ongoing studies, present alignments and configurations,
renderings of the bridge and an overall description of the study area.

Mr. Skeeter McClure, Volkert, presented a discussion of previous coordination activities. He also
described the study area. All construction, with the exception of two areas (one on the west and one on
the east banks of the Mobile Area), will be conducted within existing ALDOT Rights-of-Way (ROW).
Pictures of the 1970’s construction channel were presented to itlustrate current conditions. The
construction channel was dredged to a minimum depth of nine feet and a one hundred twenty-five foot
width. A bottom profile taken at high tide in June 2000 revealed that shoaling had occurred in a number
of areas, especiaily adjacent to the rivers which flow through the Bayway. Approximately 1.6 miles of
the 7.4-mile construction channel was 3 feet or less in depth. Patches of submerged aquatic vegetation
(SAV) and emergent aquatic vegetation were observed in many of the shallow reaches.

Early agency coordination revealed concems about impacts that would be associated with potential
dredging and disposal activities if the construction channel was reestablished. In order to avoid these
impacts a construction methodology that did not require dredging was sought and a viable approach was
found. The following represents the approach for constructing the Bayway widening:



a. No dredging will be performed.

b. The Bayway will be widened to the inside (two additional lanes on each side plus a shoulder)
c. A construction methodology utilizing segmented barges would be utilized. (The barges can »
either float if sufficient water depth exists or can rest on the bottom in shallow areas. The barge
segments are “leapfrogged” ahead using the construction cranes as the construction progresses.
Duration of barge segments in a particular location should not exceed 30 days.)

The workshop was opened for cormnments, concerns, or questions. The following relate to environmental
issues on the project. '

e The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) requested information showing the locations
and types of SAV and emergent vegetation that are in the project ROW,

e NMFS inquired about bridge runoff - Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be used to
control runoff and sediment during construction. A Stormwater General Construction Permit
will be required from the Alabama Department of Environmental Management {ADEM)
Coastal Programs. Bridge and Bayway surface runoff will be discharged to the ground or
water below through scuppers (holes) located at intervals along the roadway shoulders after
construction is completed. This is the current practice for the existing Bayway.

A decision has been reached not to pursue a toll plaza for the bridge. The plaza would have been
constructed over water and would have been a fairly expansive steucture.

There were several questions concerning alternative traffic movements; the 20 year projected project life;
and when construction would be initiated. Responses were provided and rationales were discussed. Itis
anticipated that a Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) will be completed in Fall 2001. Agency input is

important to this process. Appreciation was expressed to all attendees. Continued coordination and open
dialogue were encouraged.

mdm
Attachment
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Name

N.D. “Skeeter” McClure

Pat McCloud
Bert W. Steen
Joe Bearrentine
Terry Robinson
Bill Van Luchene
Allen Phelps

Don Arde
William Adams
Kyle Parker

Bill Gamett
Chuck Sumner
Lynn Heisler
Jennifer Robinson
Paul Looney
Russell Holland
Pau! Griggs
Jackie Glasgow
Steve Hrabovsky
Brett Gaar

I-10 Interagency Workshop

February 7, 2001
9:00-a.m.

Representing

Volkert

ALDOT

USFWS

ALDOT

ALDOT

FHWA

ADEM- Coastal Programs
ALDOT Design

ALDOT Location

Volkert

ALDOT Environmental A
US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)
ALDOT Environmental

NMFS

Volkert

Volkert

Volkert

ALDOT

Corps.

Volkert

Phone

(334) 342-1070
(334) 242-6633
(334) 441-5181
(334) 242-6149
(334) 242-6476
(334) 223-7379
(334) 432-6533
(334) 242-6164
(334) 242-6488
(334) 342-1070
(334) 242-6152
(334) 694-3792
(334) 242-6113
(850) 234-5061
(334) 342-1070 -
(334) 342-1070
(334) 342-1070
(334) 470-8220
(334) 690-2872
(334) 968-7551






Alabama Department of Transportation
Ninth Division
Mr. Ronnie Poiroux, P.E.
1701 West I-65 Service Road North
Mobile, Alabama 36618-9986

How Much will the Bridge Cost?

Preliminary estimated total costs shown in the table to
the right were developed for all 14 of the potential alter-
natives. These costs were presented at the June 2005
public involvement meetings. Costs were based on the
following major items: widening of the I-10 roadway;
approach bridges; main span bridges; widening of the I-
10 Bayway; anticipated right-of-way acquisition; new
interstate construction; interchange modifications; I-65
widening; pier protection; new interchanges; and other
features associated with the various alternatives.

Anticipated Schedule:

e Circulate Draft EIS for Public and
Agency Review and Comments:
October 2006

e Conduct Public Hearing: November
2006

e Circulate Final EIS for Public and
Agency Review and Comments:
May 2007

Preliminary Costs

Alternative 1: $603 million* Alternative 8: $973 million

Alternative 2: $660 million* Alternative 9: $620 million*

Alternative 3: $617 million* Alternative 10: $2.93 billion

Alternative 4: $1.55 billion Alternative 11: $1.15 billion

Alternative 5: $973 million Alternative 12: $1.05 billion

Alternative 6: $972 million Alternative 13: $1.3 billion

Alternative 7: $1.41 billion Alternative 14: $760 million

* Alternatives to be evaluated in Draft EIS . Alternative 3 was renamed Alternative A. Alternative 9
was renamed Alternative B. Alternatives 1 and 2 were combined to create Alternative C.

Special Studies to be Conducted

Special studies will be conducted as part of the EIS process. Martin and Associates,
a firm specializing in maritime economics, will evaluate the potential direct and
indirect (bridge height restrictions) impacts of the alternatives to the maritime in-
dustry, including shipbuilding and repair operations, the cruise industry, and other
port activities. The University of South Alabama will investigate and document the
potential direct and indirect impacts of the alternatives on cultural resources, in-
cluding historic properties. An air quality analysis, noise study, a hazardous materi-
als assessment, and other environmental studies will be accomplished by Volkert.
Wilbur Smith Associates will evaluate the feasibility of initiating a toll to finance the
proposed project.

ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Project DPI-0030(005)
I-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Widening

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Mobile and Baldwin Counties

Bob Riley
Governor

Screening the Alternatives: A Five
Step Process

Agencies and the public identified fourteen potential alternatives
for the I-10 Mobile River Crossing. The National Environmental
Policy Act guidance states that only reasonable alternatives need
to be evaluated in an EIS. The fourteen (14) potential alterna-
tives identified by the agencies and public represent a “range of
alternatives” that includes both reasonable alternatives that must
be explored and objectively evaluated in an EIS, as well as other
alternatives that can be eliminated from detailed study with a
discussion of the reasons for their elimination. Alternatives must
be based on something tangible and must satisty the purpose and
need for the project. In order to be reasonable, alternatives must
also be feasible from technical and economic standpoints and

make common sense.

Based on this guidance, a screening process was developed to
evaluate the fourteen alternatives and determine which ones
were reasonable and should be carried forward for detailed stud-
ies in the EIS. A five-step approach was utilized to screen all
fourteen alternatives. To help ensure that alternatives evaluated
were afforded equitable treatment, each alternative was carried
through the entire five-step process, and an Alternatives Screening
Evaluation Report was prepared.

The screening process consisted of the following five steps:

e Ability to meet the purpose and need;

e Technical/practical and feasible considerations;

e Economic costs/ savings;

e Estimated construction costs;

e Opverall assessment of reasonableness (including environ-
mental resources, cultural resources, relocations, maritime
interests, and environmental justice issues).

In addition, the South Alabama Regional Planning Commission
conducted computer model runs to project 2030 traffic for Al-
ternatives 1, 2, 3,5, 6,9, and 11 utilizing their Mobile Area
Transportation Study TRANPLAN Model. According to the
model results, Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 9 (downtown alterna-
tives) would achieve the primary purpose and need of reducing
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congestion in the Wallace Tunnel. Alternatives 5, 6, and 11
(northern alternatives using the Cochrane-Africatown Bridge)
would not divert sufficient traffic to alleviate congestion in the
existing I-10 Wallace Tunnel and therefore would not meet the
purpose and need.

Nine alternatives (Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 12, 13, and 14)
were determined not to be reasonable for a number of reasons,
including the following: does not meet the purpose and need for
the project; not technically or practically reasonable; unreason-
able economic costs; high construction costs; potential for major
impacts to environmental resources; would not divert sufficient
traffic from the Wallace Tunnel.

Public involvement meetings were held on June 6, 2005 in Mo-
bile and June 7, 2005 in Spanish Fort to present the alternatives
and the screening process to the public and to obtain public in-
put. Five alternatives (1, 2, 3, 9, and 11) were presented at the
public involvement meetings. Based upon the results of the al-
ternatives screening evaluation process and the public involve-
ment meetings, conclusions regarding the reasonableness of al-
ternatives were made. Alternatives 3, 9, and a combination of 1
and 2 were identified as reasonable alternatives to be studied in
detail in the EIS. These alternatives were renamed as Alterna-
tives A, B, and C. Alternatives A, B, and C are shown on Figure
2 of the insert to this newsletter.

Traffic projections indicate that congestion in the Wallace Tunnel will
worsen as traffic volumes through the tunnel increase.



A Brief Background

In 1999, the Alabama Department of Transportation contracted with Volkert &
Associates, Inc., to conduct a corridor study and prepare an Environmental Assess-
ment (EA) on the proposed project. The EA studied Alternative 3, the northern-
most alternative from the Feasibility Study completed in 1997, and the No Build
alternative in detail. FHWA signed the EA on June 9, 2003; the EA was circulated
for public review and comment; and Public Hearings were held in August 2003 in
Mobile and Daphne. Following approval of the EA, controversy existed regarding

the potential impacts of the proposed bridge on cultural resources and potential

impacts to the maritime industry. Due to concerns expressed, including visual im- ] . ) . )
P ¥ P > g Old City Hall is a National Historic Landmark listed

pacts of the bridge on historic properties, including a National Historic Landmark on the National Register of Historic Places.

(Old City Hall), the FHWA issued a Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS for the pro-
ject. As discussed on the previous page, an alternatives screening process has been conducted, and environmental and engineering
studies on the reasonable alternatives are currently underway.

Purpose and Need

The purpose and need of the project primarily consists of two components: 1) provide additional capacity for traffic utilizing I-10 be-
tween Canal Street in Mobile and the US 98/1-10 interchange in Daphne and 2) accommodate vehicles transporting hazardous mate-
rials. The four lanes of the Wallace Tunnel and I-10 Bayway are currently the primary constraints to traffic flow along I-10 in Mobile
and Baldwin Counties. Travelers along this route during the summer season or during peak hour traffic experience the frustrating
stop-and-go traffic back-ups in the vicinity of the Wallace Tunnel. A summary of traffic data for the Wallace Tunnel is shown on
Figure 1 (see insert). Figure 1 illustrates the actual Average Daily Traffic (ADT) counts for the Wallace Tunnel from its opening day
in 1973 to 2005. The figure also displays projected traffic volumes through 2030. The Wallace Tunnel reached a Level of Service F
(LOS F) capacity at 63,000 ADT in 2004. Congestion will be exacerbated as traffic volumes increase over time.

Hazardous materials are currently prohibited from using the Wallace Tunnel. Consequently, vehicles with hazardous cargo travel a
detour length of 10.5 miles through the Mobile Central Business District via Water Street. In 2003, an average of 350 hazardous ma-
terial trucks per day were detoured around the tunnels. By 2020, this average is projected to increase to 470 trucks per day. A new
bridge would eliminate the hazardous materials detour which would result in reduced truck travel time representing an estimated
cost savings of §1 million per year, as well as a reduced risk for accidental spills, decreased noise, and improved air quality in the Cen-
tral Business District.

Changes for Downtown Mobile and Its
Waterfront

Downtown Mobile and its waterfront are a composite of historic and mod-
ern structures. The following actions independently and collectively do, or
would, contribute to the overall visual appearance of downtown Mobile and
its waterfront. The $20 million cruise ship terminal, parking deck, and
gangway at Mobile Landing were placed in operation in October 2004, to
accommodate the Carnival Holiday. The RSA Battle House Tower, under
construction, will be the tallest building in Alabama, at 745 feet, when com-
pleted. The estimated completion date is 2006. Other actions being
planned or considered include the maritime center and welcome center adja-
cent to the Mobile River at Mobile Landing; the pedestrian bridge from
Church Street across Water Street to Mobile Landing; the pedestrian ferry

The Visual Appearance of A Bridge—A Matter
of Perspective

Would a tall bridge in proximity to downtown Mobile be an eyesore or a spec-
tacular visual attraction? The answer could well be in the “eye of the beholder.”
The historic city of Charleston, South Carolina, is celebrating its new bridge that
is similar in size and appearance to the proposed I-10 Mobile River Bridge. The
following observations have been made regarding the new Ravenel Bridge in
Charleston:

e “The new Arthur Ravenel Jr. Bridge opened on July 16, 2005—four years

after breaking ground, one year ahead of schedule and on budget. The struc-

terminal at Mobile Landing; Water Street Landing condominium and retail
Mobile’s new cruise terminal is operational, and the RSA Tower

is expected to be complete in 2006.
(Graphic provided by Thompson Engineering)

complex, including three condominiums towers. Across the Mobile River,
Austal USA opened its 120-foot-high ship shed in November 2005. There-

fore, the visual setting for a proposed 1-10 Bridge is diverse and dynamic.

I-10 Wallace Tunnel Congestion is not Just a Local Issue

Eight state Departments of Transportation (DOTs) recently conducted a National
I-10 Freight Corridor Study. ALDOT joined with DOTs from California, Ari-

zona, New Mexico, Texas, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Florida to analyze current

“The 1-10 Tunnel in Mobile is a major
bottleneck and presents a threat to
public safety, as well as to the vitality
of the local, regional, and national

economy.” (Source: The National I-10
Freight Corridor Study, 2003)

and projected freight movements; assess how the current and future freight vol-
umes impact national and local transportation systems; and develop strategies for

improving freight flow along the I-10 corridor.

The following findings are particularly relevant to the need to alleviate congestion in the I-10 Wallace Tunnel:

e Freight transportation is central to the performance of the U.S. economy, and a key contributor to U.S. competitiveness in the
global marketplace.

e The continued trend toward a service economy, where reliability is essential, will increase the volume of freight traffic on high-
ways at a projected pace nearly twice that of automotive traffic by 2025.

e Highways are essential to the efficiency of other freight transportation system elements, including ports, inland waterways, and
railroads.

e Increasing capacity in high-volume corridors is the single best method for lowering highway congestion.

e Issues related to the demand for freight transportation transcend urban and state jurisdictions.

In its 2005 report to the USDOT on Transportation Infrastructure (Meeting the Needs for Economic Growth), the University of Ala-
bama in Huntsville, Office for Economic Development stated: “The efficient and effective movement of freight is a critical compo-
nent in the transformation and growth of the Alabama economy.”

ture’s 575-foot-high towers and bright white cables have changed Charles- The Ravenel Bridge in Charleston, South Carolina, was

ton’s skyline. With eight lanes and a 12-foot-wide bicycle and pedestrian designed to blend with the city’s historic traits.
lane that offers a spectacular 200-foot-high view of the Charleston Harbor
and peninsula, the bridge has become a major tourist attraction” (Source: SAME Military Engineer, November-December 2005).

®  “The main goal of the architectural design is to create a timeless landmark that will praise and pay homage to the historic city of
Charleston and Mount Pleasant” (Source: www.donaldmacdonaldarchitects.com, 10/27/05 ).

° .. . the new bridge will evoke a sail motif over the river to compliment the nearby harbor and waterfront park” (Source:
www.donaldmacdonaldarchitects.com, 10/27/05).

Please send comments to:

Mr. Ronnie Poiroux, P.E.
Division Engineer
ALDOT, Ninth Division
1701 West 1-65 Service Road North
Mobile, Alabama 36618-9986




Figure 1. Wallace Tunnel Traffic 1973-2030
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Level of Service (LOS) Descriptions

LOS A: free flow operations; ability to maneuver unimpeded; driver’s psychological and
physical comfort is high

LOS B: reasonably free flow operations; ability to maneuver slightly restricted; driver’s
psychological and physical comfort is high

LOS C: flows with speeds near free flow; ability to maneuver noticeably limited; driver's
psychological and physical comfort reduced
LOS D: speeds decline with increasing traffic flows; ability to maneuver limited; driver's

|'65 Brldge I '165 Open psychological and physical comfort poor

LOS E: operation is at capacity; virtually no usable gaps in traffic; ability to maneuver

Open May 1981 OCt 1994 extremely limited; traffic stream has no ability to dissipate minor disruptions

LOS F: breakdowns in vehicular flow; speeds frequently reduced to stop and go traffic;
ability to maneuver virtually nonexistent

N
()]

(7p)
©
-
©
(9p)
-]
o
L
|_
1
(@)
1=
Y
©
-
|_
=
'©
O
(b)
(@)
©
-
D
>
<

0 ‘ ‘
1973 1978 1983 1988 1993 1998 2003 2008 2013 2018 2023

Years







From: Kevin Harrison

To: "Skeeter McClure"

Cc: "Buddy Covington"; "David Webber"; henrymalec@aol.com; "Overstreet, Christy"; Tom Piper

Subject: RE: Public Involvement meetings for TIP and LRTP that included the proposed I-10 MRB and Bayway Widening
Date: Friday, September 27, 2013 4:12:15 PM

Attachments: bridge.docx

Please a find attached information concerning public involvement as it pertains to Mobile MPO and
the 1-10 Mobile River Bridge and the Mobile TIP And LRTP. Please let me know if there is anything
else you need. Thank you.

Kevin A. Harrison, PTP

Director, Transportation Planning
SARPC

110 Beauregard St. Suite 207
Mobile, AL 36602

251.706.4635
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March 19th, 1997 The Mobile Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) was modified in a publicly advertised Mobile MPO meeting, to include a Special Innovative Project for Feasibility Study for I-10 Mobile River Bridge.  This item on the agenda was published in the Mobile Press for a minimum of two weeks. 



June 11th, 1997 Volkert presented I-10 Mobile River bridge project to the Mobile MPO at a publically advertised meeting



October 20th, 1997 I-10 Bridge Feasibility Study Draft and Public Meeting at Government Plaza 5:30-7:30 PM. The full draft document was available to public and advertised as such at various places around Mobile County for over a month (starting September 23, 1997). 



February 23, 2000, Mobile MPO adopted the 2025 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) which included the I-10 Mobile River Bridge. The document was advertised and available for public review for 30 days at numerous areas within the study area. 



February 16th 2005 Public meeting was held concerning the 2030 LRTP which included the I-10 Mobile River Bridge. During this time the document was out for public review at almost 40 locations around Mobile County.  The document was adopted at a publically advertised meeting by the Mobile MPO on February 23rd, 2005. 



June 1, 2005 The Mobile  2030 LRTP was modified to include a small section of SR188 (exclusive of the bridge). This LRTP included the I-10 Mobile River Bridge and publically advertised and available for 30 days prior to adoption on June 1, 2005.  



September 7, 2005 Adoption of FY 2006-2010 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) in a publicly advertised Mobile MPO meeting.  This item on the agenda was published in the Mobile Press for a minimum of two weeks and document was available for review at almost 40 places around Mobile County. The FY2006-2010 TIP included projects for I-10 Mobile River Bridge FR W of Broad St to E of SR16 US90 @ Spanish Fort:[ 100041588 PE $1,000,000], [100016575 UT $2,700,000], [100043177RW$2,000,000], [100016411CN $180,000,001] These projects remain in the TIP today, and in one form or another been included in every TIP that is out for public review and advertised since. 



March 7, 2007 The Mobile MPO staff conducted and publically advertised Open House which was just an informative public meeting as to what the MPO does, federal funding, state funding and projects included the TIP and LRTP. This Open House included dialogue concerning the I-10 Mobile River Bridge.



August 29th, 2007 the Mobile MPO FY 2008-2012 Transportation Improvement Program was adopted. Prior to that is  published in the Mobile Press for a minimum of two weeks that documents were available for review at almost 40 places around Mobile County.  This TIP included projects for I-10 Mobile River Bridge FR W of Broad St to E of SR16 US90 @ Spanish Fort: :[ 100041588 PE $1,216,653], [100016575 UT $3,284,963], [100043177RW $2,433,306], [100016411CN $260,607,052]



April 17th 2008 The Mobile MPO staff conducted and publically advertised Open House which was just an informative public meeting as to what the MPO does, federal funding, state funding and projects included the TIP and LRTP. This Open House included dialogue concerning the I-10 Mobile River Bridge.



April 8th, 2009 The Mobile MPO staff conducted and publically advertised Open House which was just an informative public meeting as to what the MPO does, federal funding, state funding and projects included the TIP and LRTP. This Open House included dialogue concerning the I-10 Mobile River Bridge.



January 10, 2010 the Mobile MPO FY 2008-2012 REBALANCED Transportation Improvement Program was adopted. Prior to that is  published in the Mobile Press for a minimum of two weeks that documents were available for review at almost 40 places around Mobile County.  This TIP included projects for I-10 Mobile River Bridge FR W of Broad St to E of SR16 US90 @ Spanish Fort: :[ 100041588 PE $1,124,864], [100043177RW $4,064,650]



February 3rd, 2010 Public meeting was held concerning the 2035 LRTP which included the I-10 Mobile River Bridge. During this time the document was out for public review at almost 40 locations around Mobile County.  The document was adopted at a publically advertised meeting by the Mobile MPO on February  24rd, 2010. 



August 10, 2011 the Mobile MPO FY 2012-2016 Transportation Improvement Program was adopted. Prior to that is  published in the Mobile Press for a minimum of two weeks that documents were available for review at almost 40 places around Mobile County.  This TIP included projects for I-10 Mobile River Bridge FR W of Broad St to E of SR16 US90 @ Spanish Fort: :[ 100041588 PE $1,124,864], [100043177RW $4,064,650]



April 13th, 2011 The Mobile MPO staff conducted and publically advertised Open House which was just an informative public meeting as to what the MPO does, federal funding, state funding and projects included the TIP and LRTP. This Open House included dialogue concerning the I-10 Mobile River Bridge.



June 6th, 2012 High Priority Funding (HPP) project 100058679 ROW I-10 Mobile River Bridge Protective Acquisition of two properties:  257 S. Royal St. and 265 and S. Water St.	$3,8000,000 This was advertised including a memorandum  to the Press Register concerning items on the MPO meeting agenda. These properties were adopted in a publically advertised meeting of the Mobile MPO on June 6th, 2012



	




March 19", 1997 The Mobile Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) was modified in a publicly
advertised Mobile MPO meeting, to include a Special Innovative Project for Feasibility Study for I-10
Mobile River Bridge. This item on the agenda was published in the Mobile Press for a minimum of two
weeks.

June 11", 1997 Volkert presented I-10 Mobile River bridge project to the Mobile MPO at a publically
advertised meeting

October 20", 1997 I-10 Bridge Feasibility Study Draft and Public Meeting at Government Plaza 5:30-7:30
PM. The full draft document was available to public and advertised as such at various places around
Mobile County for over a month (starting September 23, 1997).

February 23, 2000, Mobile MPO adopted the 2025 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) which
included the I-10 Mobile River Bridge. The document was advertised and available for public review for
30 days at numerous areas within the study area.

February 16" 2005 Public meeting was held concerning the 2030 LRTP which included the I-10 Mobile
River Bridge. During this time the document was out for public review at almost 40 locations around
Mobile County. The document was adopted at a publically advertised meeting by the Mobile MPO on
February 23", 2005.

June 1, 2005 The Mobile 2030 LRTP was modified to include a small section of SR188 (exclusive of the
bridge). This LRTP included the I-10 Mobile River Bridge and publically advertised and available for 30
days prior to adoption on June 1, 2005.

September 7, 2005 Adoption of FY 2006-2010 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) in a publicly
advertised Mobile MPO meeting. This item on the agenda was published in the Mobile Press for a
minimum of two weeks and document was available for review at almost 40 places around Mobile
County. The FY2006-2010 TIP included projects for I-10 Mobile River Bridge FR W of Broad St to E of
SR16 US90 @ Spanish Fort:[ 100041588 PE $1,000,000], [100016575 UT $2,700,000],
[100043177RWS2,000,000], [100016411CN $180,000,001] These projects remain in the TIP today, and
in one form or another been included in every TIP that is out for public review and advertised since.

March 7, 2007 The Mobile MPO staff conducted and publically advertised Open House which was just an
informative public meeting as to what the MPO does, federal funding, state funding and projects
included the TIP and LRTP. This Open House included dialogue concerning the I-10 Mobile River Bridge.

August 29", 2007 the Mobile MPO FY 2008-2012 Transportation Improvement Program was adopted.
Prior to that is published in the Mobile Press for a minimum of two weeks that documents were
available for review at almost 40 places around Mobile County. This TIP included projects for I-10



Mobile River Bridge FR W of Broad St to E of SR16 US90 @ Spanish Fort: :[ 100041588 PE $1,216,653],
[100016575 UT $3,284,963], [100043177RW $2,433,306], [100016411CN $260,607,052]

April 17" 2008 The Mobile MPO staff conducted and publically advertised Open House which was just
an informative public meeting as to what the MPO does, federal funding, state funding and projects
included the TIP and LRTP. This Open House included dialogue concerning the 1-10 Mobile River Bridge.

April 8", 2009 The Mobile MPO staff conducted and publically advertised Open House which was just an
informative public meeting as to what the MPO does, federal funding, state funding and projects
included the TIP and LRTP. This Open House included dialogue concerning the I-10 Mobile River Bridge.

January 10, 2010 the Mobile MPO FY 2008-2012 REBALANCED Transportation Improvement Program
was adopted. Prior to that is published in the Mobile Press for a minimum of two weeks that documents
were available for review at almost 40 places around Mobile County. This TIP included projects for I-10
Mobile River Bridge FR W of Broad St to E of SR16 US90 @ Spanish Fort: :[ 100041588 PE $1,124,864],
[100043177RW $4,064,650]

February 3™, 2010 Public meeting was held concerning the 2035 LRTP which included the I-10 Mobile
River Bridge. During this time the document was out for public review at almost 40 locations around
Mobile County. The document was adopted at a publically advertised meeting by the Mobile MPO on
February 24", 2010.

August 10, 2011 the Mobile MPO FY 2012-2016 Transportation Improvement Program was adopted.
Prior to that is published in the Mobile Press for a minimum of two weeks that documents were
available for review at almost 40 places around Mobile County. This TIP included projects for I-10
Mobile River Bridge FR W of Broad St to E of SR16 US90 @ Spanish Fort: :[ 100041588 PE $1,124,864],
[100043177RW $4,064,650]

April 13" 2011 The Mobile MPO staff conducted and publically advertised Open House which was just
an informative public meeting as to what the MPO does, federal funding, state funding and projects
included the TIP and LRTP. This Open House included dialogue concerning the I-10 Mobile River Bridge.

June 6", 2012 High Priority Funding (HPP) project 100058679 ROW I-10 Mobile River Bridge Protective
Acquisition of two properties: 257 S. Royal St. and 265 and S. Water St. $3,8000,000 This was
advertised including a memorandum to the Press Register concerning items on the MPO meeting
agenda. These properties were adopted in a publically advertised meeting of the Mobile MPO on June
6", 2012
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