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SUMMARY 

S.1 Proposed Action 

This Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Statement (SFEIS) has been prepared by the 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT), 

and the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KYTC) for the Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio 

River Bridges (LSIORB) Project. This SFEIS responds to the National Environmental Policy Act 

(NEPA) regulations issued by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regarding 

documenting ―substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to environmental 

concerns.‖ [40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(i)].  

The format of this SFEIS continues the SDEIS approach of generally following the section-

heading outline used in the 2003 Final Environmental Impact Statement (2003 FEIS). Changes to 

the project and/or conditions in the project area that have occurred since the 2003 FEIS are 

described in their respective sections; and where the information presented in the 2003 FEIS 

remains valid, such is noted. While this SFEIS builds upon and incorporates work already 

completed as part of the project development process, it does not reproduce in full the 

voluminous 2003 FEIS and Record of Decision (ROD) documentation. Instead, it incorporates 

information from those documents by reference, where applicable. This SFEIS also identifies at 

the beginning of each chapter substantive changes to information contained in the SDEIS. 

Chapter 7 of this SFEIS includes a summary of substantive agency and public comments that 

were received during the 45-day comment period that started following the November 25, 2011, 

publication of the SDEIS Notice of Availability in the Federal Register and ended on January 9, 

2012.  During the 45-day comment period, Public Hearings were held on December 19, 2011 in 

Louisville, Kentucky, and on December 20, 2011 in Jeffersonville, Indiana. The SDEIS and the 

2003 FEIS and 2003 ROD are currently available for review at the Community Transportation 

Solutions’ (CTS) office located at the Forum Office Park III, 305 North Hurstbourne Parkway, 

Suite 100, Louisville, Kentucky. These documents can also be reviewed on the project website: 

www.kyinbridges.com. 

This SFEIS presents the impacts of proposed modifications to the ―Two Bridges/Highway 

Alternative‖ (composed of Alternative A-15 and Alternative C-1) identified as the Preferred 

Alternative in the FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation completed on April 8, 2003; and as the Selected 

Alternative in the ROD approved on September 6, 2003. This SFEIS presents the impacts of 

tolling to assist in funding the project, which was determined necessary through the Metropolitan 

Transportation Planning process; identifies cost-saving modifications in the design of the FEIS 

Selected Alternative to minimize the amount of toll-based revenue needed; and updates 

information and data where necessary to address changes to the project and the affected 

environment since the approval of the 2003 FEIS/ROD and the publication of the SDEIS. 
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The major components of the Selected Alternative from the 2003 ROD included: 

 A new bridge across the Ohio River connecting KY 841(Gene Snyder Freeway) in 

northeastern Jefferson County, Kentucky, with S.R. 265 (Lee Hamilton Highway) at S.R. 

62 in southeastern Clark County, Indiana (Alternative A-15).  

 A new bridge across the Ohio River parallel to the I-65 Kennedy Bridge (Alternative C-

1) as well as the reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange to the south of the existing 

interchange.  

 Non-motorized facility enhancements (17-foot-wide pedestrian and bicycle paths on both 

bridges), expanded employer-based trip reduction programs, expanded Intelligent 

Transportation System (ITS) applications, expanded incident management programs, and 

enhanced cross-river bus service, as well as numerous mitigation commitments. 

The proposed cost saving modifications to the FEIS Selected Alternative include: 

 Reconstructing the Kennedy Interchange within its existing footprint instead of relocating 

it to the south of the existing interchange. 

 Reducing the East End Bridge, roadway, and tunnel from six to four lanes. 

 Eliminating the pedestrian/bike path from the Downtown Bridge because a similar 

facility will be provided on the nearby Big Four Bridge as a separate project.  

Since the issuance of the ROD, INDOT and KYTC divided the FEIS Selected Alternative into 

the following six Design Sections (Figure S.1-1): 

Section 1—Reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange to the south of the existing interchange.  

(Also referred to as the ―Kennedy Interchange Section.‖) 

Section 2—New I-65 Northbound Bridge over the Ohio River.  (Includes the reconfiguration of 

the existing seven-lane Kennedy Bridge to a six-lane bridge to accommodate I-65 

southbound traffic.)  (Also referred to as the ―Downtown Bridge Section.‖) 

Section 3—I-65 in Indiana north of the Kennedy Bridge.  (Also referred to as the ―Downtown 

Indiana Approach Section.‖) 

Section 4—Extension of KY 841 in Kentucky from I-71 to the new Ohio River East End Bridge.  

(Also referred to as the ―East End Kentucky Approach Section.‖) 

Section 5—New Ohio River Bridge on the KY 841 extension.  (Also referred to as the ―East End 

Bridge Section.‖) 

Section 6—Extension of S.R. 265 in Indiana from the S.R. 62 interchange to the new Ohio River 

East End Bridge.  (Also referred to as the ―East End Indiana Approach Section.‖) 

Right-of-way acquisition began in 2010 but, when this SEIS was initiated, some acquisition was 

put on hold as a result of the proposed design modifications. Pursuant to a letter of March 24, 

2011, from FHWA (see SFEIS Appendix E), other right-of-way acquisition was allowed to 
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proceed on a limited basis in Sections 5 and 6, while additional right-of-way acquisition in 

Section 1 and 3 was precluded during the preparation of the SEIS, except for hardship and 

protective acquisitions. Only a few properties have been acquired in the Louisville and 

Jeffersonville downtown areas. The majority of properties have been acquired in the East End 

Corridor of the project in both Kentucky and Indiana.  

The purpose and need for the project as identified in the 2003 FEIS/ROD was reevaluated as part 

of the SEIS process and documented in a Purpose and Need White Paper (see Appendix A.1). A 

draft version of this document was distributed on June 3, 2011, to resource agencies for 

comments and feedback, and to the public during the public information meetings held June 27 

and 28, 2011. The draft document was also provided on the project website. Based upon 

feedback as well as the analysis from the draft document, it was determined that the purpose and 

need, as defined in the 2003 FEIS/ROD, remains valid.  

 

 

FIGURE S.1-1 

DESIGN SECTIONS 
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The following text identifies the purpose and need as presented in Chapter 2 of the 2003 

FEIS/ROD.  

The purpose of this proposed action is to improve cross-river mobility between 

Jefferson County, Kentucky, and Clark County, Indiana. Several specific factors 

demonstrate the need for action, 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 approach roadways; 

 Inadequate cross-river transportation system linkage and freeway rerouting 

opportunities in the eastern portion of the Louisville Metropolitan Area 

(LMA); and 

 Locally adopted transportation plans that call for two new bridges across the 

Ohio River and the reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange. (2003 FEIS, p 

2-1) 

S.2 Alternatives 

S.2.1 Re-Assessment of 2003 FEIS Alternative Screening Decisions 

For this SFEIS, the range of alternatives considered and evaluated in the 2003 FEIS has been re-

assessed. As part of this process, an Alternatives Evaluation Document was developed (see 

Appendix A.3)
1
. The Alternatives Evaluation Document presents the original process that was 

used to develop and evaluate the range of alternatives in the 2003 FEIS, and the process that was 

used to re-assess those alternatives for this SFEIS. It also presents the following recommended 

range of alternatives to be studied in this SFEIS: 

 No-Action 

This alternative assumes that all of the projects in the current Horizon 2030 MTP will be 

implemented. This does not take into account improvements associated with the LSIORB 

Project. 

 FEIS Selected Alternative (without Tolls)  

This alternative is generally the same as the Selected Alternative approved in the 2003 

                                            
1
  This document was based on the Range of Alternatives Document, which was prepared on August 5, 2011, distributed to the 

resource agencies for comment, and posted on the project webpage for public input. That report also stated that the 

alternatives considered in the 2003 FEIS ―will be reevaluated to the extent necessary to determine if they warrant detailed 

study as viable alternatives.‖ Subsequently, those alternatives were reevaluated and documented in the Alternatives 

Evaluation Document, attached hereto as Appendix A.3.  
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ROD, which does not include tolls. Given the current economic conditions that exist 

within the region and the nation as a whole, and the amount of funding that is reasonably 

available from federal and state sources (as determined by the Louisville Metropolitan 

Planning Organization), this alternative is no longer considered to be a reasonable 

alternative because it is not financially feasible; it is being considered in this SFEIS as a 

baseline for comparison with the modifications to this alternative proposed with the 

Modified Selected Alternative. See Section S.2.2.2, below, for a more detailed 

description of the FEIS Selected Alternative. 

 Modified Selected Alternative (with Tolls) 

This alternative would include many of the elements of the FEIS Selected Alternative, 

but would be modified in two ways to improve its financial feasibility: (1) it would 

include several cost-saving design changes, and (2) it would include the use of tolls. The 

cost-saving design changes include: a reduction in the width of the proposed East End 

Bridge, tunnel, and roadway; reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange in downtown 

Louisville within its existing footprint (i.e., in-place); and elimination of a proposed 

pedestrian/bikeway facility from the new Downtown Bridge. See Section S.2.2.3, below, 

for a more detailed description of the Modified Selected Alternative. 

S.2.1.1 Review of Conceptual Alternatives 

This step involves a re-assessment of the conceptual alternatives considered in the 2003 FEIS 

and presented in the Alternatives Evaluation Document; and of each alternative’s ability to meet 

the project’s purpose and need. As shown in Table S.2-1, none of the conceptual alternatives 

considered in the 2003 FEIS meet the purpose and need, except for the Two Bridges/Highway 

Alternative. 

S.2.1.2 Review of Alignment Selection 

This step involves a re-assessment of the selection of alignments A-15 and C-1 as the preferred 

alignments in the Far East Corridor (herein referred to as East End Corridor) and Downtown 

Corridor of the LSIORB Project, respectively. As noted in the Alternatives Evaluation 

Document, the screening process for the 2003 FEIS identified a range of reasonable alignments 

for consideration in the East End and Downtown corridors. Those alignments were studied in 

detail in the 2003 FEIS, and then a preferred alignment was identified for the East End (A-15) 

and Downtown (C-1) corridors. At each stage, the dismissal or advancement of alignments was 

based primarily on environmental factors, as documented in the 2003 FEIS. 

This re-assessment focuses on determining whether there have been any changes in the affected 

environment that have the potential to alter the underlying basis for the decision to select 

alignments A-15 and/or C-1.  
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Alternatives Eliminated During Initial Screening 

As part of the initial alternatives screening process, the following alternatives evaluated in the 

2003 FEIS were dismissed from further consideration in this SFEIS. These alternatives are 

described in the Alternatives Evaluation Document in SFEIS Appendix A.3, and in 2003 FEIS 

sections 3.4.1 (pages 3-45 through 3-53), 3.4.2 (pages 3-53 and 3-54), and 3.4.3 (pages 3-54 

through 3-57).  

 Alternatives A-1, A-3, A-4, A-5, A-6, A-7, A-8, A-10, A-11, A-12, and A-14 

 Alternative B-2 

 Alternatives C-2 and C-3 

 Oldham County Corridor Alternative 

TABLE S.2-1  

EVALUATION OF CONCEPTUAL ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives Summary Conclusion 

No-Action Does not meet the purpose and need  

Carried forward as a baseline 

comparison to other alternatives in 

this SFEIS per NEPA guidelines. 

TDM, TSM, TM, and Mass 

Transit 

Does not meet the purpose and 

need. 
Dismissed as standalone options. 

Kennedy Interchange 

Reconstruction 

Does not meet the purpose and 

need. 
Dismissed as a standalone option. 

One Bridge/Highway w/ Kennedy 

Interchange Reconstruction 
  

 Downtown Bridge Only 
Does not meet the purpose and 

need. 
Dismissed. 

 East End Bridge Only 
Does not meet the purpose and 

need.  
Dismissed. 

Two Bridges/Highway w/ 

Kennedy Interchange 

Reconstruction 

  

Oldham County/Downtown 

Corridor 

Meets purpose and need, but its 

greater length results in much 

higher impacts and cost, and would 

result in reduced traffic usage. 

Dismissed. 

West/Downtown Corridor 

Does not meet purpose and need; 

also, greater length results in much 

higher impacts and cost. 

Dismissed. 

East Corridor River Tunnel 

Highway System/Downtown 

Corridor 

Meets purpose and need, but 

tunneling results in much higher 

cost, which far exceeds the cost of 

other alternatives. 

Dismissed. 

Near East/Downtown Corridor Meets purpose and need criteria. 
Carried forward for further 

evaluation.  

Far East/Downtown Corridor Meets purpose and need criteria. 
Carried forward for further 

evaluation. 



 

   

Supplemental Final EIS  S-7 Summary 

No additional environmental or other considerations have been identified during the SEIS 

process that would alter the decision to dismiss these alternatives from detailed analysis. In fact, 

additional residential and industrial growth in the area would likely add to the impacts of many 

of the alternatives that were originally dismissed and would increase their social/community 

effects.  

Alternatives Advanced for Detailed Evaluation in the 2001 DEIS 

In the 2001 DEIS, build alternative alignments in each of the three corridors—Far East, Near 

East, and Downtown—were advanced for detailed evaluations.  

In the Far East Corridor, as documented in the 2003 FEIS, Alternatives A-2, A-9, A-13, A-15, 

and A-16 were carried forward for detailed evaluation, as described in Section 3.4.1 on pages 3-

45 through 3-53 of the 2003 FEIS. When compared to Alternative A-15, however, these 

alternatives were eliminated and Alternative A-15 was identified as the preferred alternative in 

the 2003 FEIS. 

In the Near East Corridor, Alternative B-1 had similar impacts to Alternative B-2, which was 

previously dismissed during the initial screening phase. No revisions to the effects of this 

alternative, as described in the 2003 FEIS (p. 3-93), have been identified; therefore, the decision 

to dismiss this option remains valid for this SFEIS.  

In the Downtown Corridor, only Alternative C-1 was carried forward for detailed evaluation in 

this SFEIS. In the 2003 FEIS, Alternative C-1 provided two options for the reconstruction of the 

Kennedy Interchange—an option to reconstruct the interchange within its existing footprint (i.e., 

in-place) and an option to reconstruct the interchange to the south of the existing interchange. 

The FEIS Selected Alternative includes the reconstruction of the interchange to the south, and 

Modified Selected Alternative includes the reconstruction on the interchange in-place.  

Conclusion 

Based on the re-assessment of the alternatives evaluated in the 2003 FEIS, the decisions reached 

in the 2003 FEIS remain valid. This re-assessment has confirmed the selection of the Two 

Bridges/Highway Alternative consisting of Alternatives A-15 and C-1. The alternatives that were 

eliminated in the 2003 FEIS will not be re-considered further.  

S.2.1.3 Cost/Financial Feasibility 

The FEIS Selected Alternative currently has a year of expenditure cost estimate of $4.1 billion, 

an increase of $1.6 billion over the $2.5 billion year-of-expenditure cost estimate in the 2003 

FEIS (FEIS p. S-11). The Louisville Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (MPO) Metropolitan 

Transportation Plan (MTP) Horizon 2030 currently states that KYTC, INDOT, and FHWA can 

reasonably be expected to provide up to $1.9 billion from traditional federal and state programs 
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for the project
2
. This leaves a shortfall of approximately $2.2 billion. In response to this shortfall, 

two strategies have been identified: evaluate additional revenue options, including tolling, and 

modify design features to reduce costs, as follows:  

 Tolling has been identified in MTP Amendment 3, adopted on November 29, 2011, as an 

additional revenue source for the LSIORB Project. This and other possible additional 

revenue sources would provide the ability for the Louisville MPO to meet the 

requirement that the MTP be fiscally constrained. For more information see SFEIS 

Appendix G.2, Financial Demonstration for the Ohio River Bridges Project in Support of 

the Louisville (KY-IN) Metropolitan Transportation Plan (September 2011). 

 The following modifications to the FEIS Selected Alternative are being considered to 

reduce costs: 

o Reconstructing the Kennedy Interchange within its existing footprint instead of 

relocating it to the south. 

o Reducing the East End Bridge, roadway, and tunnel from six to four lanes. 

o Eliminating the pedestrian/bike path from the Downtown Bridge because a similar 

facility will be provided on the nearby Big Four Bridge as a separate project.  

During the public involvement process, some public comments recommended FHWA consider 

re-evaluating the tunnel in the East End Corridor in Kentucky (Alternative A-15) as a cost saving 

measure. For reasons described in the Construction Options at U.S. 42 and Drumanard Estate 

Historic District (see SFEIS Appendix D.6), removal of the tunnel or additional modification to 

the tunnel design are not reasonable and will not be evaluated further in this SFEIS.  

The project design modifications are projected to result in a $1.2 billion savings from the 

estimated $4.1 billion cost of FEIS Selected Alternative. Therefore, the estimated cost of the 

Modified Selected Alternative is $2.9 billion. Based on preliminary estimates in the Revenue 

Estimates and Indicative Financial Capacity SEIS Modified Selected Alternative Tolled Scenario 

memo in Appendix G.5, tolling revenues are expected to generate from $800 million to $1.2 

billion
3
 in funding capacity. The projected toll funding, in combination with the $1.9 billion from 

traditional funding sources that are reasonably expected to be available according to the MTP, 

would provide total funding in the range of $3 billion, which would be sufficient to meet the $2.9 

billion cost of the Modified Selected Alternative. It has therefore been concluded that a Modified 

Selected Alternative (with tolling) is financially feasible and warrants detailed study in this 

                                            
2
  The Louisville MPO adopted Amendment 3 of the MTP on November 29, 2011, which included the September 2011 

Financial Demonstration that identifies the $1.9 billion estimate of available funds from traditional sources for the LSIORB 

Project (see Appendix G). Since the publication of the SDEIS, both states have announced options to accelerate the project 

schedule, which could reduce the overall year-of-expenditure costs by approximately $300 million; and continue to seek 

other cost saving measures.  However, an accelerated schedule would reduce the number of years traditional and 

discretionary funding can be allocated by the states to the project. Therefore, the $1.9 billion dollars of traditional and 

discretionary funding identified in Horizon 2030, as well as in the SDEIS and this SFEIS, may be less once the final 

financial plan is completed. According to Federal requirements a financial plan must be finalized and approved before 

construction can begin.     
3
  This amount represents the net toll funding available for construction costs after subtracting the costs associated with 

operation and maintenance, along with debt service. 
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SFEIS. These cost and funding estimates are preliminary, and are being presented at this time 

solely as a basis for evaluating the reasonableness of alternatives.  

The FEIS Selected Alternative has an estimated year-of-expenditure cost of $4.1 billion, because 

it does not include the cost-saving design changes that are incorporated into the Modified 

Selected Alternative. As noted above, the total funds available for construction (from traditional 

and toll-based funding) would be in the range of $3 billion, if tolls are set at the same rates as 

assumed for the Modified Selected Alternative (i.e., $1.50 for cars, $3.00 for small trucks, and 

$6.00 for large trucks). While the cost and funding estimates are preliminary, a shortfall of this 

magnitude (approximately $1 billion) would make the FEIS Selected Alternative financially 

infeasible. Therefore, as part of this SEIS process, a separate analysis was conducted to assess 

the level at which toll rates would need to be set in order to provide sufficient funding (along 

with the $1.9 billion from traditional sources) to cover the $4.1 billion cost of the FEIS Selected 

Alternative. (For more information see Appendix G.4, Financial Feasibility Revenue Estimates 

for the FEIS Selected Alternative). This new analysis documents that toll funding could generate 

approximately $1.4 billion to $2.1 billion in funding capacity. At the upper end of this range, it is 

conceivable that toll funding plus traditional funding could nearly cover the $4.1 billion cost of 

the FEIS Selected Alternative. However, toll rates would need to be much higher than assumed 

for the Modified Selected Alternative; for example, the analysis assumes passenger cars would 

pay a toll of $9.00 southbound in the morning and $10.00 northbound in the evening on both 

bridges in the year 2030 (expressed in year 2010 dollars). Toll rates at this level are unlikely to 

be accepted by the public and in any event are unnecessary given that an acceptable, lower-cost 

alternative (the Modified Selected Alternative) is available and can be implemented with much 

lower toll rates. 

This new traffic forecasting and updated revenue analysis indicates that (1) tolling funding 

would be insufficient to cover the $4.1 billion year-of-expenditure cost estimate for the FEIS 

Selected Alternative if that alternative is tolled at the same rates as the Modified Selected 

Alternative, and (2) if the FEIS Selected Alternative were tolled at extremely high rates, toll 

revenues would still fall somewhat short of the funding needed, and the toll rates themselves 

would likely be considered unacceptable. Based on these findings, the FEIS Selected Alternative 

is not financially feasible. However, this alternative is being carried forward for detailed study in 

this SFEIS as a baseline for analysis as the currently approved alternative.  

S.2.1.4 Summary of Findings  

The following is a summary of findings from the re-assessment of the 2003 FEIS alternatives: 

 The decisions reached in the 2001 DEIS and 2003 FEIS regarding the dismissal of 

conceptual alternatives and alignment alternatives remain valid in this SFEIS. 

 The FEIS Selected Alternative cannot be constructed with currently available or 

reasonably anticipated funds, but should continue to be considered as a baseline for 

comparison with the Modified Selected Alternative.  

 The FEIS Selected Alternative with the addition of tolls is not financially feasible 
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because projected toll revenues would not be sufficient to cover the funding gap for this 

alternative.  

 The FEIS Selected Alternative with design modifications (i.e., the Modified Selected 

Alternative), but without tolls, is not financially feasible because, even with cost-saving 

design changes, the cost of the Modified Selected Alternative would still far exceed the 

available and anticipated traditional revenue sources. 

 The Modified Selected Alternative with tolls is a financially feasible alternative and is 

therefore carried forward for detailed evaluation in this SFEIS. 

 The basis for selecting alignments A-15 and C-1 as the preferred alignments in the East 

End and Downtown corridors, respectively, remains valid, and these alignments continue 

to be considered for both the FEIS Selected Alternative and the Modified Selected 

Alternative.   

Based on these findings, three alternatives will be evaluated in detail in this SFEIS: (1) No-

Action Alternative, (2) the FEIS Selected Alternative, and (3) the Modified Selected Alternative 

(with tolls).  

S.2.2 Description of Alternatives  

S.2.2.1 No-Action Alternative 

The No-Action Alternative assumes that all of the projects listed in the Horizon 2030 MTP will 

be implemented, with the exception of the LSIORB Project, which includes two new bridges 

over the Ohio River (i.e., Downtown/I-65 and East End/KY 841 to Indiana S.R. 265), 

reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange, and enhanced bus service (i.e., KIPDA ID #52 for 

the Indiana portion of the project and ID #185 for the Kentucky portion of the project). For a 

more detailed description of other major planned projects in the vicinity of the project area, see 

Section 3.2.1 and Figure 3.2-1 in SFEIS Chapter 3, Alternatives.  

S.2.2.2 FEIS Selected Alternative 

The FEIS Selected Alternative generally represents the same alternative that was presented in the 

2003 FEIS as the Preferred Alternative and in the 2003 ROD as the Selected Alternative, and 

includes post-2003 design refinements (see figures S.2-1A and S.2-1B for the Downtown and 

East End corridors, respectively). This alternative is referred to in the 2003 FEIS as a Two 

Bridges/Highway Alternative and is composed of alignment alternatives A-15 and C-1. 
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Alternative A-15 

This alternative includes a 6-lane freeway on new alignment that would connect KY 841 

(Gene Snyder Freeway) in Kentucky with S.R. 265 (Lee Hamilton Highway) in Indiana. This 

alternative includes a new 6-lane bridge over the Ohio River and a 6-lane tunnel under the 

historic Drumanard Property in Kentucky. It also includes interchanges at U.S. 42 (half 

diamond) in Kentucky and at Salem Road and S.R. 265/S.R. 62 in Indiana. 

Alternative C-1 

This alternative includes the reconfiguration of the existing 7-lane Kennedy Bridge to a 6-

lane bridge to accommodate I-65 southbound traffic and the construction of a new 6-lane 

bridge, plus a 17-foot wide pedestrian/bicycle lane, over the Ohio River just east of the 

Kennedy Bridge to accommodate I-65 northbound traffic. This alternative also includes the 

reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange to the south of the existing interchange and an 

interchange with I-71/Frankfort Avenue in Kentucky, and the reconfiguration of I-65 and 

U.S. 31 in Indiana.  

This alternative also includes the following elements of the Transportation Management 

Alternative that was presented in the 2003 FEIS (Note: Since the 2003 FEIS, the features that 

comprise enhanced bus service have been identified and are listed below. More detailed 

descriptions of the TDM and TSM elements are provided in the Alternatives Evaluation 

Document in SFEIS Appendix A.3.): 

 TDM—non-motorized facility enhancements and employer-based trip reductions. 

 TSM—expanded Intelligent Transportation System applications. 

 Mass Transit—enhanced bus service  

KYTC and INDOT will provide funding not to exceed $20 million for capital 

investments and public awareness programs related to enhanced bus service during the 

life of project construction. The funds will be used for: 

o Constructing and/or expanding park and ride facilities. 

o Purchasing buses and vans for express and shuttle bus service during construction. 

o Purchasing and rehabilitating additional facilities to accommodate the increased 

fleet. 

o Improving and consolidating existing bus stops and constructing new bus stops.  

o Developing a public awareness and communications program, including 

advertising, using emerging technology to communicate with the public to 

encourage ridership, and informing low-income populations of the enhanced bus 

service options. 

Funds will not be provided to cover operational expenses, which will remain the 

responsibility of TARC. 

KYTC and INDOT will include as part of the project design the construction of turning 

radii and lane widths that meet design criteria for bus usage. 
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KYTC and INDOT will coordinate with TARC at the end of the project construction to 

determine how the investment in transit equipment can continue to promote cross-river 

mobility. 

KYTC and INDOT will not provide for traffic signal priority beyond the current scope of 

the plans. The project does not impact the local street system directly. TARC should 

coordinate this local issue with Louisville Metro Government. 

KYTC and INDOT will enter into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with TARC 

prior to the start of construction on the Downtown Crossing portion of the project. The 

MOA will detail the final agreed upon funding amounts and years of expenditure to 

comply with this SFEIS for the project. (See TARC coordination letter dated March 9, 

2012, and KYTC and INDOT response dated April 2, 2012, in SFEIS Appendix E.) 

Starting in 2003 INDOT and KYTC selected design consultants to begin work on the design 

phase of the project. The design consultants conducted field surveys, performed geotechnical 

investigations, completed bridge type selections, and prepared right-of-way plans (which are 

used by the right-of-way agents to acquire land). During the seven-year design process, based on 

new information, public involvement and further engineering refinement, adjustments to the 

designs in the 2003 FEIS were made. Consequently, the FEIS Selected Alternative analyzed and 

addressed throughout this SFEIS process and document is reflective of the most current design. 

The most current design of the FEIS Selected Alternative includes the following differences, as 

compared to the 2003 design of the same alternative:  

 Overall lower Kennedy Interchange ramps and structure elevations.  

 Reduced width of the Kennedy Interchange over the Louisville Waterfront Park. 

 Removal of the 3rd Street ramp in downtown Louisville and addition of an exit ramp 

from I-64 to River Road in downtown Louisville to serve the same traffic.  

 Modified Indiana East End Corridor interchange with S.R. 62 from a ―standard diamond‖ 

design to a ―divergent diamond‖ design.  

Each of these modifications was communicated to the local leaders and the public during the 

design process, and before the issuance of the NOI for the SEIS. SFEIS Appendix A.6 describes 

the post-2003 refinements to the design of the FEIS Selected Alternative. 

S.2.2.3 Modified Selected Alternative 

This alternative would include many of the same elements as the FEIS Selected Alternative, but 

with the following modifications (see Figures S.2-2A and S.2-2B for the Downtown and East 

End corridors, respectively): 

 Electronic tolls would be added on both the downtown I-65 river crossings (i.e., the 

Kennedy Bridge and the new downtown bridge) and the new East End Bridge, but not on 

the Clark Memorial Bridge (U.S. 31) or the Sherman Minton (I-64) bridges. The use of 
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electronic tolls would not require toll booths/plazas on the bridges. For the purposes of 

this SDEIS, the following baseline toll rates were used
4
: 

 Cars:  $1.50 

 Small Trucks:  $3.00 

 Large Trucks:  $6.00 

These toll rates are referred to in this SFEIS as the ―baseline tolling scenario.‖ The 

baseline tolling scenario was used for purposes of environmental impact assessment in 

this SFEIS, and does not represent a decision on the toll rates that will actually be 

charged. As stated in the March 5, 2012, Memorandum of Understanding Between the 

Commonwealth of Kentucky and the State of Indiana: ―The relevant transportation and 

financing agencies from [Indiana and Kentucky] will be responsible for establishing, 

maintaining and adjusting toll policy for both the Downtown and East End components 

of the project, including toll setting‖ (see SFEIS Appendix G.6, MOU p. 5).   

As part of this SEIS process, a toll sensitivity test was conducted to better understand the 

impacts of different toll rates on travel patterns. The sensitivity test in the SDEIS 

examined two additional scenarios: a lower-rate scenario of $1/$2/$4 (for the three 

different types of vehicles), and a higher-rate scenario of $2/$4/$8. For this SFEIS, the 

sensitivity analysis was expanded to include an additional scenario, listed below, that 

identifies a rate for passenger vehicles that are frequent users. This scenario corresponds 

with the toll rate assumptions used in the March 5, 2012, KRS 175B Financial Plan
5
 

(included as SFEIS Appendix G.7): 

 Passenger vehicles (frequent users
6
):  $1.00 

 Other passenger vehicles: $2.00 

 Small Trucks: $5.00 

 Large Trucks: $10.00 

The toll sensitivity analysis for the SDEIS is included in Appendix H.1, Louisville–

Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Traffic Forecast (Traffic Forecast). The toll 

sensitivity analysis for the KRS 175B Financial Plan toll scenario is documented in 

SFEIS Appendix H.4, Additional Toll Sensitivity Testing for SEIS.  

The Additional Toll Sensitivity Testing for SEIS shows that the variations in toll rates 

among the four scenarios would have a minor (less than 2%) difference in total (all four 

bridges) cross-river traffic volumes. The data also shows that with the four toll scenarios, 

                                            
4  All toll rates in this SFEIS are stated in 2010 dollars. For modeling purposes, it was assumed that tolls would be adjusted for 

inflation to maintain a level consistent with the value as stated in 2010 dollars. 
5
  See Chapter 1, Section 1.4, Metropolitan Transportation Plan Updates and Development of Finance Plans, for a summary 

description of the latest, March 5, 2012 Financial Plan. 
6
  Frequent users in the analysis are vehicles that uses a crossing twice a day, 20 days a month.  As with other tolling scenarios, 

these assumptions and estimates are draft and used for preliminary analyses.  The final tolling decisions will be made as the 

project progresses.   
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the traffic volumes would respond differently for the various bridges crossings. As one 

might expect, with the higher toll rates, the traffic volumes increase on the toll-free 

bridges (I-64 and U.S. 31). Specifically, the higher-rate toll scenario and the ―passenger 

vehicles–frequent users‖ rate toll scenario result in increases of approximately 10% and 

9%, respectively, in daily traffic volumes on the I-64 and U.S. 31 crossings, compared to 

the lower-rate scenario. Conversely, the traffic volumes on the tolled I-65 bridges 

decrease approximately 15% with the higher-rate scenario. The variation on the East End 

Bridge would be less, ranging from approximately 3% to 6% depending on the toll rate 

scenario.  Regarding the differences between the SFEIS baseline scenario ($1.50/$3/$6) 

and the KRS 175B Financial Plan scenario ($1/$2/$5/$10), the model predicts virtually 

no difference in total cross-river trips or trips on the East End Bridge, and approximately 

2% to 4% differences between the I-65 tolled bridges and the non-tolled I-64 and U.S. 31 

bridges.   
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 The number of lanes associated with Alternative A-15 would be reduced from six lanes to 

four lanes. Right-of-way will be acquired that would allow for an ultimate six-lane 

facility. Major structures, which are being constructed with a 75 to 100 year design life, 

will be built to accommodate six lanes. When traffic demand warrants, the width of the 

structures would allow for a restriping to six lanes and the width of the right-of-way 

would allow for the construction of the additional travel lanes. 

 The Kennedy Interchange would be reconstructed within its existing footprint instead of 

to the south, and would eliminate the I-71/Frankfort Avenue interchange. In addition, it 

would reduce the length of roadway improvements along the I-65, I-64, and I-71 

approaches. 

 The 17-foot-wide pedestrian/bicycle path would be removed from the new downtown I-

65 bridge because a 22-foot-wide pedestrian/bicycle access across the river will be 

provided on the Big Four Bridge as a separate project. On the Kentucky side of the Big 

Four Bridge Project, the ramps have been completed and rehabilitation of the bridge 

began in 2011 and is currently under construction. On the Indiana side, INDOT and 

Jeffersonville have committed sufficient funding for the approach to the bridge. 

Construction contracts have been awarded and construction is expected to be completed 

in 2013. A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was approved for the bridge on the 

Kentucky side of the project by the USACE on July 16, 2007. A FONSI was approved 

for the Indiana side of the project by FHWA on October 19, 2011, which included an 

Individual 4(f) Evaluation for both sides of the river and the bridge itself.  

 As with the FEIS Selected Alternative, this alternative would also include the following 

elements of the Transportation Management Alternative as presented in the original 2003 

FEIS (Note: Since the 2003 FEIS, the features that comprise enhanced bus service have 

been identified and are listed below. More detailed descriptions of the TDM and TSM 

elements are provided in the Alternatives Evaluation Document in SFEIS Appendix 

A.3.): 

o TDM—non-motorized facility enhancements and employer-based trip 

reductions. 

o TSM—expanded Intelligent Transportation System applications. 

o Mass Transit—enhanced bus service.  

KYTC and INDOT will provide funding not to exceed $20 million for capital 

investments and public awareness programs related to enhanced bus service during 

the life of project construction. The funds will be used for: 

 Constructing and/or expanding park and ride facilities. 

 Purchasing buses and vans for express and shuttle bus service during 

construction. 
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 Purchasing and rehabilitating additional facilities to accommodate the increased 

fleet. 

 Improving and consolidating existing bus stops and constructing new bus stops.  

 Developing a public awareness and communications program, including 

advertising, using emerging technology to communicate with the public to 

encourage ridership, and informing low-income populations of the enhanced 

bus service options. 

Funds will not be provided to cover operational expenses, which will remain the 

responsibility of TARC. 

KYTC and INDOT will include as part of the project design the construction of 

turning radii and lane widths that meet design criteria for bus usage. 

KYTC and INDOT will coordinate with TARC at the end of the project construction 

to determine how the investment in transit equipment can continue to promote cross-

river mobility. 

KYTC and INDOT will not provide for traffic signal priority beyond the current 

scope of the plans. The project does not impact the local street system directly. TARC 

should coordinate this local issue with Louisville Metro Government. 

KYTC and INDOT will enter into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with TARC 

prior to the start of construction on the Downtown Crossing portion of the project. 

The MOA will detail the final agreed upon funding amounts and years of expenditure 

to comply with this SFEIS for the project. (See TARC coordination letter dated 

March 9, 2012, and KYTC and INDOT response dated April 2, 2012, in SFEIS 

Appendix E.) 

S.2.3 Evaluation of Alternatives 

The original EIS evaluated the alternatives in terms of their ability to meet the following five 

elements of the purpose and need: 

 Inefficient cross river mobility for existing and planned growth in population and 

employment in the downtown area and 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 approach roadways 

 Inadequate cross-river 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 
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While these elements of the purpose and need have remained consistent, the criteria used to 

evaluate alternatives’ ability to achieve the purpose and need were refined as part of the SEIS 

process. The refined set of alternatives evaluation criteria are described and explained in Table 

S.2-2. In general, an alternative meets the purpose and need if it meets the first four of the project 

purposes, as measured by the evaluation criteria. 

The purpose and need also identifies a fifth need: ―Locally approved transportation plans that 

call for two new bridges across the Ohio River and the reconstruction of the Kennedy 

Interchange.‖ The plan itself is based on the other needs. Therefore, an alternative is assumed to 

be compatible with the goals of the plan if it meets all four of the other elements of the purpose 

and need.  

Tables S.2-3a and S.2-3b summarize the purpose and need measures of effectiveness for the No-

Action, FEIS Selected, and Modified Selected alternatives. There is very little difference in 

measures of effectiveness between the FEIS Selected Alternative and the Modified Selected 

Alternative. Although it provides fewer capacity improvements than the FEIS Selected 

Alternative, the Modified Selected Alternative meets the purpose and need of the project because 

it:  

 Improves mobility in the region  

 Reduces traffic congestion on the Kennedy Bridge and within the Kennedy Interchange 

 Improves traffic safety within the Kennedy Interchange 

 Provides adequate cross-river transportation system linkage 

 Is consistent with locally adopted transportation plans 
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TABLE S.2-2 

ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION CRITERIA 

Project Purpose Evaluation Criteria 

Improving Cross-River Mobility  Reduce Vehicle Hours of Delay (VHD) in the LMPA region
7
 

Reduce Congestion on Kennedy 

Interchange and Kennedy Bridge
8
 

 Improve the Level of Service (LOS) to a D or better on the 

Kennedy Bridge. 

 Improves the bridge demand as percent of capacity.
9
 

 Improves the Kennedy Interchange operating speed during 

the peak hour. 

 Improves the Kennedy Interchange Peak Hour throughput to 

be closer to 100%
10

 

 Improves the Kennedy Interchange average link density such 

that each individual roadway ―link‖ within the interchange 

also has reduced congestion and improves the level of 

service on each link to a LOS of D or better. 

Improve Safety on Kennedy Bridge and 

Kennedy Interchange  
 Improves the geometrics of the Kennedy Bridge and 

Kennedy Interchange to meet the American Association of 

State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) 

recommended minimum design guidance. 

Improve System Linkage and Freeway Re-

Routing Opportunities 
 Completes the eastern cross-river transportation system (i.e., 

by providing an additional highway connection across the 

Ohio River on the east end of the LMPA). 

 

                                            
7
  The 2003 FEIS also considered an alternative’s effect on vehicle hours of travel (VHT) and vehicle miles of travel (VMT), in 

addition to vehicle hours of delay (VHD), when evaluating the alternative’s ability to improve cross-river mobility. Both of 

these factors continue to be considered in this SEIS as part of the comparison of build and no-build alternatives. However, for 

purposes of determining whether an alternative meets the goal of improving cross-river mobility, the reassessment of 

alternatives for SEIS focuses on VHD. FHWA, KYTC, and INDOT determined that VHD is the measure that most closely 

correlates with the goal of improving cross-river mobility because it measures the total amount of delay. As such, a reduction 

in VHD means that drivers are spending less time sitting in congested traffic and are experiencing more efficient cross-river 

travel. Reductions in VMT and VHT also may be correlated with an improvement in mobility, but an improvement in 

mobility could also be correlated with an increase in VMT or even VHT. The availability of a shorter and/or less congested 

route may increase VMT or even VHT, because its allow for faster travel, which in turn may result in an increase in the 

number and length of trips as those trips become more attractive. 
8
  With regard to the criteria used for evaluating congestion on the Kennedy Interchange and Kennedy Bridge, it is possible for 

strong performance on some evaluation criteria to outweigh weak or negative performance on others. 
9
  Bridge demand as percent of capacity is a measure of the ratio of the weekday volume of traffic that desires to cross a given 

bridge relative to the design capacity of that bridge. The capacity is a function of the maximum Level of Service D traffic 

flow rates, the proportion of daily traffic that occurs in the peak hour of travel, and the number of lanes on the bridge. 
10

  Throughput is the percentage of peak hour traffic entering the Kennedy Interchange that can pass through the interchange 

without experiencing undue delay or congestion. If throughput is less than 100 percent of demand, traffic congestion and 

diversions result. 



 

   

Supplemental Final EIS  S-23 Summary 
 

TABLE S.2-3a           

MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS SUMMARY 
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No-Action NA F C F - NA NA NA No No No 

FEIS Selected -13.8 E C D D Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Modified 

Selected 
-10.6 E D C D** Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

*  These numbers are a measure of the efficiency of the LMPA network.  Negative numbers represent an increase in the LMPA efficiency. 

**  The East End Bridge would have four lanes in the Modified Selected Alternative while it would have six lanes in the FEIS Selected 

Alternative. 

 Note:  Percent change is relative to the No-Action Alternative.  Population and Employment Growth and Traffic Congestion Measures are 
for a Year 2030 weekday. 

TABLE S.2-3b 

BRIDGE CROSSING DEMAND/CAPACITY BY TIME PERIOD SUMMARY 

 
Alternative 

 Kennedy  

Bridge 

Sherman 

Minton 

Bridge 

Clark 

Memorial 

Bridge 

East End 

Bridge 

TOTAL River 

Crossings 

 NB SB NB SB NB SB NB SB NB SB 

No-Action 
AM 63% 139% 60% 119% 25% 94% --- --- 58% 125% 

PM 120% 113% 126% 81% 117% 81% --- --- 122% 95% 

FEIS Selected 
AM 32% 76% 54% 105% 28% 103% 70% 39% 46% 76% 

PM 85% 46% 113% 72% 114% 75% 43% 75% 84% 60% 

Modified 

Selected 

AM 18% 65% 66% 119% 89% 97% 88% 51% 47% 79% 

PM 74% 33% 125% 86% 100% 94% 58% 94% 86% 61% 

Note: These percentages are computed using capacities from the SEIS TOD Model. 

Source: SEIS TOD Model 

S.2.4 Costs/Schedule 

The current estimated total costs for the two build alternatives are $2.9 billion for the Modified 

Selected Alternative and $4.1 billion for the FEIS Selected Alternative. A breakdown of the cost 

comparison between these two alternatives by design section is presented in Table S.2-4. As the 

table indicates, the design modifications that were implemented for the Modified Selected 
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Alternative have resulted in a total savings of approximately $1.2 billion. It is estimated that 

construction of the project would begin in 2012 and be completed by 2022
11

. 

S.3 Summary of Impacts 

Table S.3-1 summarizes the impacts associated with the FEIS Selected Alternative and the 

Modified Selected Alternative. As the table indicates, the Modified Selected Alternative would 

result in fewer impacts overall, as compared to the FEIS Selected Alternative. The most notable 

differences are that the Modified Selected Alternative would result in 10 and 56 fewer residential 

and commercial displacements, respectively, and would impact about 98 fewer acres of 

floodplains and 43 fewer acres of terrestrial/wildlife habitat compared to the FEIS Selected 

Alternative.  

TABLE S.2-4 

COST COMPARISON OF BUILD ALTERNATIVE BY DESIGN SECTION 

Project Segment 
FEIS Selected 

Alternative 

Modified Selected 

Alternative 
Savings 

Section 1—Kennedy Interchange $1,530.0 $728.2 $801.8 

Section 2—Downtown Bridge $569.7 $532.6 $37.1 

Section 3—Downtown IN Approach $392.7 $177.8 $214.9 

Section 4—KY East End Approach $885.2 $794.8 $90.4 

Section 5—East End Bridge $406.2 $326.2 $80.0 

Section 6—IN East End Approach $234.8 $231.7 $3.1 

Other Costs
(2)

 $124.2 $125.0 -$0.8 

TOTAL
(1)

 $4,142.8 $2,916.2 $1,226.6 

Year-of-Expenditure (2022) 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. 

 

                                            
11  Since the publication of the SDEIS, both states have announced options to accelerate the project schedule, which could 

reduce the overall year-of-expenditure costs by approximately $300 million; and continue to seek other cost saving 

measures. While 2022 is the target year for construction used in the project economic analysis, it is anticipated that an 

accelerated project schedule could result in completion of the east end portion by 2017 and the downtown portion by 2018. 
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TABLE S.3-1 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

Quantitative Impacts To 
FEIS Selected 

Alternative 

Modified Selected 

Alternative 

Agricultural Resources 

Acres of prime farmland converted 
57 57 

Section 4(f) Properties used 8 8 

Cultural Resources 

Number of historic districts impacted 

Number of historic sites impacted 

Number of archaeological sites impacted 

 

10 

24 

7 

 

10 

23 

7 

Air Quality Impacts 
No NAAQS Violations 

Project demonstrates 

Conformity 

 No NAAQS Violations 

Project demonstrates 

Conformity 

Noise 

Number of impacted receptor sites 

Number of impacted Historic Properties 

 

1,314 

18 

 

1,189 

13 

Natural Resources 

Acres of terrestrial wildlife/habitat impacted 
 

237.3 

 

194.4 

Wetlands 

Acres of wetlands impacted 
13.28 9.68 

Water Resources 

Number of stream crossings (including Ohio River) 
24 23 

Floodplains 

Number of floodplains crossed 

Total acres of encroachment 

 

6 

178.35 

 

5 

80.03 

Number of Owner/Tenant Residential Unit 

Relocations  
65/15 55/15 

Number of Business/Not-for Profit Facility 

Relocations 
79/1 23/1 

Number of Agricultural Properties Impacted 18 18 

Number of Community Resources Relocations 0 0 
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S.4 Permits Required 

Federal and state permits that are likely to be required for the project are listed in SFEIS Section 

5.15.  The required permits will be obtained prior to or during construction. 

S.5 Preferred Alternative 

The Preferred Alternative for the LSIORB Project is the Modified Selected Alternative. As 

documented in this SFEIS, this alternative was selected as the Preferred Alternative because it 

would: (1) meet the project’s purpose and need; (2) be financially feasible; and (3) result in less 

environmental impacts than the FEIS Selected Alternative. It was determined that the FEIS 

Selected Alternative would not be financially feasible and the No-Action Alternative would not 

meet the project’s purpose and need. 

S.6 Areas of Controversy 

A lawsuit was filed in September 2009 against the FHWA, challenging the 2003 ROD for this 

project. The lawsuit was filed by two groups, River Fields and the National Trust for Historic 

Preservation. The lawsuit remains pending in the United States District Court for the Western 

District of Kentucky, Case No. 3:10-cv-00007. All litigation deadlines have been stayed during 

the SEIS process.  

A major component of the Modified Selected Alternative is the proposed addition of tolls. 

Throughout the public involvement process, some individuals have expressed their opposition to 

the tolls and the potential financial impact it may cause to individuals and businesses.  It has also 

been expressed that a less costly one-bridge-only option (i.e., East End or Downtown) be 

developed that would eliminate the need for tolls to fund the project. 

Throughout the LMPA, strongly held and often-conflicting opinions have been expressed about 

whether to build one or two bridges. Some residents say both bridges are badly needed; while 

others argue the East End Bridge or Downtown Bridge should be the priority. Still others 

disapprove of any bridge and advocate a light rail cross-river option. A common concern is about 

which bridge to build first, if two are to be built. 

Some argue that bridge options for the Downtown and the East End corridors should be 

considered separately. They say that the two locations are not related, but are two distinctively 

different projects. Others, however, believe they are related and that, if a bridge is built to the 

east, it will impact the downtown area. 

Some argue that traffic safety and congestion, especially in the Kennedy Interchange, underscore 

the need for the downtown improvements to be the top priority. An East End Bridge, they argue, 

would be a ―sprawl‖ bridge that would ruin the scenic, pastoral setting along the river and lead to 

unwanted development. Those favoring an East End Bridge believe that a cross-river outer 

beltway in eastern Clark and Jefferson counties is long overdue to accommodate growth and to 

provide access to traffic (residential and commercial) that now is routed through downtown.  
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S.7 Remaining Steps—NEPA Process 

Following issuance of this SFEIS, the following steps will be taken to complete the NEPA 

process for this project. 

SFEIS   

This SFEIS will be available at the following locations for a period of no less than 30 days 

following publication of a notice in the Federal Register: project web site 

(www.kyinbridges.com); public libraries in Jefferson County, Kentucky and Clark County, 

Indiana (see SFEIS Chapter 10, Distribution List); KYTC’s central office (Frankfort, Kentucky); 

KYTC Louisville District 5 office; INDOT’s central office (Indianapolis, Indiana); INDOT’s 

Falls City Sub-District Office; and FHWA’s regional offices in Indianapolis and Frankfort. 

Revised Record of Decision (ROD)   

No sooner than 30 days after publication of this SFEIS in the Federal Register FHWA intends to 

issue a Revised ROD for the project. The Revised ROD will document the decision reached by 

FHWA at the conclusion of this NEPA process. Should the preferred alternative—Modified 

Selected Alternative—or another build alternative be chosen as the ―selected alternative,‖ the 

issuance of the Revised ROD will allow FHWA, KYTC, and INDOT to proceed with federally 

funded final design and land purchases, and will allow KYTC and INDOT to proceed with 

construction once all necessary permits have been obtained. 

http://www.kyinbridges.com/


 

   

Supplemental Final EIS  S-28 Summary 
 

This page has been intentionally left blank. 

 

 


	SFEIS Chapter 00 Summary - FINAL - 4-18-12
	S.1 Proposed Action
	S.2 Alternatives
	S.3 Summary of Impacts

	S.4 Permits Required

	S.5 P
referred Alternative
	S.6 Areas of Controversy
	S.7 Remaining Steps - NEPA Process

	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	LIST OF TABLES
	LIST OF FIGURES
	LIST OF APPENDICES
	SFEIS Chapter 01 - FINAL - 4-18-12
	1.1 Transportation Planning History
	1.2 Metropolitan Louisville Ohio River Bridge Study

	1.3 Ohio River Major Investment Study (ORMIS)

	1.4 Metropolitan Transportation Plan Updates and Development of Finance Plans

	1.5 Louisville – Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project

	SFEIS Chapter 02 - FINAL - 4-18-12
	2.1 Project Setting

	2.2 Purpose and Need for Action
	2.3 Performance Measures

	2.4 Conculsion


	SFEIS Chapter 03 - FINAL - 4-18-12
	3.1 Alternatives Evaluation Process and Methodology 
	3.2 Description of Alternatives

	3.3 Evaluation of Alternatives 


	SFEIS Chapter 04 - FINAL - 4-19-12
	4.1 Social/Economic

	4.2 Agricultural

	4.3 Historic and Archaeologi
cal Resources
	4.4 Air Quality

	4.5 Noise

	4.6 Vibration

	4.7 Natural Resources

	4.8 Water Resources

	4.9 Floodplains
	4.10 Wetlands

	 4.11 Visual and Aesthetic Resources
	4.12 Hazardous Substances 

	SFEIS Chapter 05 - FINAL - 4-19-12
	5.1 Social and Economic  
	5.2 Agriculture
	5.3 Historic and Archeological Resources 
	5.4 Air Quality

	5.5 Noise
	5.6 Vibration
	5.7 Natural Resources

	5.8 Water Resources

	5.9 Floodplains

	5.10 Wetlands

	5.11 Visual and Aesthetic Resources 

	5.12 Hazardous Substances 

	5.13 Energy

	5.14 Construction Impacts 

	5.15 Permits

	5.16 Short-Term Use of Environment vs. Long-Term Productivity 

	5.17 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources
	5.18 Summary of Impacts

	SFEIS Chapter 06 - FINAL - 4-19-12
	6.1 Proposed Action
	6.2 Section 4(f) Evaluation
	6.3 Coordination
	6.4 Section 4(f) Conclusions

	SFEIS Chapter 07 - FINAL - 4-19-12
	7.1 Public Involvement
	7.2 Resource Agency Coordination
	7.3 Listing of Comments and Responses

	SFEIS Chapter 08 - FINAL - 4-19-12
	8.1. Mitigation Commitments
	8.2. Amended Biological Assessment (BA) and Indiana Bat Conservation MOA
	8.3 Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)

	SFEIS Chapter 09 List FINAL 4-19-12 
	SFEIS Chapter 10 Distribution FINAL 4-19-12
	SFEIS Chapter 11 Literature Cited FINAL 4-19-12
	INDEX
	SDEIS Glossary Final 4-19-2012
	SFEIS List of Acronyms Final 4-19-20122



