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July 15, 2011 
 


John Sacksteder, Project Manager 
Community Transportation Solutions - General Engineering Consultant (CTS-GEC) 
Forum Office Park III 
305 N. Hurstbourne Parkway, Suite 100 
Louisville, KY 40222  
jsacksteder@hmbpe.com 
 
RE: Preliminary Comment on Ohio River Bridges Project – Supplemental EIS 
 
Mr. Sacksteder, 
 
The Hoosier Environmental Council (“HEC”) submits the preliminary comments below, in 
lieu of the online form, to be considered as part of the Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (“SEIS”) for the Ohio River Bridges Project. 
 
Timeliness of the Supplemental EIS 


The Final Environmental Impact Statement (“FEIS”) and subsequent Record of Decision 
(“ROD”) were issued for this project in 2003.  In the intervening years, the lack of available 
funding and repeated design changes have prevented construction on any portion of the 
project from beginning. 
 
The 2011 Modified Alternative has the potential to drastically change the scope of the 
project from the Selected Alternative as determined in 2003.  The Modified alternative will 
reduce the cross-river vehicle lanes by 1/3rd (sharply reducing capacity), eliminate the 
dedicated bicycle/pedestrian lane on the Kennedy Bridge, and partially finance the project 
through the addition of bridge tolls.   
 
In spite of the potentially drastic changes, the Supplemental EIS process does not require a 
review of the original scoping decision.  In light of the substantial modifications under 
consideration, together with the unusually long period of time that has elapsed since the 
2003 decision and the funding uncertainty, the original scoping decision should be 
revisited by reopening the EIS process from the beginning. 
 
Lack of Transit  


The Purpose and Need White Paper justifies the project need through reference to the 
projected growth in the number of daily river crossings (as a percent of bridge capacity).  
However, neither the 2003 Selected Alternative nor the 2011 Modified Alternative 
improves cross-river transit service as a method for controlling the rise in demand. 
 
In order to slow the growth in the number of daily vehicle crossings, the Ohio River Bridges 
Project should include alternative methods to cross the river other than by motor vehicle.  







 


Dedicated bus lanes, bus rapid transit (BRT), and light rail are all options for reducing 
commuter congestion as well as improving safety, mobility, and transportation choice. 
 
Bicycle/Pedestrian Lane 


The 2011 Modified Alternative does not include a dedicated bicycle/pedestrian lane on the 
Downtown Bridge.  It also does not provide for North/South access (for any mode) on the 
East side of the Kennedy Interchange.  These design features will create safety problems, 
impede mobility, and fail to provide adequate transportation system linkage. 
 
The current cross-river access for bicyclists and pedestrians is the Clark Memorial Bridge.  
While U.S. 31 does provide a direct route from downtown Jeffersonville to downtown 
Louisville, the existing sidewalks are narrow and in relatively poor condition.  A dedicated 
and separated bicycle/pedestrian lane on the new Downtown Bridge would be a safer 
route for non-vehicle traffic.    
 
The Big Four Bridge is cited as an alternative to the bicycle/pedestrian traffic that will not 
be served under the 2011 Modified Alternative plan.  However, the Indiana portion of the 
Big Four Bridge project is not fully funded and there is no indication when or if it will be.  
Additionally, the Big Four is far less convenient for pedestrian traffic than the Kennedy 
Bridge would be.  Crossing the river via the Big Four lengthens the route significantly for 
the most common pedestrian destinations.  If the 2011 Modified Alternative is pursued, 
there will be no North/South access to downtown without traveling west, under the 
Downtown/Kennedy Bridge, to the nearest underpass of the Kennedy Interchange.  
Obviously, this route is unappealing and potentially dangerous for bicyclists and 
pedestrians. 
 
The Big Four Bridge is not part of the Ohio River Bridges Project and should not be 
considered as an alternative to the bicycle/pedestrian access that would otherwise be 
offered via the Downtown Bridge. 
 
East End Bridge 


Rather than pursuing the nominal cost savings achieved through eliminating the 
bicycle/pedestrian lane on the new Downtown Bridge, HEC urges reconsideration of 
including the East End Bridge in the project.  The Kentucky and Indiana Planning and 
Development Agency (“KIPDA”) traffic projections do not justify the extraordinarily high 
financial cost for the East End Bridge. 
 
Over the next twenty years, the projected number of daily trips from Eastern Clark County 
to Eastern Jefferson/Oldham Counties is only 41,000 under the no-action alternative.1  In 
the same period, the daily trips over the Kennedy and Clark Memorial Bridges will grow to 
180,000.2  In spite of the difference in demonstrable need, the East End Bridge accounts for 
nearly half of the total project cost ($1.35 billion for the 2011 Modified Alternative).   
 


                                                        
1 Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project SEIS Purpose and Need White Paper, Table 4. 
2 Id., Table 2. 







 


Eliminating the East End Bridge from the project would allow for greater investment in 
making the Downtown Bridge a truly multi-modal facility that serves all types of cross-
river traffic.  The savings could also be applied to the other mounting infrastructure needs 
in both states.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to the development of the Supplemental EIS. 
 
Submitted by: 
 
Tim Maloney, Senior Policy Director    
Steven Meyer, Land Use Policy Coordinator  
Hoosier Environmental Council 
3951 N. Meridian St., Suite 100 
Indianapolis, IN 46208 
(317) 685-8800 
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July 15, 2011 
 
John Sacksteder, PE 
Project Manager 
Community Transportation Solutions 
Louisville - Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project 
305 N. Hurstbourne Lane, Suite 100 
Louisville, KY 40223 
 
Re:  Comments on Proposed Changes to Ohio River Bridges Project and Proposed 


Purpose and Need for Draft Supplemental EIS  
 
Dear Mr. Sacksteder: 
 
On behalf of the National Trust for Historic Preservation in the United States, we 
appreciate the opportunity to submit comments on the issues to be addressed in the 
future Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for the Ohio River 
Bridges Project.  According to the project web-site (www.kyinbridges.com), 
comments are being invited on the “proposed changes to the project,” as reflected in 
a variety of slides and powerpoint presentations, as well as a “Purpose and Need 
White Paper.”   
 
This project continues to represent a political shot-gun marriage between a 
downtown transportation improvement package (new bridge and interchange 
reconstruction), which is designed to address specific safety, congestion, and traffic 
needs, on the one hand; and a sprawl-generating eastern beltway, which is designed 
to induce economic development in southern Indiana that will be detrimental to 
downtown Louisville.  The combination of these projects is unfundable and 
unsustainable.  Collecting tolls from drivers will be essential in order to have any 
hope of financing the combined package of projects.  Yet, as the transportation 
agencies clearly recognize, the imposition of tolls will reduce the number of drivers 
who choose to use the new bridges, thus altering the cost-benefit calculation for the 
project and reducing the traffic demand (i.e., need) for the project.   
 
The governors of the two states recently announced modifications to the project in 
an effort to scale back the $4.1 billion cost estimate.  The most significant of these 
changes is the proposal to rebuild the Kennedy Interchange in place, rather than 
reconstructing the interchange to the south.  The National Trust strongly supports 
this modification to the proposed project, as it will reduce adverse effects on historic 
districts.  The remaining modifications, by contrast, appear to present either minimal 
cost savings or potential exacerbation of adverse effects on historic properties.  For 
example, more information is needed regarding changes to the proposed tunnel 
under Drumanard in order to evaluate what appears to present an increase in 
adverse effects.   
 
The consideration of effects on historic properties under Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation has barely begun, and additional information will need to be 
developed through that review process as well.  Issues that need to be addressed 
under Section 106 will include the reevaluation of National Register eligibility for 



http://www.kyinbridges.com/�





 
John Sacksteder 
July 15, 2011 
Page 2  
 
 
certain properties.  Nearly a decade has passed since the Section 106 review was 
previously initiated.   
 


The passage of time, changing perceptions of significance, or incomplete 
prior evaluations may require the agency official to reevaluate properties 
previously determined eligible or ineligible. 


 
36 C.F.R. § 800.4(c)(1).  In our view, the Nutall House and the north field of the 
Belleview property at a minimum must be reassessed for their National Register 
eligibility.   
 
Additional Alternatives Need to be Included Within the Scope of the SEIS 
 
The powerpoint presentations that have been shared with the public propose only 
two basic alternatives for consideration (other than the mandatory “no action” 
alternative):  (1) the original package of projects, but with tolls; and (2) the projects 
as modified by the governors (i.e., interchange rebuilt in place, slimmed down 
bridges, etc.), also with tolls.  In our view, additional alternatives need to be 
addressed within the scope of the Supplemental EIS: 
 


• Transit.  
 
In the 21st century it is irresponsible to develop a transportation plan on this scale for 
an important and growing urban area without even considering the potential for 
transit to address a portion of the transportation needs.  Transit must be an element 
added to the evaluation in the SEIS.    


 
• Single-bridge alternatives, with tolls.   


 
In the original EIS, single bridge alternatives were evaluated for both the downtown 
bridge and the eastern bridge.  In our view, it would be important and useful to 
include those single-bridge alternatives within the scope of the SEIS as well.  As you 
know, there is a great deal of public debate in the greater Louisville area (most of it 
not very civil) about the relative transportation merits of an eastern bridge vs. a 
downtown bridge.  Some support the construction of only the downtown bridge and 
interchange, while others support the construction of only an eastern bridge.  Some 
groups (e.g., “8664”) even support the removal of a 1.8-mile section of I-64 along the 
riverfront.  Since an important function of the National Environmental Policy Act is to 
inform public debate,1


                                                        
1  See Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 349 (1989). 


 it is essential, in our view, for the studies to include both of the 
single-bridge alternatives (as toll-funded projects).  Otherwise, the agencies and the 
public will be deprived of accurate, current information regarding the true costs and 
benefits and impacts of these alternatives, which will continue to be hotly debated.  
The public will continue to push for these single-bridge alternatives during the NEPA 







 
John Sacksteder 
July 15, 2011 
Page 3  
 
 
process, but the agencies will not be disclosing any data that would permit an 
apples-to-apples comparison of costs and benefits and impacts, unless the scope of 
the studies is expanded.  In any event, there is no guarantee that a two-bridge 
project will ultimately be fundable, so the states may be forced to choose between 
the two bridges in the future.  Failing to include single-bridge alternatives within the 
scope of the current SEIS would further delay the project by requiring yet another 
study if it is not included within the scope of this one. 
 


• Sequenced construction. 
 
Under the two-bridge scenarios, it is well-understood that the traffic volumes and toll 
revenue would be different for the two bridges.  Therefore, the SEIS and the tolling 
studies should evaluate and disclose the impact on the costs of financing depending 
on which bridge is built first.   
 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.  We look forward to submitting 
further comments once the Draft Alternatives Evaluation and Methodology is 
released.  We also look forward to participating as a consulting party in the Section 
106 review. 
 
 
Sincerely,  


 
Elizabeth S. Merritt 
Deputy General Counsel     
 
 
cc: Mary Ann Naber, Federal Preservation Officer, FHWA 
 Jose Sepulveda, KY-Division Administrator, FHWA 
 Robert Tally, IN-Division Administrator, FHWA 


Carol Legard, ACHP 
 Charlene Vaughn, ACHP 
 Reid Nelson, ACHP 








RIVER FIELDS


July 15, 2011


DELIVERED VIA CERTIFIED MAIL, AND ELECTRONIC MAIL


John Sacksteder, PE
Project Manager
Community Transportation Solutions-General Engineering Consultant
Louisville - Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project
305 N. Hurstbourne Lane, Suite 100
Louisville, KY 40223


Re: Comments on the Purpose and Need for of the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement; Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River
Bridges Project


Dear Mr. Sacksteder:


River Fields, Inc. hereby submits its Response to the invitation that appears on the
Louisville Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project website as follows:


"The Bridges Project is developing a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement to
address potential changes to the 2003 Record of Decision. Three alternatives are under
study:


• No Action


• 2003 Selected Alternative with tolls


o New Downtown 1-65 bridge


o New East End bridge and 1-265 linkage (6 lanes)


o Rebuild Kennedy Interchange to south


• 2011 Modified Alternative with tolls


o New Downtown 1-65 bridge (without bike/ped lane)


o New East End bridge and 1-265 linkage (reduce to 4 lanes; expandable to
6 lanes)


o Rebuild Kennedy Interchange in place."
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Ma t thew Boone G a r d i n e r • E l izabeth D o d d Lococo • H u n t e r G. Louis • D ebb i e L inn ig M i cha i s • Kenneth W. M o o r e • E d w i n H. Perry


Dr. H i r a m C. Po ik , Jr. • Bea Rosenberg • Inez Segel l • Jane M. T o w n s e n d • A n n C. W e l l s
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR: M e m e Sweets R u n y o n
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As you know, the study consultant, Community Transportation Solutions ("CTS" or the
"study consultant"), has been working on this Project since September 1998. During that time,
CTS has developed rooms full of data and a two-volume DEIS which is over four and a half
inches thick. The DEIS was modified into a Final Environmental Impact Statement which was
then in accepted in a Record of Decision published in 2003.


As River Fields repeatedly predicted since the late 1990s, the false optimism that
projected with no basis in fact, enough money to build two bridges and rebuild Spaghetti
Junction proved to be misplaced. Nine years after our comments on the DEIS and eight years
after the issuance of the ROD, there is, in fact, no viable financial plan for the project that is
financially constrained and apparently no construction funding for the project in Kentucky's Six
Year Road Plan. In recognition of this fact, Kentucky and Indiana have created a Bi-State
Tolling Authority to create a financial plan for the project through the use of tolls. Now that
Authority is poised to become the "sole owner" of the Project although the Executive Director,
Steve Schultz, reported at the last meeting of the Authority, that it is currently under-staffed to
take on that task. All agencies agree that tolling is necessary for the Project to take place. The
addition of tolling is another significant changes since the original Project was approved.


Moreover in January 2011 the governors of Kentucky and Indiana announced that they
had asked project administrators to explore changes in the rebuild of Spaghetti Junction and the
proposed eastern bridge to lower costs. As these changes had not been studied in any of the
alternatives proposed in the FEIS or approved in the ROD, a Supplemental EIS was mandated.


Background


River Fields, which is celebrating its 52nd anniversary this year, is one of the oldest river
conservation organizations in the United States. We are both an advocacy group and a land trust.
In its advocacy role, River Fields is not opposed to development. Instead, we promote
environmentally sensitive land and water use arrived at by fact-based, reasoned decision-making
conducted with appropriate opportunity for public comment. We are proud of our reputation as a
willing negotiator that works toward creative solutions.


Although River Fields boasts over 2,100 members from over 104 zip codes in Kentucky
and Indiana, its primary area of activity extends on both sides of the Ohio River corridor from
Westport, Kentucky to West Point, Kentucky. The proposed Project falls within that area. In the
early 1990s, River Fields played a major role in focusing the attention of our community on the
Ohio River as one of its most important resources. Through this advocacy, River Fields,
Jefferson County, and the Louisville Metropolitan Sewer District funded and developed the Ohio
River Corridor Master Plan as part of the Louisville and Jefferson County comprehensive land
use planning process. Its goals have been officially adopted as part of the Louisville and
Jefferson County Cornerstone 2020 Comprehensive Plan. In recent years, River Fields was a
primary stakeholder and member of the Steering Committee for the development of the Upper







Mr. John Sacksteder
July 15, 2011
Page 3


River Road Scenic Corridor Master Plan, a plan to enhance and preserve the only state-
designated Scenic Byway in Metro Louisville. We also have been active in the eastern corridor
area of this Project through advocacy in planning and zoning cases, monitoring site cleanup and
redevelopment activities at the Indiana Army Ammunition Plant in eastern Clark County, and
participating in technical task forces convened by the regional public water supply provider
involving the study of the Ohio River alluvial aquifer, a source of public drinking water in the
eastern corridor area. We engage in similar initiatives throughout the Organization's mission
area, from West Point to Westport.


As a land trust, River Fields owns property in the river corridor, accessible to the public,
worth $2 million. We also hold conservation easements permanently protecting 2200 acres in
the river watershed from new development. Several of our properties would experience
proximity impacts from the eastern bridge. As a significant landowner in this area, River Fields
identified and sponsored the National Register of Historic Places nomination for what has
become listed as the Country Estates of River Road. This nomination was encouraged by the
Kentucky State Historic Preservation Officer and supported with a grant from the Kentucky
Heritage Council. Country Estates of River Road is a nationally renowned 729-acre Historic
District along upper River Road in eastern Jefferson County that encompasses a contiguous,
uninterrupted landscape of approximately 31 country estate properties (dating between 1875-
1938), featuring high-style designed landscapes, with architecturally designed residences in
settings chosen for their natural features, and four independent Historic Districts.


River Fields has a long history of commitment and activity to the downtown portion of
the waterfront. River Fields trustees and the former executive director lobbied tirelessly for the
development of the Waterfront Strategy that created the Waterfront Plan. During the Waterfront
planning process, the current director and Board were involved in the numerous public meetings
that took place throughout the community to seek public input on their desire for the future of the
Waterfront. The overwhelming public desire was for green space. (In that reality, River Fields
welcomes the reduced impact on the Waterfront Park in the new alternative.)


During the DEIS and Section 106 process River Fields has aggressively advocated for the
protection of Butchertown, Phoenix Hill and the Main Street area, including that National
Register District. As a stakeholder in Main Street from a mission perspective, we also have the
unique vantage point that our office is on Main Street. These historical areas and the Waterfront
Park are treasures for today and for future generations.


This Project is the single largest transportation project ever planned for the state of
Kentucky. Since this proposed Project, if undertaken, will have the most serious impact on the
Ohio River and its corridor that will occur in our lifetimes, River Fields has devoted more effort
and resources toward studying, participating in, and commenting on this Project than on any
other in its history. River Fields participated in the Regional Mobility Task Force, a citizen
planning process convened in the early 1990s by the Kentuckiana Regional Planning and
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Development Agency ("KIPDA"), our metropolitan planning organization. We participated in
the 1994 Metropolitan Louisville Ohio River Bridge Study for KYTC and INDOT, the May
1994 Analysis of Economic Benefits of Alternative Ohio River Bridge Crossings for the
Downtown Development Corporation, the August 1994 Kennedy Interchange Complex study for
KYTC, and the April 1997 Ohio River Major Investment Study for KIPDA.


hi connection with the currently proposed Project, and the revised Project now under
study, we have asked for the opportunity to participate in the public process and have taken
advantage of every opportunity we have been given to comment in the NEPA process and the
Section 106 process. We were the first party to request Consulting Party designation in the
National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 process conducted as part of the earlier studies.
We have participated in every public hearing, including the 12 hours of formal DEIS hearings on
February 6 and 7, 2002. After the issuance of the ROD, we have continued our involvement in
the Kentucky Historic Advisory Team which was created by the section 106 Memorandum of
Agreement. Our participation has included meetings with CTS very early in the process, with
representatives the Federal Highway Administration, with representatives of the state
transportation agencies, and with other federal, state, and local agencies who are commented on
this DEIS and FEIS. Finally, we joined the National Trust for Historic Preservation in
challenging the ROD in an appeal filed in the United States District Court for the Western
District of Kentucky. Through this participation, we have come to know the factual background
of this Project and the area it may affect on both sides of the river, downtown and eastern
corridors, perhaps better than any other community organization.


River Fields trustees care deeply about the future success of this region and for that
reason have always insisted that its position on this crucially important Project be in the best
interests of the entire community, including its citizens on both sides of the river. The Ohio
River is the single most important centerpiece of the metropolitan Louisville region. It is the
reason Louisville exists and its corridor contains the richest cultural resources in the
Commonwealth of Kentucky. The river itself is the largest, most complex natural resource in the
region. The first goal of the Ohio River Corridor Master Plan, now adopted in Cornerstone
2020, is: "The river belongs to the people." It is in the spirit of that goal that River Fields
approaches this new SEIS study. It is River Fields' position that any proposal, particularly one
of this enormity, must be scrutinized in order to justify irreversible impacts to the critically
important resource of the Ohio River and its corridor.


To ensure that our position is based on facts and not emotion, and so we can decide our
position based on reality, not dreams, River Fields has funded its own research on this Project,
hiring professionals who are nationally respected in their fields. Indeed River Fields hired
Cambridge Systematics, Inc. of Cambridge, Massachusetts to prepare an independent analysis of
the traffic and economic data developed in the state and local studies in the early 1990s that had
looked at the problems associated with the Kennedy Interchange and Kennedy Bridge.
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When all KYTC officials, including the Secretaries of Transportation, insisted that the
Kennedy Interchange could not be rebuilt, River Fields hired Wallace Floyd & Associates,
Boston, Massachusetts, to study that question. Their work product was a critically important
conceptual plan for redesign of the Kennedy Interchange (locally known as "Spaghetti
Junction"). This plan, among other things, demonstrated that contrary to previous assumptions,
it is possible to rebuild the Kennedy Interchange to relieve congestion on approaches to the
Kennedy Bridge.; There is little debate today that the Kennedy Interchange can be rebuilt in a
manner that will relieve congestion on the Kennedy Bridge approaches. In partnership with
downtown leaders, River Fields began that evaluation process.


Simply put, no citizens' group has been more actively involved in the Project, has been
more concerned about the facts which surround it, or has spent more of its own money in
participating in the studies concerning it which have taken place to date. River Fields' goal
throughout this process has been to ensure that this vitally important community decision be
based on a wholly objective analysis of the best quantitative and qualitative data available.


We are mindful that there is a widely held perception in the community that River Fields
is being an obstructionist as to the eastern bridge component of this Project. We want to assure
you that simply is not the case. Rather, River Fields believes that the issues surrounding the
proposed project are so complex that they are not easily understood. The process has continued
for so long and become so divisive that many decision makers have adopted a "let's just get on
with it" attitude that may have long-term irreversible and detrimental effects on the character,
economy, and resources of this community. River Fields has therefore dedicated itself to
ensuring that the fullest possible analysis is made based upon the best data and information
available. It is this overriding principle that has governed, and will continue to govern, all of
River Fields' actions concerning this Project, including our review of the SEIS. When the. facts
justify the construction of an eastern bridge, River Fields will reconsider its position.


The Organization of this Response


1. Comments on the Process to Date


2. Comments on the Draft Purpose and Need White Paper


3. Comments on the Proposed Changes to the Project


4. Apparent Omissions from the Process


The Process to Date


NEPA requires that there be a "hard look" at the elements of a project, a requirement that
is as applicable to an SEIS as it was to the original project documents. Unfortunately it is now
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evident from the many comments of Bridges Authority members complaining about the
requirement for additional studies and from the schedule published in the April 7, 2011 Bridges
Authority meeting that far from taking a "hard look," project leaders have decreed that
construction of the project begin in September 2012, a self-imposed, artificial deadline that will
be impossible to meet and which insures that the required "hard look" will also be impossible,
tainting the entire process for public relations and political ends.


The resulting scramble by transportation cabinet employees and consultants to meet the
demands of their leaders has already resulted in confusion about what is being done. For
example, the project website, as quoted at the beginning of this letter, solicits comments on three
alternatives but does not provide any information on how the alternatives being studied differ
from those studied in the original studies other than the obvious fact that all alternatives other
than the no action alternative will include tolls. Outside of PowerPoints with a few lists and a lot
of photos and maps, citizens who attended the public meetings received no additional
information on these changes. At the Regional Advisory Committee meeting on June 15, a River
Fields representative was advised that a list of changes would be prepared and would be
forwarded to the RAC in enough time for the RAC members to make meaningful comment by
the July 15 deadline. This document has yet to be received. Neither was the document described
at the public meetings. At the last public hearing the River Fields representative was told that the
document would be complete within several days. No document was received during that time
frame. No public meetings are to be held on this document, however. We now know from a
message sent to the National Trust for Historic Preservation on July 14, 2011, that a list of
changes is actually being prepared, that it will be put on the project website, and that there will
be fifteen days for comments on the list. Members of the public who demonstrated their interest
in the project by attending the public meetings know nothing of this anticipated but important
document. Citizens, many of whom would be older or economically challenged who do not own
or use computers will apparently never know about these changes or about their ability to
comment on them. Members of the public who use computers but do not maintain an earnest
vigil on the project website will know nothing of this public comment period. This does not
satisfy the legal requirements for notice under NEPA. Worst of all, comments are being solicited
on these changes without an approved purpose and need statement, the ultimate measure of the
choice of a preferred alternative since every alternative must meet the project's purpose and
need.


In the same message, the National Trust was also advised that comments are due today on
a draft "White Paper" on the purpose and need for the project. This draft is published on the
project website, but the website does not solicit comments on the draft much less advise the
public that comments on the draft White Paper are due today. Citizens who attended the public
meetings were advised that they should comment on the purpose and need for the project and
"the direction we're taking" whatever that means.
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The original purpose and need was statement first adopted in the original process. Since
that time, the housing bubble has collapsed with a resulting recession that is the worst since the
Great Depression and gasoline prices have soared. The result has been a steep decline in
automobile traffic, a fact well-known to the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet and the Indiana
Department of Transportation but which is ignored in the White Paper. These facts call for a
complete reevaluation of the need for such a massive project, especially for its eastern bridge
component which was never presented as a solution to traffic or safety problems in any study and
whose projected usage is extremely vulnerable to tolls.


Comments on the Purpose and Need for the Project


As the website states: "A draft of a white paper has been developed showing the original
purpose and need are still valid.. ." River Fields has therefore attached its comments to the
DEIS submitted on February 25, 2002, to this letter and incorporates them in these comments.
River Fields original position on the purpose and need for the project are summarized as follows.


A. Defining Need: Two Separate Projects are Combined in this Study


The current purpose and need statement for this project states that its scope is about
regional cross-river mobility needs, current and future. The White Paper does not propose to
change this statement. In reality, this Project has always been and continues to be two separate
projects: (1) a downtown project to address current traffic safety and congestion-problems; and
(2) an eastern project to satisfy economic development objectives for a portion of the region. In
evaluating proposed traffic projects, traffic safety projects and economic development projects
should not be placed on an equal footing and given equal priority. More importantly, a project
that is solely for economic development purposes should not be characterized as a safety project
in order to increase the project's priority status or to skew the cost/benefit analysis.


B. Analyzing Need


1. The only current traffic safety-related need identified in the data
supporting the ROD is rebuilding the Kennedy Interchange.


It is not a surprise that the FEIS data only demonstrated one need related to current traffic
safety, i.e. the need for a rebuild of Spaghetti Junction. The computer freeway operations
simulation model (CORSIM) used for the FEIS confirmed conclusions formed in previous
studies that recognized that substandard design geometries (merges and weaves) result in both
peak period congestion and safety problems within Spaghetti Junction. These results were
verified by River Fields' transportation consulting firm, Smart Mobility, Inc. ("Smart Mobility").


The FEIS further claimed, however, that the Kennedy Bridge traffic demand resulted in
the bridge being "over capacity," specifically, that it is currently at 106% of its design capacity
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(DEIS, pg. 2-24). This conclusion was misleading because the definition of "capacity" in this
context is incorrect and at odds with generally accepted traffic-flow conditions in similar urban
areas. Moreover, the congestion problems were, and remain been, peak period/peak direction
only (rush hour), they are experienced by less than 10% of all daily vehicle trips, and they are
attributable to the poor design of Spaghetti Junction which causes traffic to back up onto the
Kennedy Bridge. In 2002, the Kennedy Bridge itself, however, was not currently a congestion
problem except as it related to Spaghetti Junction.


2. There was no current traffic-related need for an eastern interstate bridge
and highway.


The FEIS stated that travelers currently incur "additional travel times and distance when
traveling between the eastern portions of the metropolitan area" but presented no data on
congested travel, travel time, and traveler delay for people or trucks with these origins and
destinations. As a basis for making decisions, FHWA might conclude from this "problem
statement" that 20 bridges are needed, not just one or two. In fact, data existed which refuted
any real current traffic-related need for an eastern bridge: 1) a regional travel origin and
destination survey that was conducted by KIPDA in 2000 of almost 5,000 households in the 5-
county transportation planning area; and 2) a corridor analysis conducted by KIPDA in 1999 of
the 8-mile Indiana State Route (SR) 62. Inexplicably, the FEIS did not use these studies. The
household travel survey showed that less than 5% of the trips made by the 5-county residents
surveyed required a river crossing; when disaggregated into trips by state of residence, the
survey showed that 2% of trips made by the Kentucky residents surveyed were cross-river trips
and 15% of the trips made by the Indiana residents surveyed were cross-river trips. The Indiana
SR 62 Plan showed that, except for a 1-mile segment within Jeffersonville, corridor capacity and
levels of service, including eastern Clark County, Indiana, were adequate.


No analysis of current productivity needs was made in the FEIS. However, using the
document's own data on the percentage of through trucks with origins and destinations that
might lead a trucker to take the eastern project as a "bypass" shows such diversions would
represent about 1% of all Kennedy Bridge traffic. In fact, since the publication of the FEIS,
CTS's project manager admitted in an article which appeared in February 24,2002's Courier
Journal that the eastern bridge cannot be justified as a truck bypass.


Representatives of the FHWA, KYTC, and INDOT heard repeatedly that an eastern
interstate beltway is currently "needed" to route hazardous materials, particularly away from the
1-65 curve adjacent to the Louisville medical complex. The FEIS is silent on this point, from
either a safety or productivity standpoint. This is undoubtedly because the volume of hazardous
materials transported by trucks within the entire metropolitan area, much less those that could
bypass and in this particular portion of a bypass, do not warrant a billion dollar expenditure on an
eastern bridge for this sole purpose. Further, the FEIS would have needed to analyze the impacts
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of hazardous materials truck routing on the Ohio River alluvial aquifer used in the eastern
corridor as a public drinking water source, which it did not do.


3. The FEIS's analysis of future need for an eastern bridge was based solely
on a faulty socio-economic premise.


The underlying premise of the FEIS's future need analysis was a socioeconomic one:
that the eastern bridge was needed to "accommodate" traffic associated with projected growth in
eastern Clark and Jefferson Counties. However, there were and are many flaws in and problems
with this premise, such as:


• The premise is inconsistent with the study consultant's own
observations that the eastern bridge and interstate highway are needed to
develop eastern Clark County, not to accommodate inevitable future
growth:


"A sizeable wedge, in this area of Indiana, can develop if
appropriate transportation is provided." al Chalabi Report at 2.


One of the needs for the eastern bridge is to "enhance the
opportunities for industrial/business growth and job development
in Indiana." al Chalabi Report at 47.


• The premise is inconsistent with the "no build" jobs forecast which
show Clark County with a current and projected jobs deficit.


• Projected growth is predicated on socioeconomic forecasts that
were aggressively inflated in expectation that the eastern bridge would be
built.


The FEIS itself acknowledged that highways will not add to this region's net new job
growth (in other words, no net new regional job growth can be demonstrated by providing new
capacity), but that it can influence the distribution of growth, sometimes substantially within a
region if the local climate is encouraging it.


In this case, the FEIS says that the socioeconomic projections developed by the study
consultant for the year 2025 were based on locally adopted land use plans and transportation
plans which assume two bridges will be built. The forecast updating for this Project was based
on flawed methodology and unsupported and biased input. This is not just a process problem,
since the forecast affects the projected traffic numbers and the socioeconomic impacts analysis.
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Key examples of the problems and errors in the forecasting process include:


• The study consultant solicited input from individual jurisdictions in
a letter and email writing campaign. As a result, it compiled a
conglomeration of individual wishes (including a number for the southern
third of the Indiana Army Ammunition Plant that was based on "soul
searching" by one planner) and biases (growth in Louisville and Jefferson
County was determined to be capped). Additionally, the forecast is based
on linear extrapolations of arithmetic projections, ignoring births, deaths,
longevity, and migratory patterns within the region.


• Despite questioning the input, the study consultant initially
accepted erroneous assumptions that Louisville and Jefferson County are
built out. This error was repeatedly brought to the attention of the study
consultant, but neither the socioeconomic or traffic forecasts, nor the
impacts analyses, were changed.


• A more defensible way to adopt a socioeconomic forecast would
have been a Delphi method where everyone works together on a realistic
evaluation that equally emphasizes the local land use plans and
revitalization efforts of the entire region. The study consultant actually
convened an "expert panel" of local planners from the region in late
August 2001 to review the study assumptions and findings and were told
by those local planners that they were erroneous, including the
development assumptions for eastern Clark County. Inexplicably,
however, the FEIS did not use any of this information.


There are several major problems with the FEIS's traffic projection methodology. First, a
significant mathematical error was made in the computer modeling process: the total
employment numbers that were input into the model are overstated by almost 20,000 jobs
compared to the sum of retail and non-retail employment in the forecast tables and the computer
model files themselves. Further, even with the inflated and unsupported socioeconomic
projections and the math error, the traffic projections that are outputs of the computer model
were not used by the study consultant. Rather, the consultant added "off model adjustments" to
inflate future bridge crossings by 16%. Finally, the most significant traffic benefit shown in the
entire Project-reduction in Vehicle Hours of Delay-from the eastern bridge was not a
performance metric used by FHWA anymore because it is inaccurate. River Fields1 analysis
shows why it is inaccurate and misleading—future congestion improvements claimed in the
FEIS from the eastern bridge result from the FEIS's arbitrary reallocation of projected jobs rather
than remediation of traffic system inadequacies.
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The "purpose and need" chapter states the general need as being increased cross-river
mobility, but identifies four "need factors" against which the general need for cross-river
mobility is to be measured. Two of those need factors relate to traffic safety and traffic
congestion in the downtown Kennedy Bridge/Kennedy Interchange area. Those two factors are
legitimately related to traffic conditions that should be considered in evaluating a highway
project. Those two factors are also capable of being objectively evaluated using quantifiable
data. The other two factors (accommodating growth and realizing land use plans calling for
completion of the interstate loop), however, are not related to traffic problems and cannot be
objectively evaluated using quantifiable data. The result is that the FEIS attempts to justify the
eastern bridge on the grounds that it will help solve the current downtown traffic problems and
that it will accommodate planned growth and improve accessibility in the east end. These
justifications are totally without merit. In fact, all reliable data developed over the last 23 years
indicate the opposite. First, there is no reliable data presented that demonstrates that the
downtown problems would not be solved by a rebuild of the Kennedy Interchange and a new
downtown bridge only. Second, the growth and accessibility assumptions underlying the
purported need for an eastern bridge are based on forecasts and modeling that are so flawed and
biased that they cannot be used to support the supposed need for an eastern bridge.


Comments on the Proposed Changes to the Project


Although the project website invites comments on proposed changes to be studied in the
SEIS, it does not provide a list of those changes. Based on correspondence from Andy Barber to
the National Trust for Historic Preservation received on July 14, 2011, a list of all proposed
changes in the FEIS and ROD is being prepared and will be posted on the project website for
public comment. River Fields will make its comments on these changes when that document is
received.


Additional Issues which need to be addressed in the SEIS


1. The effect of tolling on traffic patterns.


Two different tolling studies conducted by the project have now shown that the public is
sensitive to tolls and will adjust its traffic patterns to avoid them. The eastern bridge in particular
would suffer enormous diversion of potential traffic if it is tolled. While project proponents had
suggested that they would simply toll all of Louisville's Ohio River bridges to make diversion
impossible, they have now conceded that the law will not permit tolling of the Sherman Minton
Bridge. At the least, the existence of a toll free interstate bridge could have an effect on traffic
patterns which must be explored in the SEIS since this diversion has the possibility of affecting
the need for the project and the projected use of the proposed bridges.


The potential diversion over the Sherman Minton Bridge also has the potential to increase
the environmental impacts, including section 106 impacts, in West Louisville which were not
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studied in the earlier NEPA process. This also raises environmental and social justice issues in
Louisville's West End which must be addressed. It is essential also that socio-economic impacts
of traffic diversion also be studied for both West Louisville and New Albany.


2. Sequencing.


The Proposed Project is in fact three different projects , two of which are downtown and
one of which is miles upriver in eastern Metro Louisville. These three projects have, in turn,
been divided into six sections. One of the most important decisions in the Project is the
sequencing of the construction. In its comments on the DEIS, River Fields urged that this
important aspect of the project be the subject of study. This was not done, and neither the FEIS
nor the ROD addressed this issue.


At the time the FEIS and ROD were issued, project and political leaders announced
repeatedly that both projects would be built simultaneously, as a cursory study of the massive
news coverage of this issue will confirm. As the project has unfolded, however, the proposed
sequencing became construction of the eastern bridge first and the downtown portion of the
project last, a sequence which was not studied in the FEIS and which has never been part of the
public process required by NEPA. This sequencing means that the project that has the least
benefit to traffic and safety issues, the eastern bridge, is built first, while the project which
resolves the most critical issues—the majority of which are downtown in Spaghetti Junction and
on the Kennedy Bridge—is built last—if at all.


The introduction of users fees or tolls, the fiscal impact of the Great Recession and the
downturn both in the suburban housing boom and in miles travelled all point to the need to
evaluate which project should be built first.


It is clear from every tolling study that has taken place that the downtown project is the
largest revenue producer. In this recessionary reality, one of the alternatives that should be
evaluated is the alternative of building the downtown bridge first, as it would produce
dramatically increased revenue. River Fields' position is that this is essential to evaluate from a
financial perspective, within the tolling study, in order to evaluate how much the public would
be saving in the following areas:


-Savings on the cost of financing or borrowing money to build the project, as the income
stream would be dramatically improved in the first years of the life of the Project


-Savings of the cost of financing most importantly would reduce the cost of tolls as the
price of tolls will be governed in large part by the price of financing.


-Savings for citizens in the cost of gasoline, as the downtown project is the most direct
and shortest trip for the majority of the population.
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The SEIS must otherwise answer why the lowest income producer would be constructed
when that sequencing increases the cost of the Project, the cost of financing, the cost of tolls and
the expense of local trips for area citizens.


Unless the SEIS includes this evaluation of building the top revenue producer, the
downtown Project first, it is River Fields belief that this will be a fatal flaw in the SEIS.


Project proponents may suggest that tolling on the downtown project can begin
immediately and that money used to build and support the eastern bridge, which all
knowledgeable parties concede cannot pay for itself with tolls it would generate. There is no
reason to assume, however, that tolls from the downtown project can be used in this way since it
is illegal to toll an interstate bridge without an exception to a general prohibition and the
downtown and eastern bridge projects rely on different exceptions. River Fields and state
legislators have asked the FHWA for its position on this important question and it has yet to take
a position.


It is River Fields' position that the SEIS should include an evaluation of and an
explanation of the methodology in its process. This would require widening the scope of the
currently proposed SEIS. The evaluation of sequencing is no especially urgent at this time due to
the dramatically changed federal funding realities, potential inclusion of user fees (tolls) and the
dramatic downturn in traffic, VMTS and VHTs in the region and throughout the country.


3. New listed or eligible national register properties must be considered.


In the eight years since the ROD was issued, enough time has passed that there are new
properties which are eligible for National Register Listing which were previously ineligible.
Among the obvious examples are the Nutall House and the north field on "Belleview" farm. An
analysis of the eligibility of, impacts on, and mitigation for any newly eligible properties should
be part of the new section 106 study. Such evaluation should be thorough in both corridors with
detailed study of all potentially eligible resources including but not limited to the surrounding
neighborhoods of the National Register Districts of Butchertown, Phoenix Hill, West and East
Main Street, The Country Estates of River Road and the eligible James Taylor subdivision and
the Jacobs School eligible district. Again, the ambitious SEIS schedule must not abbreviate
these evaluations.


4. Mass transit should be studied as an alternative.


Mass transit was dismissed as a serious alternative for study early in the previous NEPA
process. River Fields continues to believe that this was a mistake. Given the steep drop in traffic
arising form escalating gasoline prices and the lingering recession—widely described as the
worst since the Great Depression—the time to study mass transit as an alternative for the purpose
and need has arrived.
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Conclusions


Thank you for affording us the opportunity to comment on this important project, one
which will have lasting implications for our region for centuries to come.


Sincerely,


Lee Cory
President, Board of Trustees
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August 31, 2011 
 
John Sacksteder, PE 
Project Manager 
Community Transportation Solutions 
Louisville - Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project 
305 N. Hurstbourne Lane, Suite 100 
Louisville, KY 40223 
 
Re:  Comments on Draft Range of Alternatives Document (DRAD) for  


Ohio River Bridges Project Supplemental EIS 
 
Dear Mr. Sacksteder: 
 
On behalf of the National Trust for Historic Preservation, we appreciate the 
opportunity to submit comments on the Draft Range of Alternatives Document 
(DRAD) for the future Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) 
for the Ohio River Bridges Project.  We received the DRAD in the mail from the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), offering us a 15-day comment period.  In 
our view, limiting comments to a 15-day period in the middle of August is 
unreasonable.  Nonetheless, we have done our best to develop comments as 
expeditiously as possible.  
 
In general, we are pleased that the FHWA apparently intends to expand the scope of 
its analysis in order to include all of the alternatives that were originally reviewed for 
the 2003 FEIS, including single-bridge alternatives, as we strongly recommended in 
our July 15, 2011 comments.  However, we urge the FHWA to consider a number of 
additional recommendations. 
 
The Purpose and Need Factors Should be Revised. 
 
In reviewing the five factors from the original purpose and need statement, we 
strongly encourage the FHWA to eliminate the fifth factor referring to “[l]ocally 
approved transportation plans that call for two new bridges,” DRAD at 3, 7, 8.  In 
contrast to the other four factors, which can be quantified and used to measure the 
relative benefits among alternatives, the reference to local transportation plans is 
utterly circular and self-fulfilling, and ultimately reflects nothing more than a political 
decision.  It appears that the DRAD may essentially be proposing to downgrade this 
fifth factor in any event, or to treat it as redundant, based on the description on page 
8.  However, this should be made more explicit. 
 
The Proposed Revision of the Metrics for Cross-River Mobility Will Thwart 
Meaningful Review and Comparison of Alternatives. 
 
We strongly disagree with the proposal in the DRAD to measure “Cross-River 
Mobility” solely in terms of Vehicle Hours of Delay (VHD), rather than the additional 
two metrics that were used in the 2003 NEPA process—Vehicles Miles of Travel 
(VMT) and Vehicle Hours of Travel (VHT).  DRAD at 8 n.3.  Eliminating two out of 
three metrics that were used in the 2003 EIS would undermine the analysis, 
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preventing “apples-to-apples” comparisons, and would result in an overly simplistic 
reliance on a single metric.  Furthermore, it is a metric that appears less objective 
than VMT and VHT, because it inherently requires a comparison to a hypothetical 
baseline (i.e., vehicle hours that would have been traveled without the delay), which 
is subject to error or manipulation.  Contrary to the unsupported assertion that VHD 
“is the measure that most closely correlates with the goal of reducing delay and 
improving mobility,” DRAD at 8 n.3, VHD has been criticized by at least one state 
transportation official as a metric that does “not adequately describe mobility 
performance.”1


 


  We strongly recommend that the original three-metric analysis be 
retained.      


The Alignment for the Eastern Bridge Needs to be Re-Evaluated. 
 
We are pleased to see that the analysis will include “re-assessing the alignment 
screening and selection decisions that were made in the 2003 FEIS,” and evaluating 
whether current changes would lead to “different alignment preferences.”  DRAD at 
9.  This new evaluation is especially important for the Eastern Bridge alignment, for 
two reasons.  First, cost-reduction is an important goal, and more information is now 
available than in 2003 about the cost estimates for construction of the mandatory 
tunnel under Drumanard, which has always been required by the FHWA for the A-15 
alignment.  Selecting a different alignment for the Eastern Bridge approach on the 
Kentucky side (i.e., one that would avoid Drumanard) could result in major cost 
reductions through elimination of the required tunnel.  Second, it is important to 
recall that the Kentucky State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) had always taken 
the position that Alignment A-16 would be the least harmful alternative with respect 
to historic properties, not A-15, which was selected in 2003.  The SHPO’s position 
was originally articulated in a letter dated June 27, 2002 (attached), and was 
reinforced in a letter dated December 26, 2006 (also attached).  We especially urge 
the FHWA to ensure that the re-evaluation of alternatives includes a careful look at 
alignment A-16.   
 
Review of Cost/Financial Feasibility    
 
We are pleased to see the following statement: 
 


It is recommended that if an alternative’s cost estimate is substantially in 
excess of the $1.9 billion [estimated available funds], the alternative is not 
financially feasible.  Alternatives will be considered reasonable in the SEIS 


                                                           
1  See http://cospl.coalliance.org/fez/eserv/co:5247/tra2100813internet.pdf (Jeremy 
Klop & Erik Guderian, “Linking of Mobility Performance Measures to Resource 
Allocation: Survey of State DOTs and MPOs” at 23 (Dec. 2008) (Colo. Dep’t of 
Transp., DTD Applied Research & Innovation Branch) (Report No. CDOT-2008-13)). 
 



http://cospl.coalliance.org/fez/eserv/co:5247/tra2100813internet.pdf�
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only if they include a revenue source that could be reasonably expected 
to cover the share of estimated project costs that exceeds $1.9 billion.  


 
DRAD at 9.  This financially responsible criterion is an especially important reason 
why the Draft SEIS must include consideration of single-bridge alternatives.  Of 
course, the $1.9 billion assumption may be optimistic, but at least this is a useful 
starting point for a more realistic approach to financing this project.  Based on the 
cost estimates reflected in the six sections of the matrix, almost $1 billion would still 
need to be raised from tolls or other sources in order to fund the modified two-
bridge alternative as currently proposed.  Finding that extra billion dollars will be an 
ambitious challenge indeed.  Accordingly, single-bridge (i.e., less costly) alternatives 
must be included in the re-evaluation. 
 
Recommended Range of Alternatives 
 
We are pleased to see that the Range of Alternatives has been expanded to include 
all alternatives previously evaluated in the 2003 FEIS.  DRAD at 21.  We also support 
the inclusion of Transportation System Management (TSM) measures for 
consideration as part of all the alternatives.  Id.  Mass Transit should be treated in the 
same way.   
 
Comments on the Matrix Comparing the 2003 EIS Selected Alternative and the 
new Modified Alternative  
 
The section-by-section matrix describing the changes to the project for each of the 
six sections is extremely useful, and will serve as an important reference point going 
forward into the NEPA and Section 106 review process.   
 
The modifications to Section 4 (Kentucky Approach to East End Bridge) raise a 
number of specific concerns, which will need to be addressed through Section 106 
consultation in addition to the NEPA review.   
 


• The modifications in the proposed tunnel profile (4th listed item) have the 
potential to exacerbate adverse effects, including noise and vibration effects, 
on a number of historic properties.  These changes in adverse effects must be 
analyzed and assessed in detail through the Section 106 consultation process. 


• The elimination of retaining walls and vertical rock cut facing walls (9th listed 
item) also have the potential to create or exacerbate adverse effects on 
historic properties.  Although the description of the modified alternative 
suggests that the road would “remain within the original proposed right-of-
way,” the description of this feature for the EIS Selected Alternative states 
that the whole purpose of the retaining walls was “to minimize right-of-way 
impacts.”  These two statements are contradictory.  A thorough review is 
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needed in order to ensure that adverse effects on historic properties are 
carefully understood, and avoided, minimized, and mitigated.   


 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Range of Alternatives 
Document.  
 
Sincerely,  


 
Elizabeth S. Merritt 
Deputy General Counsel     
 
 
cc: Mary Ann Naber, Federal Preservation Officer, FHWA 
 Jose Sepulveda, KY-Division Administrator, FHWA 
 Robert Tally, IN-Division Administrator, FHWA 
 Janice Osadczuk, FHWA, IN-Division 


Carol Legard, ACHP 
 Charlene Vaughn, ACHP 
 Reid Nelson, ACHP 
 Craig Potts, Kentucky Heritage Council 
  













 


 
 


 
 


August 25, 2011 
 


John Sacksteder, Project Manager 
Community Transportation Solutions - General Engineering Consultant (CTS-GEC) 
Forum Office Park III 
305 N. Hurstbourne Parkway, Suite 100 
Louisville, KY 40222  
jsacksteder@hmbpe.com 
 
RE: Comments on Ohio River Bridges Project – SEIS Draft Range of Alternatives Document 
 
Mr. Sacksteder, 
 
The Hoosier Environmental Council (“HEC”) submits the preliminary comments below, in 
lieu of the online form, to be considered as part of the Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (“SEIS”) for the Ohio River Bridges Project (“ORB Project”). 
 
Review of Purpose and Need 
According to the Draft Range of Alternatives Document (“DRAD”), the SEIS process will 
now include a review of the ORB Project’s Purpose and Need.  While HEC agrees that this 
review is necessary due to the prolonged delays and substantial changes, the proposed 
review is structured to reaffirm the findings of the 2003 FEIS and, therefore, fundamentally 
flawed.  
 
The DRAD states that the original purpose of the project was to improve cross-river 
mobility between Jefferson County, Kentucky and Clark County, Indiana.  It then identifies 
five specific factors that will be used to reassess the purpose and need for this project, 
including: 
 


 Inefficient mobility for existing and planned growth in population and employment 
in the Downtown area and in eastern Jefferson and southeastern Clark Counties; 


 Traffic congestion on the Kennedy Bridge and within the Kennedy Interchange; 
 Traffic safety problems within the Kennedy Interchange and on the Kennedy Bridge 


and its approaches; 
 Inadequate cross-river transportation system linkage and freeway rerouting 


opportunities in the eastern portion of the Louisville Metropolitan Area; 
 Locally approved transportation plans that call for two new bridges across the Ohio 


River and the reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange. 
 
These factors inexplicably link the Downtown Bridge/Interchange project and the East End 
Bridge project without justification.  There is no explanation as to why or how the 
inefficient mobility of the downtown area is so closely related to eastern Jefferson and 
southeastern Clark Counties as to be considered together.  Similarly, no justification is 
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provided for why “freeway rerouting opportunities in the eastern portion of the Louisville 
Metropolitan Area” must be considered concurrently with the downtown project.  Finally, 
the call for two new bridges in a local transportation plan does not necessitate joining 
those two bridges into a single project. 
 
Barring some reasonable justification for joining the projects, they should be separated and 
reevaluated individually to determine whether each project has sufficient individual utility 
to justify pursuing. 
 
Process and Methodology for Evaluating the Range of Alternatives 
Just as the factors for evaluating the Purpose and Need predetermine the outcome of the 
process, so do the proposed criteria for evaluating the range of alternatives that satisfy the 
Purpose and Need.   
 
One of the criteria is to “Improve System Linkage and Freeway Re-Routing Opportunities.”  
An alternative only meets this criterion if it “completes the eastern cross-river 
transportation system.”  There is no specified link between this criterion and the 
Downtown Bridge.  There is no requirement that the “Freeway Re-routing Opportunities” 
be feasible options for I-65, for instance.  No metrics are provided for what would be 
considered a viable re-routing opportunity.  Seemingly, the only purpose of this criterion is 
to ensure that some variation of the East End Bridge be built, regardless of its impact on 
downtown traffic flow or independent utility. 
 
East End Bridge 
Rather than pursuing the nominal cost savings achieved through eliminating the 
bicycle/pedestrian lane on the new Downtown Bridge, HEC urges reconsideration of 
including the East End Bridge in the project.  The Kentucky and Indiana Planning and 
Development Agency (“KIPDA”) traffic projections do not justify the extraordinarily high 
financial cost for the East End Bridge. 
 
Over the next twenty years, the projected number of daily trips from Eastern Clark County 
to Eastern Jefferson/Oldham Counties is only 41,000 under the no-action alternative.1  In 
the same period, the daily trips over the Kennedy and Clark Memorial Bridges will grow to 
180,000.2  In spite of the difference in demonstrable need, the East End Bridge accounts for 
nearly half of the total project cost ($1.35 billion for the 2011 Modified Alternative).   
 
Eliminating the East End Bridge from the project would allow for greater investment in 
making the Downtown Bridge a truly multi-modal facility that serves all types of cross-
river traffic.  The savings could also be applied to the other mounting infrastructure needs 
in both states.   
 
Alternative Concepts 
The DRAD states that the various Travel Demand Management (“TDM”), Transportation 
System Management (“TSM”), and Mass Transit (“MT”) alternatives would be evaluated 


                                                        
1 Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project SEIS Purpose and Need White Paper, Table 4. 
2 Id., Table 2. 







 


separately, and to a limited extent, jointly as part of the Transportation Management 
(“TM”) alternative.  The FEIS only considered one TM alternative that combined various 
TDM, TSM, and MT alternatives.  Given the high cost of the Bridge/Highway alternatives, 
HEC recommends that more TM alternatives be developed and evaluated.  Specifically, we 
recommend that the TM alternatives include options with combinations of rail transit, 
dedicated bus and high occupancy vehicle lanes, and pedestrian/bicycle facilities on the 
downtown bridge.  Hybrid alternatives that include aspects of both TM and Existing System 
Improvements should also be developed and evaluated as viable substitutes for the 
Bridge/Highway Only alternatives. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to the development of the Supplemental EIS. 
 
Submitted by: 
 
Tim Maloney, Senior Policy Director    
Steven Meyer, Land Use Policy Coordinator  
Hoosier Environmental Council 
3951 N. Meridian St., Suite 100 
Indianapolis, IN 46208 
(317) 685-8800 
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AUglJst 23,2011 


Janice Osadczuk 
Engineering Services Team Leader 
Federal Highway Administration 
Federal Office Building, Room 254 
575 North Pennsylvania Street 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 


Federal Agency: Federal Highway Administr;ation ("FHWA") 


Re: "Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River BridgeslProject Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/DRAFT Range of Alternatives Document/August 5, 2011," (HDA-IN; INDOT Des. 
Nos. 0201294,0300798,0201296,0201297; DHPA No. 1774) 


Dear Ms. Osadczuk: 


Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (42 U.S.C. § 4321, et seq.) and Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. § 470f), and implementing regulations at 36 
C.F.R. Part 800, the staff of the Indiana State Historit Preservation Officer ("Indiana SHPO") has reviewed the draft 
document under your cover letter of August 10,2011; which we received on August 10, regarding the aforementioned 
project in Clark County, Indiana and Jefferson County, Kentucky. 


We noticed that, at the back of the "ORAFT Range of Alternatives Document," the tables comparing the selected 
alternative to the modified alternative indicate for both Section 5 (the East En4 River Bridge) and Section 6 (the Indiana 
Approach to the East End Bridge) seem to indicate that the "2003 EIS MOA commitments [will be] addressed." We are 
aware that FHW A intends to propose amending the existing Section 106 MOA with regard to certain properties in the 
vicinity of Section 6 that are no longer eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places, but we were 
under the impression that existing MOA commitments otherwise would be honored. Consequently, we would appreciate 
clarification about why statements regarding EIS and 1yIOA commitments similar to those in the tables for Section 5 and 
Section 6 are not also found in the tables for Section 2 (Downtown River Bridge) and Section 3 (Indiana Approach to 
Downtown Bridge). 


The table for Section 2 indicates that the modified alternative would substitute steel plate girders for the selected 
alternative's steel tub girders in the approach spans. We recall that there previously had been consultation, either with 
the Section 106 consulting parties or with the Indiana Historic Preservation Advisory Team, about lighting, about 
preventing birds from roosting under the Indiana approach spans, and about other, pedestrian~friendly measures that 
could be implemented beneath the Indiana approach spans, and we would suggest that those issues might need to be 
revisited if the modified alternative were to be chosen .. 


We recall that previous consultation occurred, as well, regarding the physical, visual, and access-related effects of the 
various ramps in the vicinity of the George Rogers Clark (US 31) Bridge and the Ohio Falls Car and Locomotive 
Company Historic District. It is not clear at this time how the changes to the ramps proposed in the modified alternative 
would alter those effects, but we would suggest that if the modified alternative were to be chosen, there should be further 
consultation about how those effects might differ. 


Otherwise, we have no concerns about the range of alternatives proposed in the August 5, 2011 draft document. 


If you have questions about our comments here, then you may contact John Carr of my staff at (317) 233-1949 or 
jcarr@dnr.in.gov. Questions about archaeological issues should be directed to Dr. Rick Jones at (317) 233-0953 or 


www.DNR.IN.gov 
An Equal Opportunity Employer 
Printed on Recycled Paper 
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rjones@dnr.IN.gov. In all future correspondence regarding the Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project, 
please refer to DHP A No. 1774. 


truI?f~ 
es A. Glass, Ph.D. 


eputy State Historic Preservation Officer 


JAG:JLC:jlc 


emc: MaryAnn Naber, Federal Highway Administration, Washington, D.C. 
Janice Osadczuk, Indiana Division, Federal Highway Administration 
Duane Thomas, P.E., Kentucky Division, Federal Highway Administration 
Michelle Allen, Indiana Division, Federal Highway Administration 
Laura Hilden, Indiana Department of Transportation 
Staff an Peterson, Ph.D., Indiana Department of Transportation 
Mary Kennedy, Indiana Department of Transportation 
Shaun Miller, Indiana Department of Transportation 
Patrick Carpenter, Indiana Department of Transportation 
Melany Prather, Indiana Department of Transportation 
Craig Potts, Kentucky Heritage Council 
John Sacksteder, P.E., Community Transportation Solutions-General Engineering Consultant 
Jeffrey Vlach, Beam, Longest & Neff, L.L.C. 
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David Kroll, Ratio Architects, Inc. 
Kevin Senninger, Ratio Architects, Inc. 
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Kowalski, Cindy


From: John Sacksteder [jsacksteder@ctsgec.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2011 4:53 PM
To: ckowalski@ctsgec.com
Subject: FW: LSIORB Draft Range of Alternatives


 


 


From: Potts, Craig A. (Heritage Council) [mailto:craig.potts@ky.gov]  


Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2011 4:34 PM 
To: Janice.Osadczuk@fhwa.dot.gov; duane.thomas@dot.gov; JSacksteder@ctsgec.com; Abner, Amanda (KYTC) 


Subject: LSIORB Draft Range of Alternatives 


 


All, 


 


The Kentucky Heritage Council has no particular issue with the draft Range of Alternatives, save the vague references to 


evaluating design options for the east end tunnel.  I’m not sure how best to address this (if at all at this point).  I am 


happy to provide a formal letter tomorrow if you could give me your thoughts on this.  


 


Thanks,     


 


Craig A. Potts 
Site Protection Program Manager 
Kentucky Heritage Council 
300 Washington Street 
Frankfort, KY  40601 
502-564-7005 x 123 
http://heritage.ky.gov 








August 29,2011 


DELIVERED VIA CERTIFIED MAIL, AND ELECTRONIC MAIL 


John Sacksteder, PE 
Project Manager 
Community Transportation Solutions--General Engineering Consultant 
Louisville - Southem Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project 
305 N. Hurstbourne Lane, Suite 100 
LouisviIle, KY 40223 


Re: Conmlents on the LouisviIle-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project 
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement Draft Range of 
Alternatives Document dated August 5, 2011 


, ", 
Dear Mr. Sacksteder: 


The Cumberland Chapter of the Siena Club and River Fields, Inc. hereby submit their comments 
on the Louisville-Southern hldiana Ohio River Bridges Project Draft Supplemental 
Envirol1l11ental hnpact Statement Draft Range of Alternatives Document dated August 5, 2011 
(the "Draft"). 


Notice 


Project leaders have said repeatedly that the SEIS is required to be conducted in a public fashion 
with the greatest transparency. If that is the projeet's intent, it has failed in this instance. The 
public was not been given clear notice ofthe publication of the Draft or the deadline for 
comments on the Draft. This is a significant failure. There are no federal statutes or regulations 
which provide for documents like the Draft or set a schedule for providing comments on such 
documents. Moreover, the Draft is available on the website but the website is silent on the 


. period of comment. While River Fields was toldthere was a comment period of15 days after 
receipt, this was information which was apparently provided only to consulting parties in the 106 
process. The general public-including the Cumberland Chapter of the Siena Club-was told 
nothing. A comnlent period should be set by clear and official notice so that interested members 
of the public will know how long they have to comment. . , . 


Publication of Data for Public Comment 
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The FEIS was suppolted by a whole series of studies which were made available to the public for 
comment as part of the NEP A process. There does not appear to be a plan to make data 
supporting the SEIS similarly available until it is published in a draft SEIS. This is inconsistent 
with Project leaders stated goal of a process which is transparent and open to all the public. We 
are told, for example, that the redesign of Spaghetti Junction which is part ofthe reason for the 
SEIS will save a projected $800,000 but are not given the basis for this calculation. Without the 
an explanation of the basis ofthis estimate, the public has no ability to comment on the estimate 
or its validity or lack of validity. All the data being developed by consultants should be 
published. 


The Expansion of the Alternatives Analysis 


On July 15, 2011, River Fields submitted comments in response to an invitation that appeared on 
the Louisville Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project website as follows: 


"The Bridges Project is developing a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement to 


address potential changes to the 2003 Record of Decision. Three alternatives are under 


study: 


• No Action 


• 2003 Selected Alternative with tolls 


o New Downtown 1-65 bridge 


o New East End bridge and 1-265 linkage (6 lanes) 


o Rebuild Kennedy Interchange to south 


• 2011 Modified Altem ative with tolls 


o New Downtown 1-65 bridge (without bike/ped lane) 


o New East End bridge and 1-265 linkage (reduce to 4 lanes; expandable to 
6 lanes) 


Rebuild Kennedy Interchange in place." 


This description was consistent with the plans for the SEIS as they were described at the public 
meetings held in June, 2011. The DRAFT Range of Alternatives Document has a greatly 
expanded description ofthe scope of the SEIS: 
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"As stated in the Notice ofIntent for the SEIS, the SEIS is being prepared to evaluate the 
impacts associated with several proposed modifications to the Selected Altelllative. As 
part ofthis process. FHWA and the State Sponsors are also reviewing the range of 
alternatives {i-OIl1 the FEIS. This analysis is intended to determine whether the decisions 
made in the FEIS remain valid, taking into consideration the changes in the Louisville 
Metropolitan area since 2003, project design modifications, and tolling." Draft at 7. 
Emphasis supplied. 


Pages 9 through 21 then list all of the altelllatives which were considered in the FEIS, 
concluding: "The alternatives, considered in the 2003 FEIS and previously discussed in this 
document will be reevaluated to the extend necessary to determine if they wanant detailed study 
as viable alternatives." 


This reevaluation ofthe entire range ofFEIS altelllatives is much broader than what the public 
understood it was commenting on in the June public meetings. Comments might have been 
expected, for example, from people residing outside the selected altelllative alignments who had 
no notice that all alignments were to be reconsidered. This is especially troubling because the 
draft does not mmounce this change clearly, there is no notice on the website that the scope of 
the SEIS is proposed to expand in this way, and no additional public meetings are planned. 


The Sierra Club's Cumberland Chapter and River Fields believe that a broader study is a good 
idea but that the fhll range of public comments should be solicited in public meetings after clear 
notice has been given that the scope has changed from the scope originally announced. 


Changes in Metrics 


Although the document being prepared is described as an SEIS, it proposes to change the 
metrics used in the FEIS in ways which have the potential-if the not the certainty-ofleading 
to a confusion of methodology. As the footnote on page 8 of the Draft points out: "In the 
original EIS, the screening process involved consideration ofthree criteria-Vehicle Miles of 
Travel (VMT), Vehicle Hours of Travel (VHT), and VHD [Vehicle Hours of Delay]." The Draft 
proposes to change these metrics for the detennination whether an alternative satisfies the 
Purpose and Need for the project to a single metric: "Improve Cross-River Mobility. An 
altelllative meets this criterion ifit reduces Vehicle Hours of Delay (VHD) within the Louisville 
Metropolitan Area (LMA) when compared to the No-Action Alternative." While it is impossible 
to know at this point, it is entirely possible that an alternative might reduce VHD but not VMT 
and VHT. Moreover, any bridge would by definition reduce VHD so the metric is essentially 
meaningless as a measure for satisfaction ofthe purpose and need for the project. 


Changes in Modeling 
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Footnote 3 on page 8 refers to a new travel demand model which "recognizes increases to 
VMT and VHT with facility added to transportation system." The new model is not identified, 
leaving the public to guess about it. The model should be identified. If a new model is 
necessary, it will create confusion to use it in conjunction with the old model it replaces. 


Bridge Capacity 


Footnote 4 on page 8 ofthe Draft continues define capacity in terms of peak hour travel. This is 
was a mistake in the FEIS and is still a mistake in that this definition of "capacity" is odds with 
generally accepted traffic-flow conditions in similar urban areas. Moreover, the congestion 
problems are, and always have been, peak period/peak direction only (msh hour), they are 
experienced by less than 10% of all daily vehicle trips, and they are attributable to the poor 
design of Spaghetti Junction which causes traffic to back up onto the Kennedy Bridge. 


Cost Benefit Analysis 


A. Financing 


The Cumberland Chapter ofthe Sien'a Club and River Fields SUppOlt the review of 
Cost/Financial Feasibility described in the Draft. It is impOltant in this regard to remember that 
the FEIS assumed that the $1.936 billion estimated cost of the project would be available from 
"traditional federal formula fimds," an assumption that resulted in the failure of the FEIS to study 
tolls, which failure has led, in part, to the need for an SEIS. It is just as imprudent to assume that 
the KIPDA MTA Horizon 2030 estimate of $1.9 billion in traditional federal formula funds will 
be available for the project, especially since Kentucky cUlTently has no funds for construction of 
the project in its six year road plan. A realistic basis for this assumption should, therefore, be 
demonstrated as part ofthe cost benefit analysis. Similarly, the SEIS should include an analysis 
of the point at which the lack of traditional federal fOlIDula funds makes all alternatives not 
financially feasible. 


B. Pooling Tolls 


The two tolling studies done to date suggest that most ofthe revenue from tolls would be raised 
on the downtown bridges, that use of the proposed eastern bridge is extremely sensitive to tolls, 
and that the eastern bridge could not support its cost on tolls it would raise on its own. 
Apparently, project proponents assume that they can pool tolls from the two different projects 
and use tolls from the downtown project to fund the eastem bridge. Tolling is generally 
prohibited on interstate highways with limited exceptions. Each project may be tolled pursuant 
to these exceptions, but they each satisfy an different exception. To our knowledge, the FHW A 
has never stated that tolls may be pooled when they are based on two different exceptions. If 
pooling is intended, the SEIS should explain the basis of an assumption that tolls may be pooled. 
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Studies should also be done which show how the project could be accomplished with and 
without toll pooling. 


C. Sequencing 


Regardless of whether tools may be pooled, the SElS should consider whether the cost benefit 
analysis supports sequencing the project. Although the FElS did not recommend sequencing, the 
need for tolls tosuppOlt the project suggests that the downtown project, which provides the 
greatest amount oftolls, should be begun and built first, especially since the downtown project 
satisfies the traffic and safety problems which are the only measurable patt of the purpose and 
need for the entire project. 


D. Single Bridge Altel'llatives 


The FEIS failed to devote the same attention to single bridge alternatives that it did to the two 
bridge alternatives. Given the serious financial constraints facing the project, single bridge 
solutions should be given the same level of study as two bridge alternatives. It would be 
insttuctive, for example, to see how much revenue would be raised in tolls if only the eastern 
bridge and its approaches were tolled and what those tolls would support. Similarly, it would be 
insttuctive to see the amount of tolls which would be generated by the downtown project alone 
and what those tolls would support in consttuction and maintenance. 


The Matrix 


The Cumberland Chapter of the Sierra Club and River Fields wish to express their compliments 
to the Bridges Project for listening to comments at the Regional Advisory Council meeting in 
June and preparing this important document that more clearly describes in concrete telms the 
actual changes in the modified alternative as compared to the EIS final altemative. We now 
know, however, that the plan outlined at the Regional Advisory Council and on the Project's 
website, that only three altematives were being considered has now changed and that all the 
altematives set out in the FElS are being reviewed. Iu light of this significant change, we ask 
that the same comparison be made for all the altematives under review. Betsay thinks this is too 
high a standard to request. 


1. Section I-Kentucky approach to the Kennedy Interchange 


This part of the project is the most impOltant as it is the primary section that is under the most 
traffic stress and because the need for solving the traffic problems here is undisputed. Although 
we SUppOlt in principal the reduced impact to the Waterfi'ont Park and the historic neighborhoods 
of Butchertowll,Phoenix Hill and Main Street, it would unquestionably be foolish to make cuts 
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for the Junction improvements that would compromise safety and traffic benefits ofthe original 
. plan. It is clear, however, that if this revised plan is effective, there will be some very positive 
results. 


The Draft notes that this change in the project creates cost savings about $800 million. The 
project has a long history of underestimating costs and ambitiously over-estimating income. 
Hope is not a strategy, certainly not in a major road project. It is now widely understood that 


; Project leaders have not accurately estimated expenses in the past. In fact, some observers could 
say that hope has been the only real financial sh'ategy used in the last 13 years. The Project now 
has a responsibility to demonstrate that such unrealistic financial planning behavior has changed. 
The Project must demonstrate that the latest cost estimates do not repeat its past behavior and 
once again reflect hopeful, but unrealistic financial plalllling. 


The proposed alternative, necessitated by the lack of funding for the project, is based on yet 
another political agreement in the life of the Project, and proposes changes in the stmcture of 
Section I are by far the largest and the most radical of those proposed by the two states' political 
leaders. The comparison of the FEIS and the alte111ative clarifies that the following dramatic 
reductions are plalllled: 


I. The Right of Way acquisition is reduced by 59 acres to II acres. 
11. The important right side 1 65 exits and entrances onto 1 64 are eliminated. 


There is no proposed change in the traffic interaction from 1 65 exits to 164 
and from 1 65 entrances to I 64. These are some ofthe traffic interactions 
that cause accidents and slow traffic. 


Ill. The entrance/exit ramps to/from 171 NB at Frankfort Avenue are 
eliminated. 


IV. Local access to Witherspoon is eliminated. 
v. The provision for facilitating 1 64 WB exit movement is also eliminate to 


WB Story (Downtown Louisville.) 
VI. Additional movements from 2nd Street entrance ramp and the plalllled 


new access to I 65 is elimillated. 
Vl1. The proposed improvements to better facilitate the 3'd Street exit are 


eliminated. 


Clearly, the number of lanes, movements and of entrances and exits is radically reduced in the 
proposed alte111ative. This allows for the greatly reduced footprint and, presumably, reduced 
expense. If this reduction in size, expense, and improvements results in a project that continues 
to solve safety and traffic problems, we embrace this plan. There is no comment made in the 
document conceming impact on safety and traffic. Such an impact must be technically 
documented with data available to the public. 
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The matrix for Section I states that the altelllative will not result in changes in the 50 mph travel 
speed. With the removal of at least 8 of the exits, entrances, and movements, what is the 
teclmicaljustification that there will be no change whatsoever in the average travel speed? It is 
counter-intuitive that the traffic improvements originally proposed provided no travel speed 
improvement. Again, with the Project's history of over-confidence in its proj ections, the SEIS 
must provide teclmically convincing data in support ofthis projection . 


. Section 1 Altelllative description does not state whether the Section 106 MOA commitments are 
being addressed and kept under this altelllative or whether new commitments will need to be 
made. This is an important part of any review of the aitelllative. 


2. Section 3-Indiana Approach to the Downtown Bridges 


The cost savings for the altemative for section 3 are estimated to be $220 million, an impressive 
reduction. The aitelllative significantly eliminates many of the east-west cross connections that 
had been requested by Indiana citizens and businesses in the area during the FEIS process. The 
SEIS should carefully review and evaluate the economic impact ofthese changes to those 
businesses and citizens who repeatedly requested and were promised these vital east-west 
connections. 


There is no reference to changes in property acquisition in the Draft. However, the FEIS 
Alternative proposed a total construction of674,500 sq. ft. and this Modified Alternative reduces 
the total bridge construction to 205,500 sq.ft., a reduction of about 470,000 sq. feet! It will be 
important for the SEIS to explain this enormous reduction in total construction and, again, as 
with Section I, to explain whether this dramatic reduction will allow the same level of service 
and safety as originally proposed in the FEIS. 


As with Section 1, there is no reference in description about whether the FEIS Section 106 
MOA commitments will be addressed and kept. This is an important part of any review of the 
altemative. 


3. Section 4-Kentucky Approach to the Proposed Eastern Bridge 


The Modified Altemative creates an estimated cost savings of approximately $91 million .. 
By elevating the northern roadway approach to and through the proposed tunnel, the Project 
saves the cost of 500,000 cubic yards of tunnel excavation. However, the SEIS must carefully 
study and document the impacts of this dramatic change to the approach's profile. There will be 
potentially significant vibration and noise impacts to the immediate communities of 
BridgePointe, WolfCreek" Green Spring and the historic Wolf Pen Branch area. Additionally, 
the Section 106 process must evaluate additional noise and vibration impacts to the nearby listed 
propel1ies of the Allison Barrickman House and the Strater House, Drumanard, and Nitta Yuma 
the last three being within the Country Estates of River Road Historic District. Also study must 
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take place for potential increased impacts to the potentially eligible St. Francis in the Fields 
Episcopal Church. 


The Draft also proposes the elimination of the retaining walls. The retaining walls were a hard 
fought issue and a mitigation that was touted by Project leaders in all of their public 
communications concerning the Eastern bridge. The SEIS must document the teclmical impacts 
ofthis change. 


Finally, the SEIS will be a good opportunity for the Project to correct its omission in the FEIS to 
address the fact that an interstate is plmmed over a wellhead protection area that is intended to 
become the region's main water supply. 


4. Section 6-IIIdiaIla Approach to the Proposed Eastern Bridge 


The Draft proposes the fewest cost reduction changes iII the project for Section 6, the Southern 
Indiana!Eastern Clark County portion ofthe project. Only $3 million in expenses are proposed 
to be cut. We would note that although other sections appear to give up significant 
improvements, no real improvements were reduced for this section. In fact; the "full and free 
flowing interchange at Port Road" is proposed to be retained. Of the changes that are proposed 
for the Modified Alternative, we note that the last two changes increase environmental impact by 
removing culverts which would be vastly preferred by wildlife. We propose that instead of 
sacrificing enviromnentalmitigation, that the engineering changes be made to reduce costs. 


We appreciate the opportunity to participate m this process that will have lasting 
implications for our region for centuries to come. 


Sincerely, 


8~~/~I\~ti (fl\>Xj) 
Betsy Bennett 
Conservation Chair 
Cumberland Chapter, Sien'a Club 


~ ~/ (~C)) 
Lee Cory 
President, Board of Tmstees 
River Fields, Inc. 
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September 6, 2011 


911 SEP 12 ~:CU' D. 
- 1amce Osadczuk 


Engineering Services Team Leader 
Federal Highway Administration 
575 North Pennsylvania Street, Room 254 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 


HDA-IN 
Re: Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement (SEIS) 


Dear Ms. Osadczuk, 


TARC is responding to your letter dated Aug. 10 soliciting review and comment within 
30 days of receipt regarding a Draft Range of Alternatives Document relating to the 
Bridges Project. 


T ARC is pleased that the document states that a range of alternatives including mass 
transit from the 2003 FEIS will be reevaluated to determine if they warrant detailed study 
as viable alternatives. 


The potential for enhanced bus service and mass transit to help address the project's 
purpose and need as part of any selected alternative deserves careful consideration 
especially in light of plans to scale back the project and to rely on tolls to help cover the 
costs. Public transportation can help relieve traffic congestion, thus improving safety, 
reduce air pollution, and provide a cost-effective means of travel for people needing to 
get to and from jobs, educational opportunities and other destinations. Public 
transportation is a lifeline and the only option for many people to access necessities and 
what life has to offer. 


TARC has recently demonstrated the popularity of public transportation in Louisville 
with convenient, predictable service. On our two major routes, ridership has increased 
dramatically - 30 percent - since February when T ARC was able to improve service so 
that buses arrive at all stops every 15 minutes from 6 a.m. - 9 p.m. on weekdays. The 
public has embraced this frequent service and a recent survey commissioned by a task 
force appointed by Mayor Greg Fischer indicated T ARC users want improved bus 
service. 


Enhanced bus service was part of the selected alternative for the project in 2003, although 
specifics were not clearly defined. Because the construction phase will cover a long 
period of time, enhanced bus service will be needed to help maintain traffic flow. 
service could in some ways become permanent as a result of the public's · 
the service and the direct benefits to users and the general public. 







... 


T ARC believes enhanced public transportation, both during construction and as part of 
the built project, will benefit the project and the greater community. Planning, design, 
construction and funding for enhanced bus service should be incorporated in the project's 
development/traffic maintenance plan and should be part of the completed project. 


Specifics to be addressed include: ensuring that turning radii, lane widths and other 
project features meet design criteria to accommodate buses; establishment of permanent 
park-and-ride facilities in final construction contracts; express and shuttle bus service 
during construction; improved and/or new bus stops, shelters, benches, sidewalk access 
and pull-off areas for buses; and an aggressive public information campaign and 
increased tools including use of emerging technology to communicate with the public 
about public transportation service and arrival times of buses. 


Because the use of public transportation has community-wide benefits and because many 
people are dependent on public transportation as their travel option for economic, 
disabilities and other reasons, T ARC services and the passengers who use public 
transportation in the project area should be exempt from paying any tolls associated with 
the project. 


TARC looks forward to working with Bridges Project representatives on issues relating 
to public transportation and to improving mobility and public safety on our roads and 
bridges throughout Greater Louisville. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. 


Best regards, 


7-1::Jt~ 
Executive Director 
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1M MooRE CoNSULTING ENGINEERs, P.S.C. 
1/ Engineering, Environmental and Management Services 


Ms. Janice Osadczuk 
Engineering Services Team Leader 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
575 North Pennsylvania Street, Room 254 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 


Dear Ms. Osadczuk: 


August 24, 2011 


Re: HDA-IN 
Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges 
Project 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
(SEIS) 


This letter is in reply to your August 10, 2011, letter that transmitted the Draft Range of Alternatives 
Document for the Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement (SEIS). Our response is being submitted on behalf of the Town of Clarksville, Indiana. 


The Town of Clarksville (Clarksville) would be in favor of the Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River 
Bridges Project if better access to the developing areas of Clarksville can be addressed. Our reasons in 
support of our position are presented in the paragraphs that follow. 


Clarksville is concerned that the 1-65 designers may have used traffic data that is not representative of the 
future traffic volumes expected for the higher intensity land uses being proposed by the owners of the 
Colgate Plant (Colgate) property (see attached Preliminary Master Plan). The Preliminary Master Plan 
for the Colgate property shows a main access route aligned with 7m Street but Clarksville has been told 
by the bridge designers that 7m Street will be closed. We believe that consideration should be given to 
keeping 7m Street open to vehicular traffic. 


In addition to the redevelopment of the Colgate property, the Clarksville Town Council established the 267 
acres Clark's Landing Mixed Use Zoning District (Clark's Landing) in November 2008. Regulations for 
this Zoning District were updated in March 2011 (see attached copy). A map of the Clark's Landing area 
is located on page 70-24 of the Regulations. We believe the traffic generated by a development of this 
magnitude will exceed the current traffic volumes in this area. We believe a closer look at the traffic 
volumes expected for the higher intensity land uses being proposed warrant a more in-depth review of the 
access to 1-65 that may be needed based on the higher traffic volumes. The current plans for 1-65 could 
result in a level of access to 1-65 that would be less than what is needed to handle the traffic volumes that 
will be generated from the mixed use zoning district now in place. Preliminary development options put 
forth for the evolving Clark's Landing Mixed Use Zoning District are attached that illustrate the intensity 
of development that could occur in the area. 


To accommodate the increased traffic from Clark's Landing and Colgate, the Town of Clarksville would 
request consideration be given to providing access to and from 1-65 at the following locations: 


• Northbound and southbound ramps from 1-65 to 7lh Street. 


__________________________ _ruR W 
Linnwood l Office Condominiums • 10213 Linn Station Rood • Suite 3 • Louisville, Kentucky 40223-5606 • 502-426-9842 • 502-426-77 42 FAX 
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• Northbound and southbound ramps from ith Street to 1-65. 


• A northbound ramp from 1-65 to 9th Street. 


• Northbound and southbound access from East Montgomery Avenue to 1-65. 


• Southbound ramp from 1-65 to Marriott Drive at Newman A venue. 


• Westbound lOth Street connection to Marriot Drive at Newman Avenue. 


Besides the need for additional points of access to 1-65, we would request that the design address the 
following issues: 


• Access from the Town of Clarksville to the southbound ramp to 1-65 at Court Avenue 
continues to be problematic. A safer way to access this ramp is needed. 


• Exit ramp to Stansifer A venue should be located closer to the point of exit. 


• Strong consideration should be given to redesigning the entire intersection at Court 
A venue, Missouri A venue north and south of Court A venue, the ramp to southbound 
Second Street Bridge, and the ramp from the Second Street Bridge to Court Avenue. The 
multiple points of access to these individual roads should come together into one 
intersection for ease of operation and safety. 


We thank you for your attention and consideration to our response. 


Sincerely, 


R.W.Moore Consulting Engineers, P.S.C. 


9uAatr!?/) m~ 
Richard W. Moore, P.E. 
President 


RWM:GI:mcm 


Attachments 


W: \LETfERS\Ciarksville\SEIS. wpd 


Sincerely, 


Town of Clarksville, Indiana 


~~~j 
President Town Council 
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Executive Summary  


As part of the Public Involvement process in conjunction with development of the Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for the Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project, 
the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KYTC) and the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) 
hosted two public meetings to explain the potential changes to the project’s 2003 Record of Decision 
and to seek input on those changes and to the updated Purpose and Need document. The public 
meetings were held on June 27, 2011 at the Holiday Inn Lakeview in Clarksville, Indiana and on June 28, 
2011 at the Holiday Inn Hurstbourne in Louisville, Kentucky. 


There were a total of 1,231 comments received from the public in response to the Public Meetings. The 
comments represent 1,136 individuals or organizations (respondents). Some respondents submitted 
more than one comment. In that case, the respondent was entered in the database of comments once, 
but all comments, regardless of source, were considered and are reflected in this report. 


There were 304 respondents, 26.8 percent of all respondents that stated support for the project. 
Twenty-five percent of those respondents commented they support the project with tolls; 10% support 
the project without tolls and 65% of the respondents did not mention tolls.  
 
There were 468 respondents that provided a 
comment specific to the project alternates, 
including 29 who commented on mass transit, 
which is incorporated in the project alternates.  
 
There were a total of 367 respondents who 
selected a downtown alternate (330 for No 
Action, six for the FEIS Selected Alternative and 
30 for the Modified Selected Alternative). A total 
of 74 respondents selected an alternate for the 
East End Bridge (30 for the FEIS, 26 for the 
Modified and 18 for No Action).  


Approximately 266 of the No Action Downtown respondents were part of a campaign where the same, 
or virtually the same comment was submitted on-line through the project website by different 
individuals who also stated the East End Bridge should be the priority. They represent nearly 23.5 
percent of all respondents. 


There were four (4) respondents that commented on the Purpose and Need Document, less than ½ of 
one percent of all respondents. The respondents represent National Trust for Historic Preservation, 
Hoosier Environmental Council, Sierra Club and River Fields. Their Purpose and Need document 
comments are summarized in this report, with excerpts, but are best understood from reading the 
original comment documents themselves.  
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Because the public comments were open response, a variety of topics other than the project alternates 
and Purpose and Need document were submitted. There were keywords that came up frequently. To 
capture the variety and combinations of keywords in the comments, each respondent’s comment(s) was 
aligned with up to three keywords in the comments database.  Some comments had more than three 
keywords so effort was made to ensure each and every comment was given full consideration and 
reflected in this report. 


The most common keywords retrieved from the database produce the following themes: 


1. East End Bridge Priority - 413 respondents (36%) 


2. No Action Downtown - 330 respondents (29.0%) 


3. Support for the Project - 304 respondents (26.8%) 


4. No Tolls - 290 respondents (25.5%) 


5. Build it now or ASAP - 163 respondents (14.3%) 


This report breaks down the keywords into sub sections that explain in more detail the secondary or 
third level keywords associated with the alternatives, Purpose and Need and common themes.
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Public Meetings 
A Public Meeting Notice was advertised in the Courier-Journal and The News and Tribune on May 31, 
2011 and again on June 20, 2011 inviting all citizens to comment on alternatives being studied as part of 
the ongoing SEIS. The meeting scheduled from 4 pm to 8 pm was an open house format with exhibits 
and project staff available to explain the project and alternatives being considered. From 6:30 pm - 8 pm 
was dedicated to a video presentation and an opportunity for public comments.  
 
There were 292 members of the public that signed in at the Indiana Public Meeting and 304 that signed 
in at the Kentucky Public Meeting. The public was invited to attend either or both meetings, regardless 
of their state of residence.  


Display boards were on exhibit for all six sections of the project to show the alternatives recommended 
for further analysis and project engineers / project representatives were available to answer questions. 
The Purpose and Need document was open for review and the public was encouraged to take the time 
to view the document. The three alternatives described include: 


 No Action 


 2003 Selected Alternative with tolls 
o New Downtown I-65 bridge 
o New East End Bridge and I-265 linkage (6 lanes) 
o Rebuild Kennedy Interchange to the south 


 2011 Modified Alternative with tolls  
o New Downtown I-65 bridge (without bike/pedestrian lane) 
o New East End bridge and I-265 linkage (reduce to 4 lanes; expandable to 6 lanes) 
o Rebuild Kennedy Interchange in place 


 
Comments on the alternatives and Purpose and Need document were solicited in a variety of forms. The 
public could: 1) provide their comments in writing; 2) sign up to speak at the public meeting; 3) have 
comments recorded by a court reporter at the public meeting; or, 4) enter their comment online on the 
projects website. The public was given a 15-day comment period following the second public meeting in 
which to submit their comments. 


Public Comments 
The Comment Forms available at the public meetings could be filled out and handed in at the public 
meeting, or taken home and mailed in to the project manager. Twenty-nine (29) were handed in at the 
Indiana public meeting and thirty-four (34) handed in at the Kentucky public meeting.  


Those who signed up to speak at the public meeting had their comments transcribed by the court 
reporter. There were 28 individuals who addressed the audience at the Indiana Public Meeting and 47 
individuals who addressed the audience at the Kentucky Public Meeting. The comments were entered in 
the database of public comments and are included in the analysis of this report. Some individuals 
attended both public meetings and addressed the audience both times. In this case, the individual 
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respondent was entered in the database once, but both public comments were entered in the 
comments field, given full consideration and are reflected in this report. 


In addition to transcribing the comments of those who signed up to speak, the court reporters were also 
available to transcribe comments from those who wanted to have their comments recorded. There were 
a total from both public meetings of 112 transcribed comments from 98 individuals, including the 
comments transcribed from those who signed up to speak. The difference (14) accounts for those whose 
comments were transcribed more than once (i.e. those who spoke at both meetings). 


Of the 1,231 comments received, 689 were submitted from the website, 391 were written on a Public 
Comment form, either handed in at the public meeting or mailed in after the meeting. There were 112 
comments transcribed by the court reporters (including the comments of those who spoke at the public 
meeting). In addition, there were 39 comments submitted in a letter format or an e-mail.  


  


 


 


 


 


 


The 1,231 comments were received from 1,136 individuals or organizations (respondents). Some 
respondents submitted more than one comment. In this situation, the respondent was entered in the 
database of comments once, but all comments were considered and are represented in this report. 


Of the 1,136 respondents, 487 were from Indiana, 543 from Kentucky and 14 from other states. In 
addition, ninety two (92) comments were received with no indication of the state of residence. 


 


State Residents 


Indiana 487 
Kentucky 543 
Unknown 92 
Other 14 


Total 1136 
 
 
 
 


Comment Sources 
Quantity 
Received Percent 


Website comments 689 56.0% 
Public Comment Forms 391 31.8% 
Letters and e-mails 39 3.2% 
Transcripts 112 9.1% 


 
1231 100.0% 
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Comments on the Alternatives 
The public was encouraged to comment on the three alternatives for the project: No Action, FEIS 
Selected Alternative and the Modified Selected Alternative.  Although the alternatives as presented, 
were intended to be considered project wide, covering both the downtown bridge and the east end 
bridge, most comments about the alternatives mention either one or the other bridge. Few respondents 
(48 total) applied their alternate of choice project wide; the ones who did selected an alternate 
described below: 
 


• The No Action Alternative for the project (including both bridges) was selected by thirteen (13) 
respondents. They do not support the project and do not want either bridge built. 


 


• The FEIS Selected Alternative for the project (including both bridges) was selected by two (2) 
respondents. They wanted this alternative for both bridges. 


 


• The Modified Selected Alternative for the project (including both bridges) was selected by thirty-
three (33) respondents. They are in favor of the modified changes on both bridges. 


 
Most respondents who made a selection on the alternatives chose the Modified Selected Alternative for 
one bridge and the FEIS Selected Alternative for the other; or chose No Action for downtown and 
another alternative for the east end. Therefore, this report will further break down the responses by the 
comments related to the Downtown Bridge and Approaches and the comments related to the East End 
Bridge and Approaches. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Downtown Bridge and Approaches 
There were a total of 367 respondents who specified an alternate on the Downtown Bridge, 
representing 32.2% of all respondents. Of those, 330 respondents specifically stated they did not 
support the downtown bridge (or stated build the east end bridge only). They were particularly critical 
of the Kennedy Interchange. Eighty-three percent (83%) of these comments, (266), were generated by 
the campaign where the same, or virtually the same comment was submitted on-line from the website 
by different individuals who also favored building the East End Bridge. The campaign comment 
submitted states: 


”I don't support any of the three current alternatives. I support dividing the project and building 
the East End Bridge first. It's long overdue and must be our greatest priority. I do not support a 
Downtown Bridge. Adding more spaghetti to the Kennedy Interchange will not improve traffic 


Project Alternates and Purpose and Need 
Comments Respondents Percent 


Downtown Alternates 367 32.3% 
East End Alternates 74 6.5% 
Mass Transit 29 2.6% 
Purpose and Need 4 0.4% 
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congestion or safety, but will significantly detract from our downtown and waterfront. After the 
East End Bridge is complete, I think we should pursue the concept of removing or realigning 
interstates away from "spaghetti junction" to reduce its scale and improve the connection 
between our downtown and the Ohio River. Thank you” 


 
Outside of the 266 respondents involved in the campaign, there were 64 respondents who chose No 
Action for the downtown bridge, including the 13 that selected the No Action Alternative project wide. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Seven (7) respondents selected the FEIS Selected Alternative for the Downtown Bridge.  And thirty (30) 
respondents selected the Modified Selected Alternative for the Downtown Bridge. 
 


 
 
 


Downtown Bridge and Approaches 
Alternatives Respondents Percent 


FEIS Selected Alternative 7 0.5% 
Modified Selected Alternative 30 2.6% 
No Action (includes EE only) 330 29.0% 


 
366 32.2% 
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East End Bridge and Approaches 
The most common comment received involved building the East End Bridge first (413 respondents); 
however, very few selected an alternate of choice. A total of 74 respondents, representing 6.5% of all 
respondents, selected an alternate for the East End Bridge. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The No Action Alternative for an East End Bridge was selected by eighteen (18) respondents, including 
the 13 that selected the No Action Alternative for the project, covering both bridges. The FEIS Selected 
Alternative for the East End Bridge was selected by thirty (30) respondents and twenty-six (26) 
respondents selected the Modified Selected Alternative. 
 


 
 
 


East End Bridge and Approaches 
Alternatives Respondents Percent 


FEIS Selected Alternative 30 2.6% 
Modified Selected Alternative 26 2.3% 
No Action 18 1.6% 


 
74 6.5% 
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No Tunnel 
Among the comments about the East End Bridge, was frustration with the proposed tunnel. Twenty-six 
(26) respondents specifically commented the East End Bridge should be constructed with no tunnel. 
They doubt the historic need for the tunnel and think the cost is too high. Some excerpts from the 
comments include: 
 
 “Delete tunnel near historic property and save millions.” 
 


“This is very unfortunate and frustrating since the tunnel costs over $260 million and the 
Drumanard estate is not that historic of a property.” 


 
 “To spend $250 million (1/4 of a billion) to preserve a house and put in a tunnel is absurd.” 
 
 
Mass Transit 
There were twenty-nine (29) respondents that specifically mentioned being in favor of some form of 
improved mass transit (i.e. light rail, enhanced bus service, bike lanes, trains). Twelve of these 
respondents also selected the No Action Downtown Alternative, preferring nothing done downtown 
until improvements are made to mass transit. Some support the Big Four pedestrian bridge as part of 
the solution, while others don’t believe it is an acceptable alternative to the pedestrian bridge designed 
with the FEIS Selected Alternative. 
 


“…we're absolutely 100% supportive of the development of the Big Four pedestrian bridge, 
taking the funds from the Ohio bridge and -- and moving to that location.” 


 
“…the Indiana portion of the Big Four Bridge project is not fully funded and there is no indication 
when or if it will be.  Additionally, the Big Four is far less convenient for pedestrian traffic than 
the Kennedy Bridge would be.” 
 


Others are concerned with TARC’s reduced level of service and want more funds committed: 
 


“Invest more, more, more on public and alternative mass transportation, including light-rail, 
passenger rail, and more for more efficient regular bus service in the Metropolitan area.” 
 


Seven selected the No Action East End Alternative along with improved mass transit. Only six (6) 
respondents selected No Action project wide and improved mass transit. 
 
Other concerns raised by those who commented on mass transit, include air quality, reducing 
automobile dependency, decreasing economic resources, and environmental justice. They believe 
Louisville is behind the times in terms of mass transit, and they want to be heard on this topic. 
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Purpose and Need 
There are four (4) respondents, less than ½ of one percent, who spoke on the Purpose and Need 
document, primarily from special interest groups who took considerable time and effort to study the 
alternatives and Purpose and Need document and reply in writing. The respondents and excerpts from 
their comments are below: 
 


National Trust for Historic Preservation 
The letter from the National Trust for Historic Preservation, submitted by Elizabeth S. Merritt, Deputy 
General Counsel, states they strongly support the modification to rebuild the Kennedy Interchange in 
place; but need more information regarding changes to the proposed tunnel under Drumanard 


The National Trust strongly supports this modification to the proposed project, as it will reduce adverse effects 
on historic districts.  The remaining modifications, by contrast, appear to present either minimal cost savings or 
potential exacerbation of adverse effects on historic properties.  For example, more information is needed 
regarding changes to the proposed tunnel under Drumanard in order to evaluate what appears to present an 
increase in adverse effects.    


 
They express their view that a reevaluation of the National Register under the Section 106 process is 
necessary and state the Nutall House (now owned by Casi) and the north field of the Belleview property 
must be reassessed for eligibility. 
 
They also suggested additional alternatives need to be addressed within the scope of the SEIS, such as:  


• Transit - In the 21st century it is irresponsible to develop a transportation plan on this scale for an 
important and growing urban area without even considering the potential for transit to address a portion 
of the transportation needs.  Transit must be an element added to the evaluation in the SEIS.     


• Single-bridge alternatives, with tolls - In the original EIS, single bridge alternatives were evaluated for 


both the downtown bridge and the eastern bridge.  In our view, it would be important and useful to 
include those single-bridge alternatives within the scope of the SEIS as well.   


• Sequenced construction - Under the two-bridge scenarios, it is well-understood that the traffic volumes 


and toll revenue would be different for the two bridges.  Therefore, the SEIS and the tolling studies should 
evaluate and disclose the impact on the costs of financing depending on which bridge is built first.    


 
See National Trust for Historic Preservation letter for their complete comments. 
 


Hoosier Environmental Council 
The Hoosier Environmental Council submitted a letter requesting the original scoping decision be 
revisited by reopening the EIS process from the beginning. The letter was submitted by Tim Maloney, 
Senior Policy Director and Steven Meyer, Land Use Policy Coordinator. They state: 


“In light of the substantial modifications under consideration, together with the unusually long period of 
time that has elapsed since the 2003 decision and the funding uncertainty, the original scoping decision 
should be revisited by reopening the EIS process from the beginning.” 


 
Their concerns include a lack of cross-river transit, the removal of the bicycle lane on the Downtown 
Bridge and including the East End Bridge in the project.  
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• Lack of Transit - “The Purpose and Need White Paper justifies the project need through reference to the 


projected growth in the number of daily river crossings (as a percent of bridge capacity). However, neither 
the 2003 Selected Alternative nor the 2011 Modified Alternative improves cross-river transit service as a 
method for controlling the rise in demand.” 


• Bicycle / Pedestrian Lane - The 2011 Modified Alternative does not include a dedicated 


bicycle/pedestrian lane on the Downtown Bridge. It also does not provide for North/South access 
(for any mode) on the East side of the Kennedy Interchange. These design features will create safety 
problems, impede mobility, and fail to provide adequate transportation system linkage……… The Big 
Four Bridge is not part of the Ohio River Bridges Project and should not be considered as an 
alternative to the bicycle/pedestrian access that would otherwise be offered via the Downtown 
Bridge.  


• East End Bridge - “The Kentucky and Indiana Planning and Development Agency (“KIPDA”) traffic 


projections do not justify the extraordinarily high financial cost for the East End Bridge. Over the 
next twenty years, the projected number of daily trips from Eastern Clark County to Eastern 


Jefferson/Oldham Counties is only 41,000 under the no-action alternative.
1 


In the same period, the 


daily trips over the Kennedy and Clark Memorial Bridges will grow to 180,000.
2 


 


In spite of the 
difference in demonstrable need, the East End Bridge accounts for nearly half of the total project 
cost ($1.35 billion for the 2011 Modified Alternative).”  


They summarize by suggesting eliminating the East End Bridge from the project to allow for greater 
investment in a multi-modal facility downtown that serves all types of cross-river traffic.  See Hoosier 
Environmental Council letter for their complete comments. 
 


The Sierra Club comment came in on a Comment Form handed in at the June 27, 2011 Public Meeting 
held in Clarksville, Indiana. Betty Bennett filled out the form and commented as follows: 


Sierra Club, Cumberland Chapter 


“As we have stated in previous comments in earlier years, the purpose and need for this two-bridge project 
remains indefensible. The downtown bridge is truly needed and the fix for Spaghetti Junction is truly 
needed, but there is no need for an eastern bridge at this time. This is even more true today than it was a 
few years ago - in good economic times and lower gas prices. 
The demographics of the community are changing, with more people moving into town and considerable 
disinvestment in the suburbs. Hopefully the SEIS will be studying these issues as well.” 


 
River Fields 


The River Fields Board of Trustees President, Lee Cory, submitted comments via certified letter and 


electronic mail. The letter stated in reference to:  Comments on the Purpose and Need for of the Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement; Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges 
Project. They provided their background on the project, how they would organize their response, 
which included Comments on the Purpose and Need for the Project; and incorporated their 
comments to the DEIS submitted on February 25, 2002, which was attached to the submittal. 
 
River Fields original position on the purpose and need for the project are summarized as follows: 


A. Defining Need: Two Separate Projects are Combined in this Study 
The current purpose and need statement for this project states that its scope is about regional cross-
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river mobility needs, current and future. The White Paper does not propose to change this statement. In 
reality, this Project has always been and continues to be two separate projects: (1) a downtown project 
to address current traffic safety and congestion-problems; and (2) an eastern project to satisfy economic 
development objectives for a portion of the region. In evaluating proposed traffic projects, traffic safety 
projects and economic development projects should not be placed on an equal footing and given equal 
priority. More importantly, a project that is solely for economic development purposes should not be 
characterized as a safety project in order to increase the project's priority status or to skew the 
cost/benefit analysis.  


B. Analyzing Need 
1. The only current traffic study-related need identified in the data supporting the ROD is 


rebuilding the Kennedy Interchange.  
The computer freeway operations simulation model (CORSIM) used for the FEIS confirmed 
conclusions formed in previous studies that recognized that substandard design geometries 
(merges and weaves) result in both peak period congestion and safety problems within Spaghetti 
Junction. 
The FEIS further claimed, however, that the Kennedy Bridge traffic demand resulted in the bridge 
being "over capacity," specifically, that it is currently at 106% of its design capacity Mr. John 
Sacksteder (DEIS, pg. 2-24). This conclusion was misleading because the definition of "capacity" in 
this context is incorrect and at odds with generally accepted traffic-flow conditions in similar 
urban areas…. In 2002, the Kennedy Bridge itself, however, was not currently a congestion 
problem except as it related to Spaghetti Junction.  


 


2. There was no current traffic-related need for an eastern interstate bridge and 
highway. 
“The FEIS stated that travelers currently incur "additional travel times and distance when 
traveling between the eastern portions of the metropolitan area" but presented no data on 
congested travel, travel time, and traveler delay for people or trucks with these origins and 
destinations.” … “The household travel survey showed that less than 5% of the trips made by the 
5-county residents surveyed required a river crossing; when disaggregated into trips by state of 
residence, the survey showed that 2% of trips made by the Kentucky residents surveyed were 
cross-river trips and 15% of the trips made by the Indiana residents surveyed were cross-river 
trips.” 
“Representatives of the FHWA, KYTC, and INDOT heard repeatedly that an eastern interstate 
beltway is currently "needed" to route hazardous materials, particularly away from the 1-65 
curve adjacent to the Louisville medical complex. The FEIS is silent on this point, from either a 
safety or productivity standpoint. This is undoubtedly because the volume of hazardous materials 
transported by trucks within the entire metropolitan area, much less those that could bypass and 
in this particular portion of a bypass, do not warrant a billion dollar expenditure on an eastern 
bridge for this sole purpose.” 
 


3. The FEIS's analysis of future need for an eastern bridge was based solely on a 
faulty socio-economic premise. 
The underlying premise of the FEIS's future need analysis was a socioeconomic one: that the 
eastern bridge was needed to "accommodate" traffic associated with projected growth in eastern 
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Clark and Jefferson Counties. However, there were and are many flaws in and problems with this 
premise, such as  
• “The premise is inconsistent with the study consultant's own observations that the eastern 


bridge and interstate highway are needed to develop eastern Clark County, not to 
accommodate inevitable future growth” 


• “The premise is inconsistent with the "no build" jobs forecast which show Clark County with 
a current and projected jobs deficit.” 


• “Projected growth is predicated on socioeconomic forecasts that were aggressively inflated 
in expectation that the eastern bridge would be built. “ 
 


“…the FEIS says that the socioeconomic projections developed by the study consultant for the 


year 2025 were based on locally adopted land use plans and transportation plans which assume 
two bridges will be built. The forecast updating for this Project was based on flawed methodology 
and unsupported and biased input. This is not just a process problem, since the forecast affects 
the projected traffic numbers and the socioeconomic impacts analysis.” 
 


“There are several major problems with the FEIS's traffic projection methodology. First, a 
significant mathematical error was made in the computer modeling process: the total 
employment numbers that were input into the model are overstated by almost 20,000 jobs 
compared to the sum of retail and non-retail employment in the forecast tables and the computer 
model files themselves. Further, even with the inflated and unsupported socioeconomic 
projections and the math error, the traffic projections that are outputs of the computer model 
were not used by the study consultant. Rather, the consultant added "off model adjustments" to 
inflate future bridge crossings by 16%. Finally, the most significant traffic benefit shown in the 
entire Project-reduction in Vehicle Hours of Delay-from the eastern bridge was not a performance 
metric used by FHWA anymore because it is inaccurate. River Field analysis shows why it is 
inaccurate and misleading—future congestion improvements claimed in the FEIS from the eastern 
bridge result from the FEIS's arbitrary reallocation of projected jobs rather than remediation of 
traffic system inadequacies.” 


 
The letter continues on page 11 to talk about the four factors associated with the purpose and need: 


 The "purpose and need" chapter states the general need as being increased cross-river mobility, but 
identifies four "need factors" against which the general need for cross-river mobility is to be measured. 
Two of those need factors relate to traffic safety and traffic congestion in the downtown Kennedy 
Bridge/Kennedy Interchange area. Those two factors are legitimately related to traffic conditions that 
should be considered in evaluating a highway project. Those two factors are also capable of being 
objectively evaluated using quantifiable data. The other two factors (accommodating growth and realizing 
land use plans calling for completion of the interstate loop), however, are not related to traffic problems 
and cannot be objectively evaluated using quantifiable data. The result is that the FEIS attempts to justify 
the eastern bridge on the grounds that it will help solve the current downtown traffic problems and that it 
will accommodate planned growth and improve accessibility in the east end. These justifications are 
totally without merit. In fact, all reliable data developed over the last 23 years indicate the opposite. First, 
there is no reliable data presented that demonstrates that the downtown problems would not be solved by 
a rebuild of the Kennedy Interchange and a new downtown bridge only. Second, the growth and 
accessibility assumptions underlying the purported need for an eastern bridge are based on forecasts and 
modeling that are so flawed and biased that they cannot be used to support the supposed need for an 
eastern bridge.  
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River Fields offers additional issues which they state need to be addressed in the SEIS. The issues are 
listed below along with portions of their comment. 


1. The effect of tolling on traffic patterns 
“Two different tolling studies conducted by the project have now shown that the public is 
sensitive to tolls and will adjust its traffic patterns to avoid them. The eastern bridge in particular 
would suffer enormous diversion of potential traffic if it is tolled.” 
 


2. Sequencing 
“In its comments on the DEIS, River Fields urged that this important aspect of the project be the 
subject of study. This was not done, and neither the FEIS nor the ROD addressed this issue.”  


“The introduction of users fees or tolls, the fiscal impact of the Great Recession and the downturn 
both in the suburban housing boom and in miles travelled all point to the need to evaluate which 
project should be built first.” 
“River Fields' position is that this is essential to evaluate from a financial perspective, within the 
tolling study, in order to evaluate how much the public would be saving in the following areas:  


-Savings on the cost of financing or borrowing money to build the project, as the 
income stream would be dramatically improved in the first years of the life of the 
Project -Savings of the cost of financing most importantly would reduce the cost 
of tolls as the price of tolls will be governed in large part by the price of 
financing. -Savings for citizens in the cost of gasoline, as the downtown project is 
the most direct and shortest trip for the majority of the population.” 
 


“It is River Fields' position that the SEIS should include an evaluation of and an explanation of the 
methodology in its process. This would require widening the scope of the currently proposed SEIS. 
The evaluation of sequencing is no especially urgent at this time due to the dramatically changed 
federal funding realities, potential inclusion of user fees (tolls) and the dramatic downturn in 
traffic, VMTS and VHTs in the region and throughout the country.”  


3. New listed or eligible national register properties must be considered 


“In the eight years since the ROD was issued, enough time has passed that there are new 
properties which are eligible for National Register Listing which were previously ineligible. Among 
the obvious examples are the Nutall House and the north field on "Belleview" farm. An analysis of 
the eligibility of, impacts on, and mitigation for any newly eligible properties should be part of the 
new section 106 study. Such evaluation should be thorough in both corridors with detailed study 
of all potentially eligible resources including but not limited to the surrounding neighborhoods of 
the National Register Districts of Butchertown, Phoenix Hill, West and East Main Street, The 
Country Estates of River Road and the eligible James Taylor subdivision and the Jacobs School 
eligible district. Again, the ambitious SEIS schedule must not abbreviate these evaluations.” 


4. Mass transit should be studied as an alternative 
Mass transit was dismissed as a serious alternative for study early in the previous NEPA process. 
River Fields continues to believe that this was a mistake. Given the steep drop in traffic arising 
form escalating gasoline prices and the lingering recession—widely described as the worst since 
the Great Depression—the time to study mass transit as an alternative for the purpose and need 
has arrived.  
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Other Comments from the Public 
Although the public was encouraged to comment on the three alternatives and the Purpose and Need 
document, they took the opportunity to express other comments related to the project, such as tolling. 
There were also reoccurring comments like “build it now” and “East End Bridge takes priority”, among 
others. All comments were entered in the comment database and a summary of the most common 
comments and resulting themes are highlighted below. 
 
East End Priority 
The most common comment received involved building the East End Bridge first. There were 413 such 
comments, representing over 36 percent of all comments received. Approximately 65 percent of those 
comments were part of a campaign where the same, or virtually the same comment was submitted on-
line from the website by different individuals who also favored No Action Downtown. They represent 
nearly 23.5 percent of all respondents.  
 
Outside of the campaign, there were approximately another 150 comments expressing the need for the 
East End Bridge to be built first, or that it should be the priority. Thirty one had no other comment, that 
was their one and only comment. Whereas, several respondents had a variety of secondary comments 
related to the East End Bridge, such as no tolls, with tolls, no tunnel, and build it now (ASAP “now”).   
 


No Action Downtown No Tolls with Tolls No Tunnel ASAP "now" no other comment


Series1 266 81 9 11 20 31
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Additional Comments


East End Priority Comments
(413 Respondents)


 
 
Another repeated statement from the East End Priority comments is the suggestion to wait and see how 
the downtown traffic is impacted before deciding to build the Downtown Bridge. Several are convinced 
trucks will go around to the east end and congestion downtown will be much relieved. 
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Support the Project 
The next most popular comment received was in support of the project. There are 304 comments that 
specifically state they support the project, are in favor of two bridges or want to see the bridges built. 
There are one hundred and fifty one (151) of the 304 Support the Project comments that had no other 
comment other than “build it now” or “asap”.  
 
Another seventy-five (75) individuals specifically stated they support the project with tolls. Whereas, 
thirty-one (31) stipulated their support with the additional comment of “no tolls”.  And forty-seven (47) 
expressed support for the project along with another comment, such as traffic, the selection of an 
alternate or build the east end first. 
 
 


 
 
 
Tolls 
There were 290 comments specific to “No Tolls”. A majority of them expressed comments about 
working in one state and living in another; or, were in the service industry and concerned with a loss of 
customers and therefore, income. Forty-three (43) individuals representing Buckhead’s Mountain Grill 
or Rocky’s Sub-Pub restaurants in Jeffersonville, Indiana submitted a “No Tolls” comment. 
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There were 104 comments that either supported the project with tolls or stated they were not opposed 
to tolling. Those individuals were more concerned with getting the project started as soon as possible. 
 
The majority of the respondents, 742, did not have say yes or no about tolls, or did not mention tolling 
in their comment.  
 


 
 
 
Build it Now / ASAP 
Another reoccurring theme in the comments was frustration about how long the project has taken. 
Comments like “hurry up”, “stop talking and start building”, “build the bridges now” and “we need the 
bridges asap” were common. One hundred sixty three (163) respondents (almost 15% of all 
respondents) had an “ASAP” or “now” type comment. 
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MEETING SUMMARY 
REGIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL 


June 15, 2011 - 1:30 p.m. 
Trolley Barn 


Kentucky Center for African American Heritage 
1701 W. Muhammad Ali Blvd. 


Louisville, KY 40203 
 


The following Regional Advisory Council Members were in attendance: 
• Ann Simms, City of Prospect,  
• Lawrence L. Winburn, LIUNA, Greater Louisville Central Labor Council 
• David Trotter, Clark County Planning, Zoning & Bldg. Commission 
• Ron Schneider, Coalition for the Advancement of Regional Transportation (CART) 
• Ted Pullen, Metro Public Works 
• Meme Runyon, River Fields 
• Bill Hayden, Knob & Valley Audubon Society 
• Stan Lampe, Kentuckians for Better Transportation (KBT) 
• Rosalind Streeter, River Fields 
• Rita Y. Phillips, Kentucky Center for African American Heritage (KCAAH) 
• Eric Burse, Kentucky Center for African American Heritage (KCAAH) 
• Steven Meyer, Hoosier Environmental Council 
• Jim Mims, Louisville Codes and Regulations 
• Michelle King, Louisville Metro Air Pollution Control District (APCD) 
• Lauren Hardwick, Greater Louisville Inc. (GLI) 
• Max Weintraub, River Fields 
• Larry Chaney, Kentuckiana Regional Planning and Development Agency (KIPDA) 
• Jim Keith, Clark-Floyd County Convention and Tourism Bureau 


 
The following Bridges Project representatives were in attendance: 


• Kentucky Transportation Cabinet: Gary Valentine, Andy Barber, Chuck Wolfe, Chad 
Carlton, Ann Gibson 


• Indiana Department of Transportation: Paul Boone, Scott Stewart 
• Federal Highway Administration: Duane Thomas 
• Community Transportation Solutions (CTS): John Sacksteder, Jim Hilton, Phil Banton, 


Paul Hilton, Cindy Kowalski, Bob Lauder, Kathy Francis, Rachel Feldman 
• Section 1 Design Consultant, Kentucky Transportation Associates: Glen Kelly 
• Section 2 Design Consultant, Michael Baker Corporation, J.B. Williams 
• Section 3 Design Consultant, Butler, Fairman & Seufert: Ben Zobrist, Mike Matel, Dan 


Isaacs 
• Section 4 Design Consultant, HW Lochner Inc, Jerry Leslie, Mark Litkenhus (Stantec) 
• Section 5 Design Consultant, PB Americas, Steve Slade 
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• Section 6 Design Consultant, Burgess & Niple, Scott Sondles 
• Indiana Ombudsman, Carl Pearcy 
• Kentucky Ombudsman, Lee Douglas Walker 
• Bridges Authority Members: Charles Buddeke, Pat Byrne, Jamie Fiepke, Christi 


Robinson, Ben Richmond, Angela Nichols, Kerry Stemler,  
 


Others in attendance include: Braden Lammers (NAS and Tribune), Vaughan Scott, Maurice 
Sweeney (AABA), Patty Clare (LDDC), Martina Kunnecke (NPP), Attica Scott (KY JWJ), 
Daniela Bartley Asenjo (KY JWJ), Mark Scherrens (Bridges Coalition), Holly Weyler (Bridges 
Coalition), Sheldon Shafer (CJ), Dan Borsch (Say No To Bridge Tolls), Steve Shaw (LEO), 
Tyler Allen. 
 
 
Welcome / Introductions 
John Sacksteder welcomed the RAC members and the audience to the African American 
Heritage Center and explained the purpose of the RAC meeting was to provide information on 
the project developments to the members and give them an opportunity to provide feedback and 
ask questions. He emphasized questions from the audience can be addressed at the upcoming 
public meetings on June 27th in Indiana and June 28th in Kentucky. 
 
John told everyone that they must sign in, saying we need a record of everyone who attended.  
The RAC members were provided an agenda and a printout of the PowerPoint presentation. 
 
All attendees introduced themselves. There were RAC members, Bridges project consultants, 
Bridges Authority members, KYTC representatives, INDOT representatives, newspaper staff and 
other non-RAC individuals from the community with an interest in the project; for a total of 66 
individuals on the registration list. 
 
Project History 
John Sacksteder gave an overview of the history of the project from 1998 when the Federal EIS 
began to 2003 when the Record of Decision (ROD) was published with the selected alternative 
to include a new Downtown Bridge, a new East End Bridge and a reconstructed Kennedy 
Interchange. 
 
The work progress on the project since 2003 involved design engineering, right of way 
acquisition, development of a financial plan in 2008, update to the financial plan in 2010 and 
creation of the Bridges Authority in 2010. During this time, environmental mitigation activities 
occurred included the reconstruction of the Trolley Barn where today’s meeting is being held. 
 
Why We Are Here   
Gary Valentine described the lack of conventional funding and the reduction in purchasing 
power from the gasoline tax which have contributed to the need for a workable financing plan. 
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The federal gasoline tax, which supports the Highway Trust fund, was set at 18.5 cents per 
gallon in 1993. The tax was not indexed for inflation; thus the purchasing power is 
approximately 20% of the 1993 purchasing power. Since 1993, our infrastructure continues to 
age.  Construction costs have risen.  Vehicles have become more efficient.  All this leaves less to 
spend on roads.  To help compensate, Indiana’s Major Moves program and Kentucky’s Practical 
Solutions program were implemented. Then in 2010, the governors of Indiana and Kentucky and 
the mayor of Louisville created the Bridges Authority to develop a financial plan for the Bridges 
project. At the same time, the Metro Transportation plan identified tolls as an additional funding 
source to fill the funding gap.   
 
In January of 2011, the governors and Mayor Fischer recommended three cost saving changes, 
estimated to save $500 million: 


a. Rebuild Kennedy Interchange in place 
b. Reduce East End to four lanes 
c. Move pedestrian experience to Big Four 


 
The cost saving changes were evaluated and additional modifications proposed for a total of $1.2 
billion in potential savings taking the project from $4.1 billion to $2.9 billion (see slide 11 for 
details of cost differences between two alternatives). 


A Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) is required by federal process to review 
the proposed changes, effects not previously considered and the impact on tolls. The SEIS will 
include a Traffic Diversion Analysis with a range of tolls evaluated (see slide 13 for range of 
tolls); but no decision has been made on toll rates. Toll rates and a tolling policy will be 
determined by the Bridges Authority through a separate analysis. 
 
The Purpose and Need for the project, unchanged since the 2003 ROD, include: safety problems, 
traffic congestion, inefficient mobility, inadequate linkage, and planning consistency.  The 
bottom line is to improve cross river mobility. Regarding safety, data shows crash rates in the 
Kennedy Interchange are above the national average (see slides 15 & 16 for details).  A white 
paper on the Purpose and Need will be available at future meetings. 
 
The three alternates being evaluated in the SEIS include: No Action; 2003 Selected Alternative 
with tolls; and the 2011 Modified Alternative with tolls. 
 
Section 1 Design 
Glen Kelly with Kentucky Transportation Associates presented the highlights of Section 1, 
Kentucky Approach to Downtown Bridge and Kennedy Interchange.  
 
One recent study showed the existing Kennedy Interchange was the 11th worst bottleneck in the 
country, with the crash rate twice the state average, lane weaves, merging areas and geometric 
concerns, such as narrow shoulders and sharp curves that are greater than ASHTO current 
standards. The current traffic congestion and traffic safety demonstrate the need for action. In the 
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No Action alternate, by the year 2030, the average travel speed during rush hour in the Kennedy 
Interchange is forecasted to be 20 mph with an average total delay of 1,200 hours. 
 
In the 2003 Selected Alternative and in the 2011 Modified Alternative, lane lengths are being 
added, curves improved and shoulders widened. The average travel speed during peak travel is 
projected to be 50 mph with an average total delay of 100 hours. 
 
The cost of the 2003 Selected Alternative is $1.5 billion, including 92 parcels and 72 acres of 
right of way impacted. Whereas, the cost of the 2011 Modified Alternative is $0.7 billion with 
approximately 30 parcels and 13 acres of right of way impacted. 
 
The 2003 Selected Alternative has features and benefits not offered in the 2011 Modified 
Alternative, such as: a new interchange at Frankfort Avenue; raising the grade of Frankfort 
Avenue above the 10 year flood level; providing an extension of Witherspoon to Frankfort 
Avenue; access from the Butchertown area to River Road and the Waterfront; providing I-65 
access from 2nd street; eliminating the I-64 pump station; and providing a Mellwood to Story 
connection. The trade off is a reduction in cost. 
 
The 2011 Modified Alternate eliminates the need to relocate the major LG&E transmission lines. 
 
Section 2 Design 
J.B. Williams with Michael Baker Corporation presented a comparison of the existing I-65 
downtown bridge over the Ohio River and the proposed Downtown Bridge over the Ohio River. 
He also gave an overview of the bridge crossing alignment, navigation requirements, and the 
bridge type selection process that resulted in the 3 Tower Cable-Stayed design. 
 
The existing I-65 bridge has 3 south-bound lanes and 4 north-bound lanes with no shoulders. The 
proposed design will provide 6 south-bound and 6 north-bound lanes with full 12’ shoulders. The 
new bridge will be for north-bound only and the existing bridge will be reconfigured to south-
bound only by removing the median barrier, replacing the deck and striping for six lanes. 
 
The Coast Guard sets navigational requirements to ensure the primary and secondary channels 
are unobstructed; thus the new piers need to line up with the existing piers for the I-65 downtown 
bridge. Also, 71 feet of vertical clearance is required under the bridge. 
 
The 2003 Selected Alternative for the new bridge is 115’ wide with 6 lanes, two 12’ shoulders 
and includes a 17’ pedestrian walkway/bikeway. 
 
The 2011 Modified Alternative for the new bridge is 99’ wide with 6 lanes and two 12’ 
shoulders and no pedestrian walkway/bikeway. A pedestrian walkway/bikeway will be available 
on the Big Four Pedestrian Bridge project. 
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Section 3 Design 
Ben Zobrist with Butler, Fairman & Seufert discussed the Indiana approach to the Downtown 
Bridge, explaining the 2003 Selected Alternative and the 2011 Modified Alternative. While the 
mainline alignment hasn’t changed, the proposed access to the local community has changed. 
 
He compared the access in both alternates at the following I-65 intersections: Court Avenue, 
6th/7th Street, 10th Street, and the SB Frontage and Stansifer Access. 
 
The 2003 Selected Alternative provides new and improved access with additional ramps and a 
fly-over bridge from I-65 north-bound to 10th Street east-bound. 
 
The 2011 Modified Alternative maintains access similar to existing access, eliminating the fly-
over bridge, reducing the number of proposed bridge structures and the amount of proposed right 
of way to be acquired; saving considerable cost. The SB Frontage and Stansifer access does not 
change. 
 
Section 4 Design 
Jerry Leslie with HW Lochner Inc. summarized the proposed modification in the Section 4 
Kentucky Approach to the East End Bridge as the same horizontal alignment with a reduced 
typical section and a revised profile south of the tunnel. The tunnel is still part of the project and 
does not change. 
 
The 2003 Selected Alternative typical section provides for six lanes and two 8’ outside 
shoulders. The 2011 Modified Alternative typical section provides four lanes with full shoulders 
saving 16’ of roadway width; while maintaining the ability to reconfigure to six lanes in the 
future with reduced shoulders.  
 
The revised profile decreases the amount of rock cut near the beginning of the project. The 2011 
Modified Alternative design also reduces the tunnel diameter by reducing the tunnel typical 
section from 54’ to 40’. 
 
The modified design maintains the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) context sensitive 
solutions such as a tunnel, reduced blasting, well-head protection and a shared use path. 
 
Section 5 Design 
Steve Slade with PB Americas described the bridge site, alignment and bridge type selection 
process for the Section 5 East End River Bridge. The site is rural and quiet with no existing 
bridge over the Ohio River. The alignment avoids historic property in Kentucky and the Lime 
Kilns in Indiana. 
 
The 2003 Selected Alternative is a cable-stay bridge almost ½ mile long with a 1,200 foot center 
span for a 900’ navigational channel. The bridge width is 154.5’ with 6 lanes, 12’ shoulders and 
a 17’ pedestrian walkway/bikeway. Although the initial design portrayed pile caps above the 
water level, since then, the design allowed for the caps to be below water.  







COMMUNITY TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS 
Forum Office Park III, 305 North Hurstbourne Parkway, Suite 100, Louisville, KY, 40222 Tel. (502) 394-3840 Fax. (502) 426-9778 
 


 


 
Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project 


The 2011 Modified Alternative reduces the bridge width by 23’ to 131.5’ with 4 lanes and 12’ 
shoulders initially, but the ability to contain 6 lanes when needed. The 17’ pedestrian 
walkway/bikeway is reduced by 4’ to 13’. The reduction in size has allowed for an all concrete 
structure and the elimination of deck openings. The span lengths are unchanged. 
 
Commitments documented in the 2003 ROD remain the same, such as: bridge type, height of 
towers, architecture, lighting, and a closed drainage system.  
 
Based on a 100 year bridge design life, the modified changes represent approximately $80 
million in savings. 
 
Section 6 Design 
Scott Sondles presented the Section 6 Indiana Approach to East End Bridge and compared the 
2003 Selected Alternative with the 2011 Modified Alternative. The primary proposed change 
with the modified alternative is from a six lane typical to a four lane typical with the ability to 
accommodate six lanes in the future, if needed. Also, through a value engineering process, some 
grade was reduced. 
 
The alignment from the 2003 Selected Alternative has not changed. The early design process 
looked at nearly 20 options for the I-265 and I-62 interchange before selecting a diverging 
diamond interchange.  
 
Scott reviewed the safety advantages of a Diverging Diamond interchange showing fewer 
conflict points (12 compared to 30 with a traditional diamond), resulting in fewer crashes. 
 
Next Steps 
Gary Valentine described the changes and the required SEIS process as an opportunity to stop-
look and listen; and to determine are we heading in the right direction. While not going back to 
the scoping stage, there will be public involvement and meetings. The purpose and need is the 
same. Although tolling is not a part of the environmental process, the SEIS evaluation process 
will look at the effects with tolls.  
 
The draft SEIS will be done by the end of the year, followed by a public comment period and 
development of the new Record of Decision. 
 
Gary concluded the presentation and opened the floor for questions and comments from the RAC 
members. 
 
Questions / Comments 
Q: Right of way acquisition for the Indiana downtown side? 
A: Only one parcel on the downtown Indiana side.  The treatment plant was acquired as an 
advance acquisition. 
 
Q: How many right-of-way parcels will be needed for Section 3? 
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A: Don’t know the exact details yet because Section 3 hasn’t gotten that far into the process; the 
proposed reduction in right of way in Section 3 is significant. 
 
Q: Has the design in Indiana been completed? 
A: It has not progressed enough to give right of way numbers; we are in the SEIS process and 
following direction from the FHWA letter of March 24, 2011 to stop right of way acquisition 
while in SEIS process unless an offer has been made.  
 
Q: How many offers have been made in Indiana? 
A: Most of the offers in Indiana east end (Section 6) have closed. We were about to make a half 
dozen additional offers, but we were not allowed to progress.  There is very little out there that 
hasn’t been closed in section 6; just three in question.  In Section 3, downtown Indiana, only two 
parcels have been bought. 
 
Q: How many on the east end KY side? 
A: There are a couple of properties outstanding, but they’ve made offers on virtually all. There 
are approximately 30 to go to closing. 
 
Q:  What’s the potential impact on the visitors’ center (downtown Indiana) with the future plan? 
If eliminating Court Avenue access, how will visitors access the center? 
A:  Access on North Shore will remain.  By providing a reduced section, we’ve been able to pull 
away from the visitor’s center. Future access is pretty much as the existing condition is today.  
South is going to have to exit in the modified alternative, similar to today, but not as far north.   
 
Q: Is that convenient for visitors? This is the first I’ve heard of this. (This question is from the 
Clark/Floyd Counties Convention and Tourism Bureau) 
A: The removal of exit 0 was part of the EIS selected alternative.   
 
Q: What if coming from south-bound? 
A: Exit frontage road; take Missouri to Court and then to North Shore 
 
Comment: This is the first I’ve heard of it.  Now you’re saying you go north.  Maybe it would be 
better to walk through this afterward. 
Response: We will have more information at the Area Advisory Team (AAT) meeting. And we 
can meet with you. 
 
Q: Will the project be built in phases (i.e. east end first, downtown second)?  
A:  That will be determined.  The Authority is working on the delivery project and that will be 
available later this fall. 
 
Q: What is the status of land acquisition? 
A: If an offer has been made, we can continue to negotiate. Federal money can be used if an 
offer was already made, but cannot make offers after March 23, 2011 (per directive from 
FHWA). 
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Q: What changed with the Section 6 walkway? 
A: It went from 17’ in the 2003 Selected Alternative to 13’ in the 2011 Modified Alternative. 
 
Q: Do you have the Purpose and Need white paper done? 
A: yes, we plan to make it available at a future meeting. 
 
Q: Regarding the time of day model, will that be higher tolls or lower tolls? What about higher 
during time of day? 
A: This is being studied by the Bridges Authority.  Congestion pricing does not address purpose 
and need; it does not improve safety.  Congestion pricing does bring the Kennedy Interchange up 
to AASHTO’s pricing guidelines.   
 
Q: If the design speed in the Kennedy Interchange is raised to 50 mph, how is that safer? 
A: We eliminate weaves and create better geometry. 
 
Q: Just trying to make traffic faster doesn’t seem to make it safer.  Will you study if they will 
have an effect on the quality of public transportation? 
A: Quality of public transportation is hard to measure, but both build alternates have enhanced 
bus service. It’s in the 2003 Record of Decision. 
 
Q: Is that part of the actual plan given decreases in public transportation funds? Will it still be in 
the 2011 Modified? 
A: Yes, it may even be increased. What you’re referring to is environmental injustice.  The SEIS 
will look at effects to low income; we will work through the process. At the Draft EIS, that will 
be available.   
 
Q: How will the public be involved?  
A: We have upcoming public meetings. 
 
Q: Gov. Beshear said it’s important to know that the SEIS would have been required, but there’s 
no discussion about the evaluation of tolls and how they impact.  What are you doing to evaluate 
the impact of tolls?  In the FEIS, one dollar toll dropped the east end bridge to 13k cars, and a $2 
toll dropped it to 300 cars.  That would clearly reduce traffic.  We also know the Sherman 
Minton can’t be tolled.  With 7 to 8 dollars for tractor trailers, traffic will be diverted and that 
will have traffic impacts.  Can you address that in detail?  Would that put more traffic on 
Sherman Minton and east end? 
A:  We are working with FHWA on traffic evaluations and that will be available at the upcoming 
public meetings.   
 
Q:  Will that be our last opportunity for comment? 
A:  You will be able to comment on the Draft EIS. The Section 106 is handled separately; 
consulting parties will be able to review that during the draft EIS process.  
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Q: So, RiverFields, as a 106 consulting party will have an opportunity to comment, but what 
about public? 
A: The public will have 45 days to comment. 
 
Comment: The public may not have a reasonable amount of time to comment (cites NEPA) 
Response: If FHWA thinks people should comment on their methodologies, they can do that. 
 
Q: We the public want to comment on tolls, we will see the impact of tolls in the Draft EIS, then 
how long will we get to process the information?  Will there be more meetings? 
A: 45 days. We’ll work with federal highways to see if more public meetings are needed, but if 
required to have extra meetings then we have to expand the timeline. 
 
Q: Can you get this done by end of year? 
A: We think so, but if there are extra meetings, it could be extended. 
 
Comment: A casino funded $35 million for a bridge between Indiana and Illinois; you may want 
to look into something like that being pursued. It was done through the Indiana Gaming 
Commission. 
Response: Thank you 
 
Q: Does the Bridges Authority responsibility include a tolling policy? 
A: Yes. 
 
Q: Can the east end bridge become a six lane bridge by widening to the middle and restriping? 
A: Yes. 
 
Q: Will there be TARC service even though their services have been reduced since 2003? 
A: Enhanced bus service will be part of the project. 
 
Q: On whose dime? 
A: The project’s 
 
Q: As a pedestrian facility, the Big 4 Bridge is not the same.  It’s a very long walk to it and up 
the approach.  How will this affect pedestrian and bike traffic on 2nd Street Bridge? 
A:  The intent is to get pedestrian and bike off the 2nd St. Bridge.  It is supposed to improve bike 
and pedestrian usage. 
 
Q: What if you want to walk to Rocky’s? 
A: The intent is to improve, not take it off. 
 
Comment: We are on a trajectory for tolls that could reduce volume and it could change the 
purpose and need.  We’ve had a downturn on traffic.  Rising gas will continue to reduce traffic.  
We don’t have the same purpose and need.   
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Response: We do have the same purpose and need.  We’ve written a white paper.  It’s the same 
as 2003 and we will make that white paper available prior to the public meetings.   
 
Q: Is the white paper available today? 
A: In draft; we will make it available on the web and send it out to you.   
 
Comment: It would have been better to have it before this meeting. 
 
Comment / Q: I appreciate the description of the changes.  Even those of us who pay a lot of 
attention haven’t been able to determine all the impacts of these changes. Can you document 
these changes in public form for us to review in advance of the public meeting?  We want a 
written analysis as opposed to a PowerPoint.  
A: A lot of this information is not available in a chart. 
 
Q: Can you produce one before the public meeting? 
A: Yes 
 
Q: The June meetings will be the final meetings until when? 
A: Except for the Section 106 meetings, the June meetings will be the final public meetings until 
the public hearing after the Draft EIS is available; although we may come to the RAC between 
now and when it’s published. We would have to meet with FHWA to determine.  
 
Q: There was a graphic on the level of accidents.  It said it’s above the national avg.  What does 
that mean? What basis? 
A: That is based on a 100 million vehicle miles traveled.  That’s standard.  The fatality rate is 
also higher than the statewide rate.   
 
Comment: I want to go on the record: The dollars spent on this could be more cost effectively 
spent on mass transit with light rail and supplementary bus system improvements.   
 
Q: (from audience): How do I get on the RAC? 
A: Contact me through the website; explain your group and we’ll consider it. We want to be 
open to all groups. 
 
Comment: The FEIS is not on your website. 
Response: Yes it definitely is there. Check the project section, and then click on the History and 
Documents tab. Let us know if you can’t find it. We will provide you a link. 
 
 
Gary Valentine thanked the audience for their attendance and attention. The meeting ended at 
3:37 pm. 
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Meeting Summary 
 


Section 1 Kennedy Interchange Approach (Meeting No. 6) and Section 2 Downtown Bridge Area 
Advisory Team Meeting  


June 20, 2011 
 
 
A Kennedy Interchange Approach and Downtown Louisville Bridges Area Advisory Team meeting was held on 
June 20, 2011, 6:30 p.m. at the Mellwood Arts Center in Louisville.   
 
Several topics were presented including Project History, Why We Are Here, Section 1 (Kennedy Interchange) 
Modified Alternative Overview, Section 2 (Downtown Ohio River Bridge) Modified Alternative Overview, and 
Next Steps.  
 
The following paragraphs list those in attendance and summarize key points in the presentations.  Questions 
asked, with responses, and comments made in the discussion period following the presentations are also 
described.  You will find attached the PowerPoint slides used in the presentations.  In this summary the key 
points of the presentations are summarized by the slide number shown in the attachment.   
 


 
Meeting Attendees 


Area Advisory Team Members: 
Steven Kersey Phoenix Hill 
Cassandra Culen Clifton Community Council 
Branson Coan Butchertown Neighborhood Association 
Andrew Cornelius Butchertown Neighborhood Association 
Patti Clare Downtown Development Corp. 
Deb DeLor Louisville Downtown Management District 
David Karem Louisville Waterfront Development Corp. 
Michael Kimmel Louisville Waterfront Development Corp. 
Ted Pullen Louisville Metro Public Works 
Ken Baker  Louisville Metro Planning/Design 
Norma Ward Louisville Metro Housing Authority 
 


Other Organizations: 
Charles Buddeke Bridges Authority 
Kerry Stemler Bridges Authority 
Jon Salomon BNA 
Jerry Leslie H.W. Lochner 
Steve McDevitt Burgess & Niple 
Vaughan Scott One Southern Indiana 
Debbie Stemler KM Stemler 
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Ohio River Bridges Project Team Members: 
 


Gary Valentine   Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Andy Barber   Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Ann Gibson   Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 
Paul Book  Indiana Department of Transportation 
Scott Stewart   Indiana Department of Transportation 
Duane Thomas  FHWA 
Carl Penzcy    Indiana Ombudsman 
Lee Douglas Walker  Kentucky Ombudsman 
Kevin Villier   CTS-GEC 
John Sacksteder  CTS-GEC 
Paul Hilton  CTS-GEC 
Kathy Francis  CTS-GEC 
Bob Lauder  CTS-GEC 
Kate Killia  CTS-GEC 
Rachael Feldman  CTS-GEC 
Richard Glasser  CTS-GEC 


 
 
Section 1 Design Team (KTA) 


Richard Sutherland Entran 
Andy Gilley  QK4 
Glen Kelly  QK4 
 


 
Section 2 Design Team (Michael Baker Jr., Inc) 


JB Williams Michael Baker  
Aaron Stover Michael Baker  
Pat Osborne Michael Baker  
 
 


 


 
Project History (John Sacksteder) 


Slide 1. Six sections to LSIORB.  Tonight’s meeting is on Sections 1, Kennedy Interchange, and Section 2, 
Downtown Ohio River Bridge.  


 


 
Why We Are Here (Gary Valentine) 


Slide 8. Lack of Conventional Funding.  1993 last time the Federal gas tax was increased.  That tax is what 
pays for highway maintenance and improvement.  Since 1993 our infrastructure continues to age.  
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Construction costs continue to escalate.  Vehicles are more fuel efficient.  This constricts spending on 
highway projects.  


Slide 9. Additional funding is needed to fill the gap for the Bridges project...  The Bridges Project has been put 
in Metropolitan Transportation Plan. 


Slide 10. Leaders seek saving measures including consideration of rebuilding the Kennedy Interchange in place 
and for the Downtown Bridge moving the pedestrian/bicycle facility to Big 4 Bridge. 


Slide 11. Cost Comparisons.  Current estimate $4.1 billion for EIS Selected Alternative.  The estimate for the 
Modified Alternative is $2.9 billion. 


Slide 12. A Supplemental EIS is a Federal requirement to address possible impacts of tolling and cost saving 
ideas. 


Slide 13. Traffic Diversion analysis - What will happen to traffic when tolls are introduced?  A model has been 
developed to project traffic.  No decision has been made on a tolling policy.  Ranges of tolls and what 
impacts that will have are being evaluated:  $1-$2 cars; $2-$4 box panel trucks; $4-$8 for semi truck.  
No decision has been made on tolling. 


Slide 14. Purpose and Need.  It remains the same.  A white paper has been developed on this matter and is on 
the Bridges Project website. 


Slide 15. Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) Alternatives:  no action, 2003 EIS Selected 
with tolls; 2011Modified with tolls. 


 


 
Section 1 Overview (Glen Kelly) 


Slide 17. With the January 4th, 2011 announcement by the two governors and mayor of Louisville to explore 
options to reduce costs and impacts, the Section 1 consultant team in the development of a modified 
in-place alternative has focused on the LSIORB Project Purpose and Need.  This need for action 
includes addressing traffic congestion and traffic safety.  The Kennedy Interchange was listed as the 
11th worst interstate bottleneck in the United States according to a 2009 bottleneck analysis study of 
freight significant highways by the American Transportation Research Institute (ATR) and the Federal 
Highway Administration.   The need for safety improvements is demonstrated by a University of 
Kentucky study that shows the accident rate in the interchange as being double the statewide rate for 
interstates. 


Slide 18. Existing Kennedy Interchange commonly indentified areas of congestion and safety issues.  These 
include current issues with merging and weaving traffic for I-64 and I-71 to/from I-65 in which half 
the traffic must switch lanes in a short distance.  This merging and weaving results in daily backups 
and heavy congestion.  The I-64/I-71 traffic weave areas along I-65 to/from Jefferson and Liberty 
Streets as well as the weaves north of Story Avenue along I-64 are also locations that experience daily 
congestion.  The substandard ramp curves from I-64/I-71 to I-65S and from I-65S to I-64/I-71 as areas 
with high crash rates were also mentioned.  Additionally, safety related issues result from narrow 
bridge shoulders though out the interchange.  Both the selected and modified alternatives address these 
congestion and safety issues. 


Slide 19. Existing Kennedy Interchange - If nothing’s done, the average travel speed in 2030 during peak hours 
will be about 20 mph with over 1,200 hours of average total network delay. Ramp curves and shoulder 
widths on bridges do not meet current AASHTO criteria.  The existing conditions east of I-65 can be 
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looked at as four threads or four 2-lane roads resulting in eight lanes across the center of the 
interchange in the area of the Campbell Street/ RR overpasses. 
The current elevation of I-65 is about 500 feet above sea level, which is about 80 feet above the 
normal pool of the Ohio River. At the I-65 junction, the ramps to/from I-64 and I-71 pass under I-65. 
West of Story Avenue, I-64 dips to an elevation of about 435’ where it passes under I-71. This area is 
currently drained by a pump station to address storm flooding.  


 
Slide 20. EIS Selected Alternative - Average travel speed in 2030 during peak hours will be about  50mph with 


100 hours of average total network delay.  From a safety standpoint, all design will meet current 
AASHTO criteria.  With this alternative, the interchange moves south from the river and is built on 
new alignment bringing I-64 to the center.  By shifting I-64 to the center, the exits and entrances to I-
65 are moved to the right side instead of the left.  I-64 and I-71moves to/from I-65 have individual 
threads with no merge weave.  The ramp from 2nd St has its own thread through the interchange. A 
new downtown entry point is created at Preston/River Road for I-64WB and I71SB traffic.  All these 
threads result in some 22 lanes in the area of the Campbell Street Crossing.  The EIS Selected 
Alternative has two flyover ramps over I-65.  The elevation of the highest is about 540’, which is 
about 40’ higher than current I-65.  I-64 is raised above the 500 year flood level west of Story Avenue 
resulting in a high point elevation of 508’. 


Slide 21. Modified Alternative – Provides about the same average travel speed and average total network delay 
as the EIS alternative (50 mph and 100 hours).  Design for ramp curves and shoulders meet current 
AASHTO criteria.  The major change to the reconstructed interchange configuration (vs. the EIS 
Selected Alternative) is that I-64 remains on the outside with left hand exits/entrances to I-65 
maintained.  The I-64 and I-71 moves to/from I-65 all have individual threads with no weaves. The 
result is about 14 lanes across of the interchange in the area of the Campbell Street Overpass, in lieu of 
22 in the EIS alternative.  The ramps at I-65 are maintained as movements under mainline I-65.  The 
high point in the I-65 stack will be about 508’. 


Slide 22. The EIS Selected Alternative: 
• Estimated cost is $1.5 billion 
• Impacts 92 parcels of Right of Way containing 70 acres with 38 relocations with 43 of the 


parcels considered contaminated 
• Requires relocation of a major overhead electric transmission line on the south side of the 


interchange 
• Raises the elevation 40 feet higher at I-71 over I-64 than what it is today, and 20 feet higher at 


I-71over Frankfort Avenue 
• Eliminates the need for a pump station for I-64 and provides for 500 year flood design. 
• Provides access to/from I-71 NB at Frankfort Avenue and raises Frankfort Avenue above the 


10 year flood level and provides direct local access under I-64 to Witherspoon Street.   
• Provides a Mellwood to Story connection to facilitate I-64WB exit movements to WB Story 


Avenue. 
• Eliminates the jog or need to switch lanes on I-64EB at Story Avenue. 
• Eliminates the weave from the Story entrance ramp to I-65 across two lanes of I-64WB traffic.   
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• Provides a collector distributor system on I-65 between Jefferson/Liberty/Muhammad Ali and 
I-64/I-71 movements.  


• Provides 2nd Street access to I-65 N  
• Eliminates the 3rd Street ramp and adds a new access point and downtown connection east of 


Preston Street.   
• Creates the potential for future direct access in Butchertown to River Road and Waterfront 


Park 
• Reconstructs the bridge(s) over the great lawn to align and reduce piers and enhance the view 


shed.  
Slide 23.  For the 2011 Modified alternative: 


• Estimated cost is about $700 million.  
• Contains 42 bridges versus 95 in the EIS selected with a total of 1.2 million square feet of 


structure versus 3 million. 
• Earthwork is reduced to 0.8 million cubic yards versus 2.8 million in the EIS. 
• Retaining walls have been reduced to 80,000 square feet from 250,000.  
• Right of way impacts are reduced significantly to 30 parcels containing 11 acres and 16 


relocations.  
• The modified major electric transmission line on the south side of the interchange is avoided.  
• Left hand exits and entrances on I-64 are retained.  
• The I-64 Pump station with a 100 year flood design (same as existing) is retained. 
• There will be no new access to Frankfort Avenue from I-71; and no new connection under I-


64 between Frankfort and Witherspoon. 
• The I-64 movements at Mellwood stay the same as today.  
• The 2nd Street access stays the same (no new access to I-65NB).  
• The 3rd Street ramp continues to operate and there will be no new access at Preston Street.  
• The bridge over the great lawn stays the same. 
• The Story Avenue weave to I-65 will be eliminated with a flyover. 
• The Collector Distributor (CD) system along I-65 in the EIS selected is essentially maintained.  
• The Butchertown access to River Road and Waterfront Park is essentially the same as today. 


 


 
Section 2 Overview (JB Williams) 


Slide 25. Crossing alignment is just east of the Kennedy Bridge with a slight skew and total length of 3300 ft.   
Slide 26. Navigation requirements are dictated by the Coast Guard.  71 feet vertical clearance is required with a.  


Primary Channel width of 750 feet and a Secondary Channel width of 500 feet.  
Slide 27. EIS Selected Alternative – Includes, six 12 foot lanes, two 12 foot shoulder and a 17 foot 


bicycle/pedestrian way.  The Modified Alternative removes bicycle/pedestrian way but has the same 
number of lanes and capacity.  Pedestrian and bicycle riders will use the Big Four Bridge. 


Slide 34. The existing Kennedy Bridge will be converted to six lanes SB and 2 shoulders.  The median barrier 
will be removed and deck will be replaced to accommodate new bridge cross-slopes.  This is required 
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because the new ramps will go in different directions then currently so slopes must be reconfigured.  
No changes to the truss structure are included.   


 The deck will be replaced and the bridge cross-slope reconfigured (ramps will go in some different 
direction so slopes in some areas will have to be reconfigured).  No real changes to the structure.   


 


 
Next Steps (Gary Valentine) 


Slide 36. Federal Review Process includes Public involvement meetings.  What we’re doing is stop, look and 
listen, to make sure we’re going in the right direction.  The two bridge alternative is still the only way 
to meet the Purpose and Need.  There are not enough traditional funds to pay for either the Selected or 
Modified Alternative.  We’re looking to carry forward the 2003 and 2011 Alternatives with tolls.  Do 
you agree with our conclusion?  Are the alternatives correct?  If they are, we will carry these 
alternatives forward.  We will come back and document this in a draft SEIS.  Public hearing and 
comments will be received.  We will review and submit to FHWA.  We believe we can get the draft 
SEIS this year and follow of up next year with an amended SEIS and new ROD. 


 


 
Discussion 


Note: Regular Text: Area Advisory Team Member comment or question 
Italicized Text:  Project Team response  
Post-Meeting Addition: Indicates additional comment received after the meeting 


 
 
Question - Andrew Cornelius:  Slides don’t show connectivity between the Big 4 Bridge.   
Response – The modified alternative doesn’t change the access to the Big 4 Bridge.  Butchertown access to the 
Big 4 will be the same as it is today. 
 
Question – Cassandra Culen:  Glad to see we don’t have 22 lanes.  I chair the pedestrian and access committee.  
There are two issues with removing the pedestrian bike lane from the proposed downtown bridge.  The new 
bridge would encourage bikes and pedestrian use as more of a transportation mode where as the Big 4 is seen as 
more recreational.  The other issue is the Big 4 Bridge is closed between 11pm and 6am.  I assume it would be a 
24 hour access change for the Big Four Bridge.  Also the modified alternative ends before Clifton so what about 
the noise wall? 
 
Response - Noise wall would not be a part of modified alternative. 
 
Comment – Michael Kimmel:  We like pedestrian path being on Big Four Bridge.  Entry points are much 
improved.  Because they can enter on River Road, it’s not a part of the park.  There’s no decision on when it 
will be open and closed.   
 
Question – Steven Kersey:  Is this faster to construct. 
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Response – We’re not constructing near as many bridges in the modified alternative.  It’s safe to say the 
schedule will be accelerated.  The cost estimate does not include an accelerated schedule.  The authority is 
looking at alternative deliver models and that will be apart of that analysis.   
 
Question – Steven Kersey:  Is this modified alternative an all or nothing thing.  If the public wants a menu 
approach, what happens? 
 
Response – We listen and go from there.   
 
Question – Deb DeLor:  The bottleneck study refers to projections to 2030.  Time has lapsed and the economy 
had changes, particularly gas prices. What extents can your preliminary projections take into account current 
operating standards, travel patterns, etc.? Now that those parameters have changed, how have you accounted for 
that? 
 
Response – The time of day model, takes into account all up to date information on growth and projections.  
We’re showing 312,000 crossing the river in 2030.  That’s down but it’s still beyond capacity of current 
bridges.  We still don’t have the system linkage in the east end.  We still have inefficient mobility.  It’s still 
consistent with planning at the KIPDA level.  All those factors still exist.   
 
Question – Deb DeLor:  The East End Bridge would be the first to build. Are there continued studies before 
downtown work begins? Do you continue to study traffic projections? 
 
Response – That would be determined on how the project is delivered.  A P3 (Public Private Partnership) could 
have one contract.  A lot of that hinges on how this project is delivered to construction.   
 
Question – Andrew Cornelius:  Has anyone taken the 98 traffic projections and compared them to today? 
 
Response – You compare them to today and you don’t see a lot of growth.  We didn’t expect a recession to 
create no growth.   
 
Question – Cassandra Culen:  I’m a big supporter of the Big Four Bridge, but it is seen as more recreational.  
The new bridge is seen as more for transportation.   
 
Response – State supports the Big Four Bridge Big Four Bridge and has contributed 12 million towards its 
construction. 
 
Question – Andrew Cornelius: Is modeling with tolls versus no tolls.   
 
Response – The only tolls considered are on the bridges.  All the costs a traveler incurs are taken into account.  
The model considers where a driver may go if tolls are introduced.   Traffic would not be the same if it were not 
tolled. 
 
Question – Deb DeLor:  What goes on with shoulders and ramps in terms of green space? 







 
 
 


8 
 


 
Response – In the northern part, we’ll have walls so we don’t encroach upon Waterfront Park.   It likely won’t 
be appreciately different than what it is today.   
 
Comment – Patti Clare:  We love Waterfront Park and context sensitive design is important.  It’s important to 
make sure berms don’t have undesirable impact.  A while back, we didn’t anticipate the growth development in 
downtown housing.   
 
Question – Steven Kersey:  Is there a change in mitigation due to 106 process? 
 
Response – It could be.  We’re beginning a new 106 process.  The change is that the indirect effects could move 
traffic somewhere.  
 
Question – Cassandra Culen.  Will there be a new MOA 
 
Response – It could be amended. 
 
Question – Steven Kersey:  Some of the mitigating things could go away? 
 
Response – Gary Valentine:  That’s possible.  That’s why we’re revisiting the 106 process.  There are many 
phases:  What’s impacted and how do you mitigate that.  Are there any new properties that weren’t considered 
as part of the original process.  Are there any changed or new effects to existing properties.  As we finalize 
methodology, we will meet in the middle of August. 
 
Question – Steven Kersey:  106 process, for example, required mitigation of brown fields.  The modified 
alternative won’t require mitigation of brown fields.  By changing the R/W, that means it doesn’t improve some 
of the flood protection and mitigate the brown fields that the other would do.  
 
Response – Gary Valentine:  That’s why were in the public comment stage.   
 
Question – Cassandra Culen:  It was mentioned that all the left hand ramps would change, but there would be a 
flyover on story.   
 
Response – The flyover will allow you to pass over I-64WB and tie into the I-65 moves. You won’t have to work 
across two lanes of traffic like you do today. 
 
Question – Andrew Cornelius:  Where is this traffic study?  Who did it?  Is it available? 
 
Response – Gary Valentine:  Wilbur Smith Associates is completing the traffic study.  It’s not finished yet.  
When it is, we’ll make it available.   
 







 
 
 


9 
 


Post-Meeting Addition - Deb DeLor: One additional consideration or opportunity we would like to share:  some 
of the highway spans over ground level streets or roads are quite wide.  With a little forethought, if an extensive 
overhead or “bridge” over a downtown road should be designed, and is adjacent to a public green space, 
whether existing or newly created due to the elimination of berms throughout downtown (our preference), 
could, parking for events, or spaces for events become included in the design of the “bridges” over the urban 
areas.  Adding lighting to keep the spaces interesting and well lit could only enhance the condition. 
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1. Welcome / Introductions 
2. Project History 
3. Why We Are Here 
4. Proposed Alternatives 
5. Next Steps 
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The Bridges Project 
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Federal EIS Phase 


• 1998 – Federal process begins  


• Considered 9 bridge locations 
in 1 or 2 bridge combinations 


• Extensive public involvement 
process 


• 5,000 comments received on 
Draft EIS 
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2003 Record of Decision 


Selected Alternative: 
 
Construct New Downtown Bridge 


Construct New East End Bridge 


Reconstruct Kennedy 
Interchange   
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Progress Since 2003 


• Design Engineering 
• Right-of-Way Acquisition 
• Major Project Financial Plan and Update 
• Creation of Louisville and Southern Indiana 


Bridges Authority (LASIBA) – 2010 
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  Why We Are Here 
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• Federal highway funds come from gasoline tax 
• Purchasing power of federal gas tax dropping 


Lack of Conventional Funding 
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Additional Funding to Fill Gap 


•Metropolitan 
Transportation 
Plan amended to 
add tolling 


•Bridges Authority 
developing 
financial plan 
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Governors, Mayor identified 
potential project savings 


1. Rebuild Kennedy 
Interchange in place 


2. Reduce East End bridge, 
roadway and tunnel 
from six lanes to four 
lanes 


3. Complete the Big Four 
Bridge pedestrian / 
bike path under a 
separate project 


Leaders Seek Cost-Saving Measures 


11 


Cost Comparisons 


         Project Segment 2003 Selected Alternative 2011 Modified Alternative 


    Section 1 - Kennedy Interchange $1,530.0 $728.2 


    Section 2 - Downtown River Bridge $569.7 $532.6 


    Section 3 - Downtown IN Approach $392.7 $177.8 


    Section 4 - KY East End Approach $885.2 $794.8 


    Section 5 - East End River Bridge $406.2 $326.2 


    Section 6 - IN East End Approach $234.8 $231.7 


    Other Costs(2) $124.2 $125.0 


         TOTAL(1) $4,142.8 $2,916.2 


(Costs in $, million) 
(1)  Totals may not sum due to rounding 


(2)  Includes costs that are not section specific, including Project Oversight, Environmental Mitigation of Hazardous  
        Materials, Wetland Remediation and Historic Preservation 
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Supplemental EIS 


• Federal requirement to review potential 
changes 
 


• What are the impacts associated with: 
– Tolling 
– Implementation of cost saving ideas 


 
• Focused effort 
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Traffic Diversion Analysis 


Traffic Diversion Effects 


Vehicle 
Types 


Tolling 
Range 


Traffic 
Patterns 


Vehicle
Types


V


Range


Travel Model • Computer program to 
model traffic  


• Range for diversion study 


Cars, trucks, SUVs - $1 to $2 


Box / panel trucks - $2 to $4 


Tractor trailers - $4 to $8 


• Actual toll rates determined 
through separate analysis 
by Bridges Authority 
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Bottom line: Improve cross-river mobility 


• Safety problems 
• Traffic congestion 
• Inefficient mobility 
• Inadequate system 


linkage 
• Planning consistency 


 


Purpose and Need 
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Proposed SEIS Alternatives 


• No Action 


• 2003 Selected Alternative with tolls 


• 2011 Modified Alternative with tolls 
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Section 1 
Kentucky Approach  


to  
Downtown Bridge  


and  
Kennedy Interchange 
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Specific factors demonstrate the need for 
action including: 


Kennedy Interchange 


• Traffic congestion 
 


• Traffic safety 


18 


Merge Areas 


Weave Areas 


Geometry 


Kennedy Interchange Operation Concerns 
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Existing Kennedy Interchange 
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EIS Selected Alternative 


21 


Modified Alternative 
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EIS Selected Alternative 
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2011 Modified Alternative 
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Section 2 
Downtown River Bridge 
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KY IN 


• Just East of Existing Kennedy Bridge 
• Slight Skew with Kennedy Bridge 
• 3300’ Total Length 
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Bridge Crossing Alignment 
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• Required by United States Coast Guard 
• 71 Feet Vertical Clearance 


750’ 500’ MIN 
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Navigation Requirements 
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View Looking Toward Indiana 


Bridge Cross Section 
Including Pedestrian Walkway/Bikeway 


 
 
 
 
 
 


EIS Selected Alternative 
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View Looking Toward Indiana 


            Bridge Cross Section 
Without Pedestrian Walkway/Bikeway 


Modified Alternative 
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View From Pedestrian Walkway/Bikeway 
 


EIS Selected Alternative 
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•  4 Step Public Process 
•  31 Original Bridge Concepts 
•  3 Bridge Type Concepts  
•  14 Member Executive Committee 


� Kentucky Gov.  
�  Indiana Gov.  
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Bridge Type Selection 
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Final Bridge Type Selection 


3 TOWER CABLE-STAYED 
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3 TOWER CABLE-STAYED 
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Final Bridge Type Selection 
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Downtown Bridge  
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Existing JFK Bridge Rehab 


• 6 Lanes Southbound Only 
• Shoulders, Each Side 
• Deck Replacement 
• Remove Median Barrier 
• New Signing 
• No change to the Steel 
Structure 


Existing Traffic Pattern 


Proposed Traffic Pattern 
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  Next Steps 
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Federal Review Process 


• Public Involvement Meetings 


• Analysis of Alternatives 


• Draft SEIS published 


• Public Comment period 


• Final SEIS published 


• FHWA review 


• Record of Decision 
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Meeting Summary 


 


Section 3 Area Advisory Team Meeting 


June 21, 2011 


__________________________________________________________________________ 


 


AAT Members present: 


Nancy Kraft – Greater Clark Co. School 


Jack Waldrip – Clark Memorial Hospital 


Mary Vanderpool – Southern Indiana Realtors Association 


Brian Fogle – Jeffersonville Planning & Zoning 


Peggy Duffy – Jeffersonville City Pride 


 


Others present: 


John Sacksteder – CTS 


Ben Zobrist - BF&S 


Mike Matel – BF&S 


Aaron Davenport - BF&S 


Dan Isaacs - BF&S 


JB Williams – Baker Inc 


Brian James – Baker Inc 


Pat Osborne – Baker Inc 


Steve McDevitt – Burgess & Niple 


Duane Thomas – FHWA 


Kevin Hetrick - INDOT 


Andy Barber – KYTC 


Ann Gibson – KYTC 


Charles Buddeke – Bridges Authority 


Carl Pearcy – Indiana Ombudsman 


Lee Douglas Walker – Kentucky Ombudsman 


Bob Lauder – CTS 


Rachel Feldman – CTS 


Rich Glasser - CTS 


 


Key to abbreviations: 


CTS – Community Transportation Solutions, general engineering contractor 


BF&S – Butler Fairman & Seufert, engineering firm for Section 3 (Jeffersonville/Clarksville) 


Baker Inc – Michael Baker, Inc., engineering firm for Section 2 (Downtown Bridge) 
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Burgess & Niple, engineering firm for Section 6 (Utica, Indiana) 


FHWA – Federal Highway Administration 


INDOT – Indiana Department of Transportation 


KYTC – Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 


 


Presentation: 


Each number corresponds with the slide presented.  John Sacksteder presented slides 1-15 and 41-43; JB 


Williams presented slides 16-28; Ben Zobrist presented slides 29-40 


1.  John.  Public meetings next week.  Monday at Holiday Inn in Clarksville and Tuesday at Holiday 


Inn Hurstbourne.  Each is from 4-8.  There will be exhibits and comments.  The presentations are 


identical at each public meeting. 


2. Introduction.  All AAT members present introduced themselves:  Nancy Kraft, Clark Co. Schools; 


Jack Waldrip, Clark Memorial Hospital; Brian Fogle, Jeffersonville Planning & Zoning; Peggy 


Duffy, Jeffersonville (City Pride), Mary Vanderpol, Southern Indiana Realtors Association.  All 


others introduced themselves.  John says he will give project history.  Etc. 


3. Bridges Project.  Slide shows map of all six sections.  Indiana approach is dealing with section’s 2 


and 3.   


4. EIS Phase.  Began in 1998.  Considered 9 bridge locations and 1 or 2 bridge combinations.  


Extensive public involvement. 


5. 2003 ROD.  Build 2 new bridges and redo Kennedy Interchange. 


6. Since 2003.  Design engineering.  R/W acquisition, especially on the east end.  Major Financial 


Plan developed and updated.  LASIBA created in 2010, which is looking at funding. 


7. Why we’re here. 


8. Lack of funding.  Gas tax hasn’t changed since 1993.  It’s not indexed.  No additional money.  If 


people had to live on the dollars they had in 93, it would hurt purchasing power, yet that’s what 


we’re doing in transportation.  Our infrastructure is aging.  Cars are more fuel efficient and 


electric cars are on the horizon.  Purchasing power is dropping.  This impacts states ability to 


move forward, particularly with larger projects.  All states are facing this.  All states are looking 


at tolling to fund major projects.  Gov. Daniels initiated Major Moves, the lease of a toll road to 


advance other projects.  Gov. Beshear initiated practical solutions, which is to look at all projects 


asking are there more economical ways to do it.  The Gov. worked with the General Assembly to 


develop the Authority to explore creative financing to develop the Authority with Governor 


Daniels. 


9. Additional tolling to fill the gap.  Metropolitan Transportation Plan determined there was not 


enough traditional funds for the project, but there would be with tolling.   


10. Leaders seek cost-saving.  Nobody wants tolls, but it is inevitable.  The governors and Mayor 


Fischer asked to 1) rebuild Kennedy Interchange in place, 2) Reduce east end to four lanes with 


ability to have six lanes, 3) complete Big4Bridge to accommodate pedestrian/bike path.  The 


governors and mayor estimated conservatively that we could save $500 million. 







 
Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project 


 


3 | P a g e  


A A T  M e e t i n g  


J u n e  2 1 ,  2 0 1 1  


M c C a u l e y  N i c o l a s  B u i l d i n g ,  J e f f e r s o n v i l l e  


11. Cost comparisons.  We looked for more savings.  Kennedy Interchange is about half its original 


cost.  Downtown Bridge reduces considerably.  And there is considerable savings in the Indiana 


approaches.  We’ve gone from $4.1 to $2.9 based on inflation with a completion date of 2022.  


If we build if faster, there are more savings.  Every month costs or saves $10 million.   


12. SEIS.  Required by federal gov’t.  Only $1.9 available through traditional funds.  There’s no way 


to reduce this project by another billion.  Tolling is necessary.  This requires us to look at the 


environmental effects.  We are developing a supplemental EIS.  I want to stress this is a 


supplement.  We are not reinventing the wheel.  We are doing a comparison of where we were 


and where we might go.   


13. Traffic diversion analysis.  We have look at what tolls do to traffic.  We’re moving away from 


Butchertown, so there may be effects there.  One thing tolling may do is create a diversion of 


traffic.  We’re examining what impacts it might create.  It’s a complex computer model that is a 


wide model based on cameras capturing vehicles entering the interstate facilities.  So they are 


current counts.  As some know, traffic has dropped.  Modeling does look at where traffic is going 


to.  All this is built into the KIPDA model.  All this is taken into account as we build a new model 


and we’re looking out to 2030.  There has been a reduction in traffic but the number will grow 


and the need remains.  LASIBA is developing a tolling policy.  We have evaluated a ranging to 


cost of $1 to 2 for cars, $2 to 4 for box/panel trucks, $4 to 8 for semi trucks.  If someone has to 


pay 1 dollar it’s a lot different than if someone has to pay 100.  It’s looking at time of day, 


meaning if you go over during a low traffic time you may pay less.  This can impact the way 


people travel. If 7 a.m. is cheaper, some people may travel earlier.  LASIBA is working diligently, 


but there has been no decision. 


14. Purpose and Need.  This hasn’t changed.  We believe it’s as it was during the original EIS.  We do 


not believe a single bridge alternative provides an adequate solution.  Here are the factors:  


Safety problems.  In the KI there’s an average of two wrecks a day.  In the areas approaching the 


KI, there’s an avg. of two wrecks a day.  We have a UK study that provides this info.  Congestion 


is bad.  We have inadequate linkage.  If we just do east end, we don’t solve the traffic problem.  


KIPDA says we need two bridges. 


15. Proposed SEIS Alternatives. If we don’t come up with a solution, then we would have no action.  


We are considering the original 2003 Selected Alternative with tolls, and 2011 Modified 


Alternative with tolls 


16. Kennedy Interchange. 


17. JB Williams.  Section 1, Downtown Bridge.  I’ll show you the changes we’re looking at.   


18. Bridge Crossing Alignment.  The new bridge is the blue one on the bottom.  The new bridge 


would be northbound and the Kennedy converted to southbound.   


19. Navigation.   Coast Guard tells us what we have to do.  The primary channel is 750 feet; 500 feet 


secondary channel.  The barges are long and don’t turn quickly.  They need wide channels.  The 


clearance is 71 feet. 
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20. EIS Selected Alternative.  This includes a 17 foot walkway right next to interstate traffic.  


Modified Alternative.  The change is removing the sidewalk.  Pedestrians can go up a ¼ mile 


upstream to use the Big Four or walk down to the Second Street Bridge.   We still have our six 


lanes. 


21. EIS Selected Alternative.  This is what the sidewalk would look like.     


22. Bridge Type Selection.  We had a four-step process.  We asked you what you liked and used that 


information along with the reality of costs and narrowed that down to about 31 to 12 to 6 then 


3 then turned it over the executive committee, they asked for more public input which we did. 


23. Final Bridge Type.  After all that, the result was the 3 tower cable stay. 


24. Here’s another shot. 


25. Here’s an illustration that shows how the tower on the right moved in just a little.   


26. Here’s the illustration without the sidewalk. 


27. Here’s the new animation without the sidewalk.  That’s a good representation of what it would 


be like to drive through it.   


28. Southbound we still have the Kennedy.  It gets rehabbed.  We are taking the 3 lanes SB and 


doubling it.  We’ll have shoulders.  A whole lot nicer and safer.  We’ll redeck it and reslope it and 


taking out the median barrier.   


29. Ben Zobrist.  Indiana Approach to Bridge. 


30. I want to walk through the EIS and then Modified alternatives and the things that have changed 


for the cost savings.  The Indiana approach is a mile.  The blue represents the bridges and the 


purple is roadway.  As we go through this you see how the bridge work is reduced.  


31. Here’s a picture of the modified alternative.   


32. Alternative Comparison.  This is in your handout.  As you look at the slides, these are the five 


major changes.   


33. EIS Court Ave.  We’ve met with the cities of Jeffersonville and Clarksville to discuss access and 


cost savings.  The EIS Alternate has access for both NB and SB I-65 adjacent to I-65.  There is no 


access to Court Ave. for the Clark Memorial Bridge.  The access point is at 6th Street. [Ben goes 


through all the changes too quickly to transcribe everything he says].   


34. Modified Alternative.  Court Ave.  Still have through lanes over Court Avenue but have provided 


access on and off the Clark Memorial Bridge at Court Ave; this requires less bridge structure 


over Court.  Access to Court was an important issue for Jeffersonville in that it’s the gateway 


into the city.  Access to SB I-65 is similar as current day condition. 


35. EIS 6th and 7th Street.  6th street has been opened up.  7th Street will remain open with a  new 


bridge system.  It’s open today but it gets better access.   


36. Modified Alternative 6th and 7th.  There’s a reduction in the complex bridge system proposed for 


SB access . There’s now a  collector distributor system for the SB access.  6th is still open. And 


we’ve provided access off 6th SB with access to 65.  There’s a huge savings with the elimination 
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of bridges.  We’ve taken out the bridges on 7th street.  The access on 6th provided what was 


needed.   


37. EIS Selected.  10th Street.  This has a big flyover complex bridge.  It’s very costly.  The relocation 


of 10th street took it through the treatment plan and impacted the Park and Ride. 


38. Modified 10th.  Similar to what it is today.  We’ve eliminated the big flyover bridge.  We’ve 


reduced the bridge needs over 9th.  We also looked at the impacts to access to the parking 


garage at Clark Memorial Hospital. 


39. EIS Select SB & Stansifer.  Access from the SB frontage road will now be directed over Stansifer 


40. Modifield Alternate for Stansifer.  This hasn’t really changed.   


41. Next Steps 


42. Federal Review.  Public meetings are coming.  We’re doing an analysis of alternatives.  The draft 


EIS is expected toward the end of the year.  When it’s done, we’ll have public hearings and a 45 


day comment period.  After that, if we’ve satisfied FHWA, we’ll move to the final SEIS, then 


FHWA review and then a new Record of Decision depending on how FHWA addresses things. 


Then LASIBA can move forward.   


43. This is a stop, look and listen process.  Do you have questions?   


 


Duffy:  For the record, the City of Jeffersonville is not the most controversial part of this project, but it’s 


important.  The city is very pleased with the rework of this with access and visibility.  The city greatly 


appreciates all the work to discuss this with us.  The end product addresses all our concerns.   


JS:  Thanks.  We get plenty of criticism so we appreciate the compliments.       
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Meeting Summary 
 


Section 4 Area Advisory Team Meeting 
June 16, 2011 


__________________________________________________________________________ 
The ninth Section 4 Area Advisory Team Meeting was held on June 16, 2011 at 
Gingerwoods, located at 7611 Rose Island Road in Prospect, KY to discuss issues related 
to the Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project (LSIORBP) with the design 
consultant teams for Section 4, H.W. Lochner, Inc., and Section 5, Parsons Brinckerhoff, 
Inc.  
 
The following were in attendance: 
 
Area Advisory Team Members: 
David K. Warner Bridgepointe (alternate)  
Bill Huff  City of Green Spring (alternate) 
Ann Simms  City of Prospect (alternate) 
Chief Kevin Tyler Harrods Creek Fire Protection District 
Harvey Langford Kencarla Vista  
Debbie Carroll Metro Council (alternate) 
Glen Stuckel  Metro Council 
Emily Liu  Metro Planning and Design (alternate)  
Dirk Gowin  Metro Public Works (alternate) 
Craig Oliver  Prospect/Harrods Creek 
Kyle Broyles Shadow Wood 
Wayne Wells Transylvania Avenue 
Leland Hulbert Transylvania Beach (alternate) 
Deb Moorhead Wolf Creek  
Alice Gunnison Wolf Pen Preservation Association 
Ron Kopczynski Wolf Pen Woods 
 
Project Team Members: 
Duane Thomas FHWA  
Anthony Goodman FHWA 
Maria E. Rodriguez FHWA  
Gary Valentine KYTC  
Andy Barber  KYTC  
Ann Gibson  KYTC  
Paul Boone  INDOT 
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Scott Stewart INDOT 
Charles Buddeke Bi-State Bridges Authority 
Lee Douglas Walker LSIORBP KY Ombudsman 
Carl Pearcy  LSIORBP IN Ombudsman 
John Sacksteder CTS/GEC  
Kevin Villier CTS/GEC 
Bob Lauder  CTS/GEC 
Rachael Feldman CTS/GEC 
Brian James  Section 2, Michael Baker Associates 
Jerry Leslie  Section 4, H.W. Lochner, Inc.  
Debby Taylor Section 4, H.W. Lochner, Inc.  
John Hieronymus Section 4, H.W. Lochner, Inc. 
Steve Slade  Section 5, Parsons Brinckerhoff, Inc. 
John Carr  Section 5, Wilbur Smith Associates 
 
Additional Attendees: 
Bill Kitchen  Transylvania Avenue (alternate) 
Diane Hulbert 6006 Transylvania Beach Road 
Mark Kelley  7502 Kendrick Crossing Lane 
Vaughn Scott 4018 Marquette Drive 
  
 
The meeting began at approximately 7:00 p.m. 
 
1. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 
1.1 The attendees were asked to sign in upon arrival and were given a copy of the meeting 


agenda and handouts showing Sections 4 and 5 Plan, Profile and Typical Sections for 
the 2003 EIS Selected Alternative and the 2011 Modified Alternative.       


 
2. MEETING AGENDA ITEMS 
2.1 A PowerPoint presentation was provided during the meeting.  John Sacksteder opened 


the meeting and provided a project history and general update of the project progress to 
date.  John also briefly reviewed the EIS process and the 2003 Record of Decision that 
the Project has followed to date.  


2.2 Gary Valentine provided a presentation discussing the future of the project, “Why We 
Are Here,” and addressing the purpose of this AAT Meeting.  Gary’s presentation 
included a brief discussion on the Project finances including receiving a directive from 
the Governors of both Kentucky and Indiana and the Louisville Mayor to find cost-
saving measures.  These measures currently include the following: 


2.2.1 Rebuild the Kennedy Interchange in place     
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2.2.2 Reduce the East End Bridge, roadway, and tunnel from six lanes to four 
lanes 


2.2.3 Complete the Big Four Bridge Pedestrian/Bike Path under a separate 
project. 


2.3 Gary reviewed the cost savings based on a comparison of the 2003 Selected Alternative 
and the 2011 Modified Alternative for all Sections of the Bridges Project. 


2.4 Gary discussed the requirements for a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
and outlined the three alternatives that are proposed for review within the SEIS.  The 
three proposed alternatives are: 


2.4.1 No action 
2.4.2 2003 Selected Alternative with tolls 
2.4.3 2011 Modified Alternative with tolls 


2.5 Jerry Leslie provided a Section 4 presentation highlighting the changes in the proposed 
Kentucky East End Approach design including the revised typical and profile grade.  
Jerry also emphasized the Record of Decision Commitments that are still part of the 
proposed Project regardless of Selected Alternative.  These include: 


2.5.1 Context Sensitive Solutions 
2.5.2 Historic Resource Commitments 
2.5.3 Tunnel Construction 
2.5.4 Blasting Restrictions 
2.5.5 Wellhead Protection Measures 
2.5.6 Shared-Use Path 


2.6 Alice Gunnison asked if the grade will be steeper than before under Wolf Pen Branch 
Road.  Jerry replied that the grade will be somewhat steeper.  


2.7 Ron Kopczynski asked how deep the grade will be underneath Wolf Pen Branch Road.  
Jerry responded that the depth hadn’t been fully determined yet. 


2.8 Ron Kopczynski asked if lessening the grade will require the proposed noise walls for 
Wolf Pen Woods to be higher.  Jerry explained that a new Noise Analysis is being 
completed to determine any changes to noise wall heights and locations.  Mr. 
Kopczynski continued asking when the Noise Analysis will be completed and when the 
results will be presented to the neighborhoods.  John Sacksteder assured him the 
analysis would be completed soon. 


2.9 Alice Gunnison asked if the non-vertical cuts (as opposed to the vertical rock facing 
walls) will increase the noise.  John explained that there should be little or no difference 
in how the sound reflects off the rock cuts as opposed to the vertical rock facing walls.  
Ms. Gunnison went on to say that some days she can’t hear traffic noise from US 42 
and the Snyder at her home and other days it is really loud.  She asked how the days are 
chosen to do the noise study and would this be representative.  John explained that the 
noise study would include the highest traffic projections anticipated.    


2.10 Deb Moorhead asked if additional land will be acquired.  Jerry explained that the 
proposed right-of-way remains the same for both alternatives.  She asked if there would 
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be any homes taken from I-71 to Wolf Pen Branch Road, specifically in Wolf Creek.  
Jerry explained that there was one home acquired in Green Spring, but none in Wolf 
Creek. 


2.11 Bill Huff asked if the traffic volumes had changed.  Gary explained that new traffic 
counts and projections have been completed with 2030 projected traffic for design 
purposes. 


2.12 Steve Slade provided a Section 5 presentation highlighting the changes in the 
proposed East End Bridge typical section and design.  Steve emphasized the cost 
savings associated with the proposed design changes from the 2003 Selected 
Alternative to the 2011 Modified Alternative.  Steve pointed out the MOA 
Commitments from the original EIS that are still in effect for the proposed Modified 
Alternative.  These include: 


2.12.1 Bridge design with sensitivity to aesthetic values, historic cultural 
landscapes, and the historic context. 


2.12.2 Aesthetic treatments to surfaces, structures, and other secondary elements. 
2.12.3 Minimize roadway and aesthetic lighting dispersion. 
2.12.4 Bridge deck storm water should be collected in a closed drainage system. 
2.12.5 Minimize adverse noise effect. 


2.13 Alice Gunnison asked for an explanation of the bridge deck openings in the 2003 
Alternative.  Steve returned to the rendering slide in the PowerPoint presentation to 
point out the deck openings and explain their location.  Ms. Gunnison asked if they 
served a useful purpose or if they were simply for aesthetics.  Steve explained they 
were for aesthetics and had been included as part of the bridge architect’s input in the 
original design. 


2.14 Leland Hulbert asked if the changes proposed for the East End Bridge would affect 
the noise levels.  Steve explained that noise was a major concern of both designs and 
that the design changes alone would not affect the noise levels.   


2.15 Bill Huff asked if the AAT Members could have copies of the charts presented in the 
PowerPoint presentation.  Gary explained that the presentation would be put on the 
Bridges Project website in the near future.  He explained that this was a very similar 
presentation given to the Regional Advisory Committee earlier and the RAC 
presentation was already on the Project website.  


2.16 Wayne Wells asked if the tolls will ever be removed from the bridges.  He further 
gave examples of roadways that had been originally tolled, but the tolls eventually 
removed.  Gary explained that the toll policy would be determined based on the project 
delivery options determined.   


2.17 Wayne Wells asked if there would be anything done under the bridges to keep the 
birds from nesting.  Steve and Jerry explained that the proposed bridge designs using 
smooth concrete and tub girders would minimize the opportunity for this happening.   
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2.18 Alice Gunnison asked where the toll gate would go.  Gary explained that electronic 
tolling had been proposed, that the use of transponders and cameras would allow free 
flow travel with no required stopping to pay tolls on the bridges. 


2.19 Glen Stuckel asked about the Public Involvement schedule, the SEIS schedule, and 
the construction schedule for the project.  John explained that the various sections will 
have Area Advisory Team Meetings, that tonight is the first with the others taking place 
next week.  Two Public Meetings will take place on June 27 and 28, one in Indiana and 
one in Kentucky.  Gary discussed the schedule for having an amended Record of 
Decision is the spring of 2012 with construction letting still planned for August 2012.  
Gary also discussed that the approved Financial Plan had originally anticipated that 
completion for all construction would be in 2022, but that after hearing from many 
contractors at the Industry Forum in the spring of this year, the consensus was that 
depending on project delivery mode, the completion date could be as early as 2017 or 
2018. 


2.20 Harvey Langford asked about a timeframe for the drilling for the exploratory tunnel.  
Gary explained that there would be no exploratory tunnel, but that directional drilling is 
currently underway to obtain the needed geotechnical information for designing the 
tunnel.  Mr. Langford asked how long they had been working on the current drilling.  
John answered since April of this year. 


2.21 Glen Stuckel asked if there would be a way to access US 42 during the tunnel 
construction.  Gary explained that traffic will be maintained at all times. 


2.22 Wayne Wells asked if the Emergency Access Road is still a part of the Project.  Jerry 
assured him it is. 


2.23 Deb Moorhead asked how the exit to US 42 and roadway will be signed and marked 
to prevent accidents.  Jerry answered that adequate signing will be included in the 
project and will meet all current safety standards. John added that all signing and 
marking will follow the guidelines in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
that is the industry standard.  Charles Buddeke also explained that the Bi-state 
Authority had discussed signing and that electronic signing would be included in the 
project to enhance safety as well as standard signing and pavement markings.    


2.24 The meeting adjourned at approximately 8:10 p.m. 
2.25 The Meeting Memory follows: 


 
SDC4 AAT Meeting No. 9 


Meeting Memory 
June 16, 2011 


 
Grade steeper under Wolf Pen? 
Yes 
 
How deep is grade below WPBR? 
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Will that make noise wall higher? 
New Study/Noise Analysis 
 
When will analysis be completed? 
Present results? 
Will non-vertical cuts increase noise? 
What days are picked for noise studies? 
 
Will you be taking additional land?  Are you purchasing homes from I-71 thru 
neighborhoods (Wolf Creek)? 
 
Traffic volume changes? 
2030 projected traffic 
 
Deck openings? Useful or aesthetic? 
Openings adjacent to towers.  Aesthetic only. 
 
Can we have copies of charts from presentations? 
Will be on website soon.  RAC presentation is there now. 
 
Will tolls ever come off? 
Toll policy will be developed based on project delivery. 
 
Anything done under bridge to keep birds from nesting? 
Smooth-tub girders-more difficult. 
 
 
Where will you put toll gates? 
Electronic tolling—no typical toll gates. 
 
Public Involvement, SEIS schedules?  Const. schedule? 
August 2012-goal—Financial Plan 2022, could be cut to 2017-2018. 
June 27 & 28, same presentations, KY and IN  
 
Proposed tunnel drilling? 
No exploratory tunnel-doing directional drilling-less expensive. 
 
How long have they been working? 
Since April. 
 
Will there be a way to get to 42 during tunnel construction? 
Traffic maintained at all times. 
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Emergency Access Road? 
Yes 
 
How will exit to 42 and roadway be signed and marked to prevent accidents?  
Signing & marking meet current safety standards according to MUTCD.  Electronic overhead 
signing. 


Adj. 8:10 pm 
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Indiana East End Approach and East End Bridge Area Advisory Team Meeting 
June 23, 2011, Utica Community Center  
 
Area Advisory Team Members (* in attendance)     
 Bob McEwen Charlestown City Hall 
 Hyun  Lee  Clark County Highway Dept 
 Jim    Urban  City of Jeffersonville 
 Matt      Smolek* Ports of Indiana-Jeffersonville 
 Jerry   Acy  River Ridge Commerce Center 
 Bill Ogden  Utica Historic Society 
 Henry   Dorman Utica Town Council 
 Jamey   Noel  Utica Township Fire Department 
 Jim   Witten*  Charlestown Chamber of Commerce 
 Robert Miller  Jeffersonville Engineer's Office 
 Bob   McEwen Greater Clark Co. Schools Board Homeowners' Associations   
 Scott   Straight  Ole Stoner Place Neighborhood 
 Debbie Wanke* Fox Run Homeowners Association 
 Terri Hicks*  Crystal Springs Subdivision 
 Sherry Wright  Stonybrooke 
 Brian Fogle  City of Jeffersonville 
 Andy Crouch  Jeffersonville Engineer's Office 
 Bill Wanke* Fox Run Homeowners' Association 
 Letha Cupp  River Ridge Commerce Center 
 Paul Wheatley*  River Ridge Commerce Center 
 Matt  Zelli  Ole Stoner Place Neighborhood 
 Ron Repp  Charlestown Chamber of Commerce 
 Ruby Voyles  Crystal Springs Subdivision 
 Brian Jones  Utica Fire Department 


 
Other General Public Attendees 
Carl Pearcy  Indiana Ombudsman 
Sandy Black  Citizen 
 
Agency and Consultant Attendees 
Paul Boone  INDOT 
Gary Valentine KYTC 
Andy Barber  KYTC 
Duane Thomas FHWA 
Kerry Stemler  Bridges Authority 
Charles Buddeke Bridges Authority 
John Sacksteder CTS 
Bob Lauder  CTS 
Paul Hilton  CTS 
Scott Sondles  Burgess & Niple 
Greg Rominger Burgess & Niple 
Ed Spahr  Burgess & Niple 
Brian James  Baker Corporation 
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The meeting was called to order at 7:05pm with a welcome by Paul Boone, INDOT Ohio River 
Bridges Project Manager.  He led all attendees in self-introductions. 
Mr. Boone presented an overview of the project status:  
- History of the project since 1998, the Federal Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Phase 
- Summary of the 2003 Record of Decision 
- Activities since 2003: design, right-of-way acquisition, creation of the Louisville and Southern 
Indiana Bridges Authority in 2010 to develop mechanisms for financing the project 
 
John Sacksteder, CTS-GEC Ohio River Bridges Project Manager, presented the purpose for this 
meeting – to update the Area Advisory Teams (AATs) on the recent project progress.   He 
inserted the theme of Stop, Look and Listen as the primary premise for Public Involvement for 
the LSIORBP. 
Mr. Sacksteder explained the need for a funding alternative because the Federal gas tax [the 
customary source of funding for highway projects] has not changed since 1993 and more fuel-
efficient cars have yielded less revenue available for large highway projects. The Indiana and 
Kentucky governors and the Louisville mayor created the Bridges Authority to meet the budget 
shortfall and fund this project. Cost-saving measures were identified, including rebuilding the 
Kennedy exchange in place and reducing the initial bridge lanes from six to four. 
The design revisions prompted the development of a Supplemental EIS (SEIS). 
The Authority determined that tolls were a necessary part of the finance plan. The project team 
conducted a Traffic Diversion Analysis to assess the impacts of adding tolls. Traffic has 
diminished during the recent recession, but traffic volume is returning to pre-recession levels.  
Preliminary estimated toll prices are $1-2 for cars, trucks, and SUVs; $2-4 for box and panel 
trucks; and $4-8 for tractor-trailers. 
Mr. Sacksteder reviewed the ultimate drivers for this project, including safety, congestion, 
inefficient mobility, inadequate system linkage, and planning consistency. 
The proposed SEIS alternatives are 
- No Action 
- 2003 Selected Alternative with tolls added 
- 2011 Modified Alternative with tolls added 
 
Steve Slade, Parsons Brinckerhoff Section 5 Project Manager, provided an overview of the 
Section 5 East End Bridge design elements.  Mr. Slade noted that the bridge site is rural, quiet, 
dark, and has no existing bridge.  The design is sensitive to the historic and rural environment.  
The Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) commitments from the EIS require design sensitivity to 
aesthetic and historic qualities.  The bridge type selection process narrowed 15 concepts to 3, 
which went to a public vote, followed by the final selection of a cable-stayed design by the 
executive committee. The EIS selection was 154.5 feet wide with 6 lanes.  This design would 
have been the one of the widest cable-stayed bridge in the country.  This size is a challenge for 
the cable-stayed design. A combination of concrete and steel is required to support this design.  
The tower pile cap was submerged to minimize the attractive nuisance and improve the aesthetic 
view of the bridge. 
 
The Modified Alternative minimized the height of the towers to preserve the view. The bridge 
span was reduced to 131.5 feet and designed with four lanes (the bridge deck can be restriped to 
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six lanes in the future) and a 13-foot-wide pedestrian/bike lane. The modified design can be 
constructed with concrete only.  The future modification to six lanes will allow an 8-foot outer 
shoulder for a minimal (permissible) breakdown lane to escape the flow of traffic. The bridge 
accommodates pedestrian traffic. 
 
Scott Sondles, Burgess & Niple Section 6 Project Manager, provided an overview of the Section 
6 Indiana East End Approach project. Mr. Sondles explained that the alignment for the current 
design is essentially the same as the EIS Selected alternative.  The original proposal was for a 
full clover leaf design, but  a diverging diamond design was later developed that will allow 
greater speed coming out of the Ports of Indiana.  This design also allows continuous left turns 
that are safer and support good traffic flow. 
 
Mr. Sacksteder presented the next steps for the entire project.  
- Public Involvement Meetings – Monday, June 27, 4:00-8:00 p.m. (6:30-8:00 open comment 
period with a court reporter and comment cards), Clarksville Holiday Inn and Tuesday, June 28,  
same time, Louisville Holiday Inn Hurstbourne. The same presentation will be made at both 
meetings.  An online comment forum will be available for 15 days after these meetings. 
 
 
These next steps are scheduled to meet the target of starting construction in 2012. 
 
- Analysis of Alternatives from the SEIS 
- Draft SEIS 
- Public Hearings – more formal meetings for public comment on the final design 
- 45-day Comment Period 
- Legal Review  
- Record of Decision 
 
All of the information presented at this meeting will be posted on the Bridges Project website 
[www.kyinbridges.com]. 
 
Following are a list of questions from the Area Advisory Team members and General Public as well as 
answers from project team members.   


 
 


Questions and Answers 
 


1) Question from Jim Witten: Are the proposed project bridge decks wide enough for the 
future 6-lane expansion? 


Response from Mr. Sondles:  The proposed 48-foot width on the new East End Bridge allows 
for restriping to six lanes, but the existing bridges will need to be widened to accommodate 
more lanes. The new bridge and tunnel can be restriped and minor structural wedges will be 
added to support the additional lanes. 
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2) Question from Mr. Witten: Will the extended comment period be focused only on 
Sections 5 and 6? 


Response from Mr. Sacksteder: Comments will be received for the entire project. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 8:45p.m. 
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The Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project (LSIORB) Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement Draft Range of Alternatives Document dated August 5, 2011 was mailed out to the Resource 
Agency Coordination Team, Regional Advisory Committee members and Section 106 Consulting Parties 
on August 10, 2011, along with a comparison document showing the differences between the FEIS 
Selected Alternative and the Modified Selected Alternative and the estimated cost savings for each of 
the six project design sections.  


The document was made available to the public on the project web-site (kyinbridges.com) on August 10, 
2011.  Over the next two weeks, information was shared through television news coverage and 
newspaper articles explaining the comment period and directing the public to the website.  


Comments were received for a 15 day period from August 11, 2011 - August 25, 2011 from the Regional 
Advisory Committee, Section 106 Consulting Parties and the general public. The comment period was 
open until September 12, 2011 for the Resource Agencies. This report summarizes all the comments. 


There were a total of 115 respondents who submitted a comment to the CTS project manager, John  
Sacksteder or the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) during the Alternatives Evaluation Document 
comment period.  Comments were submitted as an e-mail from the website or as a letter either 
attached to an e-mail or mailed through a postal service. One hundred thirteen (113) comments were 
received by e-mail from 102 respondents (eleven respondents submitted more than one e-mail). 
Another 13 respondents provided comments in a letter.  Each respondent was entered in the database 
of comments, for a total of 115 entries. 


The state of residence for the respondents was not always clear. Thirty six respondents did not indicate 
if they were from Kentucky or Indiana. From those who provided an address, 39 percent (45 
respondents) were from Kentucky; 25 percent (29 respondents) were from Indiana; and five 
respondents were from other states. 


State of Residence 


Indiana 29 25% 
Kentucky 45 39% 


Other 5 4% 
Did not indicate 36 31% 


 
115 


  


The Draft Range of Alternatives Document described the process used in screening alternatives and 
proposed evaluating the following range of alternatives in the SEIS: 


• No Build 
 
• Selected Alternative (without Tolls) 


 
• Modified Selected Alternative (with Tolls) 
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Transportation System Management (TSM), explained in the Draft Range of Alternatives Document as a 
standalone alternative that will not meet purpose and need, was proposed to be included in the 
evaluation for further consideration in the Draft SEIS as a part of any selected alternative.  
 
Range of Alternatives comments 
The purpose of the August 11, 2011 - September 12, 2011 comment period was to review and comment 
on the Draft Range of Alternatives Document and the screening process described within, yet only a few 
respondents actually referenced the document. The majority, 87.83% provided a comment on the 
project in general. Fourteen respondents (12.17%) provided comment(s) relative to the document.  


The comments are summarized below with excerpts (but are best understood from reading the original 
comment documents themselves):   


1. Mr. Harvey Lipps - “forget reviewing the rejected alternatives”;  


2. Ms. Robin Lynch - “it appears to me that most alternatives were reviewed” 


3. Mr. Clarence Hixson - “The no build bridges alternative should be adopted and the two bridges 
project abandoned……The east end bridge should be abandoned as too costly and for failing to 
mitigate disproportionately adverse impacts to the Title VI area with immediate projects to restore 
connection to jobs and markets and reverse economic decline.” 


• “The financing circumstances have changed since the ROD so significantly that the burden of 
the cost of the project exceeds what the community should pay for the supposed benefits.” 


• “The 15A route must be abandoned because of extreme environmental impacts caused by 
use and inadequate treatment of road salt and brine in the winter and its discharge in high 
concentrations to Harrods Creek which will flow into the groundwater wellhead protection 
zone of the LWC artesian well # 5 at the mouth of Harrods Creek. “ 


• “The 15A route must be abandoned because the public was not given an accurate picture of 
the impacts and alternatives in the public consultation process. Original well head protection 
maps presented to the 15A east end bridge and approach citizen group, falsely identified a 
wellhead protection boundary that did not extend to the area of well # 5.” 


• “Far East- South Routes   A7, A14, A10 are better alternatives and should be reviewed. A7, 
A14, or A10 do not cross over the Louisville Water Company artesian wells and well head 
protection zone, do not cross Harrods Creek and do not require boring a tunnel. “ 


• “Money saved from no build option for 15A route eliminating the cost of a tunnel and 
approach bridge over Harrods Creek could be used to make the bridge full width with the 
bicycle lane and using alternative storm water treatment and handling designed to remove 
more suspended pollutants before discharge to the Ohio downstream of the drinking water 
intake wellhead protection zone. “   


• “It was not made a matter of public consultation that the main driver of the 'build the east 
end bridge movement' was the millions of dollars that local development tycoons planned to 
make by opening and operating the River Ridge Commerce Center in Utica at the old 
ammunition plant. The entire KIPDA Regional Transportation Plan has a bias towards east 
end infrastructure development that has unmitigated impacts to the Title VI area. “ 


• “The original grounds in the Purpose and Need for building the bridges have been invalidated 
by subsequent economic collapse leading to a crisis in the Title VI area identified by KIPDA in 
the Horizon 2030 document…” 
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• “The Build the Bridges plan starves other aspects of Louisville transportation planning to the 
degree that the city will not end up with, “an integrated multimodal transportation system 
to facilitate the safe and efficient movement of people and goods in addressing current and 
future transportation demand." 23 U.S.C. § § 450.322(b).”  


• “The Build Bridges Alternatives fail to mitigate the disproportionately adverse effects created 
by the use of $ 4.4 billion dollars to enhance automobile use and pollution. Mass transit 
projects are clearly called for in the KIPDA Region and only undisclosed conflicts of interest 
keep them from being funded. The proposed alternatives favor elite caucasian interests 
gathering in the far east county and continue to segregate and doom poor African 
Americans in Title VI area.”   


• “Other alternatives than the 15A east end bridge route, including choosing A7, A14 or A10 
routes,  would have fewer adverse environmental impacts to drinking water infrastructure 
and war water aquatic habitat. The 15A route would impermissibly harm the environment in 
Harrods Creek, place at risk the millions spent on the artesian well system, include more 
costly creek crossings and a tunnel, force the narrowing of the bridge capacity, eliminate 
bicycle paths and serve undisclosed financial interests maneuvering behind the scenes.” 


4. Mr. Tim Gahan - “Neither the SEIS Purpose and Need White Paper nor the Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement DRAFT Range of Alternatives Document August 5, 2011 discusses 
Noise Abatement.” 


• “The SR 265 Lee Hamilton Highway encircles New Albany suburbs and any elevation of 
sound by allowing this to become a BY-PASS to meet the Purpose and Need: Inadequate 
cross-river transportation system linkage and freeway rerouting opportunities in the 
eastern portion of the Louisville Metropolitan Area is the purpose of this PUBLIC 
COMMENT.” 


• “Rerouting traffic to the existing corridor of SR265 Lee Hamilton Highway makes the 
Citizens of City of New Albany, and Floyd County residents, “RECEIVERS” by definition 
and as stated in the Indiana Department of Transportation Traffic Noise Policy effective 
January, 2007 Type I Project guidelines, RECEIVERS nearby a TYPE 1 PROJECT will be 
considered for noise abatement.” 


• “My concern is the focus of the Committee as it discusses the east end Louisville 
Metropolitan Area (LMA) omits the NW corridor of the project...My hope is through your 
consideration the residents of New Albany will be afforded some needed noise relief with 
this project and will be included in any SEIS Traffic Noise Analysis...” 


5. Hoosier Environmental Council - “According to the Draft Range of Alternatives Document (“DRAD”), 
the SEIS process will now include a review of the ORB Project’s Purpose and Need.  While HEC agrees 
that this review is necessary due to the prolonged delays and substantial changes, the proposed 
review is structured to reaffirm the findings of the 2003 FEIS and, therefore, fundamentally flawed.”  


• “Review of Purpose and Need - These factors inexplicably link the Downtown 
Bridge/Interchange project and the East End Bridge project without justification.  There 
is no explanation as to why or how the inefficient mobility of the downtown area is so 
closely related to eastern Jefferson and southeastern Clark Counties as to be considered 
together.  Similarly, no justification is provided for why “freeway rerouting opportunities 
in the eastern portion of the Louisville Metropolitan Area” must be considered 
concurrently with the downtown project.  Finally, the call for two new bridges in a local 
transportation plan does not necessitate joining those two bridges into a single project.” 


• “Process and Methodology for Evaluating the Range of Alternatives - One of the criteria 
is to “Improve System Linkage and Freeway Re-Routing Opportunities.”  An alternative 
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only meets this criterion if it “completes the eastern cross-river transportation system.”  
There is no specified link between this criterion and the Downtown Bridge.” 


• “East End Bridge - The Kentucky and Indiana Planning and Development Agency 
(“KIPDA”) traffic projections do not justify the extraordinarily high financial cost for the 
East End Bridge.” 


• “Alternative Concepts - The FEIS only considered one TM alternative that combined 
various TDM, TSM, and MT alternatives.  Given the high cost of the Bridge/Highway 
alternatives, HEC recommends that more TM alternatives be developed and evaluated.  
Specifically, we recommend that the TM alternatives include options with combinations 
of rail transit, dedicated bus and high occupancy vehicle lanes, and pedestrian/bicycle 
facilities on the downtown bridge.” 


6. Town of Clarksville, IN - “The Town of Clarksville (Clarksville) would be in favor of the Louisville-
Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project if better access to the developing areas of Clarksville can 
be addressed.”  


• “Clarksville is concerned that the 1-65 designers may have used traffic data that is not 
representative of the future traffic volumes expected for the higher intensity land uses 
being proposed by the owners of the Colgate Plant (Colgate) property…the Clark’s 
Landing Mixed Use Zoning District…..” 


• “Clarksville would request consideration be given to providing access to and from 1-65 at 
the following locations: 


•  Northbound and southbound ramps from 1-65 to 7th Street. 
•  Northbound and southbound ramps from 7th Street to 1-65. 
• A northbound ramp from 1-65 to 9th Street. 
•  Northbound and southbound access from East Montgomery Avenue to 1-65. 
•  Southbound ramp from 1-65 to Marriott Drive at Newman A venue. 
•  Westbound 10th Street connection to Marriot Drive at Newman Avenue.” 


• “Besides the need for additional points of access to 1-65, we would request that the 
design address the following issues: 


• Access from the Town of Clarksville to the southbound ramp to 1-65 at Court 
Avenue continues to be problematic. A safer way to access this ramp is needed. 


• Exit ramp to Stansifer Avenue should be located closer to the point of exit. 
• Strong consideration should be given to redesigning the entire intersection at 


Court Avenue, Missouri Avenue north and south of Court Avenue, the ramp to 
southbound Second Street Bridge, and the ramp from the Second Street Bridge 
to Court Avenue.” 


7. Kentucky Heritage Council - “The Kentucky Heritage Council has no particular issue with the draft 
Range of Alternatives, save the vague references to evaluating design options for the east end 
tunnel.” 


8. National Trust for Historic Properties - “In general, we are pleased that the FHWA apparently intends 
to expand the scope of its analysis in order to include all of the alternatives that were originally 
reviewed for the 2003 FEIS, including single-bridge alternatives, as we strongly recommended in our 
July 15, 2011 comments. However, we urge the FHWA to consider a number of additional 
recommendations.” 


• “The Purpose and Need Factors Should be Revised - …we strongly encourage the FHWA 
to eliminate the fifth factor referring to “[l]ocally approved transportation plans that call 
for two new bridges,” 
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• “The Proposed Revision of the Metrics for Cross-River Mobility Will Thwart Meaningful 
Review and Comparison of Alternatives - We strongly disagree with the proposal in the 
DRAD to measure “Cross-River Mobility” solely in terms of Vehicle Hours of Delay (VHD), 
rather than the additional two metrics that were used in the 2003 NEPA process—
Vehicles Miles of Travel (VMT) and Vehicle Hours of Travel (VHT).” 


• “The Alignment for the Eastern Bridge Needs to be Re-Evaluated - We are pleased to see 
that the analysis will include “re-assessing the alignment screening and selection 
decisions that were made in the 2003 FEIS,” and evaluating whether current changes 
would lead to “different alignment preferences.…for two reasons: 


• Selecting a different alignment for the Eastern Bridge approach on the Kentucky 
side (i.e., one that would avoid Drumanard) could result in major cost reductions 
through elimination of the required tunnel. 


• the Kentucky State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) had always taken the 
position that Alignment A-16 would be the least harmful alternative” 


• “Review of Cost/Financial Feasibility - …almost $1 billion would still need to be raised 
from tolls or other sources in order to fund the modified two-bridge alternative as 
currently proposed. Finding that extra billion dollars will be an ambitious challenge 
indeed. Accordingly, single-bridge (i.e., less costly) alternatives must be included in the 
re-evaluation.” 


• “Recommended Range of Alternatives - We are pleased to see that the Range of 
Alternatives has been expanded to include all alternatives previously evaluated in the 
2003 FEIS. …We also support the inclusion of Transportation System Management (TSM) 
measures for consideration as part of all the alternatives. Mass Transit should be treated 
in the same way.” 


• “The section-by-section matrix describing the changes to the project for each of the six 
sections is extremely useful, and will serve as an important reference point going 
forward into the NEPA and Section 106 review process. The modifications to Section 4 
(Kentucky Approach to East End Bridge) raise a number of specific concerns, which will 
need to be addressed through Section 106 consultation in addition to the NEPA review.” 


• “The modifications in the proposed tunnel profile (4th listed item) have the potential to 
exacerbate adverse effects, including noise and vibration effects, on a number of historic 
properties.” 


• “The elimination of retaining walls and vertical rock cut facing walls (9th listed item) also 
have the potential to create or exacerbate adverse effects on historic properties.” 


9. River Fields, Inc and Sierra Club, Cumberland Chapter  
• “The public was not been given clear notice of the publication of the Draft [Draft Range 


of Alternatives Document] or the deadline for comments on the Draft.” 
• “This reevaluation of the entire range of FEIS alternatives is much broader than what the 


public understood it was commenting on in the June public meetings.” 
• “Changes in Metrics -  As the footnote on page 8 of the Draft points out: "In the original 


EIS, the screening process involved consideration of three criteria-Vehicle Miles of Travel 
(VMT), Vehicle Hours of Travel (VHT), and VHD [Vehicle Hours of Delay]." The Draft 
proposes to change these metrics for the determination whether an alternative satisfies 
the Purpose and Need for the project to a single metric: "Improve Cross-River Mobility. 
An alternative meets this criterion if it reduces Vehicle Hours of Delay (VHD) within the 
Louisville Metropolitan Area (LMA) when compared to the No-Action Alternative." While 
it is impossible to know at this point, it is entirely possible that an alternative might 
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reduce VHD but not VMT and VHT. Moreover, any bridge would by definition reduce VHD 
so the metric is essentially meaningless as a measure for satisfaction of the purpose and 
need for the project.”        


• “Changes in Modeling - Footnote 3 on page 8 refers to a new travel demand model 
which "recognizes increases to VMT and VHT with facility added to transportation 
system." The new model is not identified, leaving the public to guess about it. The model 
should be identified.”          


• “Bridge Capacity - Footnote 4 on page 8 of the Draft continues define capacity in terms 
of peak hour travel. This is was a mistake in the FEIS and is still a mistake in that this 
definition of "capacity" is odds with generally accepted traffic-flow conditions in similar 
urban areas. Moreover, the congestion problems are, and always have been, peak 
period/peak direction only (rush hour)…”     


• “Financing - The Cumberland Chapter of the Sierra Club and River Fields Support the 
review of Cost/Financial Feasibility described in the Draft… the SEIS should include an 
analysis of the point at which the lack of traditional federal formula funds makes all 
alternatives not financially feasible.” 


• “Pooling Tolls - The two tolling studies done to date suggest that most of the revenue 
from tolls would be raised on the downtown bridges,…and that the eastern bridge could 
not support its cost on tolls it would raise on its own… Apparently, project proponents 
assume that they can pool tolls from the two different projects and use tolls from the 
downtown project to fund the eastern bridge. To our knowledge, the FHW A has never 
stated that tolls may be pooled when they are based on two different exceptions. If 
pooling is intended, the SEIS should explain the basis of an assumption that tolls may be 
pooled.” 


• “Sequencing - Regardless of whether tools may be pooled, the SEIS should consider 
whether the cost benefit analysis supports sequencing the project…the need for tolls to 
support the project suggests that the downtown project, which provides the greatest 
amount of tolls, should be begun and built first.” 


• “Single Bridge Alternatives - The FEIS failed to devote the same attention to single bridge 
alternatives that it did to the two bridge alternatives. Given the serious financial 
constraints facing the project, single bridge solutions should be given the same level of 
study as two bridge alternatives…how much revenue would be raised in tolls if only the 
eastern bridge and its approaches were tolled and what those tolls would support… the 
amount of tolls...generated by the downtown project alone and what those tolls would 
support in construction and maintenance.” 


• “Matrix - The Cumberland Chapter of the Sierra Club and River Fields wish to express 
their compliments to the Bridges Project for listening to comments at the Regional 
Advisory Council meeting in June and preparing this important document that more 
clearly describes in concrete terms the actual changes in the modified alternative as 
compared to the EIS final alternative…we ask that the same comparison be made for all 
the alternatives under review.” 


• “Section 1 - Alternative description does not state whether the Section 106 MOA 
commitments are being addressed and kept under this alternative or whether 
new commitments will need to be made.” 


• “Section 3 - The SEIS should carefully review and evaluate the economic impact 
of these changes to those businesses and citizens who repeatedly requested and 
were promised these vital east-west connections…. It will be important for the 
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SEIS to explain this enormous reduction in total construction and…explain 
whether this dramatic reduction will allow the same level of service and safety 
as originally proposed in the FEIS...there is no reference in description about 
whether the FEIS Section 106 MOA commitments will be addressed and kept.” 


• “Section 4 - the SEIS must carefully study and document the impacts of this 
dramatic change to the approach's profile. There will be potentially significant 
vibration and noise impacts to the immediate communities of BridgePointe, 
WolfCreek" Green Spring and the historic Wolf Pen Branch area. Additionally, 
the Section 106 process must evaluate additional noise and vibration impacts to 
the nearby listed properties of the Allison Barrickman House and the Strater 
House, Drumanard, and Nitta Yuma… study must take place for potential 
increased impacts to the potentially eligible St. Francis in the Fields Episcopal 
Church… The Draft also proposes the elimination of the retaining walls. The 
retaining walls were a hard fought issue and a mitigation… The SEIS must 
document the technical impacts of this change…address the fact that an 
interstate is planned over a wellhead protection area that is intended to become 
the region's main water supply.” 


• “Section 6 - Of the changes that are proposed for the Modified Alternative, we 
note that the last two changes increase environmental impact by removing 
culverts which would be vastly preferred by wildlife. We propose that instead of 
sacrificing environmental mitigation, that the engineering changes be made to 
reduce costs.” 


10. City of Prospect - “The City of Prospect favors the building of the revised plan. The City of Prospect 
remains adamant that the approach to the bridge be constructed to run underneath US Highway 42, 
as planned, when it passes through Prospect.” 


11. Indiana Department of Natural Resources (IN SHPO) -  
• “… the tables comparing the selected alternative to the modified alternative indicate for 


both Section 5 (the East End River Bridge) and Section 6 (the Indiana Approach to the 
East End Bridge) seem to indicate that the "2003 EIS MOA commitments [will be] 
addressed." We are aware that FHWA intends to propose amending the existing Section 
106 MOA with regard to certain properties in the vicinity of Section 6 that are no longer 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places, but we were under the 
impression that existing MOA commitments otherwise would be honored. Consequently, 
we would appreciate clarification about why statements regarding EIS and MOA 
commitments similar to those in the tables for Section 5 and Section 6 are not also found 
in the tables for Section 2 (Downtown River Bridge) and Section 3 (Indiana Approach to 
Downtown Bridge).” 


• “The table for Section 2 indicates that the modified alternative would substitute steel 
plate girders for the selected alternative's steel tub girders in the approach spans. We 
recall that there previously had been consultation, either with the Section 106 consulting 
parties or with the Indiana Historic Preservation Advisory Team, about lighting, about 
preventing birds from roosting under the Indiana approach spans, and about other, 
pedestrian friendly measures that could be implemented beneath the Indiana approach 
spans, and we would suggest that those issues might need to be revisited if the modified 
alternative were to be chosen …” 


• “We recall that previous consultation occurred, as well, regarding the physical, visual, 
and access-related effects of the various ramps in the vicinity of the George Rogers Clark 







 


8 


 


(US 31) Bridge and the Ohio Falls Car and Locomotive Company Historic District. It is not 
clear at this time how the changes to the ramps proposed in the modified alternative 
would alter those effects, but we would suggest that if the modified alternative were to 
be chosen, there should be further consultation about how those effects might differ.”  


“Otherwise, we have no concerns about the range of alternatives proposed in the August 5, 2011 
draft document.” 


12. TARC - “TARC is pleased that the document states that a range of alternatives including mass transit 
from the 2003 FEIS will be reevaluated to determine if they warrant detailed study as viable 
alternatives. The potential for enhanced bus service and mass transit to help address the project's 
purpose and need as part of any selected alternative deserves careful consideration especially in light 
of plans to scale back the project and to rely on tolls to help cover the costs…. Planning, design, 
construction and funding for enhanced bus service should be incorporated in the project's 
development/traffic maintenance plan and should be part of the completed project. Specifics to be 
addressed include: 


• …ensuring that turning radii, lane widths and other project features meet design criteria 
to accommodate buses; 


• …establishment of permanent park-and-ride facilities in final construction contracts… 
• …express and shuttle bus service during construction… 
• …improved and/or new bus stops, shelters, benches, sidewalk access and pull-off areas 


for buses… 
• …an aggressive public information campaign and…use of emerging technology to 


communicate with the public about public transportation service and arrival times of 
buses.” 


13. United States Coast Guard - “We have reviewed the SEIS Draft Range of Alternatives Document 
provided in your letter of August 10, 2011. We noted that the navigation clearances presented in the 
document are consistent with those in the project file.” 


14. EPA - “Thank you for your continuing coordination with us. EPA Regions 4 and 5 reviewed the Draft 
Range of Alternatives for the Louisville – Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project, and we are 
providing the following comments.” 


• “It should also be noted that there is a potential for changes in impacts to the 
community, particularly regarding construction impacts to local traffic, residents and the 
long-term effects of tolling. Since construction is expected to be phased and will require 
a period of several years, construction impacts are an issue which may affect various 
parts of the overall community at different periods of time and for a number of years.” 


• “Purpose and Need - “We agree that the original Purpose and Need statement, 
documented the in 2003 FEIS, needs to be updated regarding safety data and traffic 
forecasting information, with the updated information documented in the upcoming 
DSEIS.” 


• “Alternatives Screening - To help ensure the SEIS Selected Alternative is a financially 
feasible alternative, EPA recommends the upcoming DSEIS include the detailed financial 
studies, including tolling studies that have been done since the 2003 FEIS/ROD, and 
identify the specific dollar amounts that can be expected from tolling under each SEIS 
alternative and assess the financial feasibility of each alternative accordingly… We agree 
that the Travel Demand Management (TDM), Transportation System Management 
(TSM), and Mass Transit Alternatives have some potential to improve the transportation 
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system… The DSEIS should clarify the extent that the currently proposed modification to 
the Selected Alternative will include these elements… Please include an alternatives 
comparison table in the DSEIS that provides the cost of each alternative and the dollar 
amounts expected from each funding source (e.g., tolling, traditional federal formula 
funds, discretionary funds, etc.) for each alternative, as well as each alternative’s various 
environmental impacts.” 


• “Alternatives Analysis -…The construction timeline is unclear regarding when each phase 
of the project will be underway, and what measures have been planned to help avoid or 
minimize traffic disruption during renovation of the Kennedy Bridge and Interchange. 
Also, we recommend that the DSEIS include a map showing the alternatives at an easy-
to-read scale… Planning for maintenance costs should also be taken into consideration 
for the alternatives… The DSEIS should clarify the funding plans… please clarify whether 
there is a contingency plan in the event that not all the potential funding sources 
become available, and how the project will be affected if actual tolling revenues differ 
significantly from early estimates… the DSEIS should include an update regarding the 
progress of the Big Four Bridge. If plans for the pedestrian path/bikeway are eliminated 
from the Big Four Bridge, then the construction of this pathway should be reconsidered 
as part of the Ohio River Bridges Project.” 


 


Purpose and Need 
Five respondents talked in detail about the Purpose and Need of the project. Two respondents, National 
Trust for Historic Preservation and Hoosier Environmental Council, commented on the Review of the 
Purpose and Need section of the Draft Range of Alternatives Document.   They had previously 
commented on the project’s Purpose and Need during the comment period of June 27, 2011 - July 15, 
2011 associated with the Public Meeting and Purpose and Need White Paper. Their recent comments 
are shown above, as part of the Draft Range of Alternatives Document comments.  
 
Mr. Clarence Hixson, in support of a No Build Alternative, provided the comments shown above related 
to the Draft Range of Alternatives. Within his letter he further commented on the Purpose and Need: 


 “Horizon 2030 erroneously relied on outdated 2000 census and transit route data and 
completely fails to show how increased bus route miles inside the Title VI area contributes to 
connecting 'populations of concern' to the benefits of thousands of jobs in southern Clark County 
Indiana. The Bridges Project reliance on Horizon 2030 for its Purpose and Need and consideration 
of Alternatives is similarly invalid and no longer meets the requirements adopted by Kentucky in 
603 KAR 7:060. Urbanized area transportation planning, nor the applicable requirements in 23 
CFR Part 450, nor Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d, nor DOT Order 
5680.1.” 


Two additional letters, the first, a joint letter from Mr. Paul Fetter representing No2bridgetolls.org and 
Mr. Shawn Reilly representing Say No To Bridge Tolls,; the second from Mr. JC Stites, representing 
8664.org provided comment(s) on the project’s Purpose and Need. Both letters indicated displeasure 
with the initial opportunity to comment on the Purpose and Need White Paper. Listed below are 
excerpts from their comment letters: 
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1. Mr. Paul Fetter, No2bridgetolls.org (Organization for a Better Southern Indiana, Inc.) and Mr. 
Shawn Reilly, Say No To Bridge Tolls - “No public notice was given prior to the public meetings 
mentioning our ability to address the purpose and need of this project. Our comments given last 
comment period that did not exactly choose the three options listed, are addressing the purpose 
and need of the project. Build, but do not toll. All other comments received not choosing the 
exact options given must be accepted also as addressing the purpose and need, because that is 
exactly what they did. It is obvious that our community does not support this project with tolls 
and the public comments reflect that.” 


2. Mr. JC Stites, 8664.org - “The Public Comment process [from the Public Meeting] was 
misleading, because everyone believed comments should address their preferred alternative, 
when in reality the comment period was the public's opportunity to specifically address the 
project's Purpose & Need… The Purpose and Need of the project is the most critical, defining 
element of the project, and it needs to be revised to reflect the views of our region….less than 
15% of Louisville residents want to build two new bridges.”  


• “If an individual says the project should be divided and the East End Bridge should be 
built, that clearly means they feel the Purpose and Need should be changed… close to 
500 of the written comments made just such a request…Every comment should be 
viewed as a request to eliminate the 5th and final bullet of the P&N: Locally approved 
transportation plans that call for two new bridges across the Ohio River and the 
reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange." 


• “…the 2003 EIS traffic demand forecast (Table 3.6-2) for the Kennedy Bridge was grossly 
inflated… The premise that the 2003 Purpose and Need is still applicable, when we now 
know that the traffic forecasting was so wildly inflated, is completely unreasonable.” 


• “Now we know that the 2003 EIS Two Bridge/Highway Alternative never should have 
met the criteria of the P&N because it was clearly too expensive to be built. This terrible 
decision to attempt to build two bridges in one project has caused nearly a decade of 
delay and no progress.” 


 
 
Selected Alternatives 
Nearly half of the comments received stated a preference on a specific alternative proposed to be 
evaluated in the SEIS; although they did not necessarily prefer the same alternative for both of the two 
bridges comprising the one project.  Some commented on a preferred Downtown Bridge alternative and 
a different preferred East End Bridge alternative. Some commented only on one bridge alternative and 
not the other. Provided below is a breakdown of specific alternatives selected as a preference from the 
range of alternatives. 
 


Downtown Alternatives 
Fifty one respondents, 44% of all respondents, stated a preference among the Downtown Bridge 
alternatives listed in the range of alternatives to be evaluated in the SEIS. The comments include 25 
respondents in favor of the Selected Alternative without tolls; six respondents selected the Modified 
Selected Alternative with tolls and 20 suggested a No Build Alternative.  
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East End Alternatives 
Forty six (46) respondents, representing 40% of all respondents selected a preferred East End 
Alternative among the range of alternatives to be evaluated in the SEIS. The preferences included 31 
respondents in favor of the Selected Alternative without tolls; six selected the Modified Alternative with 
tolls and nine preferred the No Build alternative.  
 


  


 


 


Other Comments 
The most common comments were not related to the Draft Alternatives Evaluation Document. This 
comment period provided another opportunity for the public to voice their opinion on the project.  The 
most popular key words from the comments submitted, similar to the most popular key words from the 
Public Meeting comments, included No tolls and Build the East End Bridge first. Several respondents said 
both in a combined comment, such as: build the east end bridge first with no tolls.  
 
A comment about considering additional cost-saving measures developed during this comment period in 
the form of an identical statement submitted by 20 respondents. They all submitted the following 
comment: 


“I am in favor of building a bridge(s) project, the EIS Selected Alternative without tolls beginning with the 
East End Bridge.  If the modified project cannot be built without tolls, other alternatives should be 
considered including building just the East End Bridge, eliminating the tunnel, and other cost-saving 
measures.” 


25 
22% 


6 
5% 


20 
17% 


64 
56% 


Downtown Alternatives 


Selected Alternative without tolls 


Modified Selected Alternative with tolls 


No Build 


Did not select an alternative 


31 
27% 


6 
5% 


9 
8% 


69 
60% 


East End Alternatives 


Selected Alternative without tolls 


Modified Selected Alternative with tolls 


No Build 


Did not select an alternative 
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The most popular key words and combination phrases are shown in the following table: 


Key Words / Combination Phrases 
Number of 


Respondents 
Percent of 


Respondents 
No Tolls 45 39% 
East End Priority 44 38% 
East End Priority and no tolls 30 26% 
Cost Saving Measures 20 17% 
East End Priority and cost saving measures 11 10% 
Mass Transit 11 10% 
East End Only 11 10% 
Support Project 7 6% 
No Tunnel 5 4% 
 


 


 










